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Board and the Council needs to be 
faced during the coming year". And 
the House Commission on Information 
and Facilities, noting .that there has 
been considerable confusion ove-r the 
role of the council, suggests that "sub
stantial revision of the Council's statu-

tory function, or its abolition, be pro
posed on grounds that unless Council 
contributions are integrated more 
effectively in tJhe .policymaking process, 
its existence can only ·be a source of 
frustration and <lisharmony within the 
agency". 

89 

There ·is clearly going to be more 
debate before OT A is able to establish 
a comfortable role ·in which .it acts as a 
long-term analyst and at .the same time 
·provides advice geared to Congress's 
short-term outlook. 0 

EEC ________________________________________________________ _ 

European science policy sought 
The European Commission recently un
veiled proposals for a Community 
science policy. Progress towards the 
aim of a common approach, reports 
Chris Sherwell, may prove to be more 
pedestrian than the enthusiasts are pre
pared to admit. 

IF the expressions of satisfaction ema
nating from the vicinity of the Berlay
mont Building in Brussels are anything 
to go by, Europe is now well on its 
way towards forging a science and 
technology policy for itself. The Com
mission of the EEC, which has its 
headquarters there, recently unveiled 
the results of a closed symposium which 
took place under its auspices in Milan 
towards the end of May. 

The aim of the symposium was to 
gather suitable suggestions for guide
lines regarding research and develop
ment which the Commission might 
present to the relevant Council of 
Ministers later this year. This it reckons 
to have achieved . Among the 100-odd 
participants were members of the 
European and the various national 
parliaments; members of the Commis
sion and of the Economic and Social 
Committe•e (a consultative body serving 
the EEC and Euratom), and govern
ment officials; and the customary host 
of scientists, engineers, industrialists 
and trade unionists who help to make 
meetings like this more models of orga
nisation than of representativeness. 

The three-day symposium, at Milan's 
International Institute for Manage
ment of Technology, was organised by 
Directorate General XII (Research 
Science and Education) of the Com: 
mission with the aid of CERD (the 
European Research and Development 
Committee), which is an independent 
21-member body of scientists and en
gineers established by the Community 
in 1973 to advise the Commission on 
the formulation of a common science 
policy. It took place in the context of 
an effort finally launched two years ago 
to sow the first seeds of a revamped 
Community science and technology 
policy to replace the old sectoral ap
proach of the previous sixteen years. 

That effort in fact had its real be
ginnings many years ago, but it was 

only in January 1974 that the Council 
of Ministers found itself able to give 
expression to sentiments voiced at the 
Pads Heads of Government meeting in 
October 1972; the Council passed four 
resolutions which would provide a 
basis for a broad Community science 
and technology policy. The resolutions 
covered matters like coordination, par
ticipation in the European Science 
Foundation and programmes of action. 
The Commission was landed with the 
task of looking at the science policies 
of the nine member states with a view 
to producing Community-wide projects 
and a common approach externally. 

The hope was that the terms of a 
full-blooded European science policy 
could be finalised by the end of 1976. 
The Council, when it met again in 
June 1975, urged that discussions on 
the objectives of such a policy be held 
"without delay", and the Milan sym
posium, being the major part of those 
discussions, heralded the end of this 
first phase in the new Community 
approach. The next phase begins if and 
when the Council approves the recom
mendations of the symposium's five 
working parties, each of which aimed 
to tackle separate areas of interest. 

Recommendations 
The Commission document sum
arising the working parties' recommen
dations, taken as a whole, does not 
make exciting reading, being Uttered 
throughout with empty phrases 
characteristic of all ostensibly agonising 
searches for lowest-common-denomina
tor agreements. Hidden in the inter
stices of the Commission's d·enatured 
language, however, is some sort of basis 
for the optimism now being expressed 
so expansively by the Director General 
at DGXII, Herr Gunter Schuster. 
Here, in essence, is the gist of the 
recommendations. 

Working Party 1: Long term objec
tives and priorities. The group recom
mends that a suitable instrument "such 
as proposed in 'Europe+ 30' " be estab
lished "at the earliest possible time", 
and that in the meantime a "small unit 
of specialists" be set up in or be linked 
to DGXII "without delay". Lord 
Kennet from Britain dissented on the 
latter point, arguing that such a staff 

should be actually in DGXII to avoid 
the danger of it becoming a substitute 
for Europe+30. 

Among the many areas of high 
priority for research in the long term, 
the working party includes Europe's 
ecological system, climatic changes, 
water management and food shortages. 

Working Party II: Medium term 
objectives and priorities. The main 
theme informing this group's recom
mendations emphasises the need to do 
more to bring innovations to potential 
customers. The group wants to "make 
operational, within the Communities 
(the EEC, the European Coal and Steel 
Community and Euratom), structures 
for securing and examining research 
and development proposals coming 
from any public or private European 
organisation". It also wants "to re
launch the Community development 
contract procedure" reserved for Euro
pean [group's italics] groups of enter
prises and multinationals, and "to 
establish structur·es for conveying the 
Commission's intentions". A consul
tative comittee for industry is suggested. 

More specifically, the group hopes 
that certain subjects now neglected or 
insufficiently developed will receive 
"special consideration"-among them, 
hydrographical problems arising out of 
the existence of multinational basins, 
European epidemiological research, re
cyding and reclamation, basic biologi
cal research, and ethical problems in 
genetic matters. 

Interestingly, there is a frank 
acknowledgment of the constraints 
within which such a policy can work. 
The human and financial resources 
the EEC has at its disposal, the group 
says, "are not considerable", and are 
so concentrated as to prevent the needs 
of a real European policy being met 
over a wider fidd-and in certain fields, 
the group declares, the EEC could not 
be satisfied with the role of a mere 
catalyst. The scientific and technical 
activity of the EEC, it stresses, is "an 
essential part of a true European eco
nomic community", and it expresses 
its hope for a separate budget that 
would allow further progress. 

Working Party III: Coordination of 
national policies. After recognising 
that a common policy can only be 
built up "slowly and step by step out 
of the coordination of national policies 
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and common sections", this group deals 
with coordination in four fields. 

In basic science, it says, "the self
coordination of scientific groups, in
stitutes, organisations and associations 
is the most important and useful 
instrument of coordination"-and here 
the group has in mind the cooperation 
already operating between Britain's 
SRC, France's CNRS, Germany's Max 
Planck Institutes, and so on. Where 
research is carried out almost totally 
by industry, coordination should be 
limited to the "harmonisation and co
herent development of support activi
ties in the member states". 

Research and development for "pub
lic services and tasks", on the other 
hand, "is undoubtedly the central ob
ject for coordination in the Commu
nity", because in these spheres the 
national government have sufficient 
responsibilities. Finally, in the mixed 
sector ("the most difficult sector for 
coordination"), where it is noted that 
funds in aU countries are heavily con
centrated in a few areas (nuclear, space, 
electronics), the group states rather 
vacuously that projects performed by 
industry but financed by government 
"should not be excluded from coordina
tion". 

Working Party IV: Innovation policy. 
Industrial enterprise, says this group, 
is "the main actor in .the innovation 
process", but i•t is governments which 
have to create a favourable climate
and promotion of innovation at the 
Community level "is at present ham
pered by the lack of a common indus
trial poJ,~cy", which .it calls "a serious 
obstacle to the development of com
prehensive industrial R & D pro
grammes". 

The Community, it says, can make 
"an important contribution" towards 
creating the right climate: among 
other things, it could support co
operation in long term .industrial 
research and development (fusion, 
aerospace, solar energy), finance 
demonstration projeots, make more 

Herr Schuster, Director General at DGX/!. 

accessible those public markets where 
stM·e agencies are large buyers of 
technology, and improve access for 
small and medium sized industries ·to 
technological innovation. T.he group, 
like the second working party, recom
mends that the Commission set up an 
indust,ry consulta•tive committee to give 
industrial viewpoints on the Com
munity's R&D policy. 

Far from judging •the present econo
mic plight of European countries a 
deterrent to innovation , the group 
rather believed this problem called for 
a special effort. Similarly, state parti
cipation in the field was less a con
stra.int than a stimulus, afthough state 
encouragement of specific projects
not so much in fields of obvious com
munity interest (energy supply, public 
transport) as in fields like cybernetics 
- demanded fundamental discussion. 
The general feeling was that there was 
insufficient coincidence between the 
long term projects of member states 
and bhose of the Community-and 
that the lia·ison now lacking could, on
surprisingly, only be promoted through 
greater coordination. Plainly, though, 
the overlap with Europe's much
sought-after industrial policy is re
garded as v.ital to the success of any 
research policy relating to industry. 

Working Party V: Dissemination and 
ex•ploitation of results. The group 
recommended •that "a readily and 
selectively accessible d-issemination 
system for information about R&D" 
be set up wi.thin the Community, 
based on national information services 
and existing contacts between organi
sations. It fur-ther recommended that 
the Community's four-establishment 
Joint Researoh Centre (JRC) should 
have greater involvement in the exploit
ation of its own inventions, and that 
the Community should be able to pro
vide companies with incentives where 
necessary (t•hrough exclusiv.ity or lead 
times, for example). A sma.JI team of 
experts should a·lso •be available, with 
close links to scientists .in the JRC and 
contractors, on the one hand, and to 
exploitation organisations in member 
states on rhe other. 

Long way to go 
All of which suggests that there is a 
long way to go before a real European 
policy is actually in operation. 
Although the recommendations r"eveal 
a ra•ther limited number of specific in
stitutional proposals, the general dispo
sition in favour ·of a European 
approach, and one buttressed through 
additional budgetary support at that, 
shines through. The main emphasis, 
naturally enough, is on uhe key-word 
"coordination", penhaps the most cru
cial block in the fragile Community 
science edifice. But the question of 
how best this might be achieved, 
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although begged throughout, does not 
receive a great dea.J in t•he way of 
answers. 

Not that Europe's welter of institu
tions does not already include a goodly 
proportion of science-oriented bodies 
equipped to supply the answers. Apart 
from CERD, •the most important is 
probably CREST, the Scientific and 
Technical Research Commit-tee. It is 
the .product of the January 1974 Coun
cil resolution on coordination, and is 
blessed with the task of "helping Com
munity institutions to define objectives 
and securing the development of a 
common pol-icy for science and tech
nology." According to Working Party 
Ill, it is CREST which .is to be re
garded as the central committee where 
"coordination in all fields of R&D is 
focused", and Community officials 
looking to CREST to translate pro
posals into reality do point to its 
achievements- in ,the implementation 
of Community projects on new energy 
sources and scientific information, for 
example, and in planning cooperation 
wit>h non-Community countries, which 
i·t does within the context of COST, 
the Committee of Senior Officials in 
Scientific and Technical Research. 

But there is little question about 
how much 1has really been achieved so 
far. No one at the Commission doubts 
that progress has been and will con
tinue to be slow, or >that CREST has 
yet to come into its own. There are 
pilot projects in hand, in the fields of 
energy, medica.! research and the 
determination of research and develop
ment indicators, and these represent 
pra·ctical aH·empts aot coordinatton and 
aHgnment. For the moment, however, 
they merely supplement existing instru
ments of coordination, which also in
clude the Advisory Committees on 
Programme Management (ACPMs). 

The perspective being adopted in 
Europe is thus distinctly medium to 
long term- CERD itself has ·proposed 
that a European Science Year be 
organised in 1978 or 1979, just •before 
the United Na.tions World Science 
Year in 1980. In places •the Commis
sion's document makes a tilt •towards 
the themes of humanising science and 
of Third World development, and •there 
does seem to be an underlying view 
which argues that, if a European 
science pol.icy is to have any ohance of 
success at all , -then somehow science 
it<.;elf wiJ.l have to be 'brought closer to 
the proverbial man in the street, and 
be made to be seen as relevant to his 
needs. But if that laudable view is 
scuttled by the trials of actually identi
fying Europe's research requirements, 
and of formulating an acceptable 
policy (particularly regarding the dis
tribution of its benefits and its 
burdens), there should be few surprised 
faces. 0 


