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Foreword

This report was prepared by the Technology Centre of the Academy of Sciences
of the Czech Republic. Technology Centre is the National Information Centre for
European Research, it deals with analytic and perspective studies in R&D and
innovation and it is involved in transnational technology transfer. The activities
of the National Information Centre for European Research are conducted within
a series of projects that are fully funded by the Ministry of Education, Youth and
Sports of the Czech Republic since 1999. The indispensable part of these activities
is monitoring and analysing of the participation of the Czech Republic in the EU
Framework Programmes. Since the beginning of the Fifth Framework Programme
the Technology Centre annually reports on participation of Czech teams in the
Framework Programmes to the Czech Government.

This report is, however, much more comprehensive than the annual running
reports. Employing the acquired experience the Technology Centre developed
and implemented a series of indicators that offer new ways of understanding
the participation of the Czech Republic in the complex structure of the Sixth
Framework Programme. Simultaneously, since the Ministry of Education, Youth
and Sports asked also for analysis of results achieved by the Czech teams in the
Sixth Framework Programme, the report is complemented by a bibliometric study
proposed and performed by the Technology Centre.

The Technology Centre considers this report, the methodologies implemented
therein and the respective findings, as a contribution to both the current reform
of the Czech R&D system and to the Europe wide discussion on monitoring and
evaluation of the Framework Programmes.

Karel Klusacek Vladimir Albrecht
Director Deputy Director and Head of Monitoring

Technology Centre of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic
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Summary

This report deals with the participation of the Czech Republic in the Sixth EU Fra-
mework Programme for research and development (FP6) and in the Sixth EURA-
TOM programme.

The aspiration of the Framework Programme 6 (FP6) was to make a grand
reform of European R&D by converting the independent national R&D systems into
an interconnected system called the European Research Area (ERA). During the life
span of the FP6 the Czech Republic has started a new phase of the reform of its R&D
system. The R&D reform has been “result oriented”, i.e., public financial support of
research performing institutions has been allocated according to the measurable
results achieved by the performed R&D activities. The reform also increased public
funding of R&D from 1.2 % GDP in 2000 to some 1.5 % GDP in 2006. Currently the
Czech Republic invests probably the pivotal share of GDP in R&D among the EU
New Member States.

The main objective of the presented report is to contribute to the reform
debate at both national and European levels by bringing relevant facts on
Czech participation in European research. In other words this report is not aimed
at “value setting interpretation” of Czech participation in the FP6, but it rather
offers a multitude of points of view which might be relevant for future formulation
of the Czech policy contributing to the building of the ERA.

The report consists of three parts. Whereas the first part deals with international
comparative analysis of participation of the Czech teams in the FP6, the second part
reports results of a questionnaire campaign ascertaining how Czech investigators
assessed the impact of their participation in FP5 and FP6 projects. The third part
then employs bibliometric approaches to statistically analysed articles co-authored
by several hundred Czech investigators of FP5 and FP6 projects.

The first part used data from the database E-CORDA of the European Commission
to make an international comparative analysis of participation of Czech teams
in FP6 and EURATOM. Since the Czech Republic has not formulated any target
oriented policy of its participation in the EU Framework Programmes, which



would allow it to evaluate the fulfilling of its goals, the evaluation methodology
employed in the present report is based on comparing the participation of the
Czech Republic with participation of other EU member states which are either
considered individually or as aggregates (i.e., New and Old Member States, NMS
and OMS, respectively). Differences between countries are described either by
numbers of participating teams or by the corresponding financial indicators
characterizing country investment in FP6 or by the size of the support they
request from the European Commission. The indicators are considered either in
absolute terms (number of country participants, total requested support, etc.) or
as relative indices (number of participants per one million population, requested
support per one million of Gross Expenditure on R&D, etc.).

The analysis of participation of the CR in FP6 and EURATOM programmes
revealed that

o The success rate of the Czech teams in submission of FP project proposals was
slightly lower than the success rate of their counterparts from the OMS. Due to
the synergy of several factors, the Czech Republic had only the same number
of successful participants of FP6 projects per one million population as the
EU countries, which however invest in R&D a considerably smaller percentage
of their respective GDP than does the Czech Republic. However, the share of
Czech teams, which participate at solving the demanding integrated projects,
networks of excellence, and specific projects of target oriented research, i.e.,
projects aimed at achieving new knowledge, is almost at the same level as in the
OMS, consequently considerably higher than in the other New Member States.

e The Czech teams are not active in co-ordinating the FP projects: the share of
coordinators among all country participants in the Czech Republic was smaller
than in any other EU Member State.

o The Czech Republic has a very uneven participation of the NUTS3 regions in FP6
and EURATOM: some three quarters of all Czech participants are from the capital
city of Prague and from the city of Brno, which have the highest concentration
of academia teams. However, the analysis also indicated FP6 importance for
SMEs and industry teams in regions with smaller density of academia teams.

e Czech industry sectors reacted to FP6 calls for proposals in different ways.
However, according to several relevant indicators Czech industry reaction to
the FP6 calls was clearly higher than the reaction of industry in any other
New Member State. This holds good particularly for research in the field of



aeronautics. Nevertheless, in life sciences, biotechnologies for health and in
food research, the reaction of Czech industry was poor. Similarly compared with
the other NMS, the participation of Czech SMEs was quite high.

The ratio GERD/GDP clearly separates Old and New Member States. When instead
of the usual "participation indicators” the country participation is measured by

financial indicators eliminating influence of the national economy size (e.g.,
“total country investment to FP6 projects per one million euro of the national
GERD or GDP") then Czech FP6 participation is ranked among the old member
states with a higher GERD/GDP level. Hence the Czech Republic “behaves like
a state with rich national structures supporting the R&D activities”.

The Czech reaction to opportunities offered in different thematic priorities was
varied and the report deals with the individual priorities in detail. Unfortunately
Czech reaction was poorer in priorities supported by high budget (e.g., LSH and
IST) than in priorities having only a small budget (AaS, EURATOM). The report
suggests the explanation of this phenomenon by the existence of “pivotal
institution”, which is able to influence behaviour of the whole sector. In thematic
sectors with broadly dispersed participants the success rate and support obtained
from the FP6 resources is lower than in the fields with such a pivotal organization.
The pivotal institutions in AaS and EURATOM are indentified in the report.

The participation in the FP6 projects brought high European added value to the

Czech teams. Specifically, in all thematic priorities the Czech teams cooperated
with the top European institutions and globally significant teams. In total 1068
Czech teams cooperated with more than 14,000 teams in solving 876 projects
of FP6. This scope of international cooperation is unique and has no parallel in
the whole history of the Czech R&D system.

The second part reports on a questionnaire campaign organized in the first half
of 2008. The questionnaire was primarily designed to obtain more information on
project results. Since addressing investigators of finished projects could better serve
this purpose than still running projects. therefore some FP5 investigators were asked
to answer the questionnaire as well. However, the campaign only confirmed some of
the hypotheses that were considered to be true prior the campaign. For instance,
® The responses confirmed that Czech teams participate in the FP6 projects only
with a small personal capacity and participation is thus rather a matter of
individual researchers than a result of an institutional policy.



e Successful participation has a recurrent character, i.e., a high percentage of
successful participants of FP projects (irrespective of the field) submit anew FP
project.

e The questionnaire did not present detailed information on project results. The
objective analysis of FP results clearly requires employing more sophisticated
tools than a questionnaire which is, moreover, considered as a big burden for
the R&D teams.

The third part attempts to assess some FPs project results by employing bibliometric
analysis to several hundreds articles that resulted from FP5 and FP6 projects and
were co-authored by Czech participants. The bibliometric analysis revealed much
more relevant results than the aforementioned questionnaire. The study, which
explored the data from the Web of Science, has clearly demonstrated that
¢ The Czech teams participating in FP5 and FP6 projects are above-average in the
Czech Republic.
o The papers resulting from the FP projects are cited significantly more often than
average Czech papers.
e Participation in the FP projects also reinforces international collaboration of the
Czech teams.
* FP has a marked effect on the direction of research of the participating teams.

Although participation of the Czech R&D system can hardly be characterized by
one word, we nevertheless tend to consider it to be successful. The reform of the
Czech R&D system has already paid special attention to the issue of the ERA and
participation of the Czech Republic in the Seventh Framework Programme. We
consider this study a contribution to the evidence-based R&D policy at both the
Czech national and the all-European levels.
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International comparison of participation
of the Czech Republic in the FP6 and the EURATOM
programme

Vladimir Albrecht
Technology Centre AS CR Prague, Czech Republic

1.1. Introduction

Chapter 1 reports on participation of the Czech Republic in the 6" EU Framework
Programme for Research and Technological Development (FP6) and in the 6%
EURATOM Framework Programme, which were opened in 2002 and closed in 2006.

Since these two progammes had equal rules of participation and the reporting
methodology is based mainly on comparison of statistical indicators of EU Member
States in these two programmes, we frequently use the abbreviation "FP6" to
denote both programmes.

The FP6 had a comprehensive thematic (field) structure — cf. Table 1 — which was
furnished with a broad portfolio of various types of projects and at the same time
supported by horizontal activities, the development of which is essential for any of the
themes (e.g. study fellowships, participation of small and medium-sized enterprises etc.)

The FP6 represents an important instrument for the achievement of objectives
set out by the Lishon strategy launched by the EU in 2000. This strategy shall ensure
sustainable growth of the EU which undoubtedly requires that the EU achieves
the highest possible rate of competitiveness in the global economy. Concurrently
with the launch of the Lisbon strategy, the European Commission (DG Research)
declared its intention to create the European Research Area — ERA as an area that
will enhance effectiveness of international cooperation in the field of R&D, where
the EU still lags behind the USA. The EU also struggles with ever more difficulty
with the competition of the fast developing economies of China and India, whose
investments in R&D have been growing at a rate unparalleled in Europe. The FP6
was supposed to be one of the main instruments for the ERA creation as it is
clearly indicated by its full title: “The Sixth framework programme of the European



Community for research, technological development and demonstration activities,
contributing to the creation of the European Research Area and to innovation”.

The EURATOM Programme sets out similar objectives as the FP6 in the narrower
field, namely, in peaceful use of nuclear energy.

Thus, the FP6 has contributed to the creation of such an area in Europe, which
will assist in finding effective solutions of problems of the European society through
international cooperation in the field of R&D. Hence, the framework programme
supports especially the “demand (society needs) driven research”. The European
Commission defined the themes of the so called specific programmes, to which the
budget of the framework programme was allocated. The framework programme
has definitely not meant to be a substitute for the research carried out at the
national level. On the very contrary, the projects implemented within the framework
programmes should explicitly create the “European added value”, i.e. they should be
focused on addressing those issues, which are pivotal for the EU and are most often
too demanding to be implemented by the national research of individual countries. It
should be much easier in the ERA to establish such groupings of research centres that
will have sufficient capacity to tackle the major issues. The so called “new instruments”,
i.e. “Integrated Projects” and “Networks of Excellence” with budgets amounting to
dozens of million EUR were introduced within the FP6 to cater for this objective.

In terms of the prior experience of the CR with the framework programmes, let
us recall that a few Czech teams took part already in projects of the 3rd Framework
Programme. Much stronger participation of the CR was recorded in the 4th Framework
Programme, in the projects of which 243 Czech research units took part. In both
programmes the Czech teams could participate only in those projects through which
the EU supported the international cooperation in R&D with third countries, i.e. with
the EU non-member states. Participation of Czech teams substantially increased in
the 5th Framework Programme running from 1999 to 2002, when the Czech Republic
signed, similarly as other European states standing then for their EU membeship, the
Association Agreement on the FP5 and thus acquired the status of “Associated state”.
As a result the associated states could participate in the FP5 on almost equal footing
with the EU Member States. Since the framework programmes are funded from the
EU budget made up of the EU Member States contributions, the associated states
also contributed particularly to the FP5 budget. The amount to be contributed by the
respective associated state was defined as 70 % of the sum calculated according to
the same rules as those governing the Member States contributions to the EU budget.



The overall contribution of the CR to this programme’s budget throughout the duration
of the FP5 accounted for CZK 2.4 billion. Its disbursement was made following the
incremental instalment regime with the highest instalment made in 2002 of CZK
934 million, which represented approximately 86 % of the then budget of the Czech
Science Foundation. Hence, the Czech contribution into the framework programme
was definitely not only symbolic, therefore the participation in the FP necessitates an
analysis of the "effectiveness of national investments into the European research”.
The most frequently asked questions in this context are related to comparing the
total financial support received by the Czech teams from the European Commission
and the Czech contribution to the framework programme budget. After accession to
the EU, however, the amount of the contribution is hidden in the total amount the
CR as the EU Member State contributes to the aggregate EU budget, which makes
the assessment of effectiveness of our participation in the FP6 even more difficult.

However, evaluation of national participation in complex R&D programmes
should not be restricted merely to the return on invested funds, but it should
also include the analysis of the achieved results. The data concerning the return
on invested funds, however, do not lose any of its relevance, since they send an
important signal to the national administration indicating the ability of Czech
teams to participate in the European research. Analysis of these data could indicate
which reforms should be put in place in the Czech R&D system, in order the CR can
efficiently contribute to the achievement of the FP objectives.

At this point at least two main issues related to the European research should
be referred to. Firstly it is important to analyze to what extent the results of the
framework programme match its objectives. It is particularly interesting to know
how this programme contributes to the fulfilment of the Lisbon strategy. However,
this analysis cannot be made without data which only the European Commission
has available, since no national administration has access to the necessary
summary of all the results of the framework programme. The trouble is that
national administrations usually do not even receive information on the results of
projects, in which their national teams participated. Thus, the first essential issue is
inadequate availability of information on the results of the FP6. The other serious
issue is that the CR, just like most EU Member States, does not have the policy for
participation in the framework programmes and therefore it can hardly conduct its
ex-ante evaluation. Apart from that the ex-post evaluation is usually concentrated
more on the analysis of participation rather than on the achieved results.



The methodology chosen to assess participation of the CR in the FP6 is
based on international comparisons of participation of the Czech teams in FP6.
The participation of the CR is compared with participation of other EU Member
States or their aggregates by means of appropriately selected indicators.
The Technology Centre of the Academy of Sciences of the CR (TC AS), which
conducted the comparative analysis, has been monitoring the participation of the
CR in FP6 and annually presents interim reports to the Czech Government. This
report on the participation of the CR in the FP6 comprises a wider portfolio of
indicators than the interim reports, however it is consistent with these reports.

1.2. Main features of the methodology implemented
to assess participation of the Czech Republic in the FP6

The 6" Framework Programme and the EURATOM programme, just like the previous
framework programmes, are focused on target-oriented research and its priorities
are set out following an extensive debate on the EU needs. The aggregated budget
of the FP6 and EURATOM programme, after the accession of ten New Member
States in 2004, amounts to ! 19.1 billion. The budget breakdown is given in Table
1. Each priority had its detailed work programme, referred to in the individual calls
for proposals published by the European Commission (EC).

The amount of the EC contribution to the team, which participates in the
research projects under FP6, depends on the type of its activities (it ranges from
30 % of total eligible costs in case of demonstration activities to 50 % in research
activities up to 100 % in case of coordination activities or activities, which are of
special importance to the EC).

Project proposals, submitted most often by international consortia, were
subject to expert evaluation (peer review system), in which the international
team of evaluators classifies how the proposal satisfies several pre-determined
criteria. Based on the final ranking, the project proposals can also receive
the EC contribution. The contractual negotiations between the EC and the
consortium required fulfilment of many preconditions. For instance, in many
projects — typically in the integrated projects and network of excellence — the
participating teams were obliged to conclude the intra-consortium agreement
(stipulating the value of knowledge brought by teams at the start of the



project, use of financial resources in the course of project implementation, and
first and foremost concerning intellectual property rights to obtained results).
The amount of Community contribution to the consortium to cover its eligible
costs incurred during project life is fixed in contract negotiation and we call it
“requested contribution”. Namely, the finite value of this contribution depends
on course of the project, thus the final value is not registered in the E-CORDA
database. The consortia for research projects under the FP6 could, without any
restrictions, be made up of teams of the EU-27 and six associated countries
(Island, Israel, Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, and Turkey). If the project
required the engagement of a team from any other country, which was also
possible, the amount of the EC contribution had to follow special rules.

The presented analysis is carried out using the data in the E-CORDA database,
which is issued and regularly updated by the European Commission (EC). The latest
release of the E-CORDA database (June 2008) contains data on 10 058 projects, for
which successful contract negotiations between the EC and the research consortium
were conducted in the period from the first call for proposals under the FP6 (17
December 2002) to 31 January 2008. Altogether 74 400 teams from all over the world
participated in these projects and the EC contributes almost € 16.7 billion to carrying
out these projects, which represents approximately 95 % of the planned FP budget
earmarked for the so called “indirect actions”, i.e. the FP6 projects implemented by
international consortia (i.e. net of expenditure for activities performed by the Joint
Research Centre, designated as “direct actions” of the EC).

Since the FP5 the Czech Republic welcomed the possibility to participate in the EU
research. However, the CR did not formulate any goals which had to be achieved by
participation of Czech teams in the FP5 and FP6 and no strategy of CZ participation
in the FP6 was declared. However, the Czech government annually requires analysis
of the state of the Czech research and its comparison with the situation abroad.
Consequently, the methodology implemented to assess the participation of the CR
in the FP6 consists in comparing the participations of Czech teams with those of
the other EU Member States. The comparative statistics in this report is mostly given
explicitly, either for all the EU-27 or the CR is compared against preselected reference
group of countries. Most frequently the aggregate data for the “0ld Member States”
— OMS - (of which the EU consisted up until 30 April 2004), further referred to as EU-
15 and the “New Member States” — NMS -, by which the EU was enlarged in May
2004 (i.e. 10 Member States (CY, CZ, EE, HU, LT, LV, MT, PL, SI, SK) and in January 2007



(BG, RO)). However, for the sake of comparison the Czech Republic is excluded from
the NMS and the NMS without the CR are further referred to as EU-11. In some cases,
when the data were available for the whole group of the NMS (EU-12) only, the data
for the CR is compared also with EU-12 data, which might lead to some bias (the
comparison are likely less distinctive than those with the EU-11).

When evaluating the statistical data on the participation of countries in the FP6,
an account has to be taken of the real reporting value of the employed indicators. For
instance, one of the frequently discussed indicators is the country participation success
rate (i.e. the ratio (percentage) of country participations in projects that received EC
contribution divided by total number of the country teams who submitted project
proposals in the respective FP6 priority) has a rather limited meaning, because the
success or failure of any project proposal is a result of the whole consortium activity,
but when estimating the country success rate, success or failure is ascribed to the
teams from the analysed country only. When comparing country participation in
the FP6 one should select suitable indicators, e.g. instead of comparing countries
by total numbers of their participations in the projects, one should rather use the
“numbers of participants recalculated per unit population (one million inhabitants or
one thousand researchers)”

However, it is also obvious, that the participation in the consortium per se does
not reflect the significance of the share of the team in the preparation of the project
proposal or its subsequent implementation. It is the amount of requested contribution
which testifies to the significance of the team participation in successful projects.
International comparisons may thus employ the total support requested jointly by
all the teams of the given country in successful projects. However, the international
comparison of the total EC contribution requested by individual countries must be
expressed on comparable units. This chapter uses several indices: total requested
contribution per researcher (i.e. total contribution requested by all participants of
the respective country divided by the number of researchers of this country) and the
total requested support received by the respective country in relation to its Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) or Gross Expenditure on Research and Development (GERD).

Source of data:

E-CORDA database of contracted projects in FP6, European Commission, DG Research,
June 2008.

Europe in figures, Eurostat, European Commission, 2008, ISSN 1681-4789.
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N

million euros
FP6 Budget 17 883
1. Focusing and integrating Community research (Secifc Programme 1) 14 682
1.1 Thematic priorities: 12 438
1.1.1 Life sciences, genomics and hiotechnology for health. 2514
1.1.1.1 Advanced genomics and its applications for health 1209
1.1.1.2 Combating major diseases 1305
1.1.2 Information society technologies 3984
1.1.3 Nanotechnologies and nanosciences, knowledge-based

multifunctional materials and new production processes and devices 1 429
1.1.4 Aeronautics and space 1182
1.1.5 Food quality and safety 753
1.1.6 Sustainable development, global change and ecosystems 2329
1.1.6.1 Sustainable energy systems 890
1.1.6.2 Sustainable surface transport 670
1.1.6.3 Global change and ecosystems 769
1.1.7 Citizens and governance in a knowledge-based society 247
1.2 Specifc activities covering a wider feld of research 1409
1.2.1 Policy support and anticipating scientific and technological needs 590
1.2.2 Horizontal research activities involving SMEs 473
1.2.3 Specific measures in support of international cooperation 346
1.3 Non-nuclear activities of the Joint Research Centre 865
2. Structuring the European Research Area (Specifc Programme 2) 2 854
2.1 Research and innovation 319
2.2 Human resources 1732
2.3 Research infrastructures 715
2.4 Science and society 88

3. Strengthening the foundations of the European Research Area
(Specifc Programme 3) 347
3.1 Support for the coordination of activities 292
3.2 Support for the coherent development of policies 55
EURATOM budget 1230
1. Priority thematic areas of research 890
1.1 Controlled thermonuclear fusion 750
1.2 Management of radioactive waste 90
1.3 Radiation protection 50
2. Other activities in the feld of nuclear technologies and safety 50
3. Nuclear activities of the Joint Research Centre (JRC) 290

FP6 + EURATOM total

19 113 /




1.3. Project preparation and success rates of the Czech
Republic

The Frst calls for proposals under the EC FP6 were published on 17 December
2002. Altogether 213 calls for proposals were published under the EC FP6
in the period from 2002 to 2006, in which the EC received more than 56 000
project proposals, in the preparation of which more than 390 000 teams of
all over the world participated.

In the period from 2002 to 2006, a total of 6 224 Czech teams were
involved in the preparation of 4766 project proposals of the FP6. Based
on the evaluation performed by groups of international evaluators, the
EC decided to support fnancially 876 projects carried out by international
consortia with the participation of altogether 1068 Czech teams. Here we
refer to successful projects and successful participants and the success rate
of projects and participants. The total project success rate (i.e. successful
projects as percentage of all proposals with Czech participants) amounted to
18.4% and the participation success rate of Czech teams achieved 17.2 %.

Both the project and participation success rates of the CR were lower than the
average or participation success rate across FP6. The participation success rate of
the European countries is portrayed by the map in Figure 1.

Figure 1 — Success rate of the European
countries in FP6. The colour scale of success
rate is given in the right upper corner.
Source: EC Report (of 26 June 2008).

FP6 Success Rates (Applicants)
m21-25%
= 18-20 %

16-17 %

12-15%

The map classifies the European countries by their teams’ participation success
rate into four categories. Above-the-average success rate is reported by Nordic



and West European countries, and only by Estonia from the New Member States.
The Czech Republic is in the third category (16—17 % success rate), together with
majority of the New Member States, but also Italy, Greece and Portugal. The lowest
success rate is shown by Romania, Bulgaria and Turkey.

However, it is obvious that individual thematic and horizontal priorities
of FP6 vary in their success rates. The bar chart in Fig. 2 compares the
participation success rate of Czech teams with the total success rate of the
Old Member States and the New Member States (in this case including the
CR). It is obvious at first sight that in all the seven thematic priorities of the
first specific programme the success rate of EU-15 exceeds that of EU-12. This
is not the case, however, in horizontal priorities, where in the ERA-NET type
projects (focused on coordination of national grant agencies and other national
providers of financial support for R&D so that they create transnational new
European programmes, whose projects are solved by international consortia)
the success rate of EU-12 outperformed EU-15. Higher success rate of EU-
12 is also reported in the programme for coherent development of national
research and innovation policies and also in research infrastructures.

As to the CR, the success rate of Czech teams was higher than that of the EU-
15 in the aeronautics and space research. The CR recorded considerably higher
success rate than the EU-15 in those priorities which focus on better networking
and coordination of national research, i.e. on “coherent development of national
policies” and “coordination of EU research” through ERA-NET projects. These
priorities, however, have drawn only a small share of EC FP6 budget. On the
contrary, in priorities with the largest budgets, i.e. IST and NMP, the success rate
of the CR was lower when compared to EU-15, but also EU-12.

The scatter plot diagram in Fig. 3 compares again the success rate values of
the CR and EU-15 and the complemented bar chart shows the number of project
applicants per 10 million population (in CR and EU-15). In case of the CR, it is
especially obvious that the CR had higher participation success rate in those priorities,
where fewer Czech teams participated in the preparation of project proposals.

The data for the CR indicate that there is a negative correlation between the
number of project proposers and their success rate, i.e. the higher the number
of project proposers from the CR, the less successful they were. Even though the
success rate of the CR does not markedly differ from the EU-15 success rate (as
shown already by the previous chart), the data no more confirm the negative
correlation between the success rate and the number of proposers from the EU-15.



oooo |

ooiog
—
=
£ 00iog
=
5 0000
=
g 0oog
-
=
= ujia[mpe
=
0oioag
oo
(] — — — - (] — — — ™ —_ = ] - l:lI — O
S BESEBEEEEBE=SE:288°8
= = = =5 e =2 B =
= g =i =
= =
= [J0 = [0i00 = 00000 = =
Figure 2 — Comparison of participation success rate of teams from the CR (brown), EU-15 (blue)

and EU-12 (i.e. New Member States including CR) in FP6 priorities.

Abbreviations,
1. LSH:

2.IST:
3. NMP:

4. AaS:
5. Food:
6. SD:

7. Citi:
Pols. sup-NEST:
SMEs:
INCO:

ERANET:
Coh.dev.pol:
Res. Inno:
MCA:
Infrastr.:
S&S:
EURATOM:

used in Chart 2, designate the following EC FP6 priorities:

1t thematic priority: Life sciences, genomics and biotechnology
for health

2M thematic priority: Information society technologies

34 thematic priority: Nanotechnologies and nanosciences, knowledge-based functional
materials, new production processes and devices

4" thematic priority: Aeronautics and Space

5t thematic priority: Food quality and safety

6" thematic priority include the Sustainable energy systems, Sustainable surface
transport and Global change and ecosystems programmes

7" thematic priority: Citizens and governance in a knowledge-based society
Research for policy support and New and emerging science and technologies
Specifc research activities for small and medium-sized enterprises

Specifc measures in support of international cooperation (with third countries,
i.e. non-EU Member States)

Support to coordination of research activities in the EU

Coherent development of national research and innovation policies
Programmes for support of research and innovations

Human resources and mobility (the so called Marie Curie Actions — MCA)
Programmes supporting the use of research infrastructures on a European scale
Science and Society

EURATOM FP6 Programme



Although the EURATOM Programme availed of only a limited budget when compared
to the FP6, the activities of the CR in the preparation of projects were certainly
visible and achieved a fairly high success rate. The FP6 witnessed, however, with
the exception of research activities for SMEs, more intensive activity in project
preparation of the EU-15 than in the CR and in the priorities with big budgets,
in IST and LSH, the activities of Czech teams in the preparation of projects were
much less intensive than in the EU-15. The same holds good for the preparation
of projects of Marie Curie fellowships (MCA priority). The summary information
provided by both the charts indicates the least favourable situation in the IST and
NMP, where the CR reported much lower activity in the preparation of projects and
the submitted projects were much less successful than those developed by the EU-
15. As far as the thematic priorities are concerned, the success rate of the CR was
equal to that of the EU-15 in LSH, AaS and Citizens priorities, in which both the
activities associated with the preparation of projects and their success rate differ
only insignificantly from values achieved by the EU-15.
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Figure 3 — The bar chart compares the number of project proposers and the dot chart their
respective success rate in the CR and EU-15. For the purpose of comparability, the numbers

of proposers are calculated per 10 million inhabitants.



1.4. Basic characteristics of the Czech participation
in EC FP6 projects

The EC concluded a total of 10 058 contracts for implementation of a project
under the FP6. The total budget of these projects amounts to € 25 700
million and the EC contribution from the FP6 budget accounts for € 16 700
million. These projects will be carried out by international consortia, which
altogether consist of 74 400 teams from all over the world. A total of 1 068
teams from the CR will participate in the implementation of 876 projects
of the FP6 and the EURATOM FP6. Thus the Czech Republic participates in
solving 8,7 % of FP6 projects supported by fnancial contribution of the
FP6. The summary eligible costs of projects with CZ participants amount to
5436 M£.

The Czech participants represent 1.44 % of all the participants and the
amount contracted by the Czech teams equals approximately 0.78 % of the
amount, which has so far been allocated by the EC from the FP6 budget. The
average budget for the CZ team participation amounts to approximately €
182.9 thousand and the average contribution requested by a Czech team
from the EC accounts for approximately € 122.6 thousand.

The scatter plot in Fig. 4 shows international comparisons of the number of
participations of the EU-27 in the funded projects. It clearly indicates that the
highest number of participations in contracted projects reports Germany (DE)
followed by the United Kingdom (UK), France (FR), Italy (IT), etc. Apparently,
the number of participations strongly correlates with the size of population.
Therefore, for the purpose of comparisons the numbers of participations of
individual countries are calculated per 1 million inhabitants given by the
bar chart in Fig. 4 (the countries are ranked by the decreasing value of this
indicator). The 105 participations per 1 million inhabitants ranks the CR 21st
among the EU-27, or 6th among the New Member States. In both the cases the
position of the CR is stable and identical with that at the time of distribution of
the first sixth, the first third and also the first half of the EC FP6 budget.
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Figure 4 — Scatter plot (dot line) shows the participation of the EU-27 in contracted projects
under the FP6 (by 31 January 2008), the bars present the number of participations per 1 million

inhabitants. The yellow bars represent the New Member States.

According to EUROSTAT data of January 2008, in the period from 2002 to 2006
the CR spent annually more than 1.3 % of its GDP on R&D. As illustrated by
the chart, the position of the CR is in the middle in the group of 11 states (HU,
ES, IT, PT, CZ, LT, LV, SK, BG, PL, RO), which, except for IT, spent on their R&D
less than 1 % of GDP. However, high correlation between the amount spent on
R&D at the national level and the total number of participations in the FP can
be demonstrated. Albeit analysis of this relation is not included in this report,
we shall restrict ourselves to articulating an assumption that the “stated
comparisons indicate that the total number of Czech teams participations
was to be higher so that the CR joins the group of countries, which spend
more than 1.3% of GDP on R&D “.

Nonetheless, the number of participations depends to a great extent on the
number of researchers in the national system of research and development. In the
bar chart in Fig. 5 the EU-27 states are ranked by the number of participations per
the total capacity of researchers expressed in 1000 full time equivalents (1000
FTE). When measured by this index, Cyprus and Malta obviously lag behind all the
other EU-27 Member States. Higher value of this index is more often reported by
smaller countries. It is interesting, though, that in the most advanced countries (FR,
DE, Fl) there are fewer than 8 participations in FP6 per 1000 FTE. In the CR there
are about 11 participations per 1000 FTE, which ranks it 15" among the EU-27,
while e.g. even SE and UK have fewer participations per 1000 FTE than the CR.
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Figure 5 — Number of FP6 participations per total country capacity, i.e. number of researchers
in the period from 2003 to 2007 expressed in 1000 full time equivalents.

1.5. Scope and structure of international cooperation
of Czech teams

In the implementation of 876 “Czech projects*(i.e. projects with Czech par-
ticipants) a total of 1 068 Czech teams participated, who were members of
876 consortia composed of 11 205 teams from the EU-15 and 1 659 teams
from the EU-11 and 1 531 teams from countries outside the EU. Altogether,
the Czech teams cooperated with 14 395 teams from all over the world. It is
evident that the FP6 created for Czech teams conditions for unprecedented
scope of international cooperation. It is also quite clear that the largest
share in this cooperation was on the part of teams from the EU-26 (i.e. EU
without the CR).

The bar chart in Fig. 6 presents the number of EU participations in projects, carried
out with the involvement of Czech teams. The chart also gives the breakdown of
teams of the respective country by thematic priority (of Specific programme SP1);
the activities of the 2" and 3 specific programmes are aggregated into a single
value (in this chart those are the parts of the bars marked SP2, 3).
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Figure 6 — Distribution of 12 864 teams from the EU-26, which cooperated with the Czech participants
in the implementation of projects under the FP6. The internal divison of the bars corresponds
to distribution of given country teams according to thematic priorities of the FP6 and EURATOM.

The Czech teams obviously cooperated the most with teams coming from
large countries (with more than 35 million inhabitants), i.e. DE, UK, FR, IT, ES.
Concerning the New Member States the CZ teams most frequently cooperate
with Poland. It was to be expected that the number of cooperating teams will
be proportional to the size of the budget allocated to individual priorities. This,
however, has not been confirmed by the respective analysis: the chart indicates
that e.g. the frequency of EU-15 participations in the SD priority differs only
insignificantly from the frequency in the IST priority, which, however, availed
of several times bigger budget than the SD priority. Relatively low correlation
between the number of participating teams and the budget in individual
thematic priorities has a number of reasons and also characterises the priorities
of the Czech research and development. Moreover, it is the consequence of
individual thematic priorities with a different composition of projects (e.g. in
the area of sustainable development there were more Networks of Excellence
than in the area of information technologies), which in the end impacted the
number of participants.

When performing this international comparison, one has to know whether the
composition of foreign participants in projects solved by the Czech participants
was typical or specific. The bar chart in Fig. 7 thus compares the profile (percentage
distribution) of the participation of all EU-26 teams in thematic priorities with
the profile comprising only those EU-26 teams, which cooperated with the
Czech teams.
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The number of EU-26 teams participating in all the projects under individual
thematic priorities to a considerable degree reflects the size of budget allocated to
the respective priority. The Fig. 7, however, clearly indicates that the participation
profile of the EU-26 teams, which were involved only in projects with Czech
teams, differs substantially from the overall participation profile of the EU-26
teams. The EU-26 teams most frequently participated in the IST thematic priority,
and much less in the SD priority. When only those EU-26 teams which cooperated
with the Czech teams are considered, than their ranking under these two priorities
reverses. Apparently, the Czech teams were much more keen to cooperate in the
area of sustainable development than in the information technologies area. It is
necessary to mention that the participation of EU-26 teams in the EURATOM FP6
accounted for approximately 2 % of their total participation (in the FP6 and the
EURATOM FP6), while it exceeded 5 % in case of those teams which cooperated in
carrying out the Czech projects. This confirms the immensely active participation of
the CR in the EURATOM FPG6.

The relevance of international cooperation can be measured not only by the
number of teams participating in projects, but also by the total eligible costs
spent by individual countries on their carrying out. The bar chart in Fig. 8 gives
the total costs incurred by the EU-26 teams in carrying out projects with Czech
participation. For each country the respective column gives the amount of total
costs per individual thematic priority (and the total costs of the second and third
specific programme of the FP6). Once again its is obvious that the highest costs
of the implementation of projects with Czech participants were born by large
countries, i.e. DE, UK, FR, IT and ES, joined by the Netherlands. Concurrently,



the chart indicates that the costs incurred by the teams of these main partner
countries in the IST priority, with the by far the largest budget in the FP6, do not
exceed the costs of the SD thematic priority. While these six partner countries
spent I 456 million in the IST projects with Czech participation, the amount
spent on the SD projects reached ! 496 million.

At the same time, with the exception of the UK, these main partner countries spent
much more on the SD priority than on projects of the specific programmes SP 2, 3
together. The chart also suggests that the Czech teams participated in the aeronautics
and space research projects, to which FR, DE, UK and IT invested huge amounts of funds
totalling to approximately T 440 million.
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Figure 8 — Distribution of total eligible costs of the EU-27 participation in projects with Czech teams.
The inner division of the bars shows the share of eligible costs allocated on individual thematic priorities
of the FP6, on specifc programmes SP2 and SP3, and on the EURATOM programme.
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Figure 9 — The distribution of the total eligible costs of the EU-27 participation in projects with

Czech teams broken down by the individual type of participant (UNI — universities, RES — research
organisations, IND — industry, Other (e.g. end users) and N/A — not available).



The bar chart in Fig. 9 presents the expenditure of the EU-27 participation in projects
with Czech participants broken down by the type of participant. It is evident that
in the first six countries with the highest total costs (DE, UK, FR, IT, NL, ES) the
largest amounts on their participations were spent by their research organisations
(RES). It is most perceptible in case of DE and FR. As to the second place it is not
so clear: while in case of UK and NL the second largest expenditure was incurred
by universities, in DE, FR and IT by industrial teams. Remark that very similar
structure of participants has the overall (i.e. not restricted to consortia with Czech
teams only) international cooperation of the EU-15 teams. A typical feature of this
participation structure is high expenditure of EU-15 industries, which distinguishes
the EU-15 from the New Member States of EU-11, whose industry participates in
the FP projects to a far lesser degree. Hence, the chart indicates the ability
of Czech teams to participate in consortia with high share of industrial
partners, which boosts future prospects for the involvement of the CR in
the European knowledge-based economy.

1.6. Czech Republic and coordination of FP6 projects

The size and extent of FP projects usually are bigger than what the Czech
participants know from project solved at national level. Hence, coordination of
big consortia consisting of many different teams coming from different national
environments is very demanding. Although coordination of FP projects requires
professional managerial skill employed to steer project activities towards attaining
project goals, the research teams quite frequently emphasize the creative scientific
dimension of the coordination activity. Previous experience with solving FP projects
is an asset of teams, who consider to act as coordinators.

Czech teams acquired already non-negligible experience with participation in
FP5 projects which, unfortunately, was not converted into coordination activities in
the FP6. The bar chart in Fig. 10 shows the distribution of EU-27 coordinators of the
FP6 projects. The “big four” (DE, FR, IT, UK) co-ordinate some 57 % of FP6 projects,
however, UK coordinators are most active.
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Figure 10 — Bar chart shows the numbers of EU-27 coordinators of the FP6 projects. The scatter
plot diagram indicates the percentage of coordinators from total number of participants from given
country.

The scatter plot diagram shows what portion of country participants represent the co-
ordinators. The UK (19,7 %) and Ireland (19,6 %) had the largest percentage of coordi-
nators. This indicates the language asset of the native English speaking coordinators.
The CZ teams co-ordinated only 39 FP6 projects, i.e.three times less than HU or only by
eight projects more than 5 times smaller SI. The Czech coordinators represent some
3,7% of all CZ participants and the scatter plot diagram clearly shows that
this is by far the smallest portion among the EU member states. The percentage
of coordinators among all participations is in any old member state at least three
times higher than in the Czech Republic. This is at variance with the ability of Czech
research teams to effectively manage research projects. Since the beginning of 90s of
the last century the Czech Republic developed system of national grant agencies thus
the research teams acquired a lot of experience with the system of research grants.

The small number of CZ coordinators indicates rather low ambition of Czech
teams to actively influence the course of FP6 projects. The Czech teams rather
prefer to contribute to the projects by their professional skill, i.e. they act rather as
suppliers of research ideas and performers of some methodologies, than by steering
the big FP6 consortia to achieve goals formulated in the work-programmes of the
calls for proposals.

Table 2 shows distributions of coordinators from CZ, EU-11 and EU-15 according
“instruments”, i.e. types of projects. It is clear that the FP6 new instruments, i.e. IP
and Nok, are co-ordinated almost exclusively by the Old Member States. Furthermo-
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\ _/ total project cost (full columns) and total EC

contribution coordinated by coordinators from given Member State. The scatter plot
diagram then indicates the percentage of the EC distributed budget (EC contribution),
which is co-ordinated by coordinators of a given EU member state. It follows that all
New Member States except for Poland co-ordinate less than 1% of the summary EC
contribution. Thus, spending of 98 % FP6 budget is co-ordinated by the Old Member
State coordinators.

000 _ 00O
000
Ooo be e oo
14 “e L 000
‘¢
000 -

‘
. * 00000000moobomoonoonoal
0ooon 4 ‘ |‘ e DP:D[[DDDUDDDDDUU - 000
0oom - h I-I I]
I] *
07 L I]I]I]l]l:l-:.u.. “ 00

-~
= Ooooogo Yoo oo™ EE\:

€

v

&

—
=]

s (00000NOIOIOIC000 —— 0OIOODOOIOCOOD —e—OI0

Figure 11 —The full columns indicate the summary budget of projects coordinated by given EU
Member State. The framed columns show the summary EC contribution to projects coordinated by
given EU-Member States. The countries are ranked according to percentage of the FP6 budget the
spending of which they co-ordinate.



The share of the FP6 budget coordinated by the New Member States is thus
almost negligible. The CZ teams coordinate spending of some 0,2 % of the
total requested EC contribution, say, for the sake of simplicity, some 2 per
mille of the FP6 budget. On the other hand the burden of coordination activities
of projects with budgets in millions of Euros is enormous and the management
is thus hardly compatible with the ordinary duties of the researchers. The afore
mentioned numbers not only indicate small ambition of Czech teams to actively
influence the course of projects they participate in, however, it also reveals the
lack of institutional strategies and even the lack of pro-active national
policy which via participation of Czech teams in the FP would assume
responsibility for the respective part of the European research policy.

1.7. Summary characteristics of the participation of the
CR in priorities of the FP6 and EURATOM programme

The bar chart in Fig. 12 presents the total number of participations of Czech teams
in individual priorities of the FP6 and EURATOM FP6. The chart suggests that the
highest number of Czech participations, namely 163, is reported by the 6" thematic
priority which covers three areas (energy, climate change and transport), followed
by the participation in the IST priority (135). The third place is taken by participation
in projects conducted for the benefit of small and medium-sized enterprises (109).
The portfolio of Czech participation in the EC FP6 priorities (i.e. distribution of Czech
participation in the FP6 priorities expressed in %) differs from both the final portfolio
of the New Member States (EU-12, or EU-11) and that of the Old Member States (EU-
15). Both these groupings show the highest percentage of participation in the IST
priority, to which the largest share of the EC FP6 budget was allocated. Concurrently,
the CR reports a markedly lower percentage of participation in the LSH priority
compared to the EU-11 and especially the EU-15 Member States.
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Figure 12 — Number of participations (bars) of CZ teams and their requested contribution
(broken line) in thematic priorities / spec. programmes of the FP6 and the EURATOM programme.

As concerns the contracted funds, the largest contribution is granted to the Czech
teams participating in the IST priority projects (1 25.787 million), followed by the
LSH priority (! 16.944 million) and the SD priority (! 16.685 million). In the AaS
priority the Czech teams request contribution amounting to ! 13.926 million, which
represents approximately 11 % of the total contracted amount. This share is two
times higher than that of EU-15 and four times higher than with the EU-11. High
success rate of the CR in the AaS is brought about particularly by the participation
of Czech teams of aeronautics research. The lowest support is received by the
Czech teams in priorities, or specific programmes with only limited budgets, i.e.
INCO (EU cooperation with third countries), S&S (Science and Society), Coh.Dev.Pol.
(coherent development of national research and innovation policies) and ERA-NET
scheme (international coordination of national / regional programmes of research
and innovation).

It shall be taken into account, however, that the amount of contribution depends
particularly on the size of the budget allocated to the respective programme. The
largest budget was allocated to the IST priority and the smallest, on the contrary, to
the support of coherent development of policies. Correspondingly, the Czech teams
received the largest and lowest total support in these two priorities, respectively.
An important measure of the participation thus is the share of support received
by the Czech teams of the total amount distributed under the respective priority.
Altogether the teams from the CR contracted 0.86 % of the up to now allocated



FP6 budget for the EU Member States. The bar chart in Fig. 13 showes for each
FP6 priority the contribution requested by Czech teams expressed as percentage
of the total contribution requested by all EU Member States. The highest share
of the allocated budget was granted to the CR in the Coh.Dev.Pol (3.5 %). The
participation in the EURATOM programme was marked with great success, there
the Czech teams requested 2.3 % of the distributed budget and also in research
activities for small and medium enterprises, where the Czech teams requested 1.7 %
of the budget. These three areas, however, availed only of small budget of the FP6.
As to the thematic priorities, the CR was most successful in the Citizens priority,
under which the Czech teams received 1.45 % of the distributed budget. In the
AaS priority the CR received 1.42% of the distributed budget, which is
the highest share ever granted to any of the New Member States from
the budget of any thematic priority. On the contrary, in those priorities
which availed of the largest budgets, i.e. IST, LSH, NMP, the Czech teams
received 0.79 %, 0.74 % and 0.80 % of the allocated budget, respectively.

i _
o0
o0
00O
Wiam _ -
Wiam
oo (LD LE EEEP PP O
SEHEDSDEREE S -
ElE = 5 3

Figure 13 — Contributions requested by Czech teams as percentage of contributions requested by all
EU Member States.



1.8. Description of Czech participation in the FP6 by type
of project

The significance and benefits of the participation can only be determined by the results
achieved in individual projects. Nonetheless, a mere comparison of the total available
budgets facilitates a fairly accurate assumption that through the participation in
projects focused on research, i.e. the Integrated Projects (IP) and Specific Targeted
Research Projects (STREP), or in the Networks of Excellence (NoE), considerably more
relevant and more beneficial results can be achieved than in Coordination Actions
(CA) or Specific Support Actions (SSA).
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Figure 14 —The bar chart gives the number of participations of Czech teams in individual types

of projects under the FP6. The dot chart gives the total contracted amount, by which the EC supports
the participation of Czech teams in these projects. Used abbreviations: IP — Integrated Projects,
STREP — Specifc Targeted Research Projects, NoE- Networks of Excellence, MCA — Human Resources
and Mohility — Marie Curie Actions, SSA — Specifc Support Actions, SME- specifc research projects
for small and medium-sized enterprises, CA — Coordination Actions, Il and I3 are Research
Infrastructures, CLR — Collective Research projects for SME associations.

The bar chart in Fig. 14 illustrates that the Czech teams most frequently participate
in projects focused on research activities such as STREP projects (307 participations)
and Integrated Projects (226 participations). The third most frequent participation
is recorded in the SSA (147 participations), which however do not primarily strive
for creation of research results.



As to the contracted contribution, the Czech teams request the highest contribution
in the Integrated Projects (! 43.484 million), followed by STREP projects (! 39.714
million) and finally the third largest amount is requested by the Czech teams in relation
to their involvement in the NoE projects (! 14.366 million). While the Czech teams
thus receive almost 75 % of the total contracted funds in the “main instruments”(IP,
NoE, STREP), just like the EU-15 teams, the EU-11 receive only 63 % therein. Except
for the CR, the New Member States participate in the SSA and CA projects far more
frequently than the Old Member States. A thorough analysis, however, reveals that
the Czech participation in the individual IP mostly involves only a smaller capacity
and requires considerably lower contribution for IP than participations from other
countries, the EU-15 in particular. We shall also highlight that the fourth largest
amount (! 11.537 million) is required by the Czech participants in projects aiming
at promoting mobility. These projects are conducive to the commencement of further
international collaboration in research and development.

One of the lowest contributions, on the contrary, also when compared to the other
EU-27 countries, was requested by the Czech teams involved in the SSA projects
(T 5.361 million). Nevertheless, the number of Czech participations in this form of
support is fairly high. In projects for small and medium-sized enterprises (SME and
CLR) the Czech teams contracted altogether the amount of ! 7.476 million.

The breakdown of contributions received by the CR, EU-11 and EU-15 by individual
type of project is presented in Fig. 15. It is clear that these “project portfolios”
are similar, but the EU-15 reports considerably stronger participation in research
oriented types of projects (IP, STREP) than the EU-11. It is also obvious that the
Czech portfolio is closer to that of the EU-15 rather than the EU-11. The Czech teams
requested the highest percentage of contribution for their participation in the highly
demanding IP and in the category of STREP research projects. They have together
a higher share than the EU-15 teams. Note, that the CR requested higher share of
contribution for its teams in the NoEs than EU-15 or EU-11. These projects, which aim
at ensuring durable interconnection of European research institutions (or creating
virtual institutions which are to overcome the limitations of the traditional “brick and
mortar institutions”), were frequently criticised by Czech participants due to their
complicated structure and un-manageable high number of participants.

The New Member States differ from the EU-15 mainly by their share in the
SSA projects, which do not focus primarily on research activities, but rather aim
to stimulate them.
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Figure 15 — Comparison of portfolios of requested contribution by type of project implemented by
the CZ, EU-11 and EU-15 teams.

1.9. Description of Czech participation in the FP6 by type
of participant

The E-CORDA database facilitates at least a rough distribution of research teams by
their prevailing activities. Therefore, we present the structure of the FP6 participants
broken down into the category of universities, research organisations, industrial
teams, “other” and N/A category (i.e. teams, which failed to state the prevailing
activity of their organisation). The Fig. 16 gives the number of project participants
from the AS CR, research institutes, universities, industrial companies and all the other
partners. The highest number of participants comes from universities, nonetheless
the total research sector, i.e. ASCR and research institutes, prevails in numbers over
participants from universities.

The bar chart in Fig. 17 illustrates the total contribution requested by the partici-
pants from individual types of institutions and the dot chart gives the average amount
of contribution granted to them by the EC. The average contributions received by the
AS CR teams differ only insignificantly from those received by the university teams.
Relatively lower average contributions were received by teams from research institutes,
which necessitates a more thorough analysis that is beyond the scope of this report.
Though the “other” group is strongly heterogeneous, it often times includes those par-
ticipants designated as “end users” since their role to be played in the project was to
test the implementation of project results. The industrial teams receive lower support,
because the EC covers no more than 50 % of total costs of their participation in projects.
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Portfolios of requested constribution (i.e. breakdown of contribution by type of
participant) of the CR, EU-11 and EU-15 are compared in the bar chart in Fig. 18.
These portfolios are alike as the highest percentage of contribution was received
by teams from universities and research sector, while the industry always receives
approximately half of that value only. Yet, the differences between these portfolios
are by no means negligible. In the CR, obviously, it was the research sector which
received the highest support (comprising the AS CR, all the other public research
institutions as well as private institutions), while in the EU-11 and EU-15 the
highest support was granted to university teams. Moreover, it is also clear that the
share of contribution received by industry in the CR is approximately at the same
level as that of EU-15, while in the EU-11 it is considerably lower.

(I, - 000r oog -
@ (Imoog -
[ — = 000 -
5 K0 e 000
SR L oom § ]
5 — = Hoo
5 RS oo
=] Ol ,%
2 omm- L DDD_Q oog 4
S o © 000 -
N 0o -
0moz -0
[ = % O = 00 A
% 5 o 2 % aoo 0oo 00 Dooooo - oo
- N OO0 W oODO0 W 00O
== [100000000000000ID00O00OED
—e— 00000IDI0N0I0I0N000000€100000
Figure 17 — Average and total contribution Figure 18 — Portfolios of requested contri-
requested by individual type of participant bution (i.e.distribution of EC contribution
in the EC FP6 projects. requested by different type of participants)

of the CR, EU-11 and EU-15.



Concerning the industry participation we shall repeat once again that the EC contribu-
tion is closely related with the structure of activities performed by the industrial partici-
pant. Thus industry participation requires use of additional indexes.

1.10. Czech industry in the FP6

Although participation of industry is one of the important goals of the framework
programme, the prevailing type of participants in the FP projects are teams from
higher education organisations and research organisations. The industrial teams
represent approximately 20 % of all the EU participants. The lower share of industrial
teams has a number of reasons. It does not make sense to use as an excuse the
“European climate”, which is often described as “Europe produces high number of
scientific articles, lagging behind, however, in the application of new knowledge”.
It is necessary to at least admit that the share of industrial teams in the individual
Member States fluctuated a lot: while it exceeded 25 % in Germany, in a number of
New Member States it failed to reach 10 %.

Figure 19 — Share of industry participations in individual Member States.

The chart in Figure 19 presents the ranking of individual Member States based on
this share. It is obvious at first sight that in majority of the Old Member States the
share of industrial teams was higher than that in the New Member States.

High share of university and academia teams in the FP6 projects is brought
about by the very nature of this programme. Most of the calls for proposals opened
in the thematic priorities provide a detailed description of the respective theme, the



investigation of which shall be financially supported by the European Commission.
While the participation of university and academia teams is largely motivated by
the opportunity to receive financial support for offering their research capacity,
expertise and methodological readiness to address challenging research issues
related to the prescribed themes, the industrial teams are only willing to participate
if the respective theme fits their own intentions.

The bar chart in Fig. 20 definitely indicates that the CR had the largest share
of industry participations among all the New Member States.

The bar chart in Figure 20 gives the absolute numbers of industry participations
in the individual EU Member States. The MSs are ranked based on the dot chart,
which gives the percentage of eligible costs of all the industrial teams in the given
MS of the total eligible costs of industrial teams across the EU-27 (i.e. EU-27
industrial eligible costs = 100 %). The share of Czech industrial teams was 0.78 %
of the total eligible costs of all the industrial teams in the EU-27, which helped the
CR rank the 15" among the EU-27, or the 1t among the New Member States. As
indicated by the detailed comparison, the number of industry participations of the
CR was lower than that of PL, but in comparison to the Polish teams, the Czech
teams dinvested higher eligible costs.

Alltogether 12 779 industrial teams from the EU-27 participate in the
FP6 projects, of which 178 are the industrial teams from the CR. The total
eligible costs of industrial teams from the EU-27 amount to € 5.6 billion,
the total eligible costs of the Czech industrial teams equal approximately
€ 43.9 million. This amount represents roughly 34 % of eligible costs of all
the industrial teams from the New Member States. This share suggests that
the Czech industry responds to the calls of the framework programme more
actively when compared with the “average response of industry of the New
Member States*.

The total eligible costs of participation of industrial teams naturally depend on
the size of the respective national economy. If we want to compare the relevance
of the framework programme for industries in the Member States, we have to use
indices, which relate the country eligible costs in comparable units.



S poooo _ poooan |
= |
=] [
- 0ooo [ 0000000 ¢
(=] o 1
5 0ooo | 000000 ;
= o
5 00000 | 000000
[— [
= 0oooy L 100 |
(=] t
= \
5 000y | Doon
= :
— P -0
o OGLEEENERERANEEEE sy ereeeel L
EEgFoo5oa-ge=e8aoE8 SEEHE 58 gE

5 000

== [TI0000000000000000000

=

0000 - 0000 Q0o000molonomnbicoo

Figure 20 — Bar chart: Number of industry participations, Old Member States are given in blue,
New Member States are in yellow. The countries are ranked according to the percentage of eligible
costs of industrial teams of given Member State from the total eligible costs invested by all EU-27
industrial teams.
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Figure 21 — Bar chart: Eligible costs of industry participations per 1M ! GDP. Dot chart: Total
requested contribution for industry participations in FP6 in M.

The bar chart in Fig. 21 presents the eligible costs of industry participations per
1MUY GDP by individual Member State. According to this index the CR ranks the
19 among the EU-27.

The responses of individual industries to the calls under the framework programme
varied a lot. While the participation of industrial teams in the Citizen and governance
in knowledge based society priority was next to zero, the eligible costs incurred by



industry in the Aeronautics and Space priority exceeded 50% of the total eligible
costs of EU-27 teams in this priority. However, not all industrial sectors with high R&D
spending use the possibility to participate in the suitable FP6 thematic priority. For
instance, high spending of the pharmaceutical industry on research and development
are common knowledge. Nevertheless, this industry hardly participated in the activities
of the first thematic priority and industry eligible costs in this priority amounted only
to 15 % of the total eligible costs in this priority. Similarly, since food constitutes
a commodity with high export potential in the Member States’ economies, it was only
natural to expect that industry will take an active part in this priority. Nonetheless,
the industry eligible costs here represent only 7.3% of the total eligible costs of this
priority. We might point out strong involvement of Danish food industry, which is fully
in line with the position of Denmark as one of the largest food exporters in the EU.
As concerns the investments of industry of the New Member States in the participa-
tion in FP6, major changes experienced by this sector have to be taken into considera-
tion, as well as the scarcity of capital needed for research and development, underde-
veloped venture capital, ownership structure, which does not always have a favourable
impact on research and development oriented activities in industrial enterprises.
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The bar chart in Fig. 22 shows what percentage of industry eligible costs of the
whole EU-27 is represented by the eligible costs of Czech industrial teams and
EU-11 industrial teams. The total eligible costs of industrial teams from the New
Member States (i.e. EU-11 plus CZ) should be about 4%, which correspond to their
contribution to the EU budget (and thus to the FP6 budget). The chart indicates that
this value is not achieved in the FP6 thematic priorities. On the contrary, the eligible
costs of industrial SMEs from the EU-11 report double the amount of this value.
Hence, the SMEs from the NMS utilize rather more the possibilities offered by the
FP than SMEs from the OMS.

Note, that the number of industry participations from the New Member States
in the EURATOM programme is only negligible.

The total eligible costs of Czech industrial teams can be deemed sufficient as
long as they achieve approximately 0,8% of the EU-27 industry eligible cost, which
approximately corresponds to the CZ contribution to the FP budget.

It is therefore more than obvious that the participation of the Czech industry in
the first thematic priority is absolutely insufficient. The number of Czech industry
participations in this priority is low and the participating teams avail of only
small budgets. Similarly, the Czech industry participation in the Food priority is
inadequately small.

The same applies to the Czech industry participation in the SD priority, which
was of composite nature. It comprised research in the area of energy as well as
sustainable transport systems and climate change research. No doubt the first two
areas offered major opportunities for the industry engagement. Unfortunately, an
in-depth analysis pointed out that the participation of Czech industrial teams in
energy research was very poor.

Not even the IST priority reports eligible cost of Czech industrial teams equalling
0.8%. This limit was attained by Czech industry participations in the NMP priority.

The chart also shows that in the IST, NMP and SD priorities, the eligible costs
of Czech industrial teams represent always approximately at least Y4 of eligible
costs of all the EU-11 industrial teams. It is a sign of a far more active response of
the Czech industry to the opportunities provided by these priorities compared to
response of industries in the other New Member States, since in financial terms the
Czech Republic economy is far less than % of EU-11 economy.

The chart demonstrates extremely successful participation of the Czech industrial
teams in the Aeronautics and Space research priority. In this priority the eligible costs



of the Czech teams are substantially higher than the eligible costs of all the other
New Member States’ industrial teams. In this priority the eligible costs of the Czech
industrial teams achieved double the eligible costs of all the other New Member
States. The investments of the Czech industrial teams under this priority exceed
considerably the investments of some EU-15 Member States. The Czech aviation
industry thus becomes an important player in the European aeronautics
research.

Czech industry, similarly as the European industry, had a very varied
reaction to calls for proposals. Nevertheless, the thematic portfolio of eligible
cost of the CZ industry differs from that of EU-27. The CZ aviation industry
is the most successfully participating sector, which thus took advantage to
participate at projects with all-European relevance. On the other hand the
small participation of the CZ industry in life science is quite warning since
this sector has globally very high dynamics of new knowledge production
and implementation of new technologies. Unfortunately a similar conclusion
holds good for the participation of the CZ industry in the IST priority, to
which the biggest portion of the FPs budgets is allocated and the EU wants
to further stimulate the public private partnership in fnancing research in
this sector.

1.11. Participation of the Czech NUTS3 regions

The bar chart in Fig. 23 shows the regional distribution of CZ participations
in the FP 6. Since universities and academic research institutions are the most
frequent participants in the FP, the distribution of Czech participants across the
regions is very uneven because the academia type teams are mainly concentrated
in the capital city of Prague and Brno (second biggest city of the CR). Thus almost
¥ of all participants come from two regions: the region of the capital city of Prague
(CZ010) and from the city of Brno which belongs to Jihomoravsky region (CZ062).

However, the uneven regional distribution, either measured in terms of
participations or financial indicators, is inherent to the FP6, i.e. we can observe
it anywhere in the EU.
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Figure 23 — Regional distribution of CZ participations in the FP6.

Let us remember that the EU consists of 1283 regions in the NUTS3 classification.
However, the statistics indicates that some 50 % of the FP6 budget is spent in
472 regions only, i.e. in some 3 % of the NUTS3 regions. The bar chart in Fig. 24
shows the percentage of eligible cost invested by these most active regions and
simultaneously the percentage of the contribution requested by teams from these
regions. There is no CZ region among these most active 42 regions.

The internal division of the columns in Fig. 23 shows the participation distri-
bution across the specific programmes of the FP 6 and the EURATOM programme.
The Specific programme 1 (Focusing and strengthening Community Research)
was predominantly oriented on research activities performed either in integrated
project and STREPs or in the research for the benefit of SMEs. The Specific pro-
gramme 2 (Structuring the ERA) was mainly oriented on support of researchers
mobility, research infrastructures etc. Hence the internal structure of the columns
indicates the regions preparedness to participate in the challenging research
activities.

As mentioned above, the highest number of participations is achieved by the capi-
tal city of Prague (625 participations) and Jihomoravsky region (South-Moravia regi-
on — 150 participations), whose participants come mostly from the city of Brno. Then



the Central Bohemia region with 73 T ™
participations follows. The teams from
the JihoCesky region (South Bohemia)

o o NUTS 3 Region Name

and Zlinsky region participated 39 and

. . L Cz010 Hlavni mésto Praha
34 times, respectively. Participations of ————

¢ o ) Cz020 Stfedocesky kraj
any of the remaining regions was below 2031 Jihotesky krai

0,
3 % of the CZ total, however, every CZ 7032 Plzefisky kraj
NUTS3 region participated. The graph CZ041 Karlovarsky kraj
simultaneously indicates that the gre- CZ042 Ustecky kraj
atest capacity needed to participate CZ051 Liberecky kraj
in the EURATOM programmes is in the €z052 Kralovéhradecky kraj
Stfedocesky region (Central Bohemia) CZ053 Pardubicky kraj
Cz061 Vlysocina

region where the Institute of Nuclear

Research plc. has its seat. CZ062 Jihomoravsky kraj
O Cz071 ol ky kraj
The bar chart in Fig. 25 shows both omoucky kraj
Cz072 Zlinsky kraj

total region investments (sum of eligible
CZ080

cost) to participate in the FP6 (full bars) \

and the respective requested contribution (framed bars). The scatter plot diagram

Moravskoslezsky kraj J

shows the average contribution requested by the teams in the regions. The big
variance of this index is due to the structure of the participants: regions with high
share of academia teams have higher average requested contribution than regions
with small share of these teams. Some 79 % of the requested contribution is spent
in the region of Prague (64 %) and the South Moravia region (15 %). There is the
highest concentration of universities and institutions of the Academy of Sciences.
The third highest contribution (6 %) is requested by teams from the Central Bohe-
mia region, the capacity of which to participate is dominated by activities of the
Nuclear Research Institute.

Due to the uneven participation of regions statistical indicators are further
considered individually only for the capital city of Prague, Jihomoravsky region,
Stfedocesky region, Jihocesky region and Zlinsky region, whilst the remaining
regions are aggregated into the ,other” category.

The distribution of the project types (,instruments”) is shown by the bar chart in
Fig. 26 The Central Bohemia region has the highest share of its participations in the
Integrated projects (IP). It is evident that both Prague and the Jihomoravsky region
have the highest share in research projects realised either by IPs or STREPs.



Prague has 45 participations in the Ne-
tworks of Excellence (NoEs),which represents
7 % of all Prague’s participations in the FP6.
In all remaining regions the share of participa-
tions in NoEs is still lower, the Zlinsky region
does not participate in the NoEs at all.

The participation in Marie-Curie Actions
rather low, it is only slightly higher in all re-
gions than participation in the NoEs.

The Jihocesky region and Zlinsky region
have the highest share of their respective
participations in the specific support action
and coordination activities. They represent
some 40 % of all participations in these re-
gions.

Prague has the smallest share of parti-
cipations in projects for SMEs (CRAFT and
CLR) among all Czech regions: it amounts to
5 % of all Prague’s participations. The Cent-
ral Bohemia region and South Moravia regi-
on have similarly low participation in these
projects. Thus in regions with high number
of academia teams the participation in pro-
jects performing research in the benefit of
SMEs is small. However in the Zlinsky region
as well as in the “other” regions almost one
third of all participations is realized in the
projects for SMEs. This suggest the high sig-
nificance of the framework programme for
SMEs in regions with a weak infrastructure
of universities and academia teams.

Participation in project for research
infrastructures (Il and 13) is considerably
influenced by the national-wide decisions,
i.e. it can be hardly considered as a result of
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Figure 24 — The top EU NUTS3 regions

whose eligible costs represent 50 % of the total
EU eligible costs and they request some 50 %
of the Total EC contribution to the FP6.
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Figure 25 — Bar chart: Regional distribution of total eligible cost and requested contribution
Scatter plot diagram: Average contribution requested by the region’s teams.

purely ,bottom up activity”. Prague, Central Bohemia region and South Moravia
region have the highest share of their respective participation in these projects.

The bar chart in Fig. 27 indicates distribution of participations according to the
type of participant’s main activity: HES stands for higher education organisations,
REC for research institutes, IND for industrial organisations (both private and
public), OTH for others and N/A is used for non-defined organisations.

The intraregional distributions are clearly very different. When HES and REC are
summed up then they markedly prevail in the following four regions: Prague, South
Moravia, Central Bohemia and South Bohemia. The share of HES plus REC varies
between 62-73 % of the respective number of participations in these regions.
However, whereas Prague and the South Moravia have very similar shares of HES
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and REC, the participation of the Central Bohemia region is clearly dominated
by research institutes (in fact it is mainly due to high activities of the Nuclear
Research Institute). The share of HES plus REC in the Zlin region as well as in
other regions is bellow 1/3 of all participations, thus considerably lower than in
the above discussed regions. However the Zlin region as well as other regions have
highest share of participations of industry: almost 50 % of all participations from
the Zlin region come from industry, in other region this ratio amounts to 30 %. The
smallest ratio of industrial participations has Prague (the ratio is bellow 10 % of all
participations).
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It can be thus stated in fne that there are considerable differences among
NUTS3 regions participations in the FP6. Some ¥ of all Czech participations
come from the capital city of Prague and the South Moravia region (or even
from Brno, the biggest city in Moravia). These two regions have the highest
concentration of universities and research institutes in the Czech Republic
The statistical analysis of the intraregional structure of the participations
indicates, that the Framework programme offers outstanding opportunities
even for regions with lower research capacity. The participation of industry,
particularly participation of small and medium enterprises located in these
regions, is very signifcant. Regions with small participation (i.e. regions,
which represent less than 3% of the total CZ participation), participate more
frequently in specifc support activities, which likely paves the way towards
future participation in demanding research projects.
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