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Very similar organizations, institutions, and support programs in science and innovation systems seem to pop up in many different places within fairly short periods of time. For example, the last decade has seen many countries changing intellectual property rights legislation, most often in the direction of the U.S. Bayh-Dole Act. Innovation scholars have warned other countries against “emulation” of this legislation, not least because the observed increase in academic patenting in the U.S. cannot be attributed Bayh-Dole alone (Mowery & Sampat 2005; So et al. 2008). A couple of decades earlier, science parks popped up close to universities all over the world with references to famous U.S. success cases such as “Silicon Valley” (and the Stanford Science Park in it), “Route 128” and the “Research Triangle Park”. By invoking the magical name of Silicon Valley, university administrators, government agencies, and other actors joined the Hallelujah choir and became seemingly convinced that starting a science park would be in the region’s best interests. Ample warnings were given at this point in time as well, advising that such parks only appeared successful when attached to wealthy elite research universities (Fairweather 1989). The warnings seemed to have little effect on the spread of science parks, however, similar to the later enthusiasm for Bayh-Dole.

Many earlier examples of cross-national spread of ideas and initiatives can be given, such as the establishment of research institutes for the paper industry in a host of European countries in the 1920s (Gulbrandsen & Nerdrum 2009). And there is an abundance of examples in the science and innovation policy literature of worries that initiatives are taken under stronger influence of others’ success than realistic assessments of local preconditions – “one size does not fit all” (Cozzens 2006). 

This paper will analyze the use of international, particularly U.S., success examples in science and innovation policy debates and practice in Norway, a small Northern European country with a strong international orientation. Two questions in particular will be dealt with. First, can it really be claimed that success examples are uncritically copied or “emulated”? Second, which role do the success examples play in different phases of a policy initiative’s development? I will look in particular at the establishment of science parks in Norway in the second half of the 1980s, and on the establishment of technology transfer offices (TTOs) in the wake of Bayh-Dole-like legislative changes in 2003.

The analysis is based on a substantial historical data material. The main part has been collected in a project studying the involvement of the University of Oslo in innovation from 1965 to 2010 (Gulbrandsen 2011). This database includes internal documents from the university and other organizations like the science parks and TTOs (reports, meeting notes), policy documents (white and green papers, evaluations), media archives (interviews with key actors, news reports), and more. In addition, similar documents were gathered as part of a study of the establishment of science parks in the Nordic countries in the late 1980s (Gulbrandsen 1995), and as part of a study of the legislative changes in 2003 and the universities’ follow-up (Gulbrandsen 2003). The two latter investigations also include a substantial number of interviews with university administrators, professors, policymakers, as well as representatives of science parks and TTOs.

Two different theoretical perspectives will be used to set up an analytical framework. First, traditional neo-institutional theory describes how organizations in very different locations often end up with very similar characteristics (Meyer & Rowan 1977; DiMaggio & Powell 1983). Based on the need for legitimacy within a larger environment, processes of isomorphism lead organizations to take certain initiatives and conform to more or less mythical “best practices”. Newer investigations of universities have shown how, over time, norms and practices become reinforced through heightened legitimacy and greater “taken-for-grantedness” (Colyvas & Powell 2006). For this paper, neo-institutional theory can help identify relevant institutional environments, normative (and possibly competing) institutional logics, and more. Science and innovation policy is a field with multiple interests and where the goals are often closely tied to the goals of other policy areas (economic growth, health, security, regional development, etc.). There are most likely several different policy communities that need to become convinced of the legitimacy of new initiatives, which may require the “help” of the most powerful of international success examples. Second, innovation diffusion theory describes how ideas spread through different cultures (Rogers 2003). Different types of decision-making situations can be identified (optional, collective, authority), and the diffusion of ideas goes through a number of phases. It is likely that the role of international success examples is different in the various phases.

A first impression from the data material is that Silicon Valley, Bayh-Dole and other cases are brought into the national (Norwegian) discourse by a few individuals, and that the cases gain momentum and legitimacy when people from different sectors start referring to them independently of one another. Typically a few of them become social entrepreneurs, championing the case (science park, TTO, etc.) from idea to implementation. Only a superficial version of the success story is used in the idea phase, and often in a moderate form: “We can’t build a Silicon Valley here in Oslo” serves to dampen the expectations yet mention the magical words. In a decision-making phase, more information about the case is gathered to create a more thorough understanding of the necessary preconditions for success. Usually a consultant or stakeholder is flown to California (or elsewhere) to talk to people and write a travel report, and/or Norwegian scientists and consultants are asked to write an analysis. Normally, expectations are even more moderate at this point, and such reports often highlight the unique aspects of the success case. This is also important for the legitimacy of the process, as even the most eager social entrepreneurs recognize that there are major contextual differences between Norway and the U.S., and the policy-makers are generally suspicious of simple arguments as they often hide traditional requests for more funding. Case examples from smaller European countries may serve to strengthen the entrepreneurs’ initiative. At this point, however, the success story in itself has taken hold; it has come “on everyone’s lips” and turns into a fairly important justification for support. Although the chances of success may be slim, the argument is often that one cannot afford not to make the required changes. After the initiative has been established, delegations are sent to the U.S. (or elsewhere) to meet face-to-face with policy-makers, scientists, and practitioners at both the famous and the not-so-famous cases. The aim here is often to establish a foundation for strategies and policies for the nascent Norwegian TTOs and science parks.

[bookmark: _GoBack]There are major differences between the science park debates in the 1980s and the TTO/legislative change processes in the 2000s. Particularly the latter are characterized by modest expectations and realistic analyses of both Norway and the U.S. examples. It is therefore not correct to claim that, at least in the case of Norway, policy-makers have uncritically copied U.S. legislation in an attempt to boost academic patenting and commercialization. Quite on the contrary, the rationale for the change has often been local needs rather than the allure of what has happened elsewhere. This rational process may be rooted in experiences with the less structured science park initiatives, however.
