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Methods. In order to reach the results of the conducted research it was necessary to apply the
ensuing scientific methods: abstraction — which was employed to define the essence of the innovative
clusters; induction and deduction — which were used to identify the root causes of European
innovative clusters lagging behind Silicon Valley; generalization and specification — which om
distinguishing between various approaches to evolvement of start-up economy.

Results. The study has enabled one to put forward some of the recommendations concerning
the remedies to the visible lagging behind of innovative clusters across Europe compared to Silicon
Valley. For instance, it is recommended to increase cross-border cooperation and coordinate
regulatory actions to promote venture development and scaling throughout Europe. The first step for
this is to create a common corporate rulebook, specifically for fast-growing businesses. Another
crucial recommendation is to establish fair competition throughout Europe. It will help new start-ups
in their goals to rise up alongside giant corporations and compete worldwide. Monitoring competition
with foreign businesses will also be essential for providing a safe haven for European start-ups to
establish a worldwide presence and lessen the strain of intense fragmentation and rivalry within

Europe.

Novelty lies in broadening of the term innovative cluster in order to put an emphasis on the
factors that exercise influence on evolvement of start-up economy under modern circumstances.

Practical value is enshrined in establishing the factors that can have impact on evolvement of
the innovative clusters across Europe. This may serve as a foundation for implementation of
government policies aimed at ramping up economic growth through start-up economy.

Keywords: innovative clusters; economic growth, Silicon Valley, start-up economy, clustering

process, innovation.

Statement of problem. Stakeholders all
over the planet view Silicon Valley as a model of
economic growth. Despite rising economic
inequality as an unexpected consequence of the
economic progress generated by Silicon Valley
[1], its model of innovative business can be
considered as an example for numerous
followers. The super advanced tech sector has
soared with the most noteworthy per capita
income in the US. In essence, the economic
model of Silicon Valley owes its success to
innovative clusters. These days, clusters are seen
as crucial tools for encouraging innovation.
They also bolster industry expansion and
advance industrial development. Academics and
decision-makers have talked a lot about their
contribution to the economy. Therefore it’s
crucial to define the factors that impact
economic growth through the clustering process.

Especially in view of start-up economy in
Europe lagging behind its North American
counterpart predominantly scattered across
Silicon Valley.

Analyses of recent papers. It should be
noted that it can be challenging to define clusters
precisely because there isn't a consensus among
experts. In the early 1990s, Michael Porter’s
work helped to popularize the term «cluster» in
its current use [3]. According to Porter, clusters
are localized groups of related businesses and
organizations in a specific industry. A variety of
related sectors and other organizations that are
crucial to rivalry are included in clusters. They
consist of, for instance, providers of specialist
infrastructure and suppliers of specialized inputs
like parts, equipment, and services. Clusters are
not uniform corporate alliances; rather, they are
intricate systems that may have many variances
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yet sharing certain characteristics. There
may be conflicts of interest, competitive
relationships, and divergent objectives among
cluster members, therefore relationships are not
always straight-forward.

The life cycle stage of a company affects
how it develops and competes within its industry
[6]. It should come as no surprise that research
on innovative clusters strongly implies that the
life cycles of the clusters are substantially
similar to those of the underlying industries [8].
Research has shown that a cluster's original
position is frequently unpredictable and can
occur at random [11]. The causes behind the
formation of a cluster are typically revealed after
the fact. It should be also noted that [2] the
presence of related enterprises in a region
increased the probability of a new industry
entrant. This finding was supported by studies
conducted in the tire, automotive, and television
industries. This is mostly due to the fact that
high-level personnel in  well-established
businesses in the same or a closely related sector
are the people most qualified to start new
operations in that field [12].

As a new industry grows dominating
patterns usually appear [5]. A thriving new
industry experiences a sharp rise in the number
of new businesses. At the same time, the
proportion of start-ups in areas with fewer
enterprises gradually decreases [7]. As a result,
entrepreneurship in the mature industry may
drastically drop in such areas. Even in the
absence of agglomeration economies, spinoffs
are crucial to the clustering process according to
a related line of research. Even in the absence of
the cluster-based advantages new firms
congregate close to incumbents due to
incomplete knowledge [10]. Therefore when the
industry develops, there 1is a greater
geographical concentration of businesses.

Aim of the paper. The goal of this article
is to define the factors that can have impact on
evolvement of the innovative clusters across
Europe.

Materials and methods. Europe has a
long history of steady growth that has resulted in
broad wealth, making it one of the largest
regional economies in the world. But Europe has
been lagging behind the US more and more
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recently. In addition to its slower rate of
economic growth, Europe is predicted to remain
behind the rest of the world in terms of
innovative clusters [9]. The sustained prosperity
and international sovereignty of Europe may be
at jeopardy due to this slowing growth.
Nonetheless, there is a great chance that
Europe's national startup ecosystems will be able
to change this economic trend.

In order to realize this potential, any start-
up ecosystem will need to make improvements
in two critical areas: the number of individuals
launching or managing new businesses, or early-
stage entrepreneurial activity, and the effective
expansion of already-existing start-ups [4]. To
compete globally, both individual countries and
the entire European start-up ecosystem will need
to become successful across all defining KPIs of
a start-up ecosystem and coordinate efforts to do
so. Moreover, a well-planned European strategy
can help European startups succeed in the global
marketplace.

It should be noted that Europe has one of
the greatest economies in the world when you
add together the GDP of all of its member states.
In comparison to the US's $25.5 trillion GDP, the
EU-27, Switzerland, the UK, and Norway
collectively produced about $21.1 trillion in
GDP in 2022. This means that the United States
and the region are 20 percent apart. When
looking at GDP per capita, this economic
development is much more noticeable. As of
right now, the majority of US states have GDPs
per capita that are larger than those of European
nations; the US average is more than 30% higher
(364,000 in the US vs. $48,700 in Europe).
Given that the United States is outgrowing
Europe by 3.3 percentage points yearly, this
difference is predicted to increase even further
[9].

A notable disparity in innovation between
the two regions is one of the main causes of this
growing economic divide between the United
States and Europe: R&D spending indicates that
Europe is investing at much lower levels than the
United States on novel innovations that will
yield economic benefit in the future. As a
summary of the above-mentioned consider Table
1.
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Table 1
Europe Lags Behind On Critical Technologies Of The Future
Europe’s global relative position as indicated by multiple - Europe | + Europe
Lagging Leading
Transversal Technologies Innovation

Next level automation: industrial, collaborative, professional robots; -0.6
additive manufacturing
Future of connectivity: 5G, Internet of Things -0.7
Distributed infrastructure: cloud, edge computing -0.2
Next-generation computing -0.5
Applied Al: robotic process automation; optimized decision making -0.5
Future of programming: no-code and low-code programming -0.3
Trust architecture: zero trust security, cybersecurity -0.3
Next-generation materials -0.7
Future of cleantech: solar power, wind energy +1.3

Source: McKinsey & Company

As far as Table is concerned, values above
1 indicate Europe is leading and values belowl
indicate Europe is lagging; e.g., if Europe issues
200,000 patents per year related to automation
vs. 400,000 a year in the US, the multiple is 0.5
Average number of the ratios is based on the
number of publications, number of patients, and
venture capital funding [9]. It’s worth noting that
innovation is essential to a prosperous economy,
particularly when it generates start-ups and
scale-ups that have the potential to become
tomorrow's industry leaders. The remarkable
rise of US-based technological champions,
which increased dramatically in recent years
serves as a striking illustration of this market
dynamics. Start-ups have a great potential to
boost a nation's economy by creating jobs
because of their capacity for innovation and
expansion.

Conclusions. It is indeed essential to
implement the policies ramping up the economic
growth across Europe through evolvement of
innovative clusters and development of start-up
economy. First and foremost, it’s crucial
increase  cross-border  cooperation  and
coordinate regulatory actions to promote venture
development and scaling throughout Europe.
The first step for the same is to create a common
corporate rulebook, specifically for fast-growing
businesses. Another crucial recommendation is
to establish fair competition throughout Europe.
It will help new start-ups in their goals to rise up
alongside giant corporates and compete
worldwide. Monitoring competition with
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foreign businesses will also be essential for
providing a safe haven for European start-ups to
establish a worldwide presence and lessen the
strain of intense fragmentation and rivalry
within Europe.

By addressing the structural obstacles in
the area and enhancing the performance of
particular start-up ecosystems Europe has a great
deal of untapped potential. It is possible for
members of the European start-up ecosystem to
gain a great deal of knowledge from one another
and use the models, initiatives, and strategies
that help successful start-ups get off the ground
and develop. The foundation for this
accomplishment may be laid by the close
cooperation of national and local market players.
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PO3BUTOK IHHOBAIIMHMX KJIACTEPIB €BPOITN Y IIOPIBHAHHI
3 KPEMHIE€BOIO JJOJIMHOIO
0. O. Mocin, k. e. n., 3acnosnux « OM-Salesy, oleksandrmosin@gmail.com

MeTtonoJioriss aocaikeHHs. [ JOCATHEHHS Pe3yNbTaTiB TOCIIIKEHHS 3aCTOCOBAHO TaKi
HAyKOB1 METOJM: a0CTparyBaHHs — JJIsi BU3HAUEHHS CYTHOCTI 1IHHOBALIMHUX KIJIACTEPiB; 1HIYKIIT Ta
JETyKIii — 7151 BUSIBICHHS NIEPUIONPUYHH BiJICTAaBaHHS €BPOINEHCHKUX IHHOBALIMHUX KJIACTEPIB BiJ
aHAJIOTIYHUX CTPYKTYp y CHITIKOHOBIHM JJOJMHI; y3arajJbHEHHs Ta KOHKPETH3allii — 17151 pO3MEKyBaHHS
PI3HUX MiAXO/IB IO PO3BUTKY EKOHOMIKH CTapTAITiB.

Pesyabraru. [IpoBenene 10CiKEHHS JO3BOIMUIIO 3alIPONOHYBATH JI€sKI peKOMEHIallii 111010
MIOJIOJTIAHHS ITIOMITHOTO BiJICTABaHHS 1HHOBAIIMHUX KjacTepiB y €Bpomni Bij kinactepiB CHIIIKOHOBOT
nonuHu. Hanpukinan, peKkOMEHIYeTbCsl MOCHIUTH — TPAHCKOPJIOHHE  CIIBPOOITHMLITBO — Ta
KOOPJMHYBATH PETYIATOPHI i ISl CHOPUSHHS PO3BUTKY Ta MAacIiTaOyBaHHS BEHUYPHHUX
HiANPUEMCTB 1O BCiit €Bpori. [lepM KpokoM Asis LIbOTO € CTBOPEHHS CIUJIBHOIO KOPIIOPAaTUBHOTO
KOZIEKCY, 0COOJIMBO JIJISl MIBHIKO3POCTAOYHX MiANPHEMCTB. Llle oqHi€r0 BayKIMBOIO PEKOMEHIAIIIEI0
€ CTBOPEHHS YMOB JIJIsl Y€CHOI KOHKypeHLii B €Bpomni. Lle nornoMorke HOBUM cTapTanam y iXHiX LIIsIX
CTaTh MOpsA 3 TIFAaHTCHBKUMHU KOpPHOpalisMU 1 KOHKYpYyBarud MO BCbOMY CBITY. MOHITOpHUHT
KOHKYpEHIIil 3 1HO3eMHMMM KOMIIAQHISIMM TaKO)X MaTUME BaXJIMBE 3HAYCHHs Ul 3a0e3leyeHHs
0e3neyHol raBaHi JJis €BPONEMChKUX CTapTamiB, 100 BOHM MOIJIM BUMTH Ha MDKHAPOJHUN PUHOK 1
3MEHIIUTH HAIPYTy BiJl IHTEHCUBHOI ()parMeHTAallil Ta KOHKYpEHIIii.

HoBu3Ha nosnsirae B po31KpeHH1 3MICTOBHOTO HalIOBHEHHSI TOHSTTS «IHHOBALIHHUHN KJacTep»
IIJIIXOM aKIIEHTYBaHHs yBaru Ha (pakropax, SiKi BIUTMBAIOTh HA PO3BUTOK €KOHOMIKM CTapTamiB y
CYy4acHUX YMOBAX.

IIpakTHyHa WiHHICTH MOJISTa€ Y BCTAHOBIIEHH1 (DAKTOPIB, sIKI MOXKYTh BIIMBATH HAa PO3BUTOK
IHHOBallIMHUX KjacTepiB y €Bpomi. Lle Moxe ciayryBatu HIAIPYHTAM JUIsl peajizauii Jep>KaBHOT
MOJIITUKH, CIIPSMOBAHOI HA MPUCKOPEHHS €KOHOMIUYHOTO 3pOCTaHHSI 3a PaXyHOK CTapTar-eKOHOMIKH.

Knrouoei cnosa: iHHOBALIITHI KJ1acTepH; €EKOHOMIYHE 3pocTaHHs, KpeMHieBa nonvHa, craprarn-
€KOHOMIKa, MpoLec KIacTepu3allii, IHHOBaIlii.
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