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From plan to action
The Commission has adopted a new joint action plan for research 
and innovation, aimed squarely at boosting economic growth and 
encouraging the creation of new jobs. The new plan sets out the 
measures the Commission itself will undertake at EU level, and invites 
Member States and the regions to ensure complementary actions are 
carried out at their levels. The new measures being developed represent 
a shift from previous EU policies, placing much greater emphasis on 
making better use of existing resources and activities at regional and 
national levels. But above all, the action plan aims to renew the political 
commitment to improving Europe’s economy.

Our first feature article looks at the often-controversial subject of animal 
testing. It is now widely accepted that alternatives which do not harm 
animals must be developed. But it is less broadly appreciated that 
societal pressures to innovate in industries such as cosmetics can also 
stimulate firms to improve productivity. The EU is taking the lead in 
developing alternative methods but – once accepted – these will be used 
worldwide. And the companies that are involved from the beginning in 
developing new methods should reap significant benefits.

Our second feature article looks at intellectual property rights. Whilst 
IPR systems play a significant role in promoting the development of 
new products in today’s economy, some argue that too many patents 
are being granted and the system is now beginning to stifle innovation 
rather than encouraging it. We look at both sides of the story.
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New policy impetus
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Much has changed in innovation policy over the past few 
years. Innovation and research are seen as key pillars in 
making progress under the Lisbon Strategy relaunched in 
March 2005. And the Integrated Guidelines drawn up to 
implement the Lisbon Strategy, to encourage growth and 
create jobs, have set up new structures to foster dialogue 
among Member States. Meanwhile, key instruments 
developed by the Commission, such as Gate2Growth 
and Paxis, are coming to an end, with new tools such as 
Europe Innova and Pro-Inno now coming on stream to 
take forward and develop their work.

The joint action plan ‘More Research and Innovation 
– Investing for Growth and Employment: A Common 
Approach’1 just adopted by the Commission is, therefore, 
being launched at a critical point in the development of 
innovation policy across the EU. “The main purpose is 
to renew the political commitment to invest more and 
better in research and innovation, and this should hap-
pen at all levels,” says Reinhard Büscher, Head of the 
Commission’s Innovation policy development Unit. “We 
have to send a clear signal, and the reasons are pretty 
simple. There has not been enough progress towards 
reaching the 3% objective [increasing investment in R&D 
to 3% of GDP], and the innovation gap between the EU 
and the US has not been narrowed.”

Greater efforts

Whilst the objective refers to public and private spending 
on research, Büscher notes that “the 3% objective only 
makes sense if complementary efforts are undertaken to 
foster innovation”. Hence, the Commission has worked 
to coordinate its activities in the research and innovation 
fields, adopting a single action plan where two separate 
documents had originally been envisaged. Nonetheless, 
this does not mean that the focus of EU innovation 
policy is solely on technological innovation. “We want to 
promote all types of innovation, and the instruments we 
use in support of innovation are neutral in that respect,” 
Büscher underlines.

The success of the Lisbon Strategy depends on the com-
mitment of the Member States to move from words to 
action. Indeed, the slow progress up to now is largely 
because Member States have not followed up the commit-
ments made at EU level with sufficient rigour. Will things 
be different with this action plan? “I think most policy-
makers in Europe have understood that innovation is more 
or less the last ‘bullet’ to improve European competitive-
ness,” reckons Büscher. “If we do not want to cut wages 
and standards of living, we have to innovate.” Whether 
how to do that is well understood is another question...

“There is a lot to be learnt about how to build efficient 
national innovation systems, particularly in the new 
Member States. That is why we foster policy-learning and 
transnational co-operation, and why we are helping the 
Member States to learn from each other. And we need 
also to make more efficient use of the Structural Funds: 
there is still a tendency to favour physical investments 
over investment in ‘immaterials’. More can be done to 
strengthen the innovation system by building up strong 
technology transfer centres, investing in incubators and 
start-ups and the like.”

Twin-track approach

To date, the Lisbon Strategy has relied heavily on the 
open method of coordination, which depends on the 
combination of openness and peer pressure to encour-
age all Member States to improve their performance across 
all policies relevant to growth and jobs. In the innovation 
field, the Innovation Trend Chart has been a key instrument, 

The European Commission has adopted a new joint 
action plan for research and innovation policy which 
aims to harness these crucial factors in encouraging 
growth and the creation of jobs. The plan aims to coord  -
inate policies at EU level, and encourage Member States 
to seek greater synergies in their policies in these areas.

▼

Reinhard Büscher
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as has the Innovating Regions in Europe network. “All 
these are good, but they are not good enough and we 
have to go further,” says Büscher. “We have to give fresh 
impetus to the open method of coordination, and we are 
trying to do this in two ways.”

First, the Commission aims to focus much more on the 
transferability of good practice, to establish which of the 
solutions that have worked in a given environment can 
also work in others. “You need more open discussions, 
more feedback from stakeholders, and you have to invest 
more in evaluating programmes with respect to their 
transferability,” he explains. “We have to provide some-
thing like ‘policy consultancy’ – strengthening advice and 
assistance, not only to identify what works best but to 
help implement it in particular circumstances.”

Second, joint activities need to be developed to build 
on mutual learning. “To encourage working together 
on the basis of good solutions is our ultimate objective,” 
says Büscher. “As well as increasing the efficiency of 
public funding, we want to provide incentives to share 
resources, to team up to develop join initiatives – and 
that can happen at all levels. I think there is much scope 
for collaboration among the different actors, such as 
innovation agencies, incubators, those providing sup-
port services, to team up.” Examples of such services are 
already being developed, such as the Euro Office initia-
tive within Paxis, and the forthcoming Pro-Inno initiative 
is expected to support more. Here the Commission wants 
to see co-operation at programme level, not just within 
individual projects.

Taking the initiative

“Our idea is not only to bring regions together, but to 
encourage them to work together,” Büscher empha-
sises. “We have to build on the actors, build on existing 
strengths, rather than trying pilot actions and EU-level 

support services. And that approach is very much reflect-
ed in this action plan. We need also to allow for flexibility, 
as we cannot squeeze all Member States into the same 
initiatives; they have different interests and different 
problems to address.

“If we want more growth and jobs in Europe, we have to 
invest more in research and innovation: we cannot afford 
to delay the necessary decisions any longer,” he insists. 
“We have to persuade Member States to work together, 
to co-operate much more, rather than trying – in the 
Commission – to compensate for the lack of co-operation 
among Member States and regions.

“Only if all Member States do better will the innovation 
gap close. We expect those with particular weaknesses 
in innovation to undertake even more efforts in this 
respect,” Büscher notes. “Coincidentally, those are the 
Member States which benefit most from the Structural 
Funds, so we expect them to exploit these fully to invest 
in strong research and innovation systems.

“If all this happens, you will see the figures moving up: 
there will be more patents, more skilled workers, more 
new products on the market,” he concludes. “All our 
efforts must produce demonstrable results.”

“If we do not want to cut 

wages and standards of 

living, we have to innovate.”

(1) http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise/innovation/index_en.htm

 Contact

Reinhard Büscher, European Commission, 
Enterprise and Industry DG, Innovation policy 
development Unit

Tel. +32 2 295 9906
Fax +32 2 296 0428
reinhard.buescher@cec.eu.int

More research and innovation
The action plan comprises a range of initiatives to 
be taken at EU level, including the Commission’s 
planned timetable for achieving these, as well as 
complementary actions to be carried out by the 
Member States. The four areas for action are:

•  Putting research and innovation at the heart of EU 
policies,

•  Putting research and innovation at the heart of EU 
funding,

•  Putting research and innovation at the heart of 
business, and

•  Improving research and innovation policies.
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Alternative routes – 
hidden advantages

Manufacturers and suppliers of cosmetics for the EU 
market are obliged to prove that their products will not 
damage human health when used under reasonably 
foreseeable conditions. This requirement comes from 
the 1976 Cosmetics Directive, which does not explicitly 
require testing on animals. But until relatively recently 
this has been the standard route to assessing the poten-
tial of products and ingredients to cause any of a wide 
range of unwanted effects, from acute toxicity to possible 
harm to future generations.

The seventh amendment of the Cosmetics Directive, 
adopted in 2003, took account of the widespread public 
view that animal testing was undesirable for cosmetic 
products, although it appeared more justifiable for pharma-
ceuticals and other potentially toxic chemicals. The 
Directive provides for a ban on animal testing of finished 
products (applicable from 11 September 2004), and a 
complete ban on animal testing of cosmetic ingredients 
as soon as alternative methods are validated and adopted 
by EU legislation. The final deadline of 11 March 2009 
applies even if alternative tests are not available then.

A marketing ban on animal-tested products also applies, 
from 11 September 2004 or as soon as alternative 
 methods are validated and adopted and again by 
11 March 2009 at the latest, with the exception of 
three study areas where development of alternatives will 
un avoidably take longer – alternative tests for repeated 
dose toxicity, reproductive toxicity and toxicokinetics 
need not be introduced until 11 March 2013 (and per-
haps later if technical problems arise).

Validation

But who decides if an alternative method guarantees the 
safety of a product, or offers assurance equivalent to that 
of traditional testing methods?

In the EU it is ECVAM, the European Centre for Validation 
of Alternative Methods, which is part of the EU’s Joint 
Research Centre in Ispra, Italy. Since 1992, ECVAM has 
focused on the development and validation of alternative 
testing methods, with the aim of replacing, reducing and 
refining the use of laboratory animals. Its work is on in 
vitro methods, using cell and tissue cultures, and in silico 
methods – computer modelling based on the relation-
ship between chemical structure and biochemical, physi-
ological and biokinetic modelling, known as quantitative 
structure activity relationships or QSAR.

Alternative methods developed and validated by ECVAM 
are then adopted in EU legislation, through the work of 
the Enterprise and Industry DG’s Cosmetics and Medical 
devices Unit, which takes the lead on developing policies 
across this sector1. In addition to becoming EU law, the 
new methods are fed into the OECD and, if accepted, 
become international guidelines valid for the 30 OECD 
member countries and also many non-members.

ECVAM’s Dr Thomas Hartung explains: “Our final goal 
is that our validated tests become an OECD-accepted 
methodology. That is why we celebrated last year’s suc-
cess when the first full replacements for animal testing 
were accepted at OECD level2. Once tests are performed 
according to the OECD’s guidelines and its principles of 
good laboratory practice, the results have to be accepted 
by other countries. This mutual acceptance avoids the 
need for companies to repeat experiments for authorisa-
tion to market products abroad.”

Development of alternatives to animal testing to dem-
onstrate the safety of cosmetics is being driven by public 
pressure and the specific needs of EU legislation. However, 
as well as meeting legal requirements, new in vitro and 
in silico methods are also showing commercial and 
practical advantages. An industry pressed to innovate is 
reaping new benefits, and generating new technologies.

▼
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The OECD itself is running only a limited number of valid-
ation studies on alternative methods, but works closely 
with the ECVAM and its American counterpart ICCVAM. 
Japan is also in the process of establishing a national 
validation centre, and it is hoped that the initial steps of 
Japanese researchers in this area will lead to further inter-
national coordination. 

Industry input

ECVAM is coordinating the efforts of companies de veloping 
alternative methods so that the EU timetable for replace-
ment of animal methods can be met. Possible candidate 
tests for validation are selected from their developers, and 
prioritised. In some cases, ECVAM participates in the vali-
dation studies. Typically, the validation of a new test meth-
od takes three years and costs about $300,000. “Cosmetic 
companies are very actively involved through their associa-
tion COLIPA,” Hartung continues. “Many are interested in 
participating at an early stage because they will be able to 
use these innovative methodologies for predictive testing, 
agent discovery and agent profiling even before the tests 
become mandatory. They promise higher throughput, 
lower costs and better public acceptance – and thus offer 
real market advantages.” Through the Commission’s 
Enterprise and Industry DG and with input from industry, 
ECVAM reports annually to the European Parliament and 
the Council of Ministers so that early warning can be given 
if progress slips behind the timetable.

Confidence in new technologies

An ad hoc group was set up – with representation from 
the cosmetics industry, animal welfare and consumer 
organisations, academia, the EU and the OECD – with the 
aims of reviewing the state of development of alternative 

methods in 11 key toxicological areas, and estimating 
the time needed for full replacement of animal testing 
for cosmetics3:
 • Acute toxicity
 • Skin irritation and corrosion
 • Eye irritation
 • Skin sensitisation
 • Skin absorption and penetration
 • Subacute and subchronic toxicity
 • Genotoxicity and mutagenicity
 • UV-induced toxic effects
 • Toxicokinetics and metabolism
 • Carcinogenicity
 • Reproductive and developmental toxicity

In areas such as skin absorption, skin corrosion and 
acute phototoxicity, human health effects can already 
be assessed by alternative in vitro methods. Validation is 
already under way on alternative tests for skin and eye 
irritation, while toxicokinetics and metabolism will take 
rather longer. 

In other areas, like skin sensitisation (see box), in silico 
methods hold the greatest promise. “This is a strongly 
emerging technology as the computer capabilities are 
developing so quickly,” Hartung comments. “We are 
approaching the time when computers are no longer 
limited in calculating the predicted toxic effects on the 
basis of the structure of a chemical. But the first methods 
are only now undergoing validation.” A very practical 
consequence of the development of alternative test 
methods is the emergence of an entirely new commercial 
service, providing facilities or take-away kits for in vitro 
eye irritation or skin sensitivity testing. Tests, and tissue-
engineered materials which were developed originally for 
therapeutic purposes, are also being explored now for 
predictive testing.
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Eye irritation has traditionally been assessed by 
the Draize test, based on introducing test substances 
into rabbits’ eyes. Now 14 alternative in vitro tests 
using e.g. bovine corneas or hens’ eggs are being 
developed or pre-validated. The six most promising, 
some of which are already accepted by EU author-
ities for the classification of severe eye irritants, 
should reach validation within four years, and animal 
tests for eye irritation could be completely replaced 
within six years.
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Validation by ECVAM aims to maintain products’ safety 
level by demonstrating that these new alternative methods 
can do the job, whether in vitro, in silico or as a refined 
animal experiment. Reference is usually made to historical 
animal data. In a sense, therefore, validated alternative 
methods deserve a higher confidence level than the ori-
ginal (unvalidated) animal tests, although in the main 
these have been confirmed by experience in use.

The industry viewpoint

Cosmetics, toiletries and perfumery are a significant 
part of the chemical industry, with annual retail sales 
approaching €60 billion in Western Europe and €190 
billion worldwide4. The sector’s European trade associ -
ation, COLIPA, with 30 member or allied national cos-
metics associations and 23 individual major international 
companies, strongly supports the development and use 
of alternative testing methods.

Through the COLIPA steering committee on alternatives to 
animal testing (SCAAT), many of the member companies 
have made significant contributions to research and test-
ing. Among these is the world’s second-largest consumer 
goods manufacturer, Procter and Gamble, whose interests 
cover household and cleaning products as well as health-
care, pet care and cosmetics. Because of its wide product 
range, P&G is interested in alternative test methods not 
only for cosmetics, but also for the other types of chem-
icals that would have to be tested under the proposed new 
EU system for registration, evaluation and authorisation of 
chemicals (REACH)5. This will require chemical assessment 
data for about 30,000 substances produced in amounts of 
more than one tonne per year, and alternative methods 
will be used for most of these substances.

“The great thing about developing alternatives,” says 
P&G’s Dr Lee Bansil, “is that they are not product-specific. 
Methods are being developed and validated by ECVAM so 
that a test can be used in any of these sectors. That helps 
us a lot as we can use them right across the business.”

Business sense
“Alternative test methods make very good business sense 
for us,” Bansil continues. “As scientists we obviously pre-
fer not to use animal-based research, but alternatives are 
also much faster, less expensive and more reproducible. 
As the development chain for many of our products is 
very long, as it is for pharmaceuticals, anything we can 
do to reduce that time is good from a business point of 
view.” Procter and Gamble alone has invested $190 mil-
lion, contributing to the development of more than 50 
alternative methods.

Firms in the industry have been actively co-operating 
with each other to meet the challenge of providing work-
able alternative methods. All the larger companies view 
this early-stage development as non-proprietary, and 
once the methods have been validated by ECVAM, they 
are there for everyone to use. But being involved in the 
development process does give a company a competi-
tive edge. 

“We all face the same challenges, so it does not make 
sense for a company to do things alone. This is a really 
good example of how companies in the same market 
place come together and collaborate,” says Bansil. 
“Getting in early, though, means that you have a very 
good understanding. You can tailor the methods around 
the chemicals you use, and your scientists are going to 
be expert in using them. If they can be adapted so that 
they help with screening techniques6, which are very 
specific for certain companies, QSAR analysis or in vitro 
techniques can shave many months off product develop-
ment. They can also enable you to look for a molecule 
with a certain characteristic or function, in a very fast and 
scientifically precise way.”

Changing practices

Adapting a company’s activities to alternative test-
ing methods clearly involves changes in working pat-
terns and possibly investment in staff and equipment. 
“The first challenge in developing new methods is to 
understand the mechanism of toxicity, and then what 
kind of in vitro test could be developed that would be 
reproducible and accurate in predicting that toxicity in 
animals and ultimately in humans,” says P&G’s Dr Robert 
Lindenschmidt. “The expertise we need to do that 
applies across all product sectors. Once the methods are 
validated, we try to put them into practice as fast as we 
can, for business reasons.”
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Tests to assess skin sensitisation are develop-
ing along two different lines – in vitro models and 
QSAR systems. The in silico systems are the more 
advanced, and validation is expected within five 
to six years. Some in vitro cell systems have been 
shown to respond to skin-sensitising agents, but 
further research and refinement is needed. The in 
vivo reaction is complex and to cover all the stages 
of sensi tisation, more than one alternative test will be 
needed to replace animal tests.

7
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“In some ways, Europe has the lead here because it has 
such support from the Commission in getting these 
methods reviewed and accepted, not only in Europe but 
also by the OECD at a global level,” Bansil adds. “That is 
a huge help to industry, because we do not have to run 
the same tests twice.”

Lessons for other sectors

These changes in practice in the cosmetics and wider 
chemical industries are the result of a combination of fac-
tors – regulators’ public health, safety and environmental 
objectives, pressure from animal-welfare organisations 
and the public, and industry’s drive for better, more 
efficient, more acceptable products. Could experience in 
this industry have wider implications in other sectors that 
face similar challenges?

In Bansil’s view, “We need new, alternative methods to 
deliver the societal benefits we want. Initiatives like this 
often open the way to unexpected breakthroughs, just 
as the human genome project and the related computer 
modelling have led to achievements in the pharmaceut-
ical industry that ten years ago we would have thought 
impossible.”

“Alternative methods 

promise higher throughput, 

lower costs and better public 

acceptance.”

(1) http://pharmacos.eudra.org/F3/cosmetic/cosm_intro_NEW.htm

(2)  These were two test methods for skin corrosion (permanent skin 
damage) and there are now three validated in vitro tests based on 
these two methods, plus one for assessing phototoxic potential for 
cell damage, and a fourth test for skin absorption and penetration of 
chemicals. 

(3)  Eskes, C. & Zuang, V. (2005), Alternative (Non-animal) Methods for 
Cosmetics Testing: Current Status and Future Prospects. ATLA Vol. 
33, Supplement 1.

(4)  Data: COLIPA, the European Cosmetic, Toiletry and Perfumery 
Association.

(5) http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise/reach/index_en.htm

(6)  Early-stage evaluation of the potential of a chemical for its intended 
use or for undesirable effects.
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 Contact

Thomas Hartung, European Commission, Joint 
Research Centre, European Centre for Validation 
of Alternative Methods

Tel. +39 0332 785939
Fax +39 0332 786297
thomas.hartung@cec.eu.int
http://ecvam.jrc.it/index.htm

Procter & Gamble 
pgmedia.m@pg.com
http://www.pg.com/
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Toxicokinetics and metabolism studies reveal 
how a substance is absorbed into an organism, dis-
tributed throughout it, metabolised and excreted. 
The ad hoc group on alternative methods proposed 
a three-tier approach, based on a combination of 
in vitro and in silico methods. Tier 1 will assess the 
absorption through mouth, skin and respiration; tier 2 
is a battery of tests on metabolism and accumulation; 
and tier 3 will assess toxicity. Only a positive result for 
tier 1 would trigger tier 2. Absorption tests could be 
available in eight years, and metabolism tests in five, 
but complete replacement of animal tests is likely to 
take over ten years.

In vitro epithelial cells – they cover the whole surface of the body (as skin), 
and cover and line all organs within it.
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IPR – an incentive 
for innovation?

You have toiled for months at your workbench, wiped 
perspiration from your brow and been rewarded with a 
flash of inspiration. Finally you have prevailed. The fruit 
of your labours stands before you, a device that puts you 
a giant leap ahead of your competitors.

Imagine now the prospect of making your fortune selling 
your novel device in a market entirely untouched by gov-
ernment intervention. Your fundamental problem – your 
invention is easy to imitate.

Incentive thesis

This is the scenario with which Jeremy Bentham, the 
father of utilitarianism, articulated the incentive thesis for 
intellectual property (IP) – its most powerful rationale, 
even today. “Without the assistance of the laws,” he 
wrote in 1793, “the inventor would almost always be 
driven out of the market by his rival who, finding him-
self, without any expense, in possession of a discovery... 
would be able to deprive him of all his deserved advan-
tages, by selling at a lower price.”

According to this view, IP exists in market economies to 
correct a market failure – the likelihood that, if unchecked, 
free-riding imitators will cancel out the market-success 
incentive that would otherwise motivate innovators. By 
putting a stop to free-riding, IP should increase the flow 
of innovation, thus serving the public good.

At a price

But there is a price. Intellectual property rights (IPRs) are 
temporary monopolies, thus placing constraints on the 
freedom of the market economy. Fair competition is sup-
posed to be the norm. Monopolistic trade practices are 
anti-competitive, and are normally illegal. 

This month, Budapest hosted Patinnova ’051. Jointly 
organised by the European Commission and the European 
Patent Office, this biennial conference provides a unique 
opportunity for patent professionals and the innovation 
community to explore together issues at the intersection 
of IP and innovation.

Strong belief in IP

The programme began with a round-up of the state of 
play on the Commission’s IP-related initiatives. Other ses-
sions looked at how to protect the appearance of prod-
ucts through the Community design2; how to spin out 
research institutions’ intellectual assets; how to license 
university IP; and how to exploit IP to obtain bank loans 
and venture capital.

If an alien with no prior conception of IP had perused the 
programme – or, for that matter, any of the advice from 
EU Member States’ governments urging businesses to 
make full use of the IPR system, or even the EU-funded 
IPR Heldpesk3 – they might have formed the impression 
that human society had long ago accepted Bentham’s 
argument and duly fashioned an IPR system that entices 
all would-be innovators to innovate without allowing any 
rights-holders to abuse their monopoly power. Would 
that be an accurate impression of today’s IPR system?

An economist’s view

Jonathan Cave is a regulatory economist in the Department 
of Economics at Warwick University. He thinks it is import-
ant to recognise innovation’s complexity.

Politicians are often to be heard admonishing European 
industry to protect its intellectual property better. But 
they seldom ask whether the EU’s IPR system fosters 
innovation as it is supposed to. European Innovation 
asked an economist, a lawyer and a policy-maker for 
their views.

Jeremy Bentham

▼
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Formal innovation can be motivated and guided towards 
its highest-value uses through the creation of property 
rights. “But there is a fundamental question as to whether 
formal innovation is the most valuable type, especially for 
broader policy goals,” he says.

Informal innovation may arise closer to the deployment 
end of the value chain as a result of the efforts of a range 
of players much broader than just engineers and sci-
entists. “Innovations emerge from customers, from the 
shop floor, from learning by doing at all stages of the 
value chain,” Cave says. Many of the most transformative 
innovations have been of this kind, but today’s IPRs are 
irrelevant to them – and formal, ‘protected’ innovation 
can even crowd them out.

Dead-weight

Dead-weight loss is an inherent cost to the use of IPRs as 
innovation incentives. IPRs create a temporary, local, but 
nonetheless exclusive monopoly. “That involves selling 
at a price where people’s marginal willingness to pay for 
the product is much higher than the marginal cost of 
producing it,” Cave says. The marginal cost is the price it 
would have in a competitive market.

For many information goods, that cost is virtually zero 
– the unit cost, say, of mass-produced CDs or CD-ROMs. 
So a large number of people who are willing to pay the 
cost of production are excluded from using it.

This leaves out the cost of innovation. However, that 
cost is only incurred once and can easily be recovered by 
a more modest level of profit. The deeper point is that 
large monopoly profits like these can lure competing 
firms to invest more, on aggregate, in a particular inno-
vation than is worthwhile. Some may go out of business 
as a result.

Cave points to a partial solution. “If you could sell to these 
people at a price they would be willing to pay, both buy-
ers and sellers would be better off. So one socially useful 
way to exploit innovation is to divide the market into 
different layers.” Software vendors do something akin to 
this when they sell an application program in educational, 
standard and professional versions at different prices.

Work-arounds

But true differential pricing is hard to achieve because 
those who value the good most highly regard it as unfair 
to pay more than those who value it less, while those 
who buy for a low price may well turn around and resell 
to those being charged more. Nevertheless, enterprising 
rights-holders do sometimes find ingenious if unconven-
tional work-arounds.

Cave recalls one. ‘The Grateful Dead used to play a lot 
of concerts in San Francisco. The promoter who ran all 
these concerts sold very expensive T-shirts, but faced 
competition from bootleg T-shirts sold outside the con-
cert venues. So the promoter bought the scratchiest, 
cheapest plain shirts he could find and printed his own 
‘bootlegs’, which he then injected into this after-market. 
That was probably more profitable for them than actually 
killing off the after-market and charging a single price.’

A lawyer’s view

Geertrui Van Overwalle is a law professor at the Centre for 
Intellectual Property Rights at the Katholieke Universiteit 
Leuven. She has expressed concerns in recent inter-
national conferences about several aspects of the current 
international IP climate.

A particular worry is the level of IP protection, which, in 
common with many observers, she finds to be increasing 
at a worrying rate. Not only can a much wider range of 
‘novelty’ be covered by patents now than 50 years ago, 
but legislators have supplemented the classical triangle 
– copyright, patents and trademarks – with numerous 
new specific IPRs, such as the sui generis database right. 
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Copyright and patents
Copyright and patents are two of the main forms 
of IP.

Copyright subsists in a wide range of original works 
– literary, artistic and musical works, films and so on. 
It comes into being in the very creation of a work. 
The creator does not need to claim it. The protection 
conferred covers the expression of the work – the 
text of a book, for example – but not the idea, and 
lasts for 70 years after the creator’s death. It can be 
infringed only by copying.

Patents are for inventions. An inventor must apply for 
a patent by submitting an application to a national 
patent office or, if appropriate, to the European Patent 
Office. A patent is granted if the invention is new, is 
not obvious and is industrially applicable. Patent offices 
publish patent applications and other innov ators are 
free to learn from them. A patent-holder can keep his 
or her patent in force for up to 20 years.

The size of the monopoly conferred is determined by 
the patent’s claims. The broader they are, the more 
valuable the patent is likely to be. If device Y falls 
within the scope of a patent for X, anyone who uses, 
sells or imports Y without a licence from the patent-
holder infringes, regardless of whether Y’s inventor 
copied X.

10
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Accompanying these expansions has been an explosion 
in the number of patents applied for and granted. 

Tragedy of the anti-commons 

For Van Overwalle, the so-called tragedy of the anti-com-
mons is therefore more relevant today than ever. The 
‘tragedy of the anti-commons’ is the name for the situation 
in which a large number of property rights of compar-
atively small scale can fence in would-be innov ators so 
that collectively the affected economic resources are 
under-exploited.

She gives the example of chips for diagnosing genetic 
diseases. “Certain companies have told me that they 
will not put a test for such-and-such a disease on a chip 
because they know there is a lot of IP in the field. They 
will not even start carrying out research in that field.”

Thickets

The alternative for such a company is to enter the field. 
They then have to identify – and negotiate for licences 
with – all rights-holders who already have a stake in the 
techniques and technologies they expect they will need. 
Because of the density of the IPR undergrowth, IP experts 
call this a patent ‘thicket’.

Van Overwalle talks of a research group she came across 
that wanted to use the golden-rice technology for 
developmental aims. Expecting a patent thicket, they 
began by surveying the field and, sure enough, found 90 
relevant patents in a first sweep. But when they looked 
more carefully, they narrowed this group down to just six 
really relevant ones.

This may be quite common, Van Overwalle now thinks. “We 
have carried out some research ourselves on the pa tenting 
situation with regard to certain genes and it was not as bad 
as we thought it would be. So I think you have to put the 
whole story of the patent thicket into perspective.”

Ethical sensitivities
The disquiet Van Overwalle feels at these tendencies in 
the IPR system is highlighted by the patents obtained 
by a US company, Myriad Genetics, for DNA sequences 
characteristic of some inherited forms of breast cancer. 
When diagnostic labs in Europe, Canada and elsewhere 
applied to the company for licences so that they might 
offer patients diagnostic cancer tests, Myriad Genetics 
set the price so high that there was widespread outrage. 
Many were concerned that the company’s business 
model would impede access to healthcare, and the public 
outcry in several EU Member States did its image little 
good. It also reflected the growing prominence of ethical 
sensitivities in IP-related debates.

“You sometimes hear it said that ethics might have a 
negative impact on European competitiveness,” says Van 
Overwalle. “I personally believe that we cannot just drop 
ethics. We have to deal with them. They are a valuable 
aspect of our cultural identity.”

A policy-maker’s view

As head of the Industrial Property Unit in the Commission’s 
Internal Market DG, Erik Nooteboom’s work is geared 
towards levelling the playing field for industrial property 
in the internal market. That means two things. The first 
is harmonisation of the Member States’ intellectual-prop-
erty laws. “The other anchor is unification of industrial 
property rights,” he says. “That is, providing industry 
with the means to protect their IPRs through one single 
action before one single office with effect for the whole 
territory of the European Union.”

Growing public criticism

He does not fully accept the point frequently made by 
academic observers that IPRs have generally become 
broader and stronger in the last few decades. “What 
I have witnessed in the last five to ten years is a shift 
towards a much more critical questioning of the IP sys-
tem, because it is about creating monopolies.”

In the past, he concedes, responsibility for the legislative 
process lay in the hands of a closed circle of legislators 
who more or less agreed that IPRs were good for soci-
ety. Whenever any piece of legislation was proposed, it 
sailed through Council and Parliament. But outside this 
closed circle, very few people thought it was more than 
a technical issue in good hands. No longer: “We are now 
much more immersed in a public debate about setting 
the right balance and it has led to a much more prudent 
approach,” Nooteboom says.

▼
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Reconsidering the Commission’s role

His perspective on the future for IP at EU level is inevit-
ably coloured by a trio of unexpected setbacks. First, the 
proposal for the Community Patent – a unification meas-
ure which would slash the costs of patent examination 
and litigation – continues to resist resolution because of 
disagreements between Member States over translation 
requirements.

Secondly, the proposal for a directive to harmonise the 
treatment of patents and applications for patents on 
computer-implemented inventions was decisively reject-
ed by the Parliament in July.

Thirdly, the patenting of human DNA still divides Member 
States. The Biotechnology Directive, which allows DNA 
patents, was adopted in 1998. We are now more than 
five years beyond the deadline for its transposition into 
national law in all Member States, and four states have 
still to get the necessary legislation through their parlia-
ments.

In the wake of these developments, the Commission is 
taking stock. “They oblige us, of course, to reconsider the 
role of the Commission, and indeed of the EU, in relation 
to IP,” Nooteboom says. “We are aware that there is little 
enthusiasm in the capitals to move ahead on these issues. 
We are going through a thinking process at this moment 
to see what we should do next.”

Intellectual property rights 

(IPRs) are temporary 

monopolies, thus placing 

constraints on the freedom of 

the market economy.

(1) http://www.european-patent-office.org/epidos/conf/epic2005/

(2)  Community Designs and Community Trademarks are granted at EU 
level for the whole Union, by the Office for Harmonisation in the 
Internal Market: http://oami.eu.int/en/default.htm

(3) http://www.ipr-helpdesk.org/index.html
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 Contact

Jonathan Cave, University of Warwick
Tel. +44 2476 523 750
Fax +44 2476 523 032
j.a.k.cave@warwick.ac.uk
http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/

staff/faculty/cave/

Geertrui Van Overwalle, Katholieke Universiteit 
Leuven – Centre for Intellectual Property Rights

Tel. +32 16 323 736
Fax +32 16 323 730
geertrui.vanoverwalle@law.kuleuven.ac.be
http://www.law.kuleuven.ac.be/cir/cv/

gvan_overwalle.htm

Erik Nooteboom, European Commission, Internal 
Market and Services DG, Industrial property Unit

Tel. +32 2 296 0348
Fax +32 2 299 3104
erik.nooteboom@cec.eu.int
http://europa.eu.int/comm/dgs/internal_market/

index_en.htm
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IRC network celebrates 
tenth anniversary

“The IRC network now has ten years of concrete 
achievement in facilitating innovation in SMEs,” Renate 
Weissenhorn, who heads the European Commission’s 
Support for innovation Unit, responsible for the network, 
told the meeting. “Of the 850 clients who have, in the 
past year, concluded transnational partnership agreements 
with IRC support, two-thirds have fewer than 50 employ-
ees. And almost one-third – 32% – have fewer than ten.”

The IRC network recently completed a pilot impact 
assessment study1. According to this study, the economic 
impact on IRC clients was about 1.8 times the cost of 
funding the IRCs. But the qualitative impact revealed in 
the survey is also significant in showing the network’s 
value, according to Ms Weissenhorn. “Technology trans-
fer is simpler and quicker than carrying out R&D. And for 
its potential clients, the IRC network represents a ready-
made alternative to the much harder task of establishing 
their own contacts across Europe.”

Future challenges

In addition to the internal discussions and working group 
reports on various aspects of the network’s activities, 
three public debates were held during the annual meet-

ing focused on key areas of IRC activity. The session on 
‘innovation and regions’ heard that IRCs can make a big 
contribution to regional innovation, and in particular 
should develop stronger co-operation with clusters. But 
regional innovation policies must take greater account of 
their results for firms and their customers.

Building stronger relations between IRCs and universities’ 
technology transfer offices can help both sides, with IRCs 
able to bring strong deal flow to the universities, accord-
ing to participants in the session on ‘innovation and 
academia’. There is also potential for IRCs to help in build-
ing up spin-off companies. Finally, the session on ‘innova-
tion and industry’ underlined the fact that innovation and 
new technologies are the “lifeblood” of companies. Firms 
of varying sizes and in different sectors act individually, 
but they all have the same focus on innovation.

Factors such as these underlie the Commission’s propos-
als to establish a new Competitiveness and Innovation 
Framework Programme (CIP) which would run from 
2007-13. Addressing the meeting, Günter Verheugen, the 
Commission’s Vice-President responsible for Enterprise and 
Industry, presented the main lines of the CIP proposal.

“We cannot achieve improved growth and more jobs 
without excellence and innovation,” he emphasised. The 
gap between the EU and the US in innovation perform-
ance is widening. We must reverse this trend, and the 
Lisbon Strategy – refocused to make our efforts more 
effective – can help us do that.”

Helping hand

“Innovation is the source of our future prosperity, but 
it is rarely the product of coincidence or luck. On the 
contrary, innovation requires the right environment, 
skills and knowledge, and market conditions,” Verheugen 
underlined. He went on to stress the importance of SMEs, 
which account for two-thirds of jobs in Europe: “This 
innovative capacity really matters for our economy.

“The CIP brings together existing instruments with a 
common goal. The public consultation on our proposals 
last autumn showed there was general approval of both 
the concept and the goals. We have proposed a budget 
of €4.2 billion over seven years. That is small compared 
to the problems we need to tackle, but it is sufficient to 
make a difference.”

Representatives of the 71 Innovation Relay Centres met 
in Brussels in June for their annual meeting, marking 
the EU-wide network’s tenth anniversary. At the meet-
ing, organised by the Brussels IRC with support from the 
Brussels Capital Region, participants were able to reflect 
on the network’s dynamics, meet counterparts from 
across Europe, and hear first-hand about current and 
planned developments in European innovation policy.

Commissioner Verheugen addresses the meeting.
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He highlighted two areas of the proposed programme 
which he sees as critical. First, eco-innovation, a global mar-
ket worth €500 billion in 2003 in which more than 2 million 
jobs in Europe are directly implicated. “Europe is a global 
leader in environmental goods and services, and this sec-
tor can have a major impact on growth and jobs,” he said. 
“Secondly, a ‘high-growth’ facility that will leverage private 
capital. “The facility will help small firms to cross the ‘valley 
of death’ between around €250,000 and €2.5 million – the 
level at which investment is hardest to come by.”

Turning to the IRC network, Verheugen congratulated 
members on their achievements so far. “However, we 
should have higher ambitions than in the past, and aim 
for greater efficiency,” he emphasised. “I am also expect-
ing that IRCs will do even more to contribute to the 
relaunched Lisbon agenda.”

Future of the network

“We firmly believe that regions play a critical role in sup-
porting innovation. IRCs can give regions access to the 
wealth of European experience, and therefore co-oper-
ation with regional actors is vital for IRCs,” said David 
White, the Commission’s Director of Innovation policy, 
closing the conference. He encouraged IRCs to continue 
to build stronger links with universities, and to think 
more about how they can support spin-off firms. “The 
Commission also wants to see IRCs develop services to 
help more SMEs participate in the EU’s R&D Framework 
Programme. A great deal is needed in this area, and IRCs 
can help significantly.”

(1)  See ‘Networking saves time and adds value’, European Innovation, 
July 2005.

Interest in the B2IRC meeting was high.

Brussels firms meet IRCs

A new feature at this year’s annual meeting was 
the B2IRC brokerage event, at which clients of the 
Brussels IRC were able to meet representatives of 
IRCs from across Europe. As with traditional broker-
age events, meetings were organised in advance, 
with profiles of the companies sent out before 
the event. But rather than meeting potential part-
ner companies directly, the Brussels firms met IRC 
experts from different regions of Europe, who know 
their local companies well.

“The idea for the B2IRC event came from our advis-
ory board – made up of clients – who jumped at the 
opportunities it would offer to meet professionals 
from across Europe,” says Barbara Andreani of the 
Brussels IRC. “The format had advantages both for 
our clients and for our IRC colleagues, and unlike 
traditional brokerage events it was multi-sectoral. 
We also wanted to show off Brussels’s considerable 
know-how and industrial strength – it is a lot more 
than the administrative capital of Europe.”

Some 19 companies, clients of the Brussels IRC, 
participated in the event, with a total of 49 separate 
meetings taking place.

“In a 30-minute meeting, both the firms and IRC 
representatives could gain a good impression of each 
other, and the opportunities for co-operation with 
firms in the IRCs’ regions,” Andreani underlines. “But 
more generally, the annual meeting gave our clients 
access to around 400 experts on technology transfer, 
all in one room. Above all, it showed them that in the 
IRC network they can count on professional people, 
and that the network is so much more than a data-
base of technology offers and requests.”

Barbara Andreani, Brussels IRC
Tel. +32 2 422 0021
Fax +32 2 422 0043
ban@abe.irisnet.be
http://www.brussels-irc.be/

 Contact

http://www.birc.be/10years-irc/ 
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Software SME spins off 
to the world

“The service the IRCs offer is fantastic, and many more 
small companies like mine should explore the benefits 
they might get from it,” says Matti Sirviö, director of 
Simtech Systems in Finland. He is grateful to the IRC 
network for boosting his small company’s profits, and for 
widening its horizons across the globe. An award-win-
ning transnational technology transfer (TTT) agreement 
brokered by the IRC network has been the key to putting 
Simtech on the path to international success.

Modelling molten metal

Simtech produces software to predict the flow of mol-
ten metal as it is pumped into a cast. Just about every 
engineering-based manufacturing industry makes use of 
molten metal casting to produce precisely shaped com-
ponents. Automobiles, aeroplanes and washing machines 
are just a few of the everyday applications.

Using software to predict how the molten metal will 
flow and cool increases the efficiency and flexibility of 
the cast-design process. It also significantly reduces the 

amount of metal lost as scrap due to defects in moulding, 
and the waste associated with more traditional trial-and-
error approaches.

Sirviö’s company has some of the best casting simulation 
software available, but without assistance he would have 
had problems marketing it more widely. “Our ConiferCast 
System can simulate high-pressure die-casting processes 
much better than competitors,” claims Sirviö. “But in 
Finland we are a little far from international markets. Even to 
make a marketing trip round Europe is very expensive.”

To Italy and the world

IRC Finland1 stepped forward to help in the search for 
collaborators to licence and distribute the software in 
other countries. Through contacts with IRC Lombardy2 
they put Simtech Systems in touch with the Italian com-
pany XC Engineering, with a view to finding companies 
in Italy that might benefit from Simtech’s pioneering 
technology. Using their local knowledge, XC Engineering 
found a real gap in the market, especially among small 
foundries which could exploit Simtech’s software without 
incurring large training costs. 

“We found the product to be very powerful and user-
friendly,” says Alessandro Incognito, managing director 
of XC Engineering. “We have already sold some licences 
and I think that very soon the number will start to grow 
exponentially.” At about €48,000 per licence, this trans-
national link represents very good business for both 
Simtech Systems and XC Engineering.

The IRC network has helped a Finnish SME – a spin-off 
from VTT, the country’s largest research organisation 
– to find an Italian partner that will help it break into 
the international market. Simtech Systems is winning 
customers for its casting simulation software across 
Europe and beyond. The companies, the customers and 
the environment will all benefit from this partnership, 
which was recognised with an award at the IRC net-
work’s recent annual meeting.

Simulation software predicts the behaviour of molten metal in a cast.
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Sweet success with X-rays

The Spanish-based multinational Chupa Chups sells its 
distinctive range of lollipops all over the world, but it had 
a specific problem breaking into the Japanese market, 
due to its very high quality demands. “Japan has very 
strict standards to prohibit candy with air bubbles, due 
to the possibility of consumers cutting their tongues on 
bubble edges,” explains Ricardo Pons, technical manager 
of Chupa Chups. “So we had to find a way to detect and 
reject any lollipops with bubbles.”

X-ray vision

The search took Chupa Chups to an IRC brokerage event 
where it met representatives of the Italian SME Raytec 
Vision, which specialises in using X-rays to check food 
products for the presence of foreign bodies or conform-
ity to standards. With the assistance of their local IRCs 
– IRC Galactea1 in Spain and IRC Alps2 in Italy – the 
multi national and the SME began to collaborate to solve 
Chupa Chups’ problem.

Raytec Vision generally provides a customised solution 
for each customer’s application, and the requirements 
of Chupa Chups certainly presented challenges they had 
not encountered before. They had to research the effects 
of the gas bubbles on the X-rays. And the lollipops must 
be held in a precise way while passing through the X-ray 
beam. Working with samples, Raytec Vision was eventual-
ly able to demonstrate that an X-ray system could indeed 
detect the internal bubbles that had to be avoided for the 
Japanese market.

The Spanish-based multinational Chupa Chups has 
used the IRC network to find a new scanning technol-
ogy needed to sell its lollipops in the Japanese market. 
Italian SME Raytec Vision has developed a customised 
X-ray system for the production line. By forging a link 
with a large multinational, Raytec Vision foresees 
new possibilities for expanding the market for their 
scanners in the future. The IRC network recognised 
the value of this transfer with an award at its recent 
annual meeting.

▼

Award shows the way to more success

This successful transnational technology transfer was 
recognised at the IRC network annual meeting, at which 
Simtech Systems and XC Engineering were presented with 
the 2005 ‘Award for most successful technology transfer 
exploiting research results’3. The transfer falls into this cat-
egory because ConiferCast was originally developed in the 
EU-funded CipCap project4. One of the partners in this 
project was VTT (Technical Research Centre of Finland), 
the largest research organisation in the Nordic countries, 
where Sirviö worked for 14 years. Simtech Systems was 
set up as a spin-off company from VTT, in order to exploit 
the commercial potential of ConiferCast.

Both Simtech Systems and XC-Engineering report significant 
commercial impact on their companies as a result of finding 
one another through the IRC network. Sirviö acknowledges 
that it was the network’s success in finding partners for him 
that offered his fledgling company a viable future. “We are 
now working with IRC Finland on new possibilities,” he says.

For XC, Incognito comments: “Right now we are looking 
for an extra engineer as a result of the increased consultancy 

work we are getting due to ConiferCast, and very soon we 
will need to increase the number of workstations available 
to handle the extra load of simulations. The real lesson from 
this story is that SMEs should look at the IRC network as a 
great opportunity for promoting their growth.”

(1) http://www.ircfinland.fi/
(2) http://irc.cpi.polimi.it/
(3) http://irc.cordis.lu/success/awards.cfm?award=rd&year=2005
(4)  Computer-integrated patternless casting process (CipCap) project, 

funded under the Innovation programme, within the Fourth 
Research Framework Programme.

 Contact

Matti Sirviö, Simtech Systems
Tel. +358 50 051 4531
Fax +358 2 484 5315
matti.sirvio@fonet.fi
http://www.easysimulation.com/

Alessandro Incognito, XC Engineering
Tel. +39 031 715999
Fax +39 031 715999
http://www.xceng.com/
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Getting up to speed

A key aspect of the technology is the intelligent software 
Raytec Vision has developed to analyse the X-ray images of 
the lollipops. More work is now under way to cope with the 
high speed at which the Chupa Chups production line oper-
ates, turning out more than 2,000 lollipops per minute.

The companies are working together with Chupa Chups’ 
own engineering arm to ensure that defective lollipops can 
be detected and rejected from the production line without 
interfering with the steady product output. Raytec Vision 
is concentrating on refining the software, while the engin-
eering aspects are being developed in Spain. “I am very 
happy with the way this new system is developing,” says 
Pons. “It will certainly enable us to solve the problem.”

An additional challenge for Raytec Vision was the unusual 
situation for them, as a small Italian SME, of negotiating 
an agreement with a large foreign multinational com-
pany. “The help from IRC Alps was absolutely crucial 
for this,” says Maria Luisa Piatti, marketing manager of 
Raytec Vision. “We are very happy that it is allowing us to 
work with such a big group as Chupa Chups.”

Piatti is hopeful that the link with Chupa Chups will even-
tually widen from the machine currently being tested in 

Spain to some of their other centres around the world. 
She is also hopeful that, having developed a way to apply 
X-rays to the problem of air bubbles, there will be possibili-
ties for marketing it to other companies in the food sector.

IRC award

One factor that will help in these further developments 
is the publicity which this transnational technology 
transfer agreement is receiving as a result of winning an 
award from the IRC network. At the annual meeting in 
Brussels in June, Raytec Vision and Chupa Chups were 
recognised as the most successful industrial technol-
ogy transfer3. The award is intended to promote the 
importance of transnational co-operation for European 
competitiveness.

This formal recognition has come from Chupa Chups’ first 
experience of the IRC network, and Pons says that he would 
definitely consider using the network again if another 
problem arises that might need outside expertise.

Raytec Vision, on the other hand, had worked with its 
local IRC before, both in responding to other people’s 
requests for technologies and also to offer their services 
across the network for anyone that might need them. 
“We have been working in this area for over 20 years, 
but it is great to benefit from the considerable inter-
national publicity that the recent award is bringing,” 
concludes Piatti.

“The help from IRC Alps 

was crucial.”

(1) http://www.galactea.net/

(2) http://www.to.camcom.it/alps_irc

(3) http://irc.cordis.lu/success/awards.cfm?award=indus&year=2005

 Contact

Ricardo Pons, Chupa Chups
Tel. +34 93 771 58 40 Ext 511
Fax +34 93 771 59 73
rpons@chupachups.com
http://www.chupachupsgroup.com/

Maria Luisa Piatti, Raytec Vision
Tel. +39 011 659 7004
Fax +39 011 659 7012
marialuisa.piatti@raytecvision.com
http://www.sacmi.it/index.aspx?IdAzienda=

56&IdDivisione=19

The IRC network in brief

The European Commission’s Enterprise and Industry 
DG supports a network of 240 Innovation Relay Centre 
(IRC) offices in 33 countries, including all EU Member 
States and several associated countries. Each IRC is 
its region’s window on European innovation, helping 
companies and research organisations to build effective 
transnational technology partnerships. 

http://irc.cordis.lu/

Chupa Chups lollipops being scanned by the prototype system.
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Good catch for Fish 
Thematic Group

The Fish Technology Thematic Group (TG)1 covers every 
aspect of aquaculture and fisheries, including breeding, 
equipment, processing and biotechnology. It has held 
two main brokerage events each year since it was set up 
in 1998. “Our main goal is to provide efficient support 
for technology transfer,” says Argyro Karahaliou of IRC 
Hellenic, which has led the group for three years. “We 
target a difficult sector – mainly fish farming – in which 
companies can be quite secretive. We broke down these 
barriers by adding company visits and academic contacts 
to the brokerage events. Now there is real trust and 
friendship between our members and clients.”

Events in 2005

In April 2005, the Fish TG attended Seafood – the indus-
try’s major annual exhibition – for the third time. On this 
occasion, they were offered space for their meetings on 
the stand of the European Commission’s Fisheries and 
Maritime Affairs DG. “The Brussels event is the world’s 
largest in the seafood sector,” explains Karahaliou. “Our 
clients had the chance to promote their own capabilities, 
and held 165 meetings with potential business partners 
and research performers. A considerable number of 
negotiations took place as a result. We brought our clients 
added value because they could talk to the Commission 

as well as seeing the latest industry developments. The 
TG’s good work at the Seafood Trade Fair has been widely 
appreciated. In fact the Fish TG has been invited to hold 
next year’s brokerage event at the Scottish pavilion.”

A more recent trade show was AquaNor, the Norwegian 
aquaculture event in Trondheim, in August 2005. Here, the 
TG organised visits to the aquaculture department of SINTEF 
research organisation, a cod hatchery, a nets manufacturer, 
and an innovative firm producing construction materials 
and recycled fish boxes of expanded polystyrene.

Collaboration in action

The Fish TG helps to coordinate the associations of small-
scale fisheries companies in the Mediterranean region. 
To begin with, the TG promoted collaboration between 
the fisheries co-operatives of Greece and Malta. The cur-
rent goal is pan-Mediterranean collaboration involving 
Spain, Italy, France and Cyprus, and eventually Turkey. 
As well as fostering economic collaboration, the TG has 
enabled the fisheries sector in these countries to address 
the Commission with a single voice, to help address the 
problems they face in common.

Research is a more recent priority. The group sup-
ports the Economic and Technological Intelligence (ETI) 
project, Stimulating innovation for sustainable fisher-
ies and marine resources2, led by SINTEF. This aims to 
encourage SMEs to integrate R&D in their business strat-
egy and to join FP6 projects in the field.

Further recent achievements include six transnational 
technology transfer agreements in the past year, a pre-
sentation of the Seafoodplus FP6 Integrated Project3, and 
mapping of industry clusters in member regions. “Our 
members have over 300 clients who count on our infor-
mation and support,” concludes Karahaliou.

(1) http://irc.cordis.lu/tg/vsc_home.cfm?group_id=7&ctype=tg

(2) http://www.fish.sintef.no/

(3) http://www.seafoodplus.org/

As the first of the IRC thematic groups, the Fish 
Technology Thematic Group has long experience in help-
ing its members set up close relations with the clients 
they serve. Through its presence at major aquaculture 
and fisheries events, it has promoted technology transfer 
and closer collaboration with policy-making, and is now 
assisting SMEs to join research projects.

Visitors to Seafood 2005 enjoy some European oysters.

 Contact

Argyro Karahaliou, IRC Hellenic
Tel. +30 210 727 3921
akarah@ekt.gr 
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German IRCs hold 
Innovation Congress

Innovation most often emerges at the borders between 
disciplines, through co-operation between different 
organisations that combine their strengths to achieve 
mutual success. Analysing how co-operation can stimu-
late innovation, and how networks such as the IRCs can 
help to support greater co-operation, were the central 
themes of the two-day congress ‘Innovation through Co-
operation’ organised by the German IRCs1 in May this 
year, in collaboration with the Federal Ministry’s regional 
innovation network in the new German Länder.

Exchange of views

The German IRCs organised their presentations to dem-
onstrate to German politicians, the business world and 
the public how transnational technology transfer works 
successfully for German firms.

The German IRCs, through their representatives, have 
managed to establish themselves as an important partner 
in dialogue with the German federal government. This is 
reflected in the IRCs’ appointment as National Contact 
Point for ‘Horizontal research activities involving SMEs’ in 
FP6, and in the involvement of German IRCs’ host organ-
isations in a range of federal programmes.

Identifying success factors

The congress attracted 280 participants – from industry, 
research and the public sector – of which 100 were com-
panies, including a large number of SMEs. Petra Püchner of IRC 
Stuttgart believes that this testifies to the high level of interest in 
the topic and a motivation to develop skills in this area.

A large number of ‘success stories’ were presented at the con-
ference, illustrating how the IRCs have helped their clients. 
Focused workshops provided a forum for open discussion 
and further helped to identify factors for success. One innova-
tion at the congress itself was the use of a wireless electronic 
voting system which made it possible to assess accurately 
the factors participants considered most important. These 
included the need for visionary management and the import-
ance of adapting innovation to a defined strategy. 

“Having a clear vision and then applying your innovation 
strategy to achieving this vision is essential if a company really 
wants to be successful,” notes Püchner. “One case presented 
was that of Francke, a client company which significantly rede-
fined its business strategy as the result of an internal ‘innovation 
workshop’ supported by the IRC.” Francke’s new strategy led 
it to focus on its core area of expertise – ball-bearings – where 
it is well on its way to becoming a world leader, and to seek 
co-operation outside the company for non-core areas.

Supporting regional networks

The importance of creating and maintaining regional net-
works of enterprises, and of connecting research and enter-
prises in clearly defined regional projects, was also high-
lighted as a means of improving the innovation climate. “This 
suggests that IRCs should also include regional networks in 
their work and, if they do not already exist, be involved in cre-
ating them,” says Püchner. Other factors identified included 
the need for training, particularly in legal issues related to 
co-operation, and the availability of capital.

(1) http://www.irc-deutschland.de/

The role of co-operation in the innovation process was 
the theme of a national congress organised by the 
German IRCs in May to mark the network’s tenth anni-
versary. Held in collaboration with the Federal Ministry 
of Education and Research, and its regional innovation 
network in the new German Länder, it featured numer-
ous success stories illustrating the importance of thinking 
‘outside the box’.

Petra Püchner

 Contact
Petra Püchner, IRC Stuttgart-Erfurt-Zürich
Tel. +49 711 1234010
Fax +49 711 1234011
puechner@steinbeis-europa.de
http://www.steinbeis-europa.de/
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News in brief

Comparing EU and US 
innovation performance

A Trend Chart research paper, published in advance of 
the 2005 European Innovation Scoreboard, compares EU 
and US performance in the innovation field. The authors 
underline a number of difficulties which make simplistic 
comparison of indicators, such as those included in the 
Scoreboard, inaccurate as a way of gauging the two 
economies’ relative position. They show that Europe is 
still weak both in research – the generation of knowledge 
– and in technological innovation, with both the research 
system and industry needing to develop significantly if 
the gap with the US is to be closed. They argue that 
public funding should concentrate much more on basic 
research, rather than – as with the Framework Programmes 
– close-to-market work. Furthermore, research institu-
tions should be able to focus more on their core task, 
without being overwhelmed by the need to join multiple 
networks to access funding. Higher education’s different 
roles of research, teaching and training need to be better 
differentiated in Europe. They also call for public research 
results to be open for use, and not over-protected with 
IPR (see also this edition, page 10). Fourthly, they want 
Europe to set up ambitious, technologically challenging 
missions with social and political value. And finally, they 
suggest industrial policy should be used much more to 
foster innovation in European industry.

http://trendchart.cordis.lu/scoreboards/scoreboard
2005/pdf/EIS%202005%20EU%20versus%20US.pdf

MAP extended

The Multi-annual programme for enterprise and entre-
preneurship (MAP), which has run from 2001 to 2005, 
has been extended to cover 2006. The additional year’s 
funding – totalling €88.5 million – will ensure the pro-
gramme’s activities can continue until the proposed new 
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme 
(CIP) comes on stream in January 2007.

http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise/
enterprise_policy/index_en.htm

Commission plans new 
pharmaceutical strategy for EU
At a conference of the European pharmaceutical industry’s 
federation (EFPIA) in June, Commission Vice-President 
Günter Verheugen outlined the Commission’s plans 
for a new industrial strategy for the pharmaceuticals 
sector. The need for such a strategy stems from the 
declining competitiveness of Europe’s pharmaceuticals 
industry relative to global competitors, and the increas-
ing demands put on its healthcare sector by an ageing 
population. The strategy has three main aims – first, to 
increase innovation, in particular through greater sup-
port for research in FP7 and the creation of a Technology 
Platform for Innovative Medicines; second, to re-examine 
with Member States the issue of pricing controls; and 
third, to improve the quality of information available to 
patients without jeopardising their security. The strategy 
will be implemented over the next three years, and a 
regular ministerial-level forum will give political impetus 
to the process.

Improving energy 
efficiency in the EU

Earlier this year, the Commission adopted a Green Paper 
on energy efficiency, or ‘doing more with less’. The docu-
ment includes a range of measures which would reduce 
energy consumption in the EU by 20% by 2020, bring-
ing net savings of €60 billion on our combined energy 
bills in the same period. The measures proposed address 
energy producers and users alike, and cover all sectors 
– industry, institutions, households and transport. And 
following the summer’s oil price hikes, the Commission 
has reiterated the need for widespread take-up of energy 
efficiency measures. The Green Paper is now the subject 
of public consultation, and the Commission will adopt 
an action plan next year to take forward the measures 
judged effective.

http://europa.eu.int/comm/energy/efficiency/
index_en.htm
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Europeans feel the pull 
of innovation 

From the other side of the Atlantic, Europe is sometimes 
viewed as steeped in tradition and set in its ways, with 
Europeans at best reluctant to embrace new innovations 
and, at worst, outright hostile towards them.

A new Eurobarometer survey, published in August, 
entitled ‘Population innovation readiness’ provides 
European innovators with much-needed encouragement. 
Commissioned by the Enterprise and Industry DG1 to 
measure the innovation-readiness of European citizens, 
the poll canvassed the opinions of 30,000 European 
citizens in all 25 Member States, as well as Bulgaria, 
Romania, Croatia and Turkey.

Innovation key to success

The survey reveals that 57% of Europeans feel positively 
attracted to innovative products and services. Malta and 
Slovakia were revealed to be the two most ‘innovation-
friendly’ EU Member States, while Poland and Latvia 
turned out to be the least so.

“The survey shows that innovation is widely appreciated 
in Europe and this is encouraging for European industry,” 
explains Franck Dupont of the Commission’s Innovation 

policy development Unit. “It implies that there is plenty 
of room for firms to deliver more innovative products.”

In fact, European citizens largely believe that innovation 
is essential to competitiveness. More than 40% agreed 
that “a company which does not innovate is a company 
which will not survive”.

Split ballot

Although more than half of Europeans are drawn to inno-
vative products, nearly half are less enthusiastic. “Europe 
is more or less evenly split between innovation-friendly 
and innovation-prudent people,” points out Dupont. 
“This means that 50% of citizens would buy innovative 
products, even at a premium, whereas the others would 
follow sooner or later.”

The survey also provides deeper insights into the ways 
that various groups think. Men are lured more by new 
products than women. The young, the highly educated 
and white-collar workers are also more likely to be inno-
vation-friendly. In addition, more than half of EU citizens 
associate innovation with new products and services, 
while only four in ten relate it to the improvement of 
existing ones.

This survey is being used to flesh out the 2005 European 
Innovation Scoreboard (EIS) and will help link attitudes to 
actual innovative performance. “The analysis shows that 
some European countries are very good at transform-
ing the investment in innovation, education, R&D, etc., 
into innovation outputs – new products, patents, etc.,” 
Dupont explains. “It appears that these countries also 
have a strong domestic demand for innovation among 
their citizens.”

(1)  http://www.cordis.lu/innovation/en/policy/innovation_
readiness2005.htm

A recent survey carried out by Eurobarometer – which 
gauges the opinions and attitudes of European citizens 
– should bring cheer to European innovators and entre-
preneurs. The poll shows that Europeans are hungry for 
innovative products and services.

In general, to what extent are you attracted towards innovative products 
or services, in other words new or improved products or services?
Percentage answering ‘attracted’.

 Contact

Franck Dupont, European Commission, Enterprise 
and Industry DG, Innovation policy development 
Unit

Tel. +32 2 296 9679
Fax +32 2 298 7127
franck.dupont@cec.eu.int
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New innovation 
projects launched

Innovation means enterprises doing better – improving 
their ways of operating and the products and services 
they sell. More innovation in Europe means stronger 
economic growth and will enable more and better jobs 
to be created. With increasing innovation central to the 
revamped Lisbon Partnership for growth and jobs, the 
European Commission is now launching two major new 
innovation-support initiatives. These build on instruments 
used in recent years, Paxis and Gate2Growth, yet at the 
same time reorient them to address the new context of 
innovation policy.

Whilst the new Pro-Inno Europe initiative was the subject 
of a call for proposals last month, the other of these two 
new initiatives, Europe Innova, is now getting off the 
ground. Some 22 projects – from a total of 107 proposals 
submitted – have received EU funding1. They will work 
in parallel in their specific sectors, but where there are 
interests in common they will be expected to share ideas 
and experiences. Moreover, the initiative includes over-
arching elements whose role is to coordinate and make 
more of the work done by the different projects.

Sectoral specifics

“With Europe Innova, we are putting special emphasis on 
sectors and clusters in EU innovation policy,” says César 
Santos of the Commission’s Innovation policy development 
Unit. “We have learnt from previous activities that under-
standing sector specificity in innovation finance is important 
and that clusters are often hotbeds for innovation.”

The central element of Europe Innova is the Sectoral 
Innovation Watch. On the one hand, it will gather data 
on key industrial sectors. On the other, its role will be 
to analyse innovation performance in them and draw 
conclusions for policy. “With the European Innovation 
Scoreboard, we have been more or less restricted to data 
on the country level. For some sectors it is a challenge 
to find the relevant data,” explains Santos, “However, 
we believe it is essential for policy-makers to have access 
to sectoral indicators, in order to tailor policies better for 
specific sectors.”

The team implementing the Sectoral Innovation Watch 
will gather and analyse existing data for around ten 
industrial sectors which are critical for Europe’s economy. 
They will develop methodologies with which to gain a 
better understanding of innovation performance, and 
identify the drivers and challenges in each sector. “We 
will aim to identify the ‘innovation leaders’ in each of 
these ten sectors; see who is doing well in innovation 
terms and why,” Santos notes. “We can then try to draw 
lessons and inspire others to improve their innovation 
performance.” The analysis will also seek to benchmark 
the policy environments across the Union, to explain why 
some Member States are more conducive to innovation 
in given sectors, building on the policy benchmarking 
already done within the Innovation Trend Chart.

Validation

Critical to the work of the Sectoral Innovation Watch will 
be its relevance to both enterprises and policy-makers. To 
ensure that the reports and policy recommendations pro-
duced are properly validated, eight panels – made up of 
industry and academic experts on the sectors concerned 
– will be set up. “Their role is to provide a reality check 
on the analytical findings,” says Santos. Panels are being 

This winter, some 22 new innovation projects are being 
launched with Commission support under the Sixth 
Research Framework Programme. The Europe Innova 
initiative focuses on building networks, specifically 
in the fields of innovation finance and clusters, and 
will have a much stronger link to the needs and char-
acteristics of specific industrial sectors than previous 
EU innovation-support measures. The ultimate aim 
of Europe Innova is to strengthen Europe’s innovation 
community.

▼
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established for the biotechnology, information and com-
munications technologies, energy, space/aeronautics, 
textiles and automotive industries.

In addition, two horizontal panels will look at the top-
ics of eco-innovation – a major plank of the proposed 
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme 
(CIP) – and at high-growth SMEs, the so-called gazelles. 
“We think it is worth trying to capture the factors which 
make certain SMEs high-growth firms, and what role 
public policy could, or should, play in supporting them,” 
he explains. “In respect of eco-innovation, this is a ‘sec-
tor’ of strategic importance for Europe and we would like 
to hear independent expert recommendations on what 
policies governments could adopt to foster eco-innova-
tion in businesses.”

Networks

Besides the Sectoral Innovation Watch, the Europe Innova 
family will be made up of 21 networks, each focused on a 
given industrial sector. Ten of these will be from the world 
of finance, building on elements of the Gate2Growth 
initiative. “These networks will bring together different 
actors involved in the financing of innovative companies, 
such as incubators, venture capitalists, entrepreneurs and 
technology transfer offices,” notes Santos. This type of 
vertical approach, focused on given industrial sectors, 
should provide partners with greater focus in working 
together than horizontal networks of, for example, incu-
bators or venture capitalists.

Another 11 networks will bring together clusters operat-
ing in specific industrial sectors, seeking to exchange 
good practice in cluster management and to create or 
adapt existing methodologies. “The idea of regional co-
operation in innovation policy has been proved by the 
Paxis project. Clusters and innovation poles are attracting 
increasing attention in innovation policy,” he underlines, 
“these networks will help clusters learn from each other, 
and encourage them to carry out joint activities where 
they see mutual benefit.”

Each of these 21 networks will receive EU funding of 
around €1 million, over a period of two and a half years. 
They will be expected to develop guidance and tools to 
help foster innovation. The networks will interact with 
the Sectoral Innovation Watch, identifying specific policy 
requirements and areas in which policies have helped 
innovation.

Interaction between the networks will be encouraged 
through an on-line Europe Innova Forum. The Forum will 
allow any initiative in support of innovation in Europe to 
benefit and contribute to the wealth of information to 
be collected and generated by Europe Innova. Moreover, 
a Europe Innova communications hub will be set up 
to organise the coordination and dissemination of the 
projects’ results and to provide the innovation commu-
nity and policy-makers with relevant and timely infor-
mation which can assist in the development of future 
innovation policies.

Beyond Europe Innova

“In 2008, when Europe Innova concludes, we should 
have a stronger innovation community in Europe. With 
the forthcoming Pro-Inno Europe initiative, we would 
hope to see the development of trans-national and trans-
regional co-operation in innovation policy,” says Santos. 
“We see Europe Innova and Pro-Inno Europe as initiatives 
taking us one step higher, from policy learning to policy 
coordination in Europe.“ Beyond these two initiatives, 
including under the forthcoming Competitiveness and 
Innovation Programme (CIP), there will be ample oppor-
tunity for regions to make joint efforts and launch com-
mon programmes in support of innovation.

“We will aim to identify the 

‘innovation leaders’, see who 

is doing well and why.”

(1)  See ‘The next step in boosting European innovation’, European 
Innovation, July 2005.
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 Contact

César Santos, European Commission, Enterprise and 
Industry DG, Innovation policy development Unit

Tel. +32 2 295 1670
Fax +32 2 296 0428
cesar.santos@cec.eu.int
http://www.cordis.lu/innovation/en/policy/

europe-innova.htm
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Test drive for new 
chemicals legislation 

The strategic partnership on REACH testing (SPORT)1 was 
set up last year to look at the workability of the European 
Union’s proposed new chemicals policy prior to the legis-
lation being adopted. The partners included all the main 
players – the European Commission, representatives of 
the chemicals industry, and the Member States which will 
ultimately have to enforce the new legislation.

REACH stands for registration, evaluation and authorisa-
tion of chemicals. Its ultimate goal of making the use 
of chemicals safer is uncontroversial. But the best way 
of achieving this goal has been the subject of much 
debate. 

Lothar Kistenbruegger from CEFIC, who was involved in 
the management of the SPORT project, says they set out 
to look at the ‘registration’ part of REACH, and in July this 
year came up with 39 detailed recommendations agreed 
by all three partners. These covered issues including the 
need to simplify the legislation and clarify the roles and 
responsibilities of everyone involved.

Criticism

Industry criticism of the legislation has been widely 
reported. Kistenbruegger says that CEFIC considers it 
‘unworkable’ in its current form. But he points out that 
SPORT has helped to set out a roadmap towards achiev-
ing REACH’s underlying aims. “I think that the SPORT 
report has clearly identified workability problems and all 
stakeholders are well advised to recognise these difficul-
ties,” he says.

The trial involved industry, the Commission and Member 
States, all attempting to work through the registration 
process envisaged by REACH in as realistic a manner as 
possible. Kistenbruegger says there were problems in 
interpreting the draft legislation and understanding what 
was required.

Future legislation

He believes any evaluation of SPORT’s success must take 
into account the unique nature of the process, and its 
legacy for possible future EU legislation. “I have used the 
term ‘ground-breaking’. If you think about it, there is quite 
simply no precedent for a piece of European legislation 
being tested at European level for its workability by the 
main actors involved, prior to the legislation coming into 
force. The Commission, Member States and industry can 
take pride in the fact that they have jointly made a contri-
bution to better, more effective regulation,” he says.

“There is quite simply no 

precedent.”

(1) http://www.sport-project.info/

A trial of proposed European legislation to improve 
the safe use of chemicals has been praised by a lead-
ing industry body. While the REACH proposal in its 
current form has come in for some criticism, chemical 
trade organisation CEFIC says the co-operation in the 
trial between the EU, industry, and Member States was 
‘ground-breaking’

Industry supports safer use of chemicals. 

 Contact

Lena Perenius, CEFIC
Tel. +32 2 676 7413
Fax +32 2 676 7332
info@cefic.org
http://www.cefic.org/
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On-line training for 
incubator managers

The stimulus for the I3 project, funded by the EU’s 
Leonardo da Vinci programme, came from research that 
found that Europe lagged behind the US in nine out of 
11 indicators used to evaluate the success of business 
incubators. “The Commission felt that these BICs and 
incubators were not being used to their full potential,” 
says project coordinator Ultan Faherty of WESTBIC, an 
innovation support centre based in Ireland. 

He believes that many incubators saw their role as pro-
viding physical infrastructure such as office space and 
equipment but often failed to offer adequate support 
for business development. “It is one thing to provide 
lovely state-of-the-art infrastructure and buildings with a 
lot of like-minded companies, but developing a business 
requires much more than that – identifying and getting 
customers, getting your first sale, going international and 
knowing how IT can help your business gain a competi-
tive advantage.”

Three modules

As a result of I3, the essential know-how about setting 
up and running an incubator has been distilled into an 
attractive multimedia package. Six institutions in Ireland, 
Northern Ireland, Spain, Greece and Lithuania – incuba-
tors, business support services and a business school – 
have collaborated in designing the course materials. They 
were supported by two European networks – EBN, repre-
senting BICs, and EBAN representing business angels.

At an early stage, the partners decided to present 
comprehensive guidance on all aspects of running an 
incubator rather than specialise in a few key areas. The 
training materials are organised into three modules that 
cover the life cycle of high-potential start-ups, from 
identifying and selecting promising companies, through 
incubating them in their early stages, to helping them 
to grow and thrive.

Flexible design

Although there is a lot of material, the modular design 
of the course makes it very flexible. “The beauty of the 
on-line system is that people can choose for themselves 
whether they go through from start to finish or use it as 
a reference source,” explains Faherty.

While the course can be studied entirely on-line, the I3 
partners are adapting the materials for their own pur-
poses and some are planning to provide tutor support.

The course is currently accessible free of charge through 
the project website1 and is available in English, Greek, 
Lithuanian and Spanish. It has been trialled in 54 insti-
tutions in most of the EU Member States and has been 
favourably received.

(1) http://www.icubed-eu.com/

A new multimedia training course has been launched 
to help professionals specialising in the support of high-
potential start-ups. Developed as part of the Innovation 
and Incubation Initiative (I3) project, the course is 
designed to train staff of incubators, Business Innovation 
Centres (BICs) and other SME support services.

 Contact

Ultan Faherty, WESTBIC
Tel. +353 74 918 6770
Fax +353 74 918 6771
ufaherty@westbic.ie
http://www.westbic.ie/
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How start-ups gain from 
associating with a university

Universities are not normally known for their entrepre-
neurial attitude and flair. They are recognised, however, 
as major knowledge and research centres. I would argue 
that for many start-ups it is becoming vital to link into 
a university as soon as possible. Not only that, I would 
make university linkages compulsory for high-potential 
start-ups seeking support from enterprise agencies.

Setting up a successful start-up company is increas-
ingly difficult. Growing a start-up to a size at which it 
can compete on the global market is only achieved by 
a happy few. The product life cycles are getting shorter 
and shorter. It is near impossible to stay ahead of the 
technology curves. Competition from China and India is 
increasing – the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor1 report 
suggests 205 million aspiring entrepreneurs in India and 
China are waiting to pounce.

In that context, innovation is becoming a key success fac-
tor for business growth. In a global economy companies 
need to move up the value chain quickly. Knowledge and 
research become vital to survive in the medium and long 
term. This is where universities can add tremendous value 

to start-ups. But that is not all. Not only can universities 
support start-ups with their research and technology, 
but they also have extensive national and international 
networks of academics, researchers, industry partners, 
entrepreneurs, SMEs, alumni, etc. which can be tapped 
for almost anything a start-up needs.

For example, at Invent-DCU we support start-ups and 
help them to grow through:
•  arranging for many types of introduction into the uni-

versity network, to assist in getting feedback, particular 
expertise, finding suppliers, arranging first deals, find-
ing strategic partners, developing alliances, etc.

•  incubation on the university campus with access to all 
the university facilities – Invent clients become part of 
the Dublin City University family

•  linking companies to our research centre and assisting 
in technology transfer and intellectual property rights 
management

•  training and supporting start-ups and SMEs in innovation
•  linking companies to academic and non-academic 

experts in areas such as marketing, management, law, 
finance, etc.

•  strengthening the boards of start-up companies (the 
quality of the management team is a key success factor) 
by recruiting non-executive directors or giving regular 
access to a high-calibre advisory board

•  arranging soft landings abroad through our inter-
national network of universities and associated uni-
versity incubators.

By working closely with universities, start-ups can address 
the key success factors for start-up success and growth – 
connectivity, innovation, team and management capability.

(1) http://www.gemconsortium.org/

Ron Immink is operations manager of Invent-DCU, the 
commercialisation gateway for Dublin City University 
in the Irish capital. In contrast to the usual focus of 
university technology-transfer offices, which concentrate 
on helping their own researchers and staff set up and 
grow companies, DCU also aims to help new firms with 
no previous link to the university. In our guest article, 
Immink explains how working closely with a university 
can help a start-up firm to grow.

Ron Immink.

 Contact
Ron Immink, Invent-DCU
Tel. +353 1 700 5721
ron.immink@invent.dcu.ie
http://www.invent.dcu.ie/
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‘Fusion’ of skills reaps 
dividends

At a fish-processing plant in County Donegal, on the 
northern-most tip of Ireland, they needed some know-
how on the safe disposal of by-products. Less than 200 
kilometres away in Belfast, help was available at a special-
ist lab at Queen’s University.

It was a relatively simple business problem, with an obvi-
ous solution. But Donegal is in the Republic of Ireland, 
while Belfast is part of the United Kingdom. For many 
years there was a communications breakdown across 
the Irish border, according to Aidan Gough, director of 
strategy and policy at InterTrade Ireland.

Strategy

“Businesses just did not talk to each other. There was 
no collaboration and no co-operation across the whole 
spectrum of public life,” says Gough. “Our strategy at 
the beginning was simple. It was to get people into a 
room together. Once they started talking, the business 
would flow. In the past five or six years we have seen that 
happening.”

At the Donegal fish processor, for example, InterTrade 
Ireland arranged for a Queen’s University graduate with 
waste-management expertise to be placed with the com-

pany. “Not only did they get to grips with their own waste 
disposal problem, but a spin-off business to help other 
fish-processors is now firmly established,” Gough recalls.

Through the organisation’s Fusion programme, similar 
placements of top-quality technology graduates in firms 
on the other side of the border – in both directions – have 
grown dramatically.

InterTrade Ireland was set up in 1998 by the British 
and Irish governments as part of the Northern Ireland 
peace process, and now has a wide variety of other pro-
grammes to encourage co-operation between the two 
jurisdictions. 

Trade growth

One tangible result is that trade has doubled in real terms 
since the start of the 1990s, to around €2.5 billion.

Impressive though this is, Gough insists that other areas 
of co-operation are probably even more important. “It 
is a small island. Realistically, we are not going to see 
one world-class centre of expertise in a particular field in 
Belfast, and another one 50 miles to the south.” In his 
view, this means encouraging the leading technology 
companies and universities to collaborate on research 
and development.

The organisation runs an all-Ireland research portal, and 
its Innova programme provides grants of up to €200,000 
per company for all-Ireland research and development. 
At this moment, several leading-edge biotechnology 
companies from North and South are combining their 
expertise to produce world-class products.

“We have moved from being a political body in the eyes 
of business to one that is seen as having a real economic 
credibility. Our vision is to create a globally competitive 
all-island economy,” he says.

After decades of neglect, cross-border trade and business 
exchanges between Northern Ireland and the Republic 
of Ireland are flourishing. But companies do not see all-
Ireland co-operation in a political light. For them it is 
an essential pre-requisite for survival in an increasingly 
cut-throat global economy. 

 Contact

Aidan Gough, InterTrade Ireland
Tel. +44 28 3083 4100
Fax +44 28 3083 4155
info@intertradeireland.com
http://www.intertradeireland.com/

Value of total North-South trade in real terms (€ billion).
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Getting the inside 
picture

Endoscopes, used to view internal organs, are vital tools 
for medical diagnosis and therapy. In videoendoscopes, 
the part that is introduced into the body bears a video-
probe – a microsystem with image sensor chip, optics, and 
illumination – that transmits image data to an external PC. 
Most videoendoscopes have electrically wired probe heads 
with cables for data transmission, but pill-sized, remotely 
transmitting wireless devices are also available.

There is room for technology improvement in medical 
endoscopy. Wired imaging probes are expensive, and 
the use of wireless capsules is limited by short battery 
life and slow data transmission. These problems have 
been  tackled in the IVP1 project, funded by the EU’s 
Information Society Technologies research programme.

High performance, low cost

The central idea was to exploit high-performance, 
low-cost ‘complementary metal oxide semiconductor’ 
(CMOS) image-sensor technology to develop low-cost 
videoprobes for endoscopy. IVP has yielded two proto-
type videoprobes, IVP1 and IVP2.

IVP1 is a tiny videoprobe that fits on to a flexible tube and 
is steerable by means of an ergonomic handle. IVP2 is an 
induction-powered (and hence battery-free) ‘pill’ with a 

tilting image sensor on a motorised plate, and a telemet-
ric data link. A built-in image compression unit ensures 
faster data transmission. 

Both new videoprobes combine low cost and small size 
with good image resolution and colour constancy over 
a wide range of illumination conditions. Ideally, they 
should be disposable to avoid the cost and problems of 
sterilisation.

Seeds of innovation

According to IVP coordinator Christine Harendt of the 
Stuttgart Microelectronics Institute (IMS-CHIPS), IVP1 has 
high commercial potential and seems close to becoming a 
marketable product. Decisions to be made by the project’s 
industrial partner (endoscope manufacturer Karl Storz 
GmbH & Co. KG) will have an impact on future strategy.

IVP2, patented jointly by its inventors in each partner 
institution, will require further development. “This was a 
higher-risk endeavour,” says Harendt. “We have demon-
strated its feasibility and must now refine the approach 
and tackle a number of regulatory and safety issues.” 

Some IVP outputs, including an expert system that ‘learns’ 
to identify possible signs of disease, are exploitable 
separately by their developers. Non-medical applications 
might also be part of the broader picture. “This highlights 
the self-boosting character of innovation and the seeding 
role of EU-funded projects,” says Harendt. “Such projects 
support the costly development phase, combining cut-
ting-edge academic knowledge with the more integrated, 
practical expertise of industrial partners.”

(1) IST-2001-35169, Intracorporeal Videoprobe: http://ivp.ims-chips.de/

With two promising prototypes, the IVP project has shown 
that high-performance videoprobes for medical endos-
copy can be inexpensive, convenient, and disposable. One 
instrument has a tiny, steerable videoprobe tip. The other 
is a swallowable ‘pill’ with a tiltable image sensor.

IVP1, the tiny videoprobe developed by the project.

 Contact

Christine Harendt, Institut für Mikroelektronik 
Stuttgart (ims-chips)

Tel. +49 711 21855 403
Fax +49 711 21855 111
harendt@ims-chips.de
http://www.ims-chips.de/
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capitalists. European Tech Investment Forum addresses 
this need by bringing together at European level entrepre-
neurs seeking growth capital with venture capital invest-
ors. At this year’s event, 50 fast-growing private technol-
ogy companies will present themselves to an international 
panel of venture capitalists and corporate investors.

http://www.e-unlimited.com/

Public services summit
8-11 December, Stockholm (Sweden)

Taking place in the week when the world’s attention 
focuses on Stockholm as the 2005 Nobel Prizes are pre-
sented, this summit brings together senior representatives 
from the education, healthcare and government sectors 
to share ideas and knowledge. In particular, debate will 
focus on how networking and internet tools can be used 
to develop public services and the associated organisa-
tional and process changes required to make the most 
of them. Ultimately, such tools can empower citizens by 
improving their access to the public services they need.

http://www.cisco.com/web/learning/le21/le34/
nobel/2005/index.html

Social sciences and society
12-13 December, Brussels (Belgium)

Vigorous research in social sciences and the humanities 
is essential to dynamic and responsive societies, but they 
are relatively fragmented, limiting their potential for 
solving major European challenges. This major confer-
ence organised by the Commission will examine which 
strategies for social sciences and humanities are needed 
in Europe, and what are the best options for developing 
and implementing them. Participants will focus on three 
themes – the EU’s Lisbon Strategy of growth, competi-
tiveness, employment and sustainability in a knowledge-
based society; societal trends and European citizens; 
and understanding interactions and interdependencies 
between world regions.

http://www.cordis.lu/citizens/conf_20051212.htm

InnovAction
9-11 February, Udine (Italy)

Keeping Europe competitive means exploiting the best 
of its technology and entrepreneurial spirit. Researchers, 
technology experts and high-tech companies will all 
come together to review new ideas, projects, products 
and services when InnovAction stages its next meeting 
on the outskirts of Udine. The trade show will serve as a 
springboard for the latest research findings, and encour-
age the sharing of knowledge about products, processes 
and markets with a view to boosting enterprise competi-
tiveness on the global scale.

http://www.innovactionfair.com/

Online Educa
30 November-2 December, Berlin (Germany)

The internet offers vast opportunities for e-learning and 
distance education, but the pace of technological change 
demands that educators and specialists stay abreast of 
the latest innovations and trends. Participants at the 11th 
annual Online Educa Berlin meeting – the world’s larg-
est international e-learning conference – will learn how 
to build effective e-learning structures, review successful 
strategies and techniques, and gain insights into choosing 
among competing technologies, products and services.

http://www.online-educa.com/en/the_conference.htm

Best practices in science-based incubators
1-2 December, Turin (Italy) 

‘Incubating’ or stimulating collaboration and knowledge 
transfer between universities and external parties is a 
dynamic and logical way to exploit the fruits of Europe’s 
research. Science Alliance’s fourth annual conference will 
examine the role of government, universities and indus-
try in incubation. The event will also provide the platform 
for the presentation of the ‘Best science-based incubator’ 
Award, chosen by an international jury.

http://www.science-alliance.nl/english/meetings.htm

Biotech finance forums
1-2 December, Barcelona (Spain)

Start-up biotech firms require significant inputs, both in 
terms of technical know-how and finance. The Biotech and 
Finance Forum (BFF) and the Industrial Biotech and Finance 
Forum both aim to bring together biotech and life-science 
businesses from across Europe with leading investors and 
senior executives from top pharmaceutical firms.

http://www.e-unlimited.com/

Open access to grey resources
5-6 December, Nancy (France)

Open access to information in both the public and 
private spheres is key to the generation and transfer of 
knowledge regarding scientific progress, free enterprise 
and the effective management of resources in a global 
environment. Participants at the Seventh International 
Conference on Grey Literature will focus on this theme by 
analysing information systems and networks, partnering 
and curriculum development and research in the field. 
Repositories and collection, information-retrieval and 
document delivery systems will be reviewed as well.

http://www.greynet.org/pages/2/index.htm

European Tech Investment Forum
6-7 December, Munich (Germany)

Entrepreneurs seeking to bring their innovations to mar-
ket often do not know where or when to turn to venture 
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EU Sectoral competitiveness indicators
ISBN 92-894-6418-6

As the EU and Member States develop policies to address 
the Lisbon Strategy – fostering greater economic growth 
and more jobs in the Union – there is increasing under-
standing that tailored measures are needed for different 
industrial sectors. To ensure effective policies can be 
developed, policy-makers need first of all to understand 
the relative situation and the factors affecting each indus-
trial sector. This pocket book published by the Enterprise 
and Industry DG aims, as far as available data allows, to 
help clarify the reasons behind the contribution of indi-
vidual sectors to the overall competitiveness of the EU 
economy. Indicators such as labour productivity and unit 
labour costs look at the environment in which firms oper-
ate, measures of value added by sector show their con-
tribution overall to the economy, and their performance 
in international trade gives an indication of their value 
to the global market place. The book also attempts to 
show those industries which are most important in each 
Member State, as the basis for an examination of positive 
and negative influences in its key industries.

http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise/
enterprise_policy/competitiveness/doc/
eu_sectoral_competitiveness_indicators.pdf

Prospects for the Lisbon Strategy
ISBN 92-9079-578-6

This working document from the Brussels-based Centre 
for European Policy Studies (CEPS) addresses the question 
‘how to increase the competitiveness of the European 
economy?’ Its author, CEPS director Daniel Gros, argues 
that current growth rates in the new Member States, 
coupled with the opportunities the internal market has 
brought them, means that they do not face significant 
competitiveness problems. On the other hand, most 
of the EU-15 face considerable problems due to weak 
growth, with declining productivity and demographic 
changes making long-term prospects no better than 
those in the short term. The increase in employment 

from 63% to 70% of working-age population called 
for by the Lisbon Strategy is not altogether unfeasible, 
but productivity would decline unless the employment 
growth is matched by significant increases in investment. 
The prospects for effective structural reform are not 
good, he argues, as weak governments are reluctant to 
introduce reforms with significant impact in the face of 
electoral pressures. Nonetheless, he notes that the differ-
ences in relative performance between the three largest 
euro-zone members (accounting for 75% of euro-zone 
GDP) and the smaller ones show that the latter have 
performed better on average in terms of growth. He sug-
gests one factor is their greater ability to follow strict fis-
cal policies, whereas the three large Member States have 
sought – successfully – to bend the euro-zone rules.

http://shop.ceps.be/BookDetail.php?item_id=1244

Managing Innovation: Integrating 
Technological, Market and 
Organisational Change
ISBN 0-470-09326-9; £31.99, €48

Managing innovation within an organisation requires an 
integrated approach. The third edition of this interdiscip-
linary guide aims to improve readers’ understanding of 
innovation, and provide them with the skills to manage 
change in their own organisation at both operational and 
strategic levels. It looks at how changes in market, organ-
isation and technology can be integrated to improve an 
organisation’s functioning and overall competitiveness. 
This edition extends coverage into the services sector, 
where innovation is just as important as in manufactur-
ing. It also looks at innovation as a means to reduce 
environmental damage. A range of case studies from all 
regions of the globe help to illustrate the theories set out 
in the book.

http://eu.wiley.com/WileyCDA/WileyTitle/
productCd-0470093269.html

Economic growth, innovation systems 
and institutional change
(MERIT-Infonomics Research Memorandum 2005-021)

This research paper from MERIT (the Maastricht Economic 
Research Institute on Innovation and Technology) focuses 
on the role of institutions as catalysts in the link between 
innovation and growth. Whilst the link between innova-
tion and growth is widely acknowledged, much less is 
known about the role of institutions in fostering this. 
The authors present a fresh perspective on ‘innovation 
systems’, in which the role of institutions is analysed. 
Case studies from Taiwan and South Korea are used to 
illustrate both positive and negative instances of institu-
tions’ impacts on development and growth.

http://www.merit.unimaas.nl/publications/rmpdf/
2005/rm2005-021.pdf
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Note

Publications are free unless otherwise stated. If 
specific contact information for obtaining a publi-
cation is not supplied, and there is a price listed in 
euros, then the publication can be purchased from 
the sales and subscription office in your country of 
the Office for Official Publications of the European 
Communities. Addresses can be found in most EU 
publications, on the web (http://bookshop.eu.int) 
or by contacting the Publications Office (fax +352 
2929 42759).
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Source: World Bank, http://www.doingbusiness.org/

In our regular series on measurements related to innova-
tion, we look at figures on the ease of starting a business 
from Doing Business, a World Bank-sponsored report, 
which assesses the business-friendliness of 155 nations 
around the world.

Firms, particularly small ones, are at the heart of any 
economy’s competitiveness. The ease or difficulty of start-
ing and expanding a company, undertaking daily opera-
tions, and even closing it down is largely determined 
by the administrative requirements imposed by govern-
ments. For countries wishing to improve their economic 
competitiveness – as EU Member States have committed 
themselves to do in the Lisbon Strategy – it is essential to 
make the operating environments for firms as simple as 

possible. And making it easier for entrepreneurs to build 
up companies is as important for creating new jobs as for 
economic growth.

The Doing Business report includes a ranking of the 
most business-friendly nations, topped by New Zealand, 
Singapore and the United States. Denmark is the high-
est-placed EU Member State, in eighth place. Eight more 
Member States – in order, the United Kingdom, Ireland, 
Finland, Sweden, Lithuania, Estonia, Belgium and Germany 
– are also placed in the top 20. In the past year, the report 
notes, every country in Eastern Europe improved at least 
one aspect of the business environment.

The report is built around ten sets of indicators, which cover 
starting a business, hiring and firing workers, enforcing 
contracts, registering property, getting credit, protecting 
investors, closing a business, dealing with business licences, 
trading across borders and paying taxes. Each of these can 
have a significant impact on business environment. As the 
report says, “all the top countries regulate business, but 
they do so in less costly and burdensome ways”.

Starting a firm is the first step for an entrepreneur. While 
they should be focused on developing their product, 
the more time, energy and capital they have to devote 
to administrative requirements to get their company up 
and running, the more they are likely to be put off. As 
the table shows, the time and costs involved in starting 
a company vary considerably across the EU. This type of 
benchmarking exercise shows where Member States can 
improve their own administrative procedures to make it 
easier for their entrepreneurs to contribute to the devel-
opment of the economy.
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Getting going in business

Further information may be found in Doing Business 
in 2006, and the associated database accessible 

 at: http://www.doingbusiness.org/
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