
RR\322034EN.doc PE 322.034

EN EN

EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT
1999













2004

Session document

FINAL
A5-0389/2003

5 November 2003

REPORT
on Investing in research: an action plan for Europe
(COM(2003) 226 2003/2148(INI))

Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research and Energy

Rapporteur: Rolf Linkohr



PE 322.034 2/25 RR\322034EN.doc

EN

PR_INI_art47



RR\322034EN.doc 3/25 PE 322.034

EN

CONTENTS

Page

PROCEDURAL PAGE ..............................................................................................................4

MOTION FOR A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION.............................................6

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT ............................................................................................12

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION B5-0538/2002....................................................................20

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION B5-0017/2003....................................................................22

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION B5-0408/2003....................................................................24

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON LEGAL AFFAIRS AND THE INTERNAL 
MARKET..................................................................................................................................25



PE 322.034 4/25 RR\322034EN.doc

EN

PROCEDURAL PAGE

By letter of 30 April 2003 the Commission forwarded to Parliament its Communication on 
Investing in research: an action plan for Europe (COM(2003) 226), which had been referred 
to the Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research and Energy, the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs and the Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal Market 
for information.

At the sitting of 4 September 2003 the President of Parliament announced that the Committee 
on Industry, External Trade, Research and Energy had been authorised to draw up an own-
initiative report on the subjet under Rules 47(2) and 163  and that the Committee on 
Economic and Monetary Affairs and the Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal Market 
had been asked for their opinions.

The Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research and Energy appointed Rolf Linkohr 
rapporteur at its meeting of 11 June 2003.

At its meetings of 11 June and 20 October 2003 the committee decided to include in its report 
the following motions for resolutions:

- B5-0538/2002, by Antonio Mussa, on tax exemption for funding allocated to scientific 
and technological research

- B5-0017/2003, by Antonio Mussa and others, on the gradual increase in the resources 
allocated to scientific and technological research up to 3% of GDP

- B5-0408/2003, by Salvador Garriga Polledo, on the creation of a European Research 
Council

The committee considered the draft report at its meetings of 25 August, 8 September, 6 
October and 4 November 2003.

At the last meeting it adopted the draft resolution by 43 votes with 1 abstention.

The following were present for the vote: Luis Berenguer Fuster (chairman), Peter Michael 
Mombaur, Yves Piétrasanta and Jaime Valdivielso de Cué,  (vice-chairmen), Rolf Linkohr 
(rapporteur), Nuala Ahern, Konstantinos Alyssandrakis, Per-Arne Arvidsson, Sir Robert 
Atkins, Ward Beysen, Gérard Caudron, Giles Bryan Chichester, Nicholas Clegg, Willy 
C.E.H. De Clercq, Concepció Ferrer, Francesco Fiori (for Guido Bodrato), Neena Gill (for 
Massimo Carraro), Norbert Glante, Michel Hansenne, Malcolm Harbour (for Umberto 
Scapagnini), Hans Karlsson, Bashir Khanbhai, Caroline Lucas, Erika Mann, Eryl Margaret 
McNally, Marjo Matikainen-Kallström, Ana Clara Maria Miranda de Lage, Elizabeth 
Montfort, Angelika Niebler, Giuseppe Nisticò (for W.G. van Velzen), Seán Ó Neachtain, 
Reino Paasilinna, Paolo Pastorelli, John Purvis, Godelieve Quisthoudt-Rowohl, Imelda Mary 
Read, Mechtild Rothe, Christian Foldberg Rovsing, Paul Rübig, Konrad K. Schwaiger, Esko 
Olavi Seppänen, Claude Turmes, Alejo Vidal-Quadras Roca and Olga Zrihen Zaari.

The opinion of the Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal Market is attached. The 
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs decided on 4 June 2003 not to deliver an 
opinion.
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The report was tabled on 5 November 2003.
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MOTION FOR A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION

on Investing in research: an action plan for Europe
(COM(2003) 226 - 2003/2148(INI))

The European Parliament,

– having regard to the Commission Communication ‘Investing in research: an action plan 
for Europe’ (COM(2003) 226),

– having regard to the motions for resolutions by:

(a) Antonio Mussa, on tax exemption for funding allocated to scientific and 
technological research (B5-0538/2002),

(b) Antonio Mussa and others, on the gradual increase in the resources allocated to 
scientific and technological research up to 3% of GDP (B5-0017/2003), 

(c) Salvador Garriga Polledo, on the creation of a European Research Council 
(B5-0408/2003,

– having regard to the conclusions of the Special European Council of 23-24 March 2000 in 
Lisbon and of the European Council of 15-16 March 2002 in Barcelona,

– having regard to its resolutions of 15 March 2000 on the Special European Council in 
Lisbon1 and of 20 March 2002 on the European Council in Barcelona 2,

– having regard to its resolution of 23 Octobre 2003 on entrepreneurship in Europe - Green 
Paper, covering also the Commission Report on the implementation of the European 
Charter for Small Enterprises, the Commission Communication ‘Thinking small in an 
enlarging Europe’ and the Commission Communication ‘Innovation policy: updating the 
Union’s approach in the context of the Lisbon strategy’3,

– having regard to its resolution of 23 Octobre 2003 on the Commission Communication 
‘Industrial Policy in an Enlarged Europe’,

– having regard to the Commission Communication ‘More research for Europe – Towards 
3% of GDP’, the Commission Communication on ‘The European research area: providing 
new momentum – Strengthening - Reorienting - Opening up new perspectives’ and the 
Commission Communication on ‘The role of the universities in the Europe of 
knowledge’(COM(2002) 499, COM(2002) 565 and COM(2003) 58)(,

– having regard to the report by an Independent Expert Group to the European Commission 
‘Raising EU R&D Intensity: Improving the Effectiveness of the Mix of Public Support – 
Mechanisms for Private Sector Research’4,

– having regard to the Decision Nº 1513/2002/EC of the European Parliament and the 
Council of 27 June 2002 concerning the Sixth Framework Programme of the European 

1 OJ C 377, 29.12.2000, p. 164.
2 OJ C 47 E, 27.2.2003, p. 618.
3 P5_TA(2003)0463.
4 European Commission Directorate-General for Research, 2003.
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Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities, 
contributing to the creation of the European Research Area and to innovation (2002 - 
2006) 1

– having regard to Rules 47(2) and 163 of its Rules of Procedure,

– having regard to the report of the Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research and 
Energy and the opinion of the Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal Market 
(A5-0389/2003),

A. convinced that, if Europe is to maintain a strong competitive position, a considerable 
increase in expenditure on research and development is essential,

B. convinced that European research policy should give greater support to basic research, 

C. having regard to the 2002 Barcelona European Council’s resolve to increase R&D 
expenditure to 3% by 2010,

D. whereas the EU’s R&D expenditure must rise by 8% per year to reach this objective, and 
whereas at the same time the financial resources available must be used more effectively,

E. having regard to the Sapir report ‘An agenda for a growing Europe’2,

F. whereas there must above all be an increase in private investment in R&D, if the EU is to 
become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, as the 
European Council resolved in March 2000 in Lisbon,

G. whereas the integration of women into scientific research both in universities and in 
industry has still not been achieved to a sufficient extent,

1. Endorses the recommendations that the Commission has put forward in its 
communication;

2. Takes the view that science and technology have been an intrinsic element of Europe’s 
identity at least since the Renaissance;

3. Calls on the Member States to increase their expenditure on research to 3% of GDP by 
2010;

4. Is critical of the Council for not following up its words with deeds and of the Member 
States for making little or no effort to increase their R&D expenditure, some of them, 
indeed, reducing theirs;

5. Calls on the Council to take the Commission’s proposals seriously, so that Europe once 
again can take its place as a world leader in all relevant areas of science and technology; 
and calls therefore for the idea of competition-oriented research to be incorporated more 

1 OJ L 232, 29.8.2002, p. 1.
2 Report of a High-Level Study Group, European Commission, July 2003.
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intensively into the European research landscape;

6. Takes the view that the concept of a knowledge-based society is measured not solely by 
the amount of expenditure on research, but also by the extent of general scientific 
education;

7. Therefore calls on the Member States and private investors to increase their R&D 
expenditure, the required increase being 6% for public investment and 9% for private 
investment, to reach the average of 8% needed to achieve the target figure of 3% of GDP 
overall by 2010;

8. To this end, calls for an increase also in the European research framework programme, 
and therefore calls for an increase in the seventh research framework programme budget 
to EUR 30 billion for the whole period of the programme, to include allowing for 
enlargement to 25 and more Member States;

9. In addition, calls for more coordination between national R&D programmes and for the 
formation of forward-looking ‘technology communities’ (e.g. ITER) in cooperation with 
the EU programmes, so that a limited number of ambitious key topics can be addressed 
throughout Europe; and considers that these technology communities, in addition to 
Article 169 activities, must be implemented in such a way that as broad as possible a  
spectrum of interests has the opportunity to become involved in them, irrespective of their 
organisational form;

10. Underlines the importance of increased cooperation between Member States and 
accession countries on research policy and research investment; points out that there is 
already close and successful cooperation between individual Member States in the area of 
air travel and space travel technology;

11. Takes the view that considerable efforts are still needed to ensure an adequate supply of 
scientists, engineers and skilled technicians in future and therefore calls on the Member 
States to pay more attention to scientific and technical education and on the EU to make a 
further contribution to mobility for scientists, engineers and skilled technicians, so that the 
end result is indeed a European Research Area;

12. Points out that competitive pay for researchers commensurate with their training, social 
security, career planning and family interests also have a role to play here, as have funding 
to enable researchers to be accompanied by their families, less bureaucratic procedures 
(for visas and permits), employment opportunities for spouses and day care and 
educational opportunities for children;

13. Stresses the need for ongoing support for human resources; calls for creation of a legal 
framework to ensure that research staff can be employed flexibly and pragmatically and 
can move freely in the EU;

14. Points out that, in addition to the fact that fully-trained researchers are continuing to 
emigrate, demographic trends and lower numbers of students starting courses in the 
natural sciences will mean that a continuing supply of researchers will be increasingly 
difficult to find; considers that conditions should be made easier for researchers to take up 
residence and exercise their profession;
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15. Takes the view that in future certain sections of the population must be encouraged to 
undertake research; this particularly concerns women since, despite considerable efforts, 
the proportion of women in research has not significantly increased in recent years;

16. Calls on the EU, as an additional way of engaging with global competition, to be open to 
scientists, engineers and skilled technicians from all over the world, including its own 
nationals who have spent a number of years abroad;

17. Supports the creation of regional networks of SMEs and calls on the Member States and 
the Commission to support such initiatives as a priority;

18. Welcomes the fact that many regions of Europe have now recognised the importance of 
science and technology, and urges the EU to support competition between regions with a 
strong science base;

19. Recognises that many major undertakings are making considerable efforts to carry out 
self-funded R&D, but regrets that this is not yet the case for all major undertakings;

20. Calls on these latter undertakings to increase their investment in the future and to 
demonstrate this by setting up more of their own R&D departments;

21. Considers that one of Europe’s main strengths – particularly in relation to the USA – is 
the very large contribution that SMEs make to economic performance and employment;

22. Conversely, considers that Europe’s weakness is the lack of SME involvement in 
research, and that there is considerable ground to be made up here, as SMEs are often 
particularly innovative;

23. Is firmly convinced that a larger contribution by private undertakings to R&D depends not 
only on available funding, but also and above all on closer cooperation between 
undertakings, particularly SMEs, and State and private research institutes;

24. Points out that application-oriented research provides a major stimulus for Europe's 
economies and that targeted cooperation between research and enterprises must be 
supported; stresses that above all cooperation with SMEs must be a key focus;

25. Calls on the Member States to develop workable models for legal cooperation between 
research institutes and enterprises;

26. Insists that more attention must be paid to the commercial interests of private undertakings 
in the way that intellectual property rights are handled in State institutes and public-
private partnerships;

27. Underlines that the protection of intellectual property has an important role to play in this 
regard, since successful economic exploitation of copyright ensures a return on capital and 
contributes to the ongoing development of research activity;

28. Points out in particular that copyright on intellectual property must be made available 
quickly and at a reasonable cost, and that the introduction of a Community patent and the 
planned new rules on patentability of computer-implemented inventions are important 
steps in this direction.



PE 322.034 10/25 RR\322034EN.doc

EN

29. Takes the view that the focus of State support must be increasingly directed towards 
SMEs and calls for new, unbureaucratic support instruments;

30. Points out that SMEs generally do not have large reserves of staff and in addition 
increasingly face difficulties with private funding and therefore need speedy and 
unbureaucratic access to research funding;

31. Points out that many SMEs that are engaged in areas where research plays a key role 
experience considerable difficulties in raising capital and that in the light of Basel II the 
situation is hardly likely to improve;

32. Advocates market-oriented research support for SMEs in cooperation with private 
funding; considers, however, that the forms of public intervention, whether in the form of 
tax advantages or direct subsidies, must not influence what types of subsidy are approved 
nor the permitted intensity of aid granted; the Member States should be free to devise their 
own policies so as to ensure that the competition rules which are within the Community’s 
competence are neutral in relation to the choice of instruments;

33. Proposes that Member States envisage tax incentives for private research activities as well 
as direct support for research, also targeted principally at SMEs;

34. Stresses that State financial instruments represent a major proportion of financial support 
for research, but that the most effective incentives for research are appropriate tax 
arrangements and a research-friendly environment;

35. Considers that a great deal of legislation tends to hinder rather than facilitate research 
within the EU; calls for an investigation to identify areas from which bureaucracy and 
bureaucratic obstacles that hinder innovation and research could be removed, and calls for 
suggestions on removing these obstacles;

36. Considers that the success and value of completed research must be evaluated; points out 
that not every research measure produces the expected positive effect on the European 
economy; recommends, therefore, that a Europe-wide system be established to develop 
systems for measuring the efficiency and success of research and assess them accordingly;

37. Recalls Parliament’s proposal for a European Research Foundation following the expiry 
of the European Coal and Steel Community, to be set up in an attempt to attract private 
funds for research, as in the USA, where private patronage of science plays a far greater 
role than in Europe1;

38. Calls for the establishment of a European Research Council with the purpose of 
strengthening the  worldwide position of basic research carried out in Europe at the 
highest scientific level by offering long-term funding for that purpose; there is a need to 
ensure that the European Research Council is granted sufficient resources over and above 
the existing research funding; the body should :

(a) primarily be a funding rather than an advisory body; 
(b) follow a bottom-up approach in stimulating proposals for funding;

1 European Parliament Resolution, OJ C 87 E, 11.4.2003, p.19.
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(c) cover all fields of science, including the natural sciences and engineering, the 
humanities and the social sciences, using a flexible approach; 
(d) base its decisions on scientific criteria and have a rigorous and transparent peer 
review process;
(e) be accountable to its funders, but autonomous in its operations and run by highly 
respected scientists;
(f) focus on financing bottom-up academic research;

39. Advocates closer cooperation with banks, particularly the EIB (European Investment 
Bank) and the EBRD (European Bank for Reconstruction and Development), to fund 
market-oriented developments;

40. Calls on the Member States and the Commission to make greater use of the Structural 
Funds for R&D;

41. In view of the globalisation of research, considers it essential to strengthen international 
scientific and technical cooperation, at the level of undertakings and SMEs in particular;

42. Takes the view that it is now not only a matter of making new proposals but of rapidly 
implementing the proposals that have already been made;

43. Insists that Member States and the Commission should also ensure that SMEs and 
universities are involved in regional plans to encourage research and innovation and to 
provide additional resources as appropriate;

44. Calls for the innovative effects of R&D programmes to be increased by promoting and 
supporting the inclusion of innovation-oriented activities in research projects; notes, 
however, that R&D framework legislation at EU level must be made considerably clearer;

45. Considers it important for the Commission to provide further and more accurate 
information about which forms of public aid do not distort competition;

46. Is delighted that the Commission has sought to investigate and review the Community’s 
R&D state aid system and the targeting of such aid at horizontal objectives;

47. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council and Commission, and the 
Governments and Parliaments of the Member States and accession States.
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

Introduction

1. In its communication entitled ‘Investing in research: an action plan for Europe’ the 
Commission has put forward a package of measures on ways of enabling the EU to raise its 
research expenditure to 3% of gross domestic product (GDP), on the understanding that one 
third is to be accounted for by public funds and two thirds provided by the private sector. 
According to the Commission’s calculations, as set out in the communication, the EU spends, 
all told, a meagre 1.9% of its GDP on research, whereas the US spends about 2.7% and Japan 
3%. In absolute terms, the US spends €125 bn a year more on research than the EU, which has 
a larger population!

2. There are also considerable differences within Europe. Some Member States thus have high 
research budgets, but there are unfortunately far too many others with low research budgets. 
Similarly, in some regions the concentration of research activity is exceptionally high, 
whereas others have virtually no scientific institutes.

3. To enable the EU to catch up quickly, research expenditure is to rise by 8% a year, 
entailing a 6% increase in public funding and a 9% increase in business funding. If that 
imperative were to be applied to the research framework programme (FP), the budget for FP7 
would total approximately €30 bn for the whole period, taking enlargement into account, an 
increase of more than €10 bn compared with FP6. If Parliament endorses the Commission’s 
goal, as the rapporteur hopes that it will, that attitude must be reflected in the budgetary 
procedure. If we wish to be taken seriously, we must therefore urge the Council to raise the 
next FP budget by the necessary amount.

4. The budget needs to be increased not least because ten new Member States will probably 
soon be joining the EU and will later be followed by others. The applicant countries all spend 
less in percentage terms on research than the average for the EU as presently constituted. Yet 
even if they were to raise their expenditure, they would still be dependent on additional help 
from the EU.

5. In view of the EU’s growing global responsibility, international research cooperation 
should also be intensified. Research is to an ever greater extent becoming a tool of 
international cooperation, that is to say, foreign policy. By ratifying the Kyoto Protocol 
Europe has entered into a major commitment that will be impossible to meet unless there are 
technological advances. Furthermore, because it is playing a more active role on the 
international stage, for instance in the WTO or at the G-8 summits, the EU is being called 
upon to assume new tasks, for which the scientific and technical ground has to be prepared. 
The decommissioning of weapons of mass destruction and the clearance of millions of 
landmines, as well as the new threat posed by international terrorism since September 11, 
imply a need for security research in the broadest sense.

6. What is surprising is that public R & D expenditure, expressed as a percentage of GDP, is 
roughly equal in Japan, the US, and the EU. On the other hand, European industry spends 
much less on research and development than its US and Japanese counterparts. More often 
than not there are no highly innovative small and medium-sized enterprises, which in the US 
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in particular have frequently been and still are powerhouses of innovation. Such firms must 
consequently be made a focus of special attention.

Tentative assessment of the Commission proposal

7. The list of measures being proposed leaves little room for improvement and covers all 
areas. The real problem, therefore, is not so much that further ideas are needed to fill the gaps 
in the proposal, but rather lies in its rapid implementation. Since the strategy that was set out 
at the Lisbon and Barcelona Councils in 2000 and 2002, the policies of the EU and the 
Member States have not been galvanised to live up to these ambitions. On the contrary, many 
scientists trained at a high cost are currently waiting in vain for a job. What is more, European 
firms are increasingly expanding their research capacity outside the EU. According to the 
Commission, approximately 40% of European private investment in research finds its way to 
non-European countries, first and foremost the United States.

8. American companies are admittedly likewise investing in European research, and the 
picture is thus not entirely gloomy. Nevertheless, when all is said and done, European 
innovation policy lacks vim – an observation, incidentally, which we have repeatedly been 
making with remarkable regularity over the past 25 years.

9. If Europe could resolve to increase its research expenditure on the scale mentioned above, 
its economic growth would rise by 0.5%. From 2010, 40 000 new jobs would be created every 
year. Even if the Commission says nothing about the funding for the seventh research 
framework programme, perhaps because it considers it too early to do so, Parliament should 
nonetheless specify a figure. We should earmark 7% of the European budget for research.

10. We should also, however, respond to a proposal which the European scientific community 
has been putting forward for many years, namely to set up a ‘European Research Council’ 
(ERC) to reinforce European funding for basic research in Europe. The ERC could form an 
academic complement to the FP, which is oriented more towards applied and industrial 
research. To gauge the scale of its funding, the American National Institutes of Health (NIH) 
offer an obvious point of comparison. Their funding totals $27 bn a year. If the ERC served to 
increase the involvement of scientists in programme planning, this would be particularly 
welcome. In future, therefore, basic research should be provided with both a national and a 
European component. Compared with the US, Europe has a lot of catching up to do. In the 
US, for example, the 2003 budget of the National Science Foundation has been raised by a 
massive 10%!

11. Another question to be considered at some stage is whether the current multiplicity of 
European research activities such as Eureka, COST, and the European Research Fund, the 
successor to the European Coal and Steel Community, do not need to be reorganised. The 
same applies to the coexistence of joint research involving several Member States and EU 
research. One possible arrangement might be for the EU, in agreement with the Member 
States, to lay down an overall framework and a common source of funding, whereas the large 
European research establishments in which different countries worked together would 
implement their programmes on a self-governing basis.

12. The idea of a European Research Foundation, proposed by the rapporteur in an earlier 
document and endorsed by Parliament, but rejected by the Council, should be revived. It 
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would have the great advantage of securing private capital at European level for research 
purposes. The foundation concept has proved very successful at national level, and there 
seems to be no reason why the miracle could not be reproduced at European level. That said, 
it would first be necessary to create an appropriate European legal form.

13. The key question, however, is how industry, in particular highly innovative SMEs, can be 
persuaded to devote more resources to research and development. The ideas on tax incentives 
should be considered especially carefully. A lower tax burden, linked to a research obligation, 
is always a boon, for, in the final analysis, it is the high costs which deter firms from investing 
in the future. Tax concessions for research, incidentally, involve less red tape than project 
support. The disadvantage, on the other hand, is that they are difficult to restrict to individual 
sectors and are not targetable, but instead apply to all research areas equally.

In principle, firms could conceivably be required to pay a charge if they failed to invest 
sufficiently in research. Having said that, carrots are invariably more effective than sticks.

14. Firms are interested in product innovation and new production processes. They need the 
technology transfer from universities and research centres to be better. The crucial factors are 
the research environment, public opinion, and the licensing authorities. Firms would also like 
the state to concentrate more actively on strategic research tasks, leaving them to carry out 
research related more directly to products. If we are looking to industry to intensify its 
research effort, we have to allow for its needs.

15. The idea of setting up ‘technology platforms’ with the stakeholders concerned, to devise 
and implement strategies to develop and deploy key technologies, is a sound one. In Europe 
we need a number of strategic research projects and networks to encompass all the efforts to 
achieve a given aim. Hydrogen, fuel cells, clean coal or photovoltaics might be suitable areas 
of energy research; in other sectors possible options would be research into plant genomics 
and technologies in the areas of nanotechnology, information and communications, steel, 
textiles and road and maritime transport; but other examples could certainly be mentioned. On 
this point too we have cause to look enviously across the Atlantic: the United States has 
earmarked $1.7 bn for hydrogen research and $1 bn for clean coal over the next five years!

16. To make industry more interested in research, the possibility of public support should 
continue to be available even when a product is already close to being marketed. Smaller 
firms in particular have no use for basic research: they want and need to make money from 
their products – and they have to do it relatively quickly. The eligibility limit should move 
closer to the market.

17. It should also be possible in certain cases to finance the full cost of applied research. 
Many research institutes and especially SMEs may struggle to fund additional resources.  
They consequently prefer, on account of the cost, to forgo projects and deprive themselves 
and society of the prospect of innovation.

18. As far as publicly funded projects are concerned, one recurrent subject of complaint is the 
bureaucratic obstacles. Some outlay is unavoidable, but overscrupulous budgetary control 
often does more harm than good. The European legislative authority should afford sufficient 
scope for the Commission to clear up minor irregularities quickly and without red tape under 
a ‘petty offence’ procedure. For a dispute to drag on for more than six months because an 
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incredible €26 was not accounted for – the rapporteur was told about this case some time ago 
– is not just ridiculous, but also counter-productive.

19. One fact often overlooked is that research-intensive companies in the chemical or 
pharmaceutical industry are increasingly transferring their research to the US or sometimes 
cutting it back. These are precisely the industries which to date have single-handedly 
undertaken large-scale research projects. It must be ensured that European legislation does not 
impose an excessive financial burden on this sector.

20. Innovation has to be viewed in a wider context. Research is necessary, but not enough. 
Firstly, we need more knowledge; secondly, that knowledge must be used, absorbed by 
industry, and converted into new products and production processes; thirdly, a variety of 
networks, communication lines, and relations are needed in order to convey knowledge from 
research to industry; and fourthly, we need a state and legal framework that encourages – as 
opposed to obstructing – this transfer process.

The knowledge-based society

21. To be strictly accurate, the criticism of Europe’s research policy must start with basic 
education. Europe invests far too little in its education system. The best are selected, and the 
weak – in most cases that does not mean the academically weak, but the poor – end up in a 
blind alley. The result in a number of countries is that in the race for more education, the only 
ones who get to university are, as a rule, those who have the necessary financial resources 
behind them. Young people from poor families, on the other hand, are underrepresented.

22. Schools and universities are underfunded. This can also be seen in the at times frightening 
lack of general knowledge. In December 2001 EU citizens were put to the test. 31% thought 
that the sun orbited around the earth, in other words they still believed in the geocentric world 
view that Copernicus disproved 500 years ago. And 36% were of the opinion that radioactive 
milk could be rendered harmless by boiling.

If we really wish to aspire to a knowledge-based society, general and scientific knowledge 
must be imparted to more people than is now the case. Since in a democracy it is also 
important for everyone to understand the principles of technology and judge it correctly, 
better understanding of scientific processes is nothing short of vital. The Member States must 
be prepared to invest more in the future of their children.

23. The scant interest in scientific and technical subjects is due in part to the modest pay and 
uncertain career prospects. Furthermore, women are still underrepresented. Scientists and 
engineers continue to be held in surprisingly high esteem, given that, at any rate, 44% of the 
in the EU population trust them. This rating is bettered only by doctors with a figure of about 
70%. Politicians, on the other hand, manage no more than a paltry EU average of 6.6%!

24. Whether we live in a knowledge-based society does not depend solely on our research 
expenditure. Such a society is also reflected in the media. Although it is not exactly one of its 
core responsibilities, the EU should play its part in promoting high standards in the media. 
The Commission, for example, could supply more knowledge in a communicable form, 
scientific journalists could be encouraged more actively, and, in addition, non-specialist 
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journalists trained in scientific subjects. The Commission could likewise publish a European 
science yearbook, which could be consulted for reference.

25. Education and further training are increasingly becoming the eye of the needle through 
which European research and innovation must pass. The ‘virtual university’ is now providing 
new means of assimilating new knowledge more rapidly than hitherto and learning new skills. 
Some large companies are already exploring this avenue to successful effect. If, however, 
programs of this kind were made available in all parts of Europe – if need be on payment of a 
charge – small and medium-sized enterprises in particular would benefit.

26. Europeans are reluctant to take risks. Technology scepticism dominates in their part of the 
world. What is new is that, before anything happens, people ask about the risk involved. 
Technological progress is thus perceived as more of a nuisance than not and tolerated with 
difficulty. The power of knowledge is turned into the force of destiny.

Where is the present-day European statesman or -woman who – like Graf Eberhardt, founder 
of Tübingen University in 1495 – can still cry ‘attempto’, ‘I’ll risk it’? What can be said in 
conclusion is that without a widespread culture of knowledge, it will scarcely be possible to 
make Europe a knowledge-based society. Or, to say it in French, research needs a ‘déclic 
culturel’.

Globalisation of research

27. Oracle is seeking to raise the number of its software experts in India from 3 200 to 6 000. 
Microsoft intends to recruit 500 more software designers in India by the end of 2003. 
Accenture already has 4 400 specialists on its payroll outside the US, for instance in China, 
India, Russia, and the Philippines. IBM intends to cut its workforce in the US but increase it 
elsewhere.

Conversely, more and more highly qualified young researchers from the Third World, as well 
as from Europe, are gravitating to the US. The career prospects for researchers in the US are 
still the best in the world.

The example shows that research is increasingly assuming global dimensions. There is 
competition for good researchers, and only those who pay the best salaries and offer the best 
research conditions will win through. Europe has to play in the big league. Top-flight research 
is for Europe a matter of life and death.

28. Europe should, in addition, widen its range of grants. Young people from Third World 
countries in particular are eagerly awaiting the opportunity to study in Europe. In many 
Member States the proportion of foreign students could be increased markedly. SME 
sponsorships have also proved a successful experience. There are cases in which SMEs have 
invited graduates from developing countries for working visits combined with related study 
and advised them on their return to help them set up their own businesses.

Information and European society

29. If we wanted, Europe could one day be governed better and more democratically by 
means of information technology. The abbreviation to note is e-government, which stands for 
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better communication between the powers-that-be and those subject to their control or 
between the authorities and citizens. Multilingual Europe, as it is already a model of peaceful 
coexistence of countries that were once enemies, could thus become a model for the future for 
multilingual communities, a kind of new-style democracy. Precisely because we do not wish 
Europe to become a centralised state ruled from Brussels, citizens must again be made 
responsible for tasks and citizens’ networks set up to strengthen self-organisation. The 
national welfare state could develop into a European welfare society.

Conclusion

30. The Commission communication is an important building block in the edifice of a 
European knowledge-based society. It deserves to be discussed and in a few places enlarged 
upon. Above all it has to be implemented. This communication should lead to practical 
measures being taken not only in the Member States but also in the EU, as soon as possible. 
The yardstick of the EU’s determination to take its recommendations seriously will be the 
next FP. Parliament should call for the portion of the EU budget earmarked for research to be 
raised to 7% and boost the next FP accordingly. The above figure should be made the central 
issue in the discussion with the Council. In addition, Parliament should declare basic research 
a European task and accept the idea of a European Research Foundation, for which, of course, 
it would have to provide the necessary funding.



PE 322.034 18/25 RR\322034EN.doc

EN

FINANCIAL STATEMENT*

* attached to the report, in accordance with Article 160, par. 3 (b) of the Rules of Procedure.

1. DESCRIPTION
1.1. Title of action: Seventh framework programme of the European Community for 

research, technological development and demonstration activities and seventh 
framework programme of the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) for 
research and training activities

1.2. Budget section: III (Commission)

1.3. Traditional nomenclature: Titles 8 (Research), 9 (Information Society),

6 (Energy and Transport), 2 (Enterprise),

10 (Direct Research) etc.

2. OVERALL FIGURES 

2.1. Period of application: Annual expenditure

2.2. Global cost and multiannual programming: Indicative multiannual 
programming:

€ € €    € €

Year

2007

Year

2008

Year

2009

Year

2010
Total

Commitments 7 500 000,– 7 500 000,– 7 500 000,– 7 500 000,– 30,000,000,–

Payments

3. COMPATIBILITY WITH FINANCIAL PROGRAMMING AND FINANCIAL 
PERSPECTIVE
[] Compatible
[    ] Partially incompatible
[    ] Total incompatible

4. FINANCIAL IMPACT
Actions to be undertaken under several titles of Section III (Commission) of the General 
Budget of the European Communities over the period 2006-2010 (see section 1.3 above). The 
amount of € 30 000 000,– will be earmarked in the above budgetary lines over the full period 
of the seventh framework programme of the European Community for research, technological 
development and demonstration activities and the seventh framework programme of the 
European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) for research and training activities.
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19 December 2002

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION B5-0538/2002

pursuant to Rule 48 of the Rules of Procedure

by Antonio Mussa

on tax exemption for funding allocated to scientific and technological research

The European Parliament,

– having regard to Directive 77/388/EEC on the harmonisation of the laws of the Member 
States relating to turnover taxes,

– having regard to the Commission Communication to the Council, the European 
Parliament and the Economic and Social Committee on tax policy in the European Union 
- Priorities for the years ahead (COM(2001) 260),

A. whereas inadequate funding (a feature of all the Member States’ budgets) is currently the 
main obstacle to the further development of increasingly multi-faceted and innovative 
scientific and technological research,

B. whereas the initial immediate effects of an increase in funding and the consequent 
development of the scientific and technological research sector in the Member States 
would be a significant slowdown in the ‘brain drain’ and the possible return of those 
‘brains’ to their European countries of origin, which would provide the basis for a specific 
European research aid policy,

1. Calls on the Commission to draw up a Green Paper on the effects of granting tax 
exemption in respect of funding allocated to scientific and technological research, with a 
view to assessing the impact of such a measure on the completion of the internal market 
and on economic growth in the EU;

2. Calls on the Commission to propose, in the wake of such an assessment, an initiative 
designed to amend Directive 77/388/EEC, so as to enable the Member States to apply tax 
exemption in respect of private funding allocated to scientific and technological research.
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7 February 2003

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION B5-0017/2003

pursuant to Rule 48 of the Rules of Procedure

by Antonio Mussa, Cristiana Muscardini, Mauro Nobilia, Adriana Poli Bortone, Franz Turchi, 
Nello Musumeci, Mariotto Segni, Giuseppe Nisticò, Mario Mantovani, Vitaliano Gemelli, 
Antonio Di Pietro, Giovanni Procacci, Raffaele Lombardo, Generoso Andria, Maurizio Turco 
and Mario Borghezio

on the gradual increase in the resources allocated to scientific and technological research up to 
3% of GDP

The European Parliament,

A. having regard to the inadequate percentage of funding and resources which the Member 
States and the EU budget are currently able to allocate to scientific and technological 
research, in particular university research,

B. whereas increased investment in the research sector has immediate and positive effects on 
employment, helps to revive the economy and has a positive impact on the quality of life 
and the future of the younger generation,

C. whereas incentives offered in the university research sector always lead to perceptible 
progress in cultural terms, with effects spread over the whole population,

1. Calls on the Commission to propose that the Council bring forward to 2007 the original 
deadline of 2010 by which it is proposed that the Member States should devote 3% of 
their GDP to research and technological development;

2. Calls on the Convention to incorporate in the new draft Constitution of the European 
Union - in addition to the other economic parameters - a binding commitment on the part 
of the Member States of the monetary union to allocate a compulsory 3% of GDP to 
research and technological development.
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24 September 2003

MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION B5-0408/2003

pursuant to Rule 48 of the Rules of Procedure

by Salvador Garriga Polledo

on the creation of a European Research Council

The European Parliament,

A. whereas it is necessary to fill the gaps in the European Framework Programme relating to 
fundamental science,

B. whereas this programme must be reorganised to prevent the frustration currently felt by a 
large number of researchers,

C. whereas, the Framework Programme aside, the EU has no agency to fund basic research, 
which remains the responsibility of the individual Member States,

D. whereas basic science, including at university level, is gradually turning to the Framework 
Programme for help, but finding that it is not adequate, and this makes it essential to 
reinforce basic research;

1. Calls for the creation of a European Research Council in order to step up basic research in 
Europe;

2. Asks that fundamental research be increased to make Europe one of the best locations for 
the knowledge society; 

3. Recommends that this Council also cover social sciences and humanities, which receive 
very little EU support. 
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21 October 2003

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON LEGAL AFFAIRS AND THE INTERNAL 
MARKET

for the Committee on Industry, External Trade, Research and Energy

on the Commission communication on investing in research: an action plan for Europe 
(COM(2003) 226 – 2003/2148(INI))

Draftsman: Angelika Niebler

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal Market appointed Angelika Niebler 
draftsman at its meeting of 7 July 2003.

It considered the draft opinion at its meetings of 6 and 20 October 2003.

At the last meeting it adopted the following suggestions unanimously.

The following were present for the vote: Giuseppe Gargani (chairman); Willi Rothley (vice-
chairman); Ioannis Koukiadis (vice-chairman), Bill Miller (vice-chairman);  Ulla Maija 
Aaltonen, Paolo Bartolozzi, Ward Beysen, Brian Crowley, Bert Doorn, Giovanni Claudio 
Fava, Janelly Fourtou, Marie-Françoise Garaud, Evelyne Gebhardt, Fiorella Ghilardotti, José 
María Gil-Robles Gil-Delgado, Malcolm Harbour, Lord Inglewood, Kurt Lechner, Klaus-
Heiner Lehne, Peter Liese, Toine Manders, Arlene McCarthy, Manuel Medina Ortega, Elena 
Ornella Paciotti (for Maria Berger), Bernd Posselt (for Rainer Wieland, pursuant to Rule 
153(2)), Anne-Marie Schaffner, Astrid Thors, Marianne L.P. Thyssen, Diana Wallis, Phillip 
Whitehead, Joachim Wuermeling and Stefano Zappalà.
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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

In its communication on ‘Investing in research: an action plan for Europe’, the Commission 
has put forward a number of measures to give Europe a stronger public research base and 
make private investment in research and innovation more attractive.  In this connection the 
Commission rightly points to the objective set by the Barcelona European Council in March 
2002 to increase research investment in Europe from the current 1.9% of GDP to 3% of GDP 
in 2010.  The public sector is intended to contribute one-third and the private sector two-thirds 
of this investment.

Europe still has a long way to go to meet these figures.  Europe's research investment is 
lagging ever further behind that of its main trading partners in the USA and East Asia.  This 
will jeopardise long-term innovation, growth and employment potential within the EU.  If the 
ambitious goal set at Barcelona is really to be achieved, research investment in Europe must 
rise by an average of 8% per year, with a public expenditure growth rate of around 6% and the 
growth rate for private investment at around 9%.

The Commission action plan is to be welcomed unreservedly.  The proposed measures will, 
however, bring the desired success for Europe as a centre of research only if they are 
effectively put into practice.  This means above all that the EU and the Member States must 
actually make the necessary funding available even in times of economic difficulty and must 
create a legal framework that encourages research at all levels.

SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal Market calls on the Committee on Industry, 
External Trade, Research and Energy, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the 
following suggestions in its motion for a resolution:

1. Underlines the importance of increased cooperation between Member States and 
accession countries on research policy and research investment; points out that there is 
already close and successful cooperation between individual Member States in the area of air 
travel and space travel technology;

2. Stresses the need for ongoing support for human resources; calls for creation of a legal 
framework to ensure that research staff can be employed flexibly and pragmatically and can 
move freely in the EU;

3. Points out that, in addition to the fact that fully-trained researchers are continuing to 
emigrate, demographic trends and lower numbers of students starting courses in the natural 
sciences will mean that a continuing supply of researchers will be increasingly difficult to 
find; considers that conditions should be made easier for researchers to take up residence and 
exercise their profession;

4. Takes the view that in future certain sections of the population must be encouraged to 
undertake research; this particularly concerns women since, despite considerable efforts, the 
proportion of women in research has not significantly increased in recent years;
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5. Considers that a great deal of legislation tends to hinder rather than facilitate research 
within the EU; calls for an investigation to identify areas from which bureaucracy and 
bureaucratic obstacles that hinder innovation and research could be removed, and calls for 
suggestions on removing these obstacles;

6. Points out that application-oriented research provides a major stimulus for Europe's 
economies and that targeted cooperation between research and enterprises must be supported; 
stresses that above all cooperation with SMEs must be a key focus;

7. Calls on the Member States to develop workable models for legal cooperation between 
research institutes and enterprises;

8. Stresses that State financial instruments represent a major proportion of financial 
support for research, but that the most effective incentives for research are appropriate tax 
arrangements and a research-friendly environment;

9. Points out that many SMEs that are engaged in areas where research plays a key role 
experience considerable difficulties in raising capital and that in the light of Basel II the 
situation is hardly likely to improve;

10. Underlines that the protection of intellectual property has an important role to play in 
this regard, since successful economic exploitation of copyright ensures a return on capital 
and contributes to the ongoing development of research activity;

11. Points out in particular that copyright on intellectual property must be made available 
quickly and at a reasonable cost, and that the introduction of a Community patent and the 
planned new rules on patentability of computer-implemented inventions are important steps in 
this direction.


