Cluster Benchmarking
in Poland – 2012
General Report

Edited by
Joanna Hołub-Iwan

HUMAN CAPITAL

NATIONAL COHESION STRATEGY

EUROPEAN UNION
EUROPEAN
SOCIAL FUND

Cluster Benchmarking
in Poland –2012
General Report

Edited by

Joanna Hołub-Iwan

This publication has been co-financed by the European Union under the European Social Fund as part of
the system project of PARP (Polish Agency for Enterprise Development) entitled “Development of human
resources through promotion of knowledge, transfer and popularisation of innovation” (Operational
Programme Human Capital, sub-measure 2.1.3).

AUTHORS:
Joanna Hołub-Iwan, PhD (chapters I, VII p. 7.1, 7.3, 7.4, 7.5)
Katarzyna Cheba, PhD (chapters II, III, VI p. 7.2)
Łukasz Wielec (chapter III)
Paweł Gałecki (chapter IV)
Julita Pawłowska (chapter V)
Bogusław Bembenek (chapter VI, VII p. 7.2)

REVIEWER:
Piotr Niedzielski, Prof. PhD
EXPERT (PARP):
Grażyna Buczyńska

FREE PUBLICATION

© Copyright by Polska Agencja Rozwoju Przedsiębiorczości, Warsaw 2012,
This publication is also available in an electronic version on the Polish Innovation Portal at http://www.pi.gov.pl

Views and arguments presented in the publication do not have to reflect the attitude of the Polish Agency for
Enterprise Development, but only the attitudes of the authors.
ISBN: 978-83-7633-155-3

Circulation: 500 copies

Dear Readers,
I am pleased to introduce “Cluster Benchmarking in Poland – 2012”, the final report summarizing findings of the
cluster benchmarking survey performed by the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development in 2012 and intended as a follow up on the first benchmarking exercise two years earlier.
The aim of the survey was to assess current development of clusters in Poland and determine cluster trends
observed during last two years. A significant objective was to make recommendations on how to improve
competitiveness and innovation of entities operating in clusters. Such recommendations have been produced
for different stakeholder groups like coordinators, animators, entrepreneurs and other cluster members, business support institutions and research organisations, as well as government administration and regional
authorities. Another important objective was to identify best practices in the group of surveyed clusters that
could help achieve improved performance in a particular cluster.
The analysis of data collected through interviews with respondents in the clusters as well as survey findings and
recommendations can provide a good basis for establishing future mechanisms and support schemes for
cluster development. It could be observed that apart from financial aspects, the respondents reported the need
for implementation of indirect measures to support cluster development, such as: organisation of cooperative
meetings, forums for exchange of knowledge and information, conferences, domestic and foreign study visits
and promoting the idea of clustering.
It can be noticed that awareness has been raised among cluster coordinators on the benefits from participating
in a benchmarking survey. Benchmarking allows us to compare the performance of a given cluster against
‘benchmarks’ in different areas of assessment and against the performance of the group of surveyed clusters.
Each surveyed cluster has been provided a dedicated report with individual analyses and tailored recommendations. These dedicated reports, not available for public release, have been presented to cluster coordinators
for future reference.
I would like to take this opportunity to kindly thank all the respondents who took time to participate
in the survey, including cluster coordinators and leaders, for submitting information and contributing
data which made it possible to draw conclusions on the current cluster development in Poland and
prepare important recommendations for the future.

Bożena Lublińska-Kasprzak
President of the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development
PARP, Warsaw 2012
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Cluster benchmarking in Poland –2012. General Report
Summary

This cluster benchmarking survey was performed in 2012 on behalf of the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development following the first survey conducted two years earlier. The purpose was to assess current development
of Polish clusters, determine cluster trends and provide recommendations for improving management of both
cluster organizations and members. Recommendations made in the report have been addressed to cluster
coordinators and members, scientific institutions and authorities at national and regional levels.
The study was based on a tailor-made cluster benchmarking methodology developed by the expert team in
2008 and presented in the document „Benchmarking klastrów: Opracowanie i opis metodyki benchmarkingu
klastrów w Polsce” [“Cluster benchmarking: Development and description of the methodology for cluster
benchmarking in Poland”] by A. Nowakowska, PhD, Z. Przygodzki, PhD, M. Sokołowicz, PhD, J. Chądzyński, PhD,
K. Matusiak, PhD and M. Klepka. After the first benchmarking survey in 2010, the methodology has been revised
and simplified. The second benchmarking exercise has been based on the modified version of methodology
which provided detailed guidelines regarding the scope and type of research to be performed by experts,
as well as the analyses to be conducted.

The project of the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development began with the identification of clusters for the
study. A cluster that was classified for the benchmarking study apart from meeting all the conditions stemming
from the cluster definition adopted by Polish Agency for Enterprise Development, also had to satisfy some
other requirements, such as:

•
•
•
•
•
•

cluster operation period longer than 12 months,
an adequate cluster size and a proper structure of the cluster members,
defined legal and organisational status of the cluster,
proper trade and geographical concentration,
having a development strategy,
successful completion of at least one joint project within the cluster.

7

The benchmarking study of 2012 has covered 4 areas and 15 sub-areas evaluated with 49 indicators.
Benchmarking areas

Benchmarking sub-areas
I.1. Human resources and cluster know-how

I. Cluster resources

I.2. Financial resources
I.3. Infrastructural resources (tangible)
II.1. Market activity
II.2. Marketing and PR

II. Processes in clusters
II.3. Internal communication
II.4. Knowledge and innovation creation
III.1. Human resources development
III.2. Increasing the competitive advantage of a cluster
III. Cluster performance
III.3. Improvement of cluster innovation
III.4. Cluster internationalisation
IV.1. Local/regional conditions
IV.2. Public policy supporting cluster development
IV. Cluster growth potential
IV.3. Associated institutions
IV.4. Cluster leadership
Source: “Cluster benchmarking: Development and description of the methodology of cluster benchmarking in Poland” [“Benchmarking klastrów: Opracowanie i opis metodyki benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce”] prepared by a team composed of PhD A. Nowakowska, PhD Z. Przygodzki, PhD M. Sokołowicz, PhD J. Chądzyński, PhD K. Matusiak and Mr M. Klepka, Warsaw 2010

In 2012, 35 clusters participated in the benchmarking survey; 12 clusters less than in 2010. 20 of the 35 clusters
participated in both editions of the survey.
At least two questionnaire-based interviews have been performed in each cluster; one interview involving
a representative of cluster coordinator and the other involving a representative of cluster leader. In total 70
completed questionnaires were obtained. Particular areas and sub-areas for each of the clusters were scored on
the basis of the questionnaires (in accordance with the methodology).

***
Cluster analysis carried out during the survey indicated the following characteristics of the clusters
in question:
Most clusters are initiated by private enterprises, which form clusters single-handedly or
co-participated in their creation. In the analysed group nearly 46% (16) of clusters were set up this
way. Scientific and R&D institutions, as well as public entities, are also very active in the formation
of clusters.
Newly created clusters in Poland are the effect of the cooperation between private and public sector as well as R&D institutions.
Clusters are created mainly as bottom-up or mixed initiatives. In total, 29 of the surveyed clusters
were created this way, constituting nearly 83% of all survey participants.
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Great majority of the surveyed clusters represent the industrial district type of clusters.1
Clusters that took part in the study are developing primarily under the Danish model (15 of 35
clusters in the study are developing in this way). A characteristic feature of this model is exposing
the role of a cluster coordinator, the main animator of cooperation within a cluster.
Clusters involved in the study mostly operate as associations (16 of 35 clusters that took part in the
survey). However, their number decreases in favour of commercial law entities such as limited
liability companies and joint-stock companies.
The great majority of cluster members are enterprises, mainly micro enterprises (up to 9 employees) which constitute 45% of all cluster members. Business environment institutions (BEI) and research institutions constitute a small part of all cluster members, there are usually between 1 and 4
such institutions in a cluster.
The main strategic objectives of cluster operations usually highlighted by coordinators involved in the
study include:

•
•
•
•

joint projects focused on creating innovative solutions and new technologies,

•

improvement of the flow of information and knowledge (also market knowledge).

possibility of obtaining external funding for a cluster,
growth of the market value of a cluster’s brand and market brand,
improvement of the position of a cluster as a partner for the local environment (e.g. public authorities,
associated institutions),

***
In the frame of the area Processes in clusters, two sub-areas were highly rated: internal communication
in a cluster and marketing and public relations activity. On the contrary, the sub-area of market activity was
rated as the weakest:

•

the weakest element in this sub-area is the joint supply chain – joint orders. This activity occurs only in
some of the surveyed clusters and is usually limited and performed on a small scale,

•
•

clusters are slightly better in the creation of joint distribution channels,
the highest value in this sub-area was obtained in the case of a joint offer of clusters.

Resources are considered to be one of the most important factors determining the ability of an organisation to
build competitive potential. The analysed area directly influences the effectiveness of implementation of processes and the efficiency of generating cluster results. Substantial progress in the infrastructure resources subarea and a marginal development of the human resources and financial resources was observed. In the
majority of cases, in the infrastructure resources sub-area clusters were assessed as good or very good.
In particular, the indicator of the availability of office space and conference rooms at cluster's disposal shall be
mentioned, as it was highly rated in almost all clusters that took part in the survey. Slightly worse results were
achieved in relation to the availability of laboratories for cluster members. Here medium and low scores were
reported apart from good and very good results. However, once again we should emphasise that due to the
varied nature of activities conducted by the clusters well-developed and huge laboratory facilities are not
always necessary.
With regard to the last of the analysed indicators within the sub-area of infrastructure resources – common use
of ICT in internal communication in clusters - the majority of scores was also high or very high, but the medium
and bad scores reported in this study require further attention. The main reason for such low assessment of the
selected sub-areas of the Cluster resources area are:

•

in case of financial resources, a low sum of the external funding received for the implementation
of common projects in the cluster,

1

Industrial district cluster (network cluster). It consists of a network of small companies with the same or similar type of
production. An important distinguishing characteristic of a network cluster is its lack of a central point around which business
would gather.
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•

in case of human resources and know-how sub-area, a minimal number of entities within the cluster
and a small number of employees in the research and development departments in the cluster.

Cluster performance illustrates the effectiveness of activity, mainly of the cluster coordinators, in respect to the
ability of implementing innovation and competitiveness among its members, which are measured by the level
of internationalisation of activity as well as competence boosting in human resources. According to the methodology of benchmarking the applied processes and resources should be turned into results.
In the cluster performance area, the sub-area of improved cluster innovation was assessed as the weakest one.
The second sub-area that did not perform very well was human resources development. The highest benchmark
increase has been recorded in the sub-area of cluster internationalisation and it is the best-evaluated area in
the researched categories, which has been developing most dynamically over the course of the last two years.
During the study growth potential of clusters was conducted based mainly on evaluation of four areas i.e.:
regional predispositions, public authorities’ policy in favour of the development of the cluster, institutional
surrounding, cluster leadership. Positive assessment prevails in all the sub-areas evaluated within the area of
growth potential of clusters; it proves that cluster coordinators and leaders are optimistic about the cluster
development in the region.
***
Cluster benchmarking studies conducted in Poland enabled to formulate the following strengths of Polish
clusters:
1.
2.

Internal and external communication (leaflets, brochures, media advertising),
Participation of cluster members in the process of knowledge creation - joint training
sessions, workshops, conferences, study visits (education of employees),
Very good accessibility of offices and meeting rooms for cluster needs,
Good availability of laboratories for cluster members,
Linkages between clusters and local potential, natural resources and economic traditions
of local community,
Strong position of cluster coordinators and their animation activities of cooperation within
cluster,
interaction between cluster and external environment.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.



During the analysis of strengths it was noticed that there are more and more clusters in Poland in which:

•

the share of R&D expenditure has exceeded 25% (6 clusters) of the expenditure on innovation in the
core of the cluster (within the last two years),

•
•

have more than five research projects completed during last two years,
entities are performing well in terms of internationalisation, with almost half of the clusters in growth
phase operating on at least 10 foreign markets, and only a few clusters having no experience in doing
business on foreign markets.

The following were considered significant weaknesses:
1.
2.
3.
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Low innovation level of businesses in the cluster,
A small number of legally protected innovations implemented in a cluster in the last two years,
A small number of clusters have joint market activity, such as joint ordering, purchasing for
enterprises within a cluster,
Poor outcomes of cooperation with the scientific sector, resulting in fewer spin-offs in clusters,
Few external funding sources acquired for cluster projects,
Weak employment growth rate in enterprises operating in a cluster,
Poor effects of cooperation with the scientific sector, resulting in fewer spin-offs in clusters,
Weak financial support for clusters from public authorities,
Poor co-operation with other entities of regional innovation systems, including business
environment institutions.

The report presents also recommendations for future development targeted at different stakeholder groups
such as coordinators and cluster members, scientific institutions representatives as well as authorities both at
the national and regional level.
The report includes also the appendix with detailed statistical data, e.g. mean values and various benchmarks
for clusters.

We hope you find it interesting.
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Introduction

The following report constitutes a summary of findings of the benchmarking study entitled “Cluster Benchmarking in Poland – 2012” initiated by the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development. Its main aim is to summarise
the information collected during expert visits to the clusters participating in the survey and the presentation of
the performed analyses.
The benchmarking study conducted in 2012 is the second edition of the study, which diagnoses the development of clusters in Poland and provides recommendations of improvements to both the management
of institutions coordinating the clusters and entities functioning within them. The first edition was conducted
in 2010.
The cluster benchmarking methodology developed by experts served as the basis for this study. The core
methodology was presented in the analysis from 2008 entitled: “Benchmarking klastrów: Opracowanie i opis
metodyki benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce” [“Cluster benchmarking: Development and description of the
methodology of cluster benchmarking in Poland”] prepared by the a composed of PhD A. Nowakowska,
PhD Z. Przygodzki, PhD M. Sokołowicz, PhD J. Chądzyński, PhD K. Matusiak and Mr M. Klepka. After the cluster
benchmarking had been performed in 2010, the methodology was reviewed and simplified. Thus the survey
conducted in 2012 was based on the document modified in 2010. This document accurately indicated the
scope and type of research to be done by the experts, as well as the analyses necessary to conduct it.
Field research, in accordance with the project schedule, was conducted in July and August 2012 with 35 clusters participating in the benchmarking survey:

•
•
•
•

Alternatywny Klaster Teleinformatyczny

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Izba Gospodarcza “Grono Targowe Kielce”

Bałtycki Klaster Ekoenergetyczny
Bioregion Wielkopolska
Dolnośląski Klaster Energii Odnawialnej

Klaster Dolina Lotnicza
Klaster Firm Informatycznych Polski Wschodniej
Klaster ICT Pomorze Zachodnie
Klaster Leszczyńskie Smaki
Klaster Metalowy METALIKA
Klaster Poligraficzno-Reklamowy w Lesznie
Klaster Spawalniczy KLASTAL
Klaster Spożywczy Południowej Wielkopolski
Klaster Zrównoważona Infrastruktura
Leszczyński Klaster Budowlany

•
•
•
•

Alternative Information Technology Cluster

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Kielce Trade Fairs Cluster

Baltic Eco-Energy Cluster
Bioregion Wielkopolska
Lower Silesian Cluster
of Renewable Energy Cluster
Aviation Valley Association
Eastern Poland IT Companies Cluster
ICT West Pomerania Cluster
Leszczynskie Smaki Cluster
METALIKA Metal Cluster
Graphic arts and advertisement cluster in Leszno
Welding Cluster KLASTAL
Food Cluster of the Southern Greater Poland
Sustainable Infrastructure Cluster
Leszczynski Construction Cluster
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Life Science Klaster

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Life Science Cluster

•

Podkarpackie Powiązanie Kooperacyjne – Klaster
Lotnictwa Lekkiego i Ultralekkiego

•

Podkarpackie Aviation Cluster

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Podlaski Klaster Bielizny

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Podlachia Lingerie Cluster

Lubelski Klaster Ekoenergetyczny
Lubuski Klaster Metalowy
Małopolsko-Podkarpacki Klaster Czystej Energii
Mazowiecki Klaster ICT
Mazowiecki Sojusz Energetyczny
Nadwiślański Klaster Energii Odnawialnej
Nutribiomed Klaster
Optoklaster – Mazowiecki Klaster Innowacyjnych
Technologii Fotonicznych

Polish Wood Cluster
Pomorski Klaster ICT
Stowarzyszenie Bydgoski Klaster Przemysłowy
Warmińsko-Mazurski Klaster “Razem Cieplej”
Wielkopolski Klaster Teleinformatyczny
Wschodni Klaster ICT
Wschodni Klaster Obróbki Metali
Wschodni Klaster Odlewniczy “KOM-CAST”
Zachodniopomorski Klaster Chemiczny “Zielona
Chemia”

Lublin Eco-Energy Cluster
Lubuski Metal Cluster
Małopolska – Podkarpackie Clean Energy Cluster
Mazovia ICT Cluster
Mazowieckie Energy Alliance
Vistula Renewable Energy Cluster
Nutribiomed Cluster
OPTOKLASTER – Mazovian Photonic Technology
Cluster

Polish Wood Cluster
Interizon Pomeranian ICT Cluster.
Bydgoszcz Industrial Cluster
Warmia and Mazury Cluster TOGETHER WARMER
Wielkopolska ICT Cluster
ICT Eastern Cluster
Eastern Metalworking Cluster
Eastern Casting Cluster “KOM-CAST”
West Pomerania “Green Chemistry” Cluster

In each of the above clusters surveys were conducted with at least two respondents – a cluster coordinator and
a cluster leader. In total 70 completed questionnaires were obtained. On their basis, values for particular areas
and sub-areas were calculated (according to the methodology) for each of the clusters.

***
The report consists of seven chapters. In Chapter I the authors describe the methodology and method of implementation and organisation of the survey. In this chapter the main focus is on the benefits of the use of the
benchmarking tool and analyses across clusters, currently and in the future. Chapter II characterises clusters in
Poland through their organisational structures, the number and structure of entities in the clusters, and the
development types and models, strategies and objectives. An important research problem discussed in this part
of the report is the analysis and evaluation of the phases of development of clusters in Poland. This study indicated that the surveyed clusters represent two phases of development: the incubation/embryonic phase and
the growth/maturity phase. This means that the clusters in Poland are relatively young institutions, now developing and shaping their structure and operational models.
Chapter III opens a series of texts dedicated to the presentation of the findings of the cluster benchmarking
study in Poland. Cluster benchmarking was divided into four following areas:

•
•
•
•

cluster processes,
cluster resources,
cluster performance (values),
cluster growth potential.

Within the above areas, exactly 15 sub-areas covering 49 indicators were subject to analysis.
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Chapters III, IV, V and VI discuss performance in specific areas of the cluster benchmarking study in Poland.
Average values were analysed in relation to every question; sub-synthetic indicators were also analysed. The
latter cover average values within each sub-area, while synthetic ones, cover average values within each area.
Each chapter presenting benchmarking indicators ends with an analysis of cluster trends and development
paths. The trends are shown based on the changes that have occurred in sub-synthetic indicators in 2012
compared to 2010, while the development paths were determined on the basis of expertise.
The applied survey method allowed us to show the position of individual clusters in relation to the entire surveyed population and to identify the position of a particular cluster measured against clusters which are at
a similar phase of development (phase of the cluster lifecycle). The review of the collected data and thorough
observation by experts provided a basis for the identification of best practices. Identified on the basis of the
survey, these practices are valuable for the clusters, because they show entities operating in the same conditions, within the same economic and social environment.
Chapter VII contains a summary of findings and recommendations for cluster policymakers. The conclusions
were drawn upon the analysis of the situation and trends in the development of clusters in Poland. Conclusions
presented in the chapter are closely correlated with data gathered during the survey. Recommendations, however, reach outside the scope of the survey, especially when it comes to guidelines for local cluster policymakers, government policy, government agencies, and business organisations. Recommendations for these entities
are the result of expert knowledge acquired through research, professional experience, but are also the result of
desk research, such as the Cluster Policy Working Group [Grupa robocza ds. polityki klastrowej]2.
Recommendations made in the report are addressed to:

•
•
•
•

coordinators and entities operating in the clusters,
government policymakers, government agencies, organisations of entrepreneurs,
local government cluster policymakers,
scientific institutions and R&D units.

Recommendations have been primarily based on the conducted research and expertise of the authors. However,
a desk research has been also performed for this purpose.
Strengths and weaknesses of the clusters were analysed in two ways:

•
•

clusters in the embryonic phase,
clusters in the growth/maturity phase.

The following strengths of Polish clusters are worth to mention:
1.
2.

Internal and external communication (leaflets, brochures, media advertising).
Participation of cluster members in the process of knowledge creation – joint training
sessions, workshops, conferences, study visits (education of employees).
Very good accessibility of offices and meeting rooms for cluster needs.
Good availability of laboratories for cluster members.
Linkages between clusters and local potential, natural resources and economic traditions
of local community.
Strong position of cluster coordinators and their animation activities of cooperation within
cluster.
Interaction between cluster and external environment.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.



During the analysis of strengths it was noticed that there are more and more clusters in Poland in which:

•

the share of R&D expenditure has exceeded 25% (6 clusters) of the expenditure on innovation in the
core of the cluster (within the last two years),

•

have more than five research projects completed during last two years,

2

Directions and assumptions of Polish cluster policy until 2020, Recommendations of the Working Group for Cluster Policy, PARP,
2012, http://www.pi.gov.pl/Klastry/chapter_95794.asp
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•

entities are performing well in terms of internationalisation, with almost half of the clusters in growth
phase operating on at least 10 foreign markets, and only a few clusters having no experience in doing
business on foreign markets.

The following were considered significant weaknesses:
1.
2.
3.
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Low innovation level of businesses in the cluster.
A small number of legally protected innovations implemented in a cluster in the last two years.
A small number of clusters have joint market activity, such as joint ordering, purchasing for
enterprises within a cluster.
Poor outcomes of cooperation with the scientific sector, resulting in fewer spin-offs in clusters
Few external funding sources acquired for cluster projects.
Weak employment growth rate in enterprises operating in a cluster.
Poor effects of cooperation with the scientific sector, resulting in fewer spin-offs in clusters.
Weak financial support for clusters from public authorities.
Poor co-operation with other entities of regional innovation systems, including business environment institutions.

Methodology of cluster benchmarking

1.1

1

Scope and implementation of the project

The scope of research done within the PARP project “Cluster Benchmarking in Poland – 2012” covered the assessment of the functioning of clusters and was driven by the necessity of fulfilment and/or achievement of the
following objectives:
Increasing the knowledge regarding the state of cluster development in Poland and
the processes occurring in them. The survey and the report published on its basis made it
possible to obtain information on cluster development in the areas of activity such as: human
resources, financing of clusters, relationships with environment, including other business
environment institutions (BEI; pl. BSI) and the regional authorities. Due to the fact that the
research was done based on a similar methodology as used in 2010, it is possible not only to
assess the state of cluster development, but also to analyse the changes that have occurred in
the 2010-2012 period in some clusters.
Identifying best practices; best practices existing in Polish clusters. The conducted comparative research makes it possible to identify solutions that are interesting and likely to be
used by other clusters. Best practices should constitute an example for others to follow.
Suggesting recommendations on cluster support policy, realised both at the national
(government policy) and regional / local (local government policy) level. Particularly
important are those recommendations that were prepared for cluster coordinators and entities operating in the clusters, published in the dedicated reports. Recommendations developed for other entities supporting clusters and cooperating with them, and especially R&D
units and innovation and entrepreneurship centres are crucial in the context of building
regional innovation systems (RIS).
Providing clusters with a useful tool of self-improvement, gaining knowledge and
learning. Owing to the conducted interviews, clusters will gain knowledge about their position in relation to the population of clusters subject to research. They will obtain a structured
material on their activity, including standardised indicators. Clusters, which contributed to the
survey in 2010, will be informed about the progress they have made in the last two years
within the areas of activity which are subject to analysis.
Promotion of the idea of clusters in Poland. Data collected during the survey is available
on the Polish Innovation Portal, as well as in promotional articles in the press. The findings
of the survey will be presented at a conference summarising the project, in dedicated reports
prepared for every cluster, and in the general report.
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The presented scope of this research, determined by its main objectives and research problems, should be
treated as the subject matter of the study.
The subject of the study under the PARP initiative “Cluster benchmarking in Poland – 2012 Edition” consisted
of currently operating clusters that satisfy the following definition:

Definition of a cluster adopted by PARP

A cluster is a “geographic concentration of interrelated enterprises, highly specialised suppliers, service providers, enterprises operating in related industries and associated institutions (universities,
standardisation units, professional associations, supporting institutions) in specific areas, competing
with one another, but also cooperating. A cluster is closely connected with the territory in which it
operates; it is regionally rooted. Clusters are a specific form of the organisation of production, where
there is a concentration of flexible businesses operating in the vicinity of one another on a complementary basis. These entities simultaneously cooperate and compete with each other, also liaising
with other institutions operating in the same area. The basis for the creation of a cluster are cooperative relationships existing between entities, generating processes creating specific knowledge and
increasing their adaptive capacity”.

Territorial scope of the survey covered only clusters operating on Polish territory.
The timeframe was determined by the project and survey schedule. The most important aspect of the
timeframe, according to the methodology, is the time devoted to field research – when data was being collected in the clusters. This was done in the period between 7 July – 5 August 2012.
During the period of 10–17 August 2012 the collected data was supplemented through phone calls, e-mails
and sometimes face-to-face meetings.

Table 1. The list of actions and tasks performed under PARP’s “Cluster benchmarking in Poland – 2012”
initiative together with the timeframes
Action
Action I – Preparation for the survey

May – June 2012

Action II – Organisation of the inaugural meeting
with the participation of respondents

June 2012

Action III – Interviews (organisation and questionnaires)

July – August 2012

Action IV – Analysis of the collected data

August – September 2012

Action V – Preparation of dedicated reports

September – October 2012

Action VI – Preparation of the general report

October 2012

Action VII – Preparation of the PowerPoint presentation
with the findings of the study

November 2012

Action VIII – Individual meetings (necessary arrangements and
face-to-face meetings) with cluster coordinators

November 2012

Action IX – National conference promoting the findings of the study
(organisation and the conference itself)

October – November 2012

Action X – Promotional activity

May – November 2012

Source: Own materials
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Timeframe

In total, 35 clusters across Poland took part in the survey. The distribution of the population of surveyed clusters
is presented on the map below. 20 clusters out of these 35 have also participated in the benchmarking two
years ago.

Map 1. Territorial distribution of surveyed clusters

Clusters which participated in cluster benchmarking in 2010
Clusters which participated in cluster benchmarking in 2012
Source: Own materials

1.2

Benchmarking methodology

PARP’s “Cluster benchmarking in Poland – 2012” was performed based on a specially developed methodology:
“Cluster benchmarking: Development and description of the methodology of cluster benchmarking in Poland”
[“Benchmarking klastrów: Opracowanie i opis metodyki benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce”]. This methodology
was written in 2008 and later revised and modified in 2010 by a panel of experts: PhD A. Nowakowska, PhD
Z. Przygodzki, PhD M. Sokołowicz, PhD J. Chądzyński, PhD K. Matusiak and Mr M. Klepka.
The following adjustments to the methodology have been adopted:
1.

Simplification of the benchmarking methodology by reducing the number of areas subject to analysis.

2.

Simplification of the benchmarking methodology by limiting the number of indicators subject to analysis
within particular sub-areas. In 2012, 49 indicators were analysed in 4 areas, whereas in 2010, 99 indicators
were analysed within 5 areas.
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Figure 1. Comparison of data structure in 2010 and 2012

Cluster benchmarking 2012

4 Assessment Areas
1.
2.
3.
4.

Cluster processes
Cluster resources
Cluster performance
Growth potential of clusters

15 Sub-areas

15 Indicators

Cluster benchmarkingu 2010

5 Assessment Areas
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Cluster processes
Cluster resources
Cluster performance
Growth potential of clusters
Cluster strategy

19 Sub-areas
Within 4 areas – 15

99 Indicators
Within 4 areas – 79

Source: Own materials

An important objective of the cluster benchmarking study in Poland was to present the changes that have
occurred in the years 2010–2012 in the clusters which participated in both studies. Trends were evaluated on
the basis of the averages of the individual sub-areas (sub-synthetic indicators), and subsequently, on the averages from areas (synthetic indicators). The average is considered as the synthetic evaluation index of a set of
indicators in individual sub-areas and areas of study. The sets of variables evaluating a given sub-area are optimal and adequate to evaluate a sub-area both in both 2010 and 2012. Optimizing the number of indicators
assessed in 2012 makes it possible to evaluate a sub-area with fewer indicators, but even more appropriate as
regards the specifics of the studied phenomenon.
The reduction in the number of indicators pertained mainly to those indicators which, based on the experience
gathered in the research in 2010, showed that either it is not possible to obtain reliable data on the subject,
or some part of the data is too detailed and essentially belongs to other areas, subject to the analysis by other
indicators.
The scope of data collected from each cluster included:

•

part A. Cluster characteristics, including the following aspects: sector of operation, management structure, region of origin, development types and phases, structure, external projects and objectives,

•

part B. Cluster benchmarking – a set of questions designed to assess the processes performed in clusters, resources available stemming from cluster cooperative agreements, performance and prospects
of development of individual initiatives.

The benchmarking study covered 4 areas and 15 sub-areas of analysis.
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Table 2. Areas and sub-areas of the cluster benchmarking study
Benchmarking areas
I. Cluster resources

Benchmarking sub-areas
I.1. Human resources and cluster know-how
I.2. Financial resources
I.3. Infrastructural resources (tangible)

II. Processes in clusters

II.1. Market activity
II.2. Marketing and PR
II.3. Internal communication
II.4. Knowledge and innovation creation

III. Cluster performance

III.1. Human resources development
III.2. Increasing the competitive advantage of a cluster
III.3. Improvement of cluster innovation
III.4. Cluster internationalisation

IV. Cluster growth potential

IV.1. Local/regional conditions
IV.2. Public policy supporting cluster development
IV.3. Associated institutions
IV.4. Cluster leadership

Source: “Cluster benchmarking: Development and description of the methodology of cluster benchmarking in Poland” [“Benchmarking klastrów: Opracowanie i opis metodyki benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce”] prepared by a team composed of PhD A. Nowakowska, PhD Z. Przygodzki, PhD M. Sokołowicz, PhD J. Chądzyński, PhD K. Matusiak and Mr M. Klepka, Warsaw 2010

The following research methods were applied in the study:

•
•

questionnaire-based (standardised) interviews,

•

direct observation, done by the experts who met cluster coordinators and leaders.

desk research (analysis of secondary sources such as: web pages, promotional materials, documents
prepared for clusters and cluster policy at a regional and central levels, etc.),

Two questionnaire-based interviews have been performed in each cluster; one interview involving a representative of cluster coordinator while the other involving a representative of cluster leader. The data collected
during interviews has been verified and supplemented with information gathered through desk research conducted by experts.
Figure 2. Division of respondents in a cluster

Cluster coordinator

Questionnairebased interviews

Final assessment
of a situation
or phenomenon

Cluster leader

Source: Own materials
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An important aspect of the methodology is to conduct detailed interviews with representatives of two entities.
This approach essentially generated two questionnaires, and the task on the expert, in consultation with the
research coordinator, was to perform a final evaluation of a cluster. Three cases can be distinguished here:
1.

Coordinator’s opinion and leader’s opinion did not differ in their assessments of the phenomenon –
the most desirable situation.

2.

Coordinator’s opinion and leader’s opinion slightly differed in their assessments – an acceptable situation.

3.

Coordinator’s and leader’s opinions significantly differed in terms of their assessment – a situation that
requires intervention.

In the case of significant differences in opinions, the experts contacted the representatives of a given cluster
again in order to develop a final assessment of the phenomenon. While working on the final assessment of the
phenomenon (in accordance with the methodology of the study they were not allowed to average the results
of the two answers), questions were divided as follows:

•

questions in the case of which it was stated that a cluster coordinator may have greater knowledge or
assessment capacity, e.g. they were asked about the facts such as: numbers of projects, employment,
entities within a cluster,

•

questions in the case of which it was stated that a cluster leader has more accurate knowledge, e.g.
questions regarding the assessment of coordinator’s activity and his power in a cluster.

Depending on the type of question, a coordinator or a leader of the cluster was contacted.
The final assessment, according to the methodology, is the result of evaluations of these entities, agreed with
the expert, using the “Interviewer manual”.
Questions in the cluster benchmarking study can be divided into two types from the point of view of the social
research methodology, which determined the use of two measurement scales.

Figure 3. Division of questions used in the questionnaire

Questions concerning facts

Questions

Questions concerning opinions

Source: Own materials
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Figure 4. Measurement scales used in the questionnaire

Numerical scale

Measurement scales

Ordinal scale

Source: Own materials

The vast majority of questions in the questionnaire are questions about opinions. Responses to these were
measured on a 10-point scale, where 1 means very poor, while 10 is very good. While analysing these questions, one should be aware of the following restrictions:

•

opinions are subjective, and therefore the differences between the results for 2010 and 2012 may differ due to the fact that assessments were performed by different people,

•

the scale is large (very sensitive), thus each respondent can select a different score on a scale of 1–10
to assess a particular phenomenon. In fact, a score of 5 given by a leader may mean the same thing as
a score of 7 given by a coordinator. To avoid such a situation, the experts had an “Interviewer’s manual” tool at their disposal and had been trained during the calibration workshop.

According to the methodological assumptions, each numerical scale was to be transposed onto a 10-point
numerical scale based on the following formula:

Y=

xmax - xmin
n

where:
Y – interval
xmax – maximum value of variable x
xmin – minimum value of variable x
n = 10
Information obtained from the representatives of clusters were then normalised and underwent statistical
analysis. As a result of the analysis, the standing of individual clusters in the examined categories was assessed
and the areas requiring improvement and a more pro-active approach to cluster management were designated.
Because of the differentiation between clusters regarding different types of development, action models, life
cycle phases, cross-sections for the cluster analysis were suggested. The choice of cross-sections was the result
of discussions of data acquisition experts who proposed and justified the cross-sections for the analysis of
clusters. An important aspect of the development of cross-sections was to obtain an adequate cluster representation in each group (cross-sections in which the number of representing clusters was less than three were
excluded). As a result of the discussion, it was agreed that the analysis would be carried out on the basis of
three cross-sections:
1.

Cluster lifecycle phase. This cross-section is treated as a synthetic indicator of variables related to the
date of the creation of a cluster and its development in the surrounding environment. The studied clusters
represented two development phases:

•
•

embryonic/incubation phase,
growth/maturity phase.

2. Number of businesses in a cluster. This cross-section was considered important because it can show the
significance of a specific “critical mass” in terms of the number of enterprises in a cluster to those interested
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or institutions. In order to obtain even representation of each of the cross-section groups, three cross sections were established:

•
•
•

up to 28 entities per cluster,
29–60 entities per cluster,
over 61 entities per cluster.

3. Cluster development model. According to the experts, this cross-section is one of the most distinctive
characteristics of the clusters. It is worth noting that it is also a measure of a few synthetic characteristics.
Four cross-sections were created:

•
•
•
•

The Danish model
The Dutch model,
The Italian model,
The American model.

According to the sources3:
The Danish model is based on the leading role of “network brokers” who not only identify potential members,
but also undertake new initiatives aimed at building and developing effective partnerships in the structure of
the cluster.
The Italian model is characterised by the dominance of small and medium-sized specialised enterprises, the
lack of a formal structure and capital ties between members of a cluster, the lack of a separate management
structure. The cluster is modelled on traditional crafts and close family relationships based on trust.
The Dutch model is a modified version of the Danish model and exposes the role of cooperation with academic and R&D institutions in the coordination of the network broker’s work, and it promotes an active government policy.
The American model is an example of the close cooperation of large enterprises, often of a dominant position,
hierarchically connected with a large number of small and medium-sized businesses4.
Within each cross-section sub-synthetic and synthetic indicators for a given cluster group, representing a particular cross-section were counted.
In the dedicated reports developed for each and every cluster, a number of improvement actions were proposed with the aim of improving the functioning of the clusters in the areas in which they received low scores
in the study. Additionally, there was an optimal set of improvement actions established, together with
a scheme of how to rank and prioritise them. Due to the limited human and financial resources of a cluster it is
necessary to focus on those activities that will maximise its performance.

3

See Benchmarking klastrów: Opracowanie i opis metodyki benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce, Ed.: A. Nowakowska, Z. Przygodzki,
M. Sokołowicz, J. Chądzyński, K. Matusiak, M. Klepka, PARP, Warszawa 2010, http://pi.gov.pl/PARPFiles/file/klastry/ Benchmarking_klastrow/Metodyka_benchmarkingu_klastrow_ w_Polsce.pdf; Ketels Ch., The development of the cluster concept – present
experiences and further developments. NRW conferences on clusters. Duisburg, Germany, 5 Dec 2003, Systemy wspierania
innowacji i transferu technologii w krajach UE i w Polsce. Ed.: W. Witkowski, PARP, Warszawa 2003. W. Witkowski in a collective
work: “Systemy wspierania innowacji i transferu technologii w krajach UE i w Polsce”. PARP, Warsaw 2003.
4
Characteristics of particular models can also be found in a dictionary.
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1.3

Methods of identifying and qualifying cluster
initiatives for the survey

The identification of clusters was based on desk research sources, which included such sources as:

•
•
•
•
•

Web page of the Polish Innovation Portal (pi.gov.pl),

•
•
•
•
•

Cluster-Collaboration.eu,

Klastry.pl,
Pilot initiative – PARP Innovation Express,
L. Palmen, M. Baron, ‘Guide for the animators of cluster initiatives in Poland’, PARP, Warsaw, 2008,
J.Hołub – Iwan, M. Małachowska, ‘Cluster development in Poland’, report on a diagnostic study financed
by The Ministry of Regional Development, Szczecin, 2008,
Project under the Baltic See Programme with the participation of the Polish clusters,
Projects under the Central Europe Programme,
European Cluster Organisation Directory 2010,
Findings of studies conducted at a regional level.

The analysis enabled the identification of more than 250 organisations in Poland, which define their business as
clusters. In order to determine the representation of 35 clusters for a further benchmarking study, the following
steps shown in the table below were undertaken:

Table 3. Cluster verification stages for the benchmarking study in 2012

Step 1

Step 2

Development of the database of potential clusters for verification on the basis of available sources. Checking the contact details of clusters. In this stage of the analysis, over 250 clusters were
identified in Poland.
Division of clusters and showing key initiatives in particular groups (layers) of clusters. Creation
of a main database and a reserve list of clusters. Clusters selected for the main cluster database
were as follows:
1. Those which participated in the cluster benchmarking in 2010.
2. Those which received external financial support in recent years.
3. Those which are recognised in the media, innovation strategies at the national
and regional level.
On the basis of the above approach, about 70 high potential cluster initiatives were selected.
Geographical criteria were also taken into account when the final choice was being made.
Contacting clusters in order to:

Step 3

1.

Obtain consent to participate in the study.

2.

Verification of compliance of the cluster initiative with the adopted definition and conditions to be met by a cluster initiative in order to be enrolled on the list of study participants. The study determined if a cluster meets the definition of the developed cluster initiative based on numerous criteria:

•
•
•
•
•
•

cluster operation period longer than 12 months,
size and structure of the cluster members,
legal and organisational status of the cluster,
indussample and geographical concentration,
having a development strategy,
successful completion of at least one joint project within the cluster.
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Step 4

Obtaining suitable documents – a written consent of a cluster to participate in the study. Only
the clusters that met the established criteria and agreed to participate in the study were selected for the project.

Step 5

Creating a final shortlist of 35 clusters.

Source: Own materials

During the study a total of 63 clusters were contacted, of which 21 clusters did not meet the verification criteria
and 7 refused to participate in the study.

1.4

Objectives and benefits of benchmarking

Benchmarking is a tool used nowadays in the process of modern management, allowing for a systematised
comparison of the organisation with market leaders in the same industry or other industries. Benchmarking
analysis is an impersonal comparison in all operational areas of an organisation, both the financial ones as well
as non-financial. It allows one to create a personalised business solution using existing solutions currently applied by market leaders.
The most important goal of the benchmarking process is to initiate a process of continuous improvement in an
organisation, and to make it an integral part of the operational strategy (development), and, at a later stage, of
the culture of the organisation. Participation in the process of benchmarking and the implementation of best
practices should ultimately lead to the formation of an organisational culture based on the process of learning,
acquiring new skills and improving quality.
Figure 5. Benchmarking objectives from the point of view of clusters participating in the study
Regular assessment and analysis of cluster operations performed by an independent expert in light
of the data collected from business partners.
Establishing best performance indicators (i.e. benchmarks).
Presenting the best solutions and practices applied in Polish clusters; identifying best practices,
making it possible to achieve better performance levels.
Providing clusters with a useful tool to improve their operations, knowledge acquisition processes
and learning.
Providing recommendations for those entities that develop cluster support policies and cooperate
with clusters (e.g. scientific and research institutions, innovation and entrepreneurship support
centres) to support the activities of clusters in the regions.
Providing recommendations for cluster policy-makers, including national government and self
governments, in order to support clusters on national and regional levels.
Sources: Own materials
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Benchmarking should serve as inspiration for cluster coordinators to undertake initiatives aimed at improving
operations in different areas of cluster activity, and to increase their own knowledge, as well as learn and improve. Using knowledge acquired through the analysis of variables affecting cluster operations, benchmarking
can identify strengths and weaknesses of a number of initiatives in a number of management areas.
The second benchmarking study also allows clusters to discover changes that occur in their industry and understand what potential opportunities and threats they are going to face.
Benchmarking should be a valuable source of inspiration for cluster coordinators, cluster companies, associated
institutions in the region and regional and national authorities, as it could support their work offering more
complete knowledge on performance and development of similar entities in Poland and thus helping them to
make decisions on cluster development strategy.
Key direct and indirect benefits for clusters resulting from application of benchmarking methods are presented
in Figure 6.

Figure 6. Key direct and indirect benefits of the application of benchmarking for the clusters
Source: Own materials
Direct benefits

1.

2.
3.

4.
5.

6.

7.
8.

Obtaining information on cluster profile in
different areas of management, resulting
from comparison against many similar institutions.
Awareness of the strengths and weaknesses of a cluster.
Impact assessment of the external environment on the cluster (regional authorities, other associated institutions).
Knowledge about the performance of
other clusters and their best practices.
Evaluation of the efficiency and relevance
of cluster objectives in relation to other
clusters.
Evaluation of activities undertaken by the
cluster coordinator in comparison with
other clusters.
A better understanding of processes taking
place inside cluster managing organisation.
Assessment of business undertakings in
the cluster in comparison with the population of surveyed clusters.

Indirect benefits – future effects

1. Cluster improvement through the enhancement of
strategic diagnosis process, planning and support in
strategic thinking.
2. Finding better methods of operation, allowing clusters
to achieve better performance. Finding sources of ideas
and improvement outside own thinking patterns.
3. Better orientation in the changing environment.
4. Opportunities to redefine objectives and business goals
and verification of the existing strategy.
5. Improvement of performance in different areas
of management.
6. Continuous improvement of cluster management
organization, building an organisational culture based
on knowledge. Professionalization of services rendered
by cluster coordinator.
7. Different thinking on and better perception of benefits
and values for cluster enterprises resulting from being
a cluster member.

Source: Own materials

Being a cluster coordinator, one should be aware that an entity which is not focused on the surrounding environment in the context of today’s economy, and does not perform an analysis of gaps, weaknesses and threats
during planning, nor strive to learn and improve, will lag behind. Therefore, it is worth taking advantage of the
knowledge that benchmarking offers, and treat it as an essential part of the improvement of business operations of an organisation.
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2

Characteristics and development trends
of clusters in Poland

2.1

Opening remarks

In recent years, a number of clusters have been formed in Poland. There is a lot of differentiation among these
structures, especially with regard to the economic potential of the participating enterprises. Other factors differentiating clusters are:

•
•
•
•
•
•

cluster initiator,
legal-organisational form of a cluster,
number and structure of entities in a cluster,
development types and models,
development phases,
objectives of cluster operations.

Large variations were also observed in the case of 35 clusters involved in the second edition of the cluster
benchmarking survey in Poland, 20 of which also participated in the previous survey. The analysed clusters
consisted mainly of those created in 2006-2009. The study included 28 clusters formed during this period,
whereas the greatest cluster activity falls on the years 2007-2008 since 19 of 35 clusters taking part in the study
were formed.
Cluster formation intensity in this period might be related to a pilot programme implemented in 2007 entitled
“Support for cluster development” [“Wsparcie na rozwój klastra”] funding opportunities for clusters under the
Integrated Regional Development Programme, Measure 2.6. Regional innovation strategies and transfer of knowledge, as well as availability of structural funds under the Innovative Economy Operational Programme, Measure
5.1 Support for cooperative connections of supra-regional importance. Before 2007 only six clusters from the surveyed group were established.
More intensive cluster development after 2006 means that the average age of clusters in the study is a little
over 4 years. Despite a fairly large group of clusters created in the last two years (during this period 6 of 35
clusters involved in the study were formed) participating in the study, high activity of the youngest clusters is
noticeable, covering many operational areas that require a lot of work and experience. Clusters formed relatively recently display a great deal of commitment often through joint orders, joint distribution channels or joint
offers despite their short existence. This activity is very often greater than the activity of clusters that have been
functioning much longer on the market. The age of a cluster, despite the obvious aspects related to it and
allowing for more activity in areas such as international cooperation, is not the only factor determining the level
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of development of the clusters surveyed. What plays a significant role in this respect is engagement and, above
all, the strength and position of the coordinator, as well as the active contribution of other cluster members to
joint operations.
Chart 1. Cluster formation years
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Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

How clusters participating in the study are created may be very different. Most clusters were initiated by private
enterprises, which formed clusters single-handedly or co-participated in their creation. Nearly 46% (16) clusters
were set up this way, and the private sector itself initiated the creation of 12 clusters (34%). The fact that the
highest percentage of clusters formed at the initiative of private sector enterprises indicates a growing interest
among entrepreneurs in this form of business cooperation. Scientific and R&D institutions, as well as public
entities, were also very active in the formation of clusters, creating altogether 11 clusters (over 31%), with this
sector initiating by itself the creation of only 5 clusters (over 14%).

Chart 2. Cluster initiators
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Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey
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Clusters in the study were created mainly as so-called bottom-up initiatives, identified when the clusters and
cooperative ties between businesses are formed spontaneously, and the cause for the cluster’s formation lies
within the business activity of enterprises or individuals. This was the way in which 18 of the surveyed clusters
were actually created this way, constituting more than 51% of all survey participants.
The smallest percentage, only about 17% (6), was noted in the case of top-down cluster initiatives, characteristic of these centres where the incentive for their creation came from bodies from outside of the business sector,
such as non-profit institutions and the public sector.
About 30% of clusters (11) implied that they were created based on a mixed cluster initiative, a way to initiate
cluster activity which is a form of agreement between entrepreneurs and the representatives of non-business
institutions.
A large percentage of bottom-up or mixed cluster initiatives (in total, there were 29 clusters created in this
manner, i.e. almost 83%) confirms that the popularity of this type of cooperation is growing on the market. For
example, three out of the six youngest clusters in the study are bottom-up initiatives created in 2010-2011, with
an additional two clusters formed during this period being mixed initiatives.

Chart 3. Cluster initiatives
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Clusters involved in the study mostly operate as associations. Of the 35 structures in the study, the most clusters
(16) operate in this form. However, one joint-stock company was identified, as well as one cluster functioning as
a foundation. At the same time, a slightly larger percentage of clusters were those operating under other
agreements. Clusters operating in this form constituted just over 17% (6 clusters).
A fairly large proportion of clusters operated in the form of limited liability companies. This was the case with
nine of the studied clusters (about 26%). Growing interest of clusters in this and other forms of legal and organisational functioning, other than an association, demonstrates that clusters are increasingly aware of the limitations associated with the operations of an association, primarily related to the lack of commercial opportunities.
In a situation where one of the main purposes of a cluster, for example to grow the market value of a cluster’s
brand on the market, which is in turn reflected by increased activity such as joint development of products or
services within a cluster, functioning in the form of an association would limit commercial opportunities and
fund raising capacity for cluster operations from sources other than membership fees.
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Chart 4. Organisational and legal forms
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2.2

Number and structure of entities in a cluster

Cluster members participating in the study are mainly enterprises, representing 74% of all entities. The other
26% are support institutions (7%), R&D entities (9%) and other entities: local governments and private individuals (10%).
In most cases businesses, support institutions, as well as science and R&D entities operate simultaneously in the
clusters surveyed. Only in the case of 3 out of 35 analysed clusters there were differences in the structure of the
cluster membership, namely:

•
•
•

a cluster from the Zachodniopomorskie voivodeship comprising only enterprises,
a cluster from the Wielkopolska voivodeship that does not have any R&D entity in its structure,
a cluster from the Mazowieckie voivodeship composed of enterprises and a single R&D entity, but
with no support institutions in the cluster.

In all clusters involved in the study a total of 1137 companies were identified, which means that on average
more than 32 enterprises fall into one cluster. The predominant structures in the surveyed clusters are those in
which the number of enterprises is less than the average number (23 such clusters were identified). This means
that among 35 clusters participating in the study, clusters with a lower than average number of enterprises are
in the majority. The range of the number of enterprises in the clusters is considerable and spans between 8 and
102 enterprises. The largest number of enterprises constituting a cluster within the range of 71 to 102 was
recorded in the case of four clusters, whereas the largest number (102) was identified in a cluster in the Pomorskie voivodeship.
The following initiatives fell into the group of clusters in which there were at least 71 enterprises:

•
•
•

a cluster from the Podkarpackie voivodeship which consists of 82 enterprises,
a cluster from the Świętokrzyskie voivodeship which consists of 74 enterprises,
a cluster from the Pomorskie voivodeship which consists of 71 enterprises.
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Chart 5. Structure of entities in the clusters
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A similar distribution was observed when the structure of all entities in clusters was considered. Their average
number is about 44, while clusters with a lower than average number of entities account for nearly 63%
(22 clusters) of all participants in the study.
At the same time, the range of the number of all entities in the clusters is considerable and spans from 11 to
117 entities. This means quite a large variety of clusters surveyed in terms of their constituent entities.
In addition to the cluster with the biggest number of entities, based in the Pomorskie voivodeship, there were
two other clusters in the sample consisting of at least 100 different entities:

•
•

a cluster from the Pomorskie voivodeship which consists of 107 entities, including 71 enterprises,
a cluster from the Podkarpackie voivodeship which consists of 100 entities, including 82 enterprises.

Support institutions, similarly to entities in the R&D sector, constitute a much lower percentage of cluster
members. Most often one or a maximum of two or three support institutions are cluster members. However, in
the case of the R&D sector, the number of entities of this type ranges from one to four.
It is similar for other entities: local government bodies and individuals. In the study the dominating clusters
declared participation in the existing structures of one entity of another type. The exceptions are the following
5 clusters:
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•

a cluster from the Zachodniopomorskie voivodeship whose members are 32 “other” entities; these are
mostly individuals,

•
•
•

a cluster from the Wielkopolska voivodeship in which there are 24 members of the “other” type,
a cluster from the Kujawsko-Pomorskie voivodeship whose members are 15 “other” entities,
a cluster from the Pomorskie voivodeship and a cluster from the Małopolskie voivodeship, each having
in their structures 14 members classified as “other” entities.

Chart 6. Numbers of different entities in clusters
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Clusters involved in the study are based mainly on micro and small enterprises, which represent a total of 71%
of all enterprises in clusters, of which 45% are micro enterprises (employing less than 10 people), and 26% are
small companies (employing between 10 and 49 employees). Medium-sized enterprises (employing 50 to 249
employees) account for 21% of all enterprises in the cluster. At the same time, large enterprises that employ
250 or more workers account only for 8% of all enterprises in the surveyed clusters.
Despite the fact that micro and small companies participating in enterprises that form clusters outnumber
other companies, there were identified only 2 clusters in the sample that consisted only of companies of this
size.
On the other hand, two clusters took part in the study that did not consist of the smallest, micro companies
employing no more than 9 employees, and one cluster with a very small number of entities of this size-accounting for only 0.25% of all companies in the cluster.
As many as 12 clusters with no large enterprises were also identified. However, the highest percentage of large
enterprises, at a level of about 46%, was observed in the case of one of the clusters located in the Małopolskie
voivodeship. The share of large enterprises in other clusters varied widely and ranged from approximately 2%
to 32%.
Mainly micro and small companies are interested in cluster membership, as they see the benefits of cooperation within a single industry while functioning in such structures. On the other hand, the dominance of micro
and small enterprises can make it difficult to compete on the market, which is also confirmed by the recommendations made in the course of the study, which point to the need to attract larger companies to the cluster,
ones with a stronger position in the market and more capable of competing.
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Chart 7. Enterprise structure in clusters in relation to employment levels
50%
45%
45%
% share of enterprises

40%
35%
30%

26%

25%

21%

20%
15%
8%

10%
5%
0%
Up to 9 employees

10 to 49 employees

50 to 249 employees

over 250 employees

employment structure
Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

2.3

Types and development models of clusters

Due to the structure of the enterprises concerned, the nature of their ties and the type of internal collaboration
can be categorised in the following way:
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•

Cluster as an industrial district (network). It consists of a network of small companies with the
same or similar type of production. They are characterised by the ability to adapt quickly to the changing market and diverse requirements through collaboration and the use of new technologies. An important distinguishing characteristic of a network cluster is the lack of a central point around which
business activity takes place; there is rather a more diverse base of companies that constitute the cluster.

•

Hub-and-spoke cluster. It is characterised by the existence of large companies, to which a network of
suppliers (goods and services) is connected. Small businesses are often associated with the parent enterprise through the supply chain. The advantage of having large enterprises in the vicinity attracts
smaller companies. In contrast to network clusters giant enterprises dominate in the relations between enterprises. Interactions between them are rather supply-chain based relations than sharing
innovation. Financial and business services are tailored to the needs of the dominating enterprises
and the labour market is less flexible than in the network cluster. The competitive edge and profit of
the region depend on the dominating enterprise or industry, and this may hinder the ability to adapt
to change.

•

Satellite cluster. In this group clusters that are the spokes of a hub can be called satellite clusters. In
such a region cooperation and sharing are at a minimum level, and most of the ties are external production ties and other relations with a large enterprise. Labour markets are generally dependent on
an enterprise and observe a high degree of migration to and from the cluster. A satellite cluster is different from a hub-and-spokes cluster because enterprises (satellites) situated around a large one can
start cooperating with one another regardless of the large enterprise.

The surveyed clusters most of all represent the industrial district type of clusters. Over the course of the study,
as many as 25 such initiatives were identified. The smallest group is comprised of hub-and-spoke clusters; there
are only 3 such clusters. However, 7 of them are satellite clusters.

Chart 8. Cluster types
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The surveyed clusters were divided into three (most common in literature5) cluster development models6,
similarly to the previous edition:

•

The Italian model is characterised by the dominance of small and medium-sized specialised enterprises, the lack of a formal structure and capital ties between members of a cluster, the lack of a separate management structure. The cluster is modelled on traditional crafts and close family relations
based on trust,

•

The Danish model is based on the leading role of “network brokers” who not only identify potential
members, but also undertake new initiatives aimed at building and developing effective partnerships
in the structure of the cluster,

•

The Dutch model is a modified version of the Danish model and exposes the role of cooperation
with scientific and R&D institutions in the coordination of the network broker’s work, and it promotes
an active government policy.

Additionally, the American model was distinguished (unidentified in the previous survey), which is an example
of the close cooperation of large enterprises, often of a dominant position, hierarchically connected with
a large number of small and medium-sized businesses.
Clusters that took part in the study are developing primarily under the Danish model (15 of 35 clusters in the
study are developing in this way). A characteristic feature of this model is exposing the role of a cluster coordinator, the main animator of cooperation within a cluster. The following place is taken by the Dutch model,
which is a modification of the Danish model, also exposing the significant role of a cluster coordinator and
5

Benchmarking klastrów: Opracowanie i opis metodyki benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce, red: A. Nowakowska, Z. Przygodzki,
M. Sokołowicz, J. Chądzyński, K. Matusiak, M. Klepka, PARP, Warszawa 2010, http://pi.gov.pl/PARPFiles/file/klastry/ Benchmarking_klastrow/Metodyka_benchmarkingu_klastrow_ w_Polsce.pdf; Ketels Ch., The development of the cluster concept – present
experiences and further developments. NRW conferences on clusters. Duisburg, Germany, 5 Dec 2003, Systemy wspierania innowacji i transferu technologii w krajach UE i w Polsce. Red: W. Witkowski, PARP, Warszawa 2003.
6
Characteristics of particular models can also be found in a dictionary.
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additionally, focusing on cooperation with the science and R&D sectors. These two dominant models of cluster
development confirm that the role and position of coordinators in nearly 69% of the studied clusters is very
important. Coordinators are the key link to ensure the cooperation of entities forming studied clusters.
The Danish model is the dominant form of development for the youngest clusters involved in the study, created in 2010–2011.
Seven clusters developing according to the Italian model and four that are developing based on the American
model were also identified in the study.

Chart 9. Cluster development models
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2.4

Cluster development phases

Based on the literature and observations of cluster development in different places in the world, three cluster
development phases may be distinguished:
Phase 1 – incubation/embryonic phase – it is an initial period of cluster operations when a few or several
entities starts collaboration in a basic industry, around which cooperative ties are formed, thereby trying to
achieve common objectives. In this phase, it can be observed that a cluster is joined by further enterprises,
including entities from so-called associated and supporting sectors.
Phase 2 – growth/maturity phase – it is a period during which the number of companies that are already the
members of a cluster is significant and their ties with the surrounding environment are strong. New entities are
created in the cluster (spin-offs), and the already existing entities merge and undergo transformations.
Phase 3 – decline or transformation phase – it is the period when the interest of entities in cluster operations declines, relationships between the cluster participants weaken, as does the competitive edge, which is
mostly due to the aging of the industry in which the cluster was created.
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The above phases were identified based on the following factors:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

number of cluster members,
the growth scale of the entities in a cluster in the past year,
development potential of the industry in which a cluster operates,
the number of joint initiatives/projects in the last year in a cluster,
taking measures for the sake of cluster integration in the past year,
having a developed strategy with the vision, mission and strategic objectives,
the degree to which the local authorities are interested in the development of a cluster.

Clusters participating in the study are mainly initiatives classified in the growth/maturity phase. This was the
case with 80% of the clusters (28 clusters). However, clusters identified as being in the incubation phase are not
always the youngest clusters, namely, those created in 2010–2011. This phase was also identified in the case of
older clusters created in 2006–2007. It should be noted that one of the youngest clusters formed only in 2011
was classified into the growth/maturity phase. However, four clusters participating in the previous survey and
created in 2006–2008 are still classified as clusters of the initial phase of the development – the incubation/embryonic phase. This means that the length of functioning is not the only factor having impact on the
development of clusters. Clusters that have been functioning for a long period of time do not progress to the
next phase of development due to the absence of appropriate activity, while some younger clusters, determined to obtain the benefits of cooperation within cluster structures, are capable of intensifying their activity in
a very short period of time and quickly move to the next phases of the cluster life cycle.

Chart 10. Identified cluster development phases
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37

2.5

Cluster functional objectives

The responses to the question regarding the possession of a cluster development strategy and identifying its
form (formal and non-formal strategy) formed the basis for the analysis of the strategic objectives indicated
during the benchmarking study.
The vast majority of clusters in the study, 31 clusters, declare that they have a development strategy (approximately 89%). Similar response rates were also obtained in the previous survey. In most cases, it is a formal strategy, which means it was prepared in writing. However, the scope of this strategy does not always correspond
to what such documents should include, apart from the information about the cluster itself. There should also
be information about the environment in which the cluster operates. Certainly, in many cases it is necessary to
complete the information and analyses within the adopted strategy.
The lack of a development strategy is declared only by four clusters participating in the current edition of the
survey, but three of them are classified in the phase of growth/maturity and only one is classified in the incubation/embryonic phase. In this group there were three clusters with relatively long-term operations, set up
in 2006, 2007 and 2009. The above-mentioned cluster without a strategy is a young structure established
in 2010. This data confirms previous observations indicating that the level of cluster development is not only
a result of its period of functioning. Clustering is currently a very dynamic process, and the formal establishment
of a cluster is the effect of ongoing active cooperation between entities initiating the creation of a cluster.

Chart 11. Cluster development strategy
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Clusters with a formal development strategy account for almost 69% of all clusters in the study. One should
bear in mind that only a small number of clusters do not have a development strategy at all available in any
form, even in the form of a presentation containing only the main goals, mission and vision of a cluster. Four
such clusters were identified during this edition of the study.
The main strategic objectives of cluster operations usually highlighted by coordinators involved in the study
include:
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•

joint projects focused on creating innovative solutions and new technologies; this objective was indicated 29 times, rated as a top objective 15 times, and 8 times as the second most important,

•

possibility of obtaining external funding for a cluster; this objective was indicated 24 times, seven
times rated as a top objective, and 6 times as the second most important.

The following places on the score list, with a similar number of points, are taken by the following objectives
suggested by the respondents:

•
•

growth of the market value of a cluster’s brand and market brand – indicated by 21 respondents,

•

improvement of the flow of information and knowledge (also market knowledge) – indicated by 19
respondents.

improvement of the position of a cluster as a partner for the local environment (for example, public
authorities, associated institutions) – indicated by 20 respondents,

Objectives usually indicated by respondents who contributed to the survey, focus primarily on providing opportunities for the development of clusters by raising funds for joint business activity. Respondents also recognise
that opportunities for cluster development are closely linked to the capacity of developing innovative solutions
and technologies within cluster structures. The measures taken to improve the market position of the cluster in
relation to institutional partners, as well as other enterprises operating outside a cluster are also important. Socalled ‘soft’ objectives (though of equal value), such as: flow of information and development of competencies
are mentioned in the second place.
Future benefits of functioning within the structures of a cluster will determine the strength and position of
a cluster and its ability to attract other entities, mainly companies. The strategic paths of development indicated
by the respondents confirm the findings of the analyses presented in the following parts of this report.

Chart 12. Strategic development objectives for the surveyed clusters and their ranking (position)
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In order to summarise all the information gathered during the study, a document containing the characteristics
of the studied clusters was prepared. In the prepared document was presented the division of clusters based
on the factors differentiating clusters. During the process of cluster data assessment, the key information was
the one that would help to identify the factors that distinguish different surveyed clusters, taking into account
the particular time of cluster formation. The prepared summary, especially with regard to the cluster development phase, makes it possible to draw some interesting conclusions indicating that the year of the creation of
a cluster does not translate easily to the identified phase of development. This means that the lifecycle of
a cluster is not the only factor stimulating its gradual development and transition to the next phase over the
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years. Cluster development is conditioned by many complex factors and the duration of cluster operations is
just one of the circumstances that may affect the phase identified for a given cluster. According to the information presented in the table below, even in the case of “old” clusters, there are still some in the embryonic
phase, and vice versa, intensive cluster activity may lead to a situation where despite a very short period of
cluster operations, even among the youngest clusters there will be those that have already moved to the next
phase of development – the growth phase.

Table 4. Cumulative breakdown of cluster differentiation factors
Period
of cluster
formation

2003–
2006

2007–
2009

2010–
2011

No of
clusters

6

23

6

Creation
initiative

Cluster
type

Development
model

Development phase

various

Two clusters in the
incubation phase
and four in the
growth phase

Yes (only one cluster
without a development strategy)
Yes (only two clusters
without a development strategy)
Test (only one cluster
without a development strategy)

bottom-up

various

mixed

Mostly
industrial
district
clusters

various

Mostly the growth
phase and two
clusters in the
incubation phase

mixed

Mostly
industrial
district
clusters

mostly the
Danish model

Three clusters in the
incubation phase and
three in the growth
phase

Development
strategy

Source: Own materials

Selected features differentiating clusters presented in the above table allow the following conclusions to be
drawn:
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•

The period of operations of a cluster is not a factor determining the cluster development phase.
Two clusters from among the “old” clusters are classified in the incubation/embryonic phase.
However, three clusters from among the youngest clusters created in 2010–2011 are classified in the
growth/maturity phase.

•

The youngest clusters are mainly those of the industrial district type, consisting of a network of small
companies with the same or similar type of production. They are characterised by the ability to adapt
quickly to the changing market and diverse requirements through collaboration and the use of new
technologies. An important distinguishing characteristic of a network cluster is the lack of a central
point around which business would gather – there is rather a more diverse base of business entities
constituting a cluster.

•

The youngest clusters are mainly the Danish type clusters based on the key role of a network broker,
not only identifying potential cluster members, but also taking on new initiatives to build and develop
effective partnerships in the structure of a cluster.

•

The operation time of a cluster is not actually a factor conditioning whether a cluster has a development strategy. Among the clusters that do not have their own development strategies are those that
have been operating for a very long time, as well as clusters with the shortest period of operations.

•

The oldest and the longest operating clusters are mainly clusters created through bottom-up initiatives, identified when business concentrations and cooperative ties of businesses develop spontaneously, and the formation of clusters is driven by the activity of the businesses themselves or individuals.

2.6

Cluster development trends

A comparative analysis of results obtained by the clusters in both editions of the study carried out in 2010 and
now in 2012 is significantly hindered by the fact that there are different numbers of clusters participating in
both editions. The 2010 study featured 47 clusters, while their number now is 35. Of the 35 clusters involved in
the 2012 study, only 20 clusters took part in the previous edition.
As in the previous study, the years 2007–2008 were the most active period of cluster formation. As many as 19
of 35 clusters involved in the study were established at that time, as well as 33 of 42 clusters participating in the
previous study. Therefore the clusters involved in the two editions of the research are relatively young structures, formed primarily by the private sector, which created the clusters on its own, or contributed to the formation of 16 clusters (approximately 46%) analysed in 2012 and 19 clusters (about 40%) in the previous survey.

Chart 13. Cluster initiators – comparison of the 2010 and 2012 survey findings

public sector (public authorities), private sector

1

public sector (public authorities) and NGO sector

1

science and R&D sectors
public sector

4

public sector and science and R&D sectors

Clusters
participating in the
benchmarking
study of 2010

12

5
6

Clusters
participating in the
benchmarking
study of 2012

3

private sector and science and R&D sectors

1

NGO sector

10

6

private sector

19

12

public sector, private sector and science and R&D
sectors

2
0

5

10

15

20

Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

Comparing the origins of cluster formation in both editions of the research, one should pay attention to the
fairly high proportion of clusters created due to bottom-up initiatives. This was the case with 18 clusters, which
accounts for more than 51% of all clusters involved in the study and about 36% (17 clusters) from the previous
study. Compared to the study conducted in 2010, a significantly lower percentage of clusters formed as a result
of top-down initiatives was recorded in the studied sample. This method of clustering was identified in the case
of 6 clusters (17%) surveyed in 2012 and for as many as 16 clusters (34%) participating in the previous survey.
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Chart 14. Cluster formation initiatives – comparison of the 2010 and 2012 survey findings
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In both studies there was a number of clusters identified as clusters functioning mainly in the form of associations. However, compared to the previous study, there was an increase in the interest of clusters in other organisational and legal forms of cluster operations. As has been already indicated in the previous study, this interest
in cluster forms other than an association arises mainly due to the lack of commercial opportunities, which is
a factor that causes a desire to change the existing form of a cluster. Some existing clusters operating in the
form of associations also declared a will to change the form of the cluster in the near future.

Chart 15. Legal and organisational forms of clusters – comparison of the findings of 2010 and 2012 studies
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Cluster members participating in the study, both in 2012 and 2010, are mainly enterprises, representing respectively 74% and 72% of all entities. The rest are support institutions, government entities, R&D units and other
entities, such as: local governments and individuals.
The participation of particular entity groups in both benchmarking studies is basically similar. Institutions belonging to the R&D sector accounted for 9% of all entities forming clusters in both editions of the study; in the
case of support institutions it was 7%. There was only a slight difference in the case of other entities, which
accounted for 12% of the entities comprising clusters subject to research in the previous study, whilst in the
present study, their share dropped to 10%.

Chart 16. Structures of entities in clusters – comparison of the findings of 2010 and 2012 studies
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Compared to the previous study, changes in the structure of enterprises were recorded primarily in the case of
micro enterprises, whose share in the structure of entities has increased by 6% (in the previous study, the entities of this size accounted for 39% of entities in the surveyed clusters) and large companies employing at least
250 and more employees who participated in this study, whose share is lower by about 4% (in the previous
study, the share of enterprises of this size was 12%).
Micro and small enterprises, whose share in the structure of the cluster is the largest, determine the way that
clusters operate. On the one hand, the share of enterprises of this size ensures greater interest of the representatives of enterprises in focusing on and being interested in active participation in the market. On the other
hand, too large a share of companies of this size can limit competition in the market and opportunities to improve the market position of a cluster as a whole.
Comparing the development phases of clusters involved in both editions of the study, there has been a significant change in the structure of clusters in this respect. Clusters participating in the current edition of the survey
are mainly diagnosed as growth/maturity phase clusters. However, the previous survey was dominated by
clusters in the early phases of development – incubation/embryonic phase. This change of cluster structure. i.e.
a significant increase in the percentage of clusters that are in the growth/maturity phase is related not only to
the period of cluster formation, because this phase also included the youngest cluster initiatives created in
recent years.

43

Chart 17. Breakdown of the structures of enterprises in the clusters based on employment records
– comparison of the findings of 2010 and 2012 studies
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Chart 18. Identified cluster development phases– comparison of the findings of 2010 and 2012 studies
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Compared to the previous study, the percentage of clusters that do not have a formal development strategy
was reduced by about 17%. In 2010, 28 clusters had formal development strategies, i.e. about 60% of clusters
declaring that they had a strategy; nowadays, there are 24 clusters, i.e. 77% of clusters declaring they have
a strategy. It is also worth noting that only a small number of clusters involved in the two editions of the study
did not have any development strategy, even in the form of a presentation containing only the main goals,
mission and vision of a cluster. During this edition of the study four such clusters were identified, while previously, there were only 3 such clusters. The youngest clusters involved in the study, which are composed of
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enterprises having a keen interest in functioning in clusters, also declare having their development strategies
and they interact with each other even before the formalisation of this cooperation in the form of a cluster.
Thus, significant activity of the younger clusters in a number of areas subject to analysis is highly noticeable.

Chart 19. Cluster development strategy – comparison of the findings of 2010 and 2012 studies
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3

Processes in clusters

3.1

General assessment of processes in clusters

Evaluation of Processes in a cluster was the first of the elements of benchmarking. Benchmarking in this area
involved the verification of the scale and scope of business processes realised within the studied clusters. The
study assessed the issues of the operating activity of clusters in the following sub-areas:
1.

Market activity of each cluster (joint orders and purchasing, common distribution channels and joint
market offer).

2.

Activities in the field of marketing and public relations (joint activities in terms of advertising and promotion, trade shows and exhibitions, visual identification system).

3.

Internal communication in clusters (regular meetings, a variety of tools and forms of communication,
efficiency and effectiveness of knowledge exchange and the level of informal exchange of knowledge).

4.

Processes of knowledge and innovation creation (joint work on innovation, joint training and study visits).

Chart 20. Average scores and benchmarks in the Processes area
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Benchmark 2012

Benchmark 2010

The chart below presents a summary of the findings of the study in the form of average values7 for the analysed
group and benchmarks8 achieved in each of the sub-areas.

Table 5. Average value and benchmark value for the Processes sub-area
Average

Benchmark

5.76

9.17

Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

Analysis of the performance of clusters studied in Poland in the Processes area points to significant stratification of the analysed group of clusters. The value of the benchmark in this area was 9.17. Average values are at
63% of the benchmark. Benchmark values in the three sub-areas: marketing and PR, internal communication
and knowledge and innovation creation, reached the maximum level of 10.00. In the case of market activity
the best score was lower – 8.33.
Compared to the survey conducted in 2010, there has been a significant improvement in the Processes area –
the average score has increased by 36% (from 4.23 to 5.76), and the benchmark by almost 14% (from 8.06 to
9.17).
The best results were obtained in the area of internal communication in a cluster, where the average in the
study was 7.12 while the value of the benchmark reached the level of 10.00. Such high values were mainly
affected by the level of informal exchange of knowledge and information in clusters (average score 8.34) and
regular meetings of stakeholders in clusters (average score 7.14).
The sub-area of marketing and PR was also highly rated. Most of the clusters are working to promote agreements, using a variety of marketing instruments tools. Similarly, a significant portion of the surveyed clusters
have a cluster identification system. Clusters show less activity in terms of the organisation of trade shows and
conferences for its members.
The activity of clusters as regards the organisation of joint seminars, conferences, study visits and workshops
had a positive impact on the values obtained in the sub-area of knowledge and innovation creation. Less
successful are innovation works, particularly when it comes to marketing and organisational innovation; the
average score was 4.89 for this sub-area.
As in the study conducted in 2010, the sub-area of market activity was rated as the weakest. The weakest
element in this sub-area is the joint supply chain – joint orders. This activity occurs only in part of the surveyed
clusters and is usually small scale and limited. Clusters are slightly better in the creation of joint distribution
channels. The highest value in this sub-area was obtained in the case of a joint offer of clusters.
Analysis of values achieved by clusters in various phases of development shows that far better results were
attained by clusters placed in the growth/maturity phase than by clusters in the embryonic phase. The comparison of the above value is presented in the chart below.

7
8

Average value for clusters – a sum of indicator values in a particular sub-area divided by the number of indicators in this sub-area.
Benchmark – a maximium value achieved in a given sub-area.
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Chart 21. Average scores for clusters in the Processes sub-area, depending on cluster development phases
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The obtained results indicate a positive trend in the development of clusters in terms of their period of operation.
The results also indicate a strong correlation between the size of a cluster and its activities in the field of business processes. Values obtained by clusters comprising more than 60 entities were significantly better than
those obtained by small clusters with less than 29 players. In the Processes area it was the size of a cluster that
had a decisive impact on the evaluation of clusters.
Chart 22. Average scores for clusters in the Processes sub-area, depending on the size of a cluster
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48

over 61 entities in a cluster

Cluster development models also affected the values obtained in the area of business processes that take place
in the clusters.

Chart 23. Average scores for clusters in the Processes sub-area, depending on cluster development model
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While analysing the findings one may notice that the Dutch model has an advantage over the other models.
Clusters which chose this development model attained values better by 14% on average in the area of Processes than cluster cooperatives operating in other models. The difference between the Danish, American and
Italian model were insignificant and did not exceed 2%.

3.2

Market activity of clusters

The following aspects of cluster operations were studied within the sub-area of market activity:

•
•
•

joint orders and purchasing,
joint distribution channels,
joint market offe.

The findings of the study are presented below.
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Chart 24. Average scores and benchmarks in the sub-area of the market activity of clusters
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Table 6. Average value and benchmark for the sub-area of market activity
Average

Benchmark

3.57

8.33

Source: own materials based on the findings of “Cluster Benchmarking in Poland – 2012”, July – August 2012

Market activity of clusters is a sub-area of Processes, which poses the greatest challenge for most of the clusters and progress in the evaluation of this sub-area is insignificant in relation to the previous study. The average
value has changed from 3.06 to 3.57 in the last two years. The benchmark value has also noted only a slight
improvement from 7.00 to 8.33. The results for joint orders and purchasing are actually the worst. None of the
surveyed clusters in this area achieved the level of 10.00, and the vast majority were rated very low – as many as
23 of 35 surveyed clusters (66%) were in the range of 0-2. The joint market offer of clusters, where the average
score was 5.00, received the highest rating. It is worth noting that this area includes important business processes that require significant interaction both within the cluster and between the cluster and the surrounding
environment. The implementation of such processes in Polish clusters is currently still difficult and quite ineffective. At the same time, relatively high benchmarks were observed in the year 2012 in comparison to results
obtained in previous studies. They show the emergence of leaders who are doing better than others in terms
of the market activity of clusters.
It should be noted that only small differences were observed among clusters depending on the development
phase of the cluster. Clusters in the growth phase obtained noticeably better results in the creation of distribution channels.
The impact of the size of a cluster becomes noticeable when the cluster consists of over 61 entities – the scores
for such clusters are better than those obtained by smaller structures.
Clusters operating in the Dutch development model achieved the best results in the sub-area of market activity,
where the average score was 9% higher than the average for all clusters in the study. The American model
clusters appear to have quite a negative standing in this area as the average value for them was 15% lower than
the average for the entire studied population.
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Joint orders and purchasing in a cluster
The chart below presents the distribution of values obtained by the implementation of joint order processes
and purchasing in the studied clusters.
The scope of the study covered all activities connected with the joint acquisition of resources, raw materials or
external services within the cluster. The average value attained by clusters in 2012 was 2.06, and it was only
slightly higher than the average score achieved in 2010 (1.71). Joint orders and purchasing remain one of the
least developed areas of cluster operations in Poland.

Chart 25. Evaluation of joint supply chain and purchasing processes
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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In 46% of clusters (16) that took part in the study, there was no activity in terms of the organisation of joint
purchasing processes. Another 20% of clusters (7) carried out only preliminary analyses and actions in this area.
The remaining clusters (33%, 12) are active in the area of joint purchasing processes, but the scale and scope of
these activities are rather limited. The best cluster in the study achieved a score of 8.00, as it did two years ago.
Some of the clusters noted retrogression in this aspect of their business activity and sometimes limited or
resigned from joint purchasing. It seems that having a common purchasing policy did not bring the expected
results and cost savings, while the operating costs of such solutions have proven to be relatively high. By analysing the activities of clusters in this sub-area, we can conclude that only large scale joint purchasing warrants
long-term operations in this regard.
From this perspective, special attention should be paid to a best practice in the area of joint orders and purchasing that was identified in this study:
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Best practice 1. Implementation of a “raw materials” policy

Podlachia Lingerie Cluster
[Podlaski Klaster Bielizny (podlaskie voivodeship)]
Objective: Improvement of the ordering and purchasing system of the cluster and cost-cutting activity.
The Raw Materials Platform implemented by this cluster is based on the publication of offers regarding the
possibility of raw materials purchase by individual cluster members. It is possible to buy raw materials externally as well as internally. The Platform publishes sales offers and auctions of so-called “remnants” or “material
surplus”. It is available in an electronic version; earlier, it was paper-based, and all offers were kept in a file to which
samples of materials for sale to cluster members were added. This solution is systemic (permanent) It can be
applied in other clusters which make use of raw materials or half-products.
Result: Cost savings and the full use of raw materials within a cluster.

Joint distribution channels
Clusters that participated in the benchmarking study of 2012 obtained an average score of 3.66 for the development of joint distribution channels. This basically means that an average cluster enables the distribution of
products and services for part of its cluster members via two or three additional channels – most often it is
a cluster website (sometimes with a special offer database) and joint bids in tenders. Rather rarely do joint
distribution channels involve joint trips to trade shows and exhibitions.
On the chart below scores obtained by the clusters in terms of joint distribution channels in 2012 and 2010 are
presented.
Chart 26. Evaluation of joint distribution channels of clusters – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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The best score attained in the area of formation of joint distribution channels was 8.00. Only 8.5% (3) of clusters
were rated that high. A large group (48.5%, 17) were given scores between 3 and 7. Clusters with lowest scores
(0–2) made 43% of the surveyed group (15).
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Joint market offer
The values for market activity are the highest among all aspects of the operations of cluster cooperatives.
The average score for the surveyed population of clusters was 5.00. In the 2012 study a number of clusters were
identified (31.5%, 11 clusters) that exhibit high and very high activity in terms of the preparation of joint market
offers for external clients (scores between 8 and 10).
The distribution of values for the surveyed clusters is presented on the chart below.

Chart 27. Evaluation of a joint market offer prepared by a cluster for external clients
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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The surveyed clusters are trying to prepare joint offers for external clients. Only 7 of the surveyed initiatives
(20%) did not prepare any offers in this respect. In most clusters at least part of entities participating in the
cooperative contributed to the preparation of a joint market offer.
Some clusters developed joint products for the whole initiative. It is worth using the best practices in such a case:
Best practice 2. Joint market offer

Bioregion Wielkopolska (wielkopolskie voivodeship)
Objective: Preparation of a comprehensive market offer.
The cluster undertook actions aimed at preparing a joint market offer of the companies operating within Bioregion Wielkopolska. This initiative will allow comprehensive services to be offered in regards to one process within
the existing cluster, e.g. the development of a new medicine together with its registration ordered by an external
entity. The objective of the undertaken measures is to give potential clients a possibility of obtaining a specific
service, from the design stage to the physical realisation of the order. The possibility of using a few advanced
processes within one service in one place is the main advantage of having a joint market offer.
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A wide range of services offered in regards to the process requires collaboration through a number of activities, significantly exceeding the standard cluster specialisation. The cluster not only offers services within the
area of expertise of the entities that form it, but it also takes measures to launch a specific product on the
market. The undertaken measures significantly exceed the standard scope of such activity. The result is not
only the sales of the technology for a new medicine, but also assistance in its registration processes.
Result: Cooperation of enterprises operating in the cluster. Building a competitive advantage for the
enterprises operating in the cluster.
The average score has increased by over 50% from 3.20 when compared to 2010. The number of clusters having a market offer has considerably grown too. In these clusters, a substantial number of members are involved
in its preparation.

Summary
Analysis of the activity of Polish clusters in the market activity sub-area indicates the weakness of the majority
of clusters. Although development in this respect in relation to the 2010 study in this area is clear, it is noticeably weaker than in the other sub-areas of Processes in clusters.
The majority of clusters still do not engage in the organisation of joint purchasing and ordering. Many coordinators and leaders of clusters in Poland neither need to do this, nor do they see benefits of such solutions.
Slightly better scores were achieved by the surveyed clusters in regards to the creation of joint distribution
channels and market offers. It seems that it is the effect of EU funding obtained in this area under many
measures at both national and regional level.
This area still requires a lot of improvement and it should be developed in most Polish clusters. Finding ways to
support clusters in terms of the creation of joint purchasing and ordering policies is really important.

3.3

Marketing and PR

In terms of marketing and PR, the following business processes were assessed in the clusters:

•
•
•

joint effort in advertising and promotional activity,
joint trade shows and expos,
visual identification system.

The findings of the survey in the marketing and PR sub-area are presented on the chart below.
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Chart 28. Average scores and benchmarks in the marketing and PR sub-area
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Table 7. Average value and benchmark for the marketing and PR sub-area
Average

Benchmark

6.52

10.00

Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

The activity of most clusters in Poland in terms of marketing and PR was assessed as positive. The average
score for all surveyed clusters was 6.52, which means that the majority of them are very active in regards to
promotional activity of their cluster and its members. Compared to the year 2010, an improvement has been
observed and the average score has grown by 12%. It was possible to identify the clusters which scored best in
all three surveyed aspects: joint marketing activity, trade show and exhibition activities, as well as visual identification systems of the cluster. It resulted in the maximum benchmark in this sub-area.
The best score in this sub-area was achieved by clusters for their promotional activity, where an average score
for the surveyed entities was 7.31. Trade show and exhibition activities performed worst with a score of 5.89.
The cluster development phase, similarly to the market activity sub-area, had a moderate impact on the scores
in this sub-area; the clusters in the embryonic/incubation phase of development had a 5% lower score than
clusters in the growth phase.
The size of a cluster, however, had a stronger impact on the score. The scores in the marketing and PR subarea for the biggest clusters (over 61 entities) were better by 33% than in the case of the smallest clusters (less
than 28 entities).
The Dutch model of cluster development again proved to be the best choice for clusters. The score in this case
is 10% higher than the average score for all clusters.
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Joint advertising and promotional activities
The advertising and promotional activities of clusters obtained really high scores in the 2012 benchmarking
study. A considerable number of them scored high or very high. Over 57% of clusters (20) were given 8 or more.
Only one cluster was scores as 1.

Chart 29. Evaluation of joint promotional activity of clusters (leaflets, brochures and media advertising)
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Clusters were using a variety of promotional and marketing tools, and their activity had a really wide scope.
Promotional activities of clusters were based on the use of both traditional tools (leaflets, TV commercials),
as well as through an Internet presence. The majority of initiatives have web pages presenting their clusters and
cluster members.
Compared to the survey of 2010, the scores in this matter have seen improvement for the majority of the surveyed clusters. The average score achieved in the 2012 survey was over 25% higher than two years ago.
It is worth noting that clusters’ interest in international promotional activity is increasing. Among the surveyed
initiatives are those that are recognised not only in Poland, but also in Europe and across the world. The following best practice was identified via the analysis of clusters’ advertising and promotional activity:
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Best practice 3. International promotional activity of a cluster

Aviation Valley Cluster
[Klaster Dolina Lotnicza (podkarpackie voivodeship)]
Objective: International promotion of the cluster.
The President of the Association of the Aviation Industry Enterprises ‘Aviation Valley’, which is the coordinator
of ‘Aviation Valley’ Cluster, participates in the works of a prestigious group of European experts selected by
the European Union to prepare a vision of the development of the aviation industry until 2050 (Flightpath
2050). High recognisability of the cluster in Europe is based on: appearances of cluster representatives in the
European Parliament, efforts of cluster representatives in the Committee of EU Regions, as well as in the Aerospace and Defence Industries Association of Europe (ASD), and the Advisory Council for Aviation Research and
Innovation in Europe or the articles on Aviation Valley in the world’s press (i.e. “Financial Times”, “Flight”, “Aviation Week”). Another occasion for international promotion was the participation in the prestigious project
7 PR. CARE – Clean Aerospace Regions together with a few key aviation clusters from the European Union.
Such efficient and wide activity is connected with the development of a network of international contacts by
the people who manage the cluster and enterprises operating within the cluster. The network of contacts
includes representatives of the aviation industry and experts of European and domestic institutions responsible for the regulation of the aviation industry. Proper relations are built due to knowledge sharing and exchange of experiences regarding the functioning of the industry. Additionally, the position of the cluster
members is influenced by a skilful use of experience in promo activity of the cluster.
Result: ‘Aviation Valley’ Cluster is one of the well-renowned Polish clusters on the international level,
and one of the most recognised aviation clusters of the EU in the world. The reputation of the cluster
itself and its members translates into i.e. concrete decisions of the European Council and Central Europe
Programme Secretary which give SGPPL Aviation Valley a significant role in the projects regarding mentoring and optimisation of other European clusters (CNCB Central Europe and CARE FP7 projects).

Trade show and expo activity
The activity in terms of organisation of joint trade shows and expos was slightly less popular among the clusters
surveyed in 2012 than the promotional actions. The highest note was received by three clusters (8.5% of pollution); yet, scores in the range 8–10 were obtained by 14 initiatives (40%). The distribution of the scores is presented on the chart below.
The scale of activity is really diverse. Within the studied group clusters have been identified that have never
undertaken any actions in this area or whose activity has so far been minimal (scores 0–2). This group includes
17% of clusters (6). Forty per cent of clusters have so far been operating in this respect in a very intensive manner both in Poland and abroad, engaging the majority of the members of their clusters.
Compared to scores obtained in the 2010 benchmarking survey, the number of clusters with very high scores
has grown significantly. The average score achieved in the 2012 benchmarking survey was 40% higher than
two years ago.
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Chart 30. Joint trade show and exhibition activities – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Visual Identification System
Most of the studied clusters have some form of visual identification – be it a logo used on the common business cards or company stationery, etc. Only one of 35 clusters (3%) has not prepared any joint identification
tools. The distribution of scores in terms of the visual identification of a cluster is presented on the chart below.

Chart 31. Evaluation of the visual identification system of a cluster
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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It is clear that a number of clusters have a professionally prepared logo book. As many as 10 of the surveyed
clusters (28.5%) were able to boast about such a highly scored solution in the study. Only 17% of clusters (6)
achieved a score of 2 or more for their visual identification system.
It is one of the areas of study in which the greatest and most positive change has taken place compared to
2010 scores. The increase in the number of the highly and very highly scored clusters is especially noticeable.

Summary
Clusters that participated in the benchmarking survey cope with the processes as regards marketing and
promo activity fairly successfully. A significant part of the surveyed initiatives has prepared professional systems of visual identification of a cluster.
The majority of the studied clusters have managed to obtain a certain level of awareness and recognition,
at least in the region, and sometimes across Poland. The following phase of development should be the promotion of clusters abroad. It is worth developing the operations of clusters in this respect.
When it comes to trade shows and expo activity of clusters, its score is much lower. Despite many good examples in this area, there are still clusters that should improve this area of operations. To sum up, it can be said that
marketing-promotional activities arecurrently a strong point of Polish clusters.

3.4

Internal communication

In the sub-area internal communication the following aspects of the clusters' activities were scrutinised:

•
•
•
•

regular meetings,
diversity of instruments and forms of communication,
effectiveness and efficiency of knowledge exchange,
levels of informal knowledge exchange.

The results of the research in the internal communication sub-area are presented in the chart below.
Internal communication is the best developed sub-area of Processes in clusters. The average value of scores
obtained in this sub-area is 7.12. It should be mentioned that the average value of clusters' activities in this subarea in 2012 was not only higher than the average value obtained two years ago, but also higher than benchmark in 2010 research. This means that Polish clusters have considerably improved their performance in the
internal communication sub-area during the last two years. However, it should be mentioned that grading
method in this sub-area has been substantially modified in comparison to the 2010 research.
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Chart 32. The average value and benchmark value of internal communication
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Table 8. Average value and benchmark value for the internal communication
Average value

Benchmark value

7.12

10.00

Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

Regular meetings of entities in the cluster
Most of the clusters in the research have held regular meetings of entities in clusters. There are no clusters
covered by the study that haven't been organising regular meetings of entities. Most of the scrutinised initiatives received high scores in this sub-area of activity.
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Chart 33. Scores for regular meetings of entities in the clusters – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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57% of clusters (20) in the research were scored above 8 in the range of regular members. This means that the
researched clusters have been organizing regular meetings in the cluster and outside, including integration
events for the great part of their members. In this case, the further development of activities in the scope of
meetings is important. It is to be performed by enriching their form and content. A best practice in this regard
was identified in Mazowiecki Klaster Innowacyjnych Technologii Fotonicznych:

Best practice 4. Knowledge exchange and establishing relationships among the members of the cluster

OPTOKLASTER – Mazovian Photonic Technology Cluster
[Optoklaster – Mazowiecki Klaster Innowacyjnych Technologii Fotonicznych (mazowieckie voivodeship)]
Objective: Knowledge exchange and establishing relationships among cluster members.
Since 2011 periodical Optoklaster seminars have been held, dedicated to different problems of modern Photonics (foreign lecturers have also been invited). On average, seminars are held every two months. The meetings are also dedicated to exchange of current information, as well as presentation of companies and institutions operating in the cluster.
As of September, a change in the form of these meetings is planned. Seminars will be held in the residence of
individual members of the cluster, not in the coordinator's residence, as they have been held up until now.
The new form should foster information exchange and exploring cooperation possibilities between individual
companies and institutions. Apart from the seminars, presentations of companies/institutions combined with
visits to laboratories will be held.
Result: Cluster's members increase their knowledge of products, services and potential agreements.
Thanks to the seminars, personal contacts as well as group relationships are being established.
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In the internal communication sub-area scores of clusters in the growth/development phase were 7% better
than those of clusters in the embryonic phase.
Again, the size of the cluster played a decisive role in respect to the results obtained in this sub-area of study.
The scores of the biggest clusters exceeded the average values from the study substantially and were better
than the scores of the smallest clusters by 14%.
The cluster development model did not influence the scores in this sub-area. When it comes to internal communication, the Italian model turned out to be the best. However, the obtained results were better from the
scores of other models by only 3%.

Diversity of instruments and forms of communication
This aspect of a cluster's activity concentrates on the forms and instruments used in communication between
cluster members, as well as between its members and the coordinator. This aspect was not studied in 2010.

Chart 34. Scores for diversity of instruments and forms of communication
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Most of the clusters in the study received high scores in this aspect of processes performed in the cluster. 54%
of the researched clusters (19) were scored above 8. This proves that a wide range of instruments is used in
respect to internal communication. The average value of scores for all the researched clusters is 7.17. Most of
the clusters use traditional (meetings of project teams and work groups) and electronic (Internet, telephone)
communication forms, while some of them use more elaborate instruments for communication and cooperation within an agreement. The best practice in this regard was identified in Mazowiecki Klaster ICT:
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Best practice 5. Online platform for cooperation

Mazovia ICT Cluster
[Mazowiecki Klaster Technologii Informacyjnych i Komunikacyjnych (ICT) (Mazowieckie voivodeship)]
Objective: Efficient instruments for online cooperation.
An online platform for cooperation, designed to improve the internal communication and the functioning
of the cluster. As a part of the project co-financed by ROP of MR, the online platform of cooperation has been
established in MK ICT – for now the platform is available only to the members of the cluster. By the end of
2012 it is planned to be made available to a wide group of people. Access to the platform for all members of
the cluster is free of charge. Cluster members access to the professional IT instruments for project management, creation of ideas, acquiring partners and e-learning. Innovative products/services available thanks to the
platform were prepared on the basis of market research carried out among the members of the cluster and
Mazovian companies from the ICT sector. The solution is based on the innovative technologies and it uses
open source software.
Result: Improvement of communication within the cluster, enhancing the process of project preparation and management, knowledge exchange among cluster members.

Effectiveness and efficiency of knowledge exchange
While scrutinising the effectiveness and efficiency of knowledge exchange in the cluster, the research centred
around the availability of current information to cluster participants, representation of entities of the cluster
during meetings, as well as the availability of electronic instruments of information exchange for members of
the cluster. The use of advanced information system instruments – the communication platforms – by members of the cluster was particularly favoured during the evaluation.

Chart 35. Scores for the effectiveness and efficiency of knowledge exchange
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Analysis of the results within the scope of the efficiency of knowledge exchange in the cluster indicates high
diversity of clusters in this respect. 45% (16) of the researched clusters were scored above 8. On the other hand,
scores 3 to 7 were assigned to 17 out of 35 clusters (49%). Only two clusters (6%) from the study were scored 2.
This area was not subject to research in 2010, so there is no possibility of comparing or estimating development trends in clusters for the past two years.

Level of informal knowledge exchange
Evaluation of informal knowledge exchange concerns mainly cooperation between entities associated in the
cluster without participation of the coordinator and activities of these entities within the range of knowledge
and information exchange.

Chart 36. Scores for an informal knowledge exchange in the cluster
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The activities of clusters in this respect were scored very favourably with 10 out of 35 researched clusters (29%)
scored 10.00 (the highest score). A score of 8 was received by 20 of the researched clusters (57%). The rest of
the clusters received scores between 3 and 7. No clusters were scored below 2.
A lot of clusters declared the informal knowledge exchange among their members. Among the declared forms
of the cooperation the following activities were named: work on shared projects, joint business ventures, e-mail
and telephone contacts, researches for the benefit of the members of the cluster, joint elaborations, analyses
and publications.
Informal contacts and cooperation within the scope of informal knowledge and information exchange are
definitely the strong side of Polish clusters.

Summary
Evaluation of internal communication in Polish clusters was the most favourable out of the whole area of
Processes performed in clusters. The average value of scores for all the researched initiatives is 7.12. The presented level is high. In the researched clusters both formal and informal instruments and forms of communication are well developed.
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Within the scope of regular meetings held in clusters, no agreements have been spotted in the research, where
such activities were not performed. All the researched clusters have organised meetings for their members
more or less regularly. A lot of the clusters have performed activities for the purpose of integration of members
of the agreement by organising joint integration events.
The use of diverse forms and instruments of communication in the clusters was also highly scored with 54%
(20) of the studied clusters obtaining very high results in this respect.
An important and visible trend on the activities of clusters in Poland is the development of communication
platforms dedicated to the members of the cluster agreements. These platforms are often equipped in elaborate instruments which facilitate cooperation among the members of the cluster, e.g. project management
services or e-learning instruments.
Unconventional forms of communication have to be supported and developed, ones that offer visible results
without the need to engage substantial financial means.
When it comes to the effectiveness and efficiency of knowledge exchange in the clusters, high diversity of the
results can be observed. Some of the clusters implement this process very effectively, but most of them show
average performance in this respect.
The strongest aspect of Polish clusters consists in the stimulation of informal contacts among their members.
All of the studies clusters have demonstrated the occurrence of such contacts. The majority of clusters received
the highest score in this aspect of activities.

3.5

Creation of knowledge and innovations

Under the sub-area creation of knowledge and innovations the following indicators underwent analysis:

•
•
•

joint works on new products and technologies,
jointly introduced innovations (organisational, marketing),
joint trainings, workshops, conferences, study visits (education of employees).

Chart 37. The average value and benchmark value in the sub-area “creation of knowledge and innovations”
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Table 9. Average value and benchmark value for the sub-area “creation of knowledge and innovation”
Average value

Benchmark value

5.84

10.00

Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

The researched clusters received the average value of 5.84 within the range of the creation of knowledge and
innovations. The benchmark value for this sub-area is 10.00. These results are better than those obtained in
2010 when the average value was 4.84 with a benchmark value of 7.83. The best results in this sub-area were
given to the joint trainings, workshops, conferences and study visits organised by the clusters. Jointly introduced innovations (organisational, marketing) acquired the worst results.
The creation of knowledge and innovations depends highly on the phase of the cluster's development. The
results of the clusters in the growth/development phase are substantially better (above 15%) than those of the
clusters in embryonic phase.
The size of the cluster has the greatest effect on the results. The biggest clusters received 30% higher results in
this sub-area than the average value for all clusters and 60% higher results than those of small clusters.
The Dutch model of the development turned out to be substantially better than other models in the sub-area
“creation of knowledge an innovations”. The important role of academic institutions facilitates the knowledge
transfer in a natural way. Such clusters received scores 15% higher than the average value for all the clusters
and 26% higher than the results of the clusters using the Italian model of operation.

Joint works on new products and technologies
Analysis of the results within the scope joint works on new products and technologies points to a great diversity of researched clusters. A sizeable part of the studied clusters received high and very high scores. Fifteen out
of 35 (43%) clusters scored 8 and higher. This means that most of the entities associated in clusters were working on multiple projects within the scope of new products and technologies. At the same time, 20% (7) of the
clusters did not undertake any activities aimed at elaboration of innovative products or have just started their
analyses and studies in this field.
Chart 38. Scores for joint works on new products and technologies
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Joint works on new products and
technologies 2010

4

6

8

When compared to research carried out in 2010, the situation in clusters has improved significantly. The average value of scores has visibly increased. The appearance of a strong group of leaders, which received high
scores in 2012, deserves special attention. In 2010 no cluster was scored 10.00 and only two clusters were
scored above 8.
A best practice which has been spotted out during the research can exemplify the efficient operation within
the scope of product innovations:

Best practice 6. ICT technology transfer

Food Cluster of the Southern Greater Poland
[Klaster Spożywczy Południowej Wielkopolski (Wielkopolskie voivodeship)]
Objective: ICT technology transfer.
As a result of the cluster's project realisation, a virtual market of goods of the cluster's members has been
created. The market enables online trade of goods produced by the members of the cluster.
In the course of the project realisation, ICT infrastructure as well as software for an Internet portal and Virtual
Commodities Market have been purchased. The software has been integrated with the computer systems of
the companies (members of the cluster). The market is designed to facilitate the distribution of products of
cluster members and to enable direct communication between the manufacturers of agricultural/grocery
goods and their distributors (traders and buyers in the marketplace as well as owners of wholesale stores,
markets and shops).
The cluster's coordinator has also acquired state-of-the-art software (IronCad) for advanced graphical designing. The software is distributed among cluster members on better conditions (than those on the market) and
provided to scientific and educational institutions free of charge.
Result: Cluster members of the cluster have gained an opportunity to conduct virtual trade in their
products both within the agreement and with external buyers/suppliers. Thanks to their participation
in the cluster, members have also gained access to an innovative software solution on better conditions than those offered on the market.

Jointly introduced innovations (organisational, marketing)
This aspect of the clusters’ activities in the sub-area “creation of knowledge and innovation” received the
worst scores. The average value of scores for this element obtained by clusters is 4.94. The scores are spread
evenly, which indicates high diversity of the researched clusters. The results of the study are presented in the
chart below.
Very low score were given to 31% (11) of clusters in respect to the organisational and marketing innovations.
Scores between 0-2 indicate either an absolute lack of such activities performed in the clusters or their very
restricted scale and range. Most of the researched clusters (43%, 15) received average scores between 3 and 7.
With 26% (9) of the clusters scored good or very good. Clusters that received the highest scores, have successfully implemented marketing and organisational innovations used by most of their members.
In comparison to the study performed in 2010, small progress regarding the jointly introduced organisational
and marketing innovations has been recorded. The results obtained in 2012 are better than those from two
years ago, but the group of the clusters with low scores is still large.
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Chart 39. Jointly introduced innovations (organisational, marketing)
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Joint trainings, workshops, conferences, study visits (education of employees)
Education of the workers is the best scored process in the clusters in the sub-area “creation of knowledge and
innovations”. The average value of scores of the studied clusters is 6.69, while the benchmark value is 10.00.
Detailed information regarding scores received by studied clusters is presented in the chart below.

Chart 40. Education of employees – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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High scores were received by 43% (15) of the clusters within the scope of trainings, workshops, conferences and
study visits. This means that a substantial percentage of members of those clusters has participated in a number of
trainings, workshops and other forms of education of employees. Some of the clusters organise periodical trade
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conferences and seminars related to the field knowledge in which they operate. Only two (6%) of 35 clusters
received low or very low scores.
In comparison to the benchmarking study performed in 2010 the average value of scores has increased by 16%.
The number of the clusters which received high or very high scores in this category has increased substantially.

Summary
In the sub-area “creation of knowledge and innovations” the average value of scores of three elaborated
indicators amounts to 5.84. The benchmark cluster has received a score of 10.00 in this sub-area.
The clusters perform a number of activities in the field of education of their employees: trainings, workshops,
conferences and study visits. This process received the best scores in this sub-area. A substantial number of
studied clusters received high and very high scores in this respect.
The worst scores in the sub-area “creation of knowledge and innovations” were given to business processes
regarding elaboration of organisational and marketing innovations. In this aspect of clusters activities, a particularly
high stratification of the researched sample is visible. Among the clusters, there are clear leaders, who received
very high scores, but there is also a large group of the clusters that performed very badly in this category.
The processes of creation of new products and technologies are crucial aspects of the activities of clusters.
A lot of them call this process the key one in their activity (claiming that the strategic aim of the cluster is elaboration and implementation of the new products). A good example of cooperation in this respect is presented
by Wschodni Klaster Obróbki Metali:

Best practice 7. Realisation of the research services for the benefit of cluster members
– transfer of knowledge

Eastern Metalworking Cluster
[Wschodni Klaster Obróbki Metali (Lubelskie voivodeship)]
Objective: Transfer of knowledge.
Research projects for members. The coordinator of the cluster organises and funds research services for the
benefit of cluster members, supports their business activities by providing them with access to the necessary
scientific researches. The members of the cluster (entrepreneurs) indicate problems, which they have to deal
with on a regular basis, concerning product development, as well as realisation of production processes. After
receiving such applications, the coordinator helps in choosing an appropriate research institution and establishing cooperation with it. Support is also provided within the scope of preparation and negotiation of
agreements between entrepreneurs and research institutions. First of all, the coordinator examines the possibilities of realisation of research by research institutions associated in the cluster, but he also examines offers
outside of the agreement. The final choice of the research institution depends on its offer and scientific potential. The cost of the assigned research is covered within the project co-financed by the EU.
Result: Within the project co-financed by OP Development of Eastern Poland, three research projects
have been performed by now for cluster members. Thanks to the studies, the research problems have
been solved and the development of new products of cluster members has been accelerated.

In the sub-area “creation of knowledge and innovations” the implementation of innovations should be mainly supported. Marketing and organisational innovations in the clusters, which have been less popular until now,
deserve particular attention.
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3.6

Trends and the direction of development of processes
in clusters on the basis of research in 2010

In the last two years clusters in Poland have noticeably improved results in the area of implemented business
processes. In comparison to the study performed in 2010 there has been a significant improvement of results
in the area of Processes – the average score obtained by the surveyed clusters has increased by 36% (from 4.23
to 5.76) and the benchmark level by almost 14% (from 8.06 to 9.17). The comparison of results obtained in both
surveys is presented in the chart below.

Chart 41. Comparison of results obtained by clusters in benchmarking research
in 2010 and 2012 in the area Processes realised in clusters
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Positive changes in Polish clusters in the area of Processes pertain mainly to the Communication in cluster and
Marketing and PR sub-areas. The progress in implementation and employment of various tools for communication and promotion is especially visible.
Most clusters studied in 2012 have some form of visual identification and a significant proportion of cluster
agreements (28%) have prepared professional corporate identity systems (logo book). In 2010, less than 5% of
studied clusters had a full corporate identity system at their disposal.
An important and noticeable trend in the activity of clusters in Poland consists in the development of communication platforms designed for members of cluster agreements. Those platforms are often equipped in comprehensive tools that simplify cooperation among cluster members – e.g. services regarding project management or e-learning tools.
Market activity has been the the most poorly developed area of Polish clusters in the last two years. Cluster
activities in this area are still limited in scale and range. Very few clusters have activities promoting joint shopping and supply for members. There has even been some regress in a few clusters in this respect and joint
orders were stopped.
The chart below shows detailed changes in indicators obtained by clusters in the sub-area Market activity in
2010–2012.
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Chart 42. Developmental trends of clusters in the sub-area Market activity
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The greatest progress in the sub-area market activity was recorded for joint distribution channels. In the last two
years, clusters have significantly increased their involvement in creating new distribution channels for their
members. The average score obtained in this area of cluster activity still remains relatively low and needs further improvement.
The highest score in this sub-area was obtained by the researched clusters in the field of joint offer prepared by
the cluster for external clients. The result in this study was the best one for the sub-area in the study carried out
in 2010.
The aspect of joint orders in clusters in the sub-area market activity was given the lowest value in both studies.
In the last two years there has been an increase in score from 1.60 to 2.06. It is still a very low level, which suggests limited implementation of those processes in most clusters in Poland.
The sub-area marketing and PR is a well-developed group of business processes in clusters – the average value
in 2012 was 6.52 and in respect to 2010 it has been improved by 11%.
Polish clusters were most actively involved in advertising activities – just like two years ago. The average value
of those business processes in both studies was the highest in the sub-area marketing and PR. The activity of
cluster agreements has been improved when it comes to fairs and exhibitions. The average indicator in this
aspect of cluster activity has increased in the last two years from 4.40 to 5.89. Model clusters have obtained the
maximum value of 10.00 in this sub-area in both studies.
The detailed comparison of average values obtained by clusters in individual aspects of activity researched in
the sub-area marketing and PR in 2010 and 2012 are presented in the chart below.
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Chart 43. Developmental trends of clusters in the sub-area marketing and PR
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When it comes to joint cluster advertising activities the average score has increased from 6.60 in 2010 to 7.31 in 2012.
The joint cluster identification system has been also relatively well-evaluated. In 2012 clusters obtained an
average score in this aspect of activity at a level of 6.37, whereas in 2010 the average value for the researched
group of clusters was 5.30.
The assessment of changes in the sub-area internal communication was distorted because of the change of
researched aspects of cluster activity between studies. The indicators for business processes in this sub-area
were changed in relation to the research performed in 2012.
The overall results obtained by Polish clusters in the benchmark study of 2012 in the sub-area internal communication were significantly better than those obtained in 2010. The average score for this sub-area has increased
from 4.28 in 2010 to 7.12 in 2012.
The detailed average values and benchmark levels are presented in the chart below.
Chart 44. Developmental trends of clusters in the sub-area internal communication.
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Regular meetings of cluster members were considerably better evaluated in 2012 than in the study performed
two years ago. It should be noted that the improvement was due to real changes in clusters for the better as
well as, to some extent, due to change in the evaluation of this aspect in 2012.
Knowledge and innovation shaping in clusters in 2012 was evaluated better in respect to 2010 both on the
level of average value obtained by cluster initiatives taking part in the research and by benchmark clusters.
Changes are presented in the chart below.

Chart 45. Developmental trends of clusters in the sub-area of Knowledge and innovation shaping
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The greatest progress in the last two years separating the research has been achieved by Polish clusters within
the scope of cooperation on development of new products and technologies. In this aspect of cluster activity
the average value has increased from 3.65 in 2010 to 5.89 in 2012. The benchmark value also improved from
9.00 in 2010 to the maximum level of 10.00 in 2012.
The best-evaluated processes, both in 2012 and 2010, in the sub-area of Knowledge and innovation shaping
were the ones pertaining to employee education.
Poorer results, both in 2010 and 2012, were obtained in the area of cooperation on organisational and marketing
innovations. However, there has also been progress in respect to those processes.
In the area of Processes implemented in clusters in the 2012 study, a noticeable improvement was noted when
it comes to the functioning of cluster agreements. The changes in practically all analysed aspects were positive.
Joint ordering was the only indicator to suffer from deterioration in respect to 2010. Some of the researched
clusters withdrew from the execution of this process or limited its scale and range. Largely it was due to the
limited benefits and high costs, which the execution of this process generated for the clusters.
To sum up, in the last two years the processes executed in Polish clusters had been improved, both in terms of
range and scale of activities. Marketing and PR as well as internal communication are the strengths of clusters.
Further improvements are required in the area of market activity of clusters since it is a sub-area, which has
developed the least in the period of 2010–2012. When it comes to knowledge and innovation shaping in clusters, a noticeable improvement is visible. However, the obtained average score should be deemed not satisfactory enough.
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4

Cluster resources

4.1

General assessment of cluster resources

The second area of the analysis consists in the resources available within clusters. Traditionally, resources are
considered to be one of the most important factors determining the ability of an organisation to build competitive potential. The analysed area directly influences the effectiveness of implementation of processes and the
efficiency of generating cluster results.
The area of Cluster resources consists of the following sub-areas:

•
•
•

human resources and know how,
financial resources,
infrastructure resources.

The summary of benchmark values and average values for the area Cluster resources achieved by 35 clusters
subject to analysis is presented below.
Chart 46. Average scores and benchmark scores for the area Cluster resources
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Table 10. Average benchmark value from all the sub-areas within the Cluster resources area
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within the Cluster 2012

Benchmark value for all the sub-areas
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Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

The general analysis of the above results shows a significant increase in the benchmark score in the Cluster
resources area in last two years. An average benchmark score from all the sub-areas within the Cluster resources rose by 2.25 points (table 9.) Such a result is due to the increase in benchmark scores in all sub-areas including: human resources and know-how, financial resources of the cluster and infrastructure resources of the
cluster.
As a result of the detailed analysis, it can be observed that the increase in the benchmark values in 2010–2012
shows a significant rise of the benchmark score only within one of the analysed sub-areas, i.e. infrastructure
resources, where the benchmark increased by 4.67 (rise from 5.33 to 10.00 – chart 40.) In other areas a little or
marginal increase was observed. On the next position we can find financial resources of the cluster, with an
increase by 2.17 (rise from 4.33 to 6.50). The human resources and know-how sub-area of the cluster took the
last place with a minimum increase of 0.08 (from 6.75 to 6.83).
In last two years not only the benchmark area was extended, but also the clusters subject to the analysis progressed. In 2012 average results of clusters in all three analysed sub-areas of cluster resources increased when
compared with 2010. The average for the clusters progressed in parallel to the development of the benchmark
sub-areas. This means that in the infrastructure resources area a significant increase was noticed, a jump by as
much as 5.19 (from 1.92 to 7.11). A less noticeable increase was observed in the financial resources area of the
cluster (rise by 0.53) and human resources and know-how (increase by 0.05) similarly to the benchmark areas.
Substantial progress in the infrastructure resources sub-area and a marginal development of the human
resources and know-how of sub-area, which was reported in the average results for both clusters and the
benchmark, shows a general tendency in clusters to put a stronger emphasis on the development of material
resources (infrastructure), whereas less focus is made on expansion of intellectual resources (human resources
and know-how). Assigning a low priority to the human resources and know-how sub-area can lead to a situation in which material resources outgrow intellectual ones – which, as a result, can generate disproportions
related to the transfer of knowledge and technology. Consequently, clusters will have at their disposal innovative technologies and significant office space, but they will lack a sufficient number of people with relevant
competencies able to manage effectively the new technologies or office space.
To avoid problems related to the disproportion within the area of knowledge and technology transfer, it is
necessary to take systematic measures, i.e. organise training for specialists that will meet technological needs of
the cluster. Such measures will result in the increased potential of human resources and the know-how of the
cluster.
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Best practice 8. Human resources development

Interizon Pomeranian ICT Cluster
[Pomorski Klaster ICT (Pomorskie voivodeship)]
Objective: Development of human resources in highly innovative industries.
A best practice which has been implemented in the cluster in order to introduce institutional supervision over
the quality of human resources by establishing an Educational Centre of Excellence (ECD) [Edukacyjne Centrum
Doskonałości. The ECD is responsible for conducting efficient and systematic actions aimed at adjusting the
training methods to the specific needs of companies operating in the highly innovative industries. The
achievement coming from the practice is an ability to match the specific needs of companies – members of
the cluster to the opportunities of developing relevant skills, i.e. multimedia or embedded system engineering.
It results in the cost of training for employees being lowered and their faster induction to work. In the industry
in which the cluster operates, facilitated employment of workforce with relevant skills can reflect the abilities of
companies to develop faster and meet the requirements of the market.
The ECD carries out effective actions in cooperation with local authorities in such areas as: preparing higher
education institutions to establish so called tailored majors, adjusting curriculum programs to the needs of
clusters, creating standards of apprenticeships in the selected professions, developing best practices by accrediting schools and promoting the fields of science linked with the ICT industry in educational institutions. The
aim of these actions is to promote educational degrees directly related to the ICT industry and adapt the curriculum programs to the development needs of companies from the ICT industry. On behalf of the cluster’s
council the actions are conducted by the Educational Centre of Excellence Foundation [Fundacja Edukacyjne
Centrum Doskonałości]. This is a systematic initiative.
Result: A measurable benefit from establishing the ECD are lowered costs related to seeking, adaptation
and employment of a workforce in key areas for companies in the ICT industry. A systematic and practical
approach of the Centre is a key element of the implemented action, which can be replicated in other
clusters.

Analysing further the results of the cluster survey, it is worth noticing that though in last two years the average
for all clusters in all the sub-areas of Cluster resources increased (in all three sub-areas), the values achieved are
still below the benchmark scores.
The worst results are reported in the financial resources and human resources and know-how sub-areas.
Financial resources achieved a result of 2.18 which is 4.32 less than the benchmark value of 6.50. Human
resources and know-how reached 2.68 which is 4.07 worse than the benchmark value of 6.75.
The main reason for such low assessment of the selected sub-areas of the Cluster resources area in case of financial resources is a low sum of the external funding received for the implementation of common projects in the
cluster. When it comes to the human resources and know-how sub-area the reasons are a minimal number of
entities within the cluster and a small number of employees in the research and development departments in the
cluster. The detailed characteristic of the results achieved by the analysed sub-areas are described in this report in
the sub-sections on financial resources and human resources and know-how sub-areas of the cluster.
As presented below, the best result was achieved in the infrastructure resources sub-area of the cluster. In comparison to other sub-areas its result is closest to the benchmark score. Infrastructure resources of the cluster
reached a result of 7.11 which is by 2.89 lower than the benchmark of 10.00.
Slightly lower results can be a consequence of limited availability of laboratories among the members of the
cluster. It is, however, necessary to remember that infrastructure resources described in this report are the
most dynamically developing sub-area.
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4.2

Human resources and know-how of a cluster

When subjected to analysis the population of 35 clusters was divided in accordance to the following criteria:

•
•
•

development phase of the cluster,
number of entities in the cluster,
model of cluster development.

Below there are presented collective results of the selected indicators as well as the detailed results covering
the analysis of three categories: phase of cluster development, number of entities in the cluster and model of
cluster development.
In the development phase of the cluster category all clusters were divided according to three criteria: incubation/embryonic phase, growth/maturity phase and decline/transformation phase. The analysed clusters represented only two categories: incubation/embryonic phase, growth/maturity phase. The chart below shows the
results achieved in the analysed category.

Chart 47. Average scores achieved by clusters in the human resources know-how sub-area
in the relevant development phase
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Clusters in the growth/maturity phase achieved only minimally better results than those in the incubation/embryonic phase under all analysed indicators.
Clusters in the growth/maturity phase achieved a slightly better result for the total employment indicator in the
entities operating in the cluster core – 1.92, whereas clusters in the incubation/embryonic phase achieved 1.20.
In case of the number of people administering the cluster indicator a better result was also reported in the
clusters in the growth/maturity phase in comparison to clusters in the incubation/embryonic phase (2.86 to 2.00).
Also the category of the number of employed in R&D activity in the cluster core was better for clusters in the
growth/maturity phase (2.00 to 1.00).
In the category of the number of entities participating in the cluster, the clusters in the growth/maturity phase
consist of a larger number of entities than the ones in the incubation/embryonic phase (4.57 to 4.00).
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The achieved results are not satisfactory, especially in the case of clusters in the growth/maturity phase, which
should possess far better developed human resources and know-how due to their experience.
With regard to the number of entities in the cluster, the clusters were divided into three groups: small clusters,
consisting of up to 28 entities; medium clusters, consisting of 29–60 entities; large clusters made up of more
than 60 entities. The chart below shows the results achieved in the analysed cross-section.

Chart 48. Average scores achieved by clusters in the human resources and know-how sub-area
according to the number of entities participating in the cluster
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Considering the number of entities participating in the cluster it can be easily noticed which group achieves
the best results – large clusters consisting of more than 61 entities.
With relation to total employment in the entities functioning in the cluster core, the large clusters (with over 61
entities) were evaluated best – score of 2.50. The medium clusters (29–60 entities) did worse – score 2.23, and
so did the small clusters (up to 28 entities) – score 1.00.
Similar results were reported with relation to the number of people administering the cluster, where the best
score of 4.25 was achieved in large clusters (over 61 entities). Almost the same results were achieved by small
and medium clusters (2.33 and 2.08 respectively).
The indicator for the number of employed in R&D activities was assessed least favourably. Similarly to the previous category, in this category the winners were large clusters (with over 61 entities) with a score of 8.13. Worse
results were reported among medium clusters (29–60 entities) – a score of 4.20 – and small clusters (up to 28
entities) – score of 2.33.
The indicator for the number entities participating in a cluster was assessed the most favourably. Similarly to
the previous category, in this category the winners were large clusters (with over 61 entities) with a score of
2.83. Worse results were reported among the medium clusters (29–60 entities) – a score of 1.60 – and small
clusters (up to 28 entities) – score of 1.22.
The results presented above clearly show a tendency which indicates that the larger number of entities in the
cluster, the better the indicators in the human resources and know-how sub-areas. The argument supporting
for such a correlation is the fact that large clusters consisting of more than 61 entities possess the highest
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scores in the human resources and know-how category in comparison to those made up of a lower number
of entities. This correlation can constitute a useful tip for coordinators in clusters. They can make use of it when
building the strategies of cluster development.

Chart 49. Average scores achieved by clusters in the human resources and know-how sub-area
with relation to the model of cluster development
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In the human resources and know-how sub-area in almost all analysed categories the best scores were
achieved by clusters with a Dutch model of development.
With relation to the indicator for total employment in entities forming the cluster core the best score was
achieved by the Dutch model of clusters (score 3.29). A lower score was granted to the American model (score
3.25). The worst performance was observed in the Danish (1.38) and Italian (1.14) models.
With relation to the indicator for the number of people administering the cluster surprisingly the best score was
achieved by the American model of clusters (score 1.86) and similarly to the first indicator – the Dutch model
(2.89). Worse results were reported among the Danish and Italian models (2.60 and 2.29 respectively).
With relation to the indicator for the number of employed in the R&D activity in the cluster core the best result
was achieved by the Dutch model with the score of 2.14, the Danish model took the next place. Scores
achieved by clusters based on the Italian and American models (1.17 and 1.00 respectively) were fairly low and
similar to each other.
The highest score was given to the number of entities participating in the cluster indicator, in which the Dutch
model with the score of 6.00 was the winner, with the next places taken by the Danish and American models
(4.13 and 3.50 respectively). The worst score in this category was reported in the Italian model (1.14).
The results presented above clearly indicate two tendencies. Firstly, entities based on the Dutch model scored
best in most indicators (3 out of 4). Secondly, the entities following the American or Italian models of development in most cases score the worst. These tendencies can make the useful tips for coordinators in clusters. They
can use them to build development strategies in clusters.
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The human resources and know-how sub-area included the following indicators:

•
•
•
•

total employment in entities functioning in the cluster core,
the number of people administering the cluster,
the number of entities participating in the cluster (enterprises, R&D sector, support institutions),
the number of employed in R&D activity in the core of the cluster.

These indicators were compared using data for 2010 and 2012.

Total employment in entities functioning in the cluster core
The chart below shows the scores achieved by clusters in the human resources and know-how sub-area with
relation to the total employment in entities functioning in the cluster core indicator.

Chart 50. Score of the indicator for total employment in entities functioning in the cluster
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Total employment in entities functioning in the cluster was scored low in 2010, with only one cluster given
a score of 5 on a 10-point scale of scores, with the leader getting a score of 10. Unfortunately, this low indicator
fell even more in 2012. As many as 21 out of 35 (60%) clusters received a very low score – 1. The other 9 clusters
(26%) achieved scores below the average in the range of 2-4. Only 1 cluster (3%) achieved a high score of 10,
whereas for 4 other clusters the relevant data were absent.
The above described regression indicates a gradual decrease in employment, which can result from the general
fall in the number of employed in Poland, caused by the macro-economic factors in the last few years. Though
it is worth noticing that each drop in the growth of the number of human resources in the horizontal perspective constitutes a strategic mistake affecting all areas of activity in the cluster – new employees mean new
ideas, innovation, and higher executive potential of the cluster, which leads to increased competitiveness of the
cluster.
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The number of people administering the cluster
In comparison to 2010 the indicator for the number of people administering the cluster was better, which is
indicated in the chart below.

Chart 51. Score of the indicator for the number of people administering the cluster
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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In 2012 8 clusters (23%) scored 4 or more, including one which was the leader with a score 10. However,
in 2010 none of analysed clusters achieved a score better than 3. This means that the number of people administering a cluster increased, thus laying a foundation for further organisational development of clusters –
a higher number of persons administering a cluster allows functions, duties to be defined precisely and more
effective communication between entities in a cluster.
Unfortunately, as many as 27 out of 35 (77%) clusters achieved a score of 3 or less, including 9 which scored
only 1. These results show that clusters should gradually develop this aspect in the human resources and
know-how of the cluster sub-area.
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Number of entities participating in the cluster
The indicator for the number of people participating in the cluster showed significantly better results than in
2010. The results are presented in the chart below:

Chart 52. Evaluation of the number of entities participating in the cluster
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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In 2012 as many as 13 clusters (37%) scored 5 or more, including two which were the leaders with scores of 10.
However, in 2010 none of the analysed clusters achieved a score better than 7 for this indicator. This means that
the number of people participating in the cluster rose, thus expanding and improving the sales offers in clusters.
Unfortunately, as many as 22 out of 35 (63%) clusters achieved a score of 4 or less, including 8 which scored 2.
This means that in comparison to 2010 there were no clusters which scored 1, which, as a result, shows that in
2 years they achieved better results. Although a general improvement was noticed, clusters should gradually
develop in the human resources and know-how sub-area.
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Number of employed in R&D activity in the core of the cluster
In comparison to 2010, the indicator for the number of employed in R&D activity in the cluster core fell. This can
be noticed on the chart below:

Chart 53. Evaluation of the number of employed in R&D activity in the core of the cluster
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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In 2012 only 3 clusters (9%) scored 4 or more (4.5 and 10 respectively), including one which was a leader. However, in 2010 two clusters achieved a very high score for this indicator, 8 and 10 respectively. Also 22 out of 35
clusters (63%) achieved a score 3, whereas 14 clusters scored 1 and 3 clusters were assessed with a score 0.
However, for 10 (28%) clusters the data was absent.
This means that the number of employed in the R&D sector decreased. The main reason for this situation can
be the difficulties in finding employees with relevant qualifications and competencies required to work in the
research and development sector in a cluster.
When tackling this problem it is worth focusing attention on the actions that were undertaken by Wielkopolski
Klaster Teleinformatyczny ICT WIELKOPOLSKA.
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Best practice 9. An intensive development focusing on research

Wielkopolska ICT Cluster
[Wielkopolski Klaster Teleinformatyczny ICT (Wielkopolskie voivodeship)]
Objective: Improvement of research and development activity in the cluster.
Wielkopolski Klaster Teleinformatyczny ICT as part of the project “ICT Wielkopolska: The Wielkopolskie voivodeship information and communication technology cluster oriented towards research”, financed from the Seventh Framework Programme of the European Commission, conducted a series of actions focusing on the improvement of research and development activity in the cluster.
The aim of the actions conducted by the cluster is not only to develop the organisational strategy of the cluster,
but also prepare a group of new, original technologies and finished products promoted as “regional specialities” as well as draft the range and forms of cooperation between science and business by defining the demand for R&D and new technologies projects in the ICT industry. The actions that were undertaken are far
more detailed than other similar actions aimed at diagnosing the current state of local market in the industry.
When conducting the actions a varied range of directions and possibilities of cooperation between ICT companies and science was taken into account. This made it possible to draft a catalogue consisting of the following
actions:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

a map of competences in the cluster,
a regional portfolio of ICT companies,
an analysis of cluster potential,
a database of ICT projects in the Wielkopolskie voivodeship,
a catalogue of possible technological relations between the science and ICT industry companies,
an analysis of the development needs of the most intensively developing ICT industry sectors,
promoting protection of intellectual property rights.

Result: A comprehensive research of the market conditions in the operational area of the cluster. An
analysis of cluster potential, development of the cluster’s market offer considering the capabilities of
the companies within the cluster and the market needs.

Summary
The Human resources and know-how sub-area of the cluster received a medium evaluation in comparison to
other sub-areas in the Cluster resources area. In this sub-area the lowest growth was reported – only by 0.05 –
from 2.63 (2010) to 2.68 (2012) and the largest distance to the benchmark value, which in 2012 amounted
to 6.75
The nature of the phase of cluster development (incubation/embryonic or growth/maturity phases) in the last
two years since 2010 had no influence on the growth of total employment in entities functioning in the cluster,
the number of employed in research and development activities in the cluster core, the number of people
administering the cluster. However, the clusters in the growth/maturity phase possessed a higher number of
entities participating in the cluster.
The analysis showed such a correlation: the bigger the number of employed in the research and development
activities in the cluster core, the more people administering the cluster.
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In addition to that, clusters which followed the Dutch model have a larger number of entities participating
in the cluster, a larger number of those employed in research and development activities in the cluster core,
as well as a larger total number of employed in the entities functioning in the cluster.
The Human resources and know how sub-area is characterised by low total employment in the entities functioning in the cluster, a low number of entities participating in the cluster, a low number of people administering the cluster and, most importantly, a very low number of employed in the research and development activities in the cluster core.
The reason for such low results can be lack of interest of clusters in developing their own intellectual resources,
for example, through investments in human resources in order to balance the disproportions between the
knowledge and available technology or acquiring new skilled employees for the research and development
sector.

4.3

Financial resources

Average scores achieved by clusters in the financial resources sub-area with relation to the phase of cluster development.
The chart below presents average scores received by the population of clusters subject to analysis in 2012 as
part of the financial resources sub-area in relation to the phase of cluster development.

Chart 54. Average scores achieved by clusters in the financial resources sub-area depending
on the phase of cluster development
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All clusters in the growth/maturity phase achieved only minimally better results than the clusters in the incubation/embryonic phase.
85

In terms of the own contribution from self-financing in relation to the total budget, clusters in the
growth/maturity phase achieved an average result of 3.35, whereas clusters in the incubation/embryonic phase
got 5.00.
With regards to the external sources acquired for cluster projects in the last two years, clusters in the
growth/maturity phase scored better (1.64 to 0.86) in comparison to the clusters in the incubation/embryonic
in comparison to the clusters in the incubation/embryonic phase.
Also the indicator for the budget of the cluster calculated per members engaged in its financing was better
in the clusters in the growth/maturity phase (1.50 to 1.00). However, the results are not satisfactory, especially
in the case of clusters in the growth/maturity phase, which should have reached financial stability and followed
a well-developed strategy and management of a cluster.
Considering the number of entities in a cluster, the clusters were divided into three groups: small clusters,
consisting of up to 28 entities; medium clusters, consisting of 29–60 entities; large clusters made up of more
than 60 entities. The chart below shows the results achieved in the analysed category.

Chart 55. Average scores achieved by clusters in the financial resources sub-area
with relation to the number of members in the cluster
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When analysing the number of entities in the cluster, it is not easy to indicate a group which achieves the best
results.
With relation to own contribution from self-financing in relation to the total budget, the best score was obtained by small clusters (with up to 28 entities) –4.18. Medium clusters (29–60 entities) did worse –3.53, so did
large clusters (over 61 entities) – score 3.29.
Similar results were reported in relation to the number of people administering the cluster, where the best
score – 2.43 was achieved in large clusters (over 61 entities). Almost the same results were achieved by small
and medium clusters (1.27 and 1.14 respectively).
The best score in relation to the budget of the cluster calculated per members engaged in its financing was
achieved by medium clusters (score 1.92), worse results were reported among large clusters (score 1.17) and
small clusters (0.80).
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Under this category no major differences between small, medium and lareg clusters have been noticed. However, their results encourage coordinators in clusters and local authorities to undertake relevant actions aimed
at improving the assessment of financial resources in clusters.
In the financial resources sub-area in all analysed categories the best scores were achieved by the clusters with
different models of development. It is difficult to point out the model which could score best in terms of financial resources. The chart below shows the results achieved with relation to their model of development.

Chart 56. Average scores achieved by clusters in the financial resources sub-area
depending on the model of cluster development
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In relation to own contribution coming from self-financing as part of the total budget, the best score was given
to clusters operating in the Dutch model – 5.38. A slightly lower score was obtained by clusters operating in the
American model (score 4.00). The worst performance was that of the Danish (2.93) and Italian (3.14) models.
In regards to external sources acquired for cluster projects in the last two years, clusters operating in the Dutch
and Italian models scored best (1.86 and 1.57 respectively). Worse results were obtained by the American and
Dutch models (1.25 and 0.71 respectively).
In relation to the budget of the cluster calculated per members engaged in its financing all three models
achieved similar results, the American and Italian scored 1.00 and the Dutch – 1.15. The Dutch model had a better
result – 2.29.
Summing up the results in the financial resources sub-area of the cluster, it should be clearly stated that it is
one of the worst-assessed sub-areas in Polish clusters. The reasons for such results could be as follows: a small
number of people administering managing clusters, limited system of financing cluster operations and scarce
financial support from public authorities.
In the financial resources sub-area the following indicators have been taken into account:

•
•
•

own contribution coming from self-financing as part of the total budget of the cluster,
external sources acquired for cluster projects in the last two years,
budget of a cluster calculated per members engaged in its financing.

These indicators were compared with the data of 2010 and 2012.
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Own contribution coming from self-financing as part of the total budget of the cluster
The chart below shows the comparison of results in the population of clusters subject to benchmarking analyses under the category own contribution coming from self-financing as part of the total budget clusters in
2010 and 2012. The scale presented on the chart shows the score achieved by clusters in the analysed sub-area
– 10.0 is the best score and 0 is the worst score.

Chart 57. The assessment of own contribution coming from self-financing (membership contributions)
as part of the total budget of clusters – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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In comparison with the 2010 benchmarking study this category has shown significant improvement. It is worth
noticing that 26 out of 35 clusters score no more than 3.
However, eight clusters stand out in relation to their own contribution to the total cluster budget, when compared to the whole studied population.
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External sources acquired for cluster projects in the last two years
The chart below shows the comparison of results in the population of clusters subject to the analysis under the
category external sources acquired for cluster projects in the last two years – a comparison of data from 2010
and 2012.

Chart 58. The assessment of external sources acquired for cluster projects in the last two years
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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With regard to the external financial sources acquired for cluster projects in the last two years, subject to the
benchmarking analysis, the majority of Polish clusters (30) scored low results – no higher than 2.
Low results in this category can result from:

•

a lack of a formalised strategy of operation in clusters aimed at integrating cluster environments in order to implement common initiatives and projects,

•
•
•

insufficient support for projects within clusters at the regional level,
lack of financing devoted only to clusters,
termination of the financial programming period (until 2013).
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A good example of effective use of all sources available in the cluster and cooperation with the external environment is Zachodniopomorski Klaster Chemiczny Zielona Chemia:
Best practice 10. Innovative products as an effect of cluster activities

West Pomerania “Green Chemistry” Cluster
[Zachodniopomorski Klaster Chemiczny Zielona Chemia (Zachodniopomorskie voivodeship)]
Objective: Utilisation of cluster resources for creation of innovative products.
The cluster is actively involved in the promotion of innovative products developed by research workers of
higher education institutions – members of the cluster. The cluster was actively involved in the promotion of
new, innovative products, e.g.. silicone, developed by professor Mirosława El Fray, from which breast implants
or nanofibres ready to be used in the production of artificial heart valves can be produced. The chemical cluster
helped the inventor to promote this innovative product on the market by launching an information-image
campaign. The silicone patent has already been purchased by one medical company from the United States
among others.
Thanks to the cluster's support, another innovative product has met with interest from a local manufacturer
who is going to start production.
Result: Effective commercialisation of research results, support for innovative initiatives undertaken by
research workers cooperating with the cluster.

Budget of the cluster calculated per members engaged in its financing in 2012
Chart 59. Evaluation of the cluster budget calculated per members engaged in its financing in 2012
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With relation to the budget of the cluster calculated per members engaged in its financing, as many as 27
clusters out of the population of 35 clusters scored no more than 2 in the 2012 benchmarking study in Poland.
Possible reasons for such low results:

•
•
•
•
•
•

small number of people administering a cluster,
lack of a consistent strategy of financing in a cluster,
insufficient integration of the entities participating in a cluster,
incompatibility of the administrative-legal system with regard to the needs of a cluster,
non-systematic relations between the entities functioning in a cluster and cluster coordinator,
low own contribution of clusters to the total budget and projects' budgets.

A positive example of good and effective management of the cluster resources is the solution implemented by
the Podkarpackie Powiązanie Kooperacyjne – Klaster Lotnictwa Lekkiego i Ultralekkiego (podkarpackie).

Best practice 11. Cluster resources management system

Podkarpackie Aviation Cluster
[Podkarpackie Powiązanie Kooperacyjne – Klaster Lotnictwa Lekkiego i Ultralekkiego
(Podkarpackie voivodeship)]
Objective: Development and implementation of cluster resources management system.
The following advanced systems were developed and implemented in the cluster: a booking system, a system
for bookkeeping and accounting common resources in the cluster, an internal communication system together
with an access system, and a system for the management of energy and media consumption in the facilities.
The key elements contributing to the success are as follows: a coordinator experienced in project management,
the knowledge of the rules of operation and creation of processes in clusters, an ability to define and create the
tools for management, rich IT facilitates and high computer skills of the coordinator. Management of the acquired and shared technical equipment and facilities for the interested members of the cluster is a challenging
task in terms of organisation and administration. Costs accounting rules and regulations, an amount of de minimis aid as well as the issues related to an access, booking and utilisation and monitoring of all resources are
complicated and laborious tasks performed by a coordinator. As a result, the new system can significantly
facilitate the management of cluster resources.
Result: Thanks to the aid received from OP IE 5.1 [Operational Programme Innovative Economy] funding and high involvement of the coordinator's team it was possible to create a management tool integrated with the ERP system. This tool will substantially lower the workload of the coordinator's team
and allow precise management of the cluster resources.

Summary
In the financial resources sub-area clusters fail to show satisfactory performance. Medium and bottom scores
are in the majority. A relatively good score was reported in relation to the own contribution coming from selffinancing as part of the total budget of a cluster. Under this indicator, good and very good scores were noted,
not only low; in comparison to 2010 clusters performance has slightly improved, but still there is much to im91

prove. Even worse results are reported in the case of the other two indicators – external finance sources acquired for cluster projects in the last two years and the budget of the cluster calculated per members engaged
in its financing In this case almost all clusters received bad or very bad scores. However, a small improvement
was noticed in comparison to 2010 in relation to external financing sources acquired for cluster projects in the
last two years.
When considering the scores achieved by clusters in different phases of development, in two cases (the budget
of the cluster calculated per members engaged in its financing and external finance sources acquired for cluster projects in the last two years), clusters in the growth/maturity phase of development scored better, but with
regard to own contribution coming from self-financing as part of the total budget of a cluster the better score
was achieved by clusters in the incubation/embryonic phase of development. When taking into account the
division in terms of the number of entities functioning in the cluster, no single model dominated. In each subarea the best scores were achieved by clusters with a different number of entities. When analysing different
models of cluster development in two sub-areas (own contribution coming from self-financing as part of the
total budget of a cluster and the budget of the cluster calculated per members engaged in its financing) the
best scores were achieved by the Dutch model, and with relation to external sources acquired for cluster projects in the last two years the American model scored best.

4.4

Infrastructure resources of clusters
Chart 60. Average scores achieved by clusters in the infrastructure resources
sub-area depending on the phase of cluster development
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All analysed indicators in the population of the clusters in the growth/maturity phase achieved only slightly
better results than the clusters in the incubation/embryonic phase.
In relation to the availability of office space and conference rooms at cluster's disposal, clusters in the growth/
maturity phase achieved an average result of 9.11, whereas clusters in the incubation/embryonic phase
achieved 8.86.
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In regards to the indicator for the availability of laboratories to members of clusters, those in the incubation/embryonic phase scored better than those in clusters in the growth/maturity phase (6.28 to 3.86).
Clusters in the growth/maturity phase also scored better (7.25 to 3.57) in regards to common use of ICT in
internal communication.
The achieved results are not surprising, considering the fact that clusters in the incubation/embryonic phase
are just starting to develop their activities and it is not necessary to demand the same or better results than the
clusters in the growth/maturity phase. It is worth noticing that the differences between cluster in both phases
were small, which demonstrates good performance of new clusters in the infrastructure resources sub-area.

Chart 61. Average scores achieved by the clusters in the infrastructure resources sub-area based
on the analysis of the number of entities in the cluster
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In all analysed indicators large clusters (made up of more than 60 entities) scored best results, medium cluster
(from 29 to 60 entities) were classified as the second, and small clusters (up to 28 entities) took the last place.
However, in most cases the scores achieved by these types of clusters were similar.
In relation to the availability of office space and conference rooms at cluster's disposal, large clusters achieved
an average result of 9.75, medium clusters scored 9.33 and small clusters 8.25. The scores are quite similar and
do not show major discrepancies between the size of clusters and the availability of office space and conference rooms.
In the category of availability of laboratories for the members of clusters the average score of large clusters was
7.13, medium clusters – 5.50, and small clusters – 5.08. The results show that in this area of activity large clusters
are in the lead. The differences between the results of small and medium clusters were insignificant.
Also in regard to common use of ICT in internal communication large clusters achieved the best average result
(7.50). There is not a great difference when compared to the result of medium clusters (6.93), but the gap is clearly
visible when compared to small clusters (5.33).
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The results achieved by different types of clusters indicate that large clusters perform best in the infrastructure
resources sub-area, whereas small clusters score worst, which shows the pattern “big can more”. This tendency
is clearly visible, but we should remember that the average scores do not differ significantly.

Chart 62. Average scores achieved by clusters in the infrastructure resources
sub-area depending on the model of cluster development
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It is difficult to estimate which models of development influence the results achieved by the clusters to the
highest degree. It is impossible to point out one dominating model which obtains the best results.
In relation to the availability of office space and conference rooms at a cluster's disposal, the clusters following
the Italian model of development scored best 9.86, minimally lower result was achieved by the clusters operating in the Dutch model (9.56). The third place was taken by the Danish model of development, which scored
a little less than the first and the second place holders – 8.93. The lowest score was reported among clusters
following the American model, which had scores significantly lower than others (7.00).
In relation to the availability of office space and conference rooms at cluster's disposal, the clusters following
the Danish model of development scored best – 6.15, a minimally lower average was achieved by the clusters
operating in the Dutch model (6.00), the third place was taken by the Italian model, which scored minimally less
– 5.71. The lowest score, significantly worse than in other models, was reported among clusters following the
American model (4.00).
In regards to common use of ICT in internal communication, the best result was obtained by clusters using the
Dutch model (score 7.44), with other models achieving very similar results. The second best average was
achieved by the American model (6.25), the third by the Danish model (6.20), with the Italian model coming in
last (6.14). However, it is worth emphasising once again that the differences in results between these models
were minimal.
When looking at the results achieved in relation to the model of development, clusters operating in the Dutch
model deserve praise. This model scored the best average results in all analysed indicators and was never classified lower than second. It is also worth emphasising that in cases of two indicators: availability of office space
and conference rooms at a cluster's disposal and availability of laboratories for the members of clusters, clusters
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using the American model not only obtained the scores, but also performed significantly worse than other
models.
The infrastructure resources sub-area was assessed in relation to the following indicators:

•
•
•

availability of office space and conference rooms at a cluster's disposal,
availability of laboratories for the members of clusters,
common use of ICT in internal communication in clusters.

These indicators were compared with the data from 2010 and 2012.

Availability of office space and conference rooms at a cluster's disposal
In relation to availability of office space and conference rooms at a cluster's disposal, all clusters do very well.
This indicator maintains a high level of performance. The chart below shows collective results achieved by the
clusters in the benchmarking analysis in 2012.

Chart 63. Assessment of availability of office space and conference rooms at a cluster's disposal
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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As many as 22 clusters out of 35 analysed clusters (over 60 %) obtained the best possible score. The second
best score was 9, which was achieved by seven clusters (20%), and the third – 8 obtained by three clusters (8%).
Only two clusters got very low results. The scores clearly indicate that the majority of clusters have at their
disposal good or very good (scores 7-10) office space and conferences rooms, immediately available for the
members of clusters.
When compared to the analysis conducted in 2010 in terms of availability of office space and conference rooms
at a cluster's disposal, all clusters obtained very low scores. There were 18 clusters (90%) that received a score of
1, all other were assessed only slightly better – 2. The results of the analysis conducted in 2010 show that the
clusters lacked sufficient office space and conference rooms at their disposal, which could meet their actual
needs.
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Availability of laboratories for the members of clusters
In relation to the availability of laboratories for cluster members, average scores of clusters showed significant
differences. It is difficult to find a characteristic pattern, because three most often obtained results vary from the
medium result (score of 6 by 7 clusters, 20%), the highest (score of 10 by 5 clusters, 14%) and the lowest (score
of 0 by 4 clusters, 11%). However, the specificity of the indicator should be taken into account, apart from the
fact that not all clusters need well-developed laboratory-research facilities. This is why such differences in results were reported. The chart below shows collective results achieved by clusters in the 2012 benchmarking
study in Poland.
Chart 64. Assessment of availability of laboratories for members of clusters
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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The majority of clusters obtained good or very good results (scores 7-10), with 13 out of 35 analysed clusters
(37%) achieving such results. Medium results (4-6) were given to 12 clusters (34%), bad or very bad results (0-3)
were reported in 7 clusters (20%). In relation to the remaining three clusters, data regarding availability of laboratories for members of clusters was absent. However, once again it is worth underlining that because of the
specificity of the indicator, low or medium results achieved by clusters do not have to be caused by a lack of
analysed infrastructure, but by the nature of the industries in which particular clusters operate. Clusters whose
activities require high innovativeness and new technologies achieved very high scores in most cases.
The results of the analysis conducted in 2010 in regards to availability of laboratories for members of clusters
indicate insufficiency in this area, As many as 16 out of the 20 then analysed clusters (80%) received low or very
low score (0-4). Three clusters obtained medium results and only one received a high score. These results show
that the size of laboratory space available to members of clusters was small in most cases, which could influence the quality and number of research projects conducted at the same time, as well as the quality and number of innovative projects implemented in the clusters.

Common use of ICT in internal communication in clusters
The majority of clusters present a high usage of ICT in internal communication. As many as 12 clusters out of 35
analysed clusters (34%) achieved the best possible score. The chart below shows the collective results achieved
by clusters in the analysed category.
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Chart 65. Common use of ICT in internal communication in clusters
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Over a half of clusters (19 out of 35) obtained good or very good results (scores between 7-10), which indicates
a high usage of ICT. As a result, the pace, efficiency and efficacy of internal communication rise significantly. The
medium results were obtained by 8 out of 35 clusters (scores between 4-6), bad or very bad grades were reported in the same number of clusters (0-3). Clusters that obtained low or medium results should undertake
initiatives aimed at combining the use of information technologies with internal communication. It is hard to
imagine an efficiently performing cluster without the use of ICT, thus this insufficiency should be eliminated
immediately.
Best practice to follow for clusters experiencing problems with the use of ICT is the one implemented by Klaster
“Dolina Lotnicza”.

Best practice 12. Development of co-opetition (cooperation) in the cluster

Aviation Valley Cluster
[Klaster “Dolina Lotnicza” (Podkarpackie voivodeship)]
Objective: Development of co-opetition [cooperation and competition combined] in the cluster.
The key members of the Dolina Lotnicza cluster are direct competitors on a global scale. These are the manufacturers of aircraft engines, propulsion systems and their parts: WSK Rzeszów/Pratt Whitney, Hispano Suiza
Polska, PWK, Avio Polska, MTU Aero Engines Polska, Creuzet Polska and Hamilton Sundstrand Poland. Among
the members of the cluster a group of manufacturers of finished aircrafts (airplanes and helicopters and their
parts) can be distinguished. The manufacturers competing against one another for international and domestic
customers include PZL Mielec/Sikorsky and PZL Świdnik/Agusta Westland. Another group of competitors consists of the manufacturers of general aviation products – light and ultralight planes and gliders: Zakłady Lotnicze
Margański & Mysłowski, AERO AT, Aero-Kros, 3Ex-trim and Wytwórnia Konstrukcji Kompozytowych.
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The majority of SMEs in the Dolina Lotnicza cluster also compete with one another following open market rules
in bids for the delivery of components and parts for big Polish manufacturers and more and more often foreign
customers. Practice shows that almost all companies-members of the cluster have their competitors in the
cluster. The entities functioning in the cluster also have to compete with one another in the employment of
best workforce. The presence of multiple forms of competition in the cluster motivates its members not only to
compete against one another, but also intensive cooperation in some areas, which positively influences the
development of the Dolina Lotnicza cluster.
Result: Good proportion between competition in the cluster with relation to commercial activities and
cooperation in a number of commonly defined areas.

The analysis conducted in 2010 with regard to common use of internal networks (intranet), all clusters achieved
low results. A common internal network was not a popular tool of internal communication in a cluster. However, we should underline the fact that the clusters used then different channels of communication, i.e. forums for
the members of a cluster or social networks. As a result, low scores do not present the general use of ICT, but
only this one communication tool.

Summary
In the infrastructure resources sub-area the clusters show good or very good performance. The indicator
availability of office space and conference rooms at a cluster's disposal deserves praise, as almost all clusters
were given very good scores. Slightly worse results were achieved in relation to the availability of laboratories
for cluster members. Here medium and low scores were reported apart from good and very good results. However, once again we should emphasise that due to the varied nature of activities conducted by the clusters
well-developed and huge laboratory facilities are not always necessary.
With regard to the last of the analysed indicators – common use of ICT in internal communication in clusters –
the majority of scores was also high or very high, but the medium and bad scores reported in this study require
further attention. These results cannot be justified by the specific nature of activities in some of the clusters,
as was the case with the availability of laboratories.
In regards to results achieved by clusters following different development models, clusters in the growth/maturity phase achieved the best results in all sub-areas. From the point of view of the number of entities in
a cluster, the largest clusters achieved the best results, whereas the smallest – the worst results. Looking at the
results achieved by clusters following different development models, it was impossible to point to one, dominating model as the best results were achieved by different models of development in each sub-area.

4.5

Trends and directions of the development
of cluster resources in relation to the 2010 study

The results of the study conducted in 2012 present positive changes in the cluster resources area. In comparison with 2010 an improvement has been noticed with regard to all categories: human resources and knowhow of the cluster, financial resources of the cluster and infrastructure resources of the cluster.

Human resources and know how sub-area of the cluster
In this sub-area the clusters showed the smallest progress, during last two years the average score increased
only by 0.05, a rise from 2.63 in 2010 to 2.68 in 2012. The gap between this sub-area and the benchmark value,
which in 2012 equalled 6.75, was clearly visible.
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Development tendencies in human resources and know how sub-area in 2010-2012 indicates that large
clusters in the maturity phase and following the Dutch model achieved the best results in the benchmarking
analysis in regards to all 4 indicators: total employment in the entities functioning in the cluster, the number of
people administering the cluster, the number of entities participating in the cluster, the number of employed
in the research and development activities in the cluster core.
The human resources and know-how sub-area requires undertaking further development actions in regards to
the following indicators:

•
•

the number of people administering the cluster,
the number of employed in R&D activity in the core of the cluster.

The clusters should undertake actions focused on increasing the number of persons in charge of clusters. In the
majority of clusters subject to analysis the number of persons in charge of them is one, two or three – this is
true for as many as 27 out of 35 analysed clusters.
An increasing demand on coordinators and leaders, connected with the development of a cluster, results from
the fact that the higher level of cluster development, the more often the number of actions and challenges
which a coordinator needs to face is multiplied.
Lack of development in this area can lead to a situation in which the number of people administering the
cluster will be significantly insufficient in relation to the number of tasks and variety of undertaken initiatives.
The clusters should undertake actions focused on increasing the number of persons employed in the research
and development sector in the cluster core. Research institutions, higher education units and business environment institutions (BEI) constitute key elements of Regional Innovation Systems (RIS).
Unfortunately, the results of the study show that cooperation within innovation systems is rather weak. Among
other, the reason for this situation is a small number of employed in the research and development sector in
the cluster core. Employment growth in this sector will improve the implementation of innovative projects.

Financial resources of clusters sub-area
In this sub-area the clusters showed better progress than in human resources and know-how sub-area. In the
last two years the average score increased by 0.53, a rise from 1.65 in 2010 to 2.18 in 2012. The gap between
this sub-area and the benchmark value, which in 2012 equalled 6.50, was clearly visible.
Development tendencies in human resources and know how sub-area in 2010-2012 indicate that own
contribution coming from self-financing as part of the total budget is the biggest in small clusters (up to 28
entities) in the phase of incubation, in the Dutch model of development.
External sources acquired for cluster projects in the last two years were mostly used by large clusters in the
phase of maturity, operating in the Dutch model.
The budget of the cluster calculated per members engaged in its financing was best in medium clusters (29–60
entities) in the growth/maturity phase, following the Dutch model.
Financial resources sub-area requires undertaking further development actions with regard to the following
categories:

•
•

acquisition of external financial sources for cluster projects,
receiving financial aid from public authorities.

Acquisition of external financial sources for cluster projects is one of the strategic goals of the analysed clusters.
Despite the acquisition of funds from European programmes, the activity of clusters in this area is insufficient.
This is reflected in low scores achieved in the benchmarking analysis. In a long-term perspective, if clusters rely
only on available public aid, they will start to lack funding for further development. It is necessary for clusters to
undertake actions aimed at financing their operations not only from own contributions coming from selffinancing, but also the savings resulting from common orders or sales of common services and products.
99

Consequently, a financially-stable cluster which has at its disposal financial sources becomes attractive for other
entities.

Infrastructure resources of clusters sub-area
In this sub-area clusters showed the highest progress when compared to all other sub-areas within the cluster
resources area. In the last two years the average score increased by 5.19, a rise from 1.92 in 2010 to 7.11 in 2012.
This sub-area is close to the benchmark value, which in 2012 equalled 10.00.
Development tendencies of the infrastructure resources sub-area in 2010-2012 indicate that such significant progress in the last two years results from the increased availability of office space and conference rooms
at a cluster's disposal, and the improvement of common use of ICT in internal communication the clusters
(i.e. an intranet)
Especially for clusters in the growth phase it significantly facilitates the functioning of new cluster initiatives.
Availability of laboratories for the members of clusters was assessed equally favourably.
In relation to the availability of office space and conference rooms at a cluster's disposal, the best results were
achieved by large clusters (over 61 entities) in the maturity phase, operating in the Italian model.
ICT in internal communication is commonly used in large clusters, operating in the Dutch model, whereas the
availability of laboratories for the members of clusters is best used by large clusters in the phase of maturity,
operating in the Danish model of development.
Financial resources sub-area was well assessed in order to keep the development direction. This sub-area
requires undertaking actions focused on increasing the availability of laboratories for the members of clusters.
Though this category was assessed very well, it still receives less attention when compared to other categories
in infrastructure resources sub-area (availability of office space and conference rooms at cluster's disposal,
common use of ICT in internal communication in the cluster).
The newly-built research laboratories should not only be used by the members of parks of incubators, but also
the companies operating in cluster that are strategic for the region.
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Cluster performance

5.1

5

General evaluation of the area

Cluster performance is an area, in which effects resulting from the implementation of certain processes and
possessed resources were verified.
This area illustrates the effectiveness of activity, mainly of the cluster coordinators, in respect to the ability of
implementing innovation and competiveness among its members, which are measured by the level of internationalisation of activity as well as competence boosting in human resources. According to the methodology of
benchmarking the applied processes and resources should be turned into results.
In this area the real phase of cluster development is determined and simultaneously it is verified, if a given
activity yields certain outcomes mirrored in cluster results, as well as to what degree the innovation of implemented activities gives established benefits to the clusters.
The area Cluster performance is divided into the following sub-areas:

•
•
•
•

human resources development,
improved competitive standing of the cluster (market rating),
improved cluster innovation,
internationalisation.

The conducted analysis, along with a comparison to the results of 2010, enables the determination of the current condition of the researched clusters and the trends of development in comparison to the condition of
clusters from two years ago.
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The comparison of analyses results is illustrated by the chart below, where average scores and benchmark
levels obtained by 35 researched clusters for the area Cluster performance are presented:

Chart 66. Average scores and benchmark values in the area Cluster performance
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The analysis of the above results on a general level indicates little increase of benchmark value in the area of
Cluster performance.

Table 11. The average benchmark value for all sub-areas of cluster performance
Benchmark value for all sub-areas
of Cluster performance 2012

Benchmark value for all sub-areas
of Cluster performance 2010

7.00

6.28

Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

The analysis of these results indicates an increase on an average benchmark level in the area Cluster performance over the last two years. The average value obtained by the researched clusters in all sub-areas has decreased by 0.42 from the value of 2.5 in 2010 to 2.08 in 2012. The recorded fall was 16%. On the other hand, the
benchmark value increased in 2010 from 6.28 to 7.00 points in 2012. That means an increase by 11% and 0.72
points. The clusters researched in the area of Cluster performance in the current benchmarking edition obtained results not essentially different from the ones in 2010. The increase of was visible in all sub-areas except
the sub-area human resources development.
The largest benchmark increase in the period of 2010–2012 was recorded in the sub-area internationalisation
– 24%, from 7.6 to 10 points. The other sub-areas are characterised by a lower increase dynamic.
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In particular sub-areas the changes are as follows:
Human resources development – benchmark fall has been recorded. In 2012 the results obtained by clusters
were on the level of 6.00 and in 2010 – 7.25. It is similar in the case of the average result obtained by the researched clusters. In 2010 the average was 3.5 and in 2012 – 2.13. Taking into account the category connected
with the researched area, i.e. human resources and know-how, in which a minimal increase was recorded – on
the level of 2.68, it can be concluded that currently all categories pertaining to human resources are poorly
employed. The competency development in clusters should be correlated with the development of technical
and financial potential. Therefore, a very crucial element of cluster development planning should be the systematic education of specialists with unique competencies, which are needed for the pro-developmental tasks
in clusters.
Improved competitive standing of the cluster (market rating) – the benchmark result in 2010 was 5.00 and in
2012 it is 6.67 points. In the course of the two years, the average obtained by the researched clusters was on an
almost unchanged level. The improvement of this parameter was mainly due to the number of new members
that joined the clusters over the last two years. Such tendencies proclaim that cluster policy is successful and
more businesses see and appreciate the benefits, which result from joining the clusters.
Improved cluster innovation – the benchmark result almost has not changed and in the current research it
amounts to 5.33 while in 2010 the value was 5.25. The average value is almost at the same level and is respectively 1.59 in 2010 and 1.52 in 2012. In this sub-area a significant influence on the value has been due to spending on R&D over the last two years in entities at the cluster core, which indicates a positive tendency from the
point of view of expected results of such work in the future.
Internationalisation – the highest benchmark increase has been recorded in this sub-area – from 7.60 in 2010
to 10.00 in 2012. It is the best-evaluated area in the researched categories, which has been developing most
dynamically over the course of the last two years. At the same time, the average values are on a similar level –
in 2012 it amounted to 2.56 and in 2010 it was 2.7. This indicates that by a similar structure of results there is
a larger diversification of results obtained by respective clusters than it was the case in 2010. The largest impact
on the result was due to export in the sales structure of cluster entities. The average value is approximately
three times lower than the benchmark value. Especially noticeable differences are visible in the sub-areas improved cluster innovation and internationalisation.
A significant influence on the results obtained by clusters stemmed from the fact that most of them passed to
the growth phase (the current research contains 28 clusters in the growth/maturity phase). Furthermore,
it should be noted that long-term effects resulting from strategy implementation is a positive phenomenon,
especially in categories pertaining to innovation.
In order to analyse if cluster results are additionally influenced by other parameters, e.g. development phase,
cluster size or developmental model, cross-sectional analysis results are presented below. The results indicate
a correlation between these variables and the researched sub-areas.
In the cluster development phase category all clusters are assorted to one of three phases: incubation/embryonic phase, growth/maturity phase and decline/transformation phase. There were two kinds of phases
among the researched clusters: the incubation/embryonic phase and the growth/maturity phase.
According to the results of the conducted analyses the development phase of a cluster has influence on all
researched sub-areas. The clusters in the incubation/embryonic phase have poorer performance in three subareas: human resources development (1.48), improved competitive standing of the cluster (1.64) as well as
improved cluster innovation (0.55). On the other hand, the average value for clusters in the embryonic phase
in the sub-area internationalisation was higher and equalled 3.14. For clusters in the growth phase this was 2.62.
The difference is not very big, but it indicates that clusters in an early development phase often accumulate the
most market-active businesses from a given territory.
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Chart 67. The average value obtained by clusters in the area of Cluster performance
in respect to the development phase of clusters
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Clusters in the incubation/embryonic phase group are more linked to export markets than clusters in the
growth/maturity phase. Clusters industrial in nature, of which there is more in the embryonic phase, are more
strongly rooted in the previous structure of regional economy and are more active in the international area
where they achieve better results. The purpose of existence of this group of clusters consists mainly of: joint
orders, joint advertising, trade fairs, exhibitions and mission organisation, as well as customer acquisition.
Entities in the industrial line of business often establish contact on the international level without the support
of the cluster. Companies with an already well-established market position join clusters especially on foreign
markets. This bodes well for the future. Achieving good results is often due to well-prepared coordinators in
respect to development and using others’ experience with the aim to create added value for companies being
in a particular cluster.
The next cross-sectional analyses were conducted in regards to size of researched clusters.
The average indicators point to a large dependence of achieved results in Cluster performance on the number
of entities in it. It is particularly visible in large clusters, i.e. those with more than 61 entities. The best result was
achieved by big clusters in the sub-area Internationalisation where the average amounted to 4.75. In the
other categories those clusters obtained the following averages: human resources development 2.85,
Improved competitive standing of the cluster 3.46, Improved cluster innovation 1.63. The results of clusters
with up to 28 entities obtained the following number of points in respective categories: human resources
development 1.25, Improved competitive standing of the cluster 1.19, Improved cluster innovation 1.07.
On the other hand, the result obtained in the category internationalisation amounted to 2.73 and was better
by 0.55 in comparison to the result of clusters with 29-60 entities. The achieved results point to the exceptional
development potential of this area in the future in all the clusters.

104

Chart 68. Average value obtained by clusters in the area of Cluster performance
with regard to the number of entities in the cluster
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Clusters with more than 28 and less than 61 entities obtained the second-best result in the sub-area human
resources development (2.01), improved competitive standing of the cluster (2.22) and also in Improved
cluster innovation (1.18). Such results correspond to the predictions of experts conducting data analysis.

Chart 69. The average value obtained by clusters in the area Cluster performance
with regard to the development model
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According to the conducted analysis it can be pointed out that the best results are obtained by clusters, which
define their development as the Dutch model. The Dutch model determines a type of organisation, which uses
a modern structure of cluster management. Its asset is the employment of synergy in all three sectors (private,
public and NGO) in order to support cluster activity. The Dutch model integrates a strong coordinator position
with scientific centres as well as stimulates the cooperation with government administration.
The Dutch model has the best results in the sub-areas improved competitive standing of the cluster (3.57),
improved cluster innovation (2.22) and Internationalisation (4.00). On the other hand, the best position in the
human resources development sub-area was obtained by a group of clusters, whose development is described as the Italian model with the result of 2.36. The Dutch model came second with a similar result – 2.28.
The Italian model mostly pertains to clusters, which are based on traditional connections, such as craft networks. Therefore, human resources development is crucial – it is measured by employment increase, employee
education and the realisation of joint research projects.
The cross-analysis indicates that selected variables have influence on the results achieved by cluster groups.
The best results are obtained by clusters within the Dutch model, which have over 61 members and are in the
growth/maturity phase. The good position of clusters in the embryonic phase deserves particular attention,
which indicates that these clusters have active members on the international arena. This information is important for coordinators from the point of view of developing the potential within these clusters.

5.2

Human Resources development

The following indicators were analysed in human resources development sub-area:

•
•
•

increase in employment in cluster core’s entities,
number of joint trainings organised in the cluster in the last 2 years,
number of cluster delegated participants of external workshops and conferences.

Evaluation of the indicators shows there is a dependency between cluster development phase and values of
analysed indicators.
The group of clusters at the growth/maturity phase has better results in joint trainings organised in the cluster
in the last two years (1.79, i.e. 0.65. more than in incubation/embryonic). The result for the number of participants delegated from clusters to workshops and conferences in the case of clusters in the maturity phase was
1.46 and was 0.6 better than for the rest of the clusters. When it comes to increases in employment of core
cluster entities, results of core clusters in the embryonic phase (3.5) are slightly better than results of clusters in
the growth phase (3.38).
Better results of the two indicators of clusters in the growth phase are connected with a higher number of
realised projects and possibility of delegating more employees. Better developed organisations have better
chances of gaining funding for realisation of their targets in this area. Embryonic phase clusters are in a phase of
gaining new entities, including employment. This forecasts a rapid growth of these clusters
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Chart 70. Average cluster values in sub-area of human resources development depending
on cluster development phase
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Analysis of the same indicators in reference to the size of a cluster indicates an advantage of clusters with more
than 61 entities.

Chart 71. Average scores of clusters in sub-area of human resources development
depending on the size of the clusters
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Results of cross-section analysis indicate an advantage of clusters, which have more than 61 entities in reference to employment increase in entities functioning in the clusters’ core in the last two years (5.5) and in the
number of joint training organised in the cluster in the last two years (2.75). The best result in reference to the
number of cluster delegated attendees of trainings and conferences (1.67) belongs to cluster groups that consist of between 29 and 60 entities. The worst results in all studied aspects were achieved by clusters up to 28
entities. Benefits for clusters in the sub-area of human resources development grow along with the number of
entities functioning in the cluster.
Results achieved by all the cluster groups show that in reference to the number of delegated employees and
the number of training sessions, these results require substantial improvement.

Chart 72. Average scores achieved by clusters in sub-area of human resources development
depending on a development model
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From the perspective of the choice of development model the analysis shows that the biggest advantage of 3.
25 have been achieved by the American model in reference to cluster delegated attendees of external trainings
and conferences. The remaining development models have comparable results. The difference may be the
result of USA having a lot of big enterprises, where employee development schemes work better than in smaller companies.
In reference to an increase in employment in the last two years the American model clusters got the worst
result of 1.67. Due to dominant position of large entities the employment increase rate is difficult to reach in a
short time. If we take into consideration economic situation, avoiding redundancies is a great achievement for
big companies. The Dutch model has reached the best result of 4.14. A close result of 4.00 is represented by the
Italian model clusters.
In reference to joint trainings organised in a cluster in the last two years the best results have been achieved by
the Italian model clusters (2.34) followed by the Dutch model (2.22). The worst result in this sub-area belongs to
the Danish model clusters.
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Increase of employment in cluster core’s entities
Analysis in this scope indicates an increase in 24 clusters studied. This is a favourable trend if we take into consideration difficult conditions resulting from world economic situation.
In 2010, following business trends and difficult situation on job market, there was a decrease of employment in
three clusters in the last 2 years.
Detailed data in comparison with 2012 can be found in the chart below:

Chart 73. Evaluation of increase in employment in the last two years
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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In 2010 more clusters had a result between 5 and 7. In the 2012 study clusters, which record statistics, had less
points for employment increase than in 2010
Among embryonic phase clusters only three of them had an increase in employment. However clusters at
growth/maturity phase noted an increase in employment in 21 cases. After reaching another development
phase it is possible to notice a trend that the bigger the cluster the greater increase in employment in reference
to cluster core is.
Coordinators can raise the efficiency level of their clusters by reaching an estimated number of members,
measured by a number of enterprises mostly. A structure of members should also be an essential part of planning to achieve an appropriate balance among companies, education sector representatives and public administration.
In the following years one of the key targets of clusters activities should be reaching a defined level of cooperation, increasing common usage of ICT technology, implementation of innovations and wider range of cooperation links and research and development activities.

Number of joint trainings
Development of competencies of company employees in a cluster is performed most frequently through
participation in organised joint trainings. It allows integration of companies fosters and new co-operation ideas
rise. In this study co-ordinators pointed out that this indicator is one of the key contemporary targets connect109

ed to project realisation. Organisation of joint trainings is attractive because of a chance of gaining funding for
realisation of such activities. Trainings availability, which are organised outside of clusters as well, makes companies choose trainings with high level of specialisation or the ones connected with industry contacts. Due to
high expectations this activity target slowly loses on importance in further clusters development. In clusters
that were financed there were many more participants. In clusters that were not subsidized this activity does
not play an important role in a co-ordinator’s work.
When we compare results of analysis with data of 2010 it is possible to notice changes presented on this chart.

Chart 74. Indicator evaluation – number of organised trainings in a cluster in the last two years
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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The chart shows, layout of variables is similar in both cases, but more clusters show a low number of organised
joint trainings.
Similarly to the previous indicator, there is a correlation between the phase of cluster development and a number of trainings organised. All clusters in embryonic development phase are on the level one on the scale.
Clusters in the growth/maturity phase are characterised by a bigger number of activities that include organisation of joint trainings. The biggest number of joint trainings organised in one cluster reached 100. This cluster
sets a benchmark for this indicator.

Number of participants of joint trainings in a cluster
The last analysed element in the sub-area of human resources development was the number of cluster delegated participants of external trainings and conferences, study visit trips, economy missions in the last two
years (investment in competences).
In cluster organised trainings a small number of individuals employed in entities that belong to the cluster took
part in the trainings. Most clusters do not have intensive training policy, as discovered by the previous study.
But it is important to notice that the quality of realised themes changed at the same time. Training is more
often connected with a specific industry. Soft competencies trainings have lost on importance as they may be
realised independently from cluster activity. These trainings are mostly organised for a smaller number of people. This trend is beneficial for achieving highly specialised competencies in clusters, which may be the basis for
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building a competitive advantage on the market. It is important to notice that the employees of entities associated with clusters also improve their qualifications through other trainings than those organised by the clusters.

Chart 75. Indicator evaluation– number of participants of organised trainings in a cluster
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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If the target of a cluster supporting policy was to increase the level/quality of human resources in net structures, it seems that it would be more effective to use modern tools of encouraging organisation of joint trainings rather than directly supporting them financially.
It should be essential for a co-ordinator to not only study the training needs among the members of the cluster
and making training scheme but also monitor available trainings and creating the need for new trainings.

Summary
The sub-area human resource development showed in the study a decreasing trend in comparison to 2010 in
absolute values. In 2012 results achieved by clusters in these sub-area were 6.00, and in 2010 – 7.25. The average result of studied clusters was similar. In 2010 the average result was 3.5, now 2.13 in 2012.
The positive aspect, if we take into consideration unfavourable market trends, is an increase in employment in
the cluster’s core in the last two years in the clusters in both growth and embryonic phase. Increase in employment in the companies that were member of the clusters was not connected with the membership but is a
result of development of a particular industry or favourable market trends. A more substantial increase in employment was connected with clusters operating in the area associated with high-tech, similarly to the 2010
study. Better results at improving qualifications of employees were achieved by clusters operating in more
innovative industries. These industries require constant trainings to ensure the companies have up-to-date
knowledge connected to modern technical solutions.9
The number of organised trainings improved when it comes to absolute values. Better results in the studied
area are achieved by clusters co-operating with universities, using the so-called Dutch model. In the scope of
the number of trained individuals the best results belong to clusters based on the American model where there
are more big entities. Employees improve their job qualifications through various training means organised
outside the clusters. According to the results of 2010 even today it is possible to indicate that membership of
entities in a cluster does not stimulate entrepreneurs to increase dynamics of human resources development
activities directly. But it is positive that the cluster members see the possibilities of gaining new competencies
9

Hołub-Iwan J., Olczak A.B., Cheba K., Benchmarking parków technologicznych w Polsce – edycja 2012, PARP, Warszawa 2012.
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through trainings in the cluster and they use this opportunity for human resources development commonly.
A big obstacle of conducting the data analysis in the scope of human resources development is lack of appropriate information gathered by co-ordinators. The number of clusters where the data has not been collected is
greater than in 2010.
It is important to point out that the benefits for cluster in sub-area of human resources development increases
with the number of entities in the cluster.

5.3

Improvement of the competitive position of a cluster

The sub-area of improvement of the competitive position of a cluster (market position) includes an analysis
of the following indicators:

•
•
•

number of new members of a cluster in the last two years (entities brought to a cluster),
number of start-ups and/or spin-offs in a cluster,
number of co-organised external projects in a cluster in the last two years, co-financed by the EU.

The average result achieved in this area was 2.10, with a benchmark of 6.67. In the 2010 study, results in this
area were as follows: average value of 1.95, with the benchmark obtaining 5. These results show there has been
a substantial improvement of effectiveness in this sub-area.
It is important to point out that in the study of 2010 one more indicator was taken into consideration. Instead of
the number of co-organised external projects in a cluster in this area, the sales of products/services on foreign
markets were analysed. According to the cross-section analysis the cluster’s results were investigated including
the development phase of the cluster. It is shown in the chart below.

Chart 76. Average scores achieved by clusters in sub-area
of improvement of competitive position depending on the development phase of a cluster
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Number of start-ups and spin-offs
in a cluster

phase of growth/maturity

Similarly to the previous analyses in the aspects connected to competition studies, clusters in the growth/maturity phase had better results than those in the incubation/embryonic phase.
The best results in the studied sub-area were achieved by clusters in the growth/maturity phase in reference to
new members of the cluster in the last two years (3.11), a number of co-realised external projects in a cluster in
the last two years (2.18) and a number of start-up and spin off companies (1.52). Results of embryonic phase
clusters are the worst when it comes to start-up and spin off companies. Activities to improve this scope should
be intensified in the near future.
Another cross-section of the conducted analysis is the size of clusters.

Chart 77. Average scores achieved by clusters in accordance to the sub-area
of improvement of competitive position depending on the number of entities in the cluster
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The number of members of a cluster has an impact on results achieved in this sub-area. The greatest differences are between groups in reference to the amount of new members in the last two years – clusters with
more than 61 members achieved an average result (5.00), the 2nd result (3.07) was achieved by clusters having
between 29 and 60 entities.
In the scope of the number of start-up and spin off companies clusters with more than 61 entities achieved
a result of 2.83. The lowest results (at the level of 0.33) were achieved by clusters with less than 28 members.
The last cross-section of the analysis is the cluster development model.
As a result of conducted analysis a relation between competitiveness of the cluster and the development model has been identified. The Dutch model clusters have achieved better results in all analysed categories. A similar model – the Danish model, had very good results. It means that clusters that co-operate with universities
have the best results in the competitiveness area.
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Chart 78. Average scores achieved by clusters in the sub-area
of improvement of competitive position depending on the clusters’ development model
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The highest average has been achieved by clusters representing the Dutch model in categories: number of
new members of the cluster in the last two years with a result of 4.33, number of start-ups and spin-offs with
a result of 3.25 and number of co-realised external projects in the cluster in the last two years with a score of 3.11.
The Italian and American models had virtually identical, worst results.
Sub-areas referring to a number of cluster’s new members and a number of spin-offs and start-ups are frequently connected. A development model for a cluster is essential for the result of these sub-areas because the
participation of universities and business-oriented institutions stimulates development of start-up and spin-off
companies.

Number of new members
In all studied clusters an increase of members has been noted. The distribution of variables was similar to 2010.
Most clusters had an increase of 1–3. In one examined cluster the number of new members was 53 over the
last two years (in 2010 the greatest increase of new entities was 40). The lowest growth showed 2–3 new entities. The total number of new entities was 465. It a very favourable occurrence, especially if we take into consideration difficult market conditions. The growth is a proof of the clusters being an effective means of stimulating
entrepreneurship development. There is a positive correlation between the time a cluster operates and the
possibility of gaining new members.
It has been confirmed once more that clusters should reach a particular development phase in order to conduct an effective development policy based on their resources and realised processes. There is a positive correlation between the value of gained resources and an ability to gain new members. It means that to assure
further development of clusters it is important for them to find values which are essential from the perspective
of the industry representatives. Then the existing members of a cluster attract new entities. However, the key
aspect of this strategy is the opportunity to offer a wide range of benefits.
Comparison of study data from 2012 and 2010 allows defining trends in the studied clusters.
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Chart 79. Evaluation of the scope of new members of the cluster in the last two years
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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The best results have been achieved in the lowest score scale. There was growth of 2 to 15 in the new entities.
The number of clusters where there has been growth in 2012 is bigger than in 2010.

Start-up/spin off companies
As in the year 2010, there has been a relatively small number of start-up and spin – off companies. These companies mostly occur in clusters connected with high-tech industries, the Dutch model and those that are in the
maturity phase.
The average result in the start-up/spin off category is 1.31. Only 10 clusters have noted growth in this particular
area. In the 2010 study this number was only 26. That is why this parameter’s assessment is very positive because this aspect gains on importance.
It is important to point out that in Polish clusters start-up and spin-off companies do not appear. These kind of
companies are formed as a result of science or research activities. They are mostly connected with incubators
and science-technology parks’ activities. Usually companies in a higher development phase join clusters.
In this scope an important area of cooperation might be activities of incubators and technology parks. At this
moment co-operation of clusters’ co-ordinators might include accepting companies at their initial development phase in order to fill in non-existent areas of activity.
In the studied clusters activities in these areas are not monitored and that is why there are difficulties in identification of all entities which meet the criteria for a start-up or spin-off company. Comparing the trends to those
of the year 2010 it is possible to see that with the growth of cluster maturity the number of this type of companies which belong to the cluster increases as well.
Altogether there have been 10 appearances of this type of companies. The highest marked growth of start-up
or spin-off companies was 11.
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Chart 80. Evaluation in the scope of the number of start-up or spin-off companies in a cluster
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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It is possible to see a positive correlation between the number of start-ups and a number of new members, as
well as the value of gained external resources. Also, a phase of the development cycle is important in generating new entities.

Number of co-realised external projects in the cluster over the last two years,
co-financed by the EU
Results similar to those of 2010 have been observed.
In clusters there were projects concerning financing activities of the cluster itself, as well as those connected to
organisation of trainings, financing external consulting activities as well as those aimed at fostering co-operation among members of the clusters. These projects have also been connected with undertaking joint research
and development activities and promotion. They have rarely been connected with a purchase or development
of joint technology.
Only six clusters have not implemented joint projects in the last two years. These clusters have a small number
of entities, associating mostly companies representing the industrial sector.
According to the analyses conducted, the number of co-realised projects have mostly been evaluated at the
level of 1 to 4 points. There was a similar trend in 2010. This number of points describes realisation of 1 to 11
projects in the last two years. The bigger the cluster, the more projects realised.
Clusters in the growth/maturity phase and with a bigger number of members have better abilities to realise
many projects at the same time.

116

Chart 81. Number of co-realised external projects in a cluster – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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The bigger the cluster the better the benefits for individual members of the cluster. It is a result of synergy
aspect resulting from interaction between entities associated with a particular cluster. An example of cooperation of members of a cluster might be the following best practice:

Best practice 13. Eco-energy model house – joint initiative of a cluster’s members

Vistula Renewable Energy Cluster
[Nadwiślański Klaster Energii Odnawialnej (Pomorskie voivodeship)]
Objective: To engage members of the cluster in the creation of a product and a brand of the cluster.
As a result of a joint initiative, members of the cluster realised a project i.e. the eco-energy model house.
The members of the cluster lent their technology, experience and knowledge and financed the construction
of the joint project themselves.
A best practice is to show initiative by particular members of the cluster, ability to co-operate, choice of optimal energy-saving systems for specified projects and realisation of the project by contractor companies.
The house is not a profitable venture. The aim is to promote companies and technological solutions.
This solution is an effective method to demonstrate technology in a practical use as well as to work out sustained co-operation of companies in new projects.
Energy – saving solutions are new to the Polish construction market so education and promotion activities are
a joint aim for NKEO cluster and its members.
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It is also a practical implementation of the idea connected with the leading theme of the cluster “transfer,
commercialisation and sharing of experience in reference to respect towards energy and sustainable energy”.
This practice is innovative and available for use by other clusters.
Result: It is a great example of a best practice consisting of effective co-operation of many entities
that compete against each other on the market, but are able to co-operate as well.
The joint project meets targets such as: cluster and its members' promotion, joint business offer and
education in the scope of energy-saving construction.

Best practice 14. ICT Security Consortium

Wielkopolska ICT Cluster
[Wielkopolski Klaster Teleinformatyczny ICT (Wielkopolskie voivodeship)]

Objective: Growth of competitiveness of the region.
Inside the Wielkopolska IT cluster there is a training scheme for employees from outside the cluster, such as:
banks, retail chains, cities or big companies. The consortium trainings are not conducted by technical advisers
or retailers but by business and science experts, who implement international IT projects on a daily basis. The
scheme of highly-specialised trainings and workshops proposed by the cluster provides knowledge unavailable on a commercial market, which makes it unique in Europe. A poll was conducted among Wielkopolskie
voivodeship ICT companies in order to determine subjects and the scope of trainings to make sure the programme meets the needs of IT solutions users.
The trainings are conducted in consortiums inside the cluster e.g. science –industry consortium (ITTI + PCSS
companies) conducts IT security trainings for regional companies. These trainings are narrow-specialisation
ones unavailable on a commercial market. The trainings are conducted by experienced personnel that take
part in international projects that use supercomputer centres and global optic fibre networks, which means
these people are out of reach for commerce. The scheme is specified and realised in co-operation between
the two partners.
Another interesting example is the TechLink platform audit, which belongs to Emtel System. The platform is
an innovative solution on a European scale. As a new TechLink product there is a need for tests and improvement of credibility. These are realised by the cluster and science site PCSS which conducts safety audits.
The cluster has been co-financed by the Marshal’s Office as part of the Knowledge Voucher programme.
Result: Active co-operation of the cluster and the outside environment, undertaking actions which
aim was to increase ICT technical knowledge and consumer’s awareness on new solutions in this area.

Summary
The analysed variables have improved slightly in comparison to 2010. The average score achieved in this subarea was 2.10, with the benchmark achieving 6.67. In the 2010 study the results were as follows: average of 1.95,
benchmark of 5.
An undeniable problem in this area is the limited recognition of the brands on the market itself, which means
that some entities, which are highly desirable from the cluster’s development perspective, do not join. Entities
most often join the cluster in a disorganised way. To improve this sub-area co-ordinators should try to influence
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the choice of entities joining the cluster. New members should bring in highly demanded added value and
their market positions should complement the cluster’s needs.
It is noticeable that clusters are characterised by low interest in gaining start-up/spin-off companies. In this
aspect co-operation with universities, where it is the easiest to gain such companies, is overlooked. Especially
since the best results in the sub-area of improvement of competitive position have been achieved by the
Dutch model clusters where the science sector entities have a great share. The position of the clusters is weakened by a low number of initiatives that rely on working out a shared technology or working on the value of
the brand. This results in poor results in this area.
Similarly to the 2010 study, poor results in this sub-area are a result of a small number of undertaken initiatives.
This causes the benefit perspectives for existing and potential cluster’s members to be insufficient. In order to
improve the area of building a competitive position clusters should increase the number of members. However, to gain shared benefits will depend on the value new cluster members bring with them.

5.4

Improving innovativeness of a cluster

In a sub-area improving innovativeness of a cluster the following indicators have been studied:

•
•

number of legally protected innovations in the last two years,

•

number of research projects a cluster has taken part in in the last two years.

R&D expenditure share in total spending for innovative activities in a cluster’s core in the last two
years,

An average result achieved in this area is 1.52, with the benchmark obtaining 5.33. In the 2010 study the average score in this area was 1.31 and the benchmark 5.25.
These results are an effect of a small number of legally protected innovations implemented within a cluster in
the last two years and a number of joint research projects which the cluster’s members participated in, in the
last two years.
Relatively, the best indicator in this area is the R&D expenditure share indicator. The average value within this
scope is 2.74. In relation to the number of innovations – 0.81. The joint research projects category gave a result
of 1.03.
In the sub-area improving innovativeness of a cluster the highest results have been achieved by all the studied clusters in reference to a share of R&D expenditure in spending on innovative activities.
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Chart 82. Average scores achieved by clusters in the sub-area
of improving innovativeness of a cluster depending on the cluster’s development phase
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In accordance with assumptions, better results are achieved by clusters in the growth/maturity phase in all
studied indicators. The result for the number of legally protected innovations implemented in the cluster in the
last two years is 0.92. A share of expenditure on R&D in spending on innovative activities in a cluster’s core,
agreements in a growth/maturity phase was 3.2. In the last examined category, i.e. a number of joint research
projects which the cluster has taken part in in the last two years , clusters in the maturity phase received 1.14.
The results in the studied sub-areas should be perceived as low. However to improve them a certain amount of
experience is necessary, as well as a period of joint activities on the part of entities in the cluster. Most of the
clusters initiatives do not share common experience. That is why co-ordinators in many cases have not
achieved better results in studied period.
The second criterion for cross-section analysis was the size of clusters in relation to the number of their members.
When analysing share of expenditure for R&D in total spending on innovative activities in the cluster’s core, it is
possible to see that the best values are achieved by the group of clusters with the smallest number of entities
i.e. up to 28 members.
The conducted analyses show that the number of legally protected innovations is the highest in the group of
clusters with more than 60 members and reaches a result of 1.33. Whereas when it comes to the number of
joint research projects, the best results are achieved by clusters with a number of members between 29 and 60.
These results are usually a result of efficient co-ordinator’s activities, knowledge of possible funding and ability
to implement innovations together.
The third criterion of the conducted cross-section in a development model.
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Chart 83. Average scores achieved by clusters in the sub-area
of improving innovativeness of a cluster in relation to the number of entities in a cluster
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Chart 84. Average scores achieved by clusters in the sub-area
of improving innovativeness of a cluster depending on the cluster’s development model
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According to the analysis, the greatest number of legally protected innovations (average score: 2.67) and the
number of joint research projects (average score: 2.00) have been obtained using the Dutch model. This trend is
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consistent with experts’ assumptions in reference to this kind of clusters. Poor results of the remaining models
indicate a necessity to increase the number of activities improving the research and development area and closer
co-operation with universities and business-oriented institutions. The greatest share of expenditure on R&D and
innovative activities in the clusters’ core belongs to Italian model clusters, with a score of 4.6. The Dutch model
clusters achieved a result of 3.4 and it was the second result in this category. Obviously, the area of improving
innovativeness of a cluster requires further development activities initiated by coordinators of clusters.

Number of legally protected innovations
The analysis of legally protected innovations shows that this aspect has improved in comparison with the study
of 210. In consistence with the results presented the indicator’s evaluation presents a relatively low level of
achievements in this area in all clusters. The total number of legally protected innovations in the last two years
is 752.
Chart 85. Evaluation of the number of legally protected innovations
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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This study’s results are better than the result from 2010. In 2010, 40 out of 47 studied initiatives did not implement in the previous two years any legally protected innovations. In the 2012 study legally protected innovations were implemented in 15 out of 35 clusters, which constitutes 43% of the whole group, 13 out 28
in a development phase clusters, which is 46% and in 2 out of 7 clusters in the embryonic phase, which is 29%.
In 16 clusters studied there have been no legally protected innovations, among them 12 out of 28 in the
growth phase, which is 42% and 4 out of 7 clusters in the embryonic phase, which is 57%.
The fact that there have been more legally protected innovations than in the 2010 study is a positive occurrence. It means that most clusters appreciate the possibility and importance of introducing innovations for
a further development of the agreement.

Share of expenditure on R&D in spending on innovative activities
in the clusters’ core
Most entities associated in the clusters do not spend a lot on innovative activities, but the fact that more clusters pay attention to these activities is something positive.
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Chart 86. Evaluation of the share of expenditure on R&D
in spending on innovative activities in clusters’ core
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Low share of expenditure on R&D may stem from financial limitations of clusters, but also from the lack of ideas
referring to possibilities of conducting research in a particular industry. The rest of the data shows results very
close to the results of the 2010 study.

Number of joint research projects the cluster has participated in in the last two years
Chart 87. Evaluation in the scope of the number of joint research projects
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Consistently with data collected, the examined clusters have participated in 129 projects realised by 24 clusters.
These clusters have been mostly in the growth/maturity phase, with a big number of members and a strong
scientific sector (the Dutch model). These clusters most frequently use resources and experience of universities
to gain funding and to realise joint projects.
The number of realised joint research projects is higher than in 2010. It means that participation in projects is
becoming more accessible for most clusters. Coordinators are gaining more skills connected with specialised
knowledge in this area, which enables them to reach for more challenging and demanding projects. The biggest number of realised research projects is implemented by clusters in the growth/maturity phase.

Summary
The results in the sub-area improving innovativeness of a cluster are close to those of the 2010 study. The
average result achieved in this area is 1.52, with the benchmark obtaining 5.33. In the study of 2010 the average
score was 1.31, and the benchmark was 5.25.
In accordance with the results of the 2010 study there is a direct correlation between the amount of external
resources gained by a cluster and the improvement of the cluster’s innovativeness. There is a similar correlation
between the level of innovativeness of the cluster’s industry and improvement of innovativeness. Clusters
operating in more innovative industries spend more money on research and development. Without a doubt
improvement of this area requires taking action by clusters as well as external support of public institutions10.
It is important to point out that results in this area are strongly connected to achieving results in a sub-area of
improvement of competitive position of a cluster.
The best results have been achieved in the category of share of expenditure on R&D in spending on innovative
activities. This means that clusters are taking actions to improve their competitive position by working out joint
innovations. This is a result of conducted research-development works. Activities which are currently being
realised in cluster do not, for the time being, add to the growth of legally protected innovations, but it should
be assumed that benefits deriving from this area will bring expected results in the following three years.
An interesting practice is illustrated below in order to provide an idea on how to develop cooperation between
business sector entities and the R&D sector.
Best practice 15. Development of cooperation between the business sector
and the R&D sector in a cluster

Welding Cluster “KLASTAL”
[Klaster Spawalniczy “KLASTAL” (Podkarpackie voivodeship)]
Objective: Development of cooperation between the business sector and the R&D sector in a cluster.
The coordinator of “KLASTAL” Welding Cluster, the Regional Chamber of Commerce has been organising
specialised, internal conferences, seminars, workshops, and trainings for a few years in cooperation with R&D
sector representatives who are members of the cluster: Rzeszow School of Technology, Technology Incubator
in Stalowa Wola. The cluster’s members, apart from easy access to innovative knowledge, have free access to
machines and devices that belong to the Technology Incubator, including specialised laboratories (of welding
processes, heat processing, hardness tests, samples preparation, resistance test, non – destructive testing – NDT).
Result: Cooperation between the cluster and the Technology Incubator gives cluster members convenient conditions to implement ventures based on highly developed technologies, guaranteeing
the safety of the natural environment.
10
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Cluster Benchmarking in Poland (Benchmarking klastrów w Polsce) – 2010 Study Report, PARP, Warsaw 2010, p. 113.

5.5

Internationalisation

In the sub-area of internationalisation the following indicators have been studied:

•
•
•

number of foreign markets (countries), where the enterprises from a cluster are present,
the share of export in the sale structure in a cluster’s core,
the number of formal agreements on cooperation of a cluster with foreign entities.

The average result achieved in this sub-area was 2.56, with a benchmark of 10. In the 2010 study the average
score was 2.04 and the benchmark was 7.6. There has been an improvement in results in this sub-area.
Due to conducted data analysis it has been indicated that the development phase of the clusters’ group does
not have a big impact on internationalisation of clusters.

Chart 88. Average scores achieved by clusters in reference to the sub-area
of internationalisation depending on the development phase of a cluster

Number of foreign markets
(countries) where the cluster’s
enterprises are present
4,00
3,00

3,12

2,00
1,00 1,67
0,00
2,29
1,04
3,33
Number of formal agreements on
cooperation with foreign entities

incubation/embryonic phase

3,58

Share of export in sales structure in
the cluster’s core

phase of growth/maturity

Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

The number of formal agreements on cooperation of a cluster with foreign entities, clusters in incubation/embryonic phase achieved a result of 2.29. This result is higher by 1.25 in comparison to clusters in the
growth/maturity phase. Clusters grouped in the growth/maturity phase achieved better results in the category
of foreign markets (countries) where the enterprises from a cluster are present – 3.12 and the share of exports in
the structure of sales – 3.58. This analysis shows lack of correlation between the cluster’s development phase
and the level of internationalisation.
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Chart 89. Average scores achieved by clusters in the sub-area
of internationalisation depending on the size of a cluster
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Chart 90. Average scores achieved by clusters in the sub-area
of internationalisation depending on a development model
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The analysis in this study shows better results have been achieved by large clusters, with more than 61 entities,
in categories: the number of foreign market (countries), where the enterprises from a cluster are present, where
the average score is 5, and, the share of export in the structure of the sale of products in a cluster’s core – the
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average score being 5, as well as the number of formal agreements on cooperation of a cluster with foreign
entities – a result of 3.5. An interesting occurrence is the very good position of small clusters, i.e. up to 28 entities, in the category of the share of export in the structure of sales of products in a cluster’s core – 4.82. In the
case of the number of foreign markets (countries), where the enterprises from a cluster are present the result is
3.00. The poorest results in the sub-areas studied belong to clusters associating between 28 and 60 entities.
This result should be a hint for coordinators to strengthen these clusters in the area of internationalisation.
In accordance with the analysis of collected results, within the scope of number of foreign markets (countries)
where enterprises from the cluster are present – 4.33 and the number of agreements on cooperation of a cluster with foreign entities – 2.44, the best results have been achieved by Dutch model clusters. It indicates better
efficiency of this cluster group. In the sub-area of the share of export in the structure of the sale of cluster’s
products, the best result has been achieved by the American development model, with a score of 5.00. The
worst results have been achieved by the Dutch model – 2.86 and the Italian model – 3.57.
Conclusions of these results suggest that some models are intensifying activities in the internationalisation area
better than others. However, the cluster’s coordinator plays an important role as well. They may substantially
strengthen research – development area and attract more entities which activities are connected to development on foreign markets.

Numbers of foreign markets (countries) where enterprises from a cluster are present
Number of foreign markets where the enterprises from a cluster are present is definitely a positive favourable
result. In 27 clusters export is present, which is a good result. These clusters are usually the ones with connections to traditional industrial sectors with a high level of competitiveness. When comparing these results to
those of 2010 it may be seen that export activities are realised in a smaller degree (there are less export markets) than the clusters studied in 2010.
The large number of foreign markets is reflected in the share of exports in the sale structure. Export is between
1 to 90 % of the value of sales of entities operating in a cluster.

Chart 91. Evaluation of the share of exports in the structure of sales
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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The analysis shows that the position of export in the sales structure is relatively steady. A cluster’s development
phase has little impact on the number of markets clusters operate on.

Number of formal agreements on cooperation of a cluster with foreign entities
The total number of formal agreements is 67. But most clusters have only one agreement each. The biggest
number of agreements for a cluster is 19. In 2010 the cluster with the biggest number of signed contracts and
agreements had 28 of them. It is important to point out however that the distribution of variables is similar in
both studied periods. It is illustrated in the chart below.

Chart 92. Evaluation of the number of formal agreements on cooperation
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Summary
The sub-area of internationalisation indicates that the best results are achieved by clusters with 61 and more
members representing the Dutch model, which are those that cooperate with upper education institutions.
Operating on international markets is not a result of a cluster’s activities but stems from the pace of industry
development and the position Polish enterprises are in. Products offered by a cluster’s members are present on
many foreign markets. Trends have not changed much in the last two years. The best results for all the studied
categories are achieved by a number of markets where the cluster member’s products are already present.
A coordinator’s job should be to activate clusters to intensify their international activities. It should also be taken
under consideration that often members of a cluster lack awareness of possibilities for cooperation and activities in this scope. More attention should be paid to monitoring of cluster member’s activities to be able to
notice changes in the categories studied.
An interesting example of a best practice in the sub-area of internationalism is the solution used in the Eastern
Poland IT Companies Cluster.
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Best practice 16. Support of internationalisation

Eastern Poland IT Companies Cluster
[Klaster Firm Informatycznych Polski Wschodniej (Podkarpackie voivodeship)]
Objective: Support of internationalisation of companies in the cluster.
In the Eastern Poland IT Companies Cluster a best practice is presented in the form of free and unconditional
aid when introducing products to foreign markets. The aid is offered to companies which belong to the cluster. The help is offered by companies with years of experience in foreign markets. They also help participate in
international projects. These activities are possible thanks to identification of the differences in experience of
particular cluster member in different fields. It is achieved by sharing business information through exchange
of suppliers and customers and issuing recommendations in regards to business contacts. These activities
strengthen the mechanism of using shared experience. Due to this the cluster’s members may quickly define
cooperation rules and a type of benefits. To maintain this mechanism it is necessary to support good interpersonal relations among the cluster’s members.
Result: Cooperation in entering new foreign markets fosters relationship among partners and foster
quality of partnership in the cluster. The companies which offer aid improve their prestige and positive company image they project.

Summary
Clusters develop at a different pace because of different opportunities for financing, they are formed under
different market circumstances and they represent different development models and types.
The clusters studied are characterised by the diversified development level of particular areas. It is confirmed by
substantial differences in benchmark scores and average scores in particular sub-areas. Due to many clusters
going to the growth/maturity phase, a coordinator is able to display better resource usage for gaining shared
benefits.
An important element of clusters’ development policy is correlating possible support concerning further development of Polish clusters with specified targets for the members and agreements of clusters. A strategy
of development is somehow constrained by complying temporary, short – term development directions to the
targets connected with projects financed by the EU resources. It somehow limits ability to achieve better
results.
During the interviews in this study it has been claimed that some target are not met because of lack of public
resources. In many cases clusters has been in stagnation phase because the clusters’ members are not interested in providing their own resources in order to develop their clusters. It constrains a long – term development
policy, which has a direct impact on the results. It is recommended to bring clusters about to a state when their
budgets would have an appropriate structure of public resources in correlation with private resources.
The resources level spent on clustering development in Poland is a key issue for reaching an assumed development level.
The main task of clusters’ agreement and coordinator is to reconcile among the members the development
directions, which would define: e.g. ventures and projects essential for development and innovations areas
where the cluster will develop. In the clusters studied the main targets of their functioning in the last two years
have been working out strategies and realisation of projects, which have been accessible for a particular group
of companies. Comparing this data to the study of 2010, existing clusters indicate more interest towards realisation of shared projects, achieving a higher competitive level and starting international cooperation. It is important to point out however that the results of studied clusters may change when the EU resources will no
longer be available.
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5.6

Trends and direction changes of cluster’s activities
in comparison with the 2010 study

A study conducted in 2012 indicates an improvement in the area of clusters’ results. The biggest growth has
been observed in the sub-area of internationalisation. There has been a decline trend in the sub – area of human
resources development.
Average results achieved in this study are close to the ones achieved in the 2010 study. The average of the subarea of human resources development has been the only one to decrease. The biggest impact on this issue has
the fact that some cluster have not kept registry of employment growth in the cluster’s core in the last two
years.
The clusters studied are in most cases small and young structures, which have been operating for only a few
years. In both periods they represent traditional industrial industries and high-tech industries.
In accordance with the study of 2010 clusters more than often did not have sufficient financial resources or
were not able to gain them effectively. This situation has improved because a lot of clusters are able to gain
more resources and they realise joint projects.
Activities undertaken by clutters and resources they have at their disposal always improve their results. The
conclusions of the 2010 study suggested that being a member of a cluster had not improved the competitive
position of a company, but it fostered (to a limited degree though) innovativeness. Nominal results which were
achieved by the clusters in that area were low but it is important to point put they were higher than average
results of Polish enterprises. The same trend in noticeable in this year’s studies.

Human resource development
In the last two years in the sub-area of human resources development a decline has been noted. The benchmark has been decreased from 7.25 to 6.00. The average result has also been lower: from 3.5 to 2.13.
It is important to point out that the greatest impact on this issue has been due to the fact that not all the clusters present data concerning the growth in employment in the cluster’s core in the last two years. A positive
occurrence is that the growth in employment has been substantially bigger in the growth phase clusters than
in the embryonic phase clusters.
Better results have been achieved by Dutch model clusters, Italian model clusters, American model clusters and
those with a number of members above 61.
In the whole cluster population a number of people delegated to trainings and the number of trainings have
decreased. In this group there are greater differences than in the study of 2010. There are clusters that are very
active in this area and ones that do not realise any projects connected with human resources development.
This indicates there are clusters that are more and less engaged in the human resources development than in
the 2010 study.
It is necessary to undertake the following steps in the sub-area of human resources development:
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•

intensify activities in order to facilitate the growth in number of members using a “snowball effect” –
i.e. a larger number of members improves the results and efficiency of the coordinator, which in turn
will facilitate attracting new members. It should be specified which members are preferred in order to
strengthen a cluster,

•

summoning working groups in order to work out the range of trainings, according to needs of particular groups of members and to examine possibilities of organisation of training in the cluster. The
most important element of this process is to engage companies which are members in the clusters’
activities. Growth of this engagement may be facilitated by: working out the most relevant subjects
for trainings and appointing project managers from the members of a cluster/ they will be responsible for promotion and creating new subjects.

In this area a scientific component, which has a visible influence on the clusters’ results, should be used. A range
of cooperation shall be specified when planning development of competencies of employees of companies in
the cluster. Human resources development should also include working on skills of collective project creation.
A positive solution might be the creation of a training system through a joint e-learning platform, or creating
a training system with a joint basis. Network cooperation should be the next step of development for clusters in
a maturity phase.
These solutions will lower cost of training and expand the offer. An essential reformation in this scope would be
creating joint trainings with universities, which are partners of the cluster or alternatively, leading technology
parks in a particular area. Cooperation with the parks should bring about benefits for cluster members through
access to additional infrastructure.
Active coordinators are the most important factor building potential of Polish clusters. Their target is to improve
competitive advantage and increase the role of a cluster on a national and international scale.

Improving the competitive position of a cluster
In the sub-area of improving the competitive position of a cluster there has been a rise in the benchmark in
comparison with the 2010 study, from 5.00 to 6.67. The average of scores indicates a close level to the one of
2010, when it was 2.10. This year it is 2.2.
The best results in this sub-area have been achieved by clusters with a number of members above 61, in the
maturity phase and representing the Danish and Dutch model.
The number of start-up and spin –off companies has had the worst results. The highest results have been given
for a number of new members in a cluster in the last two years. To a small degree activities undertaken by
clusters are connected with legal protection of innovations implemented directly in the cluster. Members of
a cluster still allocate relatively small amounts of resources to research and development. A trend of gaining
new members has improved. It is a positive change resulting from the fact that a lot of clusters have reached
a high level of organisational maturity.
Many clusters have also reached the growth/maturity phase which is also a positive change. Due to this fact
coordinators are trying to more effectively use the potential for realisation of joint projects, gaining new members, implementing innovations under a joint brand and signing formal agreements with foreign contractors.
In accordance with the conclusions of the 2010 study, improvement of competitive position of a cluster may be
the main factor for attracting new members. The key activity of coordinator should still be gaining new members.
Analysing the data on improving competitive position of clusters, it is important to notice that in this study
it has been indicated that the number of new members is characterised by a growing trend among all the
members. The growth is closely connected with the development phase and industries, which are represented
by key members.
In the sub-area of improving competitive position of clusters these entities should focus on the activities below:

•

gaining new members – connected with improvement of human resources development. An important task for coordinators is to constantly monitor members of a cluster,

•

increasing the number of start-up and spin-off companies – it is important to intensify cooperation with research-development facilities such as universities and business environment institutions,
where innovative entities may be formed. If the activities of start-up and spin-off companies fit the
cluster’s profile, cooperation with these entities shall be started on preferential conditions. It is recommended to introduce project incubation system, which activities are required by other members
of a cluster. It is also recommended to point out possibilities of forming such entities in the form of
special purpose groups by members of a cluster,

•

increasing the number of co-realised projects financed with the EU resources. The coordinator
should not only realise projects for a cluster itself, but also help gain resources for joint projects. It is
recommended to pay special attention to possibilities of cooperation with upper education institu131

tions and business environment institution in order to use their experience to create innovative ideas
of products and services as well as to implement modern systems in companies.

Internationalisation of a cluster
In the area of internationalisation of a cluster the benchmark is 10 and has increased by 2.4 in comparison to
the 2010 study, with the change in the average result being very small – 2.56 in 2012 versus 2.7 in 2010.
In the area of improvement of innovativeness of a cluster, the best results have been achieved by initiatives in
the growth phase with more than 61 members and the ones representing the Dutch model. In accordance
with conclusions from 2010, the key issue is the lack of appropriate instruments to support clusters, which
would encourage clusters to improve their research activity and activity on the international market. A different
issue is identified in both studies – lack of awareness of possibilities to undertake joint activities. Products offered by cluster members are present on many foreign markets. In the growth cluster group, the average
of foreign markets was 25, and in the embryonic cluster group it was 12.6. However, in most cases the share of
exports in the cluster’s sales is low. Trends have not changed much in the last two years. In the 2010 study 7 out
of 47 clusters were not active in the export area which stood for 15%. In the 2012 study 4 out of 35 clusters
were not active in the export area which stands for 11%.
Activities undertaken by clusters in the scope of internationalisation and a low evaluation of international position of a cluster as a strategic activity indicate that this area is of low importance for cluster and is not usually
referred to as a key one.
In accordance with the 2010 study, activities of some clusters in this field have brought measurable effects –
such as sharing of experience, possibility to take part in international projects or gaining information about
foreign markets. Increasing this awareness may result in better evaluation of clusters in the area of internationalisation, as well as it more effective introduction of the cluster to international markets.
Internationalisation of clusters is the area which requires additional activities in the future. The most important
of them is joint promotion policy and joint policy of cooperation with foreign entities. Focus should also be put
on the market exhibition policy as well us searching for possibilities to form agreements between clusters on
an international arena.
The sub – area of internationalisation of a cluster requires undertaking the following activities:

•

number of foreign markets, where the enterprises are present – activities of the cluster have a small
impact on international activity. However, a coordinator may stimulate some particular activities to
start international cooperation through joint fairs, exhibitions, missions and promotion. Joint activities
may result in long-term relationship with foreign entities,

•

share of export in the sales structure – it requires taking a long-term perspective into consideration
and is closely connected to the activities of coordinators specified in the point above,

•

number of formal agreements on cooperation of a cluster with foreign entities – it requires a
cluster to be active on international arena. To achieve it is necessary to gain information on the best
possible partners interested in cooperating with cluster’s members and the cluster itself. It is important to identify organisations where membership would be recommended.

Improvement of innovativeness of a cluster
In the area of improvement of innovativeness of a cluster there has been a small improvement of the benchmark in comparison to 2010, from 5.25 to 5.33. An average of results indicates a similar result to the one of 2010
– which was 1.59. In 2012 the result was 1.52.
In the area of improvement of innovativeness of a cluster, the best results have been achieved by initiatives
in the growth phase, with more than 61 members, and representing the Dutch model.
The innovativeness level of a cluster’s members has a direct impact on competitiveness of particular members.
Especially when it comes to areas connected with development of entrepreneurship, productivity, creation and
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commercialisation of innovations, knowledge transfer including technology. Cooperation of different sectors
creates real chances for safe and long-term activity of a cluster in rapidly changing market conditions.
In the area of improvement of innovativeness of a cluster the entities should mostly focus on the following
areas:
Number of legally protected innovations – this issue is closely connected with systematic implementation
of created innovations in entities that belong to a cluster.
If we compare results from the year 2010 it can be noticed that there has been a proportional increase in share
of cluster where the implemented innovations has been legally protected, in the last two years. The average
number of legally protected innovations in the 2012 study is 21 per cluster studied. In the case of clusters in the
growth phase the average number of innovations for each cluster was 27 and 0.85 in embryonic phase clusters.
It should be pointed out that the big difference of the data in the last two years may be a result of different
interpretation of the studied parameters. In 2010 all patents and other means of legal protection were taken
into consideration, while in 2012 this category was interpreted as all legal protection regulations referring to
intellectual activities including copyright, database rights, industrial property rights referring to inventions,
utility designs, industrial designs, trademarks etc. That is why in 2012 8 clusters presented more than 5 implemented legally protected innovations. The same score in 2010 was achieved only in one cluster.
Cluster coordinators should stimulate interest for creation, protection and implementation of such solutions.
Creating a competitive advantage of cluster companies should also be the target of coordinators’ activities. It is
advised to create a system to support such tool which will be accepted by the entities associated with a cluster.
Share of expenditure on R&D in expenditure on innovative activities – it is closely related to the creation
of joint innovative projects in the field of R&D. Particular attention should be paid to cooperation with universities and research centres. In order to realise this potential cluster members need to work out rules of conduct
related to joint research, development, and create rules on the use of common industrial property. Undertaking
realisation of such projects should aim at developing common value which can apply for a patent or be legally
protected as industrial property. Common technologies will be a resource which will build a value of the cluster
on the market. It can also be a source of income improving ability to self-financing. In the innovations area it is
advisable to pay attention to a theory presented by PF Drucker in “Inspiration and luck means innovation and
entrepreneurship” (“Natchnienie i fart, czyli innowacja i przedsiębiorczość” (Warsaw, 2004). He presents Edison
as an example of a genius inventor but a poor entrepreneur. Sometimes we forget how difficult it is to reconcile
the role of an entrepreneur and an innovator. The former is required to recognise market opportunities and
manage a company, while the latter is required to solve the technical side of an issue creatively. The skills above
rarely occur together.11 That is why joint projects of enterprises and scientist should counteract limits and result
in better synergy between science and business in particular activities stimulated by the cluster.
Additionally coordinators can invite to clusters individuals holding patents or an implementation, which will be
let to members of a cluster on specified conditions. Based on this it is possible to develop new innovative solutions through system development in R&D.
Number of joint research projects which cluster participated in – in this area it is necessary to undertake
activities to support participation of clusters related to creating ideas for realisation of research projects. Special
attention should be paid to using potential accumulated in entities connected with a particular industry and
scientific institutions. To create added value to the whole cluster and to use the accumulated potential it is
necessary to specify research areas of great market potential. Then one should monitor available finance
source, both national and international. Knowledge of this subject should be a start for the development of
ideas for realisation of joint projects. A coordinator’s role is to animate this kind of activities. Additionally a cluster should specialise itself in bookkeeping of the project co-realised by cluster’s members.

11

Based on a self-help book Methods of Business projects incubation (Metody inkubacji projektów biznesowych), PARP, Warsaw
2011, page 49.
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6

Growth potential of clusters

6.1

General characteristics of growth potential of clusters

During the study growth potential of clusters was conducted based mainly on evaluation of four areas i.e.:

•
•
•
•

regional predispositions,
public authorities’ policy in favour of the development of the cluster,
institutional surrounding,
cluster leadership.

Analysis of growth potential used the following cross-sections which include age, development model and
region of a cluster rooting.
Chart 93 shows that respondents assessed better the areas mentioned above in 2012 than in the study of 2010.
There have been particularly small changes in the evaluation of the area “public authorities in favour of the
development of the cluster”. There are noticeable disproportions between studied clusters and benchmark
clusters, for example in evaluation of area of public authorities an institutional surrounding.
Chart 93. Average scores and benchmark values in area of Potential growth
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Benchmark for 2012

Benchmark for 2010

The study shows that young clusters, which have been operating no longer than three years, in most of the
areas mentioned have been given values close to those of the study in 2010. There were disproportions in
evaluations of studied clusters and benchmarks, especially in areas of regional predispositions and public
authorities’ policy in favour of the development of the cluster.

Chart 94. Average scores and benchmark values for clusters operating no longer than three years
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In case of clusters operating on the market for 4 to 6 years it can be noted that an average evaluation of four
sub-areas in 2012 is higher than the average evaluation from the 2010 study. Only in the area of Cluster leadership, the studied entities (7.93) have been evaluated close to the benchmark (10). It is interesting that clusters
operating on the market for 4 to 6 years have self-assessed their potential similarly to young clusters. The oldest
clusters (7 to 9 years) in 2012 study in these sub-areas have reached evaluations similar to benchmarks. Clusters
entrenched in particular voivodeships showed different opinions when it comes to evaluation of their clusters
in the scope of their potential growth. Clusters from these voivodeships:

•

podkarpackie, małopolskie, śląskie – evaluated their growth potential better than previously (especially in the following areas: regional predispositions, cluster leadership),

•

wielkopolskie, lubuskie, dolnośląskie– evaluated their growth potential slightly better than previously
(especially in the following areas: cluster leadership, institutional surrounding, regional predispositions),

•

zachodniopomorskie, pomorskie, warminsko-mazurskie, kujawsko-pomorskie – evaluated their
growth potential slightly better than previously (especially in the following areas: regional predispositions),

•

mazowieckie, lubelskie, podlaskie, świętokrzyskie– evaluated their growth potential substantially better than previously (especially in the following areas: regional predispositions, institutional surrounding, cluster leadership, public authorities’ policy in favour of the development of the cluster).

The study shows that in the area of growth potential of a cluster (evaluation of 2010 and 2012) the greatest
differences can be seen in clusters of these voivodeships: mazowieckie, lubelskie, podlaskie, świętokrzyskie.
It has also been stated that only the average evaluations of leadership in the studied clusters are in line with the
benchmark.
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The evaluated areas mentioned above are most often determined by outside factors, which the cluster has
a small impact on. They define chances and threats to further functioning and development. In the key opportunities the respondents included: potential, natural resources, regional traditions of local environment, accessibility and mobility of highly qualified employees, investment attractiveness the region a cluster operates in.
They also paid attention to possible threats resulting from relatively low openness to cooperation of local/regional environment or poor financial support of clusters development by public authorities.

Chart 95. Average scores of clusters in the area of potential growth depending on the development model
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The chart above shows that greatest consistency of evaluation, whatever the development model is, relates to
the leadership of a cluster. The biggest difference in respondents’ evaluation concerns the evaluation of public
authorities’ policy in favour of the development of the cluster. It is interesting that, taking into consideration
that these structures are virtually independent form central government, that the Italian development model
clusters have evaluated the public authorities’ activities highest. It may derive from a high level of regional
identity, strong bonds and local correlations.
Chart 96 indicates that the particular sub-area of growth potential of clusters has been evaluated most favourably by large clusters (more than 61 entities). Small clusters (up to 28 entities) and medium clusters (29–60) have
evaluated it similarly. It mostly concerned: leadership of clusters, regional predispositions, institutional surroundings. There is a small difference in evaluation generated by small and medium clusters when it comes to
the area of public authorities’ policy in favour of the development of the cluster.
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Chart 96. Average scores of clusters in the area of potential growth depending
on the number of member of a cluster
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6.2

Cluster leadership

The volatility of the surroundings mean that competitiveness of cluster structures depends to a bigger degree
on efficient leadership. Cluster leadership means not only an ability to communicate assertively and inspire the
member or to have an ability to influence them. It is also a process where appropriately an formulated vision is
passed on by a charismatic individual who uses relationships in and outside organisation to improve communicativeness, innovativeness and competitiveness of this organisation. Leadership is often identified with the
managing function on staff motivation. This function – along with three other (planning, organising, controlling) – comprises a process of managing a modern organisation. Leadership is treated as an important and
ambitious type of managing activities, as well as a set of processes used to make members of a modern organisation cooperate more efficiently sharing the same values and targets.
Leadership may also be contemplated on a plane of features and skills assigned to an individual perceived as
a leader. A skill necessary to be a leader is an ability set new possibilities when realising an ambitious target.
A leader is usually characterised by the following features: passion, intuition, creativity, assertiveness, devotion,
confidence, charisma, responsibility, intelligence, determination, organisation, verbal and non-verbal skills,
strength and sensitivity. Emotional intelligence is also perceived as a feature of effective leadership12, which
allows them to fulfil their basic tasks.

12

B. Bembenek, leadership as a factor facilitating competitiveness of a cluster (Przywództwo jako czynnik wzmacniający konkurencyjność klastra), [in:] Future Marketing. Trends, startegies, instruments (Marketing przyszłości. Trendy, strategie, instrumenty), edit.
G. Rosy, A. Smalec, Science Notebooks of Szczecin University (Zeszyty Naukowe Uniwersytetu Szczecińskiego), no 663, Economical Issues of Services (Ekonomiczne Problemy Usług), no 75, Szczecin 2011, p. 191–193.
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Chart 97. Average scores achieved by clusters in the area of cluster leadership
depending on a development model
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Chart 97 indicates that the Italian model clusters have the best evaluation in terms of the coordinator’s strength
and position. The Dutch model clusters have the worst evaluation in this aspect.
The coordinator’s activity in terms of developing cluster cooperation has been evaluated similarly in all clusters
no matter what model of development is present in a cluster.

Chart 98. Evaluation of studied clusters regarding the level of strength and position
of the coordinator – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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In case of evaluation of cluster activity in relation to the surroundings there is a visible difference in evaluation.
Clusters using the Dutch development level have evaluated this sub-area better than the American model
clusters. This might be a result of character of relations among particular members of cluster in these models
including various expectations towards a coordinator. It is significant that the Dutch model entities of R&D sector
support network broker in coordinating activities in a cluster.
Chart 98 indicates that averaged evaluation of strength and position of a coordinator in clusters in 2012 were in
most cases higher than the result of 2010 study. It may attest activation of activities in the scope of leadership
development in a cluster.
Evaluating leadership in the studied clusters, including position and bargain strength of a coordinator (in the
scope of motivating joint ventures, realisation of shared vision, creation and realisation shared development
strategy), it has been found that:

•

11 coordinators of studied clusters (32%) have a very strong position in the region and a big influence
on the behaviour of cluster members,

•

13 coordinators of studied clusters (37%) have a strong position in the region and their strength
towards cluster enterprises is substantial,

•

4 coordinators of studied clusters (11%) have a strong position in the region, but their strength
towards cluster enterprises is weak,

•

5 coordinators of studied clusters (14%) are characterised by growing position in the region and their
strength towards cluster enterprises is quite significant,

•

2 coordinators of studied clusters (6%) are characterised by growing position in the region but their
strength towards cluster enterprises is insignificant.

The following coordinators’ activities for developing cooperation in a cluster are worth recognising: creating
a vision, mission, targets, meetings organisation, accepting and joining new members, encouraging cooperation, creating ideas for joint projects and activities, taking care of efficient flow of information. This activity is
realised on the following levels:

•
•
•
•

very high – in 19 studied clusters (54%),
high – in 11 studied clusters (31%),
medium – in 3 studied clusters (9%),
sufficient – in 2 studied clusters (6%).

According to some respondents a cluster animator is a manager who tries to reach specified results and at the
same time he/she is an analyst gathering information about activities in a cluster. Based on data presented in
chart 99 it is possible to state that the coordinator’s activity in the scope of animating cooperation in this edition of the study has been evaluated better than in the previous edition. Definitely, this stems from a gradual
increase in managerial competencies of coordinators in studied cluster structures.
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Chart 99. Evaluation of studied clusters on a level of coordinator activity for animation
of cooperation in a cluster – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Cluster activity in relations to the surroundings is directly connected with, for example, constant promotion of a
cluster, lobbying for the cluster, representing the cluster in external bodies, gaining new business partners,
searching for resources for the cluster, starting international cooperation. Also in this case coordinator activities
are realised on the following levels:

•
•
•
•

very high –16 clusters studied (47%),
high –14 clusters studied (38%),
medium –4 clusters studied (12%),
sufficient –1 cluster studied (3%).

Chart 100. Evaluation of studied clusters on the level of activity towards
the surrounding environment – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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As presented on chart 100, cluster activity towards the surrounding environment has been evaluated higher in
2012 than in the previous edition of the study. This may result from growth of effectiveness of activities undertaken by a coordinator in this area.
Data indicates that the strength and position of the coordinator in the cluster has been evaluated very high,
especially in older clusters, on the other hand in young clusters (1-3 years on the market) and clusters operating
for 4 to 6 years this dimension of leadership has been rated high (8.1 and 7.75. respectively). It is worth pointing
out, that the oldest clusters have evaluated leadership in their clusters higher than in the previous edition.
It states that the leadership competences of a coordinator/leader of a cluster have improved.
Activity of a coordinator for animation of cooperation in a cluster and activity towards the surrounding environment have been rated very high (10) only in the oldest clusters. Average evaluation of these areas in other
clusters has been higher than previously. They are different however than a benchmark (10).
During benchmark testing some initiatives were identified. These initiatives were undertaken by coordinator in
relation to cooperation activation of cluster members and mutual discovery of their companies and offers:

Best practice 17. Creative homelessness concept

Graphic arts and advertisement cluster in Leszno
[Klaster Poligraficzno-Reklamowy w Lesznie (wielkopolskie voivodeship)]
Objective: Activating cluster members to cooperate, discover their companies and offers, while limiting
costs of participation in meetings, trainings, working groups.
The creative homelessness concept lies in the wilful resignation of a coordinator from renting a place to organise cluster meetings, training, workshops, and working groups. At the working meetings make use of
hospitality of enterprises participating in the cluster. The first 15 minutes of each meeting is spent on presenting the offer, technology, staff, and materials of a host. This builds a relationship in an industry environment
and at the same time it is also an opportunity to present the entity on whose space the meeting is organised.
This solution is effective and possible to adapt by other clusters.
Result: Cluster members get to know one another better. Discovering a company and market offer of
a partner.

The study shows that leadership is a strong side of many clusters. The strong position of a coordinator in
a region and substantial influence on behaviour of cluster members both deserve attention. The following have
also been rated high: activity of coordinator for animation of cooperation in a cluster and activity towards surrounding. In most of analysed cases average results in particular sub-areas are higher than average results of
2010 study. It may prove that growth of leadership in clusters and coordinators activities towards external and
internal environment have both improved.
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6.3

Surrounding institutions geared towards the development of clusters

For the needs of the study, it was stated that business environment institutions are non-profit institutions operating on Polish territory. Non-profit institutions do not function to gain profit, but donate their profits for statutory aims in accordance with regulations in a charter or other equivalent document. It has also been stated that
these are entities with resources and a technology base, as well as possessing human resources and competences to provide services to clusters including cluster members. This category includes: region development
agencies, training and consulting facilities, organisations representing entrepreneurs, funds, institutions supporting innovations – including technology transfer centres, institutions R&D sites (entrepreneurship incubators, technology incubators, science and technology parks/centres).
Multidirectional activities and territorial dispersal of the institutions above and their diversified form of organisation and regulation (societies, foundations, corporations, research sites, and science units) have all been noticed.
When evaluating entities that constitute the institutional surroundings geared towards the development of
clusters, special attention was paid to the following issues: tailoring training and consulting and information
services to the needs of clusters, accessibility of finance funds supporting development of clusters, openness
for cooperation, quality of science sector and R&D sector in the region.

Chart 101. Average scores achieved by clusters in sub-area
of surrounding institutions depending on the development model
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Chart 101 indicates that the most consistent rating for studied clusters, irrespective of development model,
relate to the following services: training, consulting and information services for cluster’s need. Differentiated
ratings concerning openness to cooperation and quality of science and R&D sector in the region are easy to
see. The Dutch model clusters rated this type of openness higher than other clusters. It seems natural, since in
this type of clusters universities, R&D institutes are the most important as they facilitate creation and diffusion of
new knowledge, including technology. The Dutch model clusters also rated higher than other models in terms
of accessibility to funds supporting development of a cluster. This may be an effect of projects financed with
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budget resources and the EU resources (including National Research and Development Centre, 7. Framework
Scheme)
According to many only some of the consulting, training and information services available on the market are
tailored to specific needs of cluster members and to an industry represented by them .Chart 102 indicates only
six of the studied entities evaluated the services mentioned above high.

Chart 102. Evaluation of training, consulting and information services for a cluster
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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The study shows that both young clusters (1-3 years on the market) and the oldest clusters (7-9 years on the
market) rated tailoring of the services lower than in the previous edition of the study. According to clusters
operating on the market for 4 to 6 years there was no difference in institutional surrounding, and these clusters
maintained a medium rating.
Having taken into consideration “cluster rooting” it was noted that clusters from these voivodeships:

•

podkarpackie, małopolskie, śląskie – rated tailoring of the training, consulting and information services
for the needs of a cluster slightly lower than in the previous edition of the study,

•

wielkopolskie, lubuskie, dolnośląskie – rated tailoring of the training, consulting and information services for the needs of a cluster substantially higher than in the previous edition of the study,

•

zachodniopomorskie, pomorskie, warminsko-mazurskie, kujawsko-pomorskiego – rated tailoring of
the training, consulting and information services for the needs of a cluster slightly lower than in the
previous edition of the study,

•

mazowieckie, lubelskie, podlaskie, świętokrzyskie – rated tailoring of the training, consulting and information services for the needs of a cluster substantially higher than in the previous edition of the.

Respondents say there is still declarative availability of funds supporting cluster development. Even though this
type of offer keeps emerging on the market (e.g. loan – guarantee funds, venture capital, and seed capital), cluster members often do not meet the requirements. If we take into consideration the opinion of leaders and
managers, it may be stated that activity of the institutional surroundings in regards to the development of
a cluster is still low.
Podkarpackie, małopolskie, śląskie, wielkopolskie, lubuskie, dolnośląskie, mazowieckie, lubelskie, podlaskie, and
świętokrzyskie voivodeships have all given virtually the same ratings for availability of funds supporting devel143

opment of a cluster as in the previous edition of the study. Zachodniopomorskie, pomorskie, warminskomazurskie and kujawsko-pomorskie ratings for this area were twice as high this year (2).

Chart 103. Evaluation of funds supporting development of clusters
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Accessibility to funds supporting the development of the cluster has been rated positively, particularly by clusters operating on the market for 4 to 6 years. The average rating for this kind of activity on the part of the institutional surroundings has been rated much higher than in previous edition of the study by the young clusters
(1-3 years on the market).

Chart 104. Evaluation of openness to cooperation and quality of the science and R&D sector in a region
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The study shows average ratings for tailoring training, consulting and information services to clusters needs
in are close are at a medium level in both 2010 and 2012 studies. And if we compare average ratings of the
finance funds availability it turns out that in this edition of the study clusters rated this area of institutional
surrounding activity slightly better.
When we take into consideration chart 104 we may state: for 8 of the clusters studied, openness to cooperation
and quality of science and R&D sector is very high, for other 8 – high, for the following 8 – medium, for 10 clusters – sufficient and for one cluster – low.
The studied clusters have had positive experiences and effects resulting from cooperation with individual scientific employees. According to respondents only individuals (scientists) are open and ready to cooperate with
a cluster. The cooperation however is often limited by institutional and organisational constrains. Taking into
consideration clusters’ experience in this area, it has been stated that the openness to cooperation of science
and R&D sector is average. Development of cooperation in this area will certainly facilitate further development
of clusters and will bring about valuable projects.
During the study it was stated that the oldest clusters (7-9 years on the market) rated openness to cooperation
of science and R&D sector particularly high. In other clusters this area was given similar average ratings (about 6.2).
It is worth mentioning that virtually all voivodeships where the studied clusters function, respondents agree on
evaluation of the openness to cooperation. So the average rating of this area is at a medium – high level.
In order to meet the integration idea of business and science sector, Małopolskie-Podkarpackie Cluster of Clean
Energy (Małopolsko-Podkarpacki Klaster Czystej Energii) initiated a very efficient formula for international meetings.

Best practice 18. Business and science integration

Małopolskie-Podkarpackie Clean Energy Cluster
[Małopolsko-Podkarpacki Klaster Czystej Energii
(Małopolskie voivodeship/Podkarpackie voivodeship)]
Objective: Integration of business and science.
In order to meet expectations of their partners, Małopolskie-Podkarpackie Clean Energy Cluster and ESC Solutions Co. gave an idea for new form of business integration knows as IdeaTECH Forum: “Breakfasts with Clean
Energy”. It allows gaining contacts with leading companies in the following industries: energy, renewable
energy, construction, development as well as with city councils, municipal office, universities, science institutions and media. At each of these breakfasts a participant takes a specified seat. In their surrounding there are
representatives of related industries and other institutions which they can make a valuable contact with.
Participants of the breakfast often take part in drawing surprise gifts. Participants exchange contact details
(telephone numbers, e-mails) The meeting is supervised by experts, prominent scientists of Polish universities.
Main assumption of IdeaTECH Forum focus around these subjects:
• allowing science institutions, leading, universities, and industry tycoons as well as small companies
confront their expectations in the area of new technology energy saving, reducing harmful effects
on environment with newest results, innovative technology projects at the disposal of science institutions.,

•

making contacts,
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•

gaining knowledge through lectures of experts regarding Renewable energy and innovative technologies,

•

development of participating companies/ institutions through cooperation in proposed programmes and teams,

•

discussing contemporary issues, technical news, and possible usage of renewable energy as well as
innovative technology and hybrid systems in renewable energy and dispersed energy sources.

•

participation of companies and institution which have a real impact on improving natural environment conditions,

•

participation in meetings defined by subjects of working groups, representing particular segments
of the renewable energy market, innovative technologies and other industries of substitute production.

Supervision over discussed subjects is provided by Science Board of Małopolskie-Podkarpackie Cluster of Clean
Energy and its experts. The first IdeaTECH Forum meeting was held in June 2012.
Result: This kind of integration allows cluster members to start new business relationships with leading companies representing the following industries: energy, renewable energy, construction, development as well as with city councils, municipal office, universities, science institutions and media.

Respondents said that the institutional surrounding favours development of the studied clusters only to
a medium degree. Openness to cooperation and the quality of the science and R&D sector were particularly
well evaluated. The lowest ratings were given to availability of finance funds supporting development of
a cluster. The studied expect form business environment institutions precise identification of their needs and
with that training, consulting and information services tailored to these needs. The study shows that in many
cases this type of services are poorly tailored to a cluster specification or an industry represented by a cluster.

6.4

Regional predispositions for cluster development

To fully use the potential deriving form Polish membership in the EU it is necessary to implement modern and
effective regional policy, whose basic aim is to minimise differences between regions. Development specialists
indicate that the most developed regions are the ones with cities, relatively high number of residents, high
level of foreign investment, with well-developed technical and transport infrastructure. These regions also offer
higher education which translates into highly qualified manpower.
The following regional predispositions important for cluster development were taken into consideration during
the evaluation: potential, natural resources, local environment economy traditions, availability and mobility of
highly qualified employees, investment attractiveness of a region, and openness of local/regional environment
to cooperation. Chart 105 indicates that closest ratings irrespective of the development model, referred to:
potential, natural resources, local environment economy traditions. Differentiated evaluation relates to two
particular sub-areas – openness of local/regional environment to cooperation and investment attractiveness of
a region. It is interesting that the Dutch model clusters rated the two sub-areas higher than the American and
Danish model clusters.
The studies also show that large clusters (with more than 61 members) rated substantially higher particular sub
–areas of regional predispositions important for the development of a cluster than small (up to 28 members)
and medium (29 to 60 members) clusters. It is important to point out that small and medium clusters rated the
sub-areas virtually the same.
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Chart 105. Average scores achieved by clusters in sub-area
of regional predispositions for a cluster development
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During the study respondents were asked about factors relating to potential, natural resources, and economy
traditions of local environment that may determine development of clusters. It is obvious that these factors
facilitate further development as well as create threats.
Respondents’ opinions state that it is easier to build clusters on the foundations true to the regional economy
traditions. Mostly due to the following: rooted enterprise, region specialisation (including leading role of economic
activity in a region) level of relations based on trust among key economy entities, social capital (for example:
a lot of cluster operating in South-Eastern part of Poland bases its activities on experience deriving from Central
Industry District operating between 1936 and 1939 [Centralny Okręg Przemysłowy]13).
It is worth to stress that local factors of production are included in “diamond” by m. Porter i.e. a method used to
study, for example, surroundings of a cluster. This method the analysed production factor is one four categories
(next to strategy and competition level of companies, demand conditions, related and supporting sectors).
They have an impact on competitiveness of a cluster including competitiveness of a territory where the cluster
is formed and where it will develop. Production factors as all the other factors of the “diamond” model are
directly related, they influence one another and are determined to a great degree by policy of a region.
Chart 106 indicates that 16 representatives of the studied clusters (46%) rated potential, natural resources and
economy traditions of local environment very high. 12 respondents (34%) rated them high. It proves the existence of key opportunities in the sub-areas mentioned above.

13

Central Industry District [CID] (Centralny Okręg Przemysłowy), heavy industry facility built in couth – central districts of
Poland, was one of the greatest economical ventures of Second Republic of Poland. The aim of CID was to increase economic
potential of Poland, development of heavy and arms industry as well as reduction of unemployment resulting from the great
economic recession. To develop CID between 1937 and 1939 about 60% of all expenditure on investment was spent (total
amount of 1925 million zl). http://www.klastercop.pl/cop/cop/historia_centralnego_okregu_przemyslowego/687,1.htm
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Chart 106. Evaluation of the scope of potential, natural resources, economy traditions
of local environment – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Interviews with managers and leader of clusters show that most clusters are related to an industry that dominates in a region. Industries represented by clusters are in most cases specified in Regional Innovation Strategy
(Regionalna Strategia Innowacji). The industry represented by clusters is at the same time the region’s specialty.
In a few cases it is related to traditions dating back 50 to 100 years. Clusters use local natural resources. Also, at
universities and trade schools subjects are usually connected with the industry of clusters. The industry of clusters itself is an element of brand/promotion of Polish regions. Some respondents stated that a part of cluster
structures could function in other regions successfully. The study shows that potential of a cluster as well as
natural resources and the economy traditions favour the development of the studied clusters to a high degree.
During the study respondents were also asked about availability of highly qualified employees in a region. The
study shows that in many regions employment supply is higher than the demand when it comes to highly
qualified employees. So, availability of specialised manpower is not a key issue. Based on the information
gained from clusters representatives and presented on chart 107 we may state that, according to:

•
•
•

8 studied clusters (23%) availability and mobility of highly qualified employees is at a very high level,
16 studied clusters (46%) availability and mobility of highly qualified employees is at a high level,
6 studied clusters (17%) availability and mobility of highly qualified employees is at a medium level.

Based on the data analysis presented in the chart below, we may assume that most of the clusters studied
unanimously decided that investment attractiveness of a region where the cluster operates is very high (43%)
and high (34%). This attractiveness comprises: attractive investment offers, attractive municipal infrastructure,
and attractive terrains in special economic areas. The following are also significant: international airports and
developed road network.
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Chart 107. Evaluation of availability and mobility of highly qualified employees
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012

10

5

9

3
6

number of points

8

13

7

3

6

3
3

5

3

4
Availability and mobility of
highly qualified employees
2010

4

4
3

Availability and mobility of
highly qualified employees
2012

3

1

2

3

1

1
0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

number of clusters

Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

Chart 108. Evaluation of investment attractiveness of a region – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Managers and leaders of the studied clusters rated openness to cooperation of the regional/local environment
(enterprises, business environment institutions etc.) as medium. They believe that both entrepreneurs and
business environment institutions are moderately interested in starting cooperation.
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Chart 109. Evaluation of openness of local/regional environment to cooperation
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Chart 109 indicates that in the previous edition of this study the openness to cooperation of entrepreneurs was
at a much lower level. It may derive from gradual development of social capital, including relationship equity,
which important element is trust. Management experts more than often underline that openness of market
members is particularly high in societies with high level of social capital.
Leaders and managers of cluster structures should be interested in various best practices in the scope of cluster
cooperation with other entities operating in a region.

Best practice 19. Activities fostering the competitive position of a cluster. “Cloud for cities” cooperation

ICT West Pomerania Cluster
[ICT Pomorze Zachodnie (Zachodniopomorskie voivodeship)]
Objective: Fostering competitive position of a cluster.
The ICT Western Pomerania cluster is an initiator of forming the “Cloud for cities” cooperation link. The cooperation link consists of IT enterprises operating on fields of: production, testing, sales of software and information systems, as well as providing telecommunication services, providing legal services related to issuing
licences and signing IT contracts (IT regulations). It also provides consulting and training services in the scope
of IT. The link includes Szczecin university educating students in IT and developing new solutions on the basis
of information and communication technologies for the maritime industry. The link also includes ICT Western
Pomerania Cluster Society operating on a field of IT consulting, realisation of promotion activities and trainings directed at IT companies as well as their personnel from zachodniopomorskie voivodeship.
Result: Creating conditions necessary for cooperation of enterprises operating is the key for region
development industries that also create and develop solutions for digital development of cities.
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The study shows that most respondents rated the regional predispositions high (including potential, natural
resources, economy traditions of local environment and investment attractiveness of a region.) In many regions
where the clusters operate labour supply is higher than labour demand when it comes to highly qualified
employees. Only a few regions lack highly qualified employees. However, it is quite easy to win employees.
Definitely development of highly qualified personnel is facilitated by: numerous projects directed at modifying
education programme in post-gymnasium schools, trade schools and universities. It is worth to stress that
development of the studied industries is strongly supported and specified in strategic documents of particular
voivodeships i.e. regional innovation strategy, and the industries themselves are often a specialisation of
a region.

6.5

Policy of public authorities in favour of the development of clusters

The growing importance and popularity of the cluster concept as well as the influence of clustering on the
economic development of the country and particular regions, led public authorities at various level to get
interested in this issue. Discussion over the form and direction of development support of cluster is also important. It is emphasised that this kind of policy may be used on international, national, regional as well as local
level. Its aim is to improve competitiveness of economy by stimulating development of existing clusters, supporting characteristic for a cluster interactions. Policy in favour of clusters in Poland was realised on the basis of,
among others: The Sectorial Operational Programme “Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises,
years 2004–2006”, “Strategy for increasing the innovativeness of the economy for 2007–2013”, Innovative Economy Operational Programme 2007–2013, Human Capital Operational Programme, Development of Eastern
Poland Operational Programme. It is also important that in this scope there have been regional operational
programmes (ROP). Analysis of ROP indicates that particular voivodeships have taken over different approaches
in the scope of supporting cluster and cluster initiatives, based on14:

•

direct indication of possible ways to support clusters from structural resources, and specifying for this
activities for this purpose (broadly presented approach),

•

linking cluster supporting activities to other activities which aim is to support entrepreneurship, business environment institutions or those which aim is to build relations between enterprises and R&D
area,

•

lack of a specified approach with simultaneous granting of an appropriate priority to realised activities
in favour of development of clusters by regulating criteria for choosing financed projects in a programme.

The Polish Agency of Enterprise Development [PARP], in years 2011–2012, realised a project in favour of
cluster promotion and clustering entitled “Polish clusters and cluster policy” (“Polskie klastry i polityka
klastrowa”)15. The project was co-financed with European Social Fund under Human Capital Operational
Programme. The Main aim of this project was to: support polish clusters, improving their competitiveness and innovative ability through development of human capital and growth of efficiency of
forming cluster policy. Detailed aims were related to:

•

improvement of awareness of clusters role and importance of economy based on clusters among the
target group,

•
•
•

broadening knowledge of existing clusters in Poland and their achievement,
broadening knowledge of clusters around the World,
improvement of skills and broadening of practical knowledge of coordinators/animators and entities
operating in clusters,

14

Instruments of cpuster suport. Direction of cluster development in Pland (Instrumenty wspierania klastrów. Kierunki rozwoju
klastrów w Polsce), Ministry of Economy, http://www.mg.gov.pl/files/upload/11787/Tekst4Instrumentywspieraniaklastrow.pdf
15
http://www.pi.gov.pl/Klastry/chapter_95353.asp
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•
•

reinforcing the role of cluster animators/coordinators,

•
•

improvement of engagement of central and regional partners in discussion over cluster policy,

improving awareness of entities functioning in clusters and awareness of change in approach to
cross-regional cooperation, internationalisation as well as R&D and I (investment),
improvement of usage of experience and good national and foreign practices in designing activities
supporting clusters.

This operation was directed at cluster coordinators and animators, entities functioning in clusters and cooperating with clusters, representatives of government and local administration, as well as everybody interested
in cluster development in Poland. During realisation of this project as many as 16 conferences were held in
particular voivodeships. At the conferences clusters were able to present themselves and start cooperation with
other cluster structures, both national and foreign. Because of the needs that had been communicated Polish
Agency of Enterprise Development, in 2011–2012, under “Polish clusters and cluster policy” [“Polskie klastry
i polityka klastrowa”] project conducted over a dozen publications.
There have been many key cluster promotion oriented initiatives. It is important to emphasise that with the
development and promotion of clusters there are, among other, linked projects such as information society
development programme.
During the study respondents were asked about activities of public authorities in favour of clusters development. The following, among others, were evaluated: promotion of clusters by public authorities, financial support of clusters development, and training, educational and organisational aid for cluster, modifying education
system for the needs of clusters.

Chart 110. Average scores achieved by clusters in the sub-area
of policy of public authorities depending on the development model
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Chart 110 indicates that the Italian model clusters gave the highest rating in particular sub – areas of public
authorities’ activities in favour of the development of clusters. The most critical model in this scope was the
American development model for clusters.
Based on the data presented on chart 111 it can be said that almost half of the respondents believe that government/local authorities strongly promote the studied clusters through, among others: inviting cluster member to conferences and important meetings as speakers, organising delegation visits in a cluster, promoting
clusters in folders promoting regions and on the Internet sites.
Local, regional and local government authorities must be fully aware how valuable are the activities directed at
promotion of clusters in and outside the country. The study shows that in some regions of Poland the local
government signs mutual agreements on promotion, which makes a cluster’s brand integral element of
a region brand. This type of activities, in some part, comprise with the concept of smart region specialisation16.
The highest rating for promotion was given by the oldest clusters (7–9 on the market). Other clusters evaluated
these activities at a medium level. Interesting fact is that the youngest clusters (1–3 years on the market) rated
the public authorities’ activity higher in the previous study.

Chart 111. Evaluation of cluster promotion by public authorities – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012

10

4
1
1

9

2

number of points

8

5
3

7

8
6

6

2

5

Promotion of a cluster by public
authorities 2010

2

Promotion of a cluster by public
authorities 2012

1
1

4
3

6

2

4

3

1

1
0

2

4

6

8

10

number of clusters

Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

Taking into consideration a region’s rooting as criteria for clusters’ classification it has been stated that:

•

clusters of voivodeships: podkarpackie, małopolskie, śląskie, evaluated public authorities’ activities for
promotion of clusters slightly higher than in the previous edition of the study,

•

clusters of voivodeships: wielkopolskie, lubuskie, dolnośląskie, evaluated public authorities’ activities
for promotion of clusters slightly higher than in the previous edition of the study,

16

Smart specialisation means identifying the unique characteristics and assets of each country and region, highlighting each
region’s competitive advantages, and rallying regional stakeholders and resources around an excellence-driven vision of their
future. It also means strengthening regional innovation systems, maximising knowledge flows and spreading the benefits of
innovation throughout the entire regional economy. The European Commission expects national and regional authorities in
all of Europe to prepare research and innovation strategies aimed at smart specialisation in order to make it possible to
benefit from EU structureal funds in a way that is more efficient and to increase synergies between various EU, national and
regional policies, as well as public and private investments. http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/informat/
2014/smart_specialisation_pl.pdf
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•

clusters of voivodeships: zachodniopomorskie, pomorskie, warmińsko-mazurskie, kujawsko-pomorskie,
evaluated public authorities’ activities for promotion of clusters slightly lower than in the previous edition of the study,

•

clusters of voivodeships: mazowieckie, lubelskie, podlaskie, świętokrzyskie, evaluated public authorities’ activities for promotion of clusters slightly higher than in the previous edition of the study.

According to most respondents public authorities support financially the development of studied cluster to
a medium extend. Only 8 representatives of the studied clusters (23%) said that this support is high. Detail data
is presented on a chart 112.

Chart 112. Evaluation of financial support granted by public authorities for cluster development
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012

10

1

9

2
1

number of points

8

3
2
2

7
6

4

5

2

4

4

2
2

Financial support of clusters by public
authorities 2010
Financial support of clusters by public
authorities 2012

3

4

2

1

1

1
0

1

3
3
2

3

4

5

number of clusters
Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

Taking into consideration comparison of clusters functioning in different voivodeships of our country it has
been stated that:

•

clusters of voivodeships: podkarpackie, małopolskie, śląskie, – evaluated the financial support granted
by public authorities for clusters development – higher than in the previous,

•

clusters of voivodeships: wielkopolskie, lubuskie, dolnośląskie evaluated the financial support granted
by public authorities for clusters development – higher than in the previous,

•

clusters of voivodeships: zachodniopomorskie, pomorskie, warminsko-mazurskie, kujawsko-pomorskie,
evaluated the financial support granted by public authorities for clusters development – slightly lower
than in the previous,

•

clusters of voivodeships: mazowieckie, lubelskie, podlaskie, świętokrzyskie, evaluated the financial support granted by public authorities for clusters development – substantially higher than in the previous.

Results presented on chart 113 indicates that this kind of public authorities’ activity was mostly appreciated
by young clusters (1–3 years on the market) and by clusters operating on the market for four to six years.
The oldest clusters rated this activity slightly lower than in the previous edition of the study.
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Chart 113. Average scores and benchmark values in the scope
of public authorities’ financial support granted for development of a cluster
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Results of the study presented on chart 114 show that training, educational and organisational aid for a studied
cluster is improving. According to a part of respondents there are training packages tailored for need of a cluster’s coordinator, their scope and quality are at a good level. Six of the studied clusters (17%) admitted that
public authorities do not provide the aid mentioned above. 10 other clusters (29%) said the aid is provided at
a very low level (chart 114). These results show how different the needs of clusters are in relation to training
educational and organisational services. They also state there are differentiated relations between clusters and
local government authorities.

Chart 114. Evaluation of training, educational and organisational aid for clusters,
provided by public authorities – comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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The study shows that young cluster (1–3 years on the market) evaluated the aid higher than the oldest cluster
(chart 115). This may be a result of the offer’s profile directed at younger entities. Older clusters were more
critical towards this public authorities’ activity than in the previous study (2010).

Chart 115. Average scores and benchmark values in the scope of training,
educational and organisational aid for a cluster, provided by public authorities
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The study shows cluster representatives from voivodeships:

•

podkarpackie, małopolskie, śląskie evaluated the training, educational and organisational aid provided
to clusters by public authorities slightly lower than in the previous edition of the study,

•

wielkopolskie, lubuskie, dolnośląskie evaluated the training, educational and organisational aid provided to clusters by public authorities substantially higher than in the previous edition of the study,

•

zachodniopomorskie, pomorskie, warminsko-mazurskie, kujawsko-pomorskie evaluated the training,
educational and organisational aid provided to clusters by public authorities lower than in the previous edition of the study,

•

mazowieckie, lubelskie, podlaskie, świętokrzyskie evaluated the training, educational and organisational aid provided to clusters by public authorities higher than in the previous edition of the study.

In this study the respondent were also asked, among others, about: changes/adjustments in education system
in a region. Analysis of this data indicates that universities undertake actions related to this area, e.g. by creating
new specialities for clusters needs including their industry and members.
Adjusting changes in the educational system was particularly appreciated in clusters in the following voivodeships: mazowieckie, lubelskie, podlaskie, świętokrzyskie. In case of these voivodeships: zachodniopomorskie,
pomorskie, warmińsko-mazurskie, kujawsko-pomorskie, and the average results of this sub-area at the same
level as in the previous study. In the following clusters: in podkarpackie, małopolskie, śląskie, it was stated that in
the scope of adjustment of the education system to the needs of clusters was rated high in the previous edition
of the study. This fact might be related to a fact that thorough changes took place in the previous years and
nowadays only smaller adjustments are implemented.
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Chart 116. Evaluation of changes adjustment of education system for the need of a cluster
– comparison of data from 2010 and 2012
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Chart 116 indicates that only three respondents (9%) admitted that the level of adjustment in the education
system for the needs of a cluster is very low. The study also proves that local government authorities undertake
numerous activities aimed at using the employment potential of clusters. Coordinators and members of cluster
structures often take post in consulting bodies in the scope of choice and evaluation of education direction in
a region.

Chart 117. Average scores and benchmark values in the scope of public authorities’
policy for development of a cluster
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Based on the cluster data it may be stated that level of adjustment in education system for the needs of a cluster was particularly appreciated by the oldest clusters (7–9 years on the market).The youngest clusters (1–3
years on the market) and the clusters that have been operating on the market for 4 to 6 years evaluated this
level as medium. The latter also evaluated this area of public authorities’ activity higher than in the previous
study (2010).
Based on the data presented in chart 117, it may be stated that generally the clusters studied evaluated these
public authorities’ activities higher than in the previous edition of the study. The benchmark position is also
higher than in 2010.
Chart 117 shows that average evaluation of particular sub-areas of public authorities’ policy for development of
a cluster is at a medium level.
A best practice in the scope of financial aid granted by public authorities to a cluster is an agreement between
Polish Aeronautical Technology Platform and National Research and Development Centre.

Best practice 20. Creating the national sector programme for aviation

Aviation Valley Cluster
[Klaster “Dolina Lotnicza” (Podkarpackie voivodeship)]
Objective: Creating the national sector programme for aviation.
Thanks to years of dynamic activities of the Aviation Valley cluster, among others, realisation of foresight project “Directions of material technologies for Aviation Valley Cluster” and other projects as well as undertaking
active aimed at integration of the industry, it was possible to conclude an agreement between Polish Aeronautical Technology Platform (coordinated by WSK “PZL-Rzeszów” S.A. – the biggest company in the cluster)
and National Research and Development Centre. The agreement concerns the formation of a national sector
programme for aviation, worth 500 million PLN (300 million PLN NRnDC contribution, and 200 million of own
contribution by PATP), under a name of InnoLOT, which is a counterpart of the European CleanSky programme. It is one of the two, apart from healthcare, research sector programme in Poland.
Result: Agreement between Polish Aeronautical Technology Platform and National Research and
Development Centre for the sector programme of supporting research and development projects
and activities facilitating transfer of results to economy.

Undertaken activities of public authorities for development of clusters were rated at a medium level in the
scope of clusters promotion and adjusting changes in education system for development of clusters. Financial
support for the development of clusters, as well as for providing training, educational and organisational aid to
clusters, were both rated as sufficient. The last two activities were mostly appreciated by young clusters (1–3
years on the market). It is assumed that other clusters have bigger expectations in this scope. Both business
support institutions and public authorities should recognise the needs of particular clusters offer them appropriate cooperation offer.
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6.6

Trends and directions for potential growth against
the background of the study performed in 2010

By comparing data obtained during the study, it has been found that in particular areas/sub-areas of activity
the clusters studied demonstrate a varied level of growth/development. Nevertheless, a significant level of
development is visible in most cases in comparison with data from 2010, which is the result of, among others,
knowledge, skills, experience in managing clusters.
Charts 118-121 show a development trend in particular areas of growth potential of the cluster regarding the
assessment of: regional conditions for the development of the cluster, the policy of the state regarding cluster
development, the institutional environment for the development of the cluster, the leadership of the cluster.
The total synthetic indicator for the area was calculated based on averages for all individual sub-areas.

Regional predispositions
It is easy to notice, based on chart 118, that the average ratings assigned to individual indicators, i.e.: potential,
natural resources, economic traditions of the local environment; the availability and mobility of highly skilled
workers; investment attractiveness of the region; openness of the local/regional environment to co-operation,
are high. In comparison with data from the previous benchmarking survey, it can be concluded that the respondents evaluated the individual regional conditions more positively.

Chart 118. Assessment of regional conditions for cluster development in the years 2010 and 2012
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Higher scores for the discussed sub-areas stem from, among others, the execution of a wide variety of investment and infrastructural projects in the country. In effect, as of 2010, the economic potential of the regions has
changed and their investment attractiveness has increased. Meanwhile, soft projects, including those financed
from the Operational Programme Human Capital, helped enhance the quality of human resources to some
extent, including streamlining the knowledge transfer process. Both soft and hard projects co-financed by the
EU have created a real chance to, inter alia, reinforce cooperation between representatives of business and
science.
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Public authorities’ policy in favour of the development of the cluster
Chart 119 also shows that, when compared to the two mean ratings from 2010, the current edition of the survey shows a more optimistic approach in terms of government policy for cluster development. Promotion of
the cluster by public authorities and the adaptation of changes in the education system to the needs of the
cluster were evaluated in most cases at an average level. At the same time financial support for cluster development from public authorities and the availability of funds used to support cluster development has been
rated as sufficient. From the study it stems that it was when evaluating these sub-areas of activity of state authorities that respondents were most critical. When taking into account a variety of government projects that
aim to develop clustering in Poland, a thesis appears that low scores from respondents may result from their
limited knowledge regarding support for clustering capabilities offered by the public partner in the country and
the region.
Due to the fact that new funding opportunities for cluster projects are always appearing, not only from national
sources, but also international funds, respondents, especially those from mature cluster demonstrate predominantly positive thinking about the future.

Chart 119. Evaluation of the policy of the state in terms of cluster development in 2010 and 2012
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Chart 119 shows the average assessment of the activity of the institutional environment aimed at the development of clusters. The study shows that most respondents rated highest the willingness to cooperate and the
quality of the science and R&D sector in the region. In addition, the availability of funds for providing support
for the development of clusters was rated higher than in the previous edition of the study. Although this is not
a significant improvement on the assessment of the sub-area of activity of the institutional environment, but it
can attest to the fact that many clusters raise various funds for current and development-oriented activities, and
their availability is becoming better, but not exemplary.
There is no doubt that the creation of new cluster initiatives and the development of existing clusters require
external support from public institutions. The study shows that the lack of financial resources often limits the
activity of cluster members. It is important for managing entities to be able to adequately quickly identify all
possible financial sources for jointly developed projects. An analysis of the EU's financial policy, especially that
of recent years, demonstrates that the possibility to obtain external funds for the development of clustering is
on the growth in various European countries. However, all this depends on strategic thinking of both, cluster
management and individual members of the structure. It is worth noting that entrepreneurs and research
160

institutions will obtain from different programs (up to 2013) – including OP RPW [Development of Eastern
Poland] and OP IG [Innovative Economy] – over 100 million for supporting cluster initiatives17:

•

at the early stage of development of relationships – the equivalent of 200 000 Euro (maximum financing per project) – within the framework of the Operational Programme Innovative Economy 2007–2013,

•

As part of the CIP Programme (Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme) – 171 000 Euro.

In addition, the Operational Programme Human Capital 2007–2013 – a total budget for promotional – informational activities for clusters in the amount of 5.7 million PLN, with the total budget for the training project in the
part for training leaders, coordinators and members of the cluster being approx. 8.5 million PLN18.

Chart 120. Evaluation of the institutional environment for cluster development in 2010 and 2012
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Institutional surrounding
Chart 120 also shows that respondents were more critical in assessing the level of adjustment of consulting and
training, as well as information services to the needs of the cluster in the current edition of the study than in the
previous (2010) one. This might stem from the fact that the above-mentioned range of services, provided by
institutional environment entities, which met the needs of clusters in 2010, is not currently tailored to the real
new needs and challenges faced by cluster structures. These entities should recognize in full detail the needs
of clusters and prepare profiles of training and consulting, as well as information dedicated services dedicated
to them.

Cluster leadership
On the basis of chart 121 it can be concluded that leadership in the cluster was the highest rated in comparison to other examined areas/sub-areas. Only the average rating of the strength and position of the coordinator
in the cluster is lower than in the previous study. Meanwhile, the average rating of the activity of the coordinator for developing cooperation within the cluster, even though it is high, is still much higher than the average
17

Funding opportunities for clusters using European funds, http://www.biznesklaster.pl/company/article/66-mozliwoscidofinansowania-klastrow-w-ramach-funduszu-europejskich/ ; http://www.pi.gov.pl/Klastry/chapter_95378.asp
18
http://www.pi.gov.pl/Klastry/chapter_95378.asp
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rating for this sub-area from the previous study. A high rating was also awarded to cluster activity in relation
with the external environment. In addition, this evaluation is higher than the rating for this sub-area from the
previous edition of the study (2010).
Strong leadership in the cluster is seen as the condition for the stability of this structure and continuous development of cooperation. What is more, the lack of strong leadership can be perceived as the main barrier to the
development of this cluster. The leadership of the cluster is affected by many factors, among others: the level of
social capital, the strength and position of the coordinator in the cluster (e.g. within the scope of motivating for
joint ventures, implementing a common vision, creating and executing a common strategy), whose principal
activity consists of activity for the benefit of members and the cluster as a whole, including the development of
business cooperation with scientific institutions, schools and local government bodies. Other factors determining leadership in the cluster are also the strength and position of other cluster members to coordinate joint
activities of the cluster, the strength and position of the cluster in relation to the external environment, including the international environment19.

Chart 121. Evaluation of leadership in the cluster in 2010 and 2012
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From the study it stems that respondents were quite critical, when compared with the previous edition of the
study, in evaluating the strength and position of the cluster coordinator. This is reflected, among others:
in a fairly small number of joint projects, a limited scale of cooperation with external stakeholders, hardly recognizable brand of the coordinator. Due to the early phase of development of most clusters, cluster coordinators focus more on developing cooperation within the cluster and stimulating its internal activities. One can
assume that an important next step in the development of cluster structures will consists of further opening of
the cluster external to external cooperation at the regional, national, or international level.

19
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Conclusions and recommendations

7.1

7

Strengths and weaknesses of clusters in Poland

The demonstrated strengths and weaknesses of clusters show the most important trends in the studied set.
These arise mainly from the results of performed studies. Weaknesses are sub-areas, which received the lowest
average results, with strong points relating to these sub-areas and variables, within which clusters received high
average ratings. The indicated strength or weakness applies to the vast majority of the studied set of clusters,
but not of 100%. For example, there are clusters with significant R&D expenditures, implementing shared business processes, or presenting a lot of organisational and technological innovation. They are, however, only
exceptions to the general studied population. These positive experiences are regarded as best practices, while
the overall evaluation of the entire population is a strong or weak side.
In order to determine the strengths and weaknesses of clusters, one of the divisions of clusters presented in the
previous parts of the study – life cycle phase. Although there are differences between clusters within the scope
of resources they have, obtained results and potential, it has been concluded that presenting indicators obtained during the study with a distribution into other sections is not appropriate. The adopted cluster development model is essentially a business model resulting most often from endogenous factors, which means
that the cluster coordinator has limited influence on the modification of the model.
In the case of a cross-section based on the number of entities within a cluster, it is considered that it can function as an illustration showing different resources, results and development potential of clusters depending on
the “critical mass” of cluster members, all the while being a motivating factor for increasing this “critical mass”.
In fact, each of the coordinators is more or less determined to attract new members to the cluster and therefore
it is therefore the most relevant recommendation.
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Table 12. List of strengths of studied clusters in the embryonic phase
Strengths of clusters in the embryonic phase
1.

Joint offer prepared by members for outside recipients

2.

Activity of clusters in the area of external communication, such as a common promotional activities
(flyers, brochures, advertising in the media)

3.

Involvement of entities in clusters within the scope of trade fair and exhibition activities

4.

Implemented visual identification systems (e.g. common logos, colours, letterhead) in most clusters

5.

Good internal communication in clusters, including regular meetings of members (i.e. social events)
and the level of informal exchange of knowledge and information between cluster participants

6.

A significant share of funds for financing clusters coming from enterprises (larger than for clusters
in the growth/maturity phase)

7.

Very good availability of offices and conference rooms for the needs of clusters

8.

ICT implemented in internal communication within clusters (e.g. intranet)

9.

The activity of cluster members in foreign markets, including a higher average number of formallegal agreements regarding cooperation than in the case of clusters in the growth/maturity phase

10. Strong link between clusters and the economic potential of the local environment
(including natural resources, traditions)
11. Good availability and mobility of highly skilled employees for the industry needs of clusters
12. Strength and position of cluster coordinators and their activities within the scope of developing
cooperation in clusters
13. Activity of clusters in relation to the external environment
Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

Clusters in the embryonic phase are well prepared for ongoing and planned activities in relation to the promotional and branding aspect. Despite the early phase of development they have developed systems of visual
identity and lead to a significant amount of activity in the promotional phase. This should be evaluated very
positively. Despite the fact that for some clusters the implementation of such actions at the start may seem too
difficult, it must be emphasized that in professional organisations it is with these elements that market activity
begins. Clusters in the embryonic phase are also very well organised in terms of use of electronic communication tools. Communication is one of key success factors for clusters and such actions ought to be assessed very
highly.
The high rating for availability of offices, research laboratories and general infrastructure necessary for the development of the cluster is a positive aspect of the functioning of clusters in the embryonic phase. This means
that their development is much easier than in the case of the clusters that began their activities in previous
years.
What is puzzling is the relatively high rating, indicated by both the coordinator and leader (with whom it is not
possible to argue), of the strength and position of the coordinator in the cluster. In the short-term of activity it is
difficult to build such a position and solidify it. Therefore this should also be treated more as an evaluation of
satisfaction with the activities of the coordinator.
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Table 13. List of strengths of studied clusters in the embryonic phase
Weaknesses of clusters in the embryonic phase
1.

Low innovation of companies in clusters

2.

A small share of R&D expenditure in businesses in the core of the clusters

3.

A small number of innovations subject to legal protection, introduced to the clusters in the last two years

4.

A small number of jointly undertaken activities in the field of cluster management
– joint procurement, supply

5.

Low level of activity of clusters within the scope of common distribution channels

6.

Low level of involvement of cluster members in the joint development of organisational and marketing
innovations

7.

Low level of employment in entities operating within the core clusters (large proportion of SMEs in the
cluster structure, lack of large competitive companies with a stable market position, no other institutions –
scientific, research institutions, etc.)

8.

Small teams of people employed in institutions managing clusters, which, according to coordinators,
do not ensure proper operations of the clusters. Employee shortages limit the activity of clusters

9.

A small number of people working in R&D in enterprises in clusters (excluding universities and research
institutes that are members of the cluster)

10. Small external funds raised for projects within the clusters in the last two years
11. A small rate of growth in the number of cluster members
12. Minimal amount of start-up and spin-off companies in clusters
Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

An analysis of weaknesses of clusters in the embryonic phase is focused on the following topics:

•
•

innovativeness of companies in the cluster,

•

business activities initiated by the coordinator and performed by members of the cluster, including
common procurement and distribution channels.

strength of entities that are members of the cluster, including the growth in employment within
these companies, R&D expenditure, etc.,

An insufficient level of innovation of actions performed in clusters is basically the problem of most of the clusters, including those which are in the mature phase. All research regarding clusters completed so far has been
pointing to this area in need of improvement, at least since 200820. This is probably due to the low level of
competitiveness of Polish products still on foreign markets and financial weakness of manufacturer's, and therefore a lack of resources to take action in the field of innovation. This area is certainly in need of improvement
and reinforcement. Activities in this area should be taken by both entrepreneurs themselves, as well as coordinators, representatives of regional authorities and regional institutions of innovation systems. The following
question seems obvious: What tools are to be used to stimulate development in this area?

20

See study results: J.Hołub-Iwan, M. Małachowska, Mapa klastrów w Polsce, MRR, Warszawa 2008.
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Table 14. List of strengths of studied clusters in the growth/maturity phase
Strengths of clusters in the growth/maturity phase

1. Activity of clusters in the area of external communication – common promotional activities
(flyers, brochures, advertising in the media)

2. Involvement of entities in clusters within the area of trade fair and exhibition activities
3. Implemented common visual identification systems (e.g. common logos, colours, letterhead)
4. Good internal communication in clusters, including the level of informal exchange of knowledge
and information between cluster participants

5. Strong participation of entities operating in clusters in the process of creating knowledge
– common training, workshops, conferences, study visits (education of employees)

6. Involvement and participation of cluster members in joint development of innovative products
and technologies

7. Very good availability of offices and conference rooms for the needs of clusters
8. Good availability of laboratories for the needs of cluster members
9. Widely implemented ICT in internal communication within clusters (e.g. intranet)
10. Strong representation of clusters (six clusters), in which the share of R&D expenditure on innovation
at the core of the cluster is in excess of 25% (within the last two years)

11. Participation of clusters in research projects. The average number of research projects in which
clusters were involved in the last two years, aside from the record one (50 projects), is three.
Many clusters implemented more than five research projects in the past two years.

12. Good results in terms of the internationalisation of clusters, almost half of clusters in the growth
phase have been functioning for at least 10 foreign markets. Only some clusters have no experience
in operations on foreign markets

13. Strong link between clusters and the economic potential of the local environment, including natural
resources, traditions

14. High investment attractiveness of regions in which clusters operate (attractive investment offers,
municipal infrastructure)

15. Good availability and mobility of highly skilled employees for the industry needs of clusters
16. Strength and position of cluster coordinators and their activities within the scope of developing
cooperation in clusters

17. Activity of clusters in relation to the external environment
Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey

Strengths of clusters in the growth/maturity phase can be aggregated around the following aspects:

•
•
•
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cluster communication, both external and internal,
activity, strength and position of the coordinator,
active of cluster members in relation to actions taken in the preparation of a common offer, execution
of common orders and the use of distribution channels.

During an analysis of the strengths of clusters in the growth/maturity phase the following have been signalled
as strengths – emerging positive developments related to the development of innovative enterprises in clusters, such as:

•
•

participation of enterprises declaring more than 25% of expenditure on R&D in the studied clusters,

•

participation of clusters in research projects. It has been calculated that aside from the benchmark –
a cluster involved in several research projects, remaining clusters in this development phase implemented, on average, in the last two years, about three research projects. This may seem a small number, but one must remember that obtaining financing for such projects or participating in international research teams is very difficult.

functioning of cluster entities on foreign markets. In some clusters entities associated in them are present in 40 or more foreign markets. In approximately 50% of clusters studied in this phase of development the entities are present on about 10 foreign markets,

Table 15. List of weaknesses of studied clusters in the growth/maturity phase
Weaknesses of clusters in the growth/maturity phase
1.

Low innovation level of companies in clusters

2.

A small number of innovations subject to legal protection, introduced to the clusters in the last two years

3.

A small share of R&D expenditure in businesses in the core of the clusters

4.

A small number of clusters implementing joint procurement or supply for companies operating
in the cluster

5.

Low level of activity of clusters in preparing offers for customers from outside

6.

A small number of people working in R&D in enterprises in clusters (excluding universities and research
institutes that are members of the clusters)

7.

Imbalance between the share of own funds and external funds when it comes to financing of clusters.
There are a couple clusters that are 100% funded from private funds (which cannot be seen as an ideal
state), on the other hand there is a lot of clusters, in which the share of private funds does not exceed 30%

8.

A small share of external funds raised for cluster projects

9.

A small number of joint training organised in clusters and a small number of personnel delegated by
cluster members to participate in external training (within the last two years)

10.

Insignificant increase in employment in entities operating in clusters

11.

Small increase in the number of new members of clusters in the last two years

12.

An insignificant number of examples of clusters (five clusters), in which start-up and spin-off companies
operate

13.

A large percentage of clusters (about 40%) that have not implemented any innovations covered by legal
protection in two years

14.

Lack of interest on the part of clusters with performing R&D activities from the cluster's budget.
Almost half of the clusters in the growth/maturity phase do not spend funds from their budget on R&D.
An analysis of objectives indicated by clusters shows that this activity is not the objective of clusters

15.

Weak financial support provided to clusters by public authorities

16.

Weak training-educational and organisational support for clusters from Business Environment Institutions
[BEI] (pl. Instytucje Otoczenia Biznesu IOB)

Source: Own materials based on the findings of the survey
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The strengths of studied clusters also consists of aspects, indicated by both the coordinators and leaders,
whose high level of assessment might be questionable, such as:

•

strong link between clusters and the economic potential of the local environment, including natural
resources, traditions,

•

good availability and mobility of highly skilled employees for the industry needs of clusters.

Misalignment between the qualifications of employees and the needs of the labour market, particularly in the
case of highly skilled employees, is a problem of the majority of regions, industries and businesses. Higher
ratings in this case, point to a lot of experience of clusters in this phase of development associated with finding
the right employees. This may also confirm the strong position of the cluster in the region and the education of
staff at a level that takes into account the needs of its entities.
More innovation, patents and expenditure on research-development activity may be required from clusters in
the growth/maturity phase. Unfortunately, clusters perform very poorly in this area, with a few exceptions. This
is associated with, as has already been mentioned, with low competitiveness of Polish products, but also a low
level of entrepreneurs which in today's competitive economy is inextricably linked to innovation. Not only in
clusters, but also in many enterprises outside of them, a so-called culture of innovation is not developed 21. Poor
training and advisory support for the cluster and a small participation in training declared by members of the
cluster may have an influence on the low awareness of entrepreneurs and, therefore, on the low level of innovative culture. It is certainly necessary to improve this area of activity in the future.
The means of financing are another weakness of clusters in the maturity phase. Among clusters in the maturity
phase there are a few that are 100% financed from private funds. Although this is the desired direction for the
funding of clusters, such a large proportion may limit their more dynamic development in the future. At the
same time this might mean a lack of external funding obtained for cluster projects, which is in turn assessed as
a weakness of actions on the part of coordinators. This might be due to:

•
•
•

low activity of coordinators in the design area,
low level of attractiveness of ideas, projects in applications made by entrepreneurs,
low strategic importance and competitiveness of the cluster in the region.

Public support for cluster financing will be gradually phased out, but in recent years it was not yet available.
The desired share of external financing is to be about 25-30%22, depending on the phase of development and
the size of the cluster.
Clusters complain about the lack of assistance in financing their activities from public authorities, but with the
changes planned and recommended in this report may be further limited. In future programming periods,
when it is recommended to shift from entity-based financing (the coordinator) to initiative-based financing (for
specific projects), the emphasis will surely be placed on innovative projects. In this situation, funding might
prove to be impossible for many clusters. In order to obtain more financing from public authorities in the future, clusters should show more initiative within the scope of project activities – execution of innovative projects.

21

An innovation culture means the predisposition of the social system to act in an innovative way, which meansstrivingto implementinnovation. This means,among others, the creation of a climate friendly to innovation. As per: dr inż. M. Goliński, M. Kaszuba,
2008
22
Kierunki i założenia polityki klastrowej w Polsce do 2020 roku, Rekomendacje Grupy roboczej ds. polityki klastrowej, PARP, (wersja
23/08/2012). http://www.pi.gov.pl/Klastry/chapter_95794.asp
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7.2

Conclusions and recommendations for coordinators
and entities operating in clusters

Strategic objectives of cluster operations identified during the study are mainly focused on providing cluster
development opportunities by obtaining funds for their activities, with the main direction of activity being
primarily focused on creating innovative solutions and new technologies in the cluster. So-called soft objectives, but equally important – such as the flow of information and development of competencies – are mentioned in second place. After a period of cluster activity within the framework of mutual integration of entities
forming clusters and through the initiation (often informal) by both the coordinator, as well as entities in the
cluster, of knowledge exchange processes, it is time for more concrete actions, ones providing tangible benefit
to cluster entities, not only through participation in projects financed from external funds. The implemented
until now reliance mainly on the implementation of joint projects, for example funded by the EU, is in the long
run not a sufficient factor for integrating companies focused on in the cluster.
Therefore it becomes necessary to undertake more widely-ranging activities on the cluster coordinator's side
and individual entities.
One of the tested sub-areas was the market activity of clusters. As studies show, this sub-area which includes
joint procurement, joint distribution channels and a joint offer, is still one of the areas requiring more activity on
the part of cluster coordinators and businesses. A measurable benefit stemming from membership in the cluster is to consist of benefits related to the opportunity to participate in joint processes implemented within the
cluster. The experience of clusters also described in this document show that the implementation of joint
procurement, preparation of a joint offer and finally common distribution, of the most comprehensive cluster
services preferably, although is not an easy operation, is possible. Examples of such activities are provided not
only by clusters with more experience, but also by young initiatives, dynamically developing their cluster structures.
As part of market activity it is important to develop a joint offer for the cluster for external customers.
The preparation of an offer itself, when in many clusters entities competing for market are operating side by
side, is not an easy task. In this respect it is therefore necessary:

•

searching for common market activity, at least partially excluded from the more competitive activity
existing between entities grouped in the same cluster,

•

vertical integration as part of services or products offered, giving opportunities for comprehensive integration of the supply chain.

Being flexible and focusing on obtaining mutual benefits is a recommendation for both the cluster coordinators, as well as entrepreneurs operating in clusters. The relations that occur within the cluster and between the
cluster and its surroundings require increasing flexibility and a focus on both, market and non-market benefits,
as well as formal and informal, vertical and horizontal, cooperative and competitive, and different combinations
of possible benefits. The occurrence of such relations within the studied cluster structure generates expert
knowledge and skills, creates competition in the innovation process, promotes the development of cooperation, adjusts partner infrastructure, and also allows unhindered access to specialised services, support institutions and other related business ventures.
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Figure 7. Recommendations for coordinators and entities in clusters
Main objective: Strengthening the competitive position of the cluster and development
of enterprises in the cluster
Developing market activity of clusters. An increase in the number of initiatives taken by the
coordinator that are business in nature – common sale markets, joint cluster offer.
Expanding the range of pro-innovation services for cluster members. Services of this type may
be provided on the basis of outsourcing by business environment institutions, with which the
cluster concludes an agreement.
Stronger internationalisation of cluster activities and entities in the cluster.
Undertaking measures aimed at directing businesses in the region towards new business models
based on another way of developing added value. Key competitive advantages are developed
through building relations and skills of combining competencies of various institutions, teams
and employees.
Identifying competencies necessary to develop the cluster. Gaining competencies from business
environment institutions and other resources of the region. Skilful use of competencies for
achieving a competitive advantage of the cluster.

Coordinators
and
entities
in clusters

Revision of existing strategies including new markets, new success factors and innovativeness.
Clear identification of the benefits from functioning within a cluster for entrepreneurs. Benefits
must be individualised and appropriate to the industry, as well as company and region specifics.
Developing a specific marketing “offer” of the cluster for entrepreneurs.
Full awareness and accurate identification of cluster potential for its promotion among regional
and national authorities. It is necessary to prepare for the process of selection of key clusters at
the national and regional level.
Striving to obtain a certain “critical mass” of companies in the cluster. Critical mass pertains not
only to the number of companies, but also their structure and market power.
Strengthening and extension of strategic planning in the cluster for innovation planning and
development of technology. Initiatives of this type require a longer planning horizon.
Flexibility and focus on achieving common benefits as part of the whole regional “ecosystem” for
supporting innovation, knowledge transfer and cooperation within the region. This pertains to
close cooperation with institutions such as technology parks, technology incubators, regional
KSU / KSI networks, etc.
Source: Own materials

The range of possible joint activities will expand along with the growth of the cluster. Expanding the capabilities of the cluster can consist of both:

•
•

delivery of new products within the primary, main specialisation of the cluster,
offering complementary services, ones that supplement the primary offer of companies in the cluster.

Within the context of intensive development of enterprises within the cluster, it is recommended to take steps
aimed at internationalising enterprises in clusters – entering new markets. A good solution, especially in
the case of clusters containing enterprises competing strongly against each other on the market, is also looking
for new markets, not covered so far by companies in the cluster, where the entry of a strong entity representing
the interests of several stakeholders will have an effect on increasing capabilities of effective competitiveness.
Beginning cooperation primarily with foreign clusters representing similar industries would be an important
direction for activities taken in this respect. Aside from the obvious benefits associated with the exchange of
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knowledge and experience, possessed contacts might contribute to greater penetration of foreign markets,
especially since the share of export in the sales structure within the cluster core is, in many cases, as declared by
the coordinator, relatively low. In addition, due to the significant share of the number of micro and small enterprises in many clusters, the entry of clusters as a whole onto foreign markets may be the only way to sell products abroad in the case of entities of this size.
Without a doubt, reinforcement is needed for the area – Cluster Resources, in particular, it is recommended to
strengthen financial resources by obtaining external funds for executed projects and undertakings, as well as
human resources:

•

•

Financial resources of the cluster. The ability to attract external funding to the cluster is still one of
the main strategic goals of cluster operations. Despite the active policy of clusters in this field and due
to the relatively easy access to this type of financing, for example from EU funds, the activity clusters
within this scope is not sufficient, as shown by lower scores of clusters than in the case of other areas
evaluated during the study. For these reasons it is necessary to keep the following in mind:

•

financing cluster operations based only on available public funds will not sufficiently strongly activate the entities in the cluster around activities that raise both, the activity of the cluster as
a whole, as well as its individual members in the long term.1 Basing activities only on acquired
external financial resources, very often subsidizing the implementation of so-called soft projects,
consulting and training, is not conducive to creating common value in the cluster,

•

activities are necessary that create conditions for financing activity using own funds derived from,
member contributions aside, also the common profits obtained as a result of e.g. savings from
joint procurement or due to the sale of common products and services. The awareness of benefits stemming from participation in joint funding processes further actions taken by the cluster
will be an important part of attracting more entities to the cluster.

Human resources and know-how. Clusters involved in the study are mainly associated operated by
one, and up to three persons involved in cluster activities. The requirements in relation to the cluster
coordinator that grow together with the development of the cluster, require:

•
•
•
•

continuous training of persons who are managers of clusters,
growth in the number of members forming clusters,
growth in the number of tasks executed within clusters,
growth of competencies of cluster coordinators.

The higher the degree of cluster development, the more types of activities undertaken and challenges faced by
the coordinator there are. Effective and active cluster competition as part of many possible ranges of activity
requires the ownership and engagement of resources dedicated to specific tasks.
One of the major problems of coordinating clusters and their development that stands before coordinators is
the trust and involvement of members in the cluster. Basing cluster activity only on the engagement of its
coordinator will be in the long term inadequate and inefficient. It is also necessary to involve representatives of
entities forming a cluster in ongoing activity and to have active cooperation between the cluster and the environment. An increase in involvement of representatives of entities operating within the cluster can be
achieved, for example, through the creation of work groups or project groups within the cluster, coordinated
not by the Cluster Manager, but by members of the cluster designated for the purpose, who identify themselves with the task and bear responsibility for its implementation before other members. In this respect it is
recommended to:

•

Develop a marketing offer for businesses. It is widely known that activity within the cluster is
a source of benefits for both, the regions and businesses. If it is so, the weak results in the growth of
cluster members in the years 2010-2012 are worrying. Communication between the cluster coordinator and entrepreneurs is the probable reason. By valuing their time and money, entrepreneurs expect
specific benefits from participating in a cluster. Until now these benefits were perceived within the
categories of raising funds, most often from the EU, for the organisational development of the cluster
and training. However, these benefits are probably no longer a sufficient motivator for potential new
cluster members.
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•

Improvement of communication that is marketing in nature between the cluster and new
members. This will require the offer of the cluster for entrepreneurs to be developed. In essence this
is the question: what does an entrepreneur buy for his paid fee? It is common practice among coordinators to point to general benefits from participating in the cluster. Meanwhile, these benefits ought to
be adjusted to specific entities within the cluster, the industry and its problems and the specifics of
functioning in a particular region of the country. Maybe even benefit packages should be differentiated within a particular cluster for different groups of entities operating within it.

Table 16. Chart for defining individualised benefits and values for cluster members

Assumptions
and general benefits

Conclusions from studies and
potential questions useful
in defining the benefits arising from
operating in a particular cluster

The benefits of operating within
a cluster (i.e. an agglomeration of
a particular activity) are determined
primarily by economic factors,
including lower transaction costs.

Study results indicate that market
activity of clusters in the area of joint
purchasing is at a fairly low level.

Internal competition of entities in
a cluster stimulates innovation and is
a driving force for its development.

Results of studies show that entrepreneurs are afraid of operating in clusters
due to competition from other entities.

Concentration of particular
knowledge and skills, specialisations,
ease of finding employees and business partners (subcontractors and
suppliers).

What is the value from this benefit for
a particular entrepreneur in a cluster?

What is the offer associated with
a reduction of transaction costs of
a cluster?

In what way does the competition
between entities in a particular cluster
stimulate innovativeness of entities?
Are there best practices in this area,
which you can boast about to other
members and potential cluster members?
Accumulation (proximity and availability) of specialised resources.

Potential questions useful
in defining the value arising from
operating in a particular cluster

What is the aim and value for companies operating in this particular cluster?
Does the development of innovation
motivate companies to operate in
a cluster?

What specialised resources does
the cluster dispose of?

What resources do entrepreneurs
expect from the cluster?

Is this offer available to entrepreneurs
and, if so, under what conditions?

Are expectations of entrepreneurs
homogeneous, or rather is it a case of
dealing with diverse expectations?

Does the cluster provide networking
services?

Access to what kind of knowledge
do entrepreneurs in clusters require?

Has the cluster prepared expert databases (knowledge), skills (business
partners) and their offers for members
of the cluster?

What is the value of the specialised
knowledge provided by the cluster for
cluster members? Can such knowledge
be obtained outside the cluster? Is it
more difficult or more expensive to
obtain expert knowledge offered by
the cluster from outside the cluster?

Is the offer of experts, partners verified?
Are the offers of experts subject to
qualitative assessment?

The results of conducted studies show
that there was very little training and
few people have been sent to training
from clusters in the last two years. Does
this prove that the knowledge offered
in clusters is not needed by entrepreneurs? Is the offer adequate to the
needs of entrepreneurs?
Within the cluster specialised
and unique resources are formed –
including knowledge and human
capital.

Source: Own materials
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What unique resources are created by
entrepreneurs in the cluster?
What is the know-how within the
scope of generation of new
knowledge and human capital in
a cluster?

Does the new knowledge and human
capital have value of human capital for
entrepreneurs in the cluster?
What unique resources do entrepreneurs expect from the cluster?

It is recommended that coordinators take measures whose results will be measured by effectiveness indicators of enterprise operations in the cluster. Studies performed within the framework of the project
NGPExcellence clusters – Cluster Excellence in the Nordic Countries, Germany and Poland, which the Polish
Agency for Enterprise Development [Polska Agencja Rozwoju Przedsiębiorczości] (2011) attended23 confirmed
that cluster and network organisations and programs for supporting clusters contribute to the growth of effectiveness indicators – this is particularly valuable information for companies in times of economic slowdown.
This relates to, in particular, such indicators as the effectiveness of staff and enterprise growth.

•

effectiveness of employees in companies cooperating with other companies, universities, scientific institutions or technology institutes is on average 9-15% higher than in other companies active in the
field of research and development,

•

the influence of joint networked activities on productivity calculated per person employed, income,
and economic growth is about 9% higher in joint projects than in individual projects.

It seems that the starting point for further development of clusters is raising awareness of entities based in
a cluster. An important task of the cluster coordinator remains to constantly make cluster members aware of
the fact that the results of this structure depend directly on the quality of their commitment to joint actions.
In addition, it is necessary to make the right decisions resulting from the needs in terms of the depth of integration of partners in the structure of the cluster and further expansion of the membership composition.
It is necessary to continuously change the mentality of entrepreneurs operating within a cluster and that
of potential members of the cluster. It is good to remind entrepreneurs that cooperation in the cluster
is a “non-zero-sum game”24. Value chains formed through collaboration make it possible to achieve higher incomes than before. Cooperation in the cluster does not indicate that we are operating only on the same potential market as currently, cooperation starting means that we begin to significantly expand the market.
The benefit obtained by one entrepreneur does not entail the loss of another, both win – a win-win strategy.
Such thinking is still missing in clusters. This is especially apparent when one hears about a fear of competition
from other companies in the cluster.
The performed benchmarking study indicates that the majority of clusters in Poland have an action strategy.
It is necessary to consider the quality of these documents and, above all, whether the provisions of the strategy
actually build modern, innovative entities. The functioning of the cluster in a turbulent environment gives the
coordinator of the structure a number of strategic challenges, including the need to identify and develop an
organisational identity. This identity can be an expression of the nature of the cluster, i.e. a set of characteristics
that determine its uniqueness and individuality, distinguishing it permanently from other entities on the market.
Policymakers in the cluster should be aware of the fact that in the day to day functioning of the cluster, its
identity can shape the relationships between members of this structure with all stakeholders and manifest itself
as ongoing, planned and unplanned activities, including in the method used for making various decisions and
responding to emergency situations. It is worth noting that the formation of organisational identity is a never-

23

Citation: Deklaracją kopenhaska na rzecz doskonałości klastrów. Projekt NGP Excellence 2011 – materiał dostępny na Portalu
Innowacji: www.pi.gov.pl/PARPFiles/file/klastry/NGPE/Deklaracja_kopenhaska.pdf.
24
A concept from game theory, but more and more often used in management and economics. A non-zero-sum game is
a situation in whichone entity (player) winning does entail failure of another entity (player). Assuming that the gains of players
are determined by a matrix of payments [aij ,bij ], where aij and bij are payments (gains) of player I and II, where player I made
has made decision i and player II decision j. If one player loosing entails a win of the second player, the payment is determined by matrix [aij ] (a zero-sum game; bij = −aij ). In non-zero-sum games the interests of players are not always contradictory: competition does not preclude cooperation. A non-zero-sum game is the opposite of a fixed sum game. In game theory
and economic theory, a zero-sum game is a mathematical representation of a situation in which the gain (or loss) from utility
units assigned to a particular player is exactly balanced by the losses (or gains) of utility units of other players. If the total value
of the gains of players is summed and the total value of losses is subtracted, the total score is zero. This can be demonstrated
using a pie – when one person takes a larger piece, the amount of pie is smaller for the rest of people. This is an example of
a zero-sum game, in which all participants ascribe the same value to each piece of the pie (see marginal utility). The opposite
of this is a non-zero-sum game in which totalled gains and losses of rival parties are either below or above zero. A zero-sum
game is considered a game with a high degree of competition, while non-zero-sum games can be games with a high or low
degree of competition. Zero-sum games are often solved using a min-max algorithm, which is closely related to the concept
of the linear transform or Nash equilibrium. (www.wikipedia.org) .
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ending process, because identity can be built in an ongoing manner, reinforced, developed and sometimes
also changed.
It is recommended that clusters revise their strategies in relation to occurring changes:

•

in the market, including in relation to key success factors of the activities of clusters, companies and
new markets,

•
•

in the cluster policy at the national level,
in the rules for allocation of funds for the development of clusters.

The results achieved by the cluster in the benchmarking evaluation are to be an important impulse for change.
In particular, it is recommended to analyse weaknesses within the scope of innovativeness, R&D and legally
protected patents.
Strategies and cluster development programs will surely be evaluated at the phase of the selection process of
key clusters and should therefore be well-defined and comprehensive i.e. indicate the needs and undertakings
implemented in various areas of public intervention (innovation, technology, infrastructure, human capital,
promotion, internationalisation, etc.).
Within the context of cluster strategy the following question is important: why results are the weakest area of
activity of clusters? The structure surrounding the main cluster participants has an extraordinarily large impact
on the level of potential and development. Clusters are friendly “ecosystems” that support the development of
companies and drive innovation, regional development, and improve competitiveness. The possibility of perfecting clusters depends, among others, on the competitiveness of their key participants. The opportunities for
human resource development, improvement in the competitive position of the cluster, innovativeness of the
cluster and the internationalisation of the cluster are still sub-areas where the majority of evaluated clusters are
not performing well. This is evidenced by the low values of synthetic indicators in studied areas of activity of
clusters. It is therefore recommended:

•
•

setting appropriate courses of action,
conducting evaluation and monitoring of strategies developed and implemented by clusters.

Evaluation can be seen as an undertaking aimed at determining the extent to which a particular solution meets
the set criteria. However, monitoring is a process of systematic collection and an analysis of quantitative and
qualitative information on the implemented strategy. The monitoring process within the cluster is to include,
among others:

•
•
•
•
•

performing an analysis of documents important for the cluster,
defining the scope of activity of the cluster,
identifying key stakeholders,
conducting analyses aimed at evaluating the dynamics of cluster development,
informational meetings with members, during which the results of the analyses and evaluation of the
current situation in the cluster are presented.

Over the course of performing own research the cluster manager can use numerous indicators and monitoring
of several key cluster areas, such as: innovation and R&D (number of researchers, R&D spending, number of
granted patents, number of newly established companies), human resources (number of new jobs, education
level of staff), results and actions (value of exports, expenditure on investments, productivity levels). Certainly
up-to-date information regarding the progress and quality of work performed in the cluster can be used as
a basis for improving the structure of the management process of the structure.
It is recommended that clusters look for sources of competitive advantage. The increasing intensity of
competition of individual economic organisations makes it necessary to actively seek constantly newer sources
of competitive advantage. Clusters can enhance their competitiveness level through the implementation of an
internal and external development strategy. In the first case the development occurs as a result of the cluster
growing from the inside and it has a rational-investment nature. In the second case it is based on key resources
of external stakeholders. Supplementing own resources and skills with the skills of other entities on the market
makes it possible to increase market share and enter into new areas of activity. It is worth mentioning that
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internal growth is a method that is burdened with the lowest risk in regards to formulation and implementation of the strategy, mainly due to the greater predictability of the effects of activity on the market and better
synchronisation of these activities.
An effect of the activities associated with the search for sources of competitive advantage is to be a competitive market offer. The correct functioning of cluster structures depends not only on their ability to acquire and
use in a rational manner the tangible and intangible assets, but also on the creation of a competitive market
offer expected by customers. Research shows that competitiveness of clusters is increasingly determined by
their innovativeness level. This can be seen in their ability to design, manufacture and sell products with prices,
quality and other values that are more attractive than the corresponding features of products offered by companies operating outside the cluster.
The cluster that effectively offers a wide range of innovative products meets the needs of a wider group of
customers. Innovation, based, among others, on product, technologies, processes, causes the studied cluster to
remain in a particular area at the forefront of the market. However, one must remember that the ability of
a cluster to maintain a competitive advantage stems not so much from the technological level of the production process as from the ability of its members to rapidly apply innovation. Thus, clusters still prefer not only
formal, but also informal knowledge transfer.
It is an important recommendation to add to the cluster's offer specialised consulting, training, proinnovation, pro-export services relating to the protection of intellectual property, etc. for members of the
cluster with the aim of stimulating their innovation. Due to the limited, as studies show, human resources of
clusters these services must be offered through other, specialised entities, including:

•
•
•
•

technology parks,
upper education institutions,
independent external experts,
technology transfer centres.

The implementation of such an offer may also be associated with additional activities on the part of the coordinator and raising funds from support programs made generally available to business environment institutions,
whether at the level of a region or country (depending on their location). In the case of coordinators that are
newly appointed organisations, it would be good to develop solutions that would allow them to execute such
additional projects in a manner that does not cause problems within the scope of pre-financing. The coordinator could also develop its activities on the basis of international grants obtained together with upper education
institutions in the region.
When analysing knowledge creation processes in clusters, it has been observed that there is a need to
implement knowledge management systems in them.

•

the knowledge development strategy must be consistent and integrated with the adopted overall
strategy for cluster development, including fundamental strategic issues that determine the competitiveness of the cluster and the speed, directions and methods of development, as well as decisions
regarding changes to the organisation itself, its structure and systems,

•

this strategy, in order to lead to long-term success of the cluster, is to be: simple in design and innovative in content, clear and open to new thought perspectives. It should, at the same time, identify new
opportunities for development, taking into account the strengths and weaknesses of the cluster, opportunities and threats created by a turbulent environment,

•

a professional approach to the use of knowledge, including the development and implementation of
a strategy for its development, will surely allow appropriate locating of the evaluated cluster in relation to the environment in the process of market service,

•

the effect of such actions can be a competitive advantage based on asymmetry, distinction, innovative knowledge and key skills. Knowledge creation processes are to be aimed at the direction of
changing the mentality of entrepreneurs and them opening up to new business models.
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The results of studies performed within the framework of the PARP [Polish Agency for Enterprise Development]
undertaking – “Benchmarking of clusters in Poland – 2012 Edition” – pointed to two worrying developments in the
sub-area of creation of knowledge in clusters:

•
•

a small number of cluster members delegated during the last two years of training,
poor evaluation of training support they receive from the surroundings (public authorities, scientific
institutions) for cluster coordinators.

In connection with the aforementioned, it is recommended that cluster coordinators identify the causes of this
phenomenon.

•

is it a result of a misalignment of the offer to the needs of the cluster? Here there may be a threat resulting from a training, consulting offer lagging behind the rapidly changing needs of businesses,

•

does it stem from the low quality of specialists conducting training and disseminated contents? This is
more and more often cited as the cause behind entrepreneurs resigning from training,

•

is there a mismatch between training methods in relation to the limited time opportunities of entrepreneurs?

Stimulating knowledge is one of the key tasks of coordinators in the cluster. Stopping this process will not
make it possible to achieve the purposes connected with innovative development and growth of competitiveness of enterprises in the cluster. To effectively build a competitive cluster structure, entities operating in clusters should reinforce their innovativeness, provide themselves with stable funding and implement the following goals:

•

achieving a state of internal and external balance, i.e. harmonious adjustment of components that cocreate a cluster and flexible impact on phenomena occurring in the external environment that does
not disturb inner balance,

•
•

increasing the degree of cohesion of the cluster, i.e. the strength of common ties between members,

•

equipping the cluster with mechanisms allowing proper formation of its internal organisation, structure, processes taking place within it, so that they are characterised by an appropriate flexibility, which
allows continuous improvement,

•

construction of a flexible structure that makes it possible to change the composition of human teams
and tasks assigned to them according to the situation in which the organisation is currently, without
the need for permanent transformations to be performed in the so-called backbone of the organisation.

putting the cluster on the path of development, aligned with the directions of changes occurring in
the environment, on the basis of organisational learning, anticipation or adaptation,

High competitiveness of a cluster stimulates individual members of this structure within the scope of further
increasing business growth, productivity, development and commercialisation of innovation, knowledge transfer, including technology. This creates a realistic chance for safe and stable operations of a cluster in a volatile
environment.
Due to the fact that competitiveness is dynamic, the studied cluster should be, all the more, constantly looking
for new factors, phenomena, processes in the environment that could help in its maintaining or strengthening.
The more competitive a cluster is, the greater the opportunities related to the intensive development of cooperating members. No or a low level of cluster competitiveness is synonymous with its the gradual exclusion
from the market, subjugation to a stronger structures of this type, loss of ability to benefit from opportunities
offered by the environment, and is a threat to the stability of its continued functioning.
Both coordinators and cluster leaders positively evaluate the activity of clusters in the sub-area of cooperation with the environment. Clearly, however, this process should be improved. Increasing the awareness of
local government of the benefits of cluster development is one of the priority activities of clusters. Gaining
support from local government is an important factor that can accelerate the development of clusters.
As shown by experience gained from the benchmarking study, in regions where obtaining the favour of local
government for the idea of clustering was successful and where the latter are actively involved in the development of emerging cluster initiatives, the development of clusters is much faster and covers a wide variety of
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areas of activity of clusters. The benefits of cooperation of clusters with local authorities should be mutual, and
the local government should actively support the development of bottom-up cluster initiatives.
Despite the positive evaluation, effective implementation of set objectives requires continuous improvement
of the position and role of coordinator in relation to companies in the cluster and in relation to the environment. In this respect it is the role of the coordinator to not only conduct activities within the cluster, but also
to strengthen the position of the cluster on both domestic and foreign markets. In addition to standard
measures taken by coordinators with the aim of raising awareness of the benefits of participating in the cluster,
it is necessary, in the case of cluster members, to also raise awareness of cluster stakeholders: local government,
partners from the R&D sector, the benefits for the region from developing clusters. Increasing the trade capacity
of the region through strengthening enterprises in the cluster is an opportunity to build, for example, the brand
of a region. This can also significantly contribute to the strengthening of regional competence in a particular
specialisation. The development of enterprises concentrated in a cluster also means growing demand for new
services and products in the surroundings of the cluster, which entails the development of not only the companies forming clusters, but also companies or research institutes operating outside of it.

Figure 8. Synergy of coordinator activities in a cluster
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Networking is one of the more important services, but primarily competencies of business environment institutions and clusters. Networking can be considered in various aspects and dimensions, each of them equally
important.
Examples of cooperation between Polish clusters with other national and international clusters show that such
cooperation leads to an increase of knowledge transfer, visibility (also international), exchange of experiences
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and enhancing cooperation, as well as greater access to research and development institutions (including
foreign ones).
Therefore a recommendation for clusters is to search for partners and experts, including, in particular,
foreign partners, as joining cluster associations is a relatively inexpensive and readily available effective tool that should be used to improve knowledge and learning among clusters.

Figure 9. Areas of networking in clusters
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Communication, cooperation and good relations with regional authorities may also be used to stimulate collaboration between researchers and clusters in the region. Young scientists often look for funds for research
grants and writing research papers. Such grants are awarded for years through competitions held by government and local government agencies. Linking the evaluation and scoring of grants to cooperation between
a scientist and companies, for example, with a cluster should be a good recipe for stimulating cooperation
between science and business.

7.3

Conclusions and recommendations for academic
and research institutions

Research institutions, research centres and business environment institutions are very important elements of
regional innovation systems [regionalny system innowacji (RIS)]. Unfortunately, studies indicate that cooperation between all the components of innovation systems is rather poor. It is possible to see cooperation between science and technology parks or technology incubators in some regions, but in many areas competition
can still be seen between different types of RIS institutions. It is most difficult to build cooperation between
clusters and research institutions, since the latter are focused on educational and scientific goals. At the same
time upper education institutions are dominated by a culture centred on individual work of scientists, not
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research teams. Scientists are often not interested in direct cooperation with entrepreneurs in the case of innovative projects and implementation of the results of their work.
Therefore, it is recommended that research institutions and business environment institutions take the following actions:
Figure 10. Recommendations for academic, research and business environment institutions

Main objective: The creation of a regional “ecosystem” aimed at promoting innovation, knowledge
transfer and cooperation

The function of cluster coordinators being performed by specialised business
environment institutions, such as university upper education technology
transfer centres, institutions from the National Innovation Network [Krajowa
Sieć Innowacji], science and technology parks, special economic zones and
specialised private companies.
Academic
institutions,
research
institutions,
business
environment
institutions

Membership of scientific and research units in clusters operating in region.
Participation in cluster meetings.
Development of operating procedures for enterprise support by academic
institutions and obliging their employees to use it.
Development of an offer for cluster members, including access to infrastructure and consulting, pro-innovation services. Preparation and provision of proinnovation services for cluster members within their areas of specialisation,
Technology Transfer Centre [Centrum Transferu Technologii, CTT] – offers for
technology transfer to companies in the cluster, the transfer of knowledge
from upper education institutions to members of the cluster, technology parks
– within the scope of making research laboratories available.
Promoting during staff assessment scientists engaged in cooperation with
the cluster or other regional “ecosystem” units for innovation.

Source: Own materials

There are great opportunities to improve cooperation in relation clusters – institutions of higher education.
However, this requires major changes to be implemented in higher education institutions, including:

•

it is necessary to change the attitudes of both the researchers themselves, as well as the governing
bodies and the faculty,

•

there is a need to define rules of engagement of upper education institutions in undertakings of scientists that are based on knowledge and research results generated within the said institution. These
entities should develop procedures to enable fully legal use of knowledge created in-house. Such an
approach should result not only in an increase in the number of projects based on implementing innovation, but also generating tangible benefits for the upper education institution in the future,

•

upper education institutions should have specific policies and procedures implemented within the
scope of commercialisation of research and use of the institutions resources in commercial research
conducted jointly with entrepreneurs. Increasing the availability of infrastructural resources used for
conducting research, owned by the upper education institution, for the needs of innovative projects
implemented within clusters will make it possible for benefits to be obtained by both cooperating
sides,

•

it is necessary to introduce a knowledge management system regarding scientific research conducted at upper education institutions and their results. The current state of knowledge in this area leaves
much to be desired and is a major barrier within the scope of commercialisation of research together
with entrepreneurs,
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•

upper education institutions ought to enlarge the scope of research strongly associated with market
trends. This applies to research with the greatest potential for commercialisation in Poland and the
world. This requires monitoring what research results are in greatest demand on the market.

Business environment institutions, research institutions and clusters operating in regions should cooperate in
the performance of common objectives of the innovation policy of the region, creating a sort of “ecosystem”
for the development of innovation. Each of these institutions plays in effect a different role in the regional
innovation system. This is why joint operations will contribute to the creation of synergy effects, as is the case of
the activity of entrepreneurs in clusters. Joint activities of academic, research and business environment institutions are as follows:

•

contribute to the creation of an offer in line with the needs of entrepreneurs in the region. Needs of
entrepreneurs in clusters are easier to identify and define because of their membership to the cluster
and the knowledge and experience of cluster coordinators,

•

aim for stronger specialisation of research and business environment institutions. This specialisation
should be related to their statutory business and contribute to covering with services25 all consulting
areas and innovative support for entrepreneurs,

•

develop and professionalise the offer of business environment and research institutions.

A special role in the “ecosystem” should be played by academic institutions, which in most regions cooperate poorly with the business sector, same as with other business environment institutions. This cooperation most often relates to hiring research personnel in the capacity of teachers, trainers, less often for preparing
expert opinions, strategies, etc., and even more rarely to execute joint research projects. Good cooperation
between scientific, business environment institutions and clusters is in the interest of each of these organisations.
The following are also recommended for research institutions:

•

regulating the conditions of cooperation of upper education institutions with the business sector and
other business environment institutions. Regulation at this phase of development must be stimulant
in nature. Regulations that will be problematic in any way from the point of view of scientists, will lead
to passivity and a stop to the activities of researchers in this area,

•

stimulating cooperation between employees of scientific institutions and other institutions within the
“ecosystem” aimed at innovation, by scoring involvement of researchers in cooperation with business
environment institutions and clusters during annual (two-year) employee evaluations,

•

enabling organisational conditions (lectures, classes with students) oriented towards collaboration
and contact with business environment institutions and clusters, so that scientists treat this task as an
important aspect of their scientific-research activity,

•

stimulating development of research papers based on practical experience. Research papers, even
ones not linked to a particular company, should include a reference from the author regarding the
possibility of implementation of the solution,

•

stimulating cooperation with economic operators.

Currently guidelines and policy demands of the Ministry of Science and Higher Education regarding the commercialisation of research are often not performed by scientific institutions... The approach of the entity's manager to the cooperation with the business sector is key to motivating all of its employees to such cooperation.

25

Entreprenurs should have access to all the necessary services within the scope of technology transfer, commercialisation, business
consulting, research laboratories, etc. provided by different institutions set up for this
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7.4

Conclusions and recommendations for local government
cluster policy entities

Figure 11. Recommendations for local government cluster policy entities
Main objective: Consolidation and focusing support on key initiatives in the region – important
from the point of view of smart specialisation in the region

Integrating available public support around selected clusters of key importance and
competitive potential of the economy of particular regions that are part of the regional
smart specialisation.
Directing funding for clusters to projects and development undertakings executed by
cluster entities or their consortia in various areas – from investments in infrastructure,
through R&D projects, ending with investments in human capital. Moving away from
entity-based support for the cluster coordinator.
Limiting public entity-based support for developed clusters . Public support should be
gradually phased out.

Local
government
cluster policy
entities

The development of the business environment institutions ecosystem(e.g. educational,
scientific, technology parks, technology transfer centres, etc.) and better alignment of
their offer to the needs of companies operating in the cluster. Stimulating cooperation,
exchange of knowledge, experiences and joint use of resources between all elements of
the regional innovation system, in particular technology parks, technology transfer
centres and technological incubators with clusters.
Allowing investments in new clusters that would be created at the point of overlap
between different sectors and industries, or in areas where significant socio-economic
problems are solved.
Analysis of activities co-financed by cluster coordinators with the objective of achieving
the expected results, including the goals of the cluster, developing collaboration between cluster members, supporting cluster members in obtaining external funding.
Supporting external networking of clusters and entities operating within them, especially in a multi-sector and international system.
Stimulating clusters to achieve the correct “critical mass”, for example, subsidising clusters after “critical mass” is exceeded, which will stimulate coordinators and companies to
cooperate.
Cooperation of regional public authorities with other regions in order to coordinate
support for clusters that are supra-regional in nature.
Stimulating clusters – coordinators to implement a new offer of pro-innovation services
for cluster members. Directing resources with the aim of strengthening the training
offer for cluster members in the following direction: change of operational strategy,
development of the pro-innovative service offer, capability for supporting activities of
business projects. Objective: increased professionalisation of the activities of coordinators.

Source: Own materials
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The results of the studies within the framework of the PARP [Polish Agency for Enterprise Development] undertaking “Benchmarking of clusters in Poland – Edition 2012” did not include in-depth research on policy recommendations for local government entities. Therefore, recommendations presented below do not stem clearly
from the performed study and are a result of both knowledge and experience of experts, as well as desk research. The results of the reports that have appeared in the last months of 2012, in particular the document:
Directions and objectives of cluster policy in Poland until 2020, Recommendations of the cluster policy work
group, PARP, 201226are particularly important for the development of these recommendations.
The identification of clusters operating in Poland performed for the implementation of the Polish Agency for
Enterprise Development (PARP) initiative “Benchmarking of clusters in Poland – 2012 edition” pointed to the
existence of at least 250 established cluster initiatives. There is no doubt that funding so many initiatives with
limited financial resources in regions will not be possible. It is therefore recommended to integrate available
public support around selected clusters that are of key importance and have competitive potential for the
economy of particular regions. The basis for the execution of task will consists of developing a methodology for
selecting key clusters within the regional perspective. Regions can independently choose between different
means used to determine key regional clusters – e.g. before accreditation, using the competitive selection
method or by performing analytical-consultative processes.
The methodology used for selection of key regional clusters should correspond to the so-called intelligent regional specialisations, but other factors and measures of choice are not that evident. Other factors the
selection of clusters, such as the potential for development, industry growth dynamics and the potential of the
industry in the region are also to be taken into account. The selection of key clusters in line with the concept of
smart specialisation27 promoted by the European Commission as a method for organising the development
policy will be of great importance for the regions in the next programming period. The concept of smart specialisation assumes that each country and region should focus its efforts and resources on a set small number
of priorities, or economic specialisations with significant innovation potential (both technological and practical)
in which it has actual competencies and resources, and might achieve excellence and be competitive on
a global scale. Such an approach is consistent with the spirit of the business and research on management.
Support must be provided to that which is most likely to succeed on the global market and has significant
development prospects in the future. The brand of the best company, industry, and cluster will draw attention
to the region, and other companies and related industries will be able to grow along with it. Such thinking in
European structures is related to improving the efficiency of structural fund spending by particular regions:

26

•

The European Commission has stated that meeting the criteria of conditionality ex ante will be a condition for receiving support from European Union funds for the period 2014-2020. In the case of investment spending on research, development and innovation (R+D+I) this applies to ownership at a
regional and national level of a strategy – indicating intelligent specialisation28.

•

The National Strategy for Regional Development [Krajowa Strategia Rozwoju Regionalnego, KSRR] 2010202029 provides support for economic development based on local and regional specialisations, in
particular within the framework of cluster initiatives. The KSRR assumes that supporting the development of clusters is a modern instrument of regional policy within the scope of supporting favourable
regional or local specialisations. Support will be directed in particular to clusters with the greatest competitive potential – those currently demonstrating international competitiveness or giving
a real chance to build such competitiveness in the future.

Kierunki i założenia polityki klastrowej w Polsce do 2020 roku, Rekomendacje Grupy roboczej ds. polityki klastrowej, PARP, 2012,
http://www.pi.gov.pl/Klastry/chapter_95794.asp
27
See: glossary of terms
28
For details see: the draft of the Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down common provisions regarding the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund
for Rural Development and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund included in the Common Strategic Framework and laying
down general provisions regarding the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund,
and repealing Regulation (EC) No. 1083/2006.
29
Krajowa Strategia Rozwoju Regionalnego 2010–2020: Regiony, Miasta, Obszary wiejskie, MRR, Warszawa 2010.
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•

The National Reform Program [Krajowy Program Reform]30 states that clusters should develop on the
basis of regional innovation systems supported by local governments of individual voivodeships and
the central government, and their development is to be directed at:

•

creating a high-tech sector and increasing competitiveness of the Polish economy through the
creation of an attractive offer for foreign direct investments (i.e. dynamic and innovative scientific-research facilities),

•

creating networks of industry clusters with high innovation potential (capable of competing
independently on the global market),

•

providing parallel support to non-technological innovations, connected, among others, with
areas such as creativity, management and services.

The above recommendation is a response to the diagnosis of the current state of development of clusters and
cluster initiatives in Poland, which indicates that cluster initiatives are not always created in places where statistical analyses points to the existence of significant clusters of economic activity. It is worth noting that although
the results of analyses do not confirm that there is a geographic concentration in places where clusters are
formed, in the opinion of cluster coordinators and leaders they are well embedded in the tradition of local
economies. Such monitoring is also assumed by the National Reform Program [Krajowy Program Reform]31.
It is therefore recommended to build upon existing cluster potential and fund new ones only in exceptional
and justified circumstances. In particular, decisions regarding financing of new clusters should cover the following situations:

•
•

the initiative being created is a bottom-up initiative,
the new initiative is related to the smart specialisation of the region. In some regions the process of
creating strategic clusters has not yet ended from the point of view of the region's economy. Due to
this the regions should be able to invest in new undertakings, but recommended that the reasons for
such initiatives, the creation of new industries and development, industry clusters at the interface or
by creating a cluster of solving important social and economic needs of the region.

It is proposed to change the funding rules for clusters, in particular cluster coordinators, in the following
areas:

•

support for the coordinator is to apply to clusters identified as critical to the region and in such cases
it may even be as high as 90% of the cluster budget32,

•

limiting public funding for cluster coordinators in exchange for financing projects submitted
by the clusters. In the study of the Cluster policy work group this change is called a move from entity-based financing to project-based financing33. This principle should mobilise entities in the cluster to co-finance coordinator activities, which will also confirm that it is needed.

Along with the indication of key regional clusters concentration and coordination of allocation of public
funds available at the regional level34 are to be performed. Another form of providing more effective management of public resources and achieving objectives of regional innovation strategies consists in correlating
the cluster funding stream for projects and development undertakings performed by different entities or cluster consortia. Depending on the objectives of the regional innovation strategy and the needs of the region,
funding streams can be directed towards different areas – from investments in infrastructure, through R&D
projects, ending with investments in human capital.
Following the recommendation to move away from entity-based support for the cluster coordinator and
transition to project-based support for specific investments, undertaking projects, this financial support is to
cover, in particular:
30

Krajowy Program Reform, Europa 2020, Warszawa, kwiecień 2011 r.
Krajowy Program Reform, Europa 2020, Warszawa, kwiecień 2011 r., Rekomendacje Grupy roboczej ds. polityki klastrowej, PARP,
(wersja 23/08/2012). http://www.pi.gov.pl/Klastry/chapter_95794.asp
32
Kierunki i założenia polityki klastrowej w Polsce do 2020 roku, Rekomendacje Grupy roboczej ds. polityki klastrowej, PARP, (wersja
23/08/2012). http://www.pi.gov.pl/Klastry/chapter_95794.asp
33
Ibidem.
34
Ibidem.
31
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•
•
•
•

costs of organising technology transfer and legal advice in this regard,

•
•

joint research and development projects,

•

specialised training, also foreign, for cluster representatives, leading to the professionalisation of cluster management,

•
•

costs associated with obtaining patents and licenses,

programs of development of new products and technological innovation,
implementation of organisational, marketing and process innovation in clusters,
costs associated with the internationalisation of cluster activities, i.e. the costs of participation in trade
fairs, international exhibitions, trade missions, preparing publications in foreign languages, formal
cooperation of the cluster with foreign entities,
costs of market research, the potential of clusters on the national and international area, including
analysis of industry and world trends in the areas of cluster functioning,

costs of developing and implementation of pro-innovation services, including modern methods and
systems for commercialisation of products, such as the methods: stage-gate, Jolly and others.

Most of clusters covered by the study are included in the regional innovation policy through the introduction
of support for clusters in regional innovation strategy documents. Unfortunately aside from the provisions
introduced in the regional innovation strategies, clusters see no actions, real support or benefits. Being placed
in the regional innovation strategy does not even involve granting additional points when applying for project
funds. Only in some regions did receipt of public financing for projects require such a strategy to be taken into
account.
It is therefore recommended that local government takes the following actions:

•
•

inclusion key regional clusters in regional innovation strategies,

•

due to the importance and significance of cluster policy for the economic development of Europe,
Poland and regions, it seems important and reasonable that regional innovation strategies have
a chapter devoted to the regional cluster policy. This chapter would cover priorities, goals and development strategies of clusters in the region.

performing an analysis of the potential of clusters in the region, their real strength and competitiveness in the process of updating or creating a regional innovation strategy. One might also expect that
clusters will provide such analysis for the needs of creating regional innovation strategies,

It will be a challenge for public authorities in regions in the coming years to develop a so-called “surrounding
institution ecosystem” (e.g. educational, scientific, technology parks, technology transfer centres, etc.), stimulate cooperation, exchange of knowledge, experience and common use of resources between all elements of
the regional innovation system, in particular: technology parks, technology transfer centres and technology
incubators.
Such a recommendation is a response to the problem of the market's deficiency associated with restrictions
existing in Poland related to establishing and developing cooperation between enterprises, as well as between
enterprises, R&D and administration.
It is recommended that regional authorities stimulate cooperation between business environment institutions operating in the region. Coordination of cooperation between business environment institutions
should be an important task for regional authorities. This function seems necessary in view of the observed
phenomena:

•

35

Dynamic development of business environment institutions, for example technology parks, technology incubators35. Thanks to these institutions, research laboratories have also been established, which
should serve not only park or incubator tenants, but also entrepreneurs operating in clusters that are
strategic for the region.

J. Hołub-Iwan, A.B. Olczak. K. Cheba, Benchmarking parków technologicznych w Polsce – edycja 2012, PARP, Warszawa 2012,
patrz również: Ośrodki innowacji i przedsiębiorczości w Polsce, Raport 2012, red. naukowa: A. Bąkowski, M. Mażewska, PARP,
Warszawa 2012.
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•

Each of the entities striving to invest in their own laboratories, conference rooms and other resources,
when it could just as well use those of other business environment institutions (IOB).

•

It is recommended that coordinator functions be conducted by functioning business environment institutions that have the infrastructure and offer a service packages for businesses. It is possible to list a few examples of such activities, for example Nickel Technology Park is the coordinator for
the Bioregion Wielkopolska cluster, Szczecin Scientific-Technology Park [Szczeciński Park NaukowoTechnologiczny] is the coordinator of the ICT Pomorze Zachodnie cluster. However, there should be
many more such examples, because the accumulation of the cluster coordinator function within
business environment institutions will be more economic. It should be the task of a cluster coordinator to not only develop collaboration, but also ensure that specialised services are developed, for
which there is demand from entities operating in the cluster. They do not necessarily have to be provided by the coordinator.

Efficient spending of public funds will require the entities handling funds for clusters to perform a detailed
diagnosis of clusters in the region, their activities and cooperation with business environment institutions. It
will be necessary to implement monitoring of innovative processes in the region, and if it is already established
– inclusion in this process of cluster performance monitoring. The following should be assessed: achieving the
expected results, including the goals of the cluster, developing collaboration between cluster members, supporting cluster members in obtaining external funding.
As a result of weaknesses identified in the study it is recommended to perform monitoring of regional cluster
development through:
•

activities of cluster initiatives and coordinators that lead to the definition of new projects performed
by individual members of the cluster or their consortia (preferred), and successful applying for financing from grants and other external funds,

•

developing cooperation with big enterprises, business environment institutions (IOB), local government units (LGUs) and research centres,

•

activities that lead to obtaining external funds for development, EU grants and international cooperation.

Results of the benchmarking study demonstrate much lower efficiency of clusters with a small number of
entities. One cluster in three integrates only 28 players at most. In the case of clusters so-called economies of
scale are effective, as it points to an improvement in the efficiency of operations when a specified “critical mass” of members in the cluster is reached. In the case of clusters this does not concern manufacturing
potential, but the effects of activity of a large number of entities – synergy effect. Regional authorities should
stimulate both coordinators and companies in the cluster to meet the requirement of reaching a particular “critical mass”. It is recommended to stimulate clusters to achieve a “critical mass” by awarding additional points to projects in clusters with a sufficiently large number of members and appropriate structure of
entities. It is proposed that the “critical mass” of clusters be measured by, among others:

•
•
•
•

the number of companies and their relative concentration,
defined economic parameters (such as employment and its relative concentration),
competitive advantage (level of export and its dynamics, profits and capital expenditures),
scientific-research and innovation potential (including the intensity of R&D investment and innovations).

The “critical mass” is to be evaluated through a comparison to similar national and international clusters (the
applying cluster should provide adequate comparative analysis). The selection process is to be based on an
evaluation of objective indicators defining “critical mass” and the potential of the cluster, which in the course of
further work should be assigned appropriate parameters.
Supporting the development and promotion of key regional clusters can be performed through association of
the regions brand with the brand of the key cluster. Many city and regional authorities can evaluate this
undertaking as difficult due to the fact that regions already have their own brands. It is recommended, however, that regional authorities adopt a practice known in marketing – creating so-called sub-brands.
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Sub-brands are destined for different stakeholders and subjects of the region's brand, such as: society, tourists,
students, entrepreneurs.
At the moment, when analysing advertising for many regions, it is possible to observe that the main image
message is addressed to one of the groups, for example tourists (sea, mountains, relaxation), students (research
centres, student life), hobbyists (particular events recognised nationwide, such as trade fairs, aviation, etc.). It is
recommended to create a sub-brand for business, one associated with the brand of key industries in the region
represented by clusters. Such activities can make it possible to obtain the following results:

•
•
•
•

strengthening the brand of the industry and entities in the region,
reinforcing the image of the cluster and its brand, at least at the national level,
attracting investors to the region thanks to the increased publicity surrounding economic aspects,
grater effectiveness of promotional activities due to the comprehensive offer being promoted.

Being aware of the directions of cluster policy development in Poland – aiming for prioritisation and selection
of key national clusters – regional authorities should compete to have a cluster from their region in this
group. Strengthening particularly strong regional clusters will be the preferred means of support. Regional
authorities seeking to support regional clusters are therefore given the recommendation to support cluster
coordinators in the process of analysis of the potential of clusters and in developing professional development
strategies. Support in this area may cover:

•

co-financing experts, advisers, consultants with professional knowledge regarding the specifics of
cluster operations, cluster management in particular, as well as knowledge and business experience,
who could support the work of coordinators of cluster members in developing a strategy within the
scope of methodology and providing information,

•

co-financing workshops for cluster coordinators covering strategic management, strategy development, action plans and modern management methods,

•

co-financing training in modern forms of operational financing, such as seed capital, venture capital
etc.,

•

co-financing of training, workshops and consulting for participants of cluster structures, which would
cover various aspects of cooperation between economic operators and the R&D sector, including legal advice within the scope of key cluster operating areas.

7.5

Conclusions and recommendations for government policy-making
bodies, government agencies and organisations of entrepreneurs

Recommendations for government policy-making bodies, government agencies and organisations of entrepreneurs are not directly linked to the performed study, as this research did not include test methods (e.g.
group interviews, Delphi method), or questions that would make it possible to prepare recommendations for
national authorities, government agencies, organisations of entrepreneurs. The following recommendations are
the result of the experience of experts, as well as analysis of desk research. The results of reports that have
appeared in the last months of 2012, in particular the recommendations of the Cluster policy work group36 are of
particular importance for the development of these recommendations.
The first and most important task facing government policy-making bodies and government agencies is to
adopt and implement a document determining cluster policy at the national level together with the
development of rules for distribution of resources, directions of support and recommendations for regional
policies. This recommendation, indicated in the report “Benchmarking of clusters in Poland – 2010”, is still current. However, due to:
36

Kierunki i założenia polityki klastrowej w Polsce do 2020 roku, Rekomendacje Grupy roboczej ds. polityki klastrowej, PARP, (wersja
23/08/2012). http://www.pi.gov.pl/Klastry/chapter_95794.asp
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•
•

the limited amount of funds in relation to the declared needs of all clusters,
the very large number of clusters that were created in recent years,

this is now a priority need.
It is therefore recommended to introduce mechanisms for concentration, coordination and integration
of public development support. This is to be primarily the introduction of key national and regional level
clusters, which will lead to a concentration of a part of the available public support37.
The development of a methodology for selecting clusters that are key from the point of view of the
country's economy and at the regional level, integrated within smart specialisation, is a necessary action prior
to the selection of key clusters. This activity is known in EU nomenclature and literature as entrepreneurial discovery of smart specialisation38. The process of selecting key clusters should have the traits of entrepreneurial
activities.
In an era of globalisation and specialisation achieving the leading competitive position is not possible in too
many areas and it is therefore proposed to focus on key clusters. This rule assumes that it is necessary to perform prioritisation in the development policy in order to obtain the necessary “critical mass” that will allow
Polish clusters to compete on a global scale. It is also in line with the expectations of the European Commission
pertaining to identifying national and regional smart specialisations. It is recommended to perform entrepreneurial discovery as part of a process of actual cooperation and interaction with companies and other entities
operating in the region. This way, in opposition to a top-down forced strategy, smart specialisation of the region would be defined in a bottom-up manner based on knowledge of business entities39 that have the greatest potential for development.
It is recommended to adopt the following general criteria for selection of key national clusters40:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

compliance with strategic directions for the development of the country and the region,
achieving the assumed “Critical mass” in terms of the number and structure of companies in the cluster,
development and innovation potential,
partnerships and synergies with other national and international institutions (existing and planned),
experience and potential of the coordinator,
activity of the cluster until now,
ability to mobilise private funds.

37

Kierunki i założenia polityki klastrowej w Polsce do 2020 roku, Rekomendacje Grupy roboczej ds. polityki klastrowej, PARP, (wersja
23/08/2012), http://www.pi.gov.pl/Klastry/chapter_95794.asp
38
D. Foray, P. A.D. Hall, Smart Specialisation – The Concept, Knowledge Economists Policy Brief no. 9, June 2009, a także: Guide
to Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialisation (RIS 3), Smart Specialisation Platform, March 2012 (dostępny na
stronie: http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/home).
39
See: D. Foray, P. A.D. Hall, Smart Specialisation – The Concept, Knowledge Economists Policy Brief no. 9, June 2009, a także:
Guide to Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialisation (RIS 3), Smart Specialisation Platform, March 2012 (dostępny
na stronie: http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/home).
40
Kierunki i założenia polityki klastrowej w Polsce do 2020 roku, Rekomendacje Grupy roboczej ds. polityki klastrowej, PARP, (wersja
23/08/2012). http://www.pi.gov.pl/Klastry/chapter_95794.asp
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Figure 12. Recommendations for government policy-making bodies,
government agencies and organisations of entrepreneurs

Strategic goal: Introduction of mechanisms of concentration, coordination and integration of public
development support.

The diagnosis of the potential of clusters and development of a methodology for
selecting clusters that are key from the point of view of the country's economyand
at the regional level, integrated within smart specialisation.
Selecting clusters with the greatest competitive potential and significance for the
Polish economy.

Government
policy-making
entities,
government
agencies
organisations of
entrepreneurs

Concentrating available public support around selected clusters of key importance
and competitive potential for the national economy (centralised support).
Coordinating all support instruments within the scope of innovation, science,
development of human capital and focusing them on support for key national
clusters.
Financial and institutional support for key national clusters for the implementation
of undertakings that are pro-innovation in nature, for example technology transfer,
innovation-oriented consulting, specialised training services and making laboratory
infrastructure available.
The implementation of a system for evaluation of actions taken in relation to key
clusters, covering not only individual cluster support programs, but also the whole
cluster policy.

Source: Own materials

The evaluation of clusters performed as part of the selection process should be quantitative and qualitative
in nature, relating to the development potential of the cluster and the prepared strategy and action plan. In
this area it is recommended to evaluate clusters through41:

•

estimating future development potential of a cluster, taking into account global competition, market
size, and the ability to generate innovation and involve private funds (both own and external financing from, for example venture capital),

•

a developed development strategy and plan of undertakings, and potential synergies and new partnerships (also cross-sector and international),

•

range and level of representation of partnerships built in the cluster, including the presence of leaders
and competitors, as well as existing business environment institutions that form an “ecosystem” cluster development,

•

the method used for organising the cluster initiative (including supervision mechanisms given to cluster entities in relation to the cluster coordinator),

•

experiences and potential of the coordinator (within the context of tasks that are assigned to him under the strategy and action plan).

It is recommended for each of the above mentioned analyses to be conducted by an expert group composed
of: experts in the field of the economy, management and evaluation of markets, regional policy, industry experts and cluster representatives.
41
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Ibidem.

It is an important recommendation for strengthening the cluster policy in Poland to coordinate policies and
public instruments (e.g. investments in infrastructure, R&D, science and education) aimed at supporting the development of key clusters. This rule stems from the need to support the development of key
clusters in an integrated way – i.e. in different areas of intervention.
It is a recommended activity for national authorities to create a system of evaluation of actions taken, consisting not only of individual cluster support programs, but also the totality of this policy. It is also important to
ensure coherent efforts aimed at clusters through their evaluation and to ensure a system for evaluating the
strategy for cluster development in Poland. The goal of the proposed evaluation is to consist of:

•

an analysis of the efficiency and rationality of public fund spending allocated for development –
assessment of the effectiveness of implemented solutions,

•

obtaining knowledge – building know-how regarding the effectiveness of actions taken, including
best practices, as well as possible weaknesses and barriers to the implementation of particular intervention instruments,

•

perfecting cluster support programs in the future. Taking into account the results of the evaluation
should help create more effective and better support programs for clusters.

Mechanisms proposed in the recommendations will lead to a better alignment of the nature and extent of
public support in relation to the goals and directions of development of clusters that are of significant importance for the development of the country and regions. Particular public policies and intervention instruments would on the one hand maintain their independence (including assignment to particular ministries and
operational programs), while on the other hand the selection of key clusters will result in concrete directions of
allocation of funds as part of these policies (provided that entities from key clusters prepare high quality projects). Such an approach seems economically justified and optimal in future operating conditions.
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Glossary of terms

Desk research
A research method that consists in analysing existing content and information that has been previously collected, processed and prepared by someone else. The sources for desk research are primarily: books and magazines, as well as government, industry statistics and reporting from various institutions and companies.
Source: Z. Kędzior (red.), Badania rynku. Metody i zastosowania, PWE, Warszawa 2005

Benchmark

The highest value achieved by a cluster in a particular area/sub-area

Source: Own materials

Benchmarking A continuous, systematic process that consists in confronting own effectiveness measured
in terms of productivity, quality and experience with the results of these companies and organisations, which
can be considered as models of excellence. From among many classifications of benchmarking the following
types are distinguished most often: process (in which the procedures and processes used in organisations are
the subject of the comparison), results (where results obtained in a group of similar organisations are compared), strategic (which makes it possible to compare activities at the strategic level, i.e. the methods of formulating a vision for development and those used for selecting an organisation's goals), conditions (based on
comparing differences that are consequences of the variation in the environment surrounding compared
entities).
Source: B. Karlöf, S. Östblom, Benchmarking. Równaj do najlepszych, Zarządzanie i Finanse – Józef Śniadecki, Warszawa 1995,
J. Woźnicki (red.), Benchmarking w systemie szkolnictwa wyższego, Fundacja Rektorów Polskich, Warszawa 2008, Centrum Benchmarkingu Polska (http://www.benchmarking.com.pl/); K.B. Matusiak (red.), Innowacje i transfer technologii. Słownik pojęć, PARP,
Warszawa 2008

Best practices
The concept of best practices stems from benchmarking being used as a tool for managing
an organisation. Generally speaking, best practices can be defined as “processes or methods which, when
successfully implemented, lead to increased productivity”. Best practices are not new solutions, they are proven
ones, previously used in other organisations. Their implementation is aimed at improving the performance of
an organisation, improving its efficiency.
It is difficult to indicate general best practices for all or a particular group of entities. Their choice and implementation should always be performed individually and be preceded by a process of selection and evaluation
of selected operational methods as a standard in a particular case. Best practices for a particular organisation
are those solutions and activities whose implementation leads to better results being achieved.
Source: K.B. Matusiak (red.), Innowacje i transfer technologii. Słownik pojęć, PARP, Warszawa 2008
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Spin off company
A new company that was founded by an employee or employees separating from
a parent company or other organisation (such as a research laboratory, upper education institution), using
intellectual resources of the parent organisation in this regard.
Source: A. Jabłoński, M. Jabłoński, T. Marona, A. Szwej, M. Musztyga-Dawidowska, A. Lech, Metodologia benchmarkingu parków
technologicznych w Polsce, PARP, Warszawa 2010

Start-up company
A newly established company, or one in the early phase of development, characterised
by rapid growth, created in order to use knowledge and experience. It is a form of academic entrepreneurship –
founded by students or graduates.
Source: A. Jabłoński, M. Jabłoński, T. Marona, A. Szwej, M. Musztyga-Dawidowska, A. Lech, Metodologia benchmarkingu parków
technologicznych w Polsce, PARP, Warszawa 2010

Non-zero-sum game
In game theory and economic theory, a zero-sum game is a mathematical representation of a situation in which the gain (or loss) from utility units assigned to a particular player is exactly
balanced by the losses (or gains) of utility units of other players. If the total value of the gains of players is
summed and the total value of losses is subtracted, the total score is zero. This can be demonstrated using a pie
– when one person takes a larger piece, the amount of pie is smaller for the rest of people. This is an example of
a zero-sum game, in which all participants ascribe the same value to each piece of the pie (see marginal utility).
The opposite of this is a non-zero-sum game in which totalled gains and losses of rival parties are either below
or above zero. A zero-sum game is considered a game with a high degree of competition, while non-zero-sum
games can be games with a high or low degree of competition. Zero-sum games are often solved using a minmax algorithm, which is closely related to the concept of the linear transform or Nash equilibrium.
Source: www.wikipedia.org

Internationalisation
Undertaking activities outside of the home country. In the case of enterprises
internationalisation is considered as an advanced stage of expansion, usually following the next stage following
growth of export activity and starting up business abroad. In the case of most companies in the SME sector, an
overly high degree of internationalisation can be seen as a situation in which a significant portion of a company's sales comes in the form of exports or if it starts co-operation with a foreign entity. Regardless of the form
and scope of internationalisation it is regarded both as a sign and a condition for the competitiveness of companies, as well as regions, countries and groups of integration.
Source: M.K. Nowakowski (red.), Bariery internacjonalizacji przedsiębiorstwa, Key Text, Warszawa 1997, N. Daszkiewicz, Internacjonalizacja małych i średnich przedsiębiorstw we współczesnej gospodarce, Wydawnictwo Politechniki Gdańskiej, Gdańsk 2003; Sixth
Periodic Report on the Social and Economic Situation and Development of the Regions of the European Union, BrukselaLuksemburg,1999

Smart specialisation
Smart specialisation means identifying the unique characteristics and assets of
each country and region, highlighting the competitive advantage of each region and concentrating regional
partners and resources around a vision of its future, oriented on achievements.
This also means strengthening regional innovation systems, maximising the flow of knowledge and dissemination of the benefits from innovation across the entire regional economy. The European Commission expects
national and regional authorities in the whole of Europe to prepare research and innovation strategies for smart
specialisation in order to make it possible to use structural funds more efficiently and increase synergies between different EU, national and regional policies, as well as public and private investments.
Source: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/informat/2014/smart_specialisation_pl.pdf

Read also: the draft of the Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down common provisions regarding the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund included in the Common Strategic Framework and laying down general provisions regarding the European Regional Development Fund,
the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund, and repealing Regulation (EC) No. 1083/2006.
Krajowa Strategia Rozwoju Regionalnego 2010–2020: Regiony, Miasta, Obszary wiejskie, MRR, Warszawa 2010.
Krajowy Program Reform, Europa 2020, Warszawa, April 2011.
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Cluster
A geographic concentration of interconnected companies, specialised suppliers, service providers, companies operating in related sectors and associated institutions (e.g. universities, standard setting bodies,
industry associations, support institutions) in particular areas, competing with each other, but also cooperating.
A cluster is closely connected with the territory on which it operates, it is rooted regionally. Clusters are a particular form of production organisation, consisting in the concentration in a small space of flexible enterprises
with complementary business activity. These entities simultaneously cooperate and compete with each other,
they also have relations with other institutions active in a particular field. The basis for the creation of a cluster
consists in a cooperative relationship between existing entities, generating processes of creation of specific
knowledge and increasing adaptive capacities.
Source: Metodyka benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce, PARP, Warszawa 2010

Cluster in the form of an industrial district (network)
Such a cluster is a network of small businesses in
the same or similar production sector, characterised by the ability to adapt quickly to the changing market and
diverse requirements through cooperation and the use of new technologies. Companies in a cluster utilise
advantages unavailable to companies elsewhere, such as access to local knowledge and the local labour market, low transport and transaction costs, flexibility, trust and cooperation, and local infrastructure that supports
specialised sales, services and supplier networks. The most often cited examples of network clusters are Silicon
Valley, Boston (Route 128), and northern Italy. An important distinguishing characteristic of network clusters is
the lack of a central point around which businesses focus – there is a rather diverse base of businesses.
Source: Guidelines for interviewers conducting benchmarking studies of clusters in Poland

“Hub and spokes” cluster
This cluster is characterised by the existence of large companies around which
a network of suppliers (goods and services) is anchored. Small businesses are often linked with the dominating
company through the supply chain. The advantages of being neighbours with large companies affect the
ability to attract smaller companies. In contrast to network clusters, large companies dominate in relations
between companies. Interactions are more strongly related to relationships within the supply chain than from
sharing innovation. Financial and business services are tailored to the needs of dominating companies and the
labour market is less flexible than in a network cluster. The advantage and gain of a region depends therefore
on the company or dominating industry, and this may hinder its ability to adapt to changes. There is a possibility of fragmentation of concentric clusters. The region where a large company is located may be the core, while
other regions are only production industries.
Source: Guidelines for interviewers conducting benchmarking studies of clusters in Poland

Satellite cluster
Clusters that are the spokes of a hub can be called satellite clusters. In this region there
is a minimum of exchange and cooperation, and most of the links are external production links and other relationships with the core. Labour markets are generally dependent on the company and characterised by a high
degree of migration to and from the cluster. A satellite cluster differs from a hub and spoke cluster in that the
companies located around the large company (satellites) can start working with each other regardless of the
large company.
Source: Guidelines for interviewers conducting benchmarking studies of clusters in Poland

Cluster coordinator
An institution or other entity in the cluster that represents the cluster in external
relations and deals with the current administration of the cluster. An entity that develops and coordinates the
functioning of the cluster.
Source: Metodyka benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce, PARP, Warszawa 2010

Cluster leader
A company or other institution acting as the entity that inspires actions taken there. An
entity acting as a motor in the cluster, actively participating in the life of the cluster, with a strong position in its
structure.
Source: Metodyka benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce, PARP, Warszawa 2010
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Critical mass of a cluster
The critical mass of a cluster is defined as the particular potential of a cluster
measured by the number of companies in the cluster, the structure of entities in relation to their size and diversity, as well as the strength of companies in the cluster.
Cluster development model
Italian model – characterised by the dominance of specialised small and medium-sized companies, the
lack of a formalised structure and capital ties between cluster members, the lack of a separate management structure; a cluster modelled on the tradition of craft networks and close family relationships, based
on trust.
Danish model – based on the leading role of the network brokers (coordinators, cluster managers), not
only identifying potential members, encouraging them to cooperate, but also undertaking new initiatives
aimed at building and developing an effective partnership in the structure of the cluster, the design and
implementation of a cluster's strategy.
Dutch model – a modified version of the Danish model, underlining the role of cooperation with academic and R&D institutions in the coordination of the network broker and the active policy of the government.
American model – an example of close cooperation between large companies, often with a dominant
position, hierarchically associated with a large number of small and medium-sized companies.
Source: Guidelines for interviewers conducting benchmarking studies of clusters in Poland

Cluster core
A group of entities characterised by a high level of activity and involvement in the operations of the cluster, working in the region where it is rooted with a goal of developing the dominant sector of
activity (industry) of the cluster. Entities in the core of the cluster are characterised by the existence of strong
cooperative relations that are formal and/or informal nature.
Source: Metodyka benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce, PARP, Warszawa 2010

“Rooted” region
The territory where the cluster's core is located, which is the place of concentration
of activities of 70% of cluster participants, which can be the area of a municipality (gmina), county (powiat)
or neighbouring municipalities or counties.
Source: Metodyka benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce, PARP, Warszawa 2010

Ordinal scale
A type of measurement scale used in studies, allowing the impact of a studied phenomenon to be quantified and studying “less-more” relations. For the project a 0-10 unipolar ordinal scale was
used, where 1 was the minimum value and 10 the maximum value in the evaluation of various phenomena.
Source: Z. Kędzior (red.), Badania rynku. Metody i zastosowania, PWE, Warszawa 2005

Cluster strategy
A long-term (or medium-term) cluster action and development plan, identifying objectives/development directions and strategic activities. A plan that emerges following a discussion and a consensus reached by key entities operating in the cluster. The strategy should be formalised in nature (a written
document).
Source: Metodyka benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce, PARP, Warszawa 2010

Average
Average for the cluster in a given year – the sum of the values of indicators for a given sub-area
divided by the number of indicators in this sub-area. Average for all clusters – the sum of indicator values for
a sub-area for all clusters divided by the number of indicators of a sub-area.
Source: Own materials

Type of initiative
Three types have been distinguished among the analysed clusters. In the event of the
formation of clusters and cooperative associations of companies that recognise such a need, the initiative is
bottom-up in nature. A top-down initiative occurs when the cluster is initiated by entities from outside the
business sector (public sector, non-profit institutions). In the case of a cluster being formed as a result of
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agreements between entrepreneurs and representatives of institutions from outside the business world, there
is a mixed initiative.
Source: Own materials on the basis of O. Solvell, G. Lindquist, Ch. Ketels, The Cluster Initative Greenbook, Ivory Tower, Sweden 2003;
Th. Andersson, S. Schwaag Serger, J. Sörvik, E. Wise Hansson, The Cluster Policies Whitebook, International Organisation for
Knowledge Economy and Enterprise Development, Malmö 2004

Synthetic indicator
An indicator calculated for each of the four areas on the basis of an arithmetic
mean of the benchmarks for the sub-areas.
Sub-synthetic indicator An indicator calculated for each of the 15 areas on the basis of an arithmetic mean
of the benchmarks for particular variables.
Source: Own materials prepared on the basis of Metodyka benchmarkingu klastrów w Polsce, PARP, Warszawa 2010
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7,67

5,33

3

1,88

0,00

0,33

1,67

5,50

2,94

5,33

1,00

2,50

4,23

4,67

4,25

4,33

3,67

4

1,92

4,00

1,00

1,33

1,33

5,44

9,50

4,33

2,50

6,04

6,33

7,50

7,00

3,33

5

1,46

0,00

0,50

1,33

4,00

3,14

5,33

1,33

2,75

2,71

2,00

5,50

3,33

0,00

6

1,21

2,00

0,50

1,33

1,00

3,78

8,00

1,33

2,00

5,75

5,67

9,00

5,00

3,33

7

1,25

1,00

2,00

1,00

1,00

6,44

10,00

3,33

6,00

8,04

8,67

9,50

9,33

4,67

8

0,67

2,00

0,00

0,33

0,33

3,81

5,67

4,00

1,75

3,04

2,33

2,50

4,00

3,33

9

2,08

0,67

3,33

1,67

2,67

4,22

8,33

1,67

2,67

7,77

8,00

9,75

9,00

4,33

10

1,17

1,33

0,50

2,33

0,50

4,94

8,50

2,67

3,67

6,83

7,67

8,00

7,67

4,00

11

2,38

5,00

1,00

2,00

1,50

3,89

6,00

1,67

4,00

7,13

8,00

8,50

8,67

3,33

12

Values, average value and the value of benchmark for clusters comprising from 29 to 60 entities

3,42

2,00

1,67

6,67

3,33

3,81

5,00

3,67

2,75

4,06

3,33

6,25

4,00

2,67

13

1,00

0,00

0,00

3,00

1,00

3,22

6,33

1,33

2,00

5,54

4,33

6,50

8,67

2,67

14

1,29

1,00

0,50

2,33

1,33

3,89

7,67

1,00

3,00

5,19

5,33

7,75

5,00

2,67

15

1,76

1,64

1,18

2,22

2,01

4,13

7,50

2,11

2,79

5,75

5,84

7,10

6,73

3,33

Average
value
2012

3,83

5,00

4,33

6,67

5,50

6,44

10,00

4,33

6,00

8,04

8,67

9,75

9,33

5,33

Benchmark
value
2012

7,75

3,67

4,67

Regional predispositions

Public authorities’
policy in favour of
development of the
cluster

Institutional surrounding

Cluster leadership

SCORE

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

6,10

8,33

1

Sub-area

Area

5,54

9,67

4,00

1,50

7,00

2

7,50

10,00

8,00

2,50

9,50

3

7,69

8,33

6,67

7,50

8,25

4

5,90

7,33

5,00

3,50

7,75

5

4,77

7,33

3,00

2,25

6,50

6

7,27

9,33

5,00

8,75

6,00

7

8,15

7,67

8,67

6,75

9,50

8

5,10

4,00

5,67

3,25

7,50

9

5,94

9,00

4,00

4,00

6,75

10

5,98

7,67

5,00

4,75

6,50

11

7,63

10,00

6,00

7,50

7,00

12

3,65

4,67

2,67

2,50

4,75

13

6,38

8,00

5,00

7,50

5,00

14

5,27

10,00

3,33

1,75

6,00

15

6,19

8,09

5,11

4,51

7,05

Average
value
2012

215

8,15

10,00

8,67

8,75

9,50

Benchmark
value
2012

7,25
7,75

Internal communication

Knowledge and innovation shaping

SCORE

Human resources and know-how

Financial resources

Infrastructural resources

SCORE

HR development

Improvement of competitive position of a cluster

Improving innovativeness of a cluster

Internationalisation

SCORE

Regional predispositions

Public authorities’ policy in favour of development of
the cluster

Institutional surrounding

Cluster leadership

SCORE

Cluster processes

Cluster processes

Cluster processes

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

6,92

9,00

3,67

4,33

6,00

5,33

3,33

2,67

5,67

9,00

4,00

4,00

8,23

9,67

9,25

9,67

Marketing and PR

Cluster processes

4,33

1

Market activity

Sub-area

Cluster processes

Area

7,33

9,67

5,67

5,00

9,00

1,79

0,00

2,00

3,67

1,50

5,17

5,67

bd.

4,67

3,71

4,67

5,50

4,67

0,00

2

6,46

8,67

4,67

5,25

7,25

2,83

3,67

1,00

2,33

4,33

4,08

7,00

2,00

3,25

5,19

5,67

5,75

6,33

3,00

3

7,88

10,00

7,00

6,25

8,25

4,75

5,00

1,67

6,33

6,00

4,89

8,67

1,00

5,00

8,75

10,00

10,00

6,67

8,33

4

7,83

8,67

7,67

7,00

8,00

2,08

3,67

0,00

1,67

3,00

4,61

9,00

1,33

3,50

7,31

7,67

8,25

8,33

5,00

5

6,92

6,33

6,33

6,00

9,00

3,63

10,00

0,00

3,50

1,00

4,39

6,33

1,33

5,50

4,25

3,33

5,00

7,00

1,67

6

Values, average value and the value of benchmark for clusters comprising more than 61 entities

7,73

9,67

6,00

6,25

9,00

4,33

8,33

2,00

4,33

2,67

5,67

10,00

1,67

5,33

8,77

10,00

9,75

9,33

6,00

7

7,04

8,67

6,00

5,75

7,75

1,63

1,33

1,00

2,50

1,67

7,53

9,33

6,50

6,75

8,15

9,33

8,25

7,67

7,33

8

7,26

8,83

5,88

6,16

8,19

3,17

4,75

1,63

3,46

2,85

5,25

8,13

2,55

4,75

6,79

7,54

7,72

7,46

4,46

Average
value 2012

7,88

10,00

7,67

7,75

9,00

4,75

10,00

5,33

6,33

6,00

7,53

10,00

6,50

6,75

8,77

10,00

10,00

9,67

8,33

Benchmark
value 2012

2,67
3,33

7,25
7,75

Internal communication

Knowledge and innovation shaping

SCORE

Human resources and know-how

Financial resources

Infrastructural resources

SCORE

HR development

Improvement of competitive position of
a cluster

Improving innovativeness of a cluster

Internationalisation

SCORE

Regional predispositions

Public authorities’ policy in favour of development of the cluster

Institutional surrounding

Cluster leadership

SCORE

Cluster processes

Cluster processes

Cluster processes

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

6,92

9,00

3,67

4,33

6,00

5,33

5,67

9,00

4,00

4,00

8,23

9,67

9,25

9,67

Marketing and PR

Cluster processes

4,33

1

Market activity

Sub-area

Cluster processes

Area

7,50

10,00

8,00

2,50

9,50

3,83

2,33

4,33

6,00

2,67

4,08

10,00

0,00

2,25

7,29

8,67

7,50

7,67

5,33

2

7,33

9,67

5,67

5,00

9,00

1,79

0,00

2,00

3,67

1,50

5,17

5,67

bd.

4,67

3,71

4,67

5,50

4,67

0,00

3

5,90

7,33

5,00

3,50

7,75

1,92

4,00

1,00

1,33

1,33

5,44

9,50

4,33

2,50

6,04

6,33

7,50

7,00

3,33

4

7,88

10,00

7,00

6,25

8,25

4,75

5,00

1,67

6,33

6,00

4,89

8,67

1,00

5,00

8,75

10,00

10,00

6,67

8,33

5

6,92

6,33

6,33

6,00

9,00

3,63

10,00

0,00

3,50

1,00

4,39

6,33

1,33

5,50

4,25

3,33

5,00

7,00

1,67

6

7,13

8,00

7,50

5,00

8,00

2,25

5,67

2,00

0,33

1,00

3,97

6,00

3,67

2,25

6,71

6,00

7,50

8,67

4,67

7

Values, average value and the value of benchmark for clusters with a Dutch model of development

8,15

7,67

8,67

6,75

9,50

1,25

1,00

2,00

1,00

1,00

6,44

10,00

3,33

6,00

8,04

8,67

9,50

9,33

4,67

8

3,65

4,67

2,67

2,50

4,75

3,42

2,00

1,67

6,67

3,33

3,81

5,00

3,67

2,75

4,06

3,33

6,25

4,00

2,67

9

6,82

8,07

6,06

5,03

8,11

3,02

4,00

2,22

3,57

2,28

4,87

7,80

2,67

3,88

6,34

6,74

7,56

7,19

3,89

Average
value 2012

8,15

10,00

8,67

7,75

9,50

4,75

10,00

5,33

6,67

6,00

6,44

10,00

4,33

6,00

8,75

10,00

10,00

9,67

8,33

217

Benchmark
value 2012

6,25

6,00

6,06

1,75

2,67

9,50

2,00

1,00

1,00

Internal
communication

Knowledge and
innovation shaping

SCORE

Human resources
and know-how

Financial resources

Infrastructural
resources

SCORE

HR development

Improvement
of competitive
position of a cluster

Improving
innovativeness
of a cluster

Internationalisation

Cluster processes

Cluster processes

Cluster processes

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

2,00

4,64

8,67

Marketing and PR

Cluster processes

3,33

1

Market activity

Sub-area

Cluster processes

Area

1,33

1,00

1,33

2,00

3,75

7,33

1,67

2,25

6,60

6,67

7,75

8,67

3,33

2

3,33

0,50

0,67

1,00

2,17

1,67

3,33

1,50

2,56

2,33

3,25

3,33

1,33

3

3,67

0,00

1,67

3,00

4,61

9,00

1,33

3,50

7,31

7,67

8,25

8,33

5,00

4

8,33

2,00

4,33

2,67

5,67

10,00

1,67

5,33

8,77

10,00

9,75

9,33

6,00

5

2,67

0,33

0,33

1,33

4,00

9,67

0,33

2,00

4,50

5,67

6,00

4,33

2,00

6

bd.

1,50

1,00

1,00

2,33

3,33

1,33

2,33

3,63

3,33

6,50

4,00

0,67

7

1,33

0,50

2,33

0,50

4,94

8,50

2,67

3,67

6,83

7,67

8,00

7,67

4,00

8

0,33

1,00

1,33

0,00

3,00

6,00

1,67

1,33

2,38

2,67

4,50

1,67

0,67

9

1,00

1,00

1,33

1,67

3,06

7,33

0,33

1,50

5,19

3,67

6,75

6,67

3,67

10

2,00

1,33

0,33

1,00

2,86

3,67

3,67

1,25

3,60

2,00

5,75

3,00

3,67

11

1,33

1,00

2,50

1,67

7,53

9,33

6,50

6,75

8,15

9,33

8,25

7,67

7,33

12

Values, average value and the value of benchmark for clusters with a Danish model of development

0,00

0,00

3,00

1,00

3,22

6,33

1,33

2,00

5,54

4,33

6,50

8,67

2,67

13

1,00

0,50

2,33

1,33

3,89

7,67

1,00

3,00

5,19

5,33

7,75

5,00

2,67

14

1,67

1,00

4,00

2,33

5,38

9,00

bd.

1,75

7,58

5,67

8,00

9,00

7,67

15

2,14

0,84

1,83

1,50

4,07

7,22

2,11

2,66

5,59

5,49

6,88

6,40

3,60

Average
value
2012

8,33

2,00

4,33

3,00

7,53

10,00

6,50

6,75

8,77

10,00

9,75

9,33

7,67

Benchmark
value
2012

7,75

3,67

4,67

Regional
predispositions

Public authorities’
policy in favour
of development
of the cluster

Institutional
surrounding

Cluster leadership

SCORE

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

6,10

8,33

1,50

1

SCORE

Sub-area

Cluster performance

Area

5,54

9,67

4,00

1,50

7,00

1,42

2

3,13

5,00

2,00

1,25

4,25

1,38

3

7,83

8,67

7,67

7,00

8,00

2,08

4

7,73

9,67

6,00

6,25

9,00

4,33

5

6,19

8,33

3,67

5,50

7,25

1,17

6

4,81

7,67

4,33

1,50

5,75

1,17

7

5,98

7,67

5,00

4,75

6,50

1,17

8

6,54

8,00

6,33

4,33

7,50

0,67

9

5,67

7,00

5,67

3,50

6,50

1,25

10

5,02

6,67

3,67

4,50

5,25

1,17

11

7,04

8,67

6,00

5,75

7,75

1,63

12

6,38

8,00

5,00

7,50

5,00

1,00

13

5,27

10,00

3,33

1,75

6,00

1,29

14

6,02

8,33

4,00

2,25

9,50

2,25

15

5,95

8,11

4,76

4,07

6,87

1,56

Average
value
2012

219

7,83

10,00

7,67

7,50

9,50

4,33

Benchmark
value
2012

Market activity

Marketing and PR

Internal communication

Knowledge and innovation shaping

SCORE

Human resources and know-how

Financial resources

Infrastructural resources

SCORE

HR development

Improvement of competitive position of a cluster

Improving innovativeness of a cluster

Internationalisation

SCORE

Regional predispositions

Public authorities’ policy in favour of development of the cluster

Institutional surrounding

Cluster leadership

SCORE

Cluster processes

Cluster processes

Cluster processes

Cluster processes

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Sub-area

Cluster processes

Area

4,77

7,33

3,00

2,25

6,50

1,46

0,00

0,50

1,33

4,00

3,14

5,33

1,33

2,75

2,71

2,00

5,50

3,33

0,00

1

4,17

4,33

4,33

2,50

5,50

1,50

4,00

0,00

0,33

1,67

3,56

5,00

3,67

2,00

3,23

4,00

4,25

2,67

2,00

2

7,25

10,00

8,00

2,00

9,00

1,83

4,33

0,00

1,67

1,33

3,33

6,67

1,67

1,67

9,17

10,00

10,00

10,00

6,67

3

7,63

10,00

6,00

7,50

7,00

2,38

5,00

1,00

2,00

1,50

3,89

6,00

1,67

4,00

7,13

8,00

8,50

8,67

3,33

4

Values, average value and the value of benchmark for clusters with an American model of development

5,95

7,92

5,33

3,56

7,00

1,79

3,33

0,38

1,33

2,13

3,48

5,75

2,08

2,60

5,56

6,00

7,06

6,17

3,00

Average value
2012

7,63

10,00

8,00

7,50

9,00

2,38

5,00

1,00

2,00

4,00

3,89

6,67

3,67

4,00

9,17

10,00

10,00

10,00

6,67

Benchmark value
2012

8,50
7,25

Internal communication

Knowledge and innovation shaping

SCORE

Human resources and know-how

Financial resources

Infrastructural resources

SCORE

HR development

Improvement of competitive position of a cluster

Improving innovativeness of a cluster

Internationalisation

SCORE

Regional predispositions

Public authorities’ policy in favour of development
of the cluster

Institutional surrounding

Cluster leadership

SCORE

Cluster processes

Cluster processes

Cluster processes

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster resources

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Cluster performance

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

Growth potential

7,94

10,00

6,00

1,67

1,00

3,67

1,00

1,00

3,64

8,33

1,33

1,25

6,25

3,00

9,00

9,33

Marketing and PR

Cluster processes

3,67

1

Market activity

Sub-area

Cluster processes

Area

7,69

8,33

6,67

7,50

8,25

1,88

0,00

0,33

1,67

5,50

2,94

5,33

1,00

2,50

4,23

4,67

4,25

4,33

3,67

2

6,46

8,67

4,67

5,25

7,25

2,83

3,67

1,00

2,33

4,33

4,08

7,00

2,00

3,25

5,19

5,67

5,75

6,33

3,00

3

7,27

9,33

5,00

8,75

6,00

1,21

2,00

0,50

1,33

1,00

3,78

8,00

1,33

2,00

5,75

5,67

9,00

5,00

3,33

4

5,10

4,00

5,67

3,25

7,50

0,67

2,00

0,00

0,33

0,33

3,81

5,67

4,00

1,75

3,04

2,33

2,50

4,00

3,33

5

5,94

9,00

4,00

4,00

6,75

2,08

0,67

3,33

1,67

2,67

4,22

8,33

1,67

2,67

7,77

8,00

9,75

9,00

4,33

6

Values, average value and the value of benchmark for clusters with an Italian model of development

6,58

8,67

3,67

6,25

7,75

2,04

4,00

0,50

2,00

1,67

4,00

8,00

2,50

1,50

6,29

8,00

9,50

5,00

2,67

7

6,71

8,29

5,10

6,04

7,43

1,77

1,90

1,33

1,48

2,36

3,78

7,24

1,98

2,13

5,50

5,33

7,11

6,14

3,43

Average value
2012

7,94
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Polish Agency for Enterprise Development (PARP) is a government executive agency which has been
supporting entrepreneurs since 2000. The primary objective of PARP’s activity is to develop small and
medium-sized enterprises in Poland – starting-up new entities, improving qualifications and raising
potential, strengthening the competitive position based on innovation and advanced technologies,
shaping a friendly business environment, creating conditions to run business activity. To implement the
measures supporting entrepreneurs (as well as: business environment institutions, territorial
self-government units, universities) PARP uses funds from the State budget and the European Funds.
Already in the preaccession period, but also after Poland’s accession to the European Union, PARP offered
financial, as well as training and advisory support to entrepreneurs. In 2007-2015, the Agency is responsible
for the implementation of measures under three Poland-wide Operational Programmes: Innovative
Economy, Human Capital and Development of Eastern Poland.
PARP has unique experience not only in the field of EU support transfer to entrepreneurs. For same years
now the Enterprise Research Centre functions in the Agency. The Centre’s task is to conduct research on
entrepreneurship, innovation, human resources and services supporting business activity. Based on their
results guidelines for subsequent support programmes are being developed, which address the identified
entrepreneurs’ needs.
In order for support to be effective, an entrepreneur has to have easy access to information thereon. PARP
initiated the establishment of the National SME Services Network (KSU), which helps in starting-up and
developing business activity. In about 140 KSU centres all across Poland entrepreneurs and entities
undertaking business activity can obtain information, advice and training on running business activity, or
they can be awarded a loan or a guarantee. Moreover, PARP is the coordinator and member of one of 4
Enterprise Europe Network consortia active in Poland. The network consists of centres offering, free of
charge, comprehensive information, training and advisory services to entrepreneurs as regards pursuing
business activity, organising participation in missions and fairs, as well as providing assistance in finding
partners for economic cooperation in technology transfer.
PARP’s involvement in the international fora and organisations providing support to entrepreneurship and
innovation is translated into the quality of services offered and their convergence with the global trends.
Membership in TAFTIE (European Network of Innovation Agencies) guarantees constant access to the best
practices applied in the leading European innovation support agencies. PARP is also a member of the IASP
(International Association of Science Parks and Areas of Innovation), which is why it benefits from the rich
experience of foreign science and technology parks.
PARP continually matches the information and advisory offer to the changing needs of entrepreneurs and
emerging new communication channels. Presently, the Agency has at its disposal 25 specialist Internet
portals and social networks that offer e-learning trainings, e-books, broadcasts of training meetings and
conferences, information on the possibilities of applying for support, knowledge bases, publications,
research results. Over a million Internet users per month use the information and tools included in all PARP
portals available via the main website of the Agency: www.parp.gov.pl.
Those interested in obtaining information on support programmes for entrepreneurs and business
environment institutions available in PARP can contact the Agency via the helpline run under the PARP
Information Centre. The consultants provide information by phone and e-mail, and take part in meetings
with the interested applicants.
We invite you to use our services!

Polish Agency for Enterprise Development
ul. Pańska 81/83, 00-834 Warszawa
Phone: + 48 22 432 80 80, Fax: + 48 22 432 86 20
biuro@parp.gov.pl, www.parp.gov.pl

PARP Information Point
Phone: + 48 22 432 89 91-93
0 801 332 202
info@parp.gov.pl

