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©  When considering the issue of institution-

al support for the transfer of innovation must be 
first and foremost in mind the fact that it can be 
a form of state interference in market processes. 
From the theory of prosperity, it is clear, how-
ever, that the market economy is inherently ef-
ficient (Feldman, Serrano 2006 Mas-Colell et 
al., 1995, Herbener, 1997). The existence of a 
market economy in the European Union should 
therefore lead to the widespread use of innova-
tion as a source of performance (Aghion, Jarave 
2015 Arrow 1962 Thirtle, Ruttan 1987). In this 
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case, support the transfer of knowledge and im-
plementation of new innovative solutions 
should be superfluous and even leading to dete-
rioration in efficiency. This can in fact be con-
sidered as a form of interventionism, which is 
not conducive to improving efficiency (Ajefu, 
Barde 2015 Cordato 1980 Grand 1991) - of 
course if these activities are directed only to a 
specific group of companies.  

The economic literature indicates, however, 
the existence of market failure (Stiglitz 2004), 
which is a source of inefficiency. Therefore, we 
can believe that imperfect competition, asym-
metric information and other market failures 
are limiting to a certain extent the use of inno-
vation as a source of efficiency. An example of 


