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Abstract: This paper looks into the determinants of national innovation performance from the
perspective of policy regime and establishes a theoretical model on how a country’s dual Science,
Technology, and Innovation (STI) policy regimes, democratic and meritocratic, and national absorp-
tive capacity (NAC) jointly determine its national innovation performance. A democratic STI policy
regime promotes innovation through channels of freedom, social equality, and public participation.
A meritocratic STI policy regime promotes innovation through channels of good governance and
rational policymaking. The model further proposes that the relationships between STI policy regimes
and national innovation performance are moderated by potential NAC (PNAC) and realized NAC
(RNAC) in opposing directions. The fixed-effects panel regression of OECD countries confirms that
both democratic and meritocratic STI policy regimes have positive effects on national innovation
performance. Moreover, the democratic effect is positively moderated by PNAC but negatively
moderated by RNAC. In contrast, the meritocratic effect is positively moderated by RNAC but
negatively moderated by PNAC. The major contribution of this paper is to highlight the impor-
tance of a country’s STI policy regimes as the bedrock and NAC as the leverage to generate more
homegrown innovations.

Keywords: STI policy regimes; democracy; meritocracy; national absorptive capacity; national
innovation performance

1. Introduction

Nations’ competition in technology and innovation has drawn rapt attention from
the academic and business communities as the great power rivalry between the U.S. and
China has intensified in recent years. Looking back at the history of technological compe-
tition among nations, stories of nations’ rise and fall kept being told while lessons kept
being learned. Great powers take technology and innovation as the cornerstone to gain
unsurmountable leadership in the geopolitical chess game. During the Cold War, the U.S.
combined huge investments in defense-related R&D [1] and government funding initiatives
such as “Small Business Innovation Research” (SBIR) and “Small Business Technology
Transfer” (STTR) to promote public—private partnership in technology and innovation.
The primary purpose is to improve the general environment, encourage universities and
public institutes to conduct basic research, and induce private enterprises to engage in
applied research and commercialization [2,3].

Small countries take technology and innovation as the cornerstone to launch, catch-up,
and secure their advantages in the global competition. Taiwan provides effective public
R&D funding towards targeted industries like semiconductors and ICT products [4], and
utilizes government policies to enliven innovative activities from SMEs in the high-tech
sector [5]. Ireland strives to create an innovator-friendly environment to attract foreign
direct investment (FDI) to foster science and engineering research [4,6]. South Korea
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combines technology-driven policy [7], innovation-driven policy [8], and the “Green New
Deal” [9] to launch an all-front advance in industrial and green innovation. Israel’s “neo-
developmental state” model leverages pilot agencies and policy innovations to trigger
structural transformation of the “science-based industry” and eruptive growth of high-tech
sectors [10,11].

With the challenges of climate change and resource depletion growing more intense
and imminent, it becomes more urgent for countries not only to innovate in technology
but also in sustainability. The European Union’s “The European Green Deal” aims for full
decarbonization and equitable development through spillover effects triggered by policy
mix designs [12]. South Korea declared the ambitious “Green New Deal” to envision a
national green engineering mega-project in green urbanization, green industrial develop-
ment, and low-carbon renewable energy [9]. Norway skillfully adopted a policy mix of
regulation, financial incentives, and consultancy services to facilitate the transition to green
buildings in the construction sector [13]. Finland successfully raised energy efficiency by
adopting creative policy instruments [14], and launched the Mobility as a Service (MaaS)
policy experiment [15] to further move towards a low-carbon society. Clearly, sustain-
able innovation has been a critical part of countries’ competitive advantages in the era of
sustainability transition.

Why do some countries innovate better than others? Scholars in innovation research
(IR) apply different approaches to unravel this puzzle. From the perspective of innovation
systems [16,17], the theory of national systems of innovation (NSI) traces its intellectual
roots to neo-institutional theory [18] and evolutionary economics [19], and looks into how
technology and innovation are created and diffused in an input–output mechanism com-
posed of existing institutions [20]. All these institutional arrangements facilitate interactive
learning [21] and determine “the scale, direction and relative success of all innovative
activities” [22].

From the perspective of collaborative networking, the theory of “The Triple Helix”
model explores the overlaying communications and expectations among universities, in-
dustries and government at the network level, leading to the reconstruction of institutional
arrangements for national innovation and policymaking [23]. From the perspective of
competence building, the theory of “national innovative capacity” (NIC) explores how a
nation’s internal environment and fundamental infrastructure affect a nation’s potential to
produce, commercialize, and diffuse technological innovation [24].

Scholars in other fields of social science seek to employ new perspectives that might
help solve the puzzle of national innovation performance. The theory of “varieties of
capitalism” claims that countries with a more liberal economy tend to induce more radical
technological change while countries with a more coordinated economy tend to produce
more incremental technological change [25], though this claim was not fully supported by
empirical evidence [26]. The influence of other factors, such as political decentralization [27],
international linkages [28], and the degree of individualism [29], on national innovation
performance has also been explored.

All these theoretical approaches attempt to explore the roles of environment, insti-
tutions, infrastructure, actors, and linkages on national innovation performance. They
are concerned about the political structures, economic institutions, and social fabrics in
which national innovative processes are embedded, as well as the constraints and costs
imposed by their mutual embeddedness. They stress the division of labor, coordination,
and cooperation between the public sector and the private sector in promoting innovation
activities that help trigger radical and incremental innovation. However, several important
aspects in the national innovation function are not fully addressed.

First, the existing theoretical approaches recognize the important role played by pub-
lic policies, but mostly focus on the role of economic policies [22], R&D policies [21], or
industrial policies targeting specific sectors [30]. There exists some degree of insufficiency
in the literature that addresses national innovation from the perspective of generalized
STI (Science, Technology, and Innovation) policies with common characteristics that tran-
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scend country borders. Second, the existing approaches mainly take a neo-institutional
perspective [31], and stress the overwhelming role of institutions in embedding innova-
tive organizations [32], facilitating interactive learning between users and producers [21],
and regulating how policies shape innovation processes [33]. However, institutions alone
may not account for all the major driving forces behind STI policies. There exist policy
values, key agents, policy paradigms, policymaking mechanisms, governance modes, and
embedded culture that jointly set up the foundation of STI policies. Third, although the
existing approaches stress the role of institutional learning [34], knowledge spillover [33],
and knowledge transfer [35], they tend to adopt the micro-analytical level that centers on
interactive learning and creative forgetting [34]. What is not fully recognized is the fact that
a country as a whole constitutes the “national learning system”, which features the incre-
mental process of technical change driven by the absorption and diffusion of technological
knowledge [36]. This kind of ability in knowledge absorption and diffusion may be critical
in converting and translating STI policies into concrete innovation outcomes.

Hence, this study aims to address these research gaps and extend the existing ap-
proaches by adding the new perspective of country-level STI policy regimes and knowledge
absorption dynamics to address two core research questions:

RQ1: How do a country’s STI policy regimes affect its performance in innovation outputs?
RQ2: How does a country’s capacity in knowledge absorption factor into the national innova-

tion function?
To investigate these research questions, this study first proposes the concept of dual STI

policy regimes, and hypothesizes that both a democratic policy regime and a meritocratic
policy regime act as positive contributors to national innovation performance. Second, this
study introduces the concept of national absorptive capacity (NAC) as a key moderating
factor of the national innovation function, and hypothesizes that potential NAC (PNAC)
and realized NAC (RNAC) moderate, in opposite directions, how a democratic policy
regime and a meritocratic policy regime affect national innovation performance.

This study is expected to make positive contributions to the existing research on na-
tional innovation in several ways. First, this study introduces a new conceptual framework
of national innovation that contains STI policy regimes and NAC. The society-centered
democratic policy regime and the state-centered meritocratic policy regime differ in various
dimensions, promote innovation through different channels, and may play complimentary
roles to each other. Second, this study brings theories of knowledge search, technology
spillover, and organizational learning into the research on national innovation, and rein-
terprets these theories with new theoretical and policy implications at the national level.
Third, this study enriches STI policy research on what a country should do to promote
innovation. This study argues that a country needs to establish an ambidextrous set of
STI policy regimes in both democracy and meritocracy, and use its NAC as the leverage to
construct an innovation ecosystem capable of both exploration and exploitation.

The rest of the paper will proceed through five sections. In Section 2, the relevant
literature is reviewed, a conceptual model is constructed, and six major hypotheses are
established. In Section 3, the collection of the panel data from OECD countries is clearly
delineated, the variables are operationally defined, and the statistical models are specified.
In Section 4, fixed-effects regression of panel data is conducted, the empirical results are
presented, and a robustness analysis is conducted. In Section 5, theoretical and policy
implications of the empirical results are discussed. In Section 6, all the major findings are
summarized, research limitations are discussed, and suggestions on future directions of
research are proposed.

2. Theories and Hypotheses
2.1. Theoretical Framework of STI Policy Regimes
2.1.1. Theory of Policy Regimes

What is a policy regime? May and Jochim [37] defined a policy regime as the “gov-
erning arrangements” that address policy problems while at the same time generate policy
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legitimacy, coherence, and durability. The governing arrangements include institutional ar-
rangements, interest alignments, and shared ideas. According to Wilson [38], policy regime
can be constructed based on specific issue areas and mainly contains three dimensions: power
arrangement, policy paradigms, and policymaking mechanisms. Power arrangement involves
interactions of core interest groups that support the policy regime. Policy paradigms identify
problems, provide solutions, and formulate policies. Policymaking mechanisms refer to the
decision processes in which government organizations, professional associations, and interest
groups jointly develop and maintain policies. Howlett [39] further argued that a policy regime
contains its own logic that links policy tools and objectives, while it further entails governance
modes in legislation, corporatism, markets, and networks.

How is a policy regime different from institutions? Jochim and May [40] argued that
a policy regime is conceptually broader than institutions since a policy regime contains
multiple dimensions in issues, ideas, interests, and institutions. Moreover, a policy regime is
essentially “boundary-spanning” and contains governing arrangements that hold control over
multiple subsystems. Hence, various elements from different subsystems can be integrated to
function in a concerted manner so as to reduce the inertia in the original policy subsystems [40].
Moreover, a domestic policy regime echoes the concept of an “international regime” composed
of “implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which
actors’ expectations converge in a given area of international relations” [41].

Accordingly, the policy regime approach incorporates the established institutional ap-
proach, while it addresses the counterargument that institutions alone are insufficient to
achieve the desired outcome unless key actors from diverse settings reach an agreement on
shared principles, beliefs, and goals [42]. This approach contains political settings such as
politico-administrative institutions in which policymaking is embedded [43]. This approach
looks into a bigger picture painted with polity, politics, and policies [44]. Furthermore, this
approach reflects fundamental concepts of structure as “rules and resources” [45] and schema
as “generalizable procedures” [46]. It echoes the “structure–agency” model that integrates
contexts, actions, and strategies [47]. Moreover, the policy regime approach emphasizes
“state–society synergy” [48] in which government and communities engage in the process of
coproduction [49,50].

Based on the above discussions, this study summarizes the key differences between a
policy regime and institutions, as Table 1 illustrates.

Table 1. Main characteristics of a policy regime and institutions.

Policy Regime Institutions

Definition Governing arrangements for addressing
policy problems

Rules of the game that constrain and structure
human interaction

Fundamental structure State and society State

Main elements Power alignment; policy paradigms; policymaking
mechanisms Rules; norms; shared strategies

Purpose
Governing;
Problem-solving;
Capability-enhancing

Lowering transaction costs;
Facilitating resource allocation;
Monitoring and controlling;
Sanctioning and rewarding;
Learning and forgetting

Guiding principle Policy values;
Embedded culture

Institutional grammar;
Instrumental rationality

Method of categorization Policy areas Regulative, normative, cognitive;
Political, economic, social

Outcome Policy instruments;
Governance modes

Resource allocation;
Acceptable behaviors;
Interactive networks

Primary dynamics Structure–agency Behavior–interaction

Chief agents of change Policy innovators Institutional entrepreneurs
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Based on the theories above, this study proposes the adoption of the policy regime
approach in order to further investigate the key question of why some countries innovate
better than others. Here, the STI policy regime is defined as “the set of policy values, key
agents, power arrangement, policy paradigms, policymaking mechanisms, governance modes,
political institutions, and embedded culture that jointly determine a country’s STI policy goals,
designs, instruments, as well as outcomes.” Furthermore, this study proposes the conceptual
framework of dual STI policy regimes, democratic and meritocratic, as the main theoretical
pillar for exploring the core research questions.

2.1.2. Democratic STI Policy Regime

Essentially, a democratic STI policy regime is society-centered. It gains legitimacy
through competitive elections, integrates citizens’ voices through public participation,
and transforms collective choices into political decisions. It is mainly composed of an
“institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire
the power to decide by means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote.” [51]. It
contains two fundamental dimensions—contestation and participation—while at the same
time it can be defined in terms of sources of authority, purposes of service, and constituting
procedures [52].

A democratic STI policy regime aims to address the problem of “democratic deficit”,
the “incongruence between majority public preference and public policy” [53,54]. Demo-
cratic deficit in essence represents the confrontation between “We the People” and “We
the Authorities” [55]. This kind of confrontation may originate from input and output
sides. The input side concerns whether people with various interests and identities have
proper access and due representation in policymaking processes. The output side con-
cerns whether policies address immediate challenges, promote problem-solving, and raise
general welfare [55,56].

A democratic STI policy regime incorporates various socio-economic agendas and
seeks to transform STI policymaking processes by actively aligning concerns from di-
verse interest groups and ultimately accelerating socio-technical co-evolution within the
regime [57]. A democratic policy regime tends to be born out of a pluralistic society that
tolerates dissent, and cherishes values of fairness, equity, and diversity. Taking these values
as the basic policy guidance, this kind of regime tends to favor a participatory policymaking
mechanism, adopt governance modes in markets and networks, and build an alliance with
diverse interest groups.

A democratic STI policy regime features civil groups as the key agent. Civil groups seek
to leverage limited resources to maximize influence by forming “epistemic communities”,
which constitute “networks of professionals with recognized expertise and competence in
a particular domain and an authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge” [58]. These
epistemic communities seek to transform policymaking mechanisms by triggering knowl-
edge production mechanisms and guiding policy decision-makers’ learning processes [59].
Through epistemic communities, civil groups integrate and augment their voices, while
at the same time engage in policy solution-finding, knowledge construction, and political
lobbying [60]. Moreover, civil groups participate in established R&D systems by means of
strengthening links, aligning objectives, consulting on research topics, carrying out field
work, and serving as research centers, so that the domains of science and technology can
be broadened [61].

Democratic STI policymaking features a “multi-actor arena” in which various stake-
holders compete and confront with diverse interests, agendas, and perspectives on real-
ity [62]. This multi-actor policy arena triggers the rise of various participatory bottom-up
policymaking mechanisms that include the likes of civic engagement, citizen participation,
and participatory technology assessments. Civic engagement leverages community-wide
efforts and local institutions for collective problem-solving and policy agenda-setting [63].
Citizen participation allows policy experts to incorporate citizens’ relevant information
into all stages of policymaking processes, and enables citizens to obtain more information
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regarding the stakes they have in different policy options [64]. A participatory technol-
ogy assessment (pTA) aims to respond to structural changes in democratic society and
to facilitate knowledge dissemination from experts to the public in order to raise public
understanding of science, engineering, and technology [65].

What stands out as the epitome of democratic policy regime is the very kind of policy
paradigm called “Transformative Innovation Policy” (TIP) [66–68]. TIP aims to transform
STI policymaking by accommodating unorthodox outsider voices that have been previously
ignored or slighted by policy makers. TIP engages in not only the transactional side but
also the transformative side, especially the failure of the transformative system [69]. TIP
takes on the grand challenge of climate change and pushes for the sustainability transition,
the fundamental process of transformation towards sustainable modes in production and
consumption [70]. TIP actively adopts the policy mix with both creative and destructive
policy instruments in order to accelerate the transition process towards sustainability [15].

Regarding the nature of technology, a democratic policy regime takes the cautious
view that technology development is tempted to favor the privileged while ignoring the
concerns of the disadvantaged [71]. Hence, STI policies should incorporate fair access to
and equalized participation in both the creation and diffusion of innovation. Furthermore,
STI policies should make a comprehensive assessment on every aspect of interdependen-
cies between technology and society [72] and heed the social impact of technology [73].
Additionally, STI policies ought to hasten the development of “below the radar” (BRI) inno-
vations that harness indigenous knowledge to solve local problems [74]. Echoing this view
is the “distribution sensitive innovation policy” (DSIP) that seeks to raise productivity for
low-skilled workers, increase minorities’ employment in technology-intensive industries,
and revitalize disadvantaged regions [75].

2.1.3. Meritocratic STI Policy Regime

Essentially, a meritocratic STI policy regime is state-centered. It originated in the
post-industrial society governed by a merit-based system in which “differential status and
differential income are based on technical skills and higher education” [76]. This kind
of merit-based principle involves job placement, conditions of opportunity, and reward
schedules [77]. This kind of regime reflects the very essence of the so-called “dirigiste
states” [78] in which technocrats set up policy objectives, design policy instruments, and
steer policy implementation based on policy logics of causation or effectuation [79].

A meritocratic policy regime tends to be born out of a rational society that has deep-
rooted respect for technical expertise and cherishes values of efficiency, growth, and security.
Taking these values as the basic policy guidance, this kind of regime tends to favor policy-
making mechanisms of rational choices or organizational processes [80], adopt legal and
corporatist governance modes, and seek to build an alliance of academics, professionals,
and technocrats.

A meritocratic STI policy regime features technocrats as the key agents. Technocrats’
authority originates from what Max Weber called the “rational–legal legitimacy”, which de-
rives from laws and rules that stipulate power distribution and bureaucratic structures [81].
Technocrats with technical specialization wield legal authority embedded in a rational
and impersonal bureaucratic organization charged with a fixed jurisdiction, hierarchical
authority, and general rules [82]. Technocrats are expected to possess qualities of “passion,
a sense of responsibility, and a sense of proportion” [83]. Required to fulfill faithful duties
under the supervision of the state, technocrats’ top concern and foremost goal is always
to build up sustained national comparative advantages in technological advancement,
industrial development, and economic growth.

The meritocratic STI policy regime found its heyday in the postwar Bretton Woods
system in which IMF, the World Bank, and GATT served as key players regulating and
coordinating the international economy, finance, and trade. This postwar grand system
featured institutionalized government support for basic and applied R&D that sought
to address market failure and promote innovative activities [84]. Government combined
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“mission-oriented” policies to tackle grand challenges and maintain strategic leadership,
and “diffusion-oriented” policies to build up an innovative capacity to trigger technological
change and accelerate knowledge diffusion [85].

A meritocratic policy regime seeks to promote technological innovation through four
major procedures: problem identification, goal setting, policy designs, and policy evalua-
tion [86]. It features not only administrative procedures but also bureaucratic organizations
such as national policy councils (NPC) [87] and innovation agencies [88]. It utilizes policy
targets and tools in supply, demand, and environmental sides [86]. Additionally, it applies
policy tools to promote global collaboration in science and technology, the generation of
innovation in a global context, and the exploitation of innovations on a global scale [89].

What stands out as the epitome of a meritocratic policy regime is the very kind of policy
paradigm called Holistic Innovation Policy (HIP) [90], which takes a systematic view and
promotes policies addressing every aspect of innovation. HIP seeks to “integrate all public
actions that influence or may influence innovation processes” [91]. HIP stresses the role of
institutions and deals with four basic dimensions: provision of knowledge inputs, demand-
side activities, provision of constituents, and support services for innovation [90,91]. HIP is
essentially system-oriented and can be evaluated based on policy instruments, policy mix,
and socio-economic performance with involvement from different levels of expertise [92].

2.1.4. Main Characteristics of Dual STI Policy Regimes

Based on the above discussions, this study summarizes the main characteristics of
dual STI policy regimes in Table 2.

Table 2. Main characteristics of dual STI policy regimes.

Democratic STI Policy Regime Meritocratic STI Policy Regime

Core structure Society-centered State-centered

Intellectual roots Schumpeterian Weberian

Policy values Fairness; equity; diversity; trust Efficiency; growth; security; prosperity

Key agents Organized citizens and civil groups with diverse concerns Technocrats with professional expertise and
technical qualifications

Power alignment A coalition of diverse interest groups and
government officials

An alliance of academics, professionals, and
technocrats

Policy paradigms Transformative Innovation Policy (TIP) Holistic Innovation Policy (HIP)

Policymaking mechanisms Participatory
Bottom-up and top-down

Rational choice; organizational process
Mainly top-down

Governance mode Market governance
Network governance

Legal governance
Corporatist governance

Political institutions
With competitive elections and representative legislative
bodies that enable organized citizens and civil groups to
voice concerns and build coalitions to reshape policymaking

With legal frameworks and bureaucratic
organizations that empower technocrats to
map out and carry out policies

Embedded culture Respect for pluralism and diversity; broad tolerance of
opposing opinions

Respect for expertise and
professional judgment

Problems to address Democratic deficit
Transformative failure

Market failure
Governance failure

Main policy issues Sustainable development; societal welfare; social justice Technological capabilities; industrial
productivity; economic growth

2.2. STI Policy Regimes and Innovation
2.2.1. Democratic STI Policy Regime and Innovation

A democratic policy regime, in its very essence, embodies a society’s fundamental
assumptions, social structures, and cultural traditions. Having witnessed the great catastro-
phes caused by fascism and communism in the 1930s and 1940s, Karl Popper [93] proposed
the concept of “open society” in contrast to “closed society”. Popper defined open society
as being composed of “humanness, reasonableness, freedom, and equality”. Popper ar-
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gued that an open society implanted with democratic ideals and liberal practices is more
receptive to unorthodox thinking and brand new ideas, thus becoming more conducive
to breakthrough technological innovation. Florida [94] echoed Popper’s arguments by
stating that a society with high open-mindedness to novel ideas and tolerance towards
eccentric lifestyles attracts talented people and give the “creative class” free rein to generate
entrepreneurship and innovativeness.

The connection between democracy and innovation has in recent years attracted re-
newed attention from scholars across different fields in social sciences. Gao et al. [95]
conducted an empirical test on the “Popper hypothesis”, but concluded that there was no
direct positive effect of democracy on national innovation performance. Wang et al. [96]
re-tested the “Popper hypothesis” using various democratic indices and confirmed that
democracy enhances innovation. Whetsell et al. [97] found solid empirical evidence to
support the “democracy–science hypothesis”, which states that democracy promotes sci-
entific discoveries. Carayannis and Campbell [98] further argued that democracy serves
as an “innovation enabler” that benefits creators, inventers, and innovators alike. Other
researchers reached similar conclusions regarding the role of democracy in promoting
innovation [99–101]. Regarding innovation in the sustainability transition, research shows
that democracy can be a main driver generating climate policy outputs [102], as well as
green technological innovation [103,104].

How does a democratic policy regime foster science, technology, and innovation?
The first and foremost channel is freedom. Amartya Sen [105] espoused freedom as an
instrument to promote individual capabilities, which ultimately generate more creative
ideas and practical innovations. Sen’s proposition has been confirmed by empirical research
in terms of individual freedom [106], economic freedom [107], political freedom [108], and
social freedom [101]. Additionally, freedom can also enhance entrepreneurial activities,
which unleash new businesses, new products, and new innovations [109–111].

The second channel is social equality, which refers to the ideal status in which all
people in society are endowed with the same rights and equipped with the same access
to opportunities and resources [112]. Social equality ensures equal participation from all
walks of life and provides motivations for talented individuals to innovate. Social equality
erases traditional barriers while it accelerates the diffusion of innovation indiscriminately
to members in a society [113–116]. The more rapidly and broadly the diffusion of old
innovations proceeds, the more likely the production of new innovations will become.

One key aspect of social equality is gender equality, which promotes collaborative
knowledge production conducive to the generation of new technology and innovation [117].
Female empowerment has been a key driver of the democratic movement [118], which
in turn empowers more women to participate in basic and applied research. Various re-
searchers have confirmed that removing gender barriers and creating a female-friendly envi-
ronment largely improve both the quantity and quality of innovation production [119–122].

A democratic policy regime also encourages public deliberation and debates on the
direction of STI policies, as well as the development of new technologies. The so-called
“deliberative democracy” refers to “a process of open discussion leading to an agreed
judgment on policy” [123]. Deliberative democracy brings in “epistemic benefits” by es-
tablishing deliberative procedures in agenda-populating and agenda-winnowing [124].
Regarding technology development, Pesch [125] argued that public debates unleash ques-
tions regarding the desirability and credibility of technology developers’ worldviews and
expectations, thus achieving the process of democratization in technology development.

Based on the discussions above, this study argues that a democratic policy regime
enhances a nation’s performance in innovation outputs through channels of freedom, social
equality, and public deliberation.

Hypothesis 1. Nations with a higher degree of democratic STI policy regime perform better in
innovation outputs than nations with a lower degree of democratic STI policy regime.
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2.2.2. Meritocratic STI Policy Regime and Innovation

A meritocratic STI policy regime enhances innovation as a fixer of market failure
and a problem solver to market externalities. Therefore, government steps in to provide
institutional support (like intellectual property protection) and targeted funding (like R&D
subsidies) in order to encourage more innovative efforts and induce more innovative
production [33,42]. Prior research has shown consistent results regarding the positive role
of government R&D subsidies in innovation [126–128]. Compared to industrial R&D that
incurs considerable social costs, government R&D brings multiple social benefits in building
trust between stakeholders through technology brokerage, generating new demand for
radical R&D markets, and socializing risks by promoting stakeholder governance [129].

The new era of mobile communication and information technology saw the merito-
cratic STI policy regime redefined not only as a market fixer but also as a market creator.
For example, the U.S. government set up the foundation for the mobile communication
revolution by supporting the development of the internet, wireless communication, as
well as optical screens [130]. Hence, a meritocratic STI policy regime acts as a trustful
force to create necessary conditions for the introduction of new technology and lays the
groundwork for the demand side of new markets [131].

However, it cannot be neglected that the quality of a meritocratic policy regime
does affect the appropriateness of policy instruments, as well as the consequent policy
outcomes. A meritocratic policy regime that should have aimed to correct market failures
may possibly incur “governance failures” in which technocrats lack the capability to
provide systematic directions or address emergent problems with specific policies [132].
Examples of governance failures include ineffective policy enforcement, inhibited public
participation, underrepresentation of regulated groups, or even a lack of legitimacy [39].

Contrary to governance failure, “good governance” is defined as the process and
structure that direct sociopolitical and economic relations, and thus can be reflected in
indicators such as participation, rule of law, transparency, and accountability [133]. Good
governance is embodied in principles of decentralization, effectiveness, and cohesion [134].
Good governance not only raises institutional quality but also generates “state capacity”,
which refers to the state’s ability to “implement official goals, especially over the actual or
potential opposition of powerful social groups” [135].

The relationship between governance quality and innovation performance has been
widely studied by scholars across different fields in social sciences. Various researchers
confirmed that the quality of governance has a positive effect on countries’ innovation
performance [136–138]. On the other side, recent research has shown that government
corruption inhibits innovation across national, regional, and corporate levels [139–142],
and severely hurts environment-related technological innovation [141,143]. In contrast,
researchers showed that corruption control exerts a positive effect on the national innovative
output [144,145].

Based on the discussions above, this study argues that a meritocratic STI policy regime
promotes a nation’s performance in innovation outputs through channels of market-fixing
and market-creating policy instruments, as well as good governance.

Hypothesis 2. Nations with a higher degree of meritocratic STI policy regime perform better in
innovation outputs than nations with a lower degree of meritocratic STI policy regime.

2.3. The Moderating Role of National Absorptive Capacity (NAC)
2.3.1. Theory of NAC

Cohen and Levinthal [146] first proposed and defined absorptive capacity (AC) as an
organization’s ability to “recognize the value of new, external information, assimilate it,
and apply it to commercial ends”. AC is primarily a function of an organization’s prior
knowledge and could be developed through the cognitive structures of learning. AC
serves as the critical link between R&D investments and knowledge accumulation, and
is particularly critical when an organization wishes to extend its knowledge base that is
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beyond the reach of its routine activities. The process may start with individual absorptive
agents, move into organizational procedures, and culminate in absorptive outcomes [147].

Essentially, AC carries two faces of “learning and innovation” [146], encompasses
various nodes along the entire network of knowledge creation and diffusion, and thus
can be categorized based on distinct value activities. Zahra and George [148] proposed
that AC can be broken down into potential AC (PAC) and realized AC (RAC). PAC refers
to an organization’s ability to “acquire and assimilate” external knowledge, while RAC
refers to the ability to leverage the absorbed knowledge in order to “transform and exploit”.
Jansen et al. [149] found that an organization’s “coordination capabilities” strengthen PAC
while “socialization capabilities” strengthen RAC. Furthermore, both PAC and RAC can be
instrumental in organizations’ imitation and innovation strategies, and thus could have
indirect impacts on sustained competitive advantages [150].

Though most of the AC literature dwells on the firm level, AC can be extended to the
country level, leading to the concept of “national absorptive capacity” (NAC), which refers
to a country’s ability to “learn and implement the technologies and associated practice of
all developed countries” [151]. Compared to AC, NAC is more concerned about domestic
technological capabilities and cross-national technology transfer [152,153], and thus can be
determined by a country’s R&D spending, the context within the innovation system, and
the distance from the technological frontier [154]. Put simply, NAC reflects the “globalizing”
of domestic AC [155] and helps raise less-developed countries’ exposure to international
technology spillovers [156].

Compositionally, NAC retains key features of technological exposure and application,
but involves unique macro-dimensions in education, finance, governance, and policies [157].
These dimensions can be analyzed vertically and horizontally, and can be reassembled into
industrial, scientific, institutional–administrative, and public policy NACs [158]. Moreover,
NAC involves both macro-level systematic change and micro-level interactive processes,
and thus may constitute a co-evolutionary relationship with the national innovative capa-
bility [159].

2.3.2. NAC as a Moderator between STI Policy Regimes and Innovation

A country’s innovation capability-building rests on its ability to conduct knowledge
searches, which can be observed from two major dimensions: knowledge search scope
and knowledge search depth. “Knowledge search scope” refers to the breadth by which
new knowledge is explored, while “knowledge search depth” refers to the frequency with
which old knowledge is exploited [160]. Knowledge search modes comprise value chain
search and capital search, while it may involve industry–university–research institute
collaborations and inward licensing [161]. Accordingly a country’s STI policy regimes
and NAC constitute critical parts of its search processes in gaining access to advanced
knowledge, as well as in establishing technological capabilities and technical practices of
its own.

Just as AC can be categorized into PAC and RAC, NAC can also be categorized into
potential NAC (PNAC) and realized NAC (RNAC). PNAC centers on a country’s capacity
in identifying, accessing, and learning cross-national knowledge spillovers. RNAC centers
on a country’s capacity in digesting, disseminating, and commercializing cross-national
knowledge spillovers. From the perspective of the knowledge value chain [162,163], PNAC
is more concerned with the upstream activities of the value chain while RNAC is more
concerned with the downstream activities. From the perspective of knowledge creation,
PNAC is more concerned with internalizing explicit knowledge into tacit knowledge,
while RNAC is more concerned with combining various genres of explicit knowledge or
externalizing tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge [164].

This study defines potential national absorptive capacity (PNAC) as a nation’s ability
to “acquire and assimilate” external technology knowledge through openness to global
knowledge flows [165], learning opportunities, and knowledge transfer [166]. A democratic
STI policy regime is conducive to innovation because it creates an open society in which
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different views and thoughts can be exchanged freely and debated thoroughly. This kind of
environment is especially critical for scientific discovery and experimental exploration. The
process of discovery and exploration requires constant exposure to the newest knowledge
and the ensuing intellectual activities in filtering, sorting, digesting, and learning.

A country’s high PNAC brings an advantage of broadly tapping into a wide array of
explorative activities and intellectual fields. As these kinds of explorative opportunities and
efforts grow and multiply, a rising trend of more researchers engaging in a more diverse set
of new knowledge domains occurs. This helps trigger a sharp rise in both knowledge search
scope and depth in exploration, a great leap forward in scientific discoveries and break-
through inventions, and eventually an eruptive growth in innovation. Hence, PNAC acts
as a moderator in converting a democratic STI policy regime into more innovation outputs.

Hypothesis 3. Potential NAC positively moderates the relationship between a democratic STI
policy regime and a nation’s performance in innovation outputs.

This study defines realized national absorptive capacity (RNAC) as a nation’s ability
to “transform and exploit” external technology knowledge through internationalization
and diversification [167] in the “global value chains” [168]. A meritocratic STI policy
regime is conducive to innovation because it creates a well-functioning state that provides
high-quality civil service, adequate regulation, intellectual property protection, and R&D
subsidies for individuals, institutes, and firms to conduct exploitative activities. This kind
of environment is especially critical for applied research and commercial exploitation, as a
meritocratic policy regime actively fixes market failure and creates market demand for new
technology and innovations. The process of application and commercialization requires
constant exposure to the latest information, precise identification of business opportunities,
and swift initiation of pilot projects. All these contribute to put novel ideas first into feasible
application and then into profitable businesses.

A country’s high RNAC brings the advantage of concentrated investments in exploita-
tive activities and applied technology. As this concentration reaches a specific threshold,
accelerated knowledge accumulation and a sharpened learning curve work together to
bring about a sharp rise in both knowledge search scope and depth in exploitation. That
triggers a great leap forward in product quality and process improvement, and eventually
an eruptive growth in product and process innovation. Hence, RNAC acts as a moderator
in a converting meritocratic policy regime into more innovation output in application
and commercialization.

Hypothesis 4. Realized NAC positively moderates the relationship between a meritocratic STI
policy regime and a nation’s performance in innovation outputs.

On the other side, since PNAC serves as an important channel for knowledge ac-
quisition and assimilation, a too high degree of PNAC indicates a too high degree of
knowledge search in exploration but a too low degree of knowledge search in exploitation.
This damages the possibilities of exploitative activities in turning scientific advancement
into practical application. Eventually, a steep drop in the exploitative knowledge search
will surpass the benefits of a more explorative knowledge search. Put in another way, a
too high degree of PNAC indicates “too much science” but “too little engineering”. That
draws excessive resources into explorative activities, leaving exploitative activities with
insufficient investment and attention. All these will lead to an inevitable decline in product
and process innovation.

Hypothesis 5. Potential NAC negatively moderates the relationship between a meritocratic STI
policy regime and a nation’s performance in innovation outputs.

By the same reasoning, since RNAC serves as an important channel for knowledge
transformation and exploitation, a too high degree of RNAC indicates a too high degree of
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knowledge search in exploitation but a too low degree of knowledge search in exploration,
thus damaging the explorative activities in searching for new intellectual horizons and
creative ideas. Eventually, a steep drop in the explorative knowledge search will surpass
the benefits of a more exploitative knowledge search. Put in another way, a too high degree
of RNAC indicates “too much engineering” but “too little science”. That draws excessive
resources into exploitative activities, leaving explorative activities with insufficient invest-
ment and attention. All these will lead to a highly possible decline in scientific discoveries
and technological breakthrough.

Hypothesis 6. Realized absorptive capacity negatively moderates the relationship between a
democratic STI policy regime and a nation’s performance in innovation outputs.

2.4. A Conceptual Model of STI Policy Regimes, NAC, and Innovation

Based on the above discussions, a conceptual model is constructed to align the six
major hypotheses with the two core research questions. To answer the first research
question regarding the impact of a country’s STI policy regimes on its performance in
innovation outputs, this study argues that both democratic and meritocratic STI policy
regimes exert positive influences on national innovation performance. To answer the
second research question regarding how a country’s capacity in knowledge absorptive
factors into its national innovation function, this study argues that NAC moderates STI
policy regimes’ impacts on their performance in innovation outputs. The direction of the
moderating effect depends on the match between the type of the STI policy regime and the
type of NAC. Both types of NAC may be beneficial or detrimental in different moderating
routes. The interactive effect will be positive when an STI policy regime finds the proper
match of NAC that fits into its essential nature. Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual model.
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3. Methodology
3.1. Data and Variables

This study collects panel data from 38 OECD countries. The time period ranges from
2011 to 2022 for the dependent variable, and 2010 to 2021 for the independent variables.
The total number of samples is 456.

3.1.1. Dependent Variable

The main dependent variable is the OECD country’s annual innovation output sub-
index of the Global Innovation Index (GII) from 2011 to 2022. The index’s score value
ranges from 0 to 100. The index contains knowledge, technology, and creative outputs.
Knowledge & technology outputs are chiefly composed of knowledge creation, impact,
and diffusion, covering activities in patents, journal publications, and high-tech exports.
Creative outputs are chiefly composed of intangible assets, creative goods & services, and
online activity, covering activities in trademarks, brand value, cultural exports, and mobile
app creations. The GII output sub-index has been widely used by innovation scholars as
the proxy for national innovation performance [169].

3.1.2. Independent Variables

The main independent variable refers to dual STI policy regimes that are broken down
into two main categories: democratic and meritocratic. This study chooses indicators of
democracy and governance as proxies for STI policy regimes, since these indicators reflect
fundamental dimensions in policy values, power arrangement, policy paradigms, policy-
making mechanisms, governance modes, political institutions, and embedded culture. Both
variables are lagged one year considering the path dependence and time they take to affect
the dependent variable. This one-year lagging technique is widely adopted by previous
research on the impact of either democracy [95,96] or governance [141] on innovation.

This study adopts the weighted average of a country’s five Varieties of Democracy (V-
Dem) sub-indices (electoral, liberal, participatory, deliberative, and egalitarian democracy)
in year t − 1 as the proxy for the “democratic STI policy regime” variable. Here, this
study uses the technique of “exploratory factor analysis” (EFA), which assumes that if
a common method variance exists, then a single factor will emerge and account for the
majority of the covariance among the components [170]. EFA shows that there is a single
dominant factor, while all five sub-indices have high loadings and constitute 93.5% of the
total variance. Accordingly, the democratic STI policy regime variable is constructed using
the formula below.

Democratic STI policy regime = 0.983 × (electoral democracy index) + 0.987 × (liberal democracy index) +
0.937 × (participatory democracy index) + 0.976 × (deliberative democracy index) + 0.951 × (egalitarian

democracy index)
(1)

This study adopts the weighted average of a country’s four sub-indices (government
effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law, and control of corruption) from the World
Governance Indicators (WGI) in year t − 1 as the proxy for the “meritocratic STI policy
regime” variable. The other two sub-indices of WGI, voice & accountability and political
stability, are ruled out because of their low relatedness to meritocracy. EFA shows that there
is a single dominant factor, while all four sub-indices have high loadings and constitute
85.2% of the variance. Accordingly the meritocratic STI policy regime variable is constructed
using the formula below.

Meritocratic STI policy regime = 0.973 × (government effectiveness index) + 0.981 × (rule of law index) +
0.939 × (regulatory quality index) + 0.965 × (control of corruption index)

(2)

3.1.3. Moderating Variables

Moderating variables contain two dimensions of NAC: potential NAC (PNAC) and
realized NAC (RNAC). Empirical research has tried to use different ways to measure
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NAC, such as R&D intensity, scientific documents, patent applications, human capital,
international openness, infrastructures, and even social cohesion [157–159]. Regarding
PAC and RAC, Jansen et al. [149] devised a standardized approach of applying various
scales of items in questionnaires to operationalize in terms of acquisition, assimilation,
transformation, and exploitation.

Considering the nature of PNAC in knowledge acquisition and assimilation, this
study uses a country’s openness to international trade as the proxy for PNAC, which is
measured by the ratio of total exports and imports to GDP. International openness facilitates
accesses to ideas from external sources [171] and has been used by scholars as the proxy for
NAC [159] since trade acts as an important channel for knowledge accumulation [154], as
well as technology infusion and diffusion [172]. International trade promotes technological
spillover and learning effects by means of facilitating the exchange of ideas horizontally
through industry counterparts and labor mobility, and vertically through supply chain
partners, thus accelerating the diffusion of technology [173]. This effect grows stronger
in the era of digitalization as digital service trade accelerates the process of knowledge
spillover [174].

Considering the nature of RNAC in knowledge transformation and exploitation, this
study uses a country’s degree of diversification in exported products as the proxy for RNAC.
Thus, RNAC is measured by a country’s export product diversification index, which is the
difference of one and the Herfindahl–Hirschman index (HHI) in exported product (the
sum of the square of the relative percentage in value of various types of products a country
exports to the world). The export product HHI reflects how well a country commercializes
its knowledge stock into diverse products sold in the global market. Previous research
has shown that competing in international markets provokes the “learning by exporting”
effect [175–177] that increases the scope of learning [178] and makes a country more keenly
aware of potential innovation opportunities. Furthermore, it erodes excessive profits and
exerts pressure on firms to learn and innovate in order to survive [179]. As a result, product
portfolio diversification becomes one of the main “upgrading pathways” [180] for countries
to transform and exploit acquired knowledge to reduce risks and raise competitiveness.

3.1.4. Control Variables

Considering previous research on the determinants of national innovation perfor-
mance [24,181], this study includes five control variables covering aspects of a country’s
innovation investment (GERD), international capital inflow (FDI), innovation protection
(IPR), competitive/antitrust policies (COMP), and venture capital markets (VC) for innova-
tion funding. GERD and FDI are chosen to reflect the innovation inputs that are part of the
input–output mechanism in the national innovation system [20]. IPR, COMP, and VC are
chosen to reflect the institutional factors that are part of the common innovation infrastruc-
ture of the national innovation system [24]. Like explanatory variables, all control variables
are lagged one year considering the time they take to affect the dependent variable.

All the variables are listed and defined in Table 3.

Table 3. Definition and sources of variables.

Variable Full Name Definition Source

Dependent variable: Innovative performance

OUTPUTt GII output sub-index A country’s score (0–100) in innovative
output in year t

WIPO global innovation index
annual report

Independent variables

DEMOt−1 Degree of democratic STI policy regime

EFA-based weighted average of a country’s
five democracy indices in year t − 1:
electoral, liberal, participatory, deliberative,
and egalitarian democracy

Author computation from the V-Dem
(Varieties of Democracy) database
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Table 3. Cont.

Variable Full Name Definition Source

MERITt−1
Degree of meritocratic STI
policy regime

EFA-based weighted average of a country’s
four indices in year t − 1: government
effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law,
and control of corruption

Author computation from the World
Bank Governance Indicators database

Moderating variables

PNACt−1 Potential national absorptive capacity The sum of imports and exports divided by
the GDP in year t − 1 World Bank national accounts data

RNACt−1 Realized national absorptive capacity
The difference of one and a country’s
Herfindahl–Hirschman index (HHI) in
export products in year t − 1

UNCTAD statistics database

Control variables

GERDt−1 General R&D expenditures Total R&D expenditures in all sectors
divided by the GDP in year t − 1

OECD science and
technology indicators

FDIt−1
Openness to international inflow
of capital

The sum of inward foreign direct
investments divided by the GDP in
year t − 1

World Bank national accounts data

IPRt−1 Strength of IPR protection

Average survey response by global business
executives on a 1–10-point scale regarding
the degree to which intellectual property is
adequately protected and enforced in
year t − 1

IMD World Competitiveness Online

COMPt−1 Stringency of antitrust policies

Average survey response by global business
executives on a 1–10-point scale regarding
whether a country’s competition legislation
is efficient in preventing unfair competition
in year t − 1

IMD World Competitiveness Online

VCt−1
Development of venture
capital markets

Average survey response by global business
executives on a 1–10-point scale regarding
whether a country’s venture capital is easily
available for start-ups or business activities
in year t − 1

IMD World Competitiveness Online

3.2. Model Specification

To investigate the impact of a country’s STI policy regimes and absorptive capacity
on innovation, this study establishes the following fixed-effects panel regression model,
controlling for both the country fixed-effect and yearly fixed-effect. Considering the unob-
servable differing dimensions across countries, this study uses fixed-effects panel regression
as a unit-specific approach to model heterogeneity [182]. Fixed-effects (FE) panel regression
has been widely accepted as a reliable tool in estimating ceteris paribus effects since it as-
sumes an arbitrary correlation between unobserved effects and explanatory variables [183].
The FE panel regression, along with other statistical analyses, are conducted with the
open-sourced R-4.3.3 software package, a reliable statistical toolkit extensively used by data
scientists and social sciences researchers.

For Hypotheses 1 and 2, the model is specified in Equation (3) as follows:

(OUTPUTi,t) = α + β1(DEMOi,t−1) + β2(MERITi,t−1) + Σ(Controlsi,t−1) + Fi + Yt + εi,t (3)

For Hypotheses 3–6, the model is specified in Equation (4) as follows:

(OUTPUTi,t) = α + β1(DEMOi,t−1) + β2(MERITi,t−1) + β3(PNACi,t−1) + β4(RNACi,t−1) +
β5(DEMOi,t−1 × PNACi,t−1) + β6(MERITi,t−1 × PNACi,t−1) + β7(DEMOi,t−1 × RNACi,t−1) +

β8(MERITi,t−1 × RNACi,t−1) + Σ(Controlsi,t−1) + Fi + Yt + εi,t

(4)

In the models, i denotes individual countries; β1 to β8 are coefficients of the main
independent variables, the moderators, and the interactions between main independent
variables and the moderators; Σ represents the coefficients of control variables; Fi is the



Sustainability 2024, 16, 2840 16 of 30

time-invariant, country-specific effect for country i; Yt is the time-specific fixed effect for
year t; and εi,t is the error term of the model.

Regarding the model fit analyses, common methods include R-squared, Araike infor-
mation criterion (AIC), and Bayesian information criterion (BIC). AIC and BIC calculate
prediction error for multi-model inference and are derived from a least-squares estimation
in linear regression modelling or in likelihood analyses [184]. Therefore, this paper deems
the R-squared method a more suitable indicator to assess model fitness in FE panel regres-
sion modelling. The value of R-squared is calculated with a difference of one and the ratio
of the explained variation (sum squared regression, SSR) to the total variation (total sum of
squares, SST).

4. Empirical Results
4.1. Fixed-Effects Panel Regression

Table 4 presents the descriptive statistics and the correlation matrix for the dependent
variable, independent variables, and control variables.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients for all variables (N = 456).

Mean SD Min Max 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. OUTPUT 42.44 9.82 18.02 68.63 1.00
2. DEMO 3.53 0.61 0.85 4.17 0.46 1.00 .
3. MERIT 4.59 2.43 −2.27 8.02 0.74 0.69 1.00
4. PNAC 100.20 60.46 23.38 388.12 0.18 0.13 0.14 1.00
5. RNAC 0.84 0.10 0.52 0.95 0.15 −0.06 0.02 0.14 1.00
6. GERD 1.89 1.08 0.19 5.71 0.67 0.26 0.54 −0.13 0.17 1.00
7. FDI 4.31 13.37 −41.65 138.21 0.05 −0.03 0.05 0.32 0.01 −0.11 1.00
8. IPR 6.90 1.40 2.69 9.20 0.74 0.49 0.86 0.08 0.15 0.61 0.03 1.00
9. COMP 5.97 1.22 2.15 8.51 0.56 0.39 0.79 −0.01 0.17 0.44 0.01 0.83 1.00
10. VC 4.93 1.31 1.72 8.32 0.50 0.20 0.59 0.06 0.14 0.43 0.02 0.69 0.70 1.00

Table 5 demonstrates the fixed-effect regression results for Equations (3) and (4). The
F-tests of all four models show the across-the-board model validity. The value of R-squared
increases with the addition of moderators, as well as the control variables.

Table 5. Coefficient estimates of fixed-effects panel regression results (dependent variable: national
innovation performance).

Model I Model II Model III Model IV

Main variables

DEMOt−1
3.379 ***
(0.923)

14.921 *
(8.272)

2.426 *
(0.964)

12.063
(8.412)

MERITt−1
0.923 †

(0.551)
−1.376
(2.066)

1.280 *
(0.559)

−0.774
(2.059)

PNACt−1
−0.142 †

(0.074)
−0.135 †

(0.073)

RNACt−1
39.767

(30.133)
34.906

(30.812)

(DEMO × PNAC)t−1
0.078 ***
(0.020)

0.081 ***
(0.020)

(MERIT × PNAC)t−1
−0.028 ***

(0.008)
−0.028 ***

(0.008)

(DEMO × RNAC)t−1
−22.713 *

(8.913)
−20.730 *

(9.137)

(MERIT × RNAC)t−1
6.357 **
(2.329)

6.048 **
(2.315)
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Table 5. Cont.

Model I Model II Model III Model IV

Control variables

GERDt−1
−0.275
(0.729)

−0.570
(0.735)

FDIt−1
−0.003
(0.014)

0.008
(0.013)

IPRt−1
−0.709
(0.509)

−0.755
(0.490)

COMPt−1
−0.573
(0.447)

−0.389
(0.437)

VCt−1
−0.546 †

(0.305)
−0.559 †

(0.300)

Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 456 456 456 456

F test 11.983 *** 8.767 *** 6.252 *** 7.076 ***

R2 0.0545 0.1461 0.0962 0.1851

*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, and † p < 0.10. Standard errors are in parentheses.

Model I contains only the explanatory variables. It shows that both democratic and
meritocratic policy regimes are significantly positively correlated with innovative output,
as Hypotheses 1 and 2 predict. It is noticeable that the effect of a democratic policy regime
on national innovation performance is much more significant than that of a meritocratic
policy regime.

Model II includes the two main explanatory variables and the moderating variables.
According to Baron and Kenny [185], a moderating effect occurs when “the interaction of
the predictor and the moderator produces a significant effect on the outcome variable”.
The results show PNAC positively moderates the relationship between a democratic policy
regime and innovation performance, as Hypothesis 3 predicts. At the same time, RNAC
positively moderates the relationship between a meritocratic policy regime and innovation
performance, as Hypothesis 4 predicts. In contrast, PNAC negatively moderates the rela-
tionship between a meritocratic policy regime and innovation performance, as Hypothesis
5 predicts. At the same time, RNAC negatively moderates the relationship between a
democratic policy regime and innovation performance, as Hypothesis 6 predicts.

Model III includes the two main explanatory variables and all the control variables. It
shows similar results as Model I. As for control variables, only VC carries slightly negative
significance. Model IV combines the two main explanatory variables, moderating variables,
and the control variables. We call tell that PNAC and RNAC maintain their respective
moderating effects.

However, the lowness of R-squared values could be a cause of concern since it reflects
the low fitness of the models. This indicates that though the two main explanatory variables
along with moderators significantly affect the dependent variable, they account for only a
small portion of all the possible explanations. This means that the specified model in this
paper contains high validity and relevance but still leaves a large amount of unexplained
variation that requires further investigation.

To further identify the moderating effects of NAC, this study divides the sample
data based on top 50% and bottom 50% of PNAC and RNAC, respectively. Thus, four
sub-sample data groups are constructed: High PNAC, Low PNAC, High RNAC, and Low
RNAC. Then, this study uses one standard deviation above and below the mean of the
dependent variable to demonstrate the moderating effect of each sub-sample data group.
The results are presented into four interaction plots in Figure 2a–d.
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and national innovation performance. (b) Moderating effect of PNAC on the relationship between
a meritocratic policy regime and national innovation performance. (c) Moderating effect of RNAC
on the relationship between a democratic policy regime and national innovation performance.
(d) Moderating effect of RNAC on the relationship between a meritocratic policy regime and national
innovation performance.

4.2. Robustness Analysis

This study uses several ways to further assess empirical meanings of the data and
check the robustness of the fixed-effects panel estimates.

4.2.1. Random-Effects Panel Regression

The first one is to conduct a supplementary analysis of the panel data using random-
effects panel regression, which shows similar results while the effects of both democratic
and meritocratic policy regimes on national innovation performance are much more signifi-
cant. Table 6 demonstrates the results. The statistical significance of the intercept confirms
that the difference across groups of countries and years does matter in the regression analy-
sis. This justifies the use of fixed-effects panel regression as a better statistical approach to
conduct a country-level panel data analysis.

Table 6. Coefficient estimates of random-effects panel regression results (dependent variable: national
innovation performance in year t).

Model I Model II Model III Model IV

Main variables

Intercept 24.312 ***
(2.881)

−1.273
(25.432)

28.090 ***
(3.803)

22.854
(24.866)

DEMOt−1
2.512 **
(0.864)

14.513 †

(7.642)
1.886 *
(0.888)

6.960
(7.555)

MERITt−1
2.016 ***
(0.356)

−1.221
(1.782)

2.402 ***
(0.376)

−0.230
(1.701)

PNACt−1
−0.155 *
(0.062)

−0.164 ***
(0.059)

RNACt−1
46.426 †

(27.676)
24.040

(27.230)
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Table 6. Cont.

Model I Model II Model III Model IV

(DEMO × PNAC)t−1
0.076 ***
(0.018)

0.074 ***
(0.019)

(MERIT × PNAC)t−1
−0.021 ***

(0.006)
−0.016 **

(0.006)

(DEMO × RNAC)t−1
−22.655 **

(8.352)
−14.496 †

(8.303)

(MERIT × RNAC)t−1
6.300 **
(2.099)

4.983 *
(2.013)

Control variables

GERDt−1
1.773 **
(0.560)

1.653 **
(0.579)

FDIt−1
−0.002
(0.014)

0.007
(0.014)

IPRt−1
0.132

(0.478)
0.167

(0.469)

COMPt−1
−0.808 †

(0.440)
−0.686
(0.437)

VCt−1
−0.565 †

(0.302)
−0.670 *
(0.297)

Observations 456 456 456 456

Chi Square 70.714 *** 104.713 *** 127.201 *** 154.643 ***

R2 0.1350 0.1898 0.2211 0.2592

*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, and † p < 0.10. Standard errors are in parentheses.

This study uses the Hausman test, a common way to compare the model validity
of the fixed-effects and random-effects estimates. A significantly high chi-square value
causes the rejection of the random error hypothesis, indicating that the use of fixed-effects
panel regression is more appropriate [183,186]. The results show that fixed-effects panel
regression is a better approach to deal with the panel data, as Table 7 demonstrates.

Table 7. Results of the Hausman test of fixed-effects and random-effects estimates.

Model I Model II Model III Model IV

Null hypothesis Rejected Rejected Rejected Rejected

Chi-square 10.229 ** 24.87 ** 103.22 *** 45.108 ***

*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01.

In addition, the random-effects model allows this study to calculate the variance
inflation factors (VIFs) to check the problem of multi-collinearity among independent
variables. A low value of VIF (usually less than 4) indicates a low degree of correlation
between the variable and the other independent variables. The values of VIFs range from
1.026 to 1.961, as Table 8 shows.

Table 8. Variance inflation factors among independent variables.

DEMO MERIT PNAC RNAC GERD FDI IPR COMP VC

VIF 1.507 1.961 1.056 1.048 1.270 1.026 1.902 1.915 1.609

4.2.2. Country-Level Analysis

Regarding the country-level analysis, first, this study uses variance component analy-
sis (VCA) to distinguish the respective effects on total variance of the country fixed-effect
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and year fixed-effect. VCA has proven helpful in assessing how much of the total vari-
ance in the dependent variable could be attributed to unspecified firm, industry, and year
differences [187,188].

The VCA of national innovation performance shows that the country fixed effect
occupies a much larger portion (87.89%) of the total variance than the year-fixed effect
(2.48%). In order to further elaborate the country fixed-effect, this study calculated every
country’s average values in the dependent variable and two main explanatory variables.
The results are graphed in scatter plots in Figure 3a,b.
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Figure 3. (a) Country-level scatter plots of the democratic policy regime and innovation. (b) Country-
level scatter plots of the meritocratic policy regime and innovation.

The two country-level scatter plots show a clear trend of strong positive effects of
democratic and meritocratic STI policy regimes on national innovation performance. This
confirms the primary findings from the fixed-effect analysis.
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4.2.3. Removal of Outliers

The third way is to use a sub-sampling method [189]. This study rules out the extreme
values of the main explanatory variables that fall outside the range of mean values plus or
minus two standard deviations in order to mitigate the exaggerated effect of outliers [190].
The results are consistent with the primary findings.

4.2.4. Alternative Measure of Explanatory Variables

The fourth way is to use a different way of operationalizing the main explanatory
variables. This study uses the Economist Intelligence Unit’s (EIU’s) country data as the
main source. For the democratic policy regime variable, this study chooses three sub-
indices: election process and pluralism, political participation, and civil liberties. The proxy
for the democratic policy regime is constructed based on EFA as follows:

Democratic STI policy regime = 0.955 × (election process and pluralism) + 0.336 × (political participation)
+ 0.879 × (civil liberties).

(5)

As for the proxy for the meritocratic policy regime, this study uses EIU’s “func-
tioning of government” index, which measures “the capability of the civil service to
implement policies”.

The fixed-effects panel regression shows similar results as the original one. The
only difference is that PNAC shows no moderating effect on the relationship between a
meritocratic policy regime and national innovation performance.

5. Discussion
5.1. Theoretical Implications

The findings suggest that national innovation performance is significantly affected by
STI policy regimes and by the interactions between STI policy regimes and NAC. STI policy
regimes reflect a country’s domestic political, economic, and social structures, while NAC
reflects a country’s degree of exposure to and exploitation of global flows of scientific and
technological knowledge. Previous studies of cross-national aspects of national innovation
center on the internationalization of innovation systems [191], innovation networks [192],
and knowledge flows [193]. This study shows that a country’s ability in global knowledge
absorption only counts when appropriate STI policy regimes are established.

In essence, a democratic STI policy regime seeks to broaden the horizon of exploration
and strives to create an environment that maintains, protects, and promotes freedom, equal-
ity, and public deliberation. Political, economic, and social freedoms give firms, institutes,
and individuals unfettered intellectual leeway to expand the horizon of knowledge and
to explore every possible opportunity in science and technology. Social equality ensures
individuals have equal participation in explorative activities and equal access to resources
mobilization so that more scientific discoveries could be achieved.

In contrast, a meritocratic STI policy regime serves seeks to deepen the scale of
exploitation and strives creates an environment that maintains and sustains bureaucratic
efficiency, rule of law, and adequate regulation. All these factors constitute a mechanism of
good governance that ensures firms, institutes, and individuals engaging in exploitative
activities are endowed with due legal protection in their innovative production, as well as
in the ensuing commercialization endeavors. Hence, individuals, firms, and institutes with
high innovative capabilities are well motivated to pursue innovative activities to turn their
novel ideas into commercializable applications and earn reasonable rewards.

At the same time, NAC provides channels of knowledge transfer and technology
spillover for all relevant local actors in a national innovation system to tap into international
sources of technological knowledge and technical information. All these international
linkages interact with innovation inputs and policy regime factors in the national innovation
system to produce new knowledge and upgrade existing technologies, which coalesce to
determine national innovation performance. This phenomenon echoes what Castellacci and
Natera [159] described as the “co-evolution” of national innovative capabilities and NAC.
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Specifically, PNAC serves as the knowledge gatekeeper [194] that soaks up and filters
cross-national knowledge spillovers. RNAC serves as the knowledge shepherd [194] that
gathers and reassembles these knowledge spillovers into practical applications. Further-
more, gatekeeping PNAC interacts with an exploration-oriented democratic STI policy
regime to strengthen its positive impact on innovation outputs. Shepherding RNAC inter-
acts with an exploitation-oriented meritocratic STI policy regime to strengthen its positive
impact on innovation outputs.

This study further extends the argument by stating that a country’s national innovation
system belongs to the global innovation system (GIS) composed of innovation subsystems
and valuation subsystems [195]. Within this gigantic system of subsystems, a country’s
firms, institutes, and individuals pursue knowledge-sharing strategies [196], participate
in knowledge networks, and facilitate market access [197] so as to promote innovation
activities, produce innovation outputs, and profit from innovation endeavors.

5.2. Policy Implications

Democracy and meritocracy do not exist as lonesome policy regimes. They could
support each other in a complementary manner. A democratic policy regime requires rule
enforcing and governance actions from technocrats to make sure that it will not sink into
mob rule. A meritocratic policy regime requires constant surveillance and participation
from civil groups to make sure that it will not sink into an authoritarian dystopia. Briefly
speaking, the mutual complementarity and embeddedness of a democratic policy regime
and meritocratic policy regime generate a kind of “state–society synergy” [48] in the process
of co-production in innovation output.

So how should a country use STI policy regimes and NAC to enhance national innova-
tion performance? The first answer is to pursue a well-balanced set of STI policy regimes
with two pillars of democracy and meritocracy so that the expertise of technocrats and
activism of civil groups could both be well harnessed. The second answer is to raise a
country’s NAC so that firms, institutes, and individuals can take part in knowledge search
activities that fit into their needs and motivations. To achieve these goals, a country should
expand its scientific knowledge stock and pursue a policy of international openness in order
to be exposed to international flows of technological knowledge and technical information.
A country should also establish a diversified portfolio of exported products so that the
application of existing knowledge will not be constrained by a narrowed knowledge base.

6. Conclusions

This study builds a theoretical model with six major hypotheses and conducts a quanti-
tative analysis of how countries’ STI policy regimes along with their NAC jointly determine
their innovation performance. The findings show that both democratic and meritocratic
policy regimes have significant positive effects on national innovation performance, with
the democratic effect being more significant. The findings also show the opposite moderat-
ing effects of potential and realized NAC on the connection between STI policy regimes and
national innovation performance. All these carry crucial theoretical and policy implications,
as stated in the previous section.

This study carries some limitations. First, this study uses OECD countries as major
sources of sample data, and so the major findings may be more applicable to developed
countries than to developing countries or under-developed countries. Further analysis
of non-OECD emerging economies like BRICS countries may be needed to expand the
empirical evidence. Additionally, this study uses panel data from 2010 to 2022 across OECD
countries and assumes a continuous path of industrial development and technological
advance. However, there may have been some key events or critical policy shifts in a
country that sent shockwaves to the supply and demand sides of innovation, which form a
considerable part of the variance in differences in national innovation performance, but are
not accounted in the panel regression models.



Sustainability 2024, 16, 2840 24 of 30

As for the continuation on the very topic of national innovation performance, this
study suggests several future directions. The first is a more nuanced analysis of the effect of
STI policy regimes on innovation output. Different STI policy regimes may have different
effects on different innovation outputs. For example, a democratic policy regime might
be more conducive to radical innovations, while a meritocratic policy regime might be
more conducive to incremental innovations. The second is a more detailed analysis of
how a country’s absorptive capacity interacts with STI policy regimes to affect national
innovation performance. This may require a more subtle model of a country’s knowledge
search activities, as well as their scope and depth. The third is a more historical approach.
A country’s STI policy regime, absorptive capacity, and innovation performance may have
a much longer and a more complicated relationship that quantitative data alone might not
suffice to identify. A qualitative analysis of a country’s historical innovation path may also
be needed to clarify how these factors play into the national innovation function. Finally,
the high causal significance but low explaining power of the empirical results in this paper
demonstrate that the full set of determinants of a country’s performance in innovation
outputs may be much larger than what the existing research has identified. Hence, the
daunting task to solve the “missing piece to national innovation rate puzzle” [28] truly
demands more joint efforts from innovation scholars from diverse fields in social sciences.
This paper marks only the beginning of such renewed endeavors and wishes to see more
remarkable research on this intriguing topic in the near future.

Traditional thinking tells us that in order to raise innovation outputs, a country ought
to double down R&D investments and create an innovator-friendly environment [33,198].
All are necessary but not necessarily sufficient, as this study finds. A country needs to
establish a balanced set of dual STI policy regimes to encourage both exploration and
exploitation. A country also needs to leverage its absorptive capacity to trigger more
knowledge exposure and technology transfer. The optimal combination of STI policy
regimes and absorptive capacity shall contribute to induce more innovation in knowledge,
technology, and sustainability.
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68. Švarc, J.; Dabić, M. Transformative innovation policy or how to escape peripheral policy paradox in European research peripheral
countries. Technol. Soc. 2021, 67, 101705. [CrossRef]

69. Weber, K.M.; Rohracher, H. Legitimizing research, technology and innovation policies for transformative change: Combining
insights from innovation systems and multi-level perspective in a comprehensive ‘failures’ framework. Res. Policy 2012,
41, 1037–1047. [CrossRef]

70. Markard, J.; Raven, R.; Truffer, B. Sustainability transitions: An emerging field of research and its prospects. Res. Policy 2012,
41, 955–967. [CrossRef]

71. Buchanan, A.; Cole, T.; Keohane, R.O. Justice in the diffusion of innovation. J. Political Philos. 2011, 19, 306–332. [CrossRef]
72. Hennen, L. Participatory technology assessment: A response to technical modernity? Sci. Public Policy 1999, 26, 303–312.

[CrossRef]
73. Van Rensburg, N.J.; Telukdarie, A.; Dhamija, P. Society 4.0 applied in Africa: Advancing the social impact of technology. Technol.

Soc. 2019, 59, 101125. [CrossRef]
74. Papaioannou, T. The idea of justice in innovation: Applying non-ideal political theory to address questions of sustainable public

policy in emerging technologies. Sustainability 2021, 13, 2655. [CrossRef]
75. Zahavi, A.; Breznitz, D. Distribution sensitive innovation policies: Conceptualization and empirical examples. Res. Policy 2017,

46, 327–336. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024834510939
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2019.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1086/229967
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2023.106252
https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-750X(96)00021-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-750X(96)00023-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2019.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011.00537.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X18000296
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2014.1000846
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2012.00962.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2020.103978
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300001442
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442870902863869
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2346.00195
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662520960663
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32996413
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(00)00167-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2012.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026500906034
https://doi.org/10.3152/147154399781782329
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2012.663959
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.10.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2021.101705
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.10.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9760.2009.00348.x
https://doi.org/10.3152/147154399781782310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2019.04.001
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13052655
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2016.11.007


Sustainability 2024, 16, 2840 27 of 30

76. Bell, D. On meritocracy and equality. Public Interest. 1972, 29, 29–68.
77. Daniels, N. Merit and Meritocracy. Philos. Public Aff. 1978, 7, 206–223.
78. Lee, S.H.; Yoo, T. Government policy and trajectories of radical innovation in dirigiste states: A comparative analysis of national

innovation systems in France and Korea. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 2007, 19, 451–470. [CrossRef]
79. Kaufmann, D. The influence of causation and effectuation logics on targeted policies: The cases of Singapore and Israel. Technol.

Anal. Strateg. Manag. 2013, 25, 853–870. [CrossRef]
80. Allison, G.T. Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis; Little, Brown: Boston, MA, USA, 1971.
81. Weber, M. The Three Pure Types of Legitimate Rule. In The Essential Weber: A Reader; Whimster, S., Ed.; Routledge: New York,

MA, USA, 2004; pp. 133–145.
82. Weber, M. Bureaucracy. In The Essential Weber: A Reader; Whimster, S., Ed.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2004; pp. 245–249.
83. Weber, M. The vocation of politics. In The Essential Weber: A Reader; Whimster, S., Ed.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2004;

pp. 257–269.
84. Schot, J.; Steinmueller, W.E. Three frames for innovation policy: R&D, systems of innovation and transformative change. Res.

Policy 2018, 47, 1554–1567. [CrossRef]
85. Ergas, H. The importance of technology policy. In Economic Policy and Technological Performance; Dasgupta, P., Stoneman, P., Eds.;

Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2005; pp. 51–96.
86. Rothwell, R.; Zegveld, W. Industrial Innovation and Public Policy: Preparing for the 1980s and the 1990s; Greenwood Press: Westport,

CT, USA, 1981.
87. Cevallos, R.A.; Moreno, C.M. National policy councils for science, technology, and innovation: A scheme for structural definition

and implementation. Sci. Public Policy 2020, 47, 705–718. [CrossRef]
88. Breznitz, D.; Ornston, D.; Samford, S. Mission critical: The ends, means, and design of innovation agencies. Ind. Corp. Change

2018, 27, 883–896. [CrossRef]
89. Archibugi, D.; Iammarino, S. The policy implications of the globalisation of innovation. Res. Policy 1999, 28, 317–336. [CrossRef]
90. Borrás, S.; Edquist, C. Holistic Innovation Policy: Theoretical Foundations, Policy Problems, and Instrument Choices; Oxford University

Press: Oxford, UK, 2019.
91. Edquist, C. Towards a holistic innovation policy: Can the Swedish National Innovation Council (NIC) be a role model? Res. Policy

2019, 48, 869–879. [CrossRef]
92. Borrás, S.; Laatsit, M. Towards system oriented innovation policy evaluation? Evidence from EU28 member states. Res. Policy

2019, 48, 312–321. [CrossRef]
93. Popper, K. Open Society and Its Enemies, 5th ed.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2002.
94. Florida, R. The creative class and economic development. Econ. Dev. Q. 2014, 28, 196–205. [CrossRef]
95. Gao, Y.; Zang, L.; Roth, A.; Wang, P. Does democracy cause innovation? An empirical test of the popper hypothesis. Res. Policy

2017, 46, 1272–1283. [CrossRef]
96. Wang, Q.-J.; Feng, G.-F.; Wang, H.-J.; Chang, C.-P. The impacts of democracy on innovation: Revisited evidence. Technovation

2021, 108, 102333. [CrossRef]
97. Whetsell, T.A.; Dimand, A.-M.; Jonkers, K.; Baas, J.; Wagner, C.S. Democracy, complexity, and science: Exploring structural

sources of national scientific performance. Sci. Public Policy 2021, 48, 697–711. [CrossRef]
98. Carayannis, E.G.; Campbell, D.F.J. Democracy of climate and climate for democracy: The evolution of quadruple and quintuple

helix innovation systems. J. Knowl. Econ. 2021, 12, 2050–2082. [CrossRef]
99. Hausken, K.; Moxnes, J.F. Innovation, development and national indices. Soc. Indic. Res. 2019, 141, 1165–1188. [CrossRef]
100. López-Cabarcos, M.A.; Piñeiro-Chousa, J.; Quiñoá-Piñeiro, L. An approach to a country’s innovation considering cultural,

economic, and social conditions. Econ. Res.-Ekon. Istraživanja 2021, 34, 2747–2766. [CrossRef]
101. Ding, H. What kinds of countries have better innovation performance? A country-level fsQCA and NCA study. J. Innov. Knowl.

2022, 7, 100215. [CrossRef]
102. Lindvall, D.; Karlsson, M. Exploring the democracy-climate nexus: A review of correlations between democracy and climate

policy performance. Clim. Policy 2023, 24, 87–103. [CrossRef]
103. Agan, B.; Balcilar, M. On the determinants of green technology diffusion: An empirical analysis of economic, social, political, and

environmental factors. Sustainability 2022, 14, 2008. [CrossRef]
104. Zecca, E.; Nicolli, F. Inequality, democracy and green technological change. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 306, 127061. [CrossRef]
105. Sen, A. Development and Freedom; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2001.
106. Lehmann, E.E.; Seitz, N. Freedom and innovation: A country and state level analysis. J. Technol. Transf. 2017, 42, 1009–1029.

[CrossRef]
107. Kouton, J.; Bétila, R.R.; Lawin, M. The impact of ICT development on health outcomes in Africa: Does economic freedom matter?

J. Knowl. Econ. 2021, 12, 1830–1869. [CrossRef]
108. Carayannis, E.G.; Campbell, D.F.J.; Grigoroudis, E. Democracy and the environment: How political freedom is linked with

environmental sustainability. Sustainability 2021, 13, 5522. [CrossRef]
109. Farè, L.; Audretsch, D.B.; Dejardin, M. Does democracy foster entrepreneurship? Small Bus. Econ. 2023, 61, 1461–1495. [CrossRef]
110. Kuckertz, A.; Berger, E.S.C.; Mpeqa, A. The more the merrier? Economic freedom and entrepreneurial activity. J. Bus. Res. 2016,

69, 1288–1293. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1080/09537320701403383
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2013.815714
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scaa052
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dty027
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(98)00116-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.08.020
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891242414541693
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2017.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102333
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scab036
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-021-00778-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1873-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2020.1838314
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2022.100215
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2023.2256697
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14042008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.127061
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-016-9478-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-020-00689-3
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13105522
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-023-00737-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.10.094


Sustainability 2024, 16, 2840 28 of 30

111. Díaz-Casero, J.C.; Díaz-Aunión, D.Á.M.; Sánchez-Escobedo, M.C.; Coduras, A.; Hernández-Mogollón, R. Economic Freedom and
entrepreneurial activity. Manag. Decis. 2012, 50, 1686–1711. [CrossRef]

112. Christofi, M.; Stylianou, I.; Hadjielias, E.; De Massis, A.; Kastanakis, M.N. Tackling pandemic-related health grand challenges:
The role of organizational ambidexterity, social equality, and innovation performance. J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 2023, 41, 347–378.
[CrossRef]

113. Delre, S.A.; Jager, W.; Bijmolt, T.H.A.; Janssen, M.A. Will it spread or not? The effects of social influences and network topology
on innovation diffusion. J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 2010, 27, 267–282. [CrossRef]

114. Rogers, E.M. Diffusion of Innovations, 5th ed.; Free Press: London, UK, 2003.
115. Gutin, I.; Hummer, R.A. Social Inequality and the future of US Life Expectancy. Annu. Rev. Sociol. 2021, 47, 501–520. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
116. Korda, R.J.; Clements, M.S.; Dixon, J. Socioeconomic inequalities in the diffusion of health technology: Uptake of coronary

procedures as an example. Soc. Sci. Med. 2011, 72, 224–229. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
117. Vehviläinen, M.; Valaskivi, L. Situated gender equality in regional research and innovation: Collaborative knowledge production.

Sci. Public Policy 2022, 49, 561–572. [CrossRef]
118. Wyndow, P.; Li, J.; Mattes, E. Female empowerment as a core driver of democratic development: A dynamic panel model from

1980 to 2005. World Dev. 2013, 52, 34–54. [CrossRef]
119. Bührer, S.; Kalpazidou Schmidt, E.; Palmén, R.; Reidl, S. Evaluating gender equality effects in research and innovation systems.

Scientometrics 2020, 125, 1459–1475. [CrossRef]
120. Hossain, M.; Atif, M.; Ahmed, A.; Mia, L. Do LGBT workplace diversity policies create value for firms? J. Bus. Ethics 2020,

167, 775–791. [CrossRef]
121. Ko, Y.; Ko, H.; Chung, Y.; Woo, C. Do gender equality and work–life balance matter for innovation performance? Technol. Anal.

Strateg. Manag. 2021, 33, 148–161. [CrossRef]
122. Smith-Doerr, L. Flexible organizations, innovation and gender equality: Writing for the US film industry, 1907–1927. Ind. Innov.

2010, 17, 5–22. [CrossRef]
123. Miller, D. Deliberative democracy and social choice. Political Stud. 1992, 40, 54–67. [CrossRef]
124. Goodin, R.E. The epistemic benefits of deliberative democracy. Policy Sci. 2017, 50, 351–366. [CrossRef]
125. Pesch, U. Imaginaries of innovation: Turning technology development into a public issue, Sci. Public Policy 2021, 48, 257–264.

[CrossRef]
126. David, P.A.; Hall, B.H.; Toole, A.A. Is public R&D a complement or substitute for private R&D? A review of the econometric

evidence. Res. Policy 2000, 29, 497–529. [CrossRef]
127. Zúñiga-Vicente, J.Á.; Alonso-Borrego, C.; Forcadell, F.J.; Galán, J.I. Assessing the effect of public subsidies on firm R&D investment:

A Survey. J. Econ. Surv. 2014, 28, 36–67. [CrossRef]
128. Dimos, C.; Pugh, G. The effectiveness of R&D subsidies: A meta-regression analysis of the evaluation literature. Res. Policy 2016,

45, 797–815. [CrossRef]
129. Shaikh, I.A.; Randhawa, K. Industrial R&D and national innovation policy: An institutional reappraisal of the US national

innovation system. Ind. Corp. Change 2022, 31, 1152–1176. [CrossRef]
130. Mazzucato, M. The Entrepreneurial State: Debunking Public vs. Private Sector Myths; PublicAffairs: New York, NY, USA, 2015.
131. Boon, W.; Edler, J. Demand, challenges, and innovation. Making sense of new trends in innovation policy. Sci. Public Policy 2018,

45, 435–447. [CrossRef]
132. Peters, B.G. State failure, governance failure and policy failure: Exploring the linkages. Public Policy Adm. 2015, 30, 261–276.

[CrossRef]
133. Yousaf, M.; Ihsan, F.; Ellahi, A. Exploring the impact of good governance on citizens’ trust in Pakistan. Gov. Inf. Q. 2016,

33, 200–209. [CrossRef]
134. Griffin, L. The limits to good governance and the state of exception: A case study of North Sea fisheries. Geoforum 2010,

41, 282–292. [CrossRef]
135. Skocpol, T. Bringing the state back in: Strategies of analysis in current research. In Bringing the State Back In; Evans, P.B.,

Ruschemeyer, D., Eds.; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1985; pp. 3–38.
136. Varsakelis, N.C. Education, political institutions and innovative activity: A cross-country empirical investigation. Res. Policy 2006,

35, 1083–1090. [CrossRef]
137. Zang, L.; Xiong, F.; Lao, X.; Gao, Y. Does governance efficiency matter for national innovative capacity? One tale from different

countries. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 2019, 31, 239–252. [CrossRef]
138. Ibanez, A.; AlRadaideh, A.; Jimber del Rio, J.A.; Sisodia, G.S. Good governance and innovation: A renewed global framework for

national and supranational policy advancement. J. Knowl. Econ. 2023. [CrossRef]
139. Ellis, J.; Smith, J.; White, R. Corruption and corporate innovation. J. Financ. Quant. Anal. 2020, 55, 2124–2149. [CrossRef]
140. Nadeem, M.A.; Liu, Z.; Zulfiqar, S.; Younis, A.; Xu, Y. Does corruption impede innovation in developing economies? insights

from Pakistan: A call for policies reforms. Crime Law Soc. Change 2021, 75, 93–117. [CrossRef]
141. Ren, S.; Hao, Y.; Wu, H. Government corruption, market segmentation and renewable energy technology innovation: Evidence

from China. J. Environ. Manag. 2021, 300, 113686. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741211266750
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12662
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2010.00714.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-072320-100249
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34366549
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.11.002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21147510
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scac007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2013.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-020-03596-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04158-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2020.1799971
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662710903573810
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.1992.tb01812.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-017-9286-0
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scab017
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00087-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6419.2012.00738.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2016.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtac01
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scy014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0952076715581540
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2015.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2009.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2006.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2018.1493450
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-01324-7
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022109019000735
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10611-020-09927-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.113686
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34521008


Sustainability 2024, 16, 2840 29 of 30

142. Zakari, A.; Tawiah, V.; Oyewo, B.; Alvarado, R. The impact of corruption on green innovation: The case of OECD and non-OECD
countries. J. Environ. Plan. Manag. 2023, 66, 1336–1368. [CrossRef]

143. Wen, J.; Yin, H.-T.; Jang, C.-L.; Uchida, H.; Chang, C.-P. Does corruption hurt green innovation? Yes-global evidence from
cross-validation. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 2023, 188, 122313. [CrossRef]

144. Wen, J.; Zheng, M.; Feng, G.-F.; Chen, S.-W.; Chang, C.-P. Corruption and innovation: Linear and nonlinear investigations of
OECD countries. Singap. Econ. Rev. 2020, 65, 103–129. [CrossRef]

145. Zhao, Q.; Su, C.-W. Does anti-corruption facilitate or hinder technological innovation? Singap. Econ. Rev. 2023, 1–19. [CrossRef]
146. Cohen, W.M.; Levinthal, D.A. Absorptive capacity: A new perspective on learning and innovation. Adm. Sci. Q. 1990, 35, 128–152.

[CrossRef]
147. Weidner, N.; Som, O.; Horvat, D. An integrated conceptual framework for analysing heterogeneous configurations of absorptive

capacity in manufacturing firms with the DUI innovation mode. Technovation 2023, 121, 102635. [CrossRef]
148. Zahra, S.A.; George, G. Absorptive capacity: A review, reconceptualization, and extension. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2002, 27, 185–203.

[CrossRef]
149. Jansen, J.J.; Van Den Bosch, F.A.; Volberda, H.W. Managing potential and realized absorptive capacity: How do organizational

antecedents matter? Acad. Manag. J. 2005, 48, 999–1015. [CrossRef]
150. Algarni, M.A.; Ali, M.; Leal-Rodríguez, A.L.; Albort-Morant, G. The differential effects of potential and realized absorptive

capacity on imitation and innovation strategies, and its impact on sustained competitive advantage. J. Bus. Res. 2023, 158, 113674.
[CrossRef]

151. Dahlman, C.; Nelson, R. Social Absorption Capability, National Innovation Systems and Economic Development. In Social
Capability and Long-Term Growth; Perkins, D.H., Koo, B.H., Eds.; Macmillan Press: Hampshire, UK, 1995; pp. 82–122.

152. Mowery, D.C.; Oxley, J.E. Inward technology transfer and competitiveness: The role of national innovation systems. Camb. J.
Econ. 1995, 19, 67–93.

153. Yu, H.; Zhang, J.; Zhang, M.; Fan, F. Cross-national knowledge transfer, absorptive capacity, and total factor productivity: The
intermediary effect test of international technology spillover. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 2022, 34, 625–640. [CrossRef]

154. Criscuolo, P.; Narula, R. A novel approach to national technological accumulation and absorptive capacity: Aggregating Cohen
and Levinthal. Eur. J. Dev. Res. 2008, 20, 56–73. [CrossRef]

155. Sofka, W. Globalizing domestic absorptive capacities. MIR Manag. Int. Rev. 2008, 48, 769–792. [CrossRef]
156. Mancusi, M.L. International spillovers and absorptive capacity: A cross-country cross-sector analysis based on patents and

citations. J. Int. Econ. 2008, 76, 155–165. [CrossRef]
157. Elahi, S.; Kalantari, N.; Azar, A.; Hassanzadeh, M. Impact of common innovation infrastructures on the national innovative

performance: Mediating role of knowledge and technology absorptive capacity. Innovation 2016, 18, 536–560. [CrossRef]
158. He, C.; Wang, T.; Shah, S.A.; Chang, Y.; Zhou, X. A study on the moderating role of national absorptive capacity between

institutional quality and FDI inflow: Evidence from developing countries. Econ. Res.-Ekon. Istraživanja 2023, 36, 2177–2198.
[CrossRef]

159. Castellacci, F.; Natera, J.M. The dynamics of national innovation systems: A panel cointegration analysis of the coevolution
between innovative capability and absorptive capacity. Res. Policy 2013, 42, 579–594. [CrossRef]

160. Katila, R.; Ahuja, G. Something old, something new: A longitudinal study of search behavior and new product introduction.
Acad. Manag. J. 2002, 45, 1183–1194. [CrossRef]

161. Yu, Y.; Yuan, L.; Li, J. Knowledge search modes and innovation performance: The moderating role of strategic R&D orientation.
Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 2019, 31, 625–640. [CrossRef]

162. Lee, C.C.; Yang, J. Knowledge value chain. J. Manag. Dev. 2000, 19, 783–794. [CrossRef]
163. Gaimon, C.; Ramachandran, K. The knowledge value chain: An operational perspective. Prod. Oper. Manag. 2020, 30, 715–724.

[CrossRef]
164. Nonaka, I. A dynamic theory of organizational knowledge creation. Organ. Sci. 1994, 5, 14–37. [CrossRef]
165. Watkins, A.; Papaioannou, T.; Mugwagwa, J.; Kale, D. National innovation systems and the intermediary role of industry

associations in building institutional capacities for innovation in developing countries: A critical review of the literature. Res.
Policy 2015, 44, 1407–1418. [CrossRef]

166. De Marchi, V.; Giuliani, E.; Rabellotti, R. Do global value chains offer developing countries learning and innovation opportunities?
Eur. J. Dev. Res. 2018, 30, 389–407. [CrossRef]

167. Hitt, M.A.; Hoskisson, R.E.; Ireland, R.D. A mid-Range theory of the interactive effects of international and product diversification
on innovation and performance. J. Manag. 1994, 20, 297–326. [CrossRef]

168. Gibbon, P.; Bair, J.; Ponte, S. Governing global value chains: An introduction. Econ. Soc. 2008, 37, 315–338. [CrossRef]
169. Khedhaouria, A.; Thurik, R. Configurational conditions of national innovation capability: A fuzzy set analysis approach. Technol.

Forecast. Soc. Change 2017, 120, 48–58. [CrossRef]
170. Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Lee, J.-Y.; Podsakoff, N.P. Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of

the literature and recommended remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 2003, 88, 879–903. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
171. Pittiglio, R.; Sica, E.; Villa, S. Innovation and internationalization: The case of Italy, J. Technol. Transf. 2009, 34, 588–602. [CrossRef]
172. Gong, G.; Keller, W. Convergence and polarization in global income levels: A review of recent results on the role of international

technology diffusion. Res. Policy 2003, 32, 1055–1079. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2022.2027234
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.122313
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217590818500273
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0217590823500297
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393553
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2022.102635
https://doi.org/10.2307/4134351
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.19573106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.113674
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2021.1915476
https://doi.org/10.1080/09578810701853181
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11575-008-0106-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2008.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/14479338.2016.1233825
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677x.2022.2096659
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.10.006
https://doi.org/10.2307/3069433
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2018.1541172
https://doi.org/10.1108/02621710010378228
https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.13312
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.5.1.14
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2015.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41287-017-0126-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639402000203
https://doi.org/10.1080/03085140802172656
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14516251
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-009-9107-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00136-1


Sustainability 2024, 16, 2840 30 of 30

173. Zheng, M.; Feng, G.-F.; Feng, S.; Yuan, X. The road to innovation vs. the role of globalization: A dynamic quantile investigation.
Econ. Model. 2019, 83, 65–83. [CrossRef]

174. Wen, H.; Chen, W.; Zhou, F. Does digital service trade boost technological innovation?: International evidence. Socio-Econ. Plan.
Sci. 2023, 88, 101647. [CrossRef]

175. Alcacer, J.; Oxley, J. Learning by supplying. Strateg. Manag. J. 2014, 35, 204–223. [CrossRef]
176. Almodóvar, P.; Saiz-Briones, J.; Silverman, B.S. Learning through foreign market participation: The relative benefits of exporting,

importing, and foreign direct investment. J. Technol. Transf. 2014, 39, 915–944. [CrossRef]
177. Salomon, R.M.; Shaver, J.M. Learning by exporting: New insights from examining firm innovation. J. Econ. Manag. Strategy 2005,

14, 431–460. [CrossRef]
178. Filippetti, A.; Frenz, M.; letto-Gillies, G. Are innovation and internationalization related? An analysis of European countries. Ind.

Innov. 2011, 18, 437–459. [CrossRef]
179. Zhao, K. Competition of international trade, technology spillover, and R&D innovation. J. Knowl. Econ. 2021, 12, 676–694.

[CrossRef]
180. Hansen, U.E.; Bhamidipati, P.L.; Pedersen, M.B.; Nygaard, I.; Njoroge, H.N. Linking business strategies with upgrading pathways

in global value chains: Insights from the Kenyan solar market. Dev. Policy Rev. 2022, 41, e12655. [CrossRef]
181. Taylor, M.Z. The Politics of Innovation: Why Some Countries Are Better Than Others at Science & Technology; Oxford University Press:

Oxford, UK, 2016.
182. Bonhomme, S.; Manresa, E. Grouped patterns of heterogeneity in panel data. Econometrica 2015, 83, 1147–1184. [CrossRef]
183. Wooldridge, J.M. Introductory Econometrics: A Modern Approach; South-Western Cengage Learning: Boston, MA, USA, 2013.
184. Burnham, K.P.; Anderson, D.R. Multimodel inference: Understanding AIC and BIC in model selection. Sociol. Methods Res. 2004,

33, 261–304. [CrossRef]
185. Baron, R.M.; Kenny, D.A. The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic,

and statistical considerations. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1986, 51, 1173–1182. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
186. Hausman, J.A. Specification tests in econometrics. Econometrica 1978, 46, 1251–1271. [CrossRef]
187. Rumelt, R.P. How much does industry matter? Strateg. Manag. J. 1991, 12, 167–185. [CrossRef]
188. Balakrishnan, S.; Fox, I. Asset specificity, firm heterogeneity and capital structure. Strateg. Manag. J. 1993, 14, 3–16. [CrossRef]
189. Patel, P.C.; Chrisman, J.J. Risk abatement as a strategy for R&D investments in family firms. Strateg. Manag. J. 2014, 35, 617–627.

[CrossRef]
190. Tyler, B.B.; Caner, T. New product introductions below aspirations, slack and R&D alliances: A behavioral perspective. Strateg.

Manag. J. 2016, 37, 896–910. [CrossRef]
191. Carlsson, B. Internationalization of innovation systems: A survey of the literature. Res. Policy 2006, 35, 56–67. [CrossRef]
192. Petraite, M.; Mubarak, M.F.; Rimantas, R.; von Zedtwitz, M. The role of international networks in upgrading national innovation

systems. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 2022, 184, 121873. [CrossRef]
193. Van Rooij, A.; Berkers, E.; Davids, M.; Veraart, F. National innovation systems and international knowledge flows: An exploratory

investigation with the case of the Netherlands. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 2008, 20, 149–168. [CrossRef]
194. Ter Wal, A.L.J.; Criscuolo, P.; Salter, A. Making a marriage of materials: The role of gatekeepers and shepherds in the absorption

of external knowledge and innovation performance. Res. Policy 2017, 46, 1039–1054. [CrossRef]
195. Binz, C.; Bernhard Truffer, B. Global innovation systems-A conceptual framework for innovation dynamics in transnational

contexts. Res. Policy 2017, 46, 1284–1298. [CrossRef]
196. Spencer, J.W. Firms’ knowledge-sharing strategies in the global innovation system: Empirical evidence from the flat panel display

industry. Strateg. Manag. J. 2003, 24, 217–233. [CrossRef]
197. Tsouri, M.; Hanson, J.; Normann, H.E. Does participation in knowledge networks facilitate market access in global innovation

systems? The case of offshore wind. Res. Policy 2021, 50, 104227. [CrossRef]
198. Hommen, L.; Edquist, C. Globalization and Inovation Policy. In Small Country Innovation Systems: Comparing Globalisation, Change

and Policy in Asia and Europe; Edquist, C., Hommen, L., Eds.; Edward Elgar Publishing: Cheltenham, UK, 2008; pp. 442–484.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2019.09.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seps.2023.101647
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2134
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-013-9324-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-9134.2005.00047.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2011.583461
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-021-00745-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/dpr.12655
https://doi.org/10.3982/ECTA11319
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124104268644
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3806354
https://doi.org/10.2307/1913827
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250120302
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250140103
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2119
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2367
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.121873
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537320801931291
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2017.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2017.05.012
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.290
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2021.104227

	Introduction 
	Theories and Hypotheses 
	Theoretical Framework of STI Policy Regimes 
	Theory of Policy Regimes 
	Democratic STI Policy Regime 
	Meritocratic STI Policy Regime 
	Main Characteristics of Dual STI Policy Regimes 

	STI Policy Regimes and Innovation 
	Democratic STI Policy Regime and Innovation 
	Meritocratic STI Policy Regime and Innovation 

	The Moderating Role of National Absorptive Capacity (NAC) 
	Theory of NAC 
	NAC as a Moderator between STI Policy Regimes and Innovation 

	A Conceptual Model of STI Policy Regimes, NAC, and Innovation 

	Methodology 
	Data and Variables 
	Dependent Variable 
	Independent Variables 
	Moderating Variables 
	Control Variables 

	Model Specification 

	Empirical Results 
	Fixed-Effects Panel Regression 
	Robustness Analysis 
	Random-Effects Panel Regression 
	Country-Level Analysis 
	Removal of Outliers 
	Alternative Measure of Explanatory Variables 


	Discussion 
	Theoretical Implications 
	Policy Implications 

	Conclusions 
	References

