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Preface 

This book evolved in the context of an annual report on Germany’s technological 
performance prepared on behalf of the German government. This report is primarily
based on a broad set of innovation indicators reflecting different aspects of the
innovation system. One characteristic of the report is the systematic benchmarking of 
the German structures by indicators for a variety of other countries, and a broad 
international dataset was developed as a result. The report is prepared by a consortium 
of eight research institutes, each of which is responsible for specific subjects and 
indicators. These sub-reports are critically discussed by the whole group, so that a 
profound expertise on appropriate innovation indicators and their interpretation is 
arrived at. 

With this book, we respond to the request of many of our international partners 
who are interested in the methodology and the results of our research, as the report 
and the more detailed partial reports are published in German, and an English version 
of the summary report was available for some individual years only. The interest 
centres on the specific situation in Germany, on the one hand, but also on the broad 
documentation of data for many other countries, on the other hand. Of course, wett
cannot cover every facet of the last decades, but we selected some focal activities
which should be of special interest to a non-German readership. 

Many people at the institutes of the three editors contributed to the successful
preparation of the book. At Fraunhofer ISI, we have to thank Renate Klein and Sabine
Wurst in particular for their meticulous work in the layout and checking of all
contributions, including the generation of joint reference and abbreviation lists, and 
Christine Mahler-Johnstone for the language editing. At the Centre of European
Economic Research (ZEW), we would like to thank Vladimir Dzharkalov for 
carefully formatting all the figures and tables, at the Lower Saxony Institute for a
Economic Research (NIW), we are grateful to Mark Leidmann for technical 
assistance. 

We are most grateful to all contributors for their considerable commitment in 
preparing interesting contributions within very narrow time limits. We hope that the
outcome will be helpful to a broad readership. 

Karlsruhe, Mannheim, Hanover 
January 2006

Ulrich Schmoch, Christian Rammer, and Harald Legler 
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1.1   Technological Performance – Concept and Practice 

Harald Legler, Christian Rammer, Ulrich Schmoch

The contributions in this book are based on the activities of a group of nine German 
research institutes which annually produce the ‘Report on the Technological Perfor-
mance of Germany’ on behalf of the German Federal Ministry of Education and 
Research (BMBF). This report informs about indicators of the status quo and develop-
ments in science, research, and technology which are conceived to be of high impor-
tance for Germany’s international performance, and to be major determinants for
economic growth and employment in the long run. 

The report is based on a set of core indicators which are annually updated and 
which also allow for long-term observations, plus additional theoretical and empirical
studies on new indicators, specific technologies or sectors, specific regions or coun-
tries of interest, etc. So this book reflects only a small part of the total activities in this
context. The indicators compiled in the report refer to a variety of national or inter-
national sources such as R&D, industry, foreign trade, employment, or education sta-
tistics, but these data are analysed from the specific perspective of technological
performance, for instance, the focus is on employment in technology-intensive 
sectors, foreign trade of technology-intensive goods and so on. In addition, specific
primary statistics of patents, publications, trade marks, technology start-ups and the
like are generated. 

The approach followed by the German system of reporting on technological per-
formance differs from those found in many other countries or in most international
organisations. While the scoreboard activities of the OECD and the European Com-
mission (see OECD 2005; European Commission 2005) as well as the US Science
and Engineering Indicators Report (NSF 2004), or a recent study on Switzerland 
(Arvanitis et al. 2005) follow a similar indicator approach, economic interpretation and 
policy recommendations are fairly restricted in these publications. By contrast, in some 
other countries such as Great Britain (DTI 2003), Australia (DEST 2003), New Zea-
land (MED 2003) or Austria (BMBWK et al. 2005), technology reporting is much more 
focussed on the contribution of innovation policy to the national innovation system 
performance, restricting the empirical analysis to a smaller number of key indicators.mm

A specific feature of the German report on technological performance is the stead-
fast endeavour to provide indicators on various aspects of the innovation system on a
sound methodological basis, on the one hand, and supporting explanations of the indi-
cators, on the other hand, so that the reader is enabled to interpret the findings in an
appropriate way. As the group of participating institutes does not belong to a public
authority, the analyses can keep a critical, but still solidary distance to official 
German innovation policy. 

The reporting system was established in 1985 by two of the institutes still partici-
pating today and focussed on industrial innovation activities according to the percep-
tion of that time. Since then, the awareness has steadily grown that the understanding
of innovation processes has to include other factors, as expressed in the growing

© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands.
U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 3–14. 
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interest in the concept of national systems of innovation (NSI), reflected in various 
publications, e.g. Nelson (1988; 1993), Freeman (1988), Lundvall (1988; 1992),
Amable et al. (1997) or Edquist (1997). As a direct consequence, the number of topics 
considered has been enlarged continuously, and the number of participating research 
institutes has also increased.  

Today, the system reporting on technological performance is guided by five prin-
ciples: 
• First, technological performance is captured by a comprehensive indicator approach 

that attempts to consider a variety of dimensions which may be classified into four 
groups: Education and human capital, knowledge generation (R&D in the public
and private sector), implementation of knowledge (patents, innovations, firm start-
ups), and market success and diffusion (productivity, production, employment,
foreign trade).

• Secondly, indicators are differentiated by sectors, or fields and technology as far as 
possible, paying special attention to those sectors that rely particularly on new 
knowledge and new technologies. This thematic differentiation allows speciali-
sation patterns to be identified, as well as sectoral strengths, weaknesses and dyna-
mics.

• Thirdly, indicators are used to analyse both current trends as well as long-term 
changes in economic and technological structures. 

• Fourthly, international benchmarking is at the very centre of the reporting system, 
taking those countries into consideration which are Germany’s main competitors in 
world markets. In the course of time, the number of countries systematically con-
sidered increased from five in 1985 to about 12 to 20 presently, depending on the 
indicator considered. In recent years, particular attention has been paid to emerging 
economies. 

• Finally, indicator analysis and interpretation attempt to identify and address critical
factors for NSI performance, such as the interaction between industry and science, 
financing of innovation and new firms, the legal framework, the policy support 
system, and sectoral and technology shifts. 

Consequently, the analyses are based on a large dataset covering various aspects of 
national systems of innovation (NSI) whereof major elements are illustrated in Fig. 1.
In our work, we consider the NSI as a heuristic concept, guiding the research in spe-
cific elements and linkages between them. With regard to this concept, the report pri-
marily addresses various dimensions of the industrial, the education, and the research 
system. Some elements of the infrastructure, such as the provision of venture capital,
the conception of intellectual property legislation or the role of norms and standards,
are analysed in special focus reports. The same applies to the role of intermediaries 
between the industrial and the research system or public research and innovation 
policies. 

Some attempts have been made to look at the linkages between these different ele-
ments in more detail, as a basic assumption of the NSI concept is the co-evolution of 
the various elements depicted in Fig. 1. This project proved to be extremely complex, 
as the indicators on different aspects of innovation systems are classified in different 
ways (disciplines, sectors, technologies, goods, services etc.) and are often linked, but 
indirectly, and with different time lags. Some relationships found for some countries 
do not apply to others. So a satisfactory ‘final’ solution has not been achieved yet. But 
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in any case, the report shows the different dimensions of technological performance
for various countries and allows specific national profiles to be drawn. 

.........
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Finanancing regimes and taxation,

propensity to innovation and
entrepreneurship, mobility...
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Research System

Professional 
education and
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Fig. 1. Illustration of major elements of the heuristic model of national systems of innovation

In view of the enormous extent of globalisation, the analysis of innovation systems on 
a purely national basis is not sufficient. Therefore, we enlarged the illustration of NSIs 
in Fig. 1 by the introduction of external conditions such as international markets, 
international competition and so on. The aspect of international relations is addressed
in most parts of the performance report by looking at international trade flows or 
comparing countries, and in special reports, the globalisation strategies of enterprises 
are examined in more detail. In any case, this topic will receive increased attention in 
the next years. 

To satisfy the concept of systems of innovation in a more comprehensive way, 
framework conditions such as the financial environment, mobility issues, the demand 
of enterprises and private consumers, the general attitudes towards new technologies
or the various elements of the political system need more attention. A further interes-
ting aspect is a more detailed analysis of the impact of socio-cultural indicators on f
tolerance, willingness to take risks, political interest etc. on innovation performance.
Nevertheless, the existing dataset already provides a broad spectrum of information 
showing relevant structures for international performance and changes of key ele-
ments, not only for Germany, but also for many other countries. All in all, the report 
on technological performance and the contributions to this book already cover a
broad set of elements which are generally linked to the NSI concept, but could be 
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complemented by topics in particular with regard to the socio-political framework.
However, the introduction of these aspects will be limited for two reasons: first, many 
parts of the socio-political framework cannot be described by indicators in an y
appropriate way, but the focus of our work is on indicators. Second, we must 
concentrate on a limited set of indicators in order to maintain the clarity of the report.

The next section resumes some major findings of recent years for Germany, and 
linked to that, the general international structures are addressed as well.

Technological Performance of Germany – Indicators and Empirical 
Findings 

Industrial R&D activities represent the core investment in new technical knowledge 
and therefore mark the beginning of technological innovation processes. R&D plays a
decisive role in the functional chain of education and training, science, research and 
technology, inventions, investment and innovations, international performance, pro-
ductivity, growth and employment in economies. It is the centre-piece of industrial 
activities aiming at innovation, restructuring and growth (see Chapter 2.1). 

With its share of 2.5 per cent of GDP in R&D expenditure, Germany ranks high in 
R&D competition with other economies (2.2). But the international competition in
R&D has increased during the last decades. Other large industrialised countries (USA 
in the 1990s, Japan) as well as countries from northern Europe and, in particular, thres-
hold countries from Asia are exhibiting considerably greater dynamics in the expan-
sion of R&D capacities than Germany. As a result of this catching-up process, they 
managed to secure a continuously rising share of scientific research results (3.1) as 
well as of technological inventions (3.2). 

Recently, industrial R&D in Germany is no longer the driving force behind eco-
nomic growth; it just runs along with the business cycle (2.1). On the other hand, in
the USA industrial R&D has been in a particularly weak position since 2001 (2.2).
Given the high weight of the US economy in global R&D and its enormous linkages
with other economies (2.3), this should turn out to be a big negative impact on inno-
vative power worldwide. 

Industries that invest very strongly in R&D have been winners in structural change
(Pharmaceuticals, Electronics, ICT Industry and more recently, Services). Germany’s
R&D specialisation has slightly shifted in favour of these ‘leading-edge technologies’
also, but R&D activities are still concentrated on high-level technology and production 
engineering. The nucleus of the German R&D increase is the automobile industry. 
About one-quarter of its worldwide R&D capacities are located in Germany, com-
pared to about 10 per cent of total business sector (2.1).  

R&D in Germany is shifting more and more towards large firms, whereas the R&D 
participation of SMEs seems to be decreasing slightly. This has to be seen as a
warning sign, because firms without own R&D activities are going to become rarer 
among the group of innovating firms (3.3). ‘Innovators’ are firms introducing new 
products and/or new processes; they are the key linkage between science, research 
and technology and its final output measured by international performance, pro-
ductivity and employment. In this respect, it must be remembered that the German
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economy used to show a nearly unequalled high share of innovating firms. This, in
particular, is due to the strong participation of SMEs in innovative activities (3.3).
This advantage must not get lost. But first we find some problems in recruiting young
technology-oriented firms (4.2), and secondly the participation rate of newly founded 
firms in R&D is diminishing. 

Box 1. 

It is useful to focus the analysis of an economy’s technological performance on those sectors 
in which science, knowledge, research and technology play a decisive role in entrepreneurial
activities. Therefore the branches of economic activity are classified according to their 
‘technology intensity’. 

In manufacturing industry the R&D intensity (share of R&D expenditure in turnover or 
value added) is the most critical indicator in this respect. The cutting rule is: Any sector or 
product group with an above average R&D intensity (what means at least 3.5 per cent in 
1995–1997) is called ‘R&D-intensive’. The enumeration of R&D-intensive products alone,
however, would still conceal considerable intensity differences among this group. Therefore,
a further differentiation is made between ‘high-level technology’ (3.5 to 8.5 per cent) and 
‘leading-edge technology’ (more than 8.5 per cent in 1995–1997). ‘Leading-edge technolo-
gies’ on the one hand are cross-sectional technologies (e.g. Biotechnology, Electronics) and 
the key factors for related product groups such as Pharmaceuticals, Computers, Telecom-
munication Equipment, and Scientific Instruments, but also for users in other branches. On 
the other hand, they are often subject to protectionism, such as in Aircraft and Aerospace or 
Weapons Technology. In ‘high-level technology’ industries, there is still a need for above
average R&D activities, too. But they concentrate less on research and more on experi-
mental development. 

In the service sector, however, technological R&D is not an adequate indicator for the
generation and use of new knowledge, as investment in R&D is not that important. Rather, 
we can assume that the innovative potential is embodied in the skills of workers. 
‘Knowledge-intensive services’ are defined by an intensive employment of academically
trained workers, natural scientists and engineers in particular, or by selected occupational
characteristics (such as high shares of workers in planning, construction, development, rr
research, consulting). Therefore, in this sector we mainly find knowledge-intensive business
services (e.g. telecommunication services, software development, economic and technical
consulting), but also some other services with a high affinity to technology (Health, Media,
Transport). 

To some extent this decrease has to do with the rising demand for academic quali-
fications in the industrial R&D process, on the one hand (2.1), and pressure on the 
markets for highly qualified employees on the other hand. SMEs in particular are 
suffering from the scarcity of skilled personnel. Therefore tertiary education has to be 
stepped up/intensified (5.3).

In the long run, the governmental share of financing industrial R&D has been de-
creasing worldwide (2.1 and 2.2). At the same time, R&D capacities in higher edu-
cation and in extra-university institutions have shown weak dynamics. But since 2000 
we find that governments are re-assuming more responsibility for science and techno-
logy, for research and development. Most countries report an increasing share of 
governmental and/or higher education R&D (2.2). In Germany, too, there has been a
positive turnaround since the end of the 1990s, even if dynamics cannot keep pace 
with important competitive economies, the USA and northern Europe in particular.
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The reversal of German governments towards supporting R&D is very important. 
Publicly conducted basic and applied basic research open up new technological op-

operation partners as well as R&D services of specialised firms. Big firms, however, 
used to co-operate in R&D more intensively with other (associated) firms at home and 
to an increasing extent with linked firms abroad (2.1). Co-operation not only in R&D 
but also in day-to-day-innovative activities is gaining in importance (2.1, 3.3), but 
compared to other countries, co-operation potentials in Germany are not being suf-
ficiently exploited (3.3).

Box 2. 

No economy is able to be top in every technological branch. For economic reasons, coun-
tries have to participate in the international division of labour and use their ‘comparative 
advantages’. This means that every country has a ‘profile of specialisation’: There are sec-
tors where its share or position is clearly above average. On the other hand, we find sectors 
where it is not outstanding or hardly visible. The profile of specialisation therefore measures 
strengths and weaknesses of a country. Ideally, you find a very sharp profile, but in reality 
this only applies to small countries. The concept of specialisation has its origin in the theory 
of international division of labour regarding international trade flows (see also Chapter 4.1). 

As an example: export (x) specialisation patterns of a country (j) according to product 
groups (i) are measured by comparing the shares of this country in world trade by product 
group with the share of this country in total world trade (‘relative shares in exports’, RXS). 
Expressing these relations in logarithms (ln), positive figures reveal ‘comparative advan-
tages’ (or strengths) of this country in trade with these markets, while negative figures show 
a weaker position of this country on the commodity markets than on average:

RXSij = ln (xij/ jxij)/( ixij/ ijxij) . (1) 

This concept is also used to analyse the strengths of the countries in patents, publications, 
sectoral patterns of the economy, R&D structures and so on.

Business sectors value export market exploitation strategies (2.3), thus the business 
sector is massively intensifying global market exploitation strategies (2.3). The need 
for investment and production abroad is rising, as a consequence the globalisation of 
industrial R&D capacities is accelerating. In addition, German firms have increased 
their international activities in ‘knowledge seeking’. Therefore industrial R&D abroad 
is mainly located in very R&D-intensive branches and science-based technology 
fields (2.3). This is also reflected in a rising share of cross-border scientific research 
(3.1) and inventions (patents) (3.2). But foreign companies in Germany invest in 
R&D capacities to the same extent, focussed on industries where they find favourable 
market, production and R&D conditions (2.3). Improving these three criteria should 
blaze the trail for innovation policy.

Science is the basis for the technological performance of economies and is gaining 
in importance for the development of new technologies. On the one hand, the results 
of scientific research enhance existing innovative potentials. On the other hand, public 
science and research act as technological pioneers in some neuralgic generic fields. 
The research of German scientists is highly regarded, but their contribution to global  

co-operations. SMEs especially prefer public science and research institutions as co-
tions to the business sector (3.1) that itself is more and more reliant on R&D 
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science is decreasing. To some extent, this is due to the fact that German scientists in
some of the main focuses of the German science and technology system (with affinity 
to Mechanical Engineering, and Process Engineering) are still publishing in journals 
of only national scope. They should address their research results more to the interna-
tional scientific community (3.1).  

ment. Patents should give protection so that inventors can appropriate economic
earnings from technological inventions. Germany’s good position in the international 
patent markets on the one hand reflects the fact that Germany is one of the most 
innovation-oriented countries worldwide (3.3). Additionally, it depends on the weak 
dynamics of the home market. Firms necessarily orient themselves to foreign markets 
(4.1). In this sense the German system of innovation can be classified as very (export) 
market-oriented.  

The structure of Germany’s inventions mirrors its technological focuses: it is top in 
the sector of high-level technologies, but it has only a low rank in the sector of 
leading-edge technologies. Small and highly specialised, export-oriented economies
with a high affinity to leading-edge technologies - such as northern Europe and 
Switzerland, but also Japan - show the highest intensities in patent protected inven-
tions. But the sharp cutback of R&D in ICT and associated branches since 2000
brought a lot of problems to those economies which did not have any noteworthy
alternative to this technological path (3.2). Germany’s good position in the high-level 
technology sector has to do with the high share of small and medium-sized firms
integrated in innovative processes (3.3) and patenting their inventions. 

New products and new processes mark the output of innovative activities in the 

every branch of the business sector, in production engineering in particular. In the 
service sector as well as in Electronics and associated sectors, the situation must be 
assessed less favourably. Compared to other countries, the German economy couldt
realise higher economic outcomes from innovative activities, e.g. the mix of goods
and services used to be refreshed very fast (high share of new-to-market products).
But in the new decade innovative dynamics stagnated in Germany, many firms ab-
stained from innovative activities and just recently resumed them (3.3). Additionally,
a significant lack of ‘fresh blood’ in the technology-intensive sector became apparent 
(4.2). 

In economies with very intensive and varying innovative activities, firms inevi-
tably meet with impediments and barriers standing in their way. You can find this
more often in an innovation-oriented business sector such as in Germany than in other 
economies (3.3). In the year 2000 - from the innovation point of view marking nearly
a ‘boom year’ - the lack of skilled personnel has been reported as the most important 
bottleneck. This may give a foretaste of the future: in the light of inevitable shortages 
in the field of highly qualified personnel, it cannot be exclude that a strong innovative
upswing could be limited by a lack of sufficiently qualified workers (5.1, 5.2, 5.3). 

Another aspect of globalisation is the fact that German firms are getting their
impulses for innovations more and more from foreign markets (3.3). This becomes 
apparent when regarding Germany’s dynamics in the field of patents destined for the
global market (‘triadic patent families’, 3.2). Technological inventions are a first 
indication of market-oriented results from science, research and experimental develop-

business sector. In hardly any other country are SMEs integrated so intensively in
innovation processes as in Germany. This is true for R&D activities, too, and for nearly 
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Highly qualified people, academically trained natural scientists and engineers in
particular, form the pool of technology-oriented start-ups. This ‘structural change
from the bottom’ is one of the most important factors in renewing and modernising
sectoral economic structures and in transferring newest knowledge from science and 
research into innovative products and services. In R&D-intensive and knowledge-
intensive sectors of the economy, Germany indeed shows rates of firm foundations
which are comparable to other big countries. But there is only a low rate of regen-
eration concerning the stock of all firms. Moreover, the dynamics of firm foundations
is diminishing. In the R&D-intensive manufacturing industry, this is the case world-
wide, being just another expression of the secular trend of structural change in favour 
of services. But in the knowledge-intensive service sector which is the sector of the 
future, Germany has clearly been outrun by many economies in terms of firm 
foundations (4.2).  

Cross-section or generic leading-edge technologies have a particular relevance and 
pioneering consequences for economic structure and dynamics. Pars pro toto, the
diffusion of IC technologies in Germany has been analysed. In similar fashion to
Biotechnology or Nanotechnology, the diffusion of ICT enables a diversity of new 
products and efficient production processes. At the same time, it is accompanied by 
strong interventions into the (internal) structures of firms and into the traditionaltt
interrelationships between economic subjects. Intensive use of ICT is said to be con-
nected with big gains in productivity. One example is the stormy development of 
e-commerce worldwide. Particularly in this field, Germany is participating to a large
extent, thanks to the close connections between firms (4.3). But with respect to nearly
every other ICT indicator, Germany ranks in the middle field and in most cases is far 
from initiating rapid catching-up processes. Typically, exactly those economies have
top ranking which also take a leading position according to other indicators (e.g. see 
R&D, 2.2, or education and qualification, 5.1). They come from North America and 
from northern Europe as well as from Switzerland.  

That Germany will not be able to catch up rapidly is partly due to the fact that IC-
related technological infrastructure (broadband, cable, UMTS) is lagging behind a lot 
of countries. In addition, the use of ICT in the public sector could be more intensive,
as the pioneering function of government fosters the diffusion of new technologies
into the private sector. An essential contribution to a more rapid and thorough dif-
fusion of ICT within the economy, however, can be seen in an improved education 
and training of workers (4.3). 

The yardsticks for the technological performance of an economy are international
performance, production structures and employment. Above all, it has to prove itself 
in the international markets of research and knowledge-intensive goods and services.
International trade flows in particular reveal Germany’s position, giving a direct com-
parison with its competitors. 

According to these criteria, Germany shows two faces: on the one hand, it exhibits 
favourable sectoral patterns. In manufacturing industry in particular, the large section
of high-level technologies stands out, the share of knowledge-intensive services is
average. However, there are two problems: first, Germany’s contribution to world 
production of leading-edge technologies is low. Secondly, there is a lack of macro-
economic dynamics in the domestic market. In the international markets, the reverse 
applies: a nearly unbroken export dynamic diminishes the adjustment pressure which
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results from the weakness of the home market. On the other hand, specialisation in 
research-intensive goods is clearly decreasing and Germany’s comparative advan-
tages are gradually disappearing (4.1). 

Education is the basis of the technological performance of an economy. Economic 
structural change (4.1) and the pressure to generate innovations continuously increase
the demand for highly qualified and skilled people. The ‘knowledge economy’ in
particular needs natural scientists and engineers and their key competence for tech-
nical innovations. This trend is true for every economy, with some countries being
more successful than Germany to satisfy this demand (5.1). In Europe, an additional
pressure on education policy comes from demography: in the (near) future, many
highly skilled personnel will leave the labour market due to old age. They may be
replaced, but then there will be not enough potential to meet the rising need for 
natural scientists and engineers of a growing information and knowledge economy. In
Germany, this gap is the result of a hesitant education policy during the last 25 years
(5.4). We have to expect a shortage of skilled people (5.1).  

Germany’s structural strengths in the sector of high-level technology are reflected 
in the qualification of labour force: Germany shows skill advantages at the ‘secon-
dary’ level of qualification caused by its ‘dual system’ of vocational and educational 
training based on joint efforts of employers and government. Ten years ago, a strong 
need for modernisation became obvious, especially in the field of technical occupa-
tions which induced a careful and extensive reform process. Consequently, the system 
now seems to meet the sharply rising skill demands of the business sector better. But 
knowledge requirements are increasing further, particularly in the new and moder-
nised technical occupations. So this system is competing more and more for young 
people who are qualified to start a university education. Recently, serious problems 
relating to the lack of training places emerged, with the high cost of training, espe-
cially in the field of technical occupations, as well as unsure growth expectations, as 
the main reasons. As in most other cases, many firms are reacting with a view only 
towards the immediate future. This could turn out to be a threat to the German skill
basis in its middle section (5.2).  

This rather unfavourable development and perspective for Germany’s dual system 
is not compensated by a corresponding expansion in the field of higher education at 
the ‘tertiary level’. This is clearly a disadvantage, because the ‘knowledge economy’ 
is based on academically trained people. Up to now, Germany’s education system 
does not provide a sufficient number of school leavers with the right to start a tertiary
education (5.3) - in contrast to other countries. At every level, education and quali-
fication of workers in Germany has to be upgraded (5.4). From the viewpoint of the
technological performance, there is one specific bias: only seven out of thousand 
young people in Germany get a university degree in natural science or engineering, in
many other countries there are twice as many. Young people’s interest in the fields of 
science and engineering is rather diminishing (5.3). 

In principle, there are not enough students in higher education in Germany, most 
courses of study are not organised efficiently, thus taking too long as well as being
very expensive. Government’s investment in higher education is not sufficient (5.4).
Universities need drastic structural and financial reforms as well as more effec-
tiveness. First steps have been taken, and these efforts must be intensified (5.3).  
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Conclusions for Innovation Policy  

The empirical analysis of Germany’s technological performance is ultimately de-
signed to inform policy about current trends, coming challenges and possible policy
answers. While the link between indicator-based international comparisons and inno-
vation policy recommendations is strongly emphasised, the German reporting system 
is not meant as a tool to evaluate policy activities. Its main contribution to policy-
making is to offer a regularly updated and adequately disaggregated (by sector and 
field of technology) monitoring system, the results of which are interpreted from an
economic perspective, including conclusions on potential policy interventions to react 
to identified challenges. Analyses of the role and impact of particular policy ini-
tiatives in research, technology and innovation on Germany’s technological perfor-
mance are, however, beyond the scope of the present reporting system. Likewise, the 
reporting system refrains from describing in detail relevant policy actions, since such

A main finding of the studies presented in this book, and a starting point for policy
conclusions, is that Germany’s technological performance is still strong, but slowly
decreasing vis-à-vis other countries. Many of the areas of strong performance tend to 
rest on investment made in previous years or even decades, however, such as the edu-
cational level of the workforce or the science system. In order to maintain the present 
status and keep pace with other countries, considerable efforts, in particular in edu-
cation, science and the emergence of new cutting-edge technologies, are needed. This
involves, among others, increasing public investment. In particular, the following five
issues should be dealt with most urgently:

More dynamics in research and innovation: for about 15 years, the German
innovation system has been characterised by low dynamics with respect to investment 
in skills, R&D expenditures and market growth. At the same time, many other indus-
trial countries, and especially a large number of catching-up economies, have ex-
perienced strong increases in the resources devoted to research and new technologies,
and show high rates of growth in the demand for new products and services. R&D
activities of firms, as well as career decisions of researchers, are likely to be attracted 
by such dynamic environments. These differences in system dynamics substantially 
weaken Germany’s position in competing for scarce resources such as highly quali-

qualification level of the workforce, scientific publications, patent applications, or 
export success with high-technology goods. This may reflect to some extent higher 
efficiency in using increasingly scarce inputs, but first of all it shows that time lags
between changes in inputs and associated changes in output indicators of techno-
logical performance are long. 

In order to avoid long-term lasting drawbacks to Germany’s technological perfor-
mance, the most urgent task is to re-introduce dynamic development into its inno-
vation system. This means considerably higher public investment in education,
science and R&D. While many other countries have significantly increased their bud-
gets for public research in recent years, spending for research in universities and pub-
lic research labs has stagnated in real terms. What is more, the German economy as a 

Research, see BMBF 2004a; or the Annual Economic Report, see BMWA 2004). 
information is available from governmental publications (e.g. Federal Report on

fied personnel, talented researchers or R&D investment. So far, low dynamics of 
inputs and market stimuli had only limited effects on output indicators such as average
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whole has to return to a growth path. Increasing demand for new products and ser-
vices is a main prerequisite for investment in R&D and innovation. While export-
oriented firms could benefit from high growth of the world economy, small firms are 
much more dependent on domestic demand.  

Investing in skills: rather low dynamics are also to be seen in the area of skills. For 
many decades, one of Germany’s most prominent comparative advantages was a high 
qualification level among the majority of the workforce. Though qualification levels
have further risen in recent years, other countries caught up rapidly and left Germany 
behind with respect to the skill level of the younger generation. At the same time, the 
trend towards increasing demand for highly qualified labour is expected to accelerate 
as a result of ongoing structural and technological changes, and demographic deve-
lopments in industrial countries. From this perspective, decreasing shares of Science 
and Engineering (S&E) graduates among younger cohorts are particularly alarming.
Although this challenge has been addressed in public debates for many years, it still
seems too little understood that education is one of the most important factors for 
technology advance. Improving learning conditions at all levels of education, broa-mm
dening further and continuing education, stronger inter-linking of vocational educa-
tion and tertiary education, and bringing more young people to university, especially to 
S&E studies, are the most urgent tasks to improve the education base for innovation.

Sectoral change towards leading-edge technologies: Germany’s still strong perfor-
mance in technology and innovation heavily rests on fields of high-level technology,
such as Automobiles, Machinery, Chemicals and Electric Machinery. While these are
still important sources for technological progress and productivity gains, their world-
wide dynamics are rather restricted. In the most dynamic fields of technology, which
typically belong to the sector of leading-edge technologies such as Computers and 
Electronics, Instruments and Pharmaceuticals, Germany’s position is rather weak com-
pared to other advanced industrial countries. Consequently, strengthening leading-tt
edge technologies was and is a main objective of innovation policy in Germany. 
Policy instruments in place include funding for collaborative research and supporting 
technology transfer from science to commercial application. A challenge that remains 
is a somewhat low propensity in Germany to adopt new leading-edge technologies 
quickly, which can be seen most prominently in the field of ICT, where Germany is y
clearly lagging behind most other industrial countries. In other fields such as Bio-
technology and Pharmaceuticals, industry sees regulatory requirements and bureau-
cratic procedures as the main obstacles for innovation and the diffusion of new 
technologies. 

Responding to globalisation: R&D activities are spreading throughout the world and 
catching-up economies such as China and India are becoming important R&D locations.
While most of this R&D is targeted towards opening up the large and dynamically 
evolving national markets, global R&D networks among large corporations and 
between suppliers, producers and users become more important. Since German 
enterprises are highly internationally oriented, they fully participate in this trend and 
increasingly establish global networks of R&D and innovation. While this certainly 
strengthens their position in world markets and contributes to increasing export surplus, 
there is a fear in Germany that this process will result in a loss of innovative potential at 
home. In order to fully profit from increased internationalisation of R&D and 
innovation, Germany has to be more open to impulses and resources from abroad in
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Improving conditions for innovation in SMEs: SMEs in Germany are traditionally
highly innovation-oriented, but currently suffer from low domestic demand, market 
domination by large enterprises, and difficulties in finding financing sources for inno-
vation. As a result, R&D and innovation activities tend to decrease in the SME sector, 
and the number of technology start-ups remains rather low. Policy measures to im-
prove innovation conditions for SMEs may cover, among others, the introduction of 
an indirect R&D support scheme (such as tax credits), measures to increase venture 
capital supply for seed and start-up stages (a public high-tech venture capital fund was 
introduced in summer 2005), preventing potential shortage in supply of highly quali-
fied labour (from which SMEs suffer in particular), and introducing new instruments 
for financing innovation in SMEs, such as subordinate capital. The effectiveness of 
such measures will be restricted, however, as long as the macroeconomic environment 
remains unfavourable, and demand prospects of SMEs remain low. 

Final Remark 

The German Report on Technological Performance is based on a carefully developed 
methodology of analysing indicators of various aspects of the innovation system with 
reference to benchmarks from a variety of other countries. On this basis, it is possible 
to derive sound conclusions for policy-makers and a broader public. The report 
deliberately avoids the reduction of the results to one composite indicator, because 
concrete starting points for policy-making can be determined only from a multi-
dimensional perspective. For some non-German readers, the focus of some contribu-
tions to this book may be too German. In some cases, we try to respond to an explicit 
request from foreign experts to explain typically German structures. In other cases,
the interpretation of the indicators with regard to the German situation may be con-
sidered as a model of how indicators can be analysed within a context of innovation 
policy. In any case, we hope to provide interesting and useful information for many 
readers far beyond the German borders. 

order to guarantee a mutual flow of knowledge and people. This could include, among
others, dismantling immigration barriers to skilled non-EU citizens, offering foreign 
students job opportunities in Germany, opening national technology and innovation
programmes to foreign participants, and further facilitating international exchange in
science and technology.



Part 2.   The Origin of Knowledge: 
Research and Development
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2.1   R&D Activities in the German Business Sector 

Harald Legler, Christian Rammer, Christoph Grenzmann

Abstract. Research and experimental development (R&D) activities represent 
an investment in new technical knowledge and therefore mark the beginning of 
technological innovation processes. It is the centre-piece of industrial activities
aiming at innovation, restructuring and growth. Germany’s business sector 
ranks highly regarding R&D intensity. However, industrial R&D behaviour is
becoming increasingly dependent on business cycles and growth expectations. 
Also, Germany’s technology structure is unbalanced: the gaps in leading-edge 
technologies are closing only very slowly, R&D in the automobile industry is
extremely dominant. A high share of small and medium-sized enterprises 
performing R&D used to be one of Germany’s outstanding features in business 
R&D. But Germany has to worry about the supply of new, R&D-performing 
enterprises. Science-business R&D interfaces become more important as well
as R&D co-operations within the business sector at home and with (related) 
companies abroad. Governmental support of industrial R&D in Germany has 
diminished to a low level.  

Introduction 

It has become more and more evident that investments in technical knowledge as well t
as the availability of highly qualified labour are crucial determinants of economic r
growth in the long run.1 In particular, the modern theory of economic growth endo-
genized the factor technical progress. These models emphasise the need for enter-
prises and scientific institutions to invest in research and experimental development 
(R&D) as the basis for technical progress. Through R&D, new products and new pro-
duction techniques are created and existing products and processes are improved.
These innovations allow progress in product quality as well as a reduction of produc-
tion costs and product prices. These are strategic entrepreneurial parameters strongly
influencing competitiveness and growth of firms. Therefore the ability to develop and 
implement technological advance is regarded as a main factor to explain differences 
in growth between enterprises as well as between national economies.  

R&D is in a way a ‘linchpin’ in the national system of innovation, since science 
and research represent the knowledge base of its technological performance. Techno-
logical knowledge is created by different actors: enterprises in Germany account for 
about 70 per cent of total R&D expenditures, the sectors higher education and govern-
ment (other publicly financed or assisted research institutes, private non-profit found-
ations) perform 17 and 13 per cent, respectively. This chapter analyses R&D activities 
of the German business sector over time, taking particular attention of sectoral shifts. 

1 See the summarising article by the European Commission (1997) as well as the references 
quoted there.

U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 17–30. 
© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands. 
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The prominent use of R&D data in the analysis of national systems of innovation is 
based on the assumption that in the medium and long run there are stable relations 
between:
• the input of R&D personnel and of specific R&D capital goods (intramural R&D)

as well as of additional knowledge bought from research institutes or from indus-
trial co-operation partners (extramural R&D), on the one hand; and 

• the success of innovations (new products, new production processes, cost reduc-
tion, increasing competitiveness, growth and employment), on the other hand. 

Definitions and Data 

According to internationally accepted definitions (‘Frascati Manual’), R&D is charac-
terised as systematic creative work in order to increase the stock of knowledge. Statis-
tical measurement of R&D includes financial input in terms of R&D expenditures and 
the input of human resources in terms of R&D personnel (Grenzmann 2004). Both 
indicators are essential criteria for estimating the ‘innovative potential’ of economies
and their industries, respectively. Constitutive elements to distinguish R&D from 
other components of the innovation process are the creation as well as the use of new
technological knowledge.  

However, the concept of measuring R&D is closely oriented to innovation activ-
ities of manufacturing industry. Activities to create new knowledge in the service sec-
tor can hardly be recorded in a systematic way, despite manifold efforts in statistical 
practice to dissolve this ‘manufacturing industry bias’. In many cases, these activities
are not yet considered as R&D (Revermann & Schmidt 1999), because innovative ac-
tivities in the service sector depend less on technological R&D than in Manufacturing:  
• In Germany, statistical data on R&D in firms are to be collected in self respons-

ibility of the business sector. For the subsequent analysis, data compilations of the 
SV Wissenschaftsstatistik are primarily used, which conducts an annual survey on 
R&D in the business sector in Germany, based on internationally harmonised con-
cepts as laid down in the Frascati Manual. 

• The second source is the Mannheim Innovation Panel (MIP). This annual survey 
collects data on innovative activities of enterprises in Germany, following the
recommendations of the Oslo Manual (see Janz et al. 2001, Rammer & Schmidt 
2003). 

Both surveys are part of international statistical compilations of the OECD and of the
EU, respectively. While Chapter 2.2 presents an analysis of the R&D behaviour in
Germany in an international comparison, this chapter looks at R&D of the German
business sector from the national point of view. It covers R&D activities during the 
last two decades. The most important indicator is the R&D intensity of the business 
sector and its different branches. First of all, selected key data on R&D activities of 
the business sector in the last 20 years are reported. Subsequently, some indicators for 
the development of important structural components have to be derived for a more 
detailed analysis: this reveals sectoral concentration and intensities in R&D, parti-
cipation of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), co-operation behaviour in
R&D as well as the contribution of government to funding industrial R&D. 
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R&D Activities and Business Cycles 

Germany belonged for a long time to the economies with the highest R&D intensities 
in the world (see Chapter 2.2). However, the trends and cycles of industrial R&D in 
the medium run indicate a significant change in R&D behaviour over time (Fig. 1):  
• On one hand, R&D was in good shape in the 1980s. Even in recessive periods, the

accumulation of knowledge was pursued continuously.  
• On the other hand, long periods of the 1990s show a certain reservation in per-

forming R&D intensively or even enlarging R&D capacities. Towards the end of 
the 1990s, industrial R&D in Germany experienced a remarkable revival, but in the
new millennium R&D has once again been affected by economic recession. 
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Fig. 1. Intramural R&D expenditure of business sector as a percentage of gross value added and 
R&D personnel as a percentage of total employment in Germany 1985–2004 

Industrial R&D behaviour has changed substantially: Whereas in the 1980s R&D was
performed as anticyclical investments for the future, this attitude changed more and
more to a market-oriented behaviour in the 1990s, towards short-term trends and 
changes of demand as well as growth prospects in the near future: industrial R&D 
was performed increasingly under the aspect of short-term utilization and it was
adjusted upwards and downwards accordingly. 

Expenditures for new knowledge, R&D and highly qualified personnel are by and 
large fixed costs. The propensity of enterprises to carry such fixed costs will increase
with a stable macroeconomic environment and expectations of high and increasing 
market volumes for their products. Consequently, the business sector has reacted very 
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sensitively to cyclical changes and, in reaction to the reduced growth potential of the 
German economy in the first half of the 1990s, scaled down its strategic research in
particular. In this period, R&D-intensive producers of capital goods have been affect-
ed by recessive tendencies in the global economy. At the same time, the boom in con-
sumer goods as a result of the German reunification gave only very few incentives for 
additional R&D. 

However, figures on R&D behaviour in Germany at the end of the 1990s show
intensified R&D efforts again. A lot of (large) enterprises stopped the cut back of 
research and re-introduced more continuousness and medium-term and strategic per-
spectives into their R&D activities. In this respect, the situation of business R&D in 
Germany at the beginning of the new millennium has to be seen in a slightly brighter 
light than at the beginning of the recession in the 1990s. R&D gained in importance 
for the business sector again. 

Sectoral Distribution of R&D  

The partial comeback of R&D in the strategies of the business sector were accom-
panied by enormous structural changes. The German economy attaches more and 
more importance to R&D in high-value services. Nevertheless, Germany still shows
substantial gaps in R&D in the service sector compared to other developed economies 
(see also Chapter 2.2). The trend that high-value services emerge as ‘mothers of 
invention’ is recognised. This affects R&D in manufacturing industry, too. High-
value services are closely connected in particular with those industries that conduct 
highly ambitious R&D (‘leading-edge technologies’ such as Biotechnology and 
Pharmacy, Electronics and Communications Technology, Aircraft and Aerospace etc., 
see Fig. 2).  

Industrial research in Germany was not among the top performers of the world in
most fields of leading-edge technology (for definition see Chapter 1) for a long time. 
For decades, the German economy focussed very strongly on competent implemen-
tation of (to a large extent imported) results of research in leading-edge technologies.
They were applied in sectors that perform high-value R&D (‘advanced technology’),
but not as intensively as in the leading-edge technology sectors. For a long period, the 
economic success justified this strategy. Income and employment grew, particularly
in branches of medium-/high-technology. These branches combined highly qualified 
labour and creative traditional competencies with new leading-edge technologies 
(Chemicals, Electrical Equipment, Machinery, Automobiles). However, this strategy 
does not seem to work any more. Structural changes took place at increasing speed,
and the product life cycles have shortened: Growth is especially fast in sectors where
R&D intensity and dynamics are high and the invention and application of new 
knowledge is crucial. So the available time to integrate basic generic technologies into
a firm’s own spectrum of competencies shortened and the scope to imitate got closer.
If the German economy really wants to climb in the technological hierarchy, it cannot 
wait any longer until other economies provide new technologies. Rather, it has to
engage more extensively in basic leading-edge technologies. This has been neglected 
for years. 
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Fig. 2. Total R&D expenditure as a percentage of turnover from own products in German 
manufacturing industry 1995 and 2001

The R&D upswing in the German economy from the second half of the 1990s on-
wards was indeed closely connected to a rapid structural change in favour of leading-
edge technologies. In so far, Germany made a remarkable change in its R&D focuses. 
In particular, Pharmaceuticals and Telecommunications caught up to a considerable
degree. But even leading-edge technologies are by no means resistant to trend chan-
ges and breaks in the business cycle: ICT suffered a cutback in R&D intensity since
2000 in connection with the crisis of the ‘new economy’. Aircraft and Aerospace have 
reduced their R&D activities massively; in many cases R&D in this sector is inspired 
by government aid and demand.

However, rapid structural changes in Germany also mean that branches outside
leading-edge technology sectors, which had a traditionally strong R&D position in
Germany obviously fall behind (Chemicals, Machinery, Electrical Equipment, Instru-
ments), except for Automobiles. This branch expanded its share in R&D capacities in
the German business sector by more than a third. Since the second half of the 1990s,
the automobile industry has written a success story with respect to most performance 
indicators such as exports, value added, and employment (see also Chapter 4.1).  

Once again a view from a different perspective: in the 1980s, the German economy
as a whole participated in the R&D upswing: Nearly every branch expanded R&D 
considerably, even more than employment and value added. However, in recent years
this process has been rather selective, first of all in direction of leading-edge tech-
nologies and Automobiles. But structural changes in R&D in favour of (large) 
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enterprises in leading-edge industries in Germany have consequences for the
participation of SMEs in German industrial R&D. 

R&D Participation of SMEs 

In Germany, R&D is overwhelmingly conducted by big companies (Table 1). Only
about 18 per cent of industrial R&D personnel are employed in SMEs, while the share 
in total industrial employment is about 50 per cent. SMEs as well as big companies
play specific roles in innovation processes, resulting in a division of labour in R&D 
between certain types of enterprises (Fig. 3). 

Table 1. Structure of R&D Activities in German Business Sector 1997 to 2001

                                                                               West Germanyn Germany
                                                                                                                     Shares as percentage

1979 1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1991 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001

Funding of Total R&D in Business Sector
Industry 83.3 85.2 85.2 85.9 88.2 86.8 88.4 88.2 90.6 90.3 88.0 90.7 92.9
Government 14.2 13.0 12.9 12.5 10.1 10.1 8.6 8.8 7.3 7.5 8.3 6.4 4.1
thereof      SME 7.5 7.8 18.0 15.1 7.6 6.5 – 8.2 6.1 7.4 9.2 7.2 5.5
                 Enterprises > 500 14.1 13.0 11.0 12.0 9.9 10.1 – 8.3 6.8 7.0 7.7 6.3 3.3

Abroad 2.2 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.5 2.9 2.8 2.7 2.0 2.1 3.6 2.7 2.9

Distribution of enterprise R&D personnel
Less than 100 employees 4.1 6.0 9.0 10.2 8.7 7.7 4.9 5.7 7.7 8.1 8.6 7.1 6.3
100 to less than 500 employees 9.5 10.1 10.3 10.4 9.3 9.1 9.7 12.1 11.0 11.7 11.4 11.2 11.6
500 to less than 1,000 employees 6.8 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.9 4.9 5.0 6.1 5.8 6.2 6.9 7.1 6.8
1,000 and more employees 79.6 79.3 76.2 74.9 77.1 78.3 80.4 76.1 75.6 74.1 73.1 74.6 75.3

Share of extramural R&D expenditure in total R&D expenditure
All enterprises 5.7 7.7 10.1 9.3 8.6 9.2 10.1 10.2 12.2 10.5 13.3 14.9 17.0
SME 6.0 6.9 18.4 14.3 11.1 8.1 9.8 –  8.5 8.1 8.4 8.2 11.9
Enterprises > 500 4.7 7.1 7.9 7.9 8.0 9.3 10.1 –  12.4 10.5 14.1 15.5 17.5

Extramural R&D of business sector
Sector of performance

Industry 70.3 63.6 70.5 69.5 67.1 64.6 62.6 62.9 65.4 59.9 64.0 68.3 71.0
Higher education 8.5 10.6 9.1 10.4 9.0 13.1 9.3 7.4 7.7
Extra-R&D 20.7 25.6 20.0 9.4 10.9 10.0 20.8 8.8 6.8 8.6 5.6 4.1 4.0
Other (at home) 0.0 0.4 0.5 1.5 1.3 3.3 2.1 1.4 0.9
Abroad 9.4 10.8 9.5 12.6 11.0 15.8 16.6 16.4 17.4 15.2 18.9 18.7 16.4

Composition of intramural enterprise R&D expenditure
Personnel 60.1 58.8 58.4 58.0 58.3 60.1 57.9 57.9 59.9 59.8 61.5 59.2 58.5
Other current 30.4 31.3 31.6 31.0 30.4 31.0 32.8 32.9 33.0 33.4 31.2 32.2 33.4
Capital 9.4 9.9 10.0 10.0 11.0 8.9 9.3 9.3 7.1 6.8 7.3 8.6 8.1

Structure of enterprise R&D personnel
Scientists, engineers 30.9 31.8 32.8 34.0 36.3 38.2 41.4 43.8 43.9 45.7 46.2 48.7 51.3
Technicians 31.8 30.1 30.9 31.4 30.7 29.7 28.5 26.9 27.9 27.6 27.6 26.3 24.1
Other occupations 37.3 38.1 36.3 34.6 33.0 32.1 30.1 29.3 28.2 26.7 26.1 25.1 24.6

Source: Wissenschaftsstatistik – NIW calculations and compilations

It is to be expected that young enterprises are more likely to enter the market with 
new ideas and try to meet competition by successful R&D projects than old enter-y
prises. Most typically, enterprises in technology sectors are founded in connection 
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with an innovation project. In many cases, they concentrate R&D activities on pro-
ducts of leading-edge technologies. Therefore the R&D share of employment in small
researching companies of manufacturing industry is more than 8.5 per cent on average. 
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Fig. 3. R&D personnel intensity and R&D participation in Germany’s mining and manufactur-
ing sectors, by employment size classes, 1995–2001 

Medium-sized enterprises typically are technology users, i.e. they are rather engaged 
in technology application and production than in generating new technologies. The
average R&D intensity of researching firms in this group thus is lower and amounts to
five to six per cent. 

Large companies have an advantage if R&D needs large budgets and if routinised 
and formalised approaches are key factors for successful innovation. They typically
run large R&D departments, and their average R&D intensity attains nine per cent.

Since the group of SMEs is not homogeneous, there are no uniform characteristics
of R&D attitudes in SMEs: the relevant statistics cover subsidiaries of large com-
panies, technology-oriented start-ups, typical middle-class firms with a long term 
tradition and market experience, university spin-offs etc. Generally, the share of 
R&D-performing enterprises (‘R&D participation ratio’) increases according to the
company size class: 20 per cent of manufacturing enterprises conduct R&D on aver-
age. But there is a bandwidth from 15 per cent in the group of small enterprises (up to

large enterprises employing 1,000 and more employees. The high R&D intensity of 
of larger companies (from 500 up to 1,000 employees) and 66 per cent in the class of 
100 employees) to 29 per cent (medium-sized enterprises), 38 per cent in the class 
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small R&D-performing companies is thus contrasted by a low R&D participation
ratio.  

According to the German statistics, business R&D tends to concentrate on a lower 
number of firms over time: the share of R&D-performing firms among manufacturing 
SMEs has diminished:2

• On the one hand, especially those SMEs which conducted R&D discontinuously
have withdrawn from R&D activities. 

• On the other hand, R&D-performing SMEs have been assigned a central role 
worldwide as they enter more and more into research in leading-edge technologies. 

Relative stability of continuously R&D-conducting firms (as indicated by the surveys) 
coexists with volatility in discontinuously R&D-conducting firms. On the one hand, 
this shows that R&D is becoming increasingly important (stability). On the other 
hand, there is evidence that most SMEs react very sensitively to the current economic
situation and to the environment and expectations which are relevant for R&D de-
cisions (volatility). 

Start-Ups Renewing the Stock of R&D-performing SMEs 

Decreasing R&D participation in Germany has been for a certain period of time
accompanied by a slow-down of the number of firm foundations in general. Young
firms (up to five years old) represent 20 to 25 per cent of the total stock of firms.
Therefore they strongly influence the total R&D participation ratio (see also Chapter 
4.2). So the question arises if young firms have revised their R&D behaviour as a
reaction to weak external impulses (e.g. domestic demand) and therefore contributed 
to the decreasing R&D participation of SMEs: 
• The issue of performing R&D is a strategic business decision (Table 2). The inno-

vation strategy of firms is often set during the start-up phase. At the same time it 
has to be decided if the firm is going to conduct R&D continuously or just accord-
ing to current needs, i.e. spontaneously or occasionally. The likelihood that a firm 
that started business without any R&D activities and that this firm will decide to
take up R&D at a later stage is quite small (20 to 30 per cent). 

• A newly founded firm’s decision whether to perform R&D or not depends, among
others, on the business cycle situation at the time of start-up: The share of contin-
uously R&D-conducting firms in relation to all newly founded firms increased 
sharply until the end of the 1990s, but decreased in the following cyclical down-
turn. Some of the young firms (30 per cent) that originally were devoted to contin-
uous R&D refrained from R&D in following years. 

• A further point is the positioning in the product life cycle: if an innovation project 
has been finished successfully, the firm can spend more resources on production 
and marketing activities, consequently R&D activities are reduced. During later 

2 It has to be assumed that the decline recorded in the R&D statistics is overstated to somed
extent. Despite a lot of efforts made, it is not possible to detect all newly founded firms
conducting R&D. The MIP uses a different approach and indicates an increasing share of 
SMEs conducting R&D until 2000. In subsequent years this share remained constant and 
increased in 2003. 
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phases, i.e. growth or phasing-out of earnings from the ‘old’ innovation project, 
R&D comes to the fore again - after three or four years on average.  

Table 2. Share of continuously researching young enterprises in Germany 1998–2003 accord-
ing to age (percentage)

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

0 to below 1 year 4935 42 44 42 25
1 to below 2 year 32 43 43 39 53 50
2 to below 3 year 3231 35 41 48 38
3 to below 4 year 33 49 34 40 49 58
4 to below 5 year 33 40 49 32 46 53
5 to below 6 year 33 37 42 41 46 38

Explanation: In 1998 35 per cent of enterprises aged 0 or 1 year (i.e. founded this year) contin-d
uously performed R&D. In 1999 the quote of this formation cohort was 43 per cent (= enter-
prises aged between 1 and 2 years). In 2002 R&D participation of this cohort attained 46 per 
cent (= enterprises in 2002 aged between 4 and 5 years) and it decreased in 2003 to 38 per cent. 

A high participation of SMEs used to be one of Germany’s advantages. So the lack 
of fresh supply of new R&D-performing enterprises is a challenge to innovation pol-
icy. The innovative ability of SMEs in the medium and long run is quite closely
connected to participation in R&D and to the availability of suitable trained and
experienced personnel. Furthermore the access to results of scientific research as well
as to technology transfer will be difficult if SMEs cannot communicate at the same
level with potential co-operation partners: The ability of SMEs to co-operate with
research units and industrial firms increases to the extent that SMEs participate 
continuously in R&D. Co-operative innovation projects gain in importance. Germany
in particular used to have a strong culture of business/science co-operation. 

3 The very low R&D participation quota of newly founded firms in 2003 is caused to a certain
extent by a rising number of ‘one-man’ firms fostered by labour market policy. Only a 
handful of such firms would be able to conduct their own R&D.

In particular, the start-up cohorts of 1999/2000 and 2002 added a significant 
number of R&D-performing firms to the total population of firms performing R&D, 
resulting in an increase in the R&D participation ratio in 2003. The currently still 
high R&D participation ratio of SMEs is mainly based on an environment that was 
particularly favourable to the formation of R&D-active firms until the end of the 
1990s. But analysis of the behaviour of recent start-up cohorts, in particular the 
cohort of 2003, suggests no positive projection. Little by little, the share of R&D-
conducting firms in the total number of newly founded firms has dropped. In 2003 –

 which, for statistical reasons, however cannot be finally assessed yet 3 – just one of 3

four newly founded firms recorded R&D activities. At the end of the 1990s, this
share still attained 35 to 50 per cent.

This calls for attention, because R&D – at least in the medium run – is still the de-
cisive cornerstone for industrial innovation activities: firms that generate innovations,
that are busy in exports, and that create additional jobs without any R&D activities are
rare. Firms without any intramural R&D activities are more likely to refrain from 
innovation activities than others (see also Chapter 4.2).  
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Co-operation and Outsourcing 

The requirements of innovation processes have grown sharply, with quality and effi-
ciency becoming more important. Enterprises have to react to shortages of personnel 
and capital, on the one hand, and at the same time, to increasing demand for quality. 
Consequently, they concentrate on intramural R&D in their core competencies. They 
also defer R&D activities to external co-operation partners in the business sector,
from universities or non-university research units, at home and abroad: whereas the
share of extramural R&D attained just 6 per cent until the end of the 1970s, this share 
recently increased to 17 per cent (Fig. 4). Big companies in particular increasingly
switch over to R&D performed by external specialists. On the other hand, in the 
group of SMEs the share of external R&D rose sharply by three percentage points just 
recently. But nevertheless it is still nearly six points below the share of external R&D 
among large companies. 
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Fig. 4. Extramural R&D expenditures of the business enterprise sector in Germany*, 1979 to
2001, as a percentage of total R&D expenditures 

The structure of external R&D clearly shows a growing intensification of R&D rela-
tionships within the business sector, thus e.g. between producers and component sup-
pliers. Furthermore, partial outsourcing of R&D departments is leading to augmented 
extramural R&D. 

Moreover, a closer R&D interaction with foreign countries is appearing: parallel to
the increasing globalisation in the 1990s (see Chapter 2.3), the share of co-operation
partners abroad rose from 17 to 19 per cent. Behind this dynamics are more contracts to
R&D institutions and independent R&D service providers, on the one hand. On the
other hand, it is also a result of the internationalisation of R&D activities of German
enterprises, which follows a general increase in internationalisation of business
activities.  
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Although science-based knowledge has become increasingly important for inno-
vation processes, the share of science in extramural R&D has lost ground. Whereas its 
share in 1995 was still more than 22 per cent, it fell to half of this in 2001.  

The quantitative amount of external R&D is largely defined by activities of large
industrial corporations. But the following observations are of interest for innovation
policy:  
• The science sector is more significant for SMEs than for big companies. This may 

be ascribed to the noticeable public financial support for R&D co-operations bet-
ween SMEs and scientific institutions and its cost-saving effects. Small firms tend 
to co-operate with other enterprises to a relatively large extent, primarily with spe-
cialised private R&D enterprises. 

• Conducting innovation co-operations is usually is linked to a higher innovation
success, compared to innovators who do not co-operate. It is particularly noticeable
that firms which received impulses for innovations from science and research are 
able to attain higher shares of sales from new products and/or more cost reduction 
by new processes (Rammer & Schmidt 2004, see also Chapter 3.3). 

Governmental Support to Industrial R&D 

No government in the world is watching private R&D activities inactively. In fact,
governments actively support R&D processes in the business sector, using different 
instruments and incentives and varying intensity over the time. In order to assess 
governmental intervention, the financial contribution of governments to R&D in the
business sector has to be observed in particular (for international comparison of go-
vernment funding of R&D see Chapters 2.2 and 6). 

According to the German R&D statistics in 2001, more than 93 per cent of total 
R&D expenditure of the business sector was funded by industry sources, government 
accounted for just about 4 per cent (Table 1). R&D financed from abroad (€1.2 bil-
lion, nearly 3 per cent) rose sharply. Indeed, this can be predominantly traced back to
the increasing globalisation of the economy and of industrial R&D. But these figures
also reflect rising R&D co-operation within the EU (framework programmes) and 
other supranational organisations (e.g. ESA, Eureka, NATO etc.). More and more of 
these organisations award R&D subsidies. In Germany about 10 per cent of R&D 
funds from abroad come from the EU. 

German governmental bodies contribute €1.5 billion to industrial R&D. But govern-
ment has reduced its share of R&D funding from more than 14 per cent at the end of the
1970s to nearly three-quarters (Fig. 5). Governmental contributions are directed 
steadily downwards, this trend was broken only for a short time (i.e. from 1993 to
1997).  

Governmental funding of business enterprise R&D not only means subsidising 
R&D projects, but also directly awarding R&D commissions to enterprises based on
independent government targets, i.e. for improved performance of public tasks by in-
novative goods and services (‘public goods’):  
• On the one hand, public funds find their way into industries with large R&D capa-

cities and into industries producing notably R&D-intensive goods, respectively. 
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Aircraft and Aerospace alone attract more than 40 per cent of the entire government 
funding for business enterprise R&D. Nearly one-third of R&D activities in this 
sector is supported by government; these figures still exclude funding by
supranational authorities such as ESA. Furthermore within the leading-edge tech-
nology sector, R&D is considerably subsidised in the electronic components 
industry (around 10 per cent of total R&D expenditure of this branch). But govern-
ment has cutback somewhat on industrial R&D funding in Transport and Com-
munications, as well as in Aircraft and Spacecraft.  

• Large companies receive 80 per cent of total governmental R&D funding for the
business sector. In the 1990s, however, it can no longer be asserted that govern-
mental R&D intervention intensity in Germany was biased extremely in favour of 
large companies. Taking 500 employees as the line separating SMEs and large 
companies, the share of governmental support in total R&D expenditures is 5.5 per 
cent for SMEs and 3.5 per cent for large companies. In this context, it must be as-
sumed that the intensive support of R&D in Eastern Germany plays a decisive role:
SMEs predominate in Eastern Germany. 
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Fig. 5. Governmental funding of R&D in SMEs and large enterprises in Germany 1979 to 2001 
as percentage of total R&D expenditure 

For a long time federal and regional (‘Länder’) governments clearly reduced their 
contributions to R&D funding in the business sector. This enormous decrease over-
stepped a critical point considering the ‘leverage effect’ of governmental support to
private R&D. For each € in financial aid from public funds, enterprises spend approx-
imately the same amount for R&D. These funds mainly benefit pre-competitive 
research and therefore enhance the technological options of the economy. In addition, 
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enterprises have to spend internal resources for experimental development and to
transfer R&D results into innovations and capital investment.  

Outlook  

Until 2000/2001, German enterprises invested strongly in R&D. At that time, this
must be seen as a signal for considerably improved expectations of future market 
development. They were focussed on expansion. But after the decrease in economic
prospects, R&D growth became flat.  

2003 showed a moderate increase in intramural R&D expenditure of the German 
business sector, which was better than initially expected. The planned R&D expen-
ditures for 2004 were less than in 2003, in real terms as well as in nominal terms. This
indicates that the positive attitudes of the business sector towards R&D are still not 
sustainable. Firms wait and see. And it is not clear if this is just a temporary restraint 
or if it is a reaction to the continuous stagnation of the German economy. But from 
today’s point of view, it can nearly be ruled out that the current weakening dynamics
of industrial R&D will again end in deep cutbacks in R&D capacities. This might be 
partly seen as a success, but it is not enough in the longer run. More dynamics might 
be more appropriate!  

The business sector does not assess R&D projects by their technological feasiblity,
but with respect to the acceptance of new products by consumers. In most cases R&D
cannot be performed without a relation to the market. Though continuousness in R&D
has increased, the ‘black box’ uncertainty of growth still remains: The weaker the
growth expectations, the sooner R&D projects will be cancelled, broken off or delay-
ed. SMEs in particular are susceptible to this. A number of enterprises tend to use pro-
fits to improve their financial background rather than invest in R&D. This is because 
real interest rates are high in international comparison. In no case can the profit 
situation of major companies be held responsible for the cautious R&D expansion. 

The increasing globalisation of R&D leads to a sharp worldwide competition
within large, globally active corporations. German R&D sites are not really favour-
ised here. One reason is that R&D and innovation in Germany are more expensive 
than in other European economies. As R&D activities are labour-intensive and require
high skills, R&D in Germany is therefore is affected by the high labour costs. Further-
more R&D ties up capital, which is sparsely available and therefore also relatively 
expensive in Germany. The costs of R&D gain in importance in times of cyclical 
downswings and increased uncertainty about the likely returns on R&D activities. a
R&D in the USA is expensive, too. But industrial R&D in the USA tends to be more 
efficient, through outsourcing to specialised R&D services as well as to SMEs. This 
fact explains both the R&D boom in the service sector and the increasing R&D
activities in SMEs in the USA, especially in the leading-edge technology sector (see
European Commission 2003a). SMEs in the USA are well integrated into supply
chains and R&D networks. In Germany, this kind of R&D division of labour between
large and small firms does not have the same tradition. As a consequence, large com-
panies tend to expand their R&D capacities mostly in foreign and less cost-intensive
economies, because Germany’s advantage in having a highly skilled work force 
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dwindles, too (OECD [ed.] 2004a). In Europe, mainly central and eastern transitional 
countries are focussed in the R&D considerations of the companies (DIHK 2005). On 
the other hand, in some cases Germany benefits through the still higher R&D costs in
the USA. In some branches (Pharmaceuticals and medical devices industry), R&D 
sites were relocated from the USA to Germany – also for cost reasons.  

But not only costs are important for the choice of R&D locations. Above all, market 
perspectives as well as the conditions for research in the science sector and the out-
comes of the education system are of significance, too (see also Chapter 2.3). Expec-
tations seem to be limited with a view to market conditions. Growth perspectives of 
high-value markets in Germany as ‘crowd-pullers’ for international companies are
disappointing. One major exception is the market for automobiles, but no other new 
‘lead markets’ are visible. The creation of such lead markets not only needs a highf
technological performance, but also a higher dynamics of domestic demand.  

Regarding R&D in leading-edge technologies – and not only with the USA in
mind – it should be noticed that focal points of invention activities of German multi-
national firms in highly science-based and mostly cross-sectional technologies with a 
broad economic impact (Biotechnology, Pharmacy, Semiconductors, Organic Chem-
istry) have been shifted abroad in the 1990s (Edler et al. 2003). It therefore does not 
seem that leading-edge-technologies could advance faster than in other countries. 

Conclusions for Innovation Policy 

R&D in the business sector plays a key role in the entire chain of education and train-
ing, science, research and technology, inventions, investment and innovation, inter-
national competitiveness, productivity, growth and employment: on the whole, empirical 
studies indicate a positive impact of R&D on macroeconomic targets. So the question
is whether Germany’s R&D level can lead to satisfactory results in the medium term.
If Germany wants to come close to the goals of achieving both a high employment 
level and an appropriate economic growth, it cannot be satisfied with the share of d
R&D in GDP stagnating at a level of 2.5 per cent. 

An improved environment in education and science, research and technology could 
create necessary prerequisites for an expansion of R&D and innovation capacities of 
the business sector (see also Chapters 5 and 6). Above all, public support for inno-

showed. In fact, innovation policy should be ‘potential oriented’; this could automatic-
ally contribute to stabilising R&D activities. 

Essential points for a policy to expand R&D in the business sector are a further 
sharpening of the technological profile in the direction of leading-edge technologies,
based on a competitive science and research infrastructure, as well as broadening the 
R&D base by an intensified participation of SMEs. But this would not be sufficient 
without a marked improvement of macroeconomic conditions in Germany in order to
get better market and sales expectations that promise higher returns on innovation: 
The German business sector is likely to hold back in the field of risky innovations.  

adjust pro-cyclically, as the figures on government funding of private R&D recently 
vation should not be adjusted in a pro-cyclical way. There is a great temptation to 
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2.2   The Global Distribution of R&D Activities 

Harald Legler, Olaf Krawczyk 

Abstract. Research and development (R&D) play a decisive role in the innova-
tion system. Germany ranks high in comparison to other countries, with its share 
of 2.5 per cent of GDP in R&D expenditure. The international competition in
building up new R&D facilities has increased during the last decades. Other large
industrialised countries (USA, Japan) as well as smaller European countries and 
threshold countries from Asia are exhibiting considerably greater dynamics in the
expansion of R&D capacity than Germany. Industries that invest very strongly in 
R&D have been winners in structural change (Pharmaceuticals, Electronics, the
ICT industry). Germany’s R&D specialisation has shifted slightly in favour of 
leading-edge technologies, too, but R&D activities are increasingly concentrated 
on Motor Vehicles. The public sector assumes more responsibility in fostering
R&D wor ldwide. However , in most countres the budgetary priorities are targeted 
more specifically, faster and more intensively towards R&D than in Germany. 

Introduction 

Following the analysis of the R&D activities in Germany in Chapter 2.1, this chapter 
gives a combined time-series/cross-section analysis1 of the German R&D performance 
in global benchmarking. Based on selected key data, this chapter informs about the 
R&D activities in the economy as a whole and particularly in the business sector.
Furthermore, it analyses the R&D division of labour between the business and the public 
sector. Finally, it examines sectoral focuses and R&D intensities in the business sector.

This international comparison uses data compilations provided by the OECD,2 which
ensure comparability of the data. National data sources may provide more actual and, 
to some extent, revised data, but they are not comparable at all.

Trends in International Distribution of R&D Expenditure  

Industrialised Countries

The international comparison of R&D intensities (R&D expenditure as a percentage of 
GDP) shows Sweden leading in the OECD at 4.3 per cent, followed by Finland at 3.5 per 
cent, Japan (3.1 per cent), Korea (2.9 per cent), the United States (2.6 per cent) and 
Switzerland (2.6 per cent). Germany and Denmark follow at 2.5 per cent, just ahead of 

1  For the theoretical and methodological background of R&D and its impact on macroecono-
mic performance and international competitiveness, see Chapter 2.1. 

2  The OECD publication ‘Main Science and Technology Indicators’ presents R&D data at a 
glance. Furthermore the OECD databases ANBERD and STAN provide general economic as
well as R&D data on a deeply sectoral, disaggregated level.

U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 31–45. 
© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands. 



32       Harald Legler, Olaf Krawczyk 

France and Belgium (2.2 per cent), the Netherlands, Austria, the United Kingdom and
Canada (each at 1.9 per cent; see Fig. 1). After belonging to the tff op group at the end of 
the 1980s, Germany nowadays is maintaining a middle-rank position. 

Since the mid-1990s, R&D has become more important again in most countries.
But only the USA and Japan pursue R&D in the new millennium with the same in-
tensity as at the beginning of the 1990s. The big European countries did not keep up 
with them (see Fig. 1).  
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Fig. 1. R&D intensity* in selected world regions 1991–2003 

In the process of international R&D expansion, the activities are shifting significantly to
overseas countries, namely to North America, Japan, Korea and to some big threshold
countries (see Fig. 2 and 3). With a share of 45 per cent in the OECD’s R&D capacity,
the USA has been the country mainly responsible for the R&D revival in the western
developed countries in the second half of the 1990s. Germany belongs to the group of f
countries with an R&D intensity above the OECD’s average. However, R&D capacity
growth fell below the average there. The Nordic countries achieved the largest in-
crease, and even southern Europe as well as the central European countries bordering
on Germany gained relatively more weight in R&D than Germany, France and thet
United Kingdom. As investment in new technological knowledge is crucial for econo-
mic growth in the long run, it is not surprising that the ranking of economic growth 
corresponds with the ranking of R&D capacity growth in the last decade – except for t
Japan, which faced a poor economic growth despite a large real R&D increase. 
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Fig. 2. Trends of gross domestic expenditure on R&D (GERD in constant prices) 1991–2003 in 
selected world regions (1991 = 100) 

The economic downturn at the beginning of the new millennium did not lead to corre-
spondingly less investment in science, technology and innovation in all western developed 
countries. The reaction concerning R&D behaviour varied and changed considerably
in some countries. R&D behaviour has to be re-evaluated, but the short observation
period permits only a provisional statement. 

year 2000. From 2000 to 2002, R&D expenditure in the US business sector slumped as 
never before (see Table 1). This was caused by structural turbulences: in some branches 
the R&D capacities were simply oversized (e.g. in the ICT sector) and have been short-
ened for cyclical reasons or as a consequence of regulations (Telecommunication). It is
now a moot point whether the R&D expenditure will re-increase from this lower level 
or stagnate in the near future. It is also a doubtful question whether the US automobile 
industry will be able to extend its R&D capacity again. Whereas the pharmaceutical
industry considerably increased its R&D capacity, other sectors with less importance 
for the US economy rose on the international average. On the other hand, there is a
massive expansion of R&D in the public sector. For 2003 and 2004, the projection of 
R&D dynamics in the US economy indicates stagnation rather than expansion.3

3  See OECD (ed.) (2004b). 

In particular, the United States decreased its R&D expenditure notably since the 

2.2   The Global Distr ibution of R&D Activities
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Table 1. Annual percentage change of real R&D expenditure in regions and sectors 1994–
2000, 2000–2002 and 1994–2002

OECD USA JPN EU-15 GER GBR FRA North South MID
Business sector 
1994–2000 5.7 7.1 4.0 4.1 4.6 1.9 1.5 9.0 4.0 5.2
2000–2002 0.6 –3.1- 4.7 3.4 0.5 3.9 1.8 6.8 4.8 3.0
1994–2002 4.4 4.4 4.2 3.9 3.5 2.4 1.6 8.4 4.2 4.6
Public sector* 
1994–2000 3.3 2.9 4.1 2.1 1.6 1.2 1.0 4.2 4.0 1.4
2000–2002 4.9 9.9 – 4.1- 3.2 3.1 0.7 2.5 5.8 6.6 4.5 
1994–2002 3.7 4.6 2.0 2.4 2.0 1.1 1.4 4.6 4.7 2.2
Total 
1994–2000 4.9 5.9 4.0 3.4 3.6 1.7 1.3 7.4 4.0 3.8
2000–2002 1.9 0.3 2.2 3.3 1.2 2.8 3.5 6.5 5.7 3.5
1994–2002 4.2 4.5 3.6 3.4 3.0 1.9 1.8 7.2 4.4 3.7

* Higher education and governmental R&D facilities
NORTH: SWE, FIN, NOR, DEN, IRL, ISL – MID: BEL, NED, AUT, SUI – SOUTH: ITA, 
POR, ESP, GRE
Source: OECD, Main Science and Technology Indicators (2004/2) – NIW calculations and
estimates

In the period of R&D revival in the second half of the 1990s, the R&D actors in
France, United Kingdom and southern Europe did not reach German growth rates.
But since 2000 they realised higher R&D dynamics than Germany and caught up.
This might have been partly due to increased efforts for interior and exterior security
in those countries, which led to a higher governmental share in R&D expenditure,
also in the USA. On the other hand, several countries set explicit national R&D goals
and enhanced their R&D efforts accordingly. These endeavours reflect the confidence 
of government and the business sector in the (positive) interrelation in the functional
chain of R&D, innovation, competitiveness, growth and employment.

Germany is increasing its R&D capacity also, but it is still a long way back to the top. 
The deep decline of R&D at the beginning of the 1990s has not yet been overcome. After 
a short burst in the second half of the 1990s, Germany is again losing ground in R&D
performance. In fact, its international position in R&D at the beginning of the new mil-
lennium ranks below that held at the beginning of the 1990s. Currently Germany’s R&D 
expenditure is expanding almost at the same speed as the economy grows. The current 
R&D intensity of 2.5 per cent seems to be a level which Germany cannot exceed without 
massively intensified efforts in the innovation system and without sustained economic 
growth. Generally, the current propensity to invest is highly insufficient in Germany.

Challenges Through Emerging Threshold Countries 

The industrialised countries4 compete more and more against ambitious, populous and
enormously growing threshold countries. In terms of aggregated R&D volume these 
countries accessed top ranks in the world. These countries discover high technological 
performance as a basis to accelerate economic growth and they upgrade their innova-
tion systems consequently:

4  Due to the availability of data, an in-depth analysis has to be focussed mainly on those countries.  
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• China for example quadrupled its R&D expenditure since the middle of the 1990s.
With a total amount of US $72 billion, China ranks third in the world, just ahead of 
Germany at US $54 billion.5 Even India belongs to the top ten in the world with
US $24 billion.

• Amongst the smaller non-OECD countries, Israel stands out with an R&D intensity 
of 4.7 per cent (with a high share in non-civil R&D), as well as Taiwan (2.3 per cent)
and Singapore (2.1 per cent). The total R&D of these countries exceeds e.g. Canada.

• The dynamic of R&D expansion in these countries is considerably high. While the 
nominal expenditure on R&D in the European Nordic countries increased at about 
80 per cent since the mid-1990s (50 per cent in the USA and on the OECD 
average, 35 per cent in Germany), the selected threshold countries realised a 
growth rate of about 180 per cent. 

• Since 1995 the average R&D intensity of the most important threshold countries
increased at about half a percentage point to 1.4 per cent and clearly exceeds the
South European countries.
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Fig. 3. Share of the world regions in the expansion/growth of R&D capacities 1995 until 2002 

5  The relation in R&D personnel between China and Germany is 1 million to 480,000.
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The prominent role of the USA in the world’s R&D growth in the recent decade
weakens when considering the threshold countries, which have spent more than a third
of the additional R&D expenditure between 1995 and 2002 in the world (see Fig. 3). As
a result, they have made an even larger contribution to global R&D growth than either 
the USA (31 per cent), the EU (19 per cent, thereof Germany 4 per cent) or Japan 
(11 per cent). In the middle of the 1990s the threshold countries contributed a share of 
12 per cent to the world’s R&D spending, in the meanwhile already 20 per cent.

Big indigenous firms as well as multinational enterprises in particular are driving 
the increase in R&D activities in these countries, expanding their international pro-
duction into them. Local market and growth perspectives are no longer the only fac-
tors in these companies’ considerations. The markedly lower R&D costs also play a 
decisive role now (DIHK 2005). Despite the enormous and still above averagely
increasing R&D growth in the threshold countries, Germany can still compete in
knowledge and innovation. But this requires ongoing efforts, because Germany can-
not compete in costs. 

Structural Changes in Private R&D 

The business sector accounts for about 70 per cent of the world’s R&D expenditure.
Germany’s business does not come off badly in an international comparison. How-
ever, it has been absent from the top ranks it held at the end of the 1980s for some 
time now (see Fig. 4). Furthermore, its R&D intensity has been stagnating since the 
beginning of the new millennium (see Fig. 5). 
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Fig. 4. Trends in intramural R&D expenditure in the business sector at constant prices 1991–
2003 in wor ld regions (1991 = 100)
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The changes shown in Fig. 5 reveal the extreme turbulences in the R&D performance
since the beginning of the new millennium in most countries. In the middle-term
analysis, only a two years’ extension of the considered period causes a displacement of 
the coordinates. 

Including the new millennium, the annual R&D growth rate since 1994 declined in 
Germany, in the USA and in the North European countries. The increasing R&D-
intensity of the business sector in the North European countries appears in a different 
light. The GDP growth until 2002 in this region is even weaker than R&D growth. 
Japan works the other way round: increasing R&D growth and further decline of GDP
lead to an excursive boost of R&D intensity. In Germany, the decline of R&D and GDP
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Fig. 5. R&D intensity and change of real R&D expenditure in the business sector in world 
regions 1994–2002
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growth run parallel and in the USA the business sector collapse in R&D activities is
accompanied by a further increase in GDP growth. 

Everywhere throughout the world, R&D in the business sector is more and more
aligned to short-term market trends on demand and to medium-term growth perspec-
tive. The short-term realisation of R&D outcomes becomes more important, thus im-
pacting firms’ R&D behaviour. Therefore particularly in the first half of the 1990s,
the business sector responded to the cyclical trend and to reduced growth perspectives
through the decline of R&D, especially with medium-term and strategic objectives.
The present data on R&D illustrate that those perspectives and continuity gain slightly
in importance. Expecting growth, German industry expanded its R&D activities until 
the year 2000; subsequently R&D is just following the demands of the economic 
trend. This development was not at least caused by structural changes in the economy 
(see also Chapter 2.1).

R&D in the business sector plays a decisive role in the functional chain of 
education and training, science, research and technology, inventions, investment and 
innovations, international competitiveness, productivity, growth and employment (see
Voßkamp 2005). Correspondingly, production and employment are growing more
vigorously in those industries that invest considerably in R&D. 

The sectoral focuses of business R&D activities in Germany are noticeably 
different from other western developed countries. However, relating to R&D growth, 
structural R&D patterns are getting closer to international trends (see Fig. 6). Also in 

process.  
Services give more and more impulses to industrial R&D. They are often closely con-

nected to leading-edge-technology branches (Biotechnology/Pharmaceuticals, Elec-
tronics, ICT, Aircraft and Aerospace). Furthermore, global R&D expenditure in the 
service sector increased due to a greater use of knowledge of specialised R&D ser-
vices by manufacturing for quality and efficiency reasons. The revival of R&D ac-
tivities in the German business sector since the mid-1990s is followed by a structural 
change in which leading-edge sectors become more important (Pharmaceuticals and 
ICT in particular). But the nucleus of the German R&D increase is still located in the 
automobile industry. Nearly 50 per cent of additional R&D expenditure in the busi-
ness sector between 1995 and 2000 was incurred here (see also Chapter 2.1). 

The differences in R&D patterns between Germany and its main competitors per-
sist. These differences become obvious in particular in the automobile sector, on the
one hand, as well as in the ICT sector and related branches (Electronical Equipment, 
Instruments) and also still in the service sector, on the other hand. Furthermore, the
change of the R&D structures run in an opposite direction:6

• Germany as well shows increasing expenditure in these branches, which are the
winners of R&D structural change, such as the ICT and the service sector: 12 and
18 per cent respectively of the expansion of R&D is accounted for by these sectors.
However, this increase is well below the OECD average growth of 32 per cent in
the ICT sector and of 43 per cent in the service sector from 1995 until 2000.

• The enormous R&D engagement in the automobile sector compensated for this
lack. Moreover, the pharmaceutical industry contributed positively to Germany’s
R&D balance. 

6  Caused by enormous data lags, the analysis includes only the upswing period of R&D 
expenditure until 2000. 

Germany R&D is becoming increasingly important for services in the innovation
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• In most other branches (in particular Machinery and Chemical Industry) business 
R&D developed at the global average, to some extent even above. However, the
volume of world increase in R&D expenditure in these branches is more likely to 
show a stagnation of R&D and innovation potential. 

R&D expenditure of branches as a percentage of f total Rf &D expenditure 1995
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Fig. 6. Focus of R&D activities in Germany and the main OECD countries (OECD) 1995 and 
its change 1995–2000 

Compared to the international R&D performance in Machinery and Chemicals, the
German activities in these branches were even properly dynamic. Reciprocally, the
above-average growth in the ICT and service sector from the national point of view
was marginal in comparison to the growth in competitors’ countries. In brief: in

–
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sectors which did not benefit from the world’s structural change in R&D, Germany 

way in R&D performance. 

Governmental Contribution to R&D 

Governments play an important role in the R&D systems, both by performing R&D in
universities and non-university institutes and by providing financial aid to private
R&D (see also Chapter 6).

The Governmental Funding of R&D

But in nearly every developed country the share of governmental7 contribution to
R&D funding has decreased during the last two decades. The OECD average slipped 
below 30 per cent of the gross domestic expenditure on R&D. Relative to GDP, it 
declined from 0.85 per cent to 0.63 per cent since the beginning of the 1990s to 2002.
Governmental funding of R&D decreased particularly in those countries where the
non-civil section required a lot of R&D capabilities (USA, France, United Kingdom).

However, in some countries the current R&D budget plans of public authorities 
show a significant deviation from the long-term trend. Increasing R&D budgets indi-
cate a regained confidence in public and private R&D as a crucial factor for growth. 
The USA, Sweden and Korea have a nominal annual growth between 10 and 14 per 
cent from 2000 to 2004 respectively 2003, in Norway governmental R&D expendi-
ture increased by about 8 per cent p.a. in the same period. It still remains to be seen toaa
what extent the budget plans have actually been realised and which effects they will
have had on R&D capacities. Anyway, this fact shows that R&D has gained greater 
priority in public budgets – even in Germany. The annual growth rate of govern-
mental R&D expenditure is about 2 per cent, which is still moderate, but, compared to 
the downward trend until 1998, at least a positive change. This indicates a higher 
priority for innovation policy. The public sector assumes more responsibility both
through the increase of financial aid for business sector R&D and through extending
R&D capacities in universities and non-university public R&D institutions. The sig-
nals for the private business sector are evident. However, in most countries the bud-
getary priorities have been targeted more specifically, faster and more intensively to 
R&D than in Germany. 

7  ‘Governmental’ includes all levels of public authorities as well as special assets. In the broa-
der sense, supranational organisations belong here too, as far as the bodies responsible for 
innovation policy confer competence to these organisations (e.g. the EU). But the contri-
bution of these organisations are entered into the statistics as ‘abroad’. 

A precondition for increasing R&D and innovation activities in the business sector is 
an improved environment of education, science, research and technology. This is
essential both for a higher participation of SMEs and for an extension and restructuring
of private R&D towards more R&D-intensive products and more market innovations. 
Above all, pro-cyclical governmental policies have to be avoided. Public funding of 
R&D through subsidies or procurement act rather as ‘leverage’ to R&D in the business

performed above average – and vice versa. Germany’s business sector goes its own 
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Mission-Orientated  Strategies in Governmental R&D 

The US government in particular has been able to compensate the R&D decline in the
business sector arising since 2000 through an enormous increase in public R&D (see
Table 2). This process was stimulated by a massive extension of R&D for military
and security purposes (see also Chapter 6). Its monetary impulse is considerable. The 
budget for US military R&D was about one-third larger than Germany’s total intra-
mural corporate R&D expenditure in 2000, in 2003 even 70 per cent. Another main
emphasis of governmental R&D in the USA is research in Life Sciences. This is an
essential backing of the excellent US position in global biotechnological and pharma-
ceutical research and in the development of medical devices. 

Box 1. Non-civil and life sciences research in the USA 

Concerning innovation policy, Germany should be neither easily impressed nor motivated 
by the increasing military research in the USA. Just the opposite: the fast increasing R&D in
the US business sector in the second half of the 1990s – a period, when government rapidly f
diminished its funding of non-civil research – is an indicator for the crowding-out effects of 
military research. Enterprises which are involved in non-civil R&D and production are usu-
ally involved in civil projects of Machinery, Transport, Electrical Engineering, Metals, 
Chemicals etc. at the same time. Direct spillovers from non-civil to civil projects mostly
arise in the case of multi-purpose products only. Furthermore, the direction of the innovation 
is dedicated to the requirements of security and military, and not to social productivity and 
growth.  

A substantial reason for the prominent position of the USA in Biotechnology is the gov-
ernmental assistance for life sciences research with currently a share of 0.2 per cent in GDP
(EU average: 0.05 per cent). The main beneficiaries are the National Institutes of Health,
whose budget doubled since 1998. Despite difficulties in demarcation from the health sector,
it is to be assumed that the US share of life science R&D in GDP is twice as much as in 
Germany. The health care branch is said to have enormous growth perspectives. On the other 
hand, an extremely strong orientation towards Life Sciences implies risks like crowding-out 
effects and rising R&D cost inefficiency.

Altogether, governmental impulses on the innovation system in the USA have had 
much more power than in Germany. However, the question is: how can such extensive 
R&D projects be implemented in such a short time without impacts on prices of R&D
personnel or without even withdrawing R&D capacities from the private sector?

sector. Among the OECD countries, indirect financial R&D aid through tax credits
became more popular. Especially in order to reach an increasing participation in R&D,
indirect R&D assistance is particularly suitable (Rammer et al. 2004). Numerous
countries among the 18 OECD nations that allow R&D tax credits have special 
conditions for SMEs as well. Especially the United States use preferences, respectively 
quotas, for SMEs in placing public R&D in connection with governmental procurement.  

2.2   The Global Distr ibution of R&D Activities

‘ ’ 



42       Harald Legler, Olaf Krawczyk 

containing**: Economic development 25.5 a 23.0 22.9 a 22.6 20.3 20.5  20.5 b 
  Health and environment 13.0 a 12.6 12.5 a 13.0 14.5 14.5  15.2 b 
  Space programmes 6.1 a 5.7 5.3 a 4.9 5.3 5.4  5.4 b 
  Non-oriented research 17.0 a 16.5 17.1 a 17.4 18.5 18.0  17.4 b
  General university funds 37.3 a 41.5 42.6 a 41.8 41.4 b 42.0  41.7 b 

GBR Civil (as a share of total) 56.1 63.5 60.8 62.1 69.5 65.9   
containing**: Economic development 28.8 16.6 14.3 11.7 13.6 14.9   

Health and environment 22.3 31.7 a 32.9 35.7 32.3 30.6 
  Space programmes 4.8 4.3 4.6 3.7 3.0 2.9   
  Non-oriented research 9.1 18.3 18.7 18.2 19.5 20.2   

General university funds 33.7 28.5 28.9 30.1 31.3 30.7    
FRA Civil (as a share of total) 63.9 70.0 74.8 a 77.3 77.2 a 77.0  77.2 b

containing**: Economic development 32.8 20.7 18.7 18.9 16.5 a 16.1  16.7 b
Health and environment 9.8 12.1 12.5 11.3 13.0 a 13.3  12.8 b 

  Space programmes 13.5 15.0 15.6 14.2 12.5 a 11.7  10.6 b 
  Non-oriented research 23.9 27.4 26.7 28.2 25.0 a 26.9  28.4 b

General university funds 19.5 22.2 23.2 23.6 30.1 30.0  29.5 
USA Civil (as a share of total) 40.3 45.9 44.8 46.8 49.5 47.9  46.3 c

containing**: Economic development 22.1 22.2 19.7 14.4 13.1 12.8  12.0 c 
Health and environment 43.5 43.9 46.6 50.0 53.0 55.1  56.9 c 

  Space programmes 24.5 25.1 24.5 22.7 19.8 18.7  18.2 c
  Non-oriented research 9.9 8.9 9.2 12.9 14.0 13.4  12.9 c

General university funds n/a 
JPN Civil (as a share of total) 94.3 93.8 94.2 95.4 95.7 96.0 b 95.5 b 

containing**: Economic development 33.5 31.4 34.8 34.4 34.3 33.8 b 33.4 b
Health and environment 5.7 6.2 7.3 7.1 7.9 7.7 b 7.6 b

  Space programmes 7.2 7.9 6.7 6.6 7.0 6.3 b 7.0 b 
  Non-oriented research 8.5 10.3 11.5 13.5 14.5 16.0 b 16.0 b

General university funds 45.1 44.2 39.7 38.4 36.3 36.3 b 36.1 b 
OECD Civil (as a share of total) 63.6 a 68.8 a 69.2 70.6 71.4     

containing**: Economic development 28.1 a 24.4 a 24.6 23.3 22.1    
  Health and environment 21.7 a 22.6 a 22.9 24.5 26.2    
  Space programmes 11.8 a 12.2 a 11.4 10.7 10.0     
  Non-oriented research 12.9 a 12.3 a 12.8 14.3 14.9    
  General university funds 24.3 a 25.9 a 26.0 24.9 24.8    

* GBAORD: total government budget appropriations or outlays for R&D means the govern-
mental budget’s debit amount for R&D
** In per cent of total civil R&D expenditure
a) Break in series for reasons of statistical/methodical change – b) Provisional – c) Estimate 
Source: OECD, Main Science and Technology Indicators (2004/2) – NIW compilation 

The structure of business R&D is not independent of governmental commitment.
Especially in the USA, the United Kingdom and France the leading-edge technology
sector benefits particularly from the massive public engagement in non-civil and life
science research. In Germany and Japan, governmental R&D mainly focuses on civil
objectives with about 95 per cent of total spending (Table 2). In most European 

Table 2. Structure of governmental R&D expenditure* in selected countries 1991 until 2003 

1991 1995 1997 1999 2001 2002 2003 
GER Civil (as a share of total) 89.0 a 90.9 90.4 a 91.7 92.6 94.5 93.5 b 
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In the OECD countries about 31 per cent of R&D capacities are located in universities 
and non-university public research institutes. But during the last two decades, the
business sector increased its R&D capacities faster than the public sector. Since 2000 
the relation between business and public sector is shifting again. Over this short pe-
riod, it cannot be predicted if this development is only temporary or if it indicates a
sustained increase of R&D capacities in the public sector.

Due to the fact that companies tend to orient their R&D policy towards short-term
market and sales prospects rather than medium-term strategic objectives, it may be
expected that public R&D institutes gain more importance, not only temporarily. Enter-
prises complete their technological knowledge more and more through contracts with 
R&D partners, such as public institutions, and co-operate with partners in the business
sector to keep and develop their technological abilities. The supply of pre-competitional
public basic research broadens the technological options of the economy in the long run.

In the 1990s, public R&D spending in Germany increased (in real terms) to about 
17 per cent. However, this falls behind the growth rate of the northern and southern 
European countries and the USA (each at 50 per cent), as well as Japan (30 per cent) and
the United Kingdom (20 per cent; see Fig. 7). Nevertheless, it is a positive signal that 
the German public sector has been expanding its own R&D activities again since the be-
ginning of the new millennium. The same holds for France, the United Kingdom in con-
trast did not.8

Currently almost everywhere in the world public R&D expenditure was pushed
ahead more forcefully than in the late 1990s, although the economic environment was
even better at that time (in detail see Chapter 6). Especially in the USA it seems that 
the governmental contribution wants to compensate for the losses in the business
sector.9 In contrast, in most European countries, the political goal to increase private
and public R&D spending to a level of 3 per cent of GDP by the year 2010, may have 
stimulated the growth of public R&D activities. However, this goal is greatly ambi-
tious and requires great efforts by both private and public sector.

8  In Japan, a considerable decline of R&D activities since 2000 is statistically noticed as a con-
sequence of the privatisation of public R&D institutions.  

9  Apparently the process in the USA stopped recently. On the one hand, the Federal govern-
ment faces considerable budget problems. On the other hand, even the USA suffer a lack of 
qualified R&D personnel now. The more restrictive immigration policy greatly hampers the
inflow of foreign scientists.

countries, the goal of government involvement is to provide (civil) ‘public goods’ ast
well as assistance in the industrial development of technologies and the diffusion of 
new technologies.

Especially in Germany many companies – and SMEs in particular – rely on colla-
borative arrangements with (publicly funded) science and research for their innovation 
projects. These co-operations are well established and form a German advantage in
technological competitiveness. About 12 per cent of R&D expenditure obtained by
universities in Germany are financed by the business sector – with an increasing 
tendency. The OECD average is still below 6 per cent.

2.2   The Global Distr ibution of R&D Activities

R&D in Universities and Governmental Institutes
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Fig. 7. Trends of intramural R&D expenditure of higher education and governmental public
research institutes in constant prices 1991–2003 in selected world regions (1991 = 100) 

Conclusion 

With respect to the effects of investments in new technological knowledge on eco-
nomic growth, it is not surprising that those economies have grown faster during the 
last decade whose R&D capacities increased the most. From this point of view it 
seems distressing that R&D in Germany developed quite unevenly in the last twenty 
years. In the new century R&D capacities were enlarged considerably in nearly all 
regions of the world. However, Germany could not keep up with this dynamic. As a 
consequence – with an almost unchanged R&D intensity of 2.5 per cent – Germany 
slipped from third position in the year 1991 to ninth position in 2003 in the world
ranking.  

International comparisons of R&D performance are important for self-assessment. 
Regarding R&D indicators, there is only little evidence of any significant improve-
ment in the German position during the last decade. The recent ct onsiderable decrease 
of R&D activities in the US business sector may neither be a comfort nor a bench-
mark at all. Other countries in northern and central Europe as well as China and India
are expanding their investments in R&D at an extraordinarily fast rate. Additional 
investments in R&D are necessary if Germany wants to keep a leading position in 
global markets. This seems even more important to overcome the current economic
and social problems in Germany. An R&D share in GDP of 2.5 per cent might not be 
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enough to achieve objectives such as a high level of employment and appropriate
economic growth. 

It is recognised that public engagement in science, research and education as well
as the creation of interfaces to the business sector have become more important. The 
downward trend of the public sector has been stopped, but governmental funding of 
R&D did not increase as much as in other countries. Furthermore, the establishment 
of R&D tax credits should be contemplated, in order to achieve a more intensive par-
ticipation of SMEs in the innovation process. R&D in Germany’s business sector is 
slanted towards the automobile industry, while there are gaps in leading-edge tech-
nology fields which offer enormous potential for growth and the opportunity to im-
plement lead markets of international standing. To enter these fields, an assessment of 
the relevance of innovation factors is required. These factors range from excellent 
science and technology in the public sector to innovation-friendly regulations foster-
ing demand and procurement that stimulates innovation.

2.2   The Global Distr ibution of R&D Activities
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2.3   Internationalisation of Industrial R&D 

Heike Belitz, Jakob Edler, Christoph Grenzmann

Abstract. The internationalisation of industrial R&D has been an increasingly 
debated and analysed topic since the early 1990s. A series of studies analysed this
internationalisation from a German perspective. On that basis, this paper shows 
that while German firms have increased their international activities both in
market exploitation and knowledge seeking, this cannot be interpreted as a loss
of attractiveness of Germany as a research location. Rather, internationalisation
is a two-way street for Germany, and the activity of foreign companies in the 
country has not only increased, but has also been conducted in knowledge-
intensive, future-oriented technological areas. Thus, while differences between
sectors and technologies will remain, it will be important in the future to further 
adjust the innovation system in order to better exploit the potential offered by 

Introduction 

In the 1990s, in Germany as well as in other industrialised countries, the internation-
alisation of R&D in multinational companies became an important issue of scientific
and political discussions. The tendency of German multinational enterprises (MNEs) 
to internationalise R&D was partly seen as a relocation of R&D resources abroad and 
therefore as a threat to the long-term technological performance of Germany. The
growing importance of research done by foreign affiliates was interpreted as evidence
of weakness on the part of domestic conditions for industrial research. Similarly, the 
R&D activities of foreign companies in Germany has for a long time been interpreted 
as rather weak, signalling a low attractiveness of Germany as host country. On the
other hand, from the perspective of Germany as a host country, the acquisition of 
German firms with high R&D intensity by foreign-owned companies was sometimes 
interpreted as a weakening of the domestic R&D basis. 

Since the mid-1990s, DIW Berlin and SV Wissenschaftsstatistik1 have examined 
the international integration of R&D in MNEs, using separate analyses of the surveys 

1 SV Wissenschaftsstatistik GmbH is the R&D statistics branch of the Donors’ Association for 
German Research (Stifterverband für die Deutsche Wissenschaft).

ledge.
the internationally dispersed generation and transnational diffusion of know-

There are several ways to improve the understanding of the dynamics of inter-
nationalisation of R&D by multinational companies. First, one can implement the
ownership concept in conventional national R&D statistics and in special company 
surveys. Second, one can use firm specific micro data on R&D output (i.e. patents,

U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 47–66. 
© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands. 

publications). We use both kinds of data to analyse the internationalisation of R&D 
in MNEs and t he impact on Germany as a location for R&D.
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of business R&D in Germany.2 The internationalisation of R&D activities is consid-
ered on the basis of sector-specific data on R&D expenditure by German companies
abroad (outward) and by foreign companies in Germany (inward). Additional data 
from the OECD and the US Department of Commerce permit an international com-
parison.3 In addition to these regular analyses, a one-off focus study has analysed both
the inward and the outward internationalisation from the German perspective based
on patent analysis, publication analysis and surveys of a German sample of 88 and a 
foreign company sample of 47 companies (Edler et al. 2003; Edler 2003; 2004). The
study covers the period from 1990 to 1998. The companies were selected for their size
and R&D capacity and were drawn from four industrial sectors (Chemistry, Elec-
tronics, Mechanical Engineering, Motor Vehicles). Thus, this focal study enabled a 
more differentiated analysis for a significant share of MNEs. 

This chapter begins with a short overview of theoretical concepts of the internat-
ionalisation of multinational firms. We then discuss the advantages and disadvantages
of R&D expenditure und output indicators (with a focus on patents) as two measures
to analyse the internationalisation of R&D in multinationals. In the following section
we present the main results of our studies of the R&D behaviour of multinational
companies from the German perspective – both inward and outward – based on the
German R&D survey and on the focus study by Edler et al. (2003), partly comple-
mented by the analysis of the patent behaviour of multinationals by Les Bas and 
Sierra (2002). After a summary of our results we close with some conclusions for 
national technology policy. 

Theoretical Background 

What are the motivations of multinationals in expanding R&D and other knowledge-
based activities in their affiliates abroad? The question has prompted much debate in 
recent years. In the existing literature a ‘dichotomous set of motives’ for the inter-
nationalisation of R&D can be found, namely, that firms invest in R&D abroad either 
to exploit their existing stock of knowledge in foreign environments (Cantwell & Janne 
1999; Cantwell & Kosmopoulou 2001; Patel & Vega 1999; Patel & Pavitt 2000;
Dalton & Serapio 1999) or to augment their knowledge base by gaining access to
foreign centres of excellence (Edler et al. 2003; Florida 1997; Koopmann & Münnich 
1999; Boutellier et al. 1999; Cantwell 1995; Edler et al. 2001; Dunning & Wymbs 
1999; Grandstrand 1999; Pearce & Singh 1997; Pearce 1999; Criscuolo et al. 2001;
Narula 2002; Les Bas & Sierra 2002).  

The answer should be consistent with a microeconomic theory of the multinational
firm, which yields clear predictions as to how we should expect multinational activity 

2 Findings from earlier studies published in English can be found in Beise & Belitz (1998; 
1999), Belitz (2000; 2002; 2004a and 2004b)

3 Multinational companies are assigned to the home countries from which they are controlled.
As a rule, this is also where companies’ majority ownership is based. In this process, national 
and international statistics on foreign direct investment usually apply lower threshold values 
in terms of share ownership; in the case of the German Central Bank (Bundesbank), for 
example, this value stands at 10 per cent. However, different threshold values in the statistics
influence findings of analyses on the cross-border activity of multinational companies only
marginally and are therefore not taken into account here. 
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to relate to country characteristics, industry characteristics, and trade and investment 
costs.  

One useful starting point for theory is the conceptual framework proposed by
Dunning (1979). He suggested that there are three conditions needed for a company to
become international:  
• The company must have a product or a production process such that the company

enjoys some market power or cost advantage abroad (ownership advantage). 
• The company must have a reason to want to locate production abroad rather than

concentrate it in the home country (location advantage).
• The company must have a reason to want to own a foreign subsidiary rather than

simply license to or sub-contract with a foreign firm (internalisation advantage).
In more recent microeconomic models the ownership advantage is modelled by the 
existence of firm-level scale economies (Markusen 2001/2002). The general idea is
that there are knowledge-based activities such as R&D, management, marketing and 
finance that are at least partially joint inputs across separate production facilities.  

Within one company the knowledge generated at one location can be exploited in 
production at various sites at the same time without reducing its potential benefit at 
the point of origin. Jointness is the key feature which gives rise to horizontal multi-
nationals, firms that produce roughly the same goods and services in multiple locations. 
For these firms, broadly defined trade costs constitute a location advantage, 
encouraging production abroad. Horizontal motivations for foreign activities are the
need to place production close to customers and to avoid trade costs. Skill differences
between the countries are relatively small.  

Fragmentation and skilled-labour intensity are key features which give rise to vert-
ical multinationals where the activities are fragmented geographically, so that head-
quarters and plants can be located in different countries. Vertical motivations for 
foreign activities are the desire to carry out unskilled-labour-intensive production 
activities in locations with relatively abundant unskilled labour when trade costs are 
low. 

More recent theoretical and empirical studies on the internationalisation of multi-
national firms in industrialised countries assume the dominance of the horizontal model 
of international division of labour, in which companies conduct similar activities and
produce similar products in different locations with the same factor endowment.4 This
is consistent with the fact of large volumes of cross foreign direct investment among 
the rich countries of the world.  

What can we expect to be the dominant motivation for conducting R&D abroad in 
a world of horizontal multinationals? Since joint use of knowledge within one com-
pany is one of the main features of the horizontal model, exploiting their existing
home-based stock of knowledge in foreign environments should be the predominant 
strategy of multinationals. These companies produce similar goods and services in
multiple locations with similar factor endowments and therefore should to a growing 
extent demonstrate similar R&D behaviour in their R&D locations in both home and 
host countries. In the horizontal model, market size and demand in the host country
provide strong incentives for multinational activity. Accordingly, the innovation im-
pulses generated by the market in particular should determine companies’ R&D. This 
holds true for both domestically owned and foreign-owned companies. Thus, one 

4 See, for example Markusen (2001/2002) and the literature cited there (Bloningen et al. 2002).
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consequence for R&D is that it may be dispersed globally as well and done near to 
different production sites if local market adaptations are needed, because of different 
local preferences or local regulations. 

However, if knowledge generation is very much specialised or if there are locations
with clear competitive advantages as to knowledge generation (excellence, costs) 

or at the site with the best knowledge assets) and then transferred to the global 
production sites. Such a capability-augmenting mode in ‘globally learning companies’
(Meyer-Krahmer & Reger 1997) is becoming more and more important in those areas
that are very knowledge-intensive and where a global specialisation needs to be 
exploited.  

Therefore market-seeking and exploiting and – to a growing extent – capability 
augmenting are expected to be the most important motives for R&D abroad. This
means, in consequence, that in the host countries domestic and foreign firms should
demonstrate similar R&D behaviour to an increasing degree. 

How to Measure the Internationalisation of R&D 

It is difficult to measure the internationalisation of companies and, by extension, the
integration of R&D at the international level. Studies in this field are mainly based on 
two sets of measures: 
• R&D expenditures (input); and 
• patent statistics and – to a much lesser extent – publications (output). 

R&D Expenditures

National statistics record company activities primarily with regard to their location in 
a given national economy, but often provide only insufficient information on the
cross-border integration of multinational enterprises and the internal exchange of 
capital, goods, services and knowledge. 

The statistical concept has to be changed to describe the activities of MNEs. In the
ownership concept, economic activities of home countries comprise domestic andf
foreign activities of the domestically owned firms (parent companies and their affilia-
tes at home and abroad). In the host country we distinguish between the activities of 
domestically owned firms and foreign-owned affiliates. 

German Data on R&D Expenditures of Multinationals  

The statistical System for Research and Development, based on the international 
standards (OECD 2002) defines the statistical requirement to provide international
comparability of the national R&D activities. Two main indicators are established, the 
one reporting on the monetary input (R&D expenditure), the other reporting on 
human resources (R&D personnel). 

Based on these OECD standards, the R&D activities which are performed on the
territory of the respective country have to be compiled. So the Frascati Manual argues

R&D even in the horizontal mode may be done at one location (e.g. at headquarters 
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in §38: ‘The main aggregate used for international comparison is gross domestic 
expenditure on R&D, which covers all expenditures for R&D performed on national 
territory [...]’ and respectively for the human resources: ‘It covers total personnel 
working on R&D on national territory [...].’ This international standard for the R&D 
survey assures that the intramural R&D in different countries does not include any
overlapping. It cannot be denied that this requirement can cause problems for multi-
nationals, performing R&D in different national territories, because the enterprises are 
expected to distribute their R&D engagement into different national territories, de-t
pending on the localisation of performance and report to different national statistical
services. 

On the other hand, for the management of the global players the national bordersf
are of decreasing importance (Edler et al. 2003). MNEs generally inform about their 
global R&D in their business reports, frequently split into different branches or divi-
sions. But in general the business reports do not provide R&D broken down by regions 
or countries. The R&D statistics must be tailored in order to take into account this 
obvious change in the demand of the statistical user. The OECD has articulated the
importance of R&D globalisation in the Frascati Manual (§39–41), not giving detailed
regulations how globalisation should be surveyed. The subject of economic global-
isation has been treated in depth in a separate OECD Handbook (OECD 2005), which
also deals with global indicators for science and technology.  

New indicators are required to report about the global activities of multinationals 
and to measure the degree of R&D globalisation. Therefore the German R&D statistic 
deals with the question how to provide statistical information about R&D global-
isation. Two ‘directions’ have to be distinguished:
• Germany as R&D host for foreign-controlled enterprises (inward); 
• German-controlled enterprises as R&D guest abroad (outward).
In the first case, it has to be established to what extent R&D in Germany is performed
in foreign-owned enterprises. In the second case, the statistic has to report about the 
amount of R&D multinationals with their headquarters in Germany are performing 
abroad. According to this concept, the R&D activities of foreign enterprises in
Germany and respectively of German enterprises abroad are compiled.  

For the first question, the national R&D activities are evaluated by country of 
control. The aggregate for all countries is identical with the corresponding national
R&D total. The classification of the statistical unit to the nationality of the country of 
owner follows the ‘ultimate beneficial owner concept’ (BPM5 1993). Following this 
concept the affiliates in the compiling country, Germany, are classified to the country
of control located abroad. This concept assures that, for instance, non-European
multinationals with intermediate European holdings are classified to their ultimate
headquarters outside Europe. 

Because the German R&D survey does not include questions about the country of 
control, this information was added from external sources, especially from publicly 
accessible data files. 

For the opposite question, answers have to be found about the outward activities of 
German multinationals in terms of R&D. For practical reasons, an enterprise has been 
regarded as German if its headquarters are in Germany. For the years 1995, 1997 and
1999 the national R&D survey included additional questions, concerning the global
R&D activities of the multinational to which the surveyed unit belonged. Based on 
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the experiences from the three surveys, the approach was revised for 2001. This was 
caused by two observations: 
• The person responsible for the reporting of the national R&D data for the Nationalf

R&D survey did not have access to information about worldwide R&D expenditures
of the whole group. In other cases it was not his responsibility to forward the inter-
national R&D data to the statistical service. 

• As the additional ‘global’ questions became part of the national R&D survey, basic-
ally the same global data had been reported by various statistical units representing 
different affiliates of the same multinational company. This meant a certain risk of 
duplication. The presentation of qualified data for 1995 till 1999 therefore required 
a high and uneconomical amount of individual checks. 

For the year 2001, the procedure was modified: based on business reports and internet 
information a data file had been built up with global R&D data of multinationals,
including – if available – a classification to their different branches. Principal con-
dition to include the data in the file was that they could be taken from business reports
or equivalent publications. In the next step, the reporting units of the national statist-
ical R&D survey were linked to the international parent unit. To arrive at the R&D
activity abroad, the national R&D data was subtracted from the global R&D expend-
iture of the corresponding multinational company. 

Output Indicators: Patents and Publications

Patents can be assigned to the firm which owns them and the inventor’s address given
in each published patent is used as a proxy measure for the geographical location of 
R&D activities. But not every innovating activity leads to a patent (see also Chapter 
3.3). Often foreign R&D is devoted to adapting existing products or processes to local
demand or to exploratory research of ‘listening posts’ with no patentable outcome. 
R&D expenditures tend to include all activities ranging from basic research to adapt-
ing existing products to local demands, while patents only refer to R&D activities 
leading to patentable outcomes. Another disadvantage of using patent data to describe theaa
internalisation of R&D is the time lag between the R&D activities, the date of the
application for a patent and the date of publication. On the other hand, one advantage of 
using patents is that they indicate the output of corporate research activities with a 
demonstrated market potential (‘applied’). The main advantages of patent-based data – 
however – are that innovation activity can be analysed in much greater detail regarding the
individual firm’s intellectual property, the technological fields, the geographical location 
of R&D activities and – in principle – co-operation patterns via co-inventors. 

One shortcoming of using patents as potential indicators for R&D activities abroad
is that the propensity to patent varies considerably between industries and nations –
and changes over time due to changing patent strategies (Blind et al. 2004). An 
important prerequisite for the patent analysis is a firm register with complete inform-
ation on worldwide majority equity holdings of multinational firms. Most affiliates 
apply for patents under their own names which are often different from the group’s 
name. In order to consolidate the entire multinational enterprise in the patent data-
base, all names of assignees belonging to the multinational group have to be ident-
ified. As a result of this time-consuming method, only samples of multinationals can 
be included in the analysis.  
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Another output indicator for international R&D are scientific publications (see also 
Chapter 3.1). They indicate the scope and scale of research activities at an earlier 
stage, farther away from the market application. As with patents, publication analysis
can differentiate much better as to different (scientific) areas and via co-publications
enables the analysis of co-operation patterns across countries. A publication analysis 
accompanied the patent analysis for the sample of foreign companies in order to better 
characterise the attractiveness of Germany as a host of industrial R&D.5

One specific problem in using patent and publication analysis is the question of 
attribution of patents to companies. This has to do with the many changes occurring in
multinational firm structure. Thus databases for equity holdings of the multinational 
firms monitored have to be updated frequently. Because this is an expensive proce-
dure, many studies use samples of firms where they are consolidated for one year 
only. In most cases time trend analysis based on patents does not reflect the changes 
due to mergers and acquisitions. The focus study in the context of the German 
reporting on technological competitiveness has controlled for the changes due to
mergers and acquisitions in its sample and has thus – at least for the outward activities –
has been able to detect patterns over time (Edler et al. 2003, see below).  

R&D of German Multinationals Abroad 

The internationalisation of R&D must be interpreted in the context of internation-
alisation in general. The internationalisation of production is most advanced in the 
research-intensive sectors (Chemical Industry, Motor Vehicles, Computer, Electrical, 
Electronic and Precision Engineering). In these sectors, in 2001 for every 100 people
employed by German companies in Germany,6 on average another 75 were employed 
in German subsidiaries abroad, whereas German manufacturing as a whole only em-
ployed 53 abroad.

The pioneers of internationalisation, and not only in Germany, are the chemical 
and pharmaceutical firms. In 2001 they were already employing one-fifth more staff 
abroad in production than in Germany. They may only be in second place in research
abroad, but on average they spend nearly one-half of their total R&D expenditures 
there (see Table 1). 

Since 1998 the German motor vehicle companies have also employed more workers
abroad than in Germany. This sector now has the highest amount of R&D expend-
itures abroad. 

5 The database used for publication analysis was the Science Citation Index.  
6 Persons employed in all companies minus the number employed in foreign-owned com-

panies.
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Table 1. R&D activities of German firms in 2001, by economic sector

Economic sectors Total domestic R&D 
expenditure1

R&D expenditure
at home 

R&D expenditure
abroad 

Worldwide R&D 
expenditure

million  million  % million  % million 

Manufacturing 29.490 20.210 69 11.589 36 31.799

Chemicals 5.070 3.948 78 3.649 48 7.597

Mechanical Engineering  3.441 680 20 444 40 1.124 

Computer, Electrical,  
Electronic, Instruments 6.586 4.627 70 2.801 38 7.428

Vehicles 12.351 10.618 86 4.568 30 15.186

Other sectors 3.330 2.264 68 360 14 2.624 

Total 32.820 22.474 68 11.949 35 34.423

1 Total domestic R&D business expenditure minus foreign firms’ R&D expenditure 
Sources: SV Wissenschaftsstatistik – DIW Berlin calculations and estimates 

1995 2001 Change 1995–2001
billion € billion €  % 

In Germany 30.0 43.8 46 
Foreign firms 5.0 11.5 130 
German firms 

Without R&D abroad 8.0 9.8 23
With R&D abroad 17.0 22.5 32

German companies abroad 5.1 11.9 133
German companies worldwide 22.1 34.4 56

As % of R&D in Germany
In Germany 100 100 

Foreign firms 17 26
German firms 

Without R&D abroad 27 22
With R&D abroad 57 51 

As % of German R&D worldwide 
German firms with R&D abroad 100 100

In Germany 77 65 
Abroad 23 35

Sources: SV Wissenschaftsstatistik – DIW Berlin calculations and estimates 

Against this background, after stagnating for a long time in the first half of the 1990s,
total expenditures by companies on R&D in Germany have risen by nearly half, from 
30 billion in 1995 to a good 44 billion in 2001.7 The greater part of these expend-

itures is by MNEs, whose production, and increasingly research locations as well, are 
spread internationally.  

7 Cf. Stifterverband für die Deutsche Wissenschaft (2004).

€

€ € €

–
–

–
–

–
–
–

Table 2. Total R&D expenditure by companies in Germany and abroad, 1995 and 2001
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R&D expenditures by German subsidiaries abroad are estimated at about 11.9
billion for 2001. In 1995 they were presumably 5.1 billion (see Table 2). 

R&D expenditure of German companies abroad rose by a good 130 per cent in
nominal terms from 1995 to 2001; it grew significantly more rapidly than total R&D 
expenditure in Germany (46 per cent; see Table 2). This increase in foreign R&D
involvement is very probably due primarily to M&As rather than to an expansion in
R&D in existing German companies abroad. Between 1995 and 2001 there was a
strong worldwide increase in M&As, which fell sharply after 2000. Between 1995
and 2001 Germany was the fourth-largest investor in cross-border M&As,8 after the 
United States, the United Kingdom and France (OECD [ed.] 2003a). 

The R&D intensity in Germany of German companies which are also active abroad
is, on average, higher than that of those companies who have no foreign involvement 
(see Fig. 1).9

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

Vehicles

Computer, Electrical,
Electronic, Instruments

Mechanical Engineering

Chemicals

Manufacturing

R&D personnel as a percentage of total number of employees

Foreign firms

German firms
with R&D abroad

German firms
without R&D
abroad

Sources: SV Wissenschaftsstatistik – DIW Berlin calculations 

Fig. 1. R&D personnel intensity in Germany in 2001, by sector (in per cent)

German companies spent one-third of their overall R&D expenditure abroad. For com-
parison: subsidiaries of US American concerns spent US $19.7 billion on R&D abroad
in 2001. This was 12 per cent of total R&D expenditures by US MNEs (Mataloni 
2004). German multinationals are thus on average already far more internationalised
than their US counterparts. MNEs in smaller countries have to locate more of their 
production and R&D abroad if they are to make use of the advantages of scale and the 
many stimuli to innovation in international markets. Another factor affecting the 
higher internationalisation degree of multinationals from smaller countries is the need 

8 The most prominent example of this expansion was the fusion of Daimler-Benz AG with the 
US Chrysler Corporation, which in 1998 became DaimlerChrysler – with a strong effect on
the number of patents held and applied for by German companies. The acquisition of Rover 
by BMW in the United Kingdom has had similar effects on the United Kingdom patents of 
German firms (Edler  et al. 2003)

9 R&D intensity is measured as R&D personnel as a share of all employees, or R&D expend-
iture as a share of turnover. 

€
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to master an increasing range of potentially useful technologies (Granstrand et al. 
1997), not all of which may be available in the home country. The degree of 
internationalisation of R&D activities is thus particularly high for Swiss and Dutch
firms, as is evident from the relation of their R&D expenditures in the United States
to their domestic R&D potential (see Table 3).

Table 3. Internationalisation of R&D and production in selected industrialised countries, 2001 

R&D expenditure Level of foreign direct investment
Total Share of 

foreign firms 
by subsidiaries in the

United States 
by foreign
countries 

in foreign 
countries 

Country million PPP $ % share million US $  % share  % of GDP
USA 209,955 14.9 19,4023 9.4 13.1 13.7 
EU 120,127 9.44 17,657 14.7 – – 
JPN 6,455 3.91 3,474 4.5 1.2 7.2
GER 38,036 26.5 6,010 15.8 22.3 29.8 
FRA 21,920 16.42 3,215 14.7 22.0 37.3 
GBR 19,796 39.4 4,762 24.1 38.6 63.4
CAN 10,007 31.6 2,218 22.2 29.7 34.7
SWE 7,680 34.11 408 5.3 42.0 55.6
NED 5,078 21.51 1,627 32.0 74.2 85.7 
SUI 4,1401 – 4,162 100.5 36.1 100.3
FIN 3,325 14.2 162 4.9 21.6 46.1

11999 – 2 1998 –– 2 3 R&D expenditure of US companies abroad – 4 US companies in the EU 
Sources: SV Wissenschaftsstatistik – DIW Berlin calculations and estimates 

The United States as the Most Important Foreign Research Location

The United States is the most important foreign location for R&D by German firms.
Their R&D expenditures in the United States increased approximately 3.4-fold in 
nominal terms from 1990 to 2001, while their turnover increased only 2.9-fold. In 
total, foreign companies operating in the United States increased R&D spending 2.6-
fold over this period, at the same time doubling their turnover.10 Thus, foreign
companies expanded their R&D activities in the United States more quickly than their 
production and sales. With their R&D expenditure of approximately $6 billion, and
with some 26,000 people employed in R&D, German companies demonstrate the
largest R&D capacities of all foreign firms in the United States, followed by British,
Swiss and Japanese companies. At the same time, on average German companies
have the highest R&D intensity of all foreign firms in the United States. The patent-
based analysis of foreign research activities of 88 firms confirms that throughout the
1990s the USA remained by far the most important R&D location of German 
companies, although its relative importance has slightly decreased (Fig. 2, Edler et al.
2003). 

10 US Department of Commerce: US Affiliates of Foreign Companies, various years. Data 
cover all companies in which Germans hold at least ten per cent of the shares.
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Source: Edler et al. (2003), PCTPAT, EPAT – Fraunhofer ISI calculations 

Fig. 2. Host country distr ibution of foreig patents (German companies, N = 88)  

The 88 companies analysed in depth have registered about half of their patents in the 
USA, followed by a group of medium countries France, Japan and the United Kingdom. 
The USA has about half the patents, having decreased only slightly from its share in 
1990 (see Fig. 2), while the United Kingdom especially has apparently had the highest 
gains.11

The main sectors of R&D activities by German firms in the United States changed
due to massive merger activities. In 1999, after the merger between Daimler and 
Chrysler, around 41 per cent of the R&D expenditures by German firms in the United 
States were in Vehicle Construction. The pharmaceuticals sector, long the leader in 
German R&D expenditures abroad, now has a share of 19 per cent. But for some time 
now R&D expenditures by foreign firms in the United States have been concentrated 
on the pharmaceutical industry; clearly the US market for pharmaceutical products
displays characteristics of a lead market.12

Foreign companies also adapt products that have been successful worldwide to the
US market, and they concentrate their US R&D activities in the corresponding sec-
tors: 
• Japanese companies: Electrical Engineering, Computer and Communications Tech-

nology, Automobile Construction; 
• Swiss companies: Pharmaceuticals and Foodstuffs;
• British companies: Pharmaceuticals, Foodstuffs, Mechanical Engineering; 
• French companies: Communications Technology;
• German companies: Automobile Construction.
But MNEs also maintain many independent research centres in the United States that 
are not directly linked to production units. Japanese companies in particular choose
this path, and at the end of the 1990s they had the highest number of these centres.
German companies were in second place (Dalton & Serapio 1999). This suggests that 

11 The high share of the United Kingdom in 1998 is mainly due to the acquisition of Rover by
BMW that is history already and that was, moreover, not motivated by the R&D potential of 
the British car company.

12 The concept of lead markets and their role in R&D location decisions of multinationals is 
described in detail by Beise (2001).  
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both the research environment and the appropriate markets in the United States are
highly attractive. 

By analysing the foreign technological activities of German companies utilising
patent analysis, the technological specification can be depicted. On that basis, differ-
ences in technological patterns can be discerned that allow interpretation as to the
basic motivation for foreign R&D. Moreover, through a comparison over time it is
possible to see how technological focuses of activities abroad have changed. 

While the 88 companies of the sample used in Edler et al. (2003) have not changed
their regional pattern of foreign activity very much, they have somewhat changed 
their technological patterns and strategies abroad. First of all, the German companies
investigated broadened their technological activities across the technological fields as 
the share of international patents in all patents of the sample has grown in all but two
technological fields.13  Still, the growth of international activities developed very 
unevenly across the technological fields. To illustrate this, Table 4 indicates the six 
technological fields with the highest and the lowest share of foreign patents in all 
patents in 1998 and in 1990. Three technological fields stand out; almost half of the
patents in the biotechnology sector and more than a third in the fields Medical
Technology and Pharmaceuticals were registered abroad. Although starting from a
relatively high level already in the 1990s, the companies even intensified their 
international activities in these fields in the 1990s. By far the highest dynamic, how-
ever, can be registered in the semiconductor field, in which foreign R&D activities of 
the German MNEs of the sample in 1990 were almost non-existent. 

Table 4. Most and least internationalised technological fields of German MNEs 1990 and 1998
(N = 88) 

Highest foreign share 1998 1990 Diff. Lowest foreign share 1998 1990 Diff. 
Biotechnology 43.6 30.7 12.9 Telecommunications 9.2 12.7 –3.5 
Medical Technology 38.4 33.8 4.6 Construction/Building 8.9 3.2 5.7
Pharmaceuticals 33.3 18.7 14.6 Transport/Aircraft/Weapons 8.1 3.6 4.5 
Food Processing 28.6 10.0 18.5 Environmental Technologies 8.1 3.2 4.9 
Organic Chemistry 24.2 13.2 11.0 Audio-Visual Technologies 6.7 16.1 –9.5
Semiconductors 24.0 4.4 19.7 Consumer Goods 5.3 1.4 3.9

Source: PCTPAT, EPAT – Fraunhofer ISI calculations –

The patent analysis furthermore allows us to compare the technological profiles of the
foreign activities of company samples to their domestic profile.14 This shows that in
the course of the 1990s the activities of the companies abroad have converged to the
pattern at home. 

13 Internationalisation has decreased in the two technological fields Telecommunications and 
Audio-Visual Technology, both from the electronics area. 

14 See Edler (2003; 2004) for details of the methodology used here.

Strategies of German Multinationals-Insights from Patent-based Analyses
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However, important deviations of this pattern are to be seen, as those technological
fields in which the share of international patents was high and even grew further in
the 1990s show one important common characteristic: they are all highly knowledge-
intensive.15 The more knowledge-intensive a technological field is, the closer the 
related research is to the scientific forefront of knowledge. The analysis shows that 
there is a positive – and growing – relationship between the knowledge intensity of a 
technological field and its share of foreign activities. Among the six most highly
internationalised technological fields (see Table 4) are the four most knowledge-
intensive ones (Biotechnology, Pharmaceuticals, Organic Chemistry and Semicon-
ductors). Apparently, although the companies have broadened their international
R&D activities across the board, they have intensified their foreign activities even 
more in fields in which they need access to forefront knowledge, and therefore their 
presence in the global centres of excellence is important. This clearly indicates a
growing specialisation of knowledge production that companies need to exploit.

This is in line with other findings on the knowledge-seeking motivation for
international R&D. It is, for example, confirmed by Les Bas and Sierra (2002) in a
study of 345 multinationals with the biggest patenting activity in Europe (patent t
applications registered in the EPO between 1988–1990 and 1994–1996). 42 of these 
firms are German multinationals. 47 per cent of the patenting of the whole sample and 
55 per cent of the patenting of the German companies can be assigned to a strategy 
labelled ‘home-base-augmenting’ R&D investment abroad. Such R&D activities are 
aimed at monitoring or acquiring competitive advantages in countries with similar 
fields of competence. Firms gain access to foreign technological assets and can 
capture externalities created by local firms and research institutions. 

All in all, our analysis shows a more and more similar R&D behaviour of German
MNEs at home and abroad. This is in line with the assumption of the dominance of 
the horizontal motivations for foreign activities. 

15 Knowledge intensity is here defined as the number of cited publications within a patent 
document (Grupp & Schmoch 1992; Schmoch 2003a). Grupp & Schmoch determined the 
knowledge intensity by analysing patent documents for the 28 technological areas and cal-
culating knowledge indexes for each technological area. While the average index across all
technological fields is 0.88 citations per patent, at the high end it is 2.65 for Biotechnology,
1.87 for Pharmaceuticals, at the low end 0.18 for Construction/Building and 0.22 for 
Consumer Goods. 

This finding can be further specified by the comparison of the foreign profile of 
the sample with the profile of the host countries of their research. The premise behind 
this comparison is that a high correlation of the foreign profile of the sample with the
profile of a given host country indicates that the international R&D strategies of the 
companies are focused on the technological strengths of a host country. Edler et al. 
have conducted such a comparison for the USA as a research location, showing that 
across the board the 88 companies have not specialised their activities in the USA
according to the technological strengths and weaknesses of the USA as research lo-
cation (Edler et al. 2003; Edler 2004). Across the board it seems that the internation-
alisation of R&D has remained a production-related, adaptation-oriented activity that 
accompanies local production and marketing activities. 
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Foreign R&D in Germany 

In 2001, every fourth  invested in R&D in Germany was spent by foreign firms, and
one-quarter of those employed in R&D were working in these companies (see Table 5).
In manufacturing industry – the area in which business R&D is concentrated – only
about one-fifth of all employees were employed in foreign companies. Between 1995
and 2001, the 130 per cent increase in R&D expenditure of foreign companies in
Germany was roughly the same as that spent by German firms abroad. M&As16 led to 
a sharp increase in foreign firms’ share of total German R&D capacity, increasing it f
from one-sixth to one-quarter (see Table 2 above). This expansion of R&D activity
was stronger than the increase in the turnover of foreign companies conducting
R&D.17 Just as in the United States, foreign companies in Germany expanded their 
R&D activities more quickly than sales and production.  

Table 5. Total R&D expenditure and R&D employees in foreign firms in Germany in 2001, by
economic sector1

Total R&D expenditure R&D staff 
All Firms Foreign firms All Firms Foreign firms

million  % Full-time equivalents % 
All Sectors 43,239 11,478 26.5 302,519 73,173 24.2
Of which:

Manufacturing 39,326 10,744 27.3 270,546 68,279 25.2 
Of which:

Chemicals 7,029 2,037 29.0 42,001 11,254 26.8
Mechanical Engineering 4,058 817 20.1 36,730 7,499 20.4 
Computers, Electrical, 
Electronic, Instruments 8,837 2,540 28.7 79,651 20,325 25.5 

Vehicles 16,750 4,438 26.5 88,272 21,720 24.6
Business Services 2,361 550 23.3 20,277 4,177 20.6

1

R&D expenditure and 85 per cent of companies R&D staff  
Sources: SV Wissenschaftsstatistik – DIW Berlin calculations 

The cross-border integration of companies’ R&D locations and knowledge exchange
occurs primarily within and between the knowledge-intensive regions of the United
States and Western Europe. In Germany, western European and US companies are 
involved in R&D to more or less the same extent; for German firms the most 
important foreign research location is the United States. The role of Japan, China and

16 Between 1995 and 2001 Germany was in third place in terms of the purchase of companies
by foreign buyers, after the United States and the United Kingdom (cf. Science, Technology 
and Industry Scoreboard, op. cit.). 

17 The increase in turnover between 1995 and 2001 was 83 per cent in companies with majority
foreign ownership conducting R&D (calculated on the basis of SV Wissenschaftsstatistik 
data), or 58 per cent in all companies in which foreign firms had a share of at least 10 per 
cent in terms of voting rights/capital (calculated on the basis of data from the German
Bundesbank on international capital integration, var ious years

Extrapolated on the basis of a company panel that comprises 91 per cent of total domestic

€
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other East Asian countries as a destination of foreign R&D of German multinationals 
is low until now – although, given the combined potential of their markets and skilled
workforce, there is scope for expansion.

With the expansion of R&D by foreign companies in Germany, the sector-specific 
structures of R&D expenditure in domestic and foreign firms have become more 
closely aligned (see Fig. 3). An analysis of the patenting of 29 foreign companies18 in
Germany in 1998 reveals a similar result (Edler et al. 2003). Foreign firms are
increasingly prioritising the same key areas as their German competitors in their R&D 
activities. This is in line with the theoretical expectation in the horizontal model of 
internationalisation, namely that competitors in the same location demonstrate similar 
R&D traits. Accordingly, the innovation impulses generated by the market in part-
icular determine companies’ R&D. 

The economic significance of foreign companies in a given country can be 
measured by foreign direct investment as a share of gross domestic product (GDP).
Countries with a high weighting of foreign direct investment often also demonstrate a
high share of R&D expenditure on foreign multinational firms (see Table 3 above). In
the case of Germany, measured against the weighting of foreign direct investment, the 
share of research activities by foreign companies is relatively high. 

In Germany, too, internationalisation takes the form of shareholdings in companies
by foreign investors, and M&As. The percentage of foreign-controlled firms in German
industry – measured by their share of the total workforce – has risen only slightly, to
over 20 per cent at present. But while the number employed in foreign manufacturing
firms increased slightly at 1.2 million in 2001, their R&D personnel rose by about 
one-half from 1997 to 2001, most recently reaching nearly 73,000. But it is not pos-
sible to establish whether this growth was mainly due to new R&D sites or the acqui-
sition of firms in research-intensive branches.

The average research intensity per sector – measured by the share of R&D person-r
nel in the total number employed – for foreign firms in Germany that engage in R&D
is comparable to the figures for the big German companies (see Fig. 1).19 By contrast,
the figures are much lower for the small and medium-sized firms that operate in other 
markets. This supports the thesis that companies competing in the same market also
invest in R&D to a similar extent.

Vehicle Manufacturing accounts for by far the biggest amount of R&D expend-

in Germany have been particularly expanded in recent years.
The sector attracts nearly 40 per cent of total R&D expenditures by both foreign

and German firms. This is due to the fact that some segments of the German market 
for cars and supplies are lead markets. A relatively large number of R&D activities are 
also to be found in Chemical Industry, Computer, Electrical Engineering and Media 
Technology.20

18 For this analysis, the original sample of 47 companies had to be reduced due to lack of com-
prehensive data for all companies.  

19 The research intensity figures (R&D personnel in relation to number employed) were calc-
ulated for the most research-intensive companies in Germany (about 1,000) with German and
foreign majority shareholders.

20 These sectors each have higher shares of the total R&D expenditures by foreign companies
in Germany than in those by German companies. 

itures by foreign firms at more than 4.4 billion, and the R&D capacities of this sector€



62      Heike Belitz, Jakob Edler, Christoph Grenzmann

German firms

19

10.3

22.8

43.3

4.4
Foreign firms

20.2

7.5

27

37.8

7.5 Chemicals

Mechanical 
Engineering

Computer, Electrical,
Electronic, Instruments

Vehicles

Other sectors

Sources: SV Wissenschaftsstatistik – DIW Berlin calculations  

Fig. 3. Share of the R&D expenditures of the Manufacturing Industry in Germany in 2001 (in 
per cent)

R&D by US American Companies in Germany

From 1995 to 1998 the annual R&D expenditures by US American firms in Germany 
remained almost unchanged at about US $3 billion; in 1999 they rose to US $3.4 bil-t
lion ( 3.2 billion); in 2001 they reached US $3.2 billion ( 3.6 billion). After Germany 
had remained in first place for a long time in the list of research locations abroad for 
the United States, it was overtaken in 1999 by Great Britain with R&D expenditures 
totalling US $4.1 billion. Great Britain and Germany together account for more than 
one-third of expenditures on R&D abroad by US American firms. The share of R&D
expenditures in value added by US American subsidiaries is highest in Germany at 
5.6 per cent compared with the other big foreign locations, and is only exceeded by 
multinationals from smaller countries, like Israel at 23.1 per cent and Sweden at 
10.0 per cent. The R&D propensity of US subsidiaries, measured by their share of 
value added in subsidiaries engaging in R&D compared with value added by all US
subsidiaries in a host country, is highest in Germany (Mataloni & Yorgason 2002).

Basic and Applied Research of Foreign MNEs 

Further to a sectoral differentiation presented above, the activities of MNEs in 
Germany can also be analysed for technological fields (patent analysis) and scientific 
fields (publication analysis). For a set of technological and scientific fields the relative 
attractiveness of Germany as host for more applied (patents) and more basic-oriented 
(publications) research can be depicted. For doing so, a concordance of 19 patent 
fields and 19 science fields has been constructed. For each of these fields, the relative rr
importance of the activities in Germany in relation to the global activities of the set of 
companies was calculated.21

21 Technically, this was done by subtracting the so-called Relative Technological Advantage
(RTA) of the global activities (overall patents of the sample) in a given field from the RTAf
of the activities in Germany (German patents) of the sample of foreign MNEs. For metho-
dological details, see Edler et al. (2003), as well as Chapter 1 (‘specialisation’).

((((
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Table 6 below summarises the results of this analysis. It shows in which techno-
logical and scientific fields the set of foreign MNEs are significantly more (‘positive’) 
or less (‘negative’) active in Germany, in relation to their global activities in these
fields. ‘Neutral’ are those fields in which the relative importance of the activities in
Germany is about the same as for the global activities. 

Table 6. Specialisation of foreign MNEs in Germany (N = 47): Applied vs. basic research,
1998–1999 

* The profile of the publication activities of the foreign MNEs in Germany, resulting from the
relative importance of the German activities in a given field (relative scientific advantage of a
given field in Germany) minus relative importance of the global activities in that field (relative
scientific advantage globally). Positive (negative) German activities are more (less) important 
than global activities, neutral: difference is marginal. 
** The profile of the patent activities of the foreign MNEs in Germany, resulting from the
relative importance of the German activities in a given field (relative technological advantage

(relative technological advantage globally). Positive (negative): German activities more (less)
important than global activities, neutral: difference is marginal. 
Source: PCTPAT/EPA – Science Citation Index – Fraunhofer ISI calculations

First, the companies differentiate between focuses in Germany in applied vis-à-vis 
basic research. There is no strong link between applied and basic research in one
given field, only 5 out of 19 fields have identical classifications, i.e. only in five fields
do the set of companies show the same relative importance in basic and in applied 
research. Secondly, for the foreign MNEs, Germany is more attractive in market-
related, applied research (as indicated by patent activities) than in basic research
(publication activities). While in Table 6 nine technological fields show a positive 
German specialisation vis-à-vis the global specialisation for their patenting activities
(classified as ‘positive’ in Table 6 in ‘applied research’), only five science fields do so
for publication activities (basic). Thirdly, like the German MNEs, the foreign MNEs
are more active in applied research in knowledge-intensive areas, such as Bio-
technology, Pharmaceuticals and Organic Chemistry. Fourthly, there are only two 
technological fields in which Germany has a distinct attractiveness both for applied
and basic research. While this was to be expected for Environmental Technologies,
given the high level of environmental regulation and the resulting take-off of 
Environmental Technologies in Germany some years ago (lead market), it is some-
what surprising for Biotechnology, since the general perception has been that in this 
area there was a drain of brains and R&D resources to other countries, especially the 

of a given field in Germany) minus relative importance of the global activities in that field
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USA. Apparently, this learning abroad has not harmed the German innovation and 
research system in Biotechnology. 

To sum up, foreign firms operating in Germany increased their R&D activities in 
Germany in the second half of the 1990s. At the same time, their R&D behaviour 
(distribution of R&D expenditures on industries, R&D intensities) converged to that 
of German firms. In Germany foreign firms are more specialised in applied or 
market-related research in relation to their global and therefore also home-based 
activities. Hence the European und German markets for new products and services
and the local production seem to determine the attractiveness of the R&D location for 
MNEs. However, in some areas specialisation and excellence of knowledge 
production are the key to attractiveness. 

Summary 

Germany is one of the leading home and host countries for R&D activities by MNEs.
The cross-border activities of R&D locations by companies and the exchange of 
knowledge are mainly within and between the knowledge-intensive regions in the
United States and Western Europe. 

In 2001, expenditure on R&D by German companies abroad of 11.9 billion, only
marginally exceeded the 11.5 billion spent on R&D by foreign firms in Germany.  

In Germany, approximately three-quarters of total domestic R&D spending is on 
companies linked into the international exchange of knowledge through capital inte-
gration (see Table 2 above): on the one hand, these are R&D expenditures by foreign
companies in Germany (26 per cent of all R&D research in Germany);f 22 on the other,
this is R&D spending by German companies also involved in R&D abroad (51 per 
cent). For the most part, therefore, Germany’s ‘research laboratories’ are to be found
in international companies. 

As an indicator of the degree of internationalisation of R&D in MNEs, it is
possible to apply the share of R&D expenditure of the companies in the country with 
the largest R&D volume worldwide – the United States – in relation to total R&D
expenditure in the respective home country. According to this, in an international 
comparison German companies were found to invest the highest amount in the United
States; however, the value of this indicator is only marginally higher than the average
for European Union member states – which are often ‘small’ countries. Compared
with other large industrialised countries, the internationalisation of R&D in MNEs in
Germany has progressed considerably in both directions. The growing international
integration of national research potential is also shown in increasing shares of the 
respective foreign firms in terms of R&D expenditure in industrialised countries such 
as the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany, Sweden and Japan.23 For 
Germany and the United States the R&D intensity in domestically owned companies 

22 This is based on the assumption that companies with foreign majority ownership also have 
research locations abroad, which exchange knowledge with their plants in Germany. This
does not apply, however , when, for  example, foreign financial investors own an independent 
company in Germany that conducts research. 

23 Cf. OECD (ed.) (2003b: Table 64).
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search by foreign firms in Germany was more intensive than that of their domestict
competitors in the vehicle manufacturing and nutrition sectors, and equally intensive
in Mechanical Engineering. In earlier years, for which more detailed sector-specific
data is available, foreign companies also demonstrated a slightly higher R&D intensity in 
Electrical Engineering (Belitz 2002).

The internationalisation of activities developed very differently also when
differentiated for technologies. In some areas the increase in international activities is 
very modest (Construction, Consumer Goods) or even negative (Telecommunications,
Audio-Visual Technologies), in other areas the share of foreign patents out of all
patents grew considerably (Semiconductors, Biotechnology, Food Processing). 

Moreover, there is a dual trend to be observed as regards the motivation to do R&D
abroad: while the market motive – that always played a major role – remains important, 
the knowledge-seeking motive to do R&D abroad has become more important over
the last decade, whereby R&D activities are not accompanying production or market-
ing activities, but are stand-alone activities in order to generate knowledge and make
it useful for the whole international company. 

Thus, in the course of the 1990s the German MNEs have become extremely active
in those areas that are knowledge-intensive and that need a strong linkage to special-
ised forefront knowledge (such as Biotechnology, Pharmaceuticals and Organic 
Chemistry). This does not mean, however, that Germany is not competitive in these 
important areas, as at the same time foreign companies are more active in applied
research in these areas than on average. Rather, this reflects a growing international
division of labour in knowledge-intensive areas to which both German companies and
Germany as research location contribute. Finally, across the board of all technologies 
and science areas, Germany as host to foreign industrial R&D is more attractive in 
applied, market-oriented research than in basic research.

Implications for Innovation Policy 

The progressive internationalisation of R&D in Germany, both outward and inward, is 
an expression of the increasing overall commercial internationalisation. In a co-
evolutionary process, the generation and exploitation of knowledge has also become 
‘more international’. This has given rise to the fear in Germany that the importance of 
Germany as an R&D and innovation location is becoming undermined, given the 
expansion of German companies’ R&D capacities abroad. However, the analyses 
conducted in the last couple of years have shown the contrary. Foreign firms are
demonstrating their interest in high quality production and R&D in Germany. Foreign
MNEs have contributed to the evident expansion of the R&D and innovation potential
of the economy in Germany in recent years. Foreign firms operating in Germany are
increasing their R&D activities to approximately the same extent as German com-
panies abroad. Foreign companies are involved in R&D – just as their domestic com-
petitors are – particularly in those business areas that they consider to provide new 
market opportunities in the medium term, based on the competitive advantages still 
prevalent in their home countries. Furthermore, they tap into highly specialised pockets of 
excellence in Germany and thus contribute to further improvements of capacities in 
Germany. At the same time, German companies need to go abroad with their own 
R&D activities, both to adjust to these markets and to exploit specialised forefront 

is slightly higher than in foreign-owned companies conducting research. In 2001, re-
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knowledge. This in particular is true in ‘neuralgic’, i.e. knowledge-intensive areas 
such as Biotechnology, Pharmaceuticals, Organic Chemistry and Electronics. As this 
is a reciprocal process, Germany has won rather than lost from internationalisation of 
industrial R&D. It is the challenge of national innovation systems, and thus also of 
innovation and research policy, to constantly improve the conditions under which 
German MNEs (outward) and the German innovation system as such (inward) can 
take most advantage of international knowledge production and cross-national 
knowledge transfer.  

The ability of MNEs to plan and organise their various activities internationally,
that is, under different regulatory regimes as well, is seen as an essential advantage
for these firms compared with those operating only on a national or on a more limited 
international basis (Ietto-Gillies 2000). Therefore more foreign firms engaging in
research and more domestic companies that are more internationalised should have a 
positive influence on a country’s technological performance. Furthermore, all actors
of the national innovation system – including domestic public research institutes and
funding organisations – need to adjust to the growing presence of international actors
conducting R&D and strive to exploit co-operation and transfer opportunities.  

Policy must react to the demands made on the national innovation system through 
the progressive internationalisation of knowledge generation and innovation. That 
includes shaping a social framework that will remove barriers to cross-frontier inno-
vation activities in both directions and support attractive demand conditions for new 
products in the domestic market. It will, for example, include measures:
• in education to increase competence in languages and make occupational qualifica-

tions comparable; 
• to promote mobility in skilled personnel (work and residence permits, regulation of 

immigration);
• to help shape and implement international technical standards and norms;
• to give foreign firms located in this country equal access to national research pro-

motion and pre-competitive research associations;  
• to prepare publicly funded research facilities for joint research ventures with MNEs

and for international competition between suppliers of research;
• to ensure internationally compatible protection of intellectual property. 
Altogether, the German system of innovation has largely been adequate to meet the 
demands of the internationalisation of R&D by MNEs. In the years to come it will be 
essential for the country to better link the on-going dynamic of international industrial
R&D – both inward and outward – to the international dynamic of public research 
activities and the development from distinct national innovation systems to more 
globally integrated innovation systems. A starting point for a more globally oriented
policy in this direction – and by far not the only path to proceed – may be an active
involvement in the creation of a European Research Area (Edler & Kuhlmann 2005).
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3.1   Scientific Performance in an International 
Comparison 

Ulrich Schmoch

Abstract. The scientific performance of countries is generally compared on the
basis of analyses in the Science Citation Index. This chapter does not only pro-
vide a snapshot of the recent performance, but also shows long-term develop-
ments of more than ten years, highlighting for example the growing relevance
of catch-up countries in recent years or the restructuring of the science system
after the German unification. By splitting citations into two elements, Inter-
national Alignment and Scientific Regard, it can be shown that the high citation 
scores of the United States are largely linked to publications in highly visible
journals, whereas in terms of Scientific Regard, they are only slightly better 
than German authors. The examination of international co-publications reveals f
that the European Research Area has high relevance and has already become
reality. An analysis of patent applications shows an important direct contribution of 
science to technology in science-based fields, so the role of scientific institut-
ions is not limited to indirect effects, as often assumed. 

Introduction 

The scientific performance of a country is an essential basis for its technological per-
formance; therefore this topic is regularly analysed in the context of the reporting on 
technological competitiveness of Germany. A major contribution of science to tech-f
nological development is the education of well-trained staff, the quality of education
substantially depending on the performance of scientific research. The results of 
scientific research are also an important direct input for technological development. 
However, the linkages between science and technology are often indirect and less 
obvious, as in many cases a distinct lag between activities in science and their effect 
on technology can be observed. 

The performance of science is difficult to measure, the more so as the structures in 
specific disciplines often differ considerably. The statistical analysis of scientific pub-
lications has proved to be meaningful, as long as they are conducted with a careful
methodology. The analyses of this contribution do not only refer to scientific areas 
with close relation to technology, but to the natural, medical, life, and engineering 
sciences in total.

Country comparisons in science are generally conducted with the database Science
Citation Index. Whereas the quality of the referring results is highly acknowledged for 
the natural and life sciences, the findings in fields of engineering often do not meet 
the expectations. In a special section, the methodological reasons for this phenomenon
are examined in more detail by the example of Mechanical Engineering. 

U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 69–87. 
© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands. 



70      Ulrich Schmoch 

In addition to the performance measures, we analyse international scientific co-
operation, as it plays an increasing role in recent years. Again, bibliometric methods 
are used for this purpose.

The contribution of scientific institutions to technology is primarily seen in indirect 
mechanisms such as the provision of information on new scientific trends to enterprises.
In the last section, the direct contribution of scientific institutions to technology is
investigated by analysing their patent applications with reference to science-based
technology fields.

Methodology 

The statistical analyses of scientific publications were conducted in the database
Science Citation Index (SCI), a multi-disciplinary database with a broad coverage of 
fields. The searches refer to the natural and engineering sciences as well as the
medical and life sciences. The database primarily covers English language journals 
which is unproblematic for most fields. However, the German engineering sciences
which mostly publish in German language are covered insufficiently. In general, the 
SCI includes journals which are frequently cited and thus have a high visibility, so 
that publications of higher value are considered. Already the fact of a registration in
the SCI can be taken as a first indication of quality. 

Apart of the absolute number of publications recorded until the year 2003, citations
are used as specific performance indicators. For calculating annual citation rates, the
citations of the particular publication year and the two following years are included,
so that for every year, a citation window of three years is considered. In consequence, 
citation rates can be calculated only until the publication year 2001. For the citation 
analysis, the broadly accepted quality standards were applied,1 for instance self-
citations were excluded.

For a more detailed analysis of citation scores, the calculation of two additional
indicators, the ‘journal-standardized Scientific Regard’ (SR) and the ‘International 
Alignment’ (IA) prove to be useful (Grupp et al. 2001). The Scientific Regard indi-
cates whether the publications of a country/region are more or less frequently cited 
than the publications in the journals which they are published in. Positive indices 
point to citations scores above average; values of zero correspond to the world aver-
age. The relation to the specific journals compensates the disadvantages of countries
which have a less good access to highly visible English language journals. The indi-
cator of Scientific Regard is defined as follows:  

 SRi = 100 tanh ln (OBSi / EXPi). (1) 

Therein, EXPi is the number of expected citations for publications of a country i, 
and OBSi the observed citation of this country. The number of expected citations
EXPi has to be determined on an article-by-article base and measures the average 
citation frequency of the selected journals. We use the natural logarithm and the 

into a measure that ranges between +100 and –100.

1 See for instance Moed (2005) or van Raan (2004). 

tangens hyperpolicus (and a multiplication by 100) in order to transform the results 
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Differently from the Scientific Regard, the International Alignment shows whether 
the authors of a country publish in internationally visible or less visible journals,
again with relation to the world average. By a high share of publications in inter-
nationally visible journals, an intensive participation in international scientific dis-
courses is documented. Similar to the SR index, positive IA indices shows an
International Alignment above average. The IA index is calculated as follows: 

 IAi = 100 tanh ln (EXPi / OBSw). (2) 

The notions quoted have the same meaning as above. The Index w refers to all 
countries worldwide. 

For compensating possible distortions of the database coverage with regard to the
analysis of absolute publication numbers, we introduce the specialisation index RLA 
(Relative Literature Advantage) which is calculated in the following way (for the 
concept of specialisation see Chapter 1):  

RLAij = 100 tanh ln [(Publij / .i Publij) / (.j Publij / .ij Publij)]. (3) 

In this formula, i refers to the country and j to the field analysed. Positive values 
indicate a specialisation above average, negative ones a specialisation below average 
with the world average as reference.

International Comparison of Publications 

Analysing the development in time of publication numbers, it is less meaningful to
consider absolute values, because the journal coverage of the SCI steadily changes. f
Therefore we document in Table 1 the share of selected countries with reference to all 
SCI publications. 

The high shares of the United Kingdom and Canada in relation to Germany stand
out, a fact which can be explained by the strong presence of these countries in English 
language journals. As to Germany, a steady increase of its share since the beginning
of the 1990s can be noted which is primarily due to increasing activities of research 
institutions from East Germany. However, at the recent edge, a slight decrease can be t
observed which also applies to the United States and the United Kingdom in a similar 
way. This effect documents an increased scientific activity of East European, Asiatic,
and South American countries which appears in the table in the growing shares of 
new member countries of the European Union (EU new).2 In any case, the rollback of 
long established countries by catch-up countries is a relevant trend.

As to the citation rates, good positions of the United States, Switzerland and the 
Netherlands appear (Table 2). As to the German figures, a distinct drop at the begin-
ning of the 1990s emerges, followed by a continuous heightening until the end of the 
1990s. This observation can be ascribed to the restructuring of science in the eastern
federal states which has been concluded meanwhile and has no further effect on the
recent figures. Remarkably, the citation scores of countries with absolutely moderate 

2 Including the candidate countries Romania, Bulgaria, and Turkey. 
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citation levels improve in recent years, in particular the scores of France, Italy, the 
new EU countries and Japan.

Table 1. Shares of selected countries and regions within all SCI publications (in per cent)

 Country/  
 region

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

USA 36.2 36.5 36.7 35.7 36.0 35.1 35.1 34.3 33.7 32.9 32.3 31.9 32.1 31.9 31.7 
JPN 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.7 8.8 9.0 9.1 9.5 9.5 10.0 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.1 10.0
GER 6.3 6.4 7.3 7.5 7.4 7.8 7.9 8.2 8.6 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 8.8 8.7
GBR 9.0 8.9 9.1 9.1 9.3 9.5 9.5 9.6 9.3 9.4 9.3 9.4 9.1 8.8 8.6 
FRA 5.4 5.4 5.5 5.9 6.0 6.1 6.3 6.4 6.6 6.7 6.7 6.6 6.6 6.4 6.4 
SUI 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 
CAN 4.7 4.7 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.7 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.2 4.3 
SWE 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.0
ITA 3.0 3.1 3.2 3.5 3.5 3.7 3.9 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.7 4.8
NED 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
FIN – – – – – – – – – – 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
KOR – – – – – – – – – – 1.7 1.9 2.1 2.3 2.6
EU-15 – – – – – – – – – – 40.9 40.7 40.6 39.9 39.4
EU new – – – – – – – – – – – – 4.6 4.9 5.0 
World 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Sources: SCI – searches and calculations of the Leiden University (CWTS) – calculations of 
Fraunhofer  ISI

Table 2. Citation rates (three years window) of selected countries and regions with regard to 
SCI publication (without self-citations)

 Country/ 
 region

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

 USA 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 5.0 4.7 5.1 4.9 4.9
 JPN 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.4 2.6 2.5 2.6 2.4 2.6
 GER 3.0 3.2 2.9 3.1 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.6 3.6 3.6
 GBR 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.9 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.8
 FRA 2.7 2.9 3.0 3.0 3.2 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.3 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.4
 SUI 4.5 4.7 4.7 4.7 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.1 5.4 4.7 5.1 5.0 5.0
 CAN 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.2 3.3 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.8 3.6 3.8 3.4 3.8 
 SWE 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.4 3.7 3.8 3.9
 ITA 2.3 2.4 2.6 2.6 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.9 3.1 2.9 3.2 2.7 3.0 
 NED 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.8 3.9 4.0 3.8 4.2 3.9 4.4 4.1 4.3
 FIN – – – – – – – – – – 3.2 3.7 3.6
 KOR – – – – – – – – – – 1.7 1.9 1.9 
 EU-15 – – – – – – – – – – 3.3 3.3 3.3 
 EU new – – – – – – – – – – 1.5 1.4 1.7 
 World 2.7 2.8 2.9 2.9 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.2 2.9 3.1 3.0 3.2

Sources: SCI – searches and calculations of the Leiden University (CWTS) – calculations of 
Fraunhofer  ISI

The journal-standardised Scientific Regard of Germany slightly decreases since the 
middle of the 1990s, but at the recent edge, the level is still respectable. It is
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comparable to that of other industrialised countries, such as the United States, the
United Kingdom, Sweden, or Finland. In the long term perspective, the quite low
value for the United Kingdom in the period of 1996 to 1998 is striking which is
probably linked to the substantial university reform of that time. As to the Scientific
Regard, the values for Japan, South Korea but also the new EU member states are less t
favourable, however, the performance of the new EU members considerably improves
in recent years. The index of the old EU member countries (EU-15) is only slightly 
above the world average. This is due to the fact that the above average values of the
Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Denmark, Sweden, or Germany are counter-
balanced by below average values of Italy, Spain, Portugal, or Greece. 

As to the second derived citation index, the International Alignment (IA index), 
Germany demonstrates, in contrast to the Scientific Regard, a steady improvement 
since mid 1999 (Tables 3 and 4). In recent years, a stabilisation at the level reachedt
becomes apparent. All in all, German authors succeeded increasingly in publishing
their articles in internationally well reputed journals. Also with regard to the Inter-
national Alignment, Japan and South Korea have a less favourable position. Further-
more, the extremely low International Alignment of the new EU member countries
has to be mentioned. In contrast, the IA indices of Switzerland and the Netherlands
are extremely positive similar to their good values of the Scientific Regard. With 
reference to the IA index, the United States are in the first position as expected. Thus, 
the high citation scores of the United States are primarily due to their presence in 
journals of broad international visibility, whereas the Scientific Regard is nearly 
equivalent to that of Germany. Nevertheless, it is striking that the non-English 
speaking country Switzerland nearly reaches the level of the International Alignment of 
the United States. 

Table 3. Journal-standardised Scientific Regard of selected countries and regions of SCI pub-f
lications (without self-citations) 

 Country/ 
 region

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

 USA 9 9 9 10 10 10 10 11 11 11 9 9 9
 JPN –6 –7 –7 –7 –9 –7 –7 –8 –7 –4 –7 –6 –7
 GER 9 11 6 8 10 10 9 9 7 8 7 7 8
 GBR 8 10 8 9 10 10 9 5 4 3 8 9 9 
 FRA –1 2 1 2 3 2 4 4 3 2 1 3 2
 SUI 17 20 17 19 18 24 20 23 22 17 15 17 17
 CAN –2 0 –1 2 1 5 5 6 5 9 5 9 3
 SWE 15 10 10 12 12 15 12 13 14 12 15 9 8 
 ITA –11 –10 –8 –7 –8 –4 –4 –5 –5 –4 –3 –2 –4 
 NED 10 12 11 13 11 12 13 10 15 14 10 7 11 
 FIN – – – – – – – – – – 2 7 8
 KOR – – – – – – – – – – –16 –11 –11
 EU-15 – – – – – – – – – – 2 2 2 
 EU new – – – – – – – – – – –20 –19 –15
 World 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sources: SCI – searches and calculations of the Leiden University (CWTS) – calculations of 
Fraunhofer  ISI
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All in all, Germany should not only strive for high values of Scientific Regard, but 
also of International Alignment for getting good access to the international scientific 
discourse. In this context, it is not realistic to achieve the very high indices of the 
United States, as in the Science Citation Index, American journals are very strongly 
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Fig. 1. International Alignment of selected countries and regions as to SCI publications
(without self-citations) 

Table 4. International Alignment of selected countries and regions as to SCI publications 
(without self-citations) 

 Country/ 
 region 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

 USA 36 35 35 35 34 35 35 35 34 36 36 34 33 
 JPN –8 –10 –11 –11 –13 –13 –15 –17 –14 –14 –14 –18 –11
 GER 2 3 –3 –2 0 0 3 4 3 3 5 7 6 
 GBR 4 7 4 7 5 5 7 6 11 10 12 15 15 
 FRA 1 1 4 1 1 0 –1 0 2 2 0 3 4
 SUI 34 31 32 29 30 29 29 29 30 29 30 29 28
 CAN 5 5 5 7 7 8 7 10 11 11 13 11 16
 SWE 4 8 5 8 6 8 8 7 6 8 8 11 12
 ITA –2 –3 –3 –2 –1 0 0 0 2 1 2 1 –1 
 NED 11 11 12 12 11 12 14 13 13 14 21 20 19 
 FIN – – – – – – – – – – 8 10 6 
 KOR – – – – – – – – – – –45 –38 –38 
 EU-15 – – – – – – – – – – 1 3 2 
 EU new – – – – – – – – – – –50 –47 –46
 World 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sources: SCI – searches and calculations of the Leiden University (CWTS) – calculations of 
Fraunhofer  ISI
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represented. The graphical representation according to Fig. 1 shows that the Inter-
national Alignment of Germany should be further improved in comparison to other
countries. 

Profiles of Industrialised Countries 

For a more detailed analysis, the calculation of the SR and IA indices were 
differentiated by 26 scientific fields whereof 18 show up close relations to tech-
nology, the other 8 having a more general character. As to the SR index for Germany, 
all fields reach values above the world average (Fig. 2). In particular, the values for 
Optics, Nuclear Technology, Polymers, and Food are excellent. The quite positive
indices in Process Technology, Environmental Technology, Thermal Processes, and
Civil Engineering may have a bias link to the limited coverage of these fields in the
SCI.3

For an appropriate assessment of the German data, the comparison to the profile of 
Switzerland may be helpful, as this country has a relevant German-speaking part.tt
Furthermore, it is interesting to see which specific structures are linked to the very
high average values of this country. Similar to Germany, the Swiss profile is far from 
being homogeneous. But in all fields, the indices are significantly above the inter-
national average, and in nearly all cases, they are also above the German values.
Finally, the high indices in large areas such as Electrical Engineering, Nuclear En-
gineering, Basic Chemistry, Physics, or Medicine are primarily relevant for the high
total value. 

As to the International Alignment of German publications, the structures are much
more heterogeneous as those for the Scientific Regard, although a similar total index
is reached on average. But distinctively positive indices in fields such as Multi-
disciplinary Journals, Basic Chemistry, or Control Technology are contrasted with ne-
gative ones in Food or Process Technology (Fig. 3). But the negative indices are
primarily linked to fields of the engineering sciences where the adequate coverage of 
German contributions in the SCI is doubtable (Schmoch 2005: 25ff). The positive
index for Biotechnology and the at least average index for Data Processing have to be 
highlighted. In the perspective of a leading industrialised country such as Germany, 
IA indices between five and ten points above the world average should be aimed at.
With reference to this level, the situation in many fields such as Organic Chemistry, 
Medicine, Ecology/Climate, Electrical Engineering, or Mathematics may be improv-
ed. Again, the comparison with Switzerland is interesting. The high average value of 
this country is linked to high indices in nearly all fields with values between ten and
twenty. This is even valid for most fields of the engineering sciences. This example
shows that even for a non-American country it is possible to achieve high indices of 
International Alignment. Obviously, Swiss authors publish their articles in different 
journals than German ones do. 

3  See further below. 
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Fig. 2. Scientific Regard of Germany and Switzerland as to SCI publications (without self 
citations) broken down by scientific fields, 2001 
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Fig. 3. International Alignment of Germany and Switzerland as to SCI publications (without
self citations) broken down by scientific fields, 2001
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Fig. 4. Specialisation profile of Germany and Switzerland as to SCI publications broken down 
by scientific fields, 2003

Up to now, the analysis of scientific structures was made on the basis of the indices
for Scientific Regard and International Alignment. A further important aspect is the 
number of publications in different fields in comparison to other countries, represent-
ed in terms of specialisation. In analogy to the Revealed Patent Advantage (RPA) for 
patents, we have calculated an RLA index, explained in the methodological section 
above. The profile for Germany is shown in Fig. 4, showing an above average

–



3.1   Scientific Performance in an International Comparison      79

specialisation in the fields Optics, Medical Technology, Nuclear Technology, Poly-
mers, Basic Chemistry, Process Technology, Materials, and Physics. At first sight, the 
German profile is quite similar to the Swiss one; however, a closer look reveals var-
ious differences, in particular a higher specialisation of Germany in Optics, Organic
Chemistry, Polymers, Process Engineering, Materials, Physics, and Mathematics, and 

Food, Environmental Technology, Geosciences, or Multidisciplinary Journals. So the 
country profiles prove to be quite characteristic, and a comparison with former years
reveals a high stability in time, also for smaller countries. On the basis of these pro-
files, it is possible to generate, by the so-called multidimensional scaling, a kind of 
maps where the local proximity indicates a proximity of profiles.4

A remarkable point are the low German indices in the engineering fields Environ-
mental Technology, Mechanical Engineering, Thermal Processes, and Civil Engineer-
ing, and for Switzerland these indices are also low in Mechanical Engineering and
Thermal Processes. We will discuss the reason for this finding in the following
section. 

Coverage of Mechanical Engineering in the Science Citation Index 

In the German specialisation profile according to Fig. 4, the strong negative special-
isation in Mechanical Engineering is striking, as according to the general perception
that scientific performance of Germany in this field is quite strong. Against this 
background, we analysed in more detail whether German publications in Mechanical 
Engineering are covered adequately in the Science Citation Index. The case of 
Mechanical Engineering may be considered as an example for other fields of 
engineering such as Environmental Technology, Thermal Processes, or Civil
Engineering. A decisive criterion of such an analysis is the verification of the journal 
coverage of a database. For this purpose, we analysed the structures of the SCI 
category code Mechanical Engineering in the publication year 2003. Looking at the
journals with the highest number of publications in SCI, the top 20 are English 
language journals with a focus on American ones. As to the journals with the highest 
number of articles by German authors, a similar picture appears, as illustrated in
Table 5. Among the ten most relevant journals, only one has a German basis (BWK).

For assessing this finding, we analysed the structures in the database COMPENDEX,
an international database with a focus on engineering sciences, in parallel. Again, we 
examined the most frequently appearing journals of German authors in Mechanical
Engineering for the year 2003, leading to a fair mix of German and English language
journals (Table 5).5 This obvious difference in the coverage of journals implies a
different relative position of Germany compared to other countries. In the Science
Citation Index, the share of authors from Germany in Mechanical Engineering is 3.4
per cent, in COMPENDEX, it is much higher with 4.5 per cent. In addition to this
comparison of the SCI and COMPENDEX, we considered the database DOMA
(TEMA) which covers Mechanical and Process Engineering with an explicit focus on
German institutions. In this case, the ten most frequently appearing journals of 

4  Such a map for twelve countries has been realised in Schmoch (2005)
5 A similar structure appears, if the set of the top journals is enlarged to 20 or 30.  

vice versa a higher specialisation of Switzerland in Control Technology, Pharmacy, 
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German authors in Mechanical Engineering are German ones; so the set is totally 
different to the coverage in the SCI and also COMPEDEX. 

This different journal coverage of the three databases implies a completely differ-
ent ranking of the most relevant institutions, as documented in Table 6. For instance, 

Table 5. Top 10 Journals where German authors published most frequently in Mechanical
Engineering as to different databases 

Rank SCI COMPENDEX DOMA
1 Proceedings of the 

Combustion Institute 
VDI Berichte O + P – Ölhydraulik und 

Pneumatik 
2 WEAR ZWF – Zeitschrift für 

wirtschaftlichen Fabrikbetrieb 
Antriebstechnik 

3 Journal of Aerosol Science  Industrial Diamond Review  Drei R International 
4 BWK – Das Energie-

Fachmagazin 
CIRP Annals – 
Manufacturing Technology 

Tribologie und 
Schmierungstechnik 

5 Journal of Sound and
Vibration 

ThyssenKrupp Techforum bbr, Wasser und Rohrbau 

6 International Journal of Heat
and Mass Transfer 

Kunststoffe Plast Europe  Fluid 

7 International Journal of 
Plasticity 

WEAR ATZ – Automobiltechnische 
Zeitschrift 

8 Computer Methods in 
Applied Mechanics and 
Engineering  

ZEV Rail Glasers Annalen  SMM – Schweizer 
Maschinenmarkt

9 Mechanical Systems and 
Signal Processing  

Aufbereitungstechnik/
Mineral Processing  

MM – Maschinenmarkt.  
Das IndustrieMagazin

10 Applied Thermal 
Engineering  

Surface and Coatings
Technology  

Materialwissenschaft und 
Werkstofftechnik 

Sources: SCISEARCH (STN), COMPENDEX (STN), DOMA (FIZ Technik) – calculations of 
Fraunhofer  ISI

Table 6. Top 10 German institutions in Mechanical Engineering as to different databases

Rank SCI COMPENDEX DOMA 
1 Univ. Karlsruhe TU Hannover RWTH Aachen

2 RWTH Aachen RWTH Aachen Univ. Karlsruhe  

3 Univ. Stuttgart TU Berlin TU München 

4 TU Darmstadt Univ. Karlsruhe Univ. Stuttgart 

5 TU München Fraunhofer Gesellschaft TU Dresden 
6 Univ. Erlangen-Nürnberg Univ. Bremen Univ. Bochum 
7 TU Berlin TU Braunschweig TU Braunschweig 
8 Univ. Bochum Max-Planck-Gesellschaft TU Darmstadt 
9 DLR TU Dresden Univ. Bremen

10 TU Braunschweig TU Darmstadt Univ. Hannover 

Sources: SCISEARCH (STN), COMPENDEX (STN), DOMA (FIZ Technik) – calculations of 
Fraunhofer  ISI

the University of Karlsruhe appears in all three lists, but on different ranks, or the 
University of Breme is only in two lists among the top institutions. 
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To summarise, the structures in a field such as Mechanical Engineering consider-
ably depend on the choice of the database. In this context, we have to be aware that 
the structures in the engineering sciences are quite different to those of the natural and
life sciences. The engineering sciences have a general orientation as to theories and 
concepts on the one hand. But as their major subjects refer to technology, they have a 
distinct local orientation on the other hand (Rip 1992: 257; Fuchs 1994). This means 
in particular that scientists in engineering have to interact with enterprises to get 
access to technology, and a large part of their articles are published in local journals
which are also read by engineers in enterprises. This distinct orientation on local 
journals implies that countries with a large domestic language area such as Germany, 
France, Italy or Spain are not adequately represented in the Science Citation Index. Of 
course, the different results for the Science Citation Index, COMPENDEX, and
DOMA are partly due to differences in the definition of Mechanical Engineering. 
However, the latter can not explain the enormous differences in the journal coverage
and in the ranking of leading institutions. In addition, there is no systematic research 
which type of publications should be considered for appropriately assessing the scien-
tific performance in engineering. In this section, we exclusively examined publica-
tions in journals. Furthermore, contributions to conferences or to books might be
relevant. As to German authors, the SCI does not include any conference contri-
butions for the year 2003, as the focus of the SCI is again on English language
conferences. In contrast, COMPENDEX includes a relevant number of conference 
contributions of German authors, but the database does not cover contributions to 
books. In DOMA all types of publications are included, but with a distinct German
focus. All in all, the standard SCI indicators can not be used for the engineering
sciences in countries with large own language areas. 

International Co-operation in Science 

In the present world with improved communication and transport facilities, the inter-
national exchange between scientists is important. This phenomenon can be analysed
systematically by means of joint publications by authors located in different countries.
There is still no clear consensus which types of co-operations are reflected by co-
publications (Laudel 2002; Katz & Martin 1997), but this approach has proved to be 
valid to reflect the basic structures of international co-operation (Glänzel & Schubert 
2004). We define each publication with authors from at least two countries as inter-
national co-publication. If several authors from the same countries are involved, this
publication will be counted only once. However, in the case of several authors from 
several countries, double counting may happen, as we do not apply fractional counts.t
This approach is methodologically justified by the fact that the investment in an
international co-publication is much higher than in publications with authors of one
institution or of one country. Glänzel and de Lange (2002) have shown that in par-
ticular in the life sciences, international co-publications are more highly cited than
purely national publications. The analyses presented below were conducted on the
level of all publications and differentiated according to four segments defined by cate-
gory codes of the SCI. 

The increased relevance of international co-operation for science is impressively
illustrated in Fig. 5 where the share of international publications of German authors 
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has increased from hardly 20 to 40 per cent between 1990 and 2003. This very high 
level is probably not representative for all scientific publications, as the SCI reflects a 
selection of journals with high international visibility where a higher share of inter-
national publications can be expected. At the same time, the SCI publications make
up an important part of the scientific output, so that the increasing internationalisation 
obviously is a highly relevant phenomenon of present science, the more so as the end
of the development is obviously not reached yet.
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Fig. 5. Share of SCI publications of German authors with at least one foreign partner 

The present share of 40 per cent for Germany seems to be very high, however, other 
countries, such as France, the United Kingdom, Italy, Canada, the Netherlands, or 
Finland display similar shares; Sweden and Switzerland even demonstrate a higher 
level. In conclusion, the high level of internationalisation of science is not a specific
feature of Germany, but applies to nearly all other advanced countries. Only the co-
publication shares of the United States, Japan and South Korea are distinctly lower 
with 20 to 25 per cent. In the case of Japan and South Korea, their geographical
isolation may play a role. In the case of the United States, it may be assumed that the 
number of US scientists is so large that external co-operations are less necessary.  

Looking at broad segments of science, the share of co-publications of German 
authors in the natural sciences is the highest with a present level of almost 50 per cent.
In contrast, the co-publication level in medicine is relatively moderate with 30 per 
cent. In all segments the increase between 1995 and 2003 is considerable. 

For analysing the co-publications in more detail, their absolute number was trans-
formed into an index allowing for a joint representation with their growth rates in one 
figure. Looking at the partner countries of German authors, the co-publications increased 
in all cases. In particular, the co-publications with European partners intensified 
considerably. At the recent edge illustrated in Fig. 6, the number of co-publications with 

Sources: SCISEARCH (STN) – calculations of Fraunhofer  ISI
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European countries has reached a distinctly higher level than co-publications with the 
United States, and also the growth rates since 1995 are higher with regard to EU 
countries. Thus the empirical results support the assumption of an emergence of a 
European research area. 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

USA

EU

Growth rate
1995–2003

Co-publication
index

Fig. 6. Co-publications of German authors in SCI journals with partners of EU countries and 
the United States by frequency (index for the largest region = 100) and growth rate

With regard to the absolute number of co-publications by country, the United States
are the most important co-operation partner of Germany, as expected. But this does 
not mean that German scientists have a special preference for a co-operation with their 
American colleagues. This statement can only hold on the basis of a normalised ranking 
where the number of co-publications is referred to the country size which may be
represented by the absolute number of publications of the analysed partner country. In this 
way, a preference index can be constructed where the worldwide co-operations define the 
average value 1, and preference indexes above 1 indicate co-operations above the
expectation level. According to this specific index, documented in Fig. 7, German
scientists have a specific preference for co-operations with their colleagues from
Austria and Switzerland. The language affinity obviously plays a considerable role in
scientific co-operation. The Netherlands as neighbour country follow in the third
position. But then the neighbour country France does not follow, but the Scandinavian 
countries Denmark, Sweden, Norway, and Finland. Nevertheless, local proximity
plays a role with regard to France as reflected in the higher preference for France 
compared to that for the United Kingdom, although the knowledge of the English 
language in Germany is higher than of the French one.  

Similar to the preference index in the perspective of German scientists, it is pos-
sible to reciprocally calculate a preference index in the perspective of the partner 
countries. Also in this perspective, Austria and Switzerland have a special preference
for co-operations with Germany and the Netherlands, Denmark and Sweden follow in
a similar way; again, the United States, Japan, Canada and South Korea have a lower 
relevance. 

Sources: SCISEARCH (STN) – calculations of Fraunhofer  ISI
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Direct Contribution of Public Research Institutions to Technology 

Public research institutions, in particular universities, contribute to the technological
competitiveness primarily by the education of qualified staff. As to research, their 
focus is on the generation of new knowledge without the direct intention to achieve 
results relevant for application. However, in recent years, there is an increased expect-
ation that public research institutions should directly contribute to technology, as 
reflected in the growing patent activities of universities (OECD [ed.] 2003c).  

It can not be assumed that scientific research contributes to all areas of technology
in the same way, but a focus on science-based technology fields can be expected. In
this context, the term ‘science-based fields’ means that proximity between basic 
research and applied research exists, so that the results of basic research are quicklyt
transferred into application. In this context, we examined the patent activities of non-
profit research organisations from Germany at the German Patent and Trade Mark 
Office (DPMA), that is, domestic applications. The analysis refers to the period of 
1990 to 2001 where German universities rarely were active as patent applicants, and
in most cases the university researchers applied their inventions either privately or 
transferred their rights to firms and appeared as inventors. In the German case, patent 

6 Index: Observed co-publication share in relation to the expected one, normalised by the
world average. 

Fig. 7. Country preferences of German scientists for  co-publications in SCI journals, 2003
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applications with university origin can often be identified by the title ‘Professor’. In 
Germany, the title ‘Professor’ exclusively refers to universities; and professors gener-
ally indicate their title in official documents such as patent applications. According to
expert interviews, we know that the number of university-based patents without profes-
sors as inventors or applicants has increased in recent years and achieved a relevant 
level. Hence the number of universities’ patents is underestimated in our sample, but 
still a large sample is covered. 

The analysis of non-university institutions was performed by name searches in the
applicant fields, because these institutions have been active applicants for many years.
Non-university institutes represent about 35 per cent of all patent applications by 
scientific institutions in Germany.

The analyses focus on eleven technology fields which proved to be the most 
science-based ones according to the operationalisation described above. The defini-
tion of these fields is documented in Table 7; they cover about 40 per cent of all appli-
cations of German origin. 

Table 7. Definition of selected science-based technology fields by codes of the International
Patent Classification (IPC)

Technology field IPC definition
Biotechnology C12M, C12N, C12P, C12Q, C12R, C12S 
Semiconductors H01L, B81, G11C 
Organic Chemistry C07 
Data Processing G06, G10L
Optics G02, G03B, G03C, G03D, G03F, G03G, G03H, H01S 
Telecommunications G08C, H01P, H01Q, H03, H04B, H04H, H04J, H04K, H04L, H04M,

H04N, H04Q
Materials C01, C03C, C04, C21, C22 
Measuring and Control G01, G04F, G04G, G05B, G05D, G05F 
Surface Technology B05C, B05D, B82, C23, C25D
Medical Technology A61B, A61F002, A61F009, A61F011, A61H031, A61H039, A61M, 

A61N
Polymers C08B, C08F, C08G, C08H, C08K, C08L 

Looking at the shares of the public institutions within all domestic patents, they
achieve an average level of 7 per cent. Compared to this, the value in Biotechnology
is rather high with 39 per cent in the priority period 1998 to 2001, and it was even 
higher in the earlier period of 1994 to 1997 with 52 per cent (Fig. 8). However, these 
values for Biotechnology prove to be extreme cases, as the other science-based fields
such as Organic Chemistry, Materials, Surface Technology, or Medical Technology 
reach levels of about 20 per cent. Nevertheless, all science-based fields exhibit shares
distinctly above the average level of 7 per cent mentioned above. The major excep-
tions are Data Processing and Telecommunications, where the public German re-
search infrastructure is rather weak compared to other countries such as Japan or 
France. All in all, the thesis of a relevant direct technology contribution of public
research institutes to science-based fields is supported by the findings. 
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Fig. 8. Share of German public research institutions within all domestic patent applications 
with German origin for selected science-based technology fields 

The focus of scientific institutions on science-based fields is reflected in the low share 
of 3 per cent in other fields. 81 per cent of all applications of public institutions refer 
to science-based fields, compared to 47 per cent in the case of other patent applicants, 
in particular firms.  

A further interesting observation is the decline of the public share in Biotech-
nology, Semiconductors, Optics and Materials between the periods 1994 to 1997 and 
1998 to 2001, which reflects an increasing activity of firms in science-based fields.
For the number of applications of public institutes still grows, but the applications by 
enterprises grow faster. Obviously, public research institutes played a pioneer role in 
these fields, and their knowledge is increasingly utilised by firms. Remarkably, the 
participation of public institutions in the ‘traditional’ field of Organic Chemistry is 
steadily increasing. This trend might be an indication of new emerging subfields with
Organic Chemistry. This latter statement, however, is a reasonable assumption which
needs further substantiation.  

To summarise, it would be misleading to expect a contribution of public scientific
institutions to all fields of technology. Their specific strength in mid- and long-term 
research implies a substantial contribution to science-based fields, whereas the

science-based fields.  

Conclusions 

For recent years, the analysis of SCI publications reveals a slow decrease of the
German share within in all publications worldwide, an observation applying to other 
large industrial countries as well. This development is linked to the strong increase of 
the activities of catch-up countries in Asia, eastern Europe, and South America. As to 
the citation scores of Germany and the derived indicators Scientific Regard and 
International Alignment, the stabilisation at the recent edge can be stated. The steady 

tions, it is not sufficient to look at average shares, but major attention has to be paid to 
participation in other fields is quite moderate. So in the context of scientific institu-

Sources: PATDPA (STN) – calculations of Fraunhofer  ISI
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increase of the German indices in the second half of the 1990s is based on an improved 
scientific performance of the eastern federal states after the German unification. In the 
next years, a stronger orientation of German scientists to international visible journals, and 
linked to that, a stronger link to the international discourse should be aimed at. The 
example of Switzerland illustrates that the German mother tongue is not necessarily a
limitation to the International Alignment of publications. 

International co-publications have gained an increased relevance during the last 
fifteen years, an observation applying to all countries considered. In particular the co-
operation between countries of the European Union has become much closer. As to
Germany’s partner countries, the specific preference for the German language neigh-
bour countries Austria and Switzerland is striking. Furthermore, the co-operation 
level with Scandinavian countries is distinctly higher than expected. This preference 
in the German perspective is also reproduced in the perspective of the partner 
countries. 

A comparison of the journal coverage of the Science Citation Index in Mechanical 
Engineering with that of the databases COMPENDEX and DOMA reveals a strong 
focus on English language journals. This implies a distorted ranking of leading insti-
tutions with respect to their real scientific capacity and performance, since a distinct ff
focus on the local context is important in the engineering sciences. Therefore, the 
SCI-based analysis of the engineering sciences in countries with large domestic mar-
kets and language areas is generally misleading. Further research is necessary to what 
extent contributions to conferences and books have to be included in these fields for 
an appropriate assessment of the scientific performance. 

The examination of patent applications of public scientific institutions leads to 
moderate participation shares on average. But in science-based fields these shares are 
quite high and document a direct relevant contribution of science to technology. In 
many fields, the scientific institutions play a pioneer role.
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3.2   Technological Structures and Performance  
as Reflected by Patent Indicators 

Rainer Frietsch, Ulrich Schmoch 

Abstract. This chapter uses patent applications as an innovation indicator and
compares the trends and structures of twelve countries, analysing so-called tri-
adic patents as a first concept. According to this approach, the Scandinavian
countries, the Netherlands, and Switzerland are the top countries in relative terms,
whereas the USA, Japan, and Germany are the leading countries in absolute terms.
As a second concept, applications at the European Patent Office (EPO) were
investigated with regard to filings in R&D-intensive areas. At the EPO, an upsurge
in the second half of the 1990s can be observed which is triggered by all countries in 
a similar way, but with some new players. This development caused the largest 
applicants to re-shape their portfolios. Finally, looking at international technology
co-operations of German inventors, this mode of knowledge production proves
to have gained importance. Common languages, local proximity, and technological 
competence of the partners distinctly support technology co-operation. 

Introduction 

The system of intellectual property rights is multi-facetted and ranges from copyrights,
trademarks, and design patents to utility patents for technical inventions. Further – less
formal – mechanisms are often used in parallel or in advance of the protection by
formal property rights. Among these are secrecy, head start into the market, complex 
design, or complex technical specifications. Beneath the mechanisms of protection, 
patents for technical innovations play a special and crucial role, as the formal 
requirements for patent applications are the most strict ones, and the assertion of pat-
ents is backed by a strong legal framework.

A patent application has to satisfy at least three criteria: novelty, inventive step and
industrial applicability. The criterion of novelty implies not only novelty for a national
system or for the applicant, but novelty on a worldwide scale. Furthermore, any publi-
cation – for example in a scientific paper or contribution to a conference – or any 
implementation of the invention in any product or process is considered prior art and 
inhibits patent protection. The second criterion – the inventive step1 – means that an 
inventive act had to take place, which is defined by the fact that the new idea is not 
obvious to a person skilled in the art.2 The third requirement of industrial applicability 
is generally fulfilled because of the considerable costs of patent applications which f
are only spent with a realistic market perspective.

1 In US patent law, the cor respondin requirement is called ‘non-obviousness’.
2 See Art. 56 of the European Patent Convention (EPC): http://www.european-patent-office.

org/legal/epc/e/ar56.html#A56. 

U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 89–105.
© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands. 
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Triadic Patents 

Theoretical Concept and Data Basis 

Triadic patents are inventions for which a patent has been applied in each of the three
countries/regions (offices) of the Triad: USA (USPTO), Japan (JPO) and Europe 
(EPO)5. Applications at different national or regional offices that refer to the same 
invention are usually called a ‘patent family’. Whereas this latter concept refers to any 
group of filings, the triadic approach is more restrictive. It is assumed that triadic patents
are of higher economic as well as technological value than applications that are only

3  Trademarks as an innovation indicator are discussed in Schmoch (2003b) or Mendonca et al. 
(2004).

4  As to the appropriateness of patents as a technology indicator, see Schmoch and Hinze 
(2004) and the references cited there.

5 Sometimes the definition of Europe does not only include applications at the EPO, but at any 
national patent office within Europe as well. For reasons of simplicity and as the statistical
effect is restricted, we focus on parallel applications at USPTO, JPO and EPO only. While
non-European applicants almost always use the path of the EPO to get a European appli-
cation, this might not be the case for all European applicants, who may submit make a 
national filing in their home country and subsequent filings at the JPO and USPTO – for 
example using the PCT path – without any EPO application, if they do not intend to file in
any further European country. From an empirical perspective, this is only seldom the case, 
though especially the European applicants have a small ‘disadvantage’ with the approach
used here and so their number of triadic patents might be underestimated in this respect. 

exclusive right of usage to the applicant for securing a quasi monopolistic revenue. 
From the perspective of analysing innovation systems, patents can be interpreted as an 
indicator of the codified knowledge of enterprises, and in a wider perspective of coun-
tries. Unlike trademarks, for example, that can be used as an innovation indicator for the 
service sector,3 the focus of the statistical patent analysis is directed towards tech-
nological innovations, especially visible in the manufacturing sector.4 It can be plausibly
assumed that any patent application is preceded by mostly large investment in the
research and development process (Grupp 1998: 145–147; Kash & Kingston 2001).
From this point of view, patents can be seen as a success or output indicator of research
and development (R&D) processes (Freeman 1982: 8). On the other hand, most – but 
not all – technological inventions will flow into a product or process that will then ber

competitiveness.
The structure of this chapter is as follows. Section 2 compares the status and

EU-15, while Section 3 focuses on EPO applications in R&D-intensive fields. Next to 
these analyses of profiles, structures and developments, the co-patenting behaviour of 
German applicants is presented in Section 4.

Starting from a simple legal perspective, patents give, for a limited period, an

of enterprises, sectors or countries and therefore act as an early sign for future

development of triadic patent applications in twelve industrialised countries and the 

an input indicator (or throughput indicators) with regard to future market activities
offered on national or international markets. Thus, patents can also be interpreted as
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Box 1. 

This study uses patent applications rather than granted patents, as applications are published
earlier than grants and reflect technological competitiveness in a more appropriate way. In former 
years, the USPTO only published granted patents, so that the standard triadic approach was dis-
torted. To overcome these obstacles, we applied an alternative computation method, which takes 
the real patent flows between regions/offices into account: all applicants file the largest number of 
patents in their home country, of course. Furthermore, applicants from the USA file slightly more
patents in Japan than in Europe, applicants from European countries apply for many more patents
in the USA than in Japan. And Asian applicants file many more patents in the USA than in Eu-
rope (EPO et al. 2004). In consequence, the lowest number of filings for any country of origin is t
not at the USPTO; USA patent applications are not the limiting factor of triadic patents. From this r
perspective, we do not need USPTO data to compute them. It is sufficient to rely on applications 
at the EPO or the JPO, respectively. This method has proved its feasibility and validity in several
analyses, since Fraunhofer ISI introduced the triadic approach in 1988 (Schmoch et al. 1988). 

Since the second half of the 1990s, no database for Japanese applications exists anymore that 
allows for searching all relevant data necessary for this analysis. This – first of all – concerns the 
inventor or applicant country information, which is crucial for the determination of the country of 
origin. Therefore, we alternatively used PCT applications with Japan as a designated country. 
However, the PCT enjoys an increasing popularity, so that growth rates do not realistically reflect 
technological developments.

Against this background, the strategy for counting triadic patent applications applied in this 
study is as follows. First, the number of patent filings for any country at the European Patent 
Office and via PCT application designated to Japan is computed. In a second step, the numbers of 
these two procedures are compared and the lower number is taken as the number of triadic filings,
based on the knowledge of the patent flows described above. Third, the trend of filings at the EPO
is applied to the absolute number of PCT applications in the year 1998, tracking forward and 
backward. The results of this method have been compared to results published by the OECD as a 
triadic approach (Dernis & Kahn 2004; OECD [ed.] 2004b; 2004c; OECD 2005b).6 The trend of 
the OECD data is rather similar to our approach, but we reach a higher absolute level, as our 
results are not limited by grants at the USPTO. For the same reason, we arrive at data that point to
more recent years than with ‘real’ patent family counting. For the analysis of high-technology
profiles, we use patent applications at the European Patent Office (EPO). Besides statistical and 
methodological advantages, the reasons for focusing on the European market are twofold. First, 
we aim to analyse the competitiveness of countries with a special focus on Germany; and for 
German companies, the European market – next to the German market, of course – is the most 
important one. Furthermore, Europe is one of the most important and largest markets in the world
and therefore relevant for any internationally oriented company. Second, for European countries 
and companies it is their most relevant ‘regional market’ where they show their competitiveness – 
more or less – unvarnished. Besides, analysing European patent applications, we have to bear in
mind that non-European countries like the USA or Japan only offer a selected set of technologies
from their total technological potentials that is shaped by their export portfolio, expectations of 
the development of the European market and the strength of other countries serving this market. 
Non-European countries do not have a ‘regional advantage’ in statistical terms. In particular, low-
technology goods with a distinct local orientation such as sanitary or lighting equipment are less 
represented in the EPO patent profile of non-European countries, whereas patents in high-
technology fields are generally reflected in an adequate way. 

6 Direct comparisons of our results with the results published by the OECD (2005b) reveal that
our approach leads to 50–80 per cent higher numbers of triadic patent applications for most
European countries and about 140–160 per cent more filings for those countries, where the
US data play a very prominent role (except US inventors themselves) e.g. GBR, CAN, SWE,
FIN.
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filed at one or two offices. Furthermore, from a methodological perspective, the home
advantage of countries at their home office can be levelled by this approach (Schmoch
& Hinze 2004: 225ff). 

Empirical Findings 

Table 1 displays the total number of triadic patents in the year 2002, the patent inten-
sity (patents per one million workforce) and the growth rate between 1991 and 2002. 
The United States are at the top of the list with nearly 30,000 filings. The EU-15 ranks
second with almost the same number, followed by Japan with more than 21,000
triadic patents. Germany is responsible for more than one-third of all EU-15 applica-
tions. Great Britain, France and the Netherlands follow in the next places.

Table 1. Triadic patents; totals, intensities and growth rates, 2002 

Total Intensity 
(patents per 1million

workforce) 

Growth rate 
(1991 = 100) 

FIN 1,217 516 312 
SWE 1,917 440 218 
NED 3,047 365 246 
SUI 1,443 346 179 
JPN 21,501 329 171
GER 10,216 264 199
USA 29,717 200 199 
GBR 5,137 174 181 
FRA 3,910 157 164
CAN 1,912 122 372
KOR 1,858 84 2,017 
ITA 1,603 67 194 
EU-15 29,103 171 196
OECD 71,215 135 197
Total 74,350 – 201

Source: EPAPAT, WOPATENT, OECD (MSTI) – calculations by Fraunhofer ISI 

As the absolute number of patent filings is first of all influenced by the size of a coun-
try in terms of inhabitants or workforce, the patent intensity indicator permits a better 
comparison of the international technological strengths of these countries. If this in-
dicator is used, the smaller countries Finland, Sweden, the Netherlands and Switzer-
land appear at the top of the list, followed by Japan and Germany, whereas the United
States only reach a medium position, reflecting their distinct orientation to their large t
domestic market and a relatively low engagement in exports. But the USA is still 
ahead of the EU-15 countries. 

Looking at the growth rates, the ranking is quite different. South Korea is unrivalled at 
the top, reflecting its enormous upsurge in the world economy. Canada and the alreadyn
mentioned Scandinavian countries Finland and Sweden follow. As for Sweden and 



3.2   Technological Structures and Performance as Reflected by Patent Indicators      93

Finland, the figures underline their great success and unique development within the
1990s that shot them to the top of the innovative countries in the world. The Canadian
growth mirrors its dissociation from a pure orientation to the US market and its 
increasing international engagement. 

Table 2. Growth rates of triadic patents, 1991–2002 

 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

 USA 0.1 2.1 2.3 5.6 10.2 6.0 11.0 11.2 6.7 11.0 –4.2 10.1 
 JPN –9.2 –7.5 1.6 –2.9 12.7 11.1 5.7 8.3 15.4 19.3 –2.5 12.8 
 GER –0.9 1.9 1.8 7.1 4.2 19.4 11.8 13.2 6.6 7.2 –1.6 2.0
 GBR –1.8 0.2 1.3 4.9 5.1 9.7 8.1 14.6 10.1 7.1 –1.8 4.4
 FRA 1.2 –5.5 3.2 3.8 3.3 10.3 11.6 8.5 6.8 4.6 2.1 1.9
 SUI –4.3 8.6 –2.8 3.3 0.1 12.0 11.8 11.6 6.6 11.9 2.6 0.3
 CAN 4.4 7.8 6.0 8.7 14.2 11.1 32.4 18.6 13.1 12.8 4.7 7.9
 SWE –1.5 15.8 5.0 19.6 12.9 19.1 13.6 2.0 5.8 10.8 –11.0 –6.4
 ITA 2.9 –5.6 4.1 3.8 6.2 16.2 9.2 5.8 11.1 9.1 1.1 5.7 
 NED –4.4 1.4 1.4 4.8 15.2 18.8 11.9 10.5 12.3 17.7 14.5 –6.6 
 FIN –4.0 28.4 11.1 15.5 3.7 19.6 19.6 14.1 20.6 4.1 1.1 –7.9 
 KOR 41,9 17,0 46,1 25,2 26,5 –1,0 32,6 47,4 13,3 53,6 15,6 34,7 

 EU-15 –0,2 0,6 3,1 6,1 4,8 15,7 12,3 10,5 8,6 7,4 0,1 1,4 
 Total –2.0 –0.2 2.5 3.9 7.8 11.6 11.3 10.8 9.4 12.2 –1.7 7.5
 OECD –2.1 –0.4 2.5 3.9 7.9 11.5 11.0 10.5 9.4 11.4 –1.4 7.1

This impressive change can also be traced in Table 2, where the growth rates of tria-
dic patents are displayed separately for each year between 1991 and 2002. In the first
half of the decade, the patent filings increase moderately for almost all countries. 
Only South Korea, Finland, and Sweden grow at a much higher speed. The second
half of the 1990s is characterised by enormous growth rates in all countries, so that 
the total number of filings doubled within this decade. Several authors have examined
and analysed the reasons for this massive expansion of patent filings. Apart from sim-
plifications in the legal and administrative framework (Hall & Ziedonis 2001; Kortum
& Lerner 1999) and an increased R&D efficiency (Janz et al. 2001), especially the stra-
tegic motivation to patent, particularly induced by very large companies, was iden-
tified as the main driving force behind this upsurge (Arundel & Patel 2003; Blind  
et al. 2003a; 2004; Cohen et al. 2002). However, this total upward trend was stopped
after the year 2000. This was a result of the worldwide economic downturn, especially 
led by the ICT sector. As a consequence, the general decline did not hit all countries
with the same force, but those above all, which are highly specialised in ICT and
related sectors such as Sweden, Finland and to some extent also the Netherlands,
whereas countries like the USA or Japan were affected only shortly. Canada and 
South Korea were more or less unaffected by this worldwide recession, though their 
speed was reduced for a while. The Japanese applicants performed badly in the first 
half of the decade, as they had to cope with the Asian crisis. But obviously there was a 

Source: EPAPAT, WOPATENT — calculations by Fraunhofer  ISI
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starting already in 1995, so that the Japanese applicants could nearly level the fore-
gone total development of all OECD countries at the beginning of the new century. First 
estimates for the priority years 2003 and 2004 for all countries indicate a further and
steady growth, but with a less steep slope than in the second half of the 1990s. It seems 
that the dramatic upsurge has come to an end and ‘normality’ gets the upper hand again. 

Patents in R&D-intensive Technologies 

Theoretical Concept and Data Basis 

The international division of labour and competition implies the necessity for compa-
nies – and in consequence also for countries – to specialise in the production and pro-
vision of selected technologies. For each country, it is favourable to focus on its
strength and buy other goods abroad, as already discussed in Ricardo’s classic work 
(Ricardo 1996). Highly industrialised countries have other advantages such as quali-
fied human capital, skills and knowledge that result in a technical and organisational
lead, which they can offer to the world market embedded in profound and sound 
products.7 These products meet these criteria are – first of all – high-technology goods
(see Chapter 1 for definition and the concept of specialisation).8 Therefore special 
attention is paid to the analysis of this part of national innovation systems (Edquist 
1997; Lundvall 1992). However, the present situation is characterised by an increas-
ing engagement of catching-up countries in high-technology, so that the boundaries
with regard to the traditional industrialised countries are blurred. 

Empirical Findings 

Table 3 displays the intensities and specialisation indices for the twelve countries in 
our analysis and the EU-15. The patent intensities allow for taking the different sizes 
of countries into account by setting the number of patent applications in relation to the
size of the workforce. Looking at this indicator, Switzerland is at the top of the list,
followed by Finland and Sweden, which both show enormous growth rates, especially
in the second half of the 1990s. This result has already been observed in the analysis
of triadic patents, but it can now be qualified further. The growth of applications from

7 Cf. Amable and Verspagen (1995), Boskin andLau (1992), Curzio et al. (1994), Dosi et al
(1990), Fagerberg (1988; 1997), Freeman and Soete (1997), Gomulka (1990), Gustavsso
et al. (1997), Mowery and Rosenberg (1989), Porter (1998), Wakelin (1997). 

8 With the definition or scope of this study, we focus on technical innovations. This does not 
mean that innovations only take place in the industrial sector; the opposite is true. Especially
in the service sector, many creative and innovative novelties are invented and brought to the 
market. By definition and as a matter of fact, patents and patent statistics aim at technological 
inventions and innovations. The number of technical innovations originating in the service
sector is restricted. For example, only 3–5 per cent of all patents are filed by service com-
panies (Blind et al. 2003b; Blind & Frietsch 2003; Frietsch 2004a).

catching-up effect in the second half – also triggered by the weak national development –
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Table 3. Intensities and specialisation index for selected countries in the area of high-
technology 1991–2000

 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Patents per 1million workforce (intensities)

 USA 92 93 94 99 108 114 124 136 144 148 133 131
 JPN 117 106 105 103 115 127 137 142 169 198 196 214 
 GER 157 157 164 178 193 231 258 298 322 339 341 345 
 GBR 77 82 81 85 91 98 106 128 139 144 144 137
 FRA 119 113 120 126 126 139 157 170 184 187 189 192 
 SUI 254 252 261 258 255 294 315 345 384 436 446 441 
 CAN 32 33 33 39 45 50 67 79 90 87 95 90 
 SWE 112 132 150 192 217 272 321 320 347 356 325 295
 ITA 55 53 50 55 58 68 70 72 80 88 88 91 
 NED 124 126 123 125 147 177 190 214 225 270 304 271 
 FIN 98 155 180 224 235 287 353 379 455 435 451 386
 KOR 6 8 9 11 15 14 20 33 35 40 48 64 

Specialisation index (RPA)
 USA 10 10 11 11 11 13 12 13 12 12 4 2 
 JPN 9 9 7 7 4 2 5 1 1 1 0 0 
 GER –12 –15 –13 –13 –10 –11 –11 –10 –9 –9 –8 –8 
 GBR –2 3 1 0 1 0 1 7 5 5 2 2 
 FRA –10 –9 –7 –7 –11 –10 –10 –10 –8 –8 –9 –8
 SUI –4 –12 –5 –10 –13 –10 –15 –17 –14 –9 –10 –9 
 CAN 11 7 3 11 12 12 14 16 18 13 16 13
 SWE –13 –15 –11 –7 –6 –3 0 –2 0 –1 3 4 
 ITA –10 –8 –18 –16 –17 –17 –22 –26 –26 –24 –24 –21 
 NED –7 –4 –7 –11 –7 –4 –6 –2 –8 –4 –7 –7
 FIN –9 6 4 10 9 13 19 13 14 10 16 14 
 KOR 8 25 3 –2 7 0 7 16 11 9 10 17 
 EU-15 –10 –10 –10 –10 –9 –9 –9 –8 –8 –8 –8 –7

Source: EPAPAT, WOPATENT; OECD (MSTI) – calculations by Fraunhofer ISI

Finland and Sweden are especially driven by the R&D-intensive technologies (see 
also Chapter 2.2).

In the most recent year 2002, Germany ranks third among all countries considered
and first among the large industrialised countries. The increase of the intensities inf
Germany is not only based on an expansion of the number of patents in high-level
technologies – where Germany traditionally has its strength and ranks second behind 
Switzerland – but also on a strengthened position in the leading-edge technologies, 
where Germany reached a less prominent position for a long period. Thus, the abso-
lute number of German EPO applications per year has tripled in the period of 1991 to 
2002 in leading-edge technology, whereas the numbers in high-level technology
‘only’ doubled. A clear development in the direction of leading-edge technology is
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obvious. But a look at the specialisation index (RPA)9 (lower panel of Table 3) does
not reflect this change towards high-technology in Germany; only small increases in
the position are visible. 

This finding points to the fact that other economies also expanded their activities
during the 1990s, and the enormous increase in the patent intensities in Germany 
could not be converted into clear advantages in the specialisation in leading-edge 
technologies. The total sum of patents for all countries nearly doubled in the observa-
tion period and even grew slightly more in the area of high-technology patents (see
Table 4). So the minor shift in German specialisation reflects that other countries 
moved in the same direction as well; for a change of absolute numbers becomes visi-
ble in the specialisation index only if other countries do not alter their profiles. 

Table 4. Growth rates of patent filings by technological areas, 1991–2002ff

Total patent 
applications 

High- 
technology 

Leading-edge 
technology 

High-level
technology 

 USA 165.4 166.8 190.2 148.8 
 JPN 179.9 181.6 180.6 182.3 
 GER 191.3 220.7 309.4 191.3 
 GBR 166.8 190.6 249.3 154.8
FRA 155.1 174.8 209.5 153.6
 SUI 175.2 183.6 266.7 156.6 
 CAN 295.1 331.2 485.4 241.0 
 SWE 196.9 256.1 317.9 216.8 
ITA 176.4 174.0 220.3 159.4 
 NED 245.4 268.1 365.7 209.9
 FIN 283.3 393.4 666.0 196.7 
 KOR 1055.7 1269.3 1778.6 963.7
 EU-15 183.8 208.2 278.7 176.9
 Total 181.3 199.2 246.0 172.0 

Source: EPAPAT, WOPATENT – calculations by Fraunhofer ISI 

The numbers in the leading-edge technologies grew by factor 2.5, whereas the patent 
applications in the area of high-level technologies ‘only’ grew by 1.7. In comparison
to other large industrialised countries, the German development is at the top and is
only surpassed by smaller countries such as Canada, South Korea, the Netherlands 
and especially Finland. So Germany does and can compete with these young tech-
nological nations, at least with respect to the growth rate of the patents in the area of 
high-technology. All in all, the patent data reflect a still competitive position of 
Germany in industrial R&D. (see Table 5).

9 The specialisation index RPA (Revealed Patent Advantage) is defined as:
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(for further details cf. Nesta & Patel 2004 and Chapter 1).
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Table 5. Specialisation index for selected countries by leading-edge and high-level technology,
1991–2002 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Leading-edge technology 

USA 29 26 28 30 29 23 27 27 23 22 11 9 

JPN 9 5 9 –4 4 –3 –6 –12 –5 1 –15 –8

GER –47 –43 –47 –46 –49 –34 –39 –36 –39 –36 –34 –34 

GBR 1 11 5 15 10 14 11 20 20 15 11 7 

FRA –4 –10 –3 –5 –15 –19 –11 –14 –12 –14 –7 –9

SUI –44 –34 –43 –39 –50 –40 –51 –46 –39 –28 –25 –35 

CAN 18 23 12 33 40 34 46 40 41 25 35 28 

SWE –7 7 –11 21 12 21 16 14 16 19 2 –3

ITA –45 –50 –48 –44 –48 –44 –60 –65 –63 –58 –64 –55 

NED –8 1 1 –8 7 9 5 8 3 15 27 –8

FIN 1 47 38 47 41 55 60 53 63 45 52 41

KOR 43 54 16 –5 16 –3 46 58 33 37 40 50 

EU-15 –26 –22 –24 –20 –25 –17 –19 –18 –17 –18 –15 –20

High-level technology 

USA –1 1 –1 –1 –1 0 0 –1 0 –1 –5 –6

JPN 4 7 6 9 7 6 8 7 9 8 11 10

GER 5 1 4 6 9 6 6 9 10 10 11 10 

GBR –4 –3 –3 –10 –7 –10 –9 –2 –9 –7 –7 –6

FRA –12 –12 –9 –9 –11 –6 –8 –7 –8 –6 –8 –8

SUI 14 2 12 4 3 6 6 2 3 6 5 8 

CAN 11 2 –1 –1 –7 –7 0 –2 –5 –3 4 –4

SWE –16 –19 –10 –17 –17 –16 –12 –25 –19 –23 –7 –2 

ITA 8 11 –2 –1 0 1 0 –1 0 2 5 3

NED –8 –6 –12 –12 –13 –9 –13 –11 –15 –14 –26 –18 

FIN –17 –9 –18 –17 –23 –29 –30 –35 –54 –48 –43 –45

KOR 7 12 15 9 11 –6 –11 –6 –9 –11 –6 3 

EU-15 –1 –3 –2 –2 –1 –2 –2 0 –1 –1 0 0

Source: EPAPAT, WOPATENT – calculations by Fraunhofer ISI 

In terms of growth rates, the USA and Japan are below the average, due to the high 
dynamics of smaller countries. South Korea and Canada reach impressive growth 
rates, because they started at a very low level in the early 1990s. At that time they
were not very active in Europe and at the European Patent Office, respectively.  

The development of the specialisation indices in leading-edge technologies through-
out the 1990s shows constant and positive values for the USA, with a reduction in the 
most recent years. In contrast, the Japanese values have a negative trend during the
whole 1990s that leads to a clear negative specialisation at the end of this decade. 
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Table 6. Specialisation indices of selected countries in high-technology product fields, 1998–2002 

 USA JPN GER GBR FRA SUI CAN SWE ITA NED FIN KOR EU
Leading-edge products

 Radioactive Substances 9 –1 –58 55 63 –77 18 66 –71 –64 –
100 84 –3

 Plant Protective Agents 24 –48 –17 10 –7 36 39 –59 –31 –41 –96 60 –18 
 Pharmaceutical Agents 43 –41 –39 45 –7 –11 62 5 –44 –24 –57 –14 –15 
 Nuclear Reactors –27 –66 19 15 20 –45 –23 30 –23 –37 –48 –44 23

 Weapons –42 –91 46 –59 40 61 2 64 –1 –63 –3 –
100 27

 Computers 29 17 –55 8 –18 –58 –6 –9 –72 35 10 41 –30
 Integrated Circuits 12 45 –20 –68 –8 –59 –86 –86 25 47 –95 25 –21
 Communication Equip. 5 –4 –29 6 2 –60 45 52 –69 13 89 61 –5 
 Medical Diagnosis 39 –26 –48 –17 –61 –42 24 35 –74 33 28 –39 –32
 Top Instruments 11 7 –9 16 –25 12 –14 –18 –57 13 –21 –1 –11 

 Aircrafts 26 –65 –8 31 56 30 33 6 –78 –94 –92 –100 2

High-level products
 Organic Substances 27 –21 –7 48 10 39 24 –38 –25 –39 –79 26 –5
 Inorganic Substances 0 22 4 –28 –8 –10 53 –62 –70 –16 –43 –8 –14 
 Polymers 1 41 2 –49 –11 –48 1 –85 –6 –5 –42 6 –12
 Dyes 7 37 15 16 –42 52 –81 –84 –74 –3 –88 –41 –12
 Pharmaceutical Products 40 –43 –39 45 –1 10 63 9 –14 –43 –75 –2 –14
 Appl.-Oriented Chemicals 22 1 –12 20 –10 –12 18 –8 –51 –20 –17 –56 –10 
 Engines –23 10 51 –22 –22 26 24 –44 –20 –99 –85 –99 12 
 Pumps –43 59 –5 –38 –55 –49 –28 16 13 –87 –90 70 –22
 Hydro-pneumatic Fittings –31 –41 29 –13 –1 0 –21 15 59 –70 –68 –52 21
 Conveyors –57 22 37 –55 –17 43 –74 –4 52 –13 –4 –82 18 
 Heating & Cooling Equip. –4 –7 5 –4 31 –27 –4 –29 –15 –14 –40 –9 5
 Agricultural Machines –50 –82 44 –25 48 –83 5 5 51 52 –31 –98 40
 Machine Tools –43 14 31 –51 –9 40 –25 20 51 –49 –34 –64 14
 Textile Machines –58 –33 30 –21 –21 73 –98 –77 87 –52 –97 72 26
 Special Purpose Machines –24 –38 26 –10 –16 12 35 29 57 –16 66 –72 22
 Office Machines 5 69 –53 –37 –47 –97 –69 –87 –91 –50 –92 42 –54 
 Electric Motors –53 43 25 –50 –9 34 –48 –37 35 –82 –4 17 0 
 Electric Transmission –17 –60 38 3 35 –9 –64 –41 59 –28 –79 –95 30
 Electric Lighting –18 45 –2 –24 –37 –40 29 –74 –35 18 –65 8 –18
 Electronic Devices 6 60 –30 –74 –49 –54 –92 –52 –65 17 –94 –3 –41 
 Television Sets –37 70 –77 –31 –41 –80 –71 –93 –91 86 –82 88 –40 
 Medical Devices 45 –81 –38 4 –23 57 –17 26 –7 –61 –73 –61 –22
 High Class Instruments –19 –35 31 6 17 61 –54 –10 –9 –53 –7 –56 15 
 Optical Apparatus 13 49 –52 –3 –35 –14 25 –19 –72 –26 –82 47 –43
 Automobiles –60 3 60 –37 30 –87 –48 6 –4 –65 –88 –48 31
 Rail Vehicles –78 –88 67 –26 47 57 –51 1 –45 –81 5 33 47
 Other R&D-int. products 26 –4 –41 –32 20 –94 –48 –22 6 –14 32 48 –10

Source: EPAPAT, WOPATENT – calculations by Fraunhofer ISI 
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Germany is still specialised below average in the area of leading-edge technologies
accompanied by a slow upward trend in the second half of the period observed, although 
this trend can, at least to some extent, be explained by the weakening of the Japanese 
and US indices. The United Kingdom and the Netherlands display a positive advance 
in leading-edge technologies, but also small countries such as Canada, Finland and
South Korea. France and Italy show a deterioration of their position, and the index for
Switzerland improved, but is still distinctly below average. 

As to high-level technology, especially Germany, Japan, but also Switzerland and 
Italy exhibit positive specialisation indices, while the USA and the EU-15 hold an
average level. France still has a slightly negative specialisation, and Canada, Sweden,
Finland and South Korea are under-specialised in this area. 

By means of the high-technology concordance (Grupp et al. 2000), the profiles of 
the countries can be broken down further by 38 product fields, of which 11 represent 
the leading-edge technologies and 27 the high-level technologies, respectively.

We have already mentioned that the German strengths are more in the area of high-
level technologies and less in leading-edge technologies. This general statement can
now be qualified further. The German applicants have distinct advantages in the trans-
port sector, including Engines, Automobiles, and Rail Vehicles, as well as in the sector of 
machinery (Machine Tools, Textile Machines, Agricultural Machines and Special
Purpose Machines), and they have even been able to improve their position in these
areas in the recent past. Furthermore, positive specialisations can be found in high class
instruments as well as in ‘classical’ high-power electronic technology (Electric Motors, 
Electrical Transmission and Lighting). Most of these technologies belong to high-level 
technologies. In contrast, ‘modern’ electronics like ICT, Pharmaceutical Agents and
Products, Medical Diagnosis, or Medical Devices are not among the German strengths. 
Despite this general profile, a positive overall trend in Germany’s leading-edge techno-
logies has been identified and is, first of all, linked to ICT, especially to Integrated 
Circuits, Communication Equipment, and Electronic Devices (see also Germany’s 
R&D structure, Chapter 2.1)

US applicants reach a leading position in the medical fields (Pharmaceutical
Agents and Products, Medical Diagnosis, Medical Devices) and in ICT (Computers, 
Semiconductors, and Electronic Engineering and Devices), but in Electronics, their 
position is still positive, but declining. They exhibit negative specialisation indices in
Machinery and Transport (except Aircraft). All in all, the technology portfolio of the
USA is stable, and the comparison of the US and the German specialisation profiles
reveal that they rather complement one another. 

In contrast, the Japanese activities at the EPO are much more similar to those of 
Germany, so that the frequent direct competition of these two countries in the Euro-
pean market is more obvious. In total, the specialisation of Japan shows many ex-
tremely positive as well as extremely negative values, a quite unusual observation for 
a large country – though besides the technological activities the non-European pro-
files are also guided by export possibilities and restrictions. Positive specialisations 
are visible in ICT – where clear competition exists with the USA and recently also 
with South Korea. Inorganic Substances and also Polymers and Dyes play an im-
portant role in the Japanese portfolio, while their specialisation is quite weak in 
Pharmaceutical Agents and Products. Further technological advantages refer to Optical
Apparatus and Transport as well as Machine Tools. Within the observation period, the
general Japanese orientation is rather constant.
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As already visible in the overall figures, South Korea plays a special role; it has 
made massive progress in various technical fields, where they now reach positive spe-
cialisation indices. In particular, this holds for Computers, Integrated Circuits, Com-
munication Equipment and Television sets, which can be summarised under the heading 
of ‘modern’ electronics. It is interesting to look at the South Korean catching-up
strategy in more detail. It started with copying innovations and with simple tasks
 in production and assembling that were off-shored by several electronic companies, 
in particular Japanese ones. The Koreans were able to use this impulse as a platform
to start from and developed very quickly into a country with a gross domestic product 
per capita that is similar or beyond that of many western industrialised countries. This
was possible due to various specific support measures that were adjusted towards this 
goal, e.g. by building up an educational system that is among the best in the world.
The interesting fact about South Korea is that it took a similar path as Japan, namely 
by starting from imitation and then moving more and more towards innovation, where 
the switch to own innovations is visible in the tremendous increase of patents. Today, 
South Korea and Japan are competitors in many fields.

If the profiles of the United States and the EU-15 are compared, similar results to
US and German activities can be found. The profiles are rather complementary than 
competitive. This is not only due to the fact that within Europe, Germany has great 
weight, but also that within Europe, the smaller countries like Sweden or the Nether-
lands that compete with the United States especially in the area of ‘modern’ elec-
tronics, only have a limited weight, when the totals are calculated for EU-15. But in 
sum, this means that the main areas of activity of the European Union and the United 
States – at least in the European market – are not the same and the US inventors seem
to take advantage of the technological gaps that the European inventors do not cover 
with the same emphasis. 

It is interesting to see that this result also applies when the EU-15 is compared to 
Japan, a result that was not that obvious in the comparison with Germany alone,

British and French inventors both show only a few extreme specialisation indices. 
Great Britain is focused on Pharmaceuticals and Organic Substances. France is 
specialised in Nuclear Energy, Weapons, and Transport (Aircraft, Automobiles, Rail
Vehicles). The smaller countries analysed generally display a more pronounced 
specialisation profile than the larger ones. Most of them focus on only a few
technological areas, where they are able to reach a critical mass to be internationally
competitive. Switzerland, for example, has stakes in Organic and Inorganic Substances, 
in Machinery and Instruments. Canada is active in areas like Organic and Inorganic 
Substances, and Pharmaceutical Agents and Products. Furthermore, they reach positive 
values in Engines, Special Machinery, Lighting, and recently also in Optics. Finland and 
Sweden are both highly specialised in Communication Equipment, Medical Diagnosis,--
and Sweden also in Medical Devices. Both countries have been able to increase their 
activities in Computers, where they now reach an average specialisation index. This--
might be a side effect of the technological fusion of computer systems and communi-
cation technologies. On the other hand, they show extreme negative values in Integrated 
Circuits and Electronic Devices. The Dutch portfolio has clear positive values in 
Electronics (Computers, Integrated Circuits, Electronic Devices, Communication 
Equipment) and Medical Diagnosis. Italy has a clear focus on Machinery (Pumps,
Fittings, Conveyors etc.). A further positive orientation can be also found in Electric
Motors and Transmission, as well as Integrated Circuits.
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where the overlap of the profiles is more pronounced. Obviously, the thresholds on
the European market erected by European applicants are very high and foreign en-
trants have to adapt their portfolio to the profiles of the countries that are already
active in this market. This also seems to be a good sign on the way to the European 
Research Area (ERA) (Edler & Kuhlmann 2005; European Commission 2000), as a
strong ‘home base’ is an important prerequisite in heading for the goal to become the 
most important research area in the world.

To sum up, the development of technical innovations in the area of high-
technology on the European market has been characterised by stability in the first half 
of the 1990s and enormous growth in the second half, with some turbulence after the 
year 2000. Some new players entered the market, among whom the Scandinavian 
countries and South Korea are the most prominent. While the large countries were
able to keep their positions at least in part, the smaller countries caught up in some
selected fields. Especially in the area of leading-edge technologies, first of all in the 
ICT sector (Computers, Semiconductors and Telecommunication Equipment), distinct 
changes have taken place. Smaller countries settled down and disputed the rights of 
the old-established applicants. Though the effect on the indices is of limited extent,
the total system started to move. Against the background of a new international divi-
sion of labour or technology production, everyone has to find his or her niche and de-
fend it against a growing number of competitors. 

International Co-patents 

Theoretical Concept and Data Sources

In this section, we address the question which pattern of international technology co-
operations exist and how it changed during the 1990s. For this purpose, co-patents at 
the European Patent Office are analysed, with a special focus on the German situ-
ation. We define a co-patent as any patent where at least one German inventor and at 
the same time at least one inventor from a foreign country is registered. This means 
that not only co-operations of German and foreign companies and research institutes 
are considered, but also such kinds of innovations are encompassed that arise from
globally acting ‘multinationals’(see also Chapter 2.3). For instance, if researchers 
from different international research sites of one company join in the production of a
patent, this co-operation is included. One goal of this examination is to identify 
‘knowledge flows’ for the assessment of the ‘globalisation’ of applied research and 
development. We performed the analysis on the basis of inventors instead of appli-
cants, because in international co-operations, not all of the parties involved neces-f
sarily appear as applicants, whereas all the inventors have to be named according to
legal requirements. 

Empirical Findings 

In order to assess Germany’s level of co-operations, an international comparison was
carried out as the first step; in Figure 1, the shares of international co-patents of selec-
ted countries are displayed. They differ greatly, but for all countries, the statement 
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applies that the number of international co-operations clearly increased in the 1990s.
No rule without exceptions: Japan shows a constant lowering of co-operation, re-
flecting a re-orientation on the domestic market. But South Korea also has shrinking
intensities, which can, at least for the recent past, be explained by the tremendous 
growth of their total number of patent applications. The absolute number of co-
operations of South Korean inventors is – starting from a low level – about seven
times higher in the year 2002 than at the beginning of the 1990s. Although both coun-
tries are located in the same region, the decrease of co-operation has to be interpreted
differently. Japan has reached a high level of development, but has to cope with anf
economic crisis; South Korea is still in a catching-up process and need to co-operate
for knowledge acquisition.
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Source: EPAPAT, WOPATENT – Fraunhofer ISI computations 

Fig. 1. Share (in per cent) of international co-patents on all patents of selected countries, 2002

Compared to other countries, the German share of international co-operation emerges
at a medium level, at about 11 per cent. In the group of the larger countries, the USA
and Italy display comparable shares, whereas Great Britain and France are more in-
tensively engaged in international technology co-operation, with almost 20 per cent each.
It seems obvious that the international linkages of smaller countries are more pronounced 
than those of larger ones, as they often need more international co-operation to achieve a d
critical mass in specific technology areas. Therefore, the international shares of 
Switzerland and Canada appear to be quite high. In this perspective, the international
engagement of the Netherlands, Finland and Sweden prove to be quite modest.
Compared to all other countries considered, the shares of Japan and South Korea are
extremely low; both countries turn out to be quite isolated and do not participate in 
the process of internationalisation. 

Table 7 displays the number of co-operations of German inventors with foreign
colleagues in the years 1991–2002. First, it is noticeable that the absolute number of  
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Table 7.  Number of German co-patents with international partners per 1,000 patent applications, 
1991–2002

 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

 SUI 15 15  15 15 18  17 16 17 18 18 18 19

 FRA 7 9 9 7 8 10 11 11 12 14 14 15 

 AUT 6 6 5 6 6 7 7 7 9 9 10 11 

 GBR 6 6 5 5 7 6 6 7 7 7 8 9 

 NED 4 3 4 5 6 6 5 6 6 7 7 8 

 BEL 4 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 5 5 5 

 ITA 2 2 2 2 3 4 4 4 4 5 3 4 

 USA 14 17 16 24 25 25 28 32 32 36 31 32

 JPN 4 5 2 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 5 

Source: EPAPAT, WOPATENT – calculations by Fraunhofer ISI 

co-operations per year has nearly quadrupled in the observation period. This alone
shows that cross-national technology production has considerably gained in impor-
tance. But as the overall number of patent applications at the European Patent Office 
also clearly increased during this period, the increase of the co-operation frequency
can be explained – at least in part – by this total growth. If the ratio of the number of 
international technology collaborations with reference to the total number of German
patent filings is examined, as in Table 7, the statement of a clear and pronounced in-
crease still holds. 

At the beginning of the observation period, Swiss inventors were still the most fre-
quent partners for Germany, and they still maintain a prominent position in the year 
2002. But the frequency of co-operations with US inventors has developed in such a
way that the already existing important position during the 1990s was noticeably t
expanded, and today about one-quarter of all international co-operations of German 
inventors are undertaken with US colleagues. Further important partners for inter-
national collaborations are foremost inventors from the European Union, in particular 
French, Austrian, British and Dutch ones. Even though the Japanese are also impor-
tant partners in the technology production in the area of Electronics, they only take a
lower position – together with Italy – in the group of countries compared. 

It is obvious that the level of international co-operations with the USA, the largest 
technology producer in the world, is quite high. But it is interesting to compare the ac-
tual co-operation intensity with the expected one. For this purpose, we compared the
distribution of countries within the German co-patents with their distribution within
all EPO applications, and divided the co-operation share by the patent share, so that 
the resulting index shows at a value of ‘one’ that the expectations are met. In this 
perspective, the co-operation level with Austria and Switzerland are far above the ex-
pectation; thus geographical and language proximity have an important impact. The
relevance of geographical proximity is underlined by the higher index of France com-
pared to Great Britain. The co-operation with the USA and especially with Italy and
Japan proves to be below the expectation level. 
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Fig. 2. Expectation index as to international co-operations of German EPO applications, 2001–
2003 

Table 8 displays the frequencies of co-operations of German inventors with partners
from foreign countries in relation to 1,000 German patent applications, differentiated 
by six technological fields. Chemistry proves to be the most co-operation-intensive 
technological field. Whereas in the first half of the 1990s more than 13 per cent of all 
German chemistry patents at the European Patent Office emerged from international 
co-operations, this share increased in the late 1990s to nearly 23 per cent. Intensive
collaborations can also be found in the area of Instruments, where nearly 12 per cent 
of the patents came into being in this way, first of all in collaboration with the USA
and Switzerland. Furthermore, strong growth can also be found in Electrotechnology, 
including ‘modern’ and ‘traditional’ parts of this field. Bearing this in mind, interna-
tional co-operations highly contribute to the relative increase in the position of Germany
in Information and Communication Technologies (ICT), which became obvious in the 
previous section on high-technology patents.

Obviously, German inventors choose partners in fields where the respective coun-
tries have certain strengths. With France, co-operations take place in the areas of Chem-
istry and Machinery. Austria is a potential partner in Electrotechnology, Processing,
and Machinery, whereas the USA are frequent co-operation partners in the areas
Electrotechnology, Instruments, and, in the first half of the 1990s, also in Chemistry. 
In these fields, these countries exhibited clear technological advantages in the analysis 
of R&D-intensive fields. In absolute terms, the Japanese are at the lower end of the
co-operation scale. But if any co-operations exist, they concentrate on Electrotech-
nology and Chemistry where also comparative advantages in the technology profile of 
Japan are evident. Switzerland, on the other hand, is an attractive partner in all tech-
nological fields, except Electrotechnology.
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Table 8. Number of co-patents of German inventors with selected countries per 1,000 German
patent applications at the EPO, differentiated by six technological fields

Electro-
technology Instruments Chemistry Processing Mechanical 

Engineering
Consumer 

Goods Total* 

 91–95 98–02 91–95 98–02 91–95 98–02 91–95 98–02 91–95 98–02 91–95 98–02 91–95 98–02

 SUI 5 9 14 20 28 39 13 16 7 11 6 8 12 18 

 FRA 4 10 5 9 14 28 6 9 4 9 3 7 6 14 

 AUT 4 12 4 7 8 11 6 9 4 7 3 8 5 11

 GBR 4 7 4 7 9 15 3 6 3 5 4 4 5 8

 NED 4 5 3 7 6 16 4 5 2 4 2 2 4 7

 BEL 3 4 3 4 8 12 4 5 1 2 1 1 3 6

 ITA 1 3 4 6 3 7 1 3 1 3 2 3 2 4

 USA 12 32 19 39 38 63 11 26 5 15 4 10 17 36

 JPN 2 4 3 3 9 9 2 2 1 2 0 0 3 5 

 OECD 43 103 64 117 134 228 55 91 32 66 31 50 63 125 

 (including multiple co-operations)
Source: EPAPAT, WOPATENT – calculations by Fraunhofer ISI 

The level of international co-operations of Germany in Machinery and Mechanical
Engineering is quite low, compared to the other technological fields. The most plausi-
ble explanation of this observation is the technological leadership of Germany in this
area. Obviously, German inventors do not find enough international partners whot
bring complementary knowledge into the research process and – which might be even
more plausible – a high importance of ‘tacit knowledge’ in this field reduces the 
number of international co-operations as inventors try to avoid knowledge transfer. 
Other reasons might be that German firms do not need knowledge from abroad, as 
sufficient national partners can be found.

To sum up, the analyses of co-patents of German inventors with international col-f
leagues in the years 1991–2002 show that international collaboration has strongly in-
creased, and therefore gained absolute relevance for technology production. The data
show that globalisation has become an important aspect of industrial R&D, not only
of scientific research, and it is gaining weight. The investigations presented in this
section shed some light on the volume and structure of international co-operation in
technology, but less on the underlying motives and directions of knowledge flows. As 
a fruitful approach, the differentiation by technological fields showed that the inter-
national co-operations are concentrated, first and foremost, on Chemistry and Elec-
tronics. Furthermore, the results sustain the thesis that geographical proximity, low
language barriers, and the technological competence of the partners support inter-
national co-operation. Germany has profited from external knowledge in particular in
Electrotechnology. 



107

3.3   Innovation in Firms 

Christian Rammer 

Abstract.  This chapter analyses major aspects of innovation activities of firms
in Germany. The ability of firms to introduce new products and new processes
may be viewed as a main determinant of a country’s technological performance.
Only when firms are able to transfer knowledge, R&D efforts and inventions 
into products that are accepted by the market, and to implement more efficient 
ways of production, will science and technology have real effects on productiv-
ity, competitiveness and wealth. Thus, innovation in firms is the key link be-
tween input and output indicators of technological performance. Using data
from the annual German innovation survey as well as from the Community In-
novation Survey and other national innovation surveys, four areas of innovation
activities are analysed: share of innovating firms by type of innovation; input to
and output of innovation activities; co-operation and information sourcing; and 
barriers to innovation. The results show that one of the main strengths of Ger-
many’s technological performance is the broad embodiment of innovation in
the German enterprise sector, particularly in Manufacturing and in SMEs. For 
most innovation indicators, Germany ranks among the top performing coun-
tries. In most recent years, innovation performance deteriorated, however, 
caused by decreasing innovation activities of SMEs and falling direct economic f
returns from innovation efforts.

Introduction 

Innovation in firms refers to activities that are intended to gain an (at least temporary) 
absolute competitive advantage over competitors by either achieving a monopoly po-
sition in the product market (i.e. offering products that are clearly distinguished from
other products in that market by quality characteristics) or by achieving marginal costs
of production for a certain product that are clearly below those of competitors and thus 
result in a price advantage. While the former is associated with product innovation
(the term ‘product’ covering both physical goods and services), the latter is typically
linked to changes in production processes, although some changes in the organisation 
of business activities in a more broader sense (e.g. opening up new procurement 
markets, introducing new types of industrial relations) may fall under this category, too. 
This conceptualisation of innovation mainly follows the ideas of Schumpeter (1911). 

The extent of monopoly profits will strongly depend on the type of innovation:
radical innovations that clearly depart from existing technological solutions and/or 
open up totally new product markets, will promise longer lasting competitive advan-
tages, although demanding high resources for successfully introducing such a type of 
innovations. Incremental innovations that adapt and further develop existing products 
may be much easier to introduce, but also much easier to copy, resulting in a shorter 
period of monopoly.  

U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 107–132.
© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands. 
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Two critical features distinguish innovation activities from other changes occurring
in firms: uncertainty (in the sense of Knight 1920) about the outcome of innovative 
efforts, and spillovers to other firms through learning from the innovator’s experi-
ences and adopting its methods to gain competitive advantages (e.g. through copying 
new products or adopting new process technology). Both features may lead to private
underinvestment in innovation as a result of financing restrictions and low private
appropriability of returns. 

This microeconomic view stresses the importance of absolute novelty, i.e. to be the
very first in introducing a new product or process. It is thus linked to the concepts of 
research and experimental development (R&D) for generating new knowledge, and 
technological inventions and patenting as main outcomes of creative efforts. From 
this point of view, innovation is the commercialisation of R&D results. A macroeco-
nomic perspective of innovation, however, places emphasis on the diffusion of inno-
vation, too. For a country’s technological performance, the rapid adoption of new 
technologies and the breadth of innovation activities in an economy are at least as 
equally important as R&D (see Chapter 2.2) and technological inventions (Chapter 
3.2) for gaining productivity increases and improving competitiveness – both in terms
of quality and price – in international markets. In this perspective, innovation is both 
the first-time introduction of a new product or process (which one may call ‘original
innovation’), and the copying, adopting and adapting of new products and processes
introduced by other firms before (which one may term ‘imitation’). The latter activity 
will be much less, if at all, linked to R&D and technological inventions, but rather 
demands skills and abilities that are often referred to as absorptive capacities (see Cohen
& Levinthal 1989; 1990), such as learning and managing changes in organisations.  

Innovation policy will have to balance both the incentives for firms to develop
original innovations and accelerate the diffusion of innovations throughout the busi-
ness sector. Balancing both goals is any thing but straightforward, however. While the 
former requires an effective system of property rights which allows the innovator to 
fully appropriate the returns of its innovative efforts over a reasonably long period, a 
rapid diffusion of innovation demands free or cheap access to new knowledge and
technologies. 

The particular relevance of indicators on innovation in firms for a system reporting
on a country’s technological performance is to provide information on both original
innovations and the diffusion of technologies and new products. They thus far exceed
a pure measure of successful marketing or implementation of the outcome of R&D 
activities and patents. Indicators on innovation in firms rather provide a crucial link 
between input and output indicators of technological performance and help to under-
stand why performance in sciences, R&D and patenting may differ from performance 
in productivity, structural change and exports in high-technology goods.  

In order to represent the different aspects of innovation in firms, the following
groups of indicators are used:
• The share of innovating firms by type of innovation (specifically original innova-

tions versus imitations, and product versus process innovations) informs about the
breadth of innovative activities in the business sector and their orientation in terms 
of novelty and underlying firm strategies. 

• The financial resources devoted to innovation, and the direct economic benefits 
from innovation (in terms of returns from innovative products and efficiency gains
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from new processes) provide insight into the costs of innovating and the efficiency 
of innovation processes. 

• Co-operation in innovation, and the use of different information sources for shap-
ing innovation projects are two important aspects of interactions of firms with 
other actors in the innovation system (see Freeman 1987; Lundvall 1990; Edquist 
1997; Nelson 1993).

• Barriers to innovation, as perceived by firms, are important hints as to market fail-
ures and other bottlenecks in the innovation system that may hinder the full ex-
ploitation of innovative potentials.

Analyses of innovation performance of the German business sector are based on an
international comparison as well as on looking at developments over time. Interna-
tional comparisons are performed on a sector base for the most recent year available,
which is 2000. The development of innovation indicators over time can only be in-
vestigated for German data, as most other countries do not conduct annual innovation
surveys. When interpreting innovation data, one should note that all figures relating to
the number of firms – which relates to most of the indicators used here – are deter-
mined by the behaviour of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Large com-
panies, in contrast, dominate the figures on expenditure and revenue indicators.

Data Sources 

Data on innovation in firms has to be gathered through firm surveys. The OECD has 
developed a guideline for collecting and interpreting innovation data, the so-called
Oslo Manual. The first edition was published in 1993, followed by a revised version,
jointly edited by OECD and Eurostat in 1997. A third edition is expected to be pub-
lished at the end of 2005. Based on the proposed methodology, a large number of 
countries conduct innovation surveys, although only a few on an annual base. Inno-
vation as defined by the Oslo Manual has the following features: 
• It is technology-oriented, i.e. it is based on new technological knowledge.
• It measures innovation at the level of a firm, and not at the level of individual pro-

jects.
• It is based on a subjective view, i.e. innovation has to be new to the firm, but not 

necessarily new to the market or the world, thus covering both original innovations 
and imitations.

• It distinguishes two types of innovations, new products (including services) and
new processes (including distribution methods and methods for delivering ser-
vices).

• It refers to successful innovations, i.e. new products that have been successfully 
introduced to the market, or new processes that have been successfully imple-
mented in the firm.

• It measures innovation activities for a three-year reference period in order to cover 
discontinuous innovation (as a result of long product life cycles or machine life cy-
cles), to take into account the often multi-annual character of innovation projects
and to avoid little meaningful results on output indicators as effects of innovation
tend to be low or almost zero in the year of introduction.  
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A main source for international comparison of innovation data are the Community 
Innovation Surveys (CIS), introduced by the European Commission and co-ordinated
by Eurostat. The first CIS was conducted in 1993, followed by a four-year rhythm of 
surveys (1997; 2001; 2005). From 2007 on, core indicators on innovation in firms
shall be collected bi-annually. For the current chapter, the data of CIS3 (2001) are 
available for international comparison. Comparison with the results of the first and 
second CIS is not advisable for most countries as a result of changes in survey meth-
ods and data processing. Due to some reasons, Eurostat did not officially publish
sector data on innovation indicators for CIS3. Data from national sources as well as 
data from the CIS working group are used to perform sector analyses on innovation
indicators. 

Outside the EU, innovation surveys following the Oslo Manual have been con-
ducted recently in Iceland and Norway (2001 as part of CIS3), Japan (2003; see Ijichi 
et al. 2004), Switzerland (2002; see Arvanitis et al. 2004), Canada (1999; see Schaan 
& Anderson 2001; 2003 only on ICT), Australia (2003; see Australian Bureau of 
Statistics 2005). South Korea (2002/2003; see Tae et al. 2002; Um 2004) and New 
Zealand (2003; see Statistics New Zealand 2004). For the USA, no national data on 
innovation in firms are available, though some states conduct surveys (e.g. Georgia;
see Youtie et al. 2002). A number of non-OECD countries perform innovation surveys, 
too, e.g. most countries of Latin America as well as Russia (annually 2000–2002; see
Gokhberg et al. 2004), Thailand (2000; 2002), South Africa (2001; see Oerlemans  
et al. 2003) and some others. 

In Germany, the Centre for European Economic Research (ZEW) in Mannheim 
was commissioned by the Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF) to 
conduct the CIS for Germany from 1993 on.1 In contrast to the four-year rhythm of 
the CIS, it was decided to collect information on firm innovation activity on an annual 
base, using a panel sampling method. The same (stratified and random) sample of 
firms is surveyed each year, biannually refreshed by a stratified random sample of 
firms new to the population. The database is thus called the ‘Mannheim Innovation
Panel’ (MIP). From 1993 to 2004, a total of 12 survey waves have been conducted, f
allowing for detailed analyses of firm innovation behaviour over time. 

Share of Innovating Firms 

The German business sector is clearly one of the most innovation-oriented world-
wide. In the reference period 1998 to 2000, 60 per cent of manufacturing firms (with 
10 or more employees) and 65 per cent of firms in knowledge-intensive business f
services (KIBS) introduced at least one new product or new process (Fig. 1). In
Manufacturing, only Swiss firms outperform German firms in terms of participation 
in innovation activities. In KIBS, only Austria and Portugal show higher shares of tt
innovating firms. 

1

and the Fraunhofer Institute for Systems and Innovation Research (ISI).

  The survey is conducted in close co-operation with the Institute for Applied Social Science
(infas). From 1995 to 1999, the survey in the service sectors was jointly performed by ZEW 



3.3   Innovation in Firms       111 

JPN**

GRE

GBR

NOR

ESP

ITA

AUS**

SWE

FRA

EU-15*

POR

KOR**

FIN

AUT

DEN

NED

BEL

GER

SUI**

Only
product

Product and
process

Only
process

Manufacturing

0 20 40 60 80 100

JPN**

GBR

GRE

FRA

ITA

DEN

NOR

ESP

NED

SWE

FIN

EU-15*

BEL

SUI**

GER

POR

AUT

Only
product

Product and
process

Only
process

KIBS

Firms with 10 or more employees that have introduced a new product or new process in the 
time period 1998 to 2000, as a percentage of all firms; Australia and KIBS in Switzerland: 
firms with 5 or more employees 
* EU-15: excluding Ireland and Luxembourg, but including Norway  
** Australia, Japan, Switzerland: 2000–2002; Korea: 2001–2002 
Manufacturing: NACE 15–37; KIBS (knowledge-intensive business services): NACE 65–67, 
72–73, 74.2–74.3; Finland: excluding 65–67
Sources: EU countries and Norway: Eurostat – CIS3 (New Cronos), Switzerland: Arvanitis  
et al. (2004), Japan: Ijichi et al. (2004), Australia: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2005), 
Korea: Tae et al. (2002) – calculation by ZEW 

Fig. 1. Share of innovating firms in 2000 by product and process innovations (in per cent)

These results hold true both for product innovation and process innovation. 48 per 
cent of manufacturing firms and 56 per cent of firms in KIBS have introduced new
products to the market in 1998 to 2000. The share of process innovators was 37 per 
cent and 41 per cent respectively. Higher shares of product innovators are reported 
only for Switzerland (Manufacturing) and Austria (KIBS). With respect to process 
innovation, Belgium and Switzerland in Manufacturing, and Switzerland, Austria and 
Portugal in KIBS show higher shares. 

The country ranking for the share of innovating firms only partially corresponds to
the ranking for other indicators on the innovative capacities of the business sector, 
such as R&D as a share of value added, or patents per employee. For instance,
Finland, Sweden and Japan are typically to be found among the best performing
countries for such indicators (see Chapter 2.2 and Chapter 3.2). Their share of inno-
vating firms is, however, only around the EU average as far as Finland and Sweden 
are concerned, and extremely low concerning Japan. At the same time, some countries 
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that are generally perceived to be specialised in medium or even low technology sec-
tors – such as Belgium, Austria and Portugal – show high shares of innovating firms.
This pattern is both valid for Manufacturing and Services, and it also holds for small,
medium-sized and large firms (see Fig. 2). While the share of innovating firms tends
to increase with firm size, the country ranking for the share of innovating firms is
rather similar for each size class. 
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Fig. 2. Share of innovating manufacturing firms in 2000 by size class 859 

A high or low level of innovation orientation of firms tends to be prevalent for most 
sectors: Within a group of twelve countries for which sector data on innovation shares
were made available,2 for 12 out of 16 sectors Germany ranks among the three best 
performing countries (Table 1). High cross-sector innovation activities are also re-
vealed for Switzerland, Belgium and Austria. At the same time, Japan is among the 
three countries with the lowest share of innovating firms for all 16 sectors, followed 
by Spain (11) and Italy (8). The Netherlands, Sweden, France and Finland tend to
show medium-level innovation shares in most sectors. Denmark is the only country

2  Sector data on innovation indicators have not been officially released by Eurostat for CIS3 so
far. Arvanitis et al. (2004) were able to gather sectoral data on some innovation indicators for 
some EU countries, however. The following analysis rests on these data, as well as on 
Japanese national data. Sector data on various innovation indicators for Germany can be 
found in Janz et al. (2002) and Rammer et al. (2005a; 2005b). 
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with high participation in innovation in a number of sectors, and a low propensity to 
innovate in a number of other sectors.  

Table 1. Share of innovating firms in 2000 by sectors (in per cent)

Sector (NACE) SUI GER AUT BEL NED DEN SWE FRA FIN ITA ESP JPN
Food/Beverages (15–16) 74 58 53 49 48 57 44 47 35 40 36 23
Textiles/Clothing (17–19) 75 60 95 65 50 25 43 29 63 26 27 19
Wood (20) 63 52 49 51 49 44 31 44 38 41 36 15
Pulp and Paper (21) 64 67 75 48 67 41 46 46 56 39 32 18
Publishing/Printing (22) 68 67 36 58 40 40 45 31 42 36 41 32
Chemicals/Oil (23–24) 72 71 93 78 81 92 75 71 69 54 60 39
Rubber/Plastics (25) 71 67 82 59 66 52 65 57 61 57 45 31
Glass/Clay/Stone (26) 66 57 34 48 45 59 54 50 39 48 35 16
Metal Production (27) 69 56 85 45 58 29 62 46 53 48 40 22
Metal Processing (28) 65 59 33 57 45 32 36 34 44 41 32 20
Mechanical Engineering (29) 72 80 49 69 65 72 54 57 57 47 48 25
Electrical Instruments (30–33) 75 78 74 69 60 57 64 66 69 52 55 31
Vehicles (34–35) 71 72 69 71 53 62 48 55 37 39 41 24
Furniture etc. (36–37) 62 65 34 65 62 67 48 46 58 39 37 27
Banking/Insurance (65–67) 63 71 73 38 44 38 45 50 n.a. 40 47 27
Techn. Services (72–73, 74.2, 74.3) 70 64 90 71 52 51 52 43 51 46 48 37
# Three highest values 13 12 8 7 2 5 1 0 0 0 0 0
# Three lowest values 0 0 1 1 0 5 1 2 3 8 11 16

Firms with 10 or more employees that have introduced a new product or new process in the 
time period 1998–2000, as a percentage of all firms; Switzerland and Japan: 2000–2002 
Three countries with the highest innovator share per sector are marked bold, three countries
with the lowest share are marked italics; n.a.: not available
Source: Arvanitis et al. (2004), Ijichi et al. (2004), unpublished data of CIS3 working group –
calculation by ZEW

Analyses of variance3 show that nearly 70 per cent of the variance in innovator shares
among countries and sectors can be explained by country and only 30 per cent by
sector. The country-specific effects4 on sectoral innovator shares are considerable for 
Switzerland (+18 percentage points higher than the average share), Germany (+14), 
Austria (+13), Belgium (+8), Japan (–26), Spain (–10) and Italy (–8) while for the
other six countries considered here, no statistically significant country effects are to
be observed. There are also sector-specific effects on the propensity to innovate, with
Chemicals (+20), Rubber/Plastics (+8), Mechanical Engineering (+7) and Electrical/ 
Instruments (+12) showing a significantly higher propensity across countries while 
Wood (–8), Publishing/Printing (–6) and Metal Processing (–10) show significantly 
lower innovator shares.

This result is rather striking as one would have expected a stronger sector influence 
on the propensity to innovate, and a lower influence of countries. All countries con-
sidered here are open economies that are strongly interlinked through trade and in-
vestment flows. They all may be perceived as mainly specialised in the production of 
knowledge-intensive goods, making innovation a main factor for competitiveness, and 
as competing amongst each other in international markets. Therefore incentives to 
innovate in order to maintain competitiveness should be rather similar within a certain 

3  ANOVA analysis of the data shown in Table 1. 
4  OLS regressions of country- and sector-specific innovator shares shown in Table 1 with

country-specific and sector-specific indicators used as explanatory variables.  
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sector for each country. At the same time, sector differences in innovator shares are to 
be expected as a result of differences in technological opportunities and variations in 
the pace of innovation cycles caused by differing product lifetimes.  

The strong country-specific influence upon innovation behaviour may be explained
by several factors: first, there may be country-specific barriers or supporting factors
for innovation that cause different shares of successfully innovating firms. This
strongly relates to the concept of national innovation systems (see Nelson 1993;
Lundvall 1990). However, those countries often regarded as having a particularly
effective innovation system, such as Japan, Sweden or Finland do not show above
average innovation rates. Secondly, innovation comprises a wide variety of activities
involving the imitation of new products introduced by others previously, and the
adoption of new processes. When looking at one moment in time only, some countries 
that are passing through a period of rapid technological modernisation and thus high 
activities of technology imitation and adoption will show high innovator shares, al-
though the technological level of innovation with respect to uncertainty, risk, and the 
required knowledge and skills may be low.  

Thirdly, there may be a strong separation in innovation activities between the ma-
jority of small and medium-sized enterprises – which determine the innovator share –
and a few very large, internationally active companies who are the main bearer of 
innovation in their country. In such a case – which one may reckon for Japan – the 
majority of SMEs act in local or regional markets with little demand for innovation, 
while the development and commercialisation of new technology takes place in a few 
‘big players’ only. Fourthly, one may suppose a country bias in firm responses on 
their innovation activities as survey procedures differ, and the term innovation may
have different connotations in different languages. However, no systematic knowl-
edge about the prevalence and scope of such biases exist. 

The strong country effect is revealed by a comparison of sectoral innovator shares
for Germany and the average of the twelve countries considered in the sectoral analy-
sis (see Fig. 3): innovator shares are higher in Germany in each sector except Chemicals/ 
Oil, where the firms in the reference group show the same propensity to innovate as 
German firms do. A particularly high innovation share in Germany is shown by the
sectors Publishing/Printing, Banking/Insurance, Metal Processing, Mechanical Engine-
ering, Vehicles, and Pulp and Paper. In all these sectors, the difference of the share of 
innovating firms relative to the average innovation share in the German enterprise
sector is higher than the respective difference in the total of the twelve countries. This 
means that these are sectors where the propensity to innovate is particularly high, i.e.
there may be special incentives and supportive framework conditions that spur firms 
to engage in innovation. On the other hand, the sectors Chemicals/Oil, Metal Produc-
tion, Rubber/Plastics and Technical Services perform relatively are less ‘specialised’ 
in innovation, i.e. their innovator shares are close to that in the reference group.

When looking at the share of innovating firms, a large variety of innovative 
activities are being mixed, ranging from pure imitation of product ideas implemented
by others before to radical, new-to-the-world innovations. It is therefore useful to 
separate imitation and adoption from more ambitious forms of innovative work by re-
garding three types of innovation activities: the performance of research and experi-
mental development (R&D), the application of patents, and the introduction of new 
products that were new to the market. The share of R&D-performing firms in Manu-
facturing is still highest in Switzerland, followed by Belgium and Germany (Fig. 4). 
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many while southern European countries report only a small share of firms engaging
in R&D. In KIBS, the picture is somewhat different, with Portugal showing the high-
est share, followed by Finland, Belgium and Germany. If one looks only at firms with
continuous R&D activities, Germany ranks first in Manufacturing (although Switzer-
land may lead for this indicator, too, but no data are available) and fourth in KIBS,
where Finland, Sweden and Belgium show higher shares. The high figure of Portugal 
for R&D-performing KIBS firms is driven by firms with occasional R&D, while the
share of continuously researching firms is rather low.

Innovation share* RIA** for Germany 
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Fig. 3. Relative innovation share of Germany in 2000 by sectors

Closely related to in-house R&D are patent activities. Inventions are a typical out-
come of own R&D efforts, and most inventions will be transferred to patent appli-
cations. However, a large portion of R&D may be devoted to other purposes than
inventing a new technical solution, such as experimental development to adapt tech-
nical specifications of products to specific customer requirements, or the development 
of new software or new business methods which are by and large not patentable in 

Scandinavian countries (Finland, Sweden) now show a level similar to that of Ger-

––
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performing firms, and the country ranking clearly differs, too. In Manufacturing,
Germany, France and Sweden show the highest share of patenting firms (17 per cent), 
while Switzerland (12 per cent) and Belgium (10 per cent) now rank in the midfield
(Fig. 5). In KIBS, again Sweden, France and Germany rank first (for patent intensities
see Chapter 3.2). 
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Fig. 4. Share of R&D-performing firms in 2000 (in per cent) 

Europe. Consequently, the share of patenting firms is clearly below that of R&D-
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Fig. 5. Share of patenting firms and of original innovators in 2000 (in per cent)

A complementary indicator is the share of ‘original innovators’, i.e. firms that were 
the first to introduce a certain new product in their relevant market. As the relevant 
market is defined by the firm and may represent a regional market, new-to-the-market 
products are not automatically new-to-the-world products (i.e. absolute novelties), but 
may also represent some form of imitation and thus need not be connected to R&D 
and patenting. Nevertheless, introducing a new product to a market as first mover in-
volves a particular degree of uncertainty and is thus a more ambitious innovation
activity than simply imitating products of other firms already offered in a firm’s mar-
ket. Finland ranks first both in Manufacturing and KIBS concerning the share of 
original innovators. In Manufacturing, Denmark, the Netherlands, Germany and Italy
also show high shares of such type of innovators, while in KIBS, Portugal and Bel-
gium report very high shares (about one-third of all KIBS firms, see Fig. 5) of firms 
with new-to-the-market products. The German KIBS sector shows an original
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innovator share of 26 per cent, which is similar to the level of Italy, Denmark and
Sweden and clearly above the EU average. The figures for Japan for this indicator are 
the lowest among the countries considered.
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Fig. 6. Share of innovating firms in Germany 1992–2003 by sector groups (in per cent) 

International comparison reveals a high innovation orientation of German firms. From 
the perspective of technological performance, the dynamics of the firm’s participation
in innovation activities is of particular interest, too, as this indicates changes in incen-
tives and barriers to innovate. International data on this subject are missing, however, 
as only a very few countries perform annual innovation surveys. In analysing the
dynamics of innovation shares, we restrict our analysis to German data. The second
half of 1990s saw a rapid increase in the innovator share in German manufacturing, 
reaching a peak in 1999 with 67 per cent of manufacturing firms f engaging in success-
ful innovation activities (Fig. 6). High-tech sectors experienced a particularly marked 
increase from 56 per cent in 1994 to 81 per cent in 1997 to 1999.  

The strong increase in innovation activities in the second half of the 1990s in German 
manufacturing was first caused by an increase in the number of firms that introduced
new processes to cut costs. This share rose from 31 per cent in 1994 to 43 per cent in 
1997 (Fig. 7). The further increase in the innovator share was strongly driven by firms
that introduced original innovations, i.e. new-to-the-market products. Their share – 
remaining almost stable from 1994 to 1997 – climbed from 24 per cent in 1997 to 34
per cent in 1999. With respect to falling innovator shares after 1999, again cost-saving 
process innovations declined first (from 40 per cent in 1999 to 20 per cent in 2001),
while the share of original innovators remained rather high until 2002, but fell back to
the level of 1997 in 2003. 
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Fig. 7. Share of original product innovators and of rationalisation innovators in Germany 1993–
2003 (in per cent) 

In KIBS, a similar pattern emerges, although missing information prior to 1997/1998
restricts analysis over time. In 2003, a perfectly parallel development to that in Manu-
facturing occurs, with a strongly falling share of original product innovators and ris-
ing share of rationalisation innovators. If the latter is accepted as a type of ‘leading 
indicator’ on firms’ propensity to innovate, one might expect increasing innovator 
shares for 2004 onwards. This is supported by firms’ planned innovation activities in
2004 and 2005 as revealed by a respective question in the 2004 innovation survey
(see Rammer et al. 2005b).  

The observed pattern of increasing process innovation activities in the early up-
swing of a business cycle (which refers in particular to 1995–1998 after the
1993/1994 recession in Germany) and strongly decreasing activities in recession
stages (i.e. 2000–2001) point to a strong link between process innovation and invest-
ment. The more lagging development of product innovations and new-to-the-market 
products in particular is partially a result of long project duration for such innova-
tions. An unfavourable economic environment will also cause reduced product inno-
vation activities, as low demand complicates market introduction of product novelties
that are typically more expensive than competing products already in the market. At 
the same time, strong increases in demand – as experienced in Germany in 2000 – are
likely to spur product innovation activities. 

The high share of R&D-performing manufacturing firms in Germany as revealed 
by the international comparison is rather a structural feature of the German enterprise
sector. While the innovator share declined after 1999, the share of R&D-performing 
firms remained stable and even increased in 2003 (Fig. 8). This means that the share 
of non-researching firms in all innovating firms is significantly falling.  
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Fig. 8. Share of R&D-performing firms in Germany 1993–2003 (in per cent)

This also holds true for KIBS, although some cyclical effects appear, such as a high 
share of occasionally R&D-performing service firms in 2000. This shows that step-
ping into and out of R&D is rather easy in services, as little fixed investment is asso-
ciated with R&D in this sector, and the high average skill level of employees allows 
for shifting people from other firm functions to R&D and vice versa.  

Input and Output in Innovation Processes 

The expenditures for innovation activities measure the financial resources that firms 
provide for developing and implementing new products and processes. These costs 
cover intramural and extramural expenditures for R&D, as well as a number of other 
categories, such as fixed investment for machinery, equipment and building for inno-
vation, purchase of licensing of patents, non-patented inventions and other knowl-
edge, expenditures for preparatory work, for training, and for market introduction of 
innovation. A useful indicator for the input to innovation is the ratio of expenditures
for innovation to turnover (‘innovation intensity’). Based on CIS3 data, innovation 
intensity for Manufacturing may be regarded as reliable, while data for services are 
less plausible for a number of countries.  

In 2000, Sweden reports the highest expenditures for innovation as a percentage of 
total turnover in Manufacturing (considering both innovative and non-innovative
firms for turnover) (Fig. 9). Germany ranks third, with an innovation intensity of 4.7
per cent, just behind Belgium (4.9 per cent) and in front of Switzerland (4.3 per cent) 
and Finland (3.9 per cent). 
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Fig. 9. Innovation expenditures as a percentage of turnover in Manufacturing in 2000 

The country ranking is very much in line with that for R&D expenditures as a per-
centage of production (see Chapter 2.2), though Finland shows rather low innovation
intensity compared to R&D, while that of Belgium is much higher than one would
expect from the country’s R&D intensity in Manufacturing. Although differences in 
the significance of non-R&D innovation expenditures (such as fixed investment, 
training, preparatory work etc.) may account for some of the discrepancy, the differ-
ing survey methods and likely measurement errors should also be taken into account.  

In German manufacturing, innovation intensity significantly declined from 1992 to 
1995 as a result of the recession in 1993/1994, followed by a small increase until 
1999 (see Fig. 10). The strong increase in turnover due to high economic growth in
2000 – associated with some shortages in factor supply, especially qualified labour – 
caused the ratio to shrink in this year, despite further increasing expenditure figures. 
Until 2003, innovation intensity significantly increased to about five per cent, despite 
a weak macroeconomic environment since 2001.  

This somewhat astonishing development may be attributed to a number of factors:
First, turnover figures grew only moderately in this period while innovation expendi-
tures expanded at a more or less constant rate. Secondly, the main driver for increas-
ing input in innovation is high-technology manufacturing. These sectors, dominated
in Germany by Automobiles, Mechanical Engineering, Electrical Engineering and 
Electronics, and Chemicals, are increasingly export-oriented and tend to follow more
the world economic development rather than business cycles of the German domestic 
economy. Since 2002 and 2003 have been years of high growth of the world economy,
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Fig. 10. Expenditures for innovation as a percentage of turnover in Germany 1992–2003 by
sector groups 

In KIBS, innovation expenditures grew faster than turnover in 1999 and 2000, but 
declined in 2001 and again in 2003, while 2002 saw a significant increase in expen-
ditures for innovative projects. Innovation intensity in most KIBS – except Banking/ 
Insurance – has reached 4 per cent in 2003 and is clearly above the level of non-high-
tech manufacturing. The low level of Banking/Insurance may be associated with a 
different concept of turnover in this industry.

It is still more difficult to measure the output of innovation than input, as the result 
of innovation activities may take very different forms and thus yield different 
economic effects. The share of turnover with product innovations, i.e. products that 
have been introduced to the market within the previous three-year period, is a
measure often used in innovation statistics to capture the direct economic impact of 
product innovations. It also allows differentiation by type of product innovation (new-
to-the-market products vs. product imitations). 

German manufacturing firms generated 45 per cent of their turnover in 2000 with 
products not older than three years (Fig. 11). This corresponds to the second highest 
value among the countries for which data is available, only one percentage point 
behind Finland. Manufacturing firms from Spain and Italy were also able to realise 
high shares with product innovation, while Belgium ranks last, despite a high share of 

these sectors were confronted primarily with expanding markets. On the contrary,
innovation intensity in other manufacturing sectors has been stagnating at a low level 
since 2000 (see also Chapters 2.2 and 4.1). 
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product innovators, R&D-performers and firms with new-to-the-market products. 
This points to the fact that turnover share are strongly influenced by large companies,
while innovator shares and the like are determined by SMEs. 
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Fig. 11. Turnover share with new products in 2000 by type of product innovation (in per cent) 

Only 8 per cent of the total turnover of German manufacturing firms can be attributed 
to new-to-the-market products, which is less than EU average. High shares with such
original innovations are obtained by Finland, Italy, Portugal, Denmark and Spain with 
13 to 21 per cent. Since the market is defined from the perspective of the firm, one 
may assume that many firms apply a regional conceptualisation of market. Thus this
measure also captures the geographical diffusion of new products to some extent.
High values for this indicator may thus occur in the case of a high share of firms that 
focus on regional rather than worldwide markets. This may be the case for some 
southern European countries. If one considers R&D-oriented economies with a high 
export orientation and a strong world-market focus, such as Switzerland, the
Netherlands, Belgium or Great Britain, indicator values are similar to the German 
ones. Still striking are, however, turnover shares from new-to-the-market products for 
Finland and Denmark, which both are world-market embedded economies, too. 
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A high sales share with new products in total, and a low sales share with new-
to-the-market products in German manufacturing imply that industrial firms in 
Germany are notably strong in generating turnover with product imitations. This
corresponds to a generally high innovation orientation of SMEs and points to a high
pace of diffusion of innovation. One should note, however, that the turnover share
with product imitations is also affected by factors not associated with innovation, such
as the average lifetime or products in a certain market.

In KIBS, sales shares with new services are lower than sales shares with new pro-
ducts in Manufacturing for most countries. This is especially true for Germany. Just 
21 per cent of total turnover in KIBS is generated by services introduced within the
previous three-year period, while the EU average is 14 per cent. High figures for this 
indicator are reported for Great Britain, Greece, Spain and Switzerland. KIBS in
Spain and Greece are also able to obtain high sales shares with new-to-the-market 
products (16–17 per cent), whereas Germany also ranks below EU average for this
indicator (6 vs. 7 per cent). 

Turnover with new products covers a certain aspect of innovation success only, i.e. 
the market acceptance of newly introduced products. Another important aspect is the
economic effects of process innovation. Finding an appropriate measure here is com-
plicated by the different potential effects of such innovation activities: first, process
innovation may affect the efficiency of production, thus raising productivity by low-
ering unit costs of production. Secondly, it may also – or alternatively – increase the
quality of products, thus increasing sales volume (both of new and old products).
Finally, process innovations may also be associated with the introduction of new
products and neither influence efficiency nor quality.  

While international statistics on innovation do not cover innovation success on the
side of process innovation, the German innovation survey applies a rough indicator 
for efficiency effects of process innovation: the share of unit costs that have been re-
duced as a result of process innovation in the previous three-year period. For this
indicator, as well as for the turnover share with new-to-the-market products, annual 
figures for the last ten years are available. Success with process innovation tends to be
pro-cyclical in Manufacturing: low level of process innovation driven unit cost reduc-
tion occur in 1994/1995 and again in 2002/2003, while high figures are reported for 
the second half of the 1990s (Fig. 12). This pattern may be explained by an associated
development of factor costs, investment, and capacity utilisation: factor costs, espe-
cially labour costs, tend to increase slowly or even decrease (in real terms) in reces-
sion periods as a result of increasing unemployment, reducing the pressure to cut costs
by innovative measures while opening up other alternatives, such as re-bargaining of 
wages or material supply costs. Low propensity to invest into fixed assets is likely to
shift innovation expenditure away from investment in new machinery and equipment,
reducing the likely efficiency gains of this type of expenditure. Falling rates of 
capacity utilisation due to decreasing demand finally diminish the opportunities to
utilise scale economies, which is often a prerequisite for unit cost reduction. 

In KIBS, such a pattern cannot be observed, partly because only data since 1997 
are available. In 2001 and 2002, however, cost-saving effects of process innovation
were particularly high, despite an unfavourable macroeconomic environment. Here 
one may assume lagged effects of investment in new ICT that took place in 1999 and
2000, producing unit cost reductions only some time later. 
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Fig. 12. Share of turnover with new-to-the-market products and share of cost reduction due to 
process innovation in Germany 1993–2003 (in per cent)

The share of turnover with new-to-the-market products follows a similar pattern (see
Fig. 12). In Manufacturing, the highest level was reached in 1998–2000 with more t

above 7 per cent. This may be caused by different factors: first, decreasing demand
may affect non-innovative products much more strongly than novelties, causing the
sales share with novelties to rise even in the case of stagnating absolute sales. Sec-
ondly, new-to-the-market products often address customers with low price and in-
come elasticity who keep on demanding such new products despite a general decline 
in demand. Thirdly, German manufacturers are highly and increasingly oriented to
export markets and the business climate was more favourable in 2002 and 2003 in 
many export markets. 

In KIBS, sales share with original innovations follow the same path as cost-saving 
shares, suggesting that a similar mechanism is at work, i.e. lagged effects of the intro-
duction and use of new ICT such as computerisation, Internet applications, e-business 
etc. that were introduced in the late 1990s and especially in 2000.

Relating innovation success to innovation input – i.e. expenditures for innovation 
in the previous three-year period5 – gives a crude measure for the ‘efficiency’ of 
innovation activities. In order to bring together both product- and process-related 
measures of innovation success, we calculate the contribution of new products sales 
and cost savings to value added, assuming that there is a rather stable relation between

5 Since there is a certain time period between innovation activities (and associated expenditures)
and the successful implementation of new products and processes, we use a 0.5 year time lag 
for innovation expenditures. The results are, however, not sensitive to the chosen time lag. 
For more details on the calculation, see Rammer and Schmidt (2003). 

affect sales shares with original innovation significantly, the share remaining well 
than 8 per cent. Surprisingly, the economic downturn from 2001 to 2003 did not
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value added and profits for each sector in the period considered. Sales with new prod-
ucts are restricted to those made with new-to-the-market products, as these are most 
likely to generate extra profits while sales with product imitations will only rarely 
produce additional returns. Output–input relations are first calculated on a sector level
and then aggregated to Manufacturing and KIBS. 

The results indicate that ‘efficiency’ of innovation activities is strongly related to 
the business cycle in Manufacturing. There was a strong increase in the indicator until 
1999, when it shrank successively until 2003, reaching the level of 1993/1994 (Fig.
13). In KIBS, the output–input relation arrived at its highest level in 2001, again indi-
cating high returns from innovation projects carried out during the ‘new economy’ in 
1999/2000. Since then, the indicator fell sharply until 2003, reaching a level below 
that of 1997. 
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Fig. 13. Output-input relation of innovation activities in Germany 1993–2003

Fig. 13 also shows that the output–input relation is significantly higher in KIBS than
in Manufacturing. This need not mean lower efficiency of innovation in Manu-
facturing, however. Although innovation is generally more costly in Manufacturing,
innovations in this sector tend to generate extra profits for a longer period than new
services do. One reason is that copying new products is much less easy than imitating 
new services. Secondly, industrial firms may make use of intellectual property rights 
(patents) to protect their novelties from imitation, while most services are not subject 
to patent protection. Moreover, one may assume that profit margins for new services 
are lower than those for new products as quality advantages of new products are eas-
ier to demonstrate and communicate to customers than higher quality associated with 
new services.  
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Information Sources, Co-operation, Effects and Barriers 

The previous analyses have shown a high innovation orientation of the German firm 
sector and high innovation success in German manufacturing. A special strength 
seems to be the high share of innovative SMEs and the rapid diffusion of new tech-
nologies and new products. This raises the question whether certain characteristics of 
the organisation of innovation processes may be accountable for this particular per-
formance. The CIS3 provides indicators for several aspects of innovation processes:
the sources used for gathering ideas and information for innovation activities, co-
operation with external partners in innovation, effects of innovation, and barriers that 
hamper innovative activities. 
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Fig. 14. Information sources for innovation activities in Germany and other European countries 
in 2000 (in per cent)

Innovative German firms more frequently use customers, fairs and exhibitions, con-
ferences and journals, competitors, and universities as information sources for inno-
vation activities than firms in other EU countries (Fig. 14). Contrarily, sources from 
within the own firm are used less often. This points to a more open-oriented design of 
innovation processes that particularly takes into account the needs and requirements
of demand (directly through customers, or indirectly through fairs) and uses science 
sources (conferences, journals, universities) to develop technologically advanced so-
lutions. This pattern holds true both for Manufacturing and Services. It reflects to some 
extent a particular advantage of the German innovation system, that is, innovation-
demanding customers whose innovation preferences often turn out to lead global 
trends in innovation. Innovators can profit from such customer-driven innovation
when attempting to push their new products in international markets (see Beise 2001). 

The more intensive use of information sources is not accompanied, however, by
more intensive active co-operation in innovation projects. In Germany, 17 per cent of 
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manufacturing firms, and 23 per cent of KIBS firms with innovation activities in
1998–2000 had co-operation agreements with external partners, including customers,
suppliers, competitors, consultants, universities, private R&D companies and public 
research institutes, as well as other firms within the own enterprise group (Fig. 15).
This is among the lowest figures within EU countries. Only the southern European
countries Spain, Italy and Portugal show a lower propensity of innovating firms to co-
operate. As Spain and Italy, as well as Germany, show high rates of innovation suc-
cess – at least when referring to turnover share with new products – this raises the
questions whether a high level of co-operation in innovation is automatically a posi-
tive indicator for well-designed innovation processes.6
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Fig. 15. Co-operation in innovation projects in 2000 by countries (in per cent)

Nevertheless, multivariate analyses for German firms show that co-operation
indeed positively contributes to innovation success in some sectors (see Rammer &
Schmidt 2003): There is a positive effect on turnover with new products for 
innovating firms in KIBS. In Manufacturing, positive effects are to be observed for
non-high-tech manufacturing, only where both turnover with new-to-the-market 
products and cost savings due to process innovation significantly increase in case of 
co-operations. In high-tech manufacturing, co-operation has almost no effect on 
innovation success. In the case of Germany one has to bear in mind that co-operation 
in innovation strongly interacts with the receipt of public financial support, as most 
innovation programmes demand co-operation. 

6 The latter is implicitly suggested by the European Innovation Scoreboard, for example,
which uses the share of SMEs that co-operate in innovation as an indicator for the trans-
mission and application of knowledge (see European Commission 2004).  
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Fig. 16. Effects of innovation activities in Germany and other European countries in 2000 (in
per cent)

Another variable that informs about the design of innovation processes are the effects
that emanate from innovation. German firms in general report less often highly
important effects of innovation (Fig. 16). One exception is the increase in range of 
products where both Manufacturing and KIBS firms are slightly above the other EU 
countries. German manufacturers also more frequently report an increase in produc-
tion flexibility as a main effect of innovation. A significantly lower share of firms in 
Germany compared to other EU countries mention an increase in capacity, the meet-
ing of regulation and standards, and improving environment, health and safety as
effects of innovation. As these outcomes are only indirectly if ever associated to eco-
nomic success indicators of innovation, such as turnover shares or cost reduction, one
may conclude that German innovators concentrate on competitive advantages as a 
main result of innovation activities.  

With respect to barriers that hamper innovation activities, innovative firms in 
Germany more often cited a lack of qualified personnel, excessive economic risks and
regulations, and regulations and standards as being highly important than innovative
firms in other EU countries did (Fig. 17). This result holds for Manufacturing and
KIBS, while German KIBS firms also perceived financial barriers (too high innova-
tion costs, lack of appropriated financing sources) of higher significance. At the same 
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time, customer responsiveness, market information and technological information are
considerably less prominent for impeding innovation in German firms. Innovation in
Germany thus seems to be more restricted by factor markets and inflexible regulation
than by incomplete access to information or innovation-adverse preferences of cus-
tomers. The higher importance of economic risks is likely to reflect the more ambi-
tious scope of innovation in German firms with respect to technological scope and the
need for R&D. 
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Fig. 17. Barriers to innovation in Germany and other European countries in 2000 (in per cent) 

The significance of barriers to innovation changes, however, such as scarcity in factor 
supply, introduction of innovation-relevant regulations or the scope of innovation
activities, may vary over time. Within the period 1994 to 2002, the relative im-
portance of various barriers has changed quite markedly (Table 2):7 Lack of qualified 
personnel was particularly relevant in the economic upswing of 1998 to 2000, but lost 
its dominating role in the stage of economic stagnation that followed that period.  

In this 2000–2002 period, as well as in the mid of the 1990s, lack in financing
sources was the most important barrier to innovation as perceived by German firms. 
Regulation and standards became particularly important in KIBS in periods of weak 
macroeconomic performance (1994–1996, 2000–2002). Lack in customer responsive-
ness has also gained in relevance in recent years, pointing to a possible anti-cyclical
pattern. This may be associated with increasing price elasticity of demand in periods
of regressing real household income and shrinking firm profits (which are typical for 
recession periods), resulting in decreasing demand for innovative products since these
are often more expensive than comparable predecessor products. Lack of information

7  We only look at barriers that are associated with some type of market failure, leaving ‘high 
economic risks’ and ‘too high innovation costs’ (since these barriers mainly refer to ‘natural’
characteristics of any innovation activity) as well as ‘organisational rigidities within the firm’
out of our analysis.  



3.3   Innovation in Firms       131

on markets and lack of information on technology are of very low importance
throughout the whole period covered. 

Table 2. Ranking of selected barriers to innovation in Germany 1994–2002 

1994–1996 1996–1998 1998–2000 2000–2002
Manufacturing
Lack of af ppropriate sources of ff inancing 1 1 2 1
Lack of qualified personnel 2 2 1 2
Lack of customer responsiveness 5 4 5 3
Regulation, standards, bureaucratic procedures 3 3 3 4
Lack of if nformation on technology 4 5 4 5
Lack of if nformation on markets 6 6 6 6
KIBS
Lack of af ppropriate sources of ff inancing 1 2 2 1
Regulation, standards, bureaucratic procedures 2 3 3 2
Lack of qualified personnel 3 1 1 3
Lack of customer responsiveness 4 4 5 4
Lack of if nformation on technology 5 6 4 5
Lack of if nformation on markets 6 5 6 6

Relative rank of the six barriers distinguished; data based on the share of innovative firms (with
5 or more employees) that cited the respective barrier as being highly important for hampering
innovation activities in the respective time period; 1996–1998 and 2000–2002: importance of 
barriers measured with respect to serious delay, abandoning or stopping innovation projects
Source: ZEW: Mannheim Innovation Panel – calculation by ZEW 

Conclusions  

The German business sector is highly innovation-oriented compared to most other 
industrial countries. This is due to a high propensity of SMEs to innovate and holds
true for all sectors of Manufacturing and knowledge-intensive business services. A
broad spread of innovation activities among the SME sector may be viewed as an
important prerequisite for leveraging productivity and employment effects of innova-
tion (see Acs & Audretsch 1990) and is a main source of the generally high interna-
tional competitiveness of both high-technology and low-technology sectors, as re-
vealed by surplus in international trade (see also Chapter 4.1) High innovation
orientation of SMEs is accompanied by both high expenditures for innovation 
activities and high returns from innovation efforts, indicating high input and output
innovation intensity among large companies. 

Altogether, indicators on innovation in firms underpin the dependence of the 
German business sector on being a leader in technology development and diffusion,
as most comparative advantages of Germany rest on being more innovative than oth-
ers. From this perspective, low dynamics for many innovation indicators in recent 
years, including a declining share of innovating firms, are a source of concern. After a
peak in many innovation indicators in the late 1990s, economic stagnation of the 
German domestic market resulted in a significant number of SMEs that retired from 
innovation, and falling returns from innovation activities. A still high level of innova-
tion expenditures largely rests on export-oriented sectors and firms that benefit from 
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high growth of the world economy and increasingly tend to orient their innovation 
efforts towards export markets. 

In order to maintain a strong position of German firms in innovation, a revival of 
the German economy, as well as a removal of barriers to innovation, are the most 
urgent tasks. While a lack of qualified personnel was the most pressing hampering
factor during the last boom period (1998–2000) – and is much likely to come back on
the agenda as soon as economic stagnation will be overcome – a lack of financing 
sources was the most frequently cited barrier to innovation in 2000–2002, which par-
ticularly concerns SMEs (see Rammer et al. 2005c).
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4.1   Economic Performance of Technology Sectors 

Dieter Schumacher 

and knowledge-intensive services in domestic and foreign markets in terms of 
production, employment and international trade flows. The empirical evidence
on production suggests that the technological performance of the German eco-
nomy is strong in terms of sectoral patterns, while it has fallen behind in terms
of levels. On the other hand, the analysis of foreign trade flows suggests that the 
German position in R&D-intensive goods is strong in absolute terms whereas it 
weakened in terms of commodity patterns. 

Introduction 

In this chapter, the technological performance of a national economy is to be assessed 
by output indicators. The analysis of innovations in Chapter 3.3 and the analysis of 
patent activities in Chapter 3.2 look at the output side as well. Here, the emphasis is on 
the success of R&D-intensive goods and knowledge-intensive services in domestic and
foreign markets in terms of production, employment and international trade flows. 
From this point of view, the more a country produces and absorbs R&D and
knowledge-intensive goods and services, the better the technological performance is
evaluated (for definition see Chapter 1).

The chapter is organised as follows. To start with, we consider the position of 
Germany and other technologically important OECD countries in terms of totalt
production of R&D-intensive and knowledge-intensive goods and services (human-
capital-intensive production). The analysis refers to absolute levels as well as sectoral
patterns of value-added, employment and productivity. Secondly, we provide detailed
analysis of values and structures of exports and imports of these countries.

Production 

The most comprehensive indicator of the market success in leading technologies is 
the value of production in R&D-intensive manufacturing and in knowledge-intensive 
services. The efficiency of production is represented by the value-added per person 
engaged or per hour worked, respectively (labour productivity). Consequently, the
main indicators for an international comparison of economic structures are value-
added (in domestic currency and in PPP $) in terms of per capita levels, and sector 
patterns as well as labour productivity. The data are taken from OECD sources. The 
main body stems from the STAN database providing information at the sectoral level
supplemented by economy-wide figures from the OECD Economic Outlook and by
DIW estimates of some detailed data not originally reported. The R&D-intensive
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Abstract.  In this chapter we analyse the performance in R&D-intensive goods 
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industries here comprise the production of Chemicals, Machinery and Equipment; the
knowledge-intensive services include Telecommunications, Finance, Insurance, Real
Estate and Business Services as well as Health and Social Work.1

The ranking of countries according to their overall economic efficiency depends on 
the relation of value-added to population (per capita income), the number of persons 
engaged or the number of hours worked (labour productivity). The number of hours 

between 600 and 800, with the Netherlands, France and Italy at the lower end and 
Great Britain at the upper end, whereas it is significantly more in the USA, Canada
and Japan, achieving 850 to 900 hours.

Table 1 presents relevant data for selected OECD countries in 2002. Relating total 
value-added, i.e. GDP, (at current PPP $) to population, the USA achieve the largest per 
capita income, Germany, Italy and the EU average achieving only 70 per cent of the
US level. The value-added per person engaged in general differs less between the USA
and the EU, per hour worked the difference diminishes considerably. In the 
Netherlands and France, the value-added per hour worked is even larger than in the
USA, in Germany, Denmark and the EU as a whole it achieves 90 per cent of the US
level.

Concentrating on human-capital-intensive production, the value-added in R&D-
intensive manufacturing is highest in Germany amounting to some PPP $3,100 per 
capita in 2002.2 In the USA, it is smaller and comparable to the level in Japan and 
Sweden. The per capita production of knowledge-intensive services, however, in the 
USA is by far the largest among all countries considered in the analysis. In Germany,
it achieves some PPP $6,900 (excl. Real Estate), lagging behind the United States and
also less than in most other OECD countries under consideration. Taking R&D-
intensive manufacturing and knowledge-intensive services together, the human-
capital-intensive production in Germany has a per capita value of some PPP $10,000, 
due to the large manufacturing sector. This is far behind the USA, but more than the
EU average. It is somewhat lower than in Belgium, it compares with the Netherlands, 
Sweden and France and it is somewhat more than in Canada and Great Britain.

Compared to the beginning of the 1990s, the German position deteriorated con-
siderably in relative terms. In 1991, the level of human capital production in Germany
was significantly higher than in other OECD countries except for the USA. After 
1995, due to low growth in Germany, other West European countries caught up with 
or overtook Germany in the production of knowledge-intensive services. Only at the 
beginning of the new decade did the (relative) German position not deteriorate 
further. In R&D-intensive manufacturing, the German advantage diminished in the 

1 Of which Pharmaceuticals; Office and Computing Machinery; Radio, Television and Com-
munication Equipment as well as Aircraft and Spacecraft are defined as leading-edge tech-
nology. For the definition see Grupp et al. (2000: 99). Real estate activities account for some
8 to 12 per cent of value-added in OECD countries and only some 1 per cent of employment. 
They bias the comparison of productivity over sectors and are therefore excluded in some 
parts of the analysis.  

2 The value-added figures in the STAN database may refer to different pricing concepts. For 
Table 1 we recalculated the levels by industries according to the GDP concept (at market 
prices) in order to make the figures internationally comparable. 

sons engaged in total population and the hours annually worked per person engaged
may differ substantially. In western Europe, the hours annually worked per head range 

worked per capita can be very different among countries because the share of per-
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first half of the 1990s and increased again after 1995 as compared to most OECD 
countries. The setbacks in the IT sector after 2000 affected Germany less than coun-
tries such as the USA, Japan, Sweden and Finland. All in all, however, the lacking 
impetus for knowledge-intensive services in Germany could not be compensated by
the improved position in R&D-intensive manufacturing.

Table 1. Production levels in selected OECD countries, 2002 

GER USA JPN FRA ITA GBR NED BEL DEN SWE FIN CAN EU-151

Gross Domestic Product 
Per head of population 
in thsd. PPP $ 25.9 36.3 26.9 28.2 25.9 28.0 29.1 27.9 29.2 27.3 26.5 30.8 26.2
USA = 100 71 100 74 78 71 77 80 77 81 75 73 85 72 
Per person engaged  
in thsd. PPP $ 55.3 76.8 54.1 68.1 68.8 59.8 65.6 68.4 57.4 57.4 58.3 62.7 60.2 
USA = 100 72 100 70 89 90 78 85 89 75 75 76 82 78 
Per hour worked 
in PPP $ 38.3 42.3 29.9 46.6 42.5 35.0 49.0 43.9 38.3 36.3 34.6 35.3 38.1
USA = 100 90 100 71 110 100 83 116 104 90 86 82 83 90 

R&D-intensive and knowledge-intensive value-added 
per head of the population in thousand PPP $2

Value-added in R&D-
int. manufacturing (A) 3.1 2.5 2.5 2.1 1.8 1.9 1.4 2.2 1.9 2.5 2.8 2.4 2.1
USA = 100 126 100 101 85 71 74 58 88 76 101 113 95 82
Of which:
Leading-edge techn. 0.4 0.9 0.8 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.5 1.3 0.7 0.4
USA = 100 41 100 82 56 40 63 37 59 54 52 140 70 45 
High-level techn. 2.7 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.6 1.4 2 1.5 1.7 1.6
USA = 100 177 100 112 102 90 81 71 105 90 131 96 110 105 
Value-added in knowl-
edge-int. services
(excl. Real Estate) (B) 6.9 10.5 4.6 7.8 5.9 7.8 8.6 8.3 7.5 7.4 5.9 7.3 6.7
USA = 100 66 100 44 74 56 75 82 79 71 71 56 70 64 

(A) + (B) 10 12.9 7.1 9.9 7.7 9.7 10.1 10.5 9.4 9.9 8.7 9.7 8.7
USA = 100 78 100 55 76 59 75 78 81 72 76 67 75 68

for information
Hours annually
worked per person
engaged 1444 1815 1805 1459 1619 1707 1340 1559 1499 1581 1686 1778 1581
Per head of population 677 858 897 605 609 800 594 635 764 751 766 874 687

1 Excluding Ireland und Luxembourg; hours annually worked also excluding Austria  
2 Recalculated in line with the GDP pricing concept
Sources: OECD, STAN Database 2004 – OECD, Economic Outlook No. 75 – OECD, 
Employment Outlook, Paris 2004 – calculations and estimates of DIW Berlin 

In structural terms, the German position appears much more favourable than in absolute
values. The production patterns in the OECD countries covered by the analysis are 
presented in Fig. 1 in terms of percentage shares and in Table 2 in terms of relative shares, 
giving the differences between the country-specific patterns and the average  
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Fig. 1. Share of R&D and knowledge-intensive industries in value-added in selected OECD 
countries (in per cent), 2002 

Table 2. Relative shares in value-added in selected OECD countries1, 2002

6 
coun-
tries2

GER USA JPN FRA ITA GBR NED BEL DEN SWE FIN CAN EU-
153

Manufacturing 17 30 –17 17 5 18 –4 –13 12 –6 19 35 18 11
R&D-intensive industr. 8 44 –13 18 –5 –13 –17 –45 0 –19 17 30 –2 0

Leading-edge techn. 2 –45 9 19 –23 –50 –11 –69 –17 –31 –28 74 –10 –38 
High-level techn. 5 66 –24 17 2 –1 –19 –36 7 –14 31 3 1 13

Non-R&D-int. industr. 9 15 –21 17 14 39 6 10 21 5 21 39 34 20 
Services 74 –5 4 –7 0 –5 –1 –1 –1 –2 –4 –12 –14 –4 
Services excl. Real Estate 62 –8 5 –11 –1 –5 3 5 5 –1 –3 –13 –13 –2 

Knowledge-int. serv. 38 4 6 –22 4 –11 –1 –1 –1 –3 0 –13 –12 –4 
Excluding Real Estate 26 2 10 –41 6 –13 7 13 13 –2 4 –16 –9 –2 

Telecommunications 3 –9 20 –61 –30 –23 12 –9 –12 –31 –10 21 –6 –10 
Financial Services 7 –61 21 –10 –43 –19 –36 –11 –36 –33 –69 –67 –1 –37
Business Services 10 27 –5 –30 30 –7 23 16 37 –26 1 –40 –26 10 
Health/Social Work 6 16 16 –131 19 –13 18 40 23 61 61 38 8 14 

Non-knowl.-int. serv. 36 –15 1 7 –6 1 –1 –1 –2 –1 –8 –11 –15 –3 
Other industries 10 –25 –3 16 –6 3 11 25 –13 21 –8 12 48 
Total 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 A positive value indicates that the share is larger than the average in the six largest OECD
countries. The figures are calculated analogously to the export specialisation RXA, see Box 1. 
2 Percentage share on average in the six largest OECD countries  
3 Excluding Ireland und Luxembourg 
Sources: OECD, STAN Database 2004 – calculations and estimates of DIW Berlin
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pattern in the six largest countries combined. Taking R&D-intensive manufacturing
and knowledge-intensive services together, the share in value-added is largest in
Germany. In 2002, 39 per cent (excluding Real Estate) and 51 per cent (including 
Real Estate) of total value-added in Germany were human-capital-intensive. This is 
mainly due to the high share of R&D-intensive manufacturing (12 per cent) while
the share of knowledge-intensive services (27 per cent excluding and 39 per cent 
including Real Estate) is some 1 to 2 percentage points lower than in the USA, France 
or Great Britain. Or to put it differently, Germany is characterised by a rather small
share of non-knowledge-intensive services and a very high share of R&D-intensive
manufacturing.

Relating the value-added in knowledge-intensive services (excluding Real Estate)
to the value-added in R&D-intensive manufacturing, the ratio is smallest in Japan, 
amounting to less than two, whereas it is three to four times that in most of the other 
OECD countries and even six times in the Netherlands. According to this ratio, 
Germany and Finland – here it is slightly above two – are also lagging behind on the
way to the services part within human-capital-intensive production. Due to the lack of 
international comparative studies we do not know, however, whether the production
of services within manufacturing firms is more important in Germany than in other 
countries. 

Shifts Towards a Knowledge-based Economy 

The structural changes in the OECD countries during the past decades followed the 
textbook model of the development of a knowledge-based economy. The share of 
knowledge-intensive services in value-added increased considerably, the share of 
other services remained more or less stable, whereas the share of Manufacturing
decreased, in non-R&D-intensive industries more than in R&D-intensive industries.
Thus, the weights have been shifting towards the knowledge-intensive segment of the
growing services sector and towards the R&D-intensive part of the (relatively) 
shrinking manufacturing sector. This pattern is to be found in more or less pro-
nounced form at different periods of time in nearly all OECD countries. On average in
the six largest OECD countries, the share of Total Manufacturing in value-added was 
16.6 per cent in 2002 and decreased by 4.4 percentage points as compared to 1991, the 
R&D-intensive manufacturing industries achieved 7.8 per cent in 2002 and diminished 
only by 1.8 percentage points. On the other hand, the knowledge-intensive services in
2002 accounted for 26 per cent or 5 percentage points more than 1991. 

The shifts in production patterns are partly due to changes in preferences of private
households which demand more knowledge-intensive services at higher incomes. 
They are also due to changes in the inputs of manufacturing firms which considerably
increased their demand for knowledge-intensive services during the last two decades.3

The competitiveness of manufacturing firms depends more and more on their ability
to provide a package comprising the physical product and related services such as

3 See Schultz and Weise (1999) and Petersen et al. (1993) for an analysis of increasing shares 
of intermediate demand for services in the manufacturing sector in Germany.

software, maintenance, training, logistics and planning. The result is a deepened
national division of labour and a shift of value-added and employment from the
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production. Moreover, product-related services, which are produced within the manu-
facturing firms themselves, gain in importance. Thus, the production of manufactures 
becomes more service-intensive, but it does not mean de-industrialisation. Besides,
however, production processes are relocated to other countries (international out-
sourcing) replacing domestic value-added by imports of intermediate goods. 

During the 1990s, the shift from the secondary to the tertiary sector was much 
stronger in Germany than in other OECD countries. The share of R&D-intensive and 
non-R&D-intensive manufacturing in value-added decreased considerably while the
share of knowledge-intensive services significantly increased. The decline in Manu-
facturing was concentrated in the years 1990 to 1993 when the share of R&D-
intensive manufacturing decreased from 16 per cent (in West Germany) to 12 per cent 
(in Germany as a whole). After the mid 1990s, Germany specialised again more in
R&D-intensive industries as compared with the overall trend in the six largest OECD 
countries (see Fig. 2). During the first years of the new decade, the share of R&D-
intensive manufacturing in value-added even increased in Germany, as opposed to the 
general trend. On the other hand, the share of knowledge-intensive services recently 
increased only slightly, i.e. the shift towards the service economy in Germany has 
slowed down in terms of value-added.  
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Fig. 2. Relative shares of R&D- and knowledge-intensive industries in Germany (measured in 
terms of value added), 1991 to 2002 

In other large OECD countries we also observe different shifts in the production pat-
terns, before 1995 at a high US $ value and after 1995 at a low US $ value. In the first 
half of the 1990s, the specialisation pattern in Germany and Japan changed to the
disadvantage of Manufacturing, in the USA and Great Britain to the advantage of 
Manufacturing. After the mid 1990s, the changes were in the opposite direction. In 
Germany these shifts affected all technology segments similarly, in the other three 

manufacturing sector to the service sector, which is larger than the shift in the value of 
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countries they were restricted to high-level technology and non-R&D-intensive manu-
facturing. France and Italy specialised more in Manufacturing during both periods of 
time, France in all technology segments and Italy in high-level technology and non-
R&D-intensive manufacturing. Thus, the French technological position in Manufac-
turing improved as compared to the beginning of the 1990s. This is also true for most of 
the six smaller countries considered here, which in general specialised more in R&D-
intensive as well as non-R&D-intensive manufacturing. In Finland and Sweden the
shift towards high-tech industries was stopped at the beginning of the new decade. 

Employment and Productivity 

The shifts in the sectoral patterns of employment are similar to those in value-added. 
In terms of employment, the changes are in general more pronounced, the decrease in 
Manufacturing due to higher productivity is larger compared to the increase in Ser-
vices due to lower productivity. In Germany, the changes in the employment pattern
were relatively large during the 1990s. 

intensive manufacturing (see Fig. 3). In most of the other OECD countries this was 
much less. The employment share of 26 per cent for knowledge-intensive services in 
Germany as well as France is somewhat lower than in the USA and significantly 
lower than in the Netherlands, Denmark and Sweden. Excluding Health and Social 
Services and concentrating on Communication, Financial and Business Services, the
share in the Scandinavian countries as well is smaller than in Germany. The share of 
non-knowledge-intensive services in Germany amounts to some 43 per cent and is 
much lower than in the other large OECD countries. 

Differences between sectoral patterns in terms of employment and in terms of 
value-added are due to the sectoral differences in labour productivity – calculated as 
value-added per person engaged.4 In general, labour productivity is higher in Manu-
facturing and lower in Services. In R&D-intensive manufacturing – in leading-edge
even more than in high-level technology – it is higher than in non-R&D-intensive
manufacturing, in knowledge-intensive services it is higher than in non-knowledge-
intensive services.5 The productivity in knowledge-intensive services is relatively 
low, compared to R&D-intensive manufacturing. This is mainly due to Health and
Social Services. Labour productivity in other knowledge-intensive services in
Germany is even higher than in R&D-intensive manufacturing. 

In Germany, the structural changes during the 1990s implied a large increase in 
relative labour productivity in R&D-intensive manufacturing and a large decrease in 
relative productivity in knowledge-intensive services. This trend continued in the first 
years of the new decade, providing a considerable increase in employment in 
knowledge-intensive services. Nevertheless, labour productivity in R&D-intensive
manufacturing in Germany is still low in relation to the level in knowledge-intensive 
services, taking the relations in other OECD countries, in particular the USA and

4 The calculations for this section exclude real estate activities. 
5 This corresponds to the definition of sectors by R&D and knowledge intensity. A higher 

share of highly qualified labour force implies a higher labour productivity in terms of value-
added.

In 2002, nearly 10 per cent of the labour force in Germany worked in R&D-
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France, as a yardstick. The high employment share of R&D-intensive manufacturing 
in Germany, therefore, is not only due to a high value-added share. It is also due to a 
relatively low labour productivity. One reason is Germany’s concentration on high-
level technology and less on leading-edge technology. Another reason may be that in
Germany many labour-intensive business-related services are produced within manu-
facturing firms and less in independent services firms because German manufacturers
are specialised more in user-oriented tailored products and less in standardised mass 
production like US or Japanese firms. The significant changes towards the US pattern 
may indicate that German industry is relying more and more on standardisation. Thus, 
German exporters would face more price competition. This was not important in the 
period of a low-valued DM and . It now becomes important, however, with a re-
valued  providing the danger of significant reductions of export quantities. 
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Fig. 3. Share of R&D- and knowledge-intensive industries in employment in selected OECD 
countries (in per cent), 2002 

Macroeconomic growth and employment problems cannot be solved by an expansion
of the R&D-intensive manufacturing industries. After 1995, additional employment in
Germany did not appear in R&D-intensive manufacturing, except for the motor vehic-
les industry, it appeared only in the services sector. The contribution of high-tech pro-
duction to employment is more indirect than direct. R&D-intensive products allow 
innovations and productivity increases in other sectors which then become more com-
petitive and can extend production and employment. Achieving additional employment 
without reducing the economy-wide labour productivity would be possible through
the expansion of knowledge-intensive services. The international comparison suggests
for Germany that R&D-intensive manufacturing will reduce employment further, with
high increases in productivity, whereas the demand for labour will grow in Services. 
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The structural changes towards R&D-intensive and knowledge-intensive produc-
tion increase the average labour productivity of the economy. This increases the
potential for growth and is positive in view of the demographic trend. If the labour 
force in Germany is shrinking in the long term, high productivity increases are
necessary to maintain the present level of per capita income.

International Trade in R&D-intensive Goods 

The R&D-intensive industries are highly integrated into the world economy, leading-
edge technology even more than high-level technology branches. Leading-edge
industries, such as Office and Computing Machinery, Radio, Television and Com-
munication Equipment as well as Aircraft, have the largest shares of exports in pro-
duction and of imports in domestic consumption. After the mid 1990s, the increase in
export and import ratios was by far the largest in Germany. Here both ratios in the
R&D-intensive industries increased between 1995 and 2002 by 16 percentage points.
In the other large OECD countries the export ratios increased by 5 to 7 and the import 
ratios by 7 to 10 percentage points. During this period, the foreign trade intensifi-
cation in Germany was especially strong and appeared similarly on both the export 
and import side. In the other large countries the effect was weaker and more related to
imports than exports. One reason for Germany’s strong export performance surely is 
the difference in growth between Germany and other countries. Additionally, the 
weak  supported German exports, in particular to the USA.

Following international trade theory, every country gains from international trade
because specialisation according to comparative advantage allows it to achieve higher 
productivity and higher real income. Exports are an indirect means of production and
meet domestic demand more cheaply through imports instead of directly producing
the good domestically. We already know from Ricardo’s theory that labour productiv-
ity, and hence technology, determines the level of income. A country that uses its
resources more efficiently due to better technologies also achieves a higher income.
Such a country has a comparative advantage in goods whose production requires 
advanced technologies and, accordingly, needs a high expenditure on R&D. Thus, the 
technological performance of a country should be reflected in the pattern of its foreign 
trade by R&D intensity. The more R&D-intensive goods a country exports, the better 
its technological performance. 

In this section we evaluate the position of the technologically most important 
OECD countries in international trade of R&D-intensive goods by analysing trade 
balances and indicators of specialisation based on trade patterns. The data are taken 
from the DIW trade database which comprises foreign trade data of all OECD coun-
tries by partner countries and is disaggregated by the International Standard Industrial
Classification (ISIC Rev. 3).6 Again, we arrange the industries according to the R&D 

6 The original data are from OECD, International Trade by Commodities Statistics, CD-ROM. 
The data at the most detailed level of classification according to product groups and partner 
countries have been recoded from the Standard International Trade Classification (SITC 
Rev. 3) to the industries of the ISIC Rev. 3, using a correspondence of the United Nations. 
We are only able to take into account the trade flows that are recorded at the most detailed 
level of classification according to SITC Rev. 3 and individual partner countries. Positions 
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expenditure per unit of output.7 Here the group of R&D-intensive goods is more nar-
rowly defined than in the analysis of production and employment, and the definition
of leading-edge and high-level technology is slightly different.

The USA, Germany and Japan are the largest exporters of R&D-intensive goods. 
Until 1995 Japan was in first place and later lost in (relative) importance. The largest 
import market is by far provided by the USA, followed by Germany, while Japan still 
imports a relatively small number of R&D-intensive products. In terms of balances,
Japan and Germany are still the leading net exporters of R&D-intensive goods, and
the USA the largest net importer.  

Table 3. Foreign-trade specialisation in R&D-intensive goods for selected OECD countries,
2002

6 
coun-
tries2

GER USA JPN FRA ITA GBR NED BEL DEN SWE FIN CAN EU-
153

Manufacturing 17 30 –17 17 5 18 –4 –13 12 –6 19 35 18 11 
R&D-intensive industr. 8 44 –13 18 –5 –13 –17 –45 0 –19 17 30 –2 0

Leading-edge techn. 2 –45 9 19 –23 –50 –11 –69 –17 –31 –28 74 –10 –38
High-level techn. 5 66 –24 17 2 –1 –19 –36 7 –14 31 3 1 13 

Non-R&D-int. industr. 9 15 –21 17 14 39 6 10 21 5 21 39 34 20 
Services 74 –5 4 –7 0 –5 –1 –1 –1 –2 –4 –12 –14 –4 
Services excl. Real Estate 62 –8 5 –11 –1 –5 3 5 5 –1 –3 –13 –13 –2 

Knowledge-int. serv. 38 4 6 –22 4 –11 –1 –1 –1 –3 0 –13 –12 –4 
Excluding Real Estate 26 2 10 –41 6 –13 7 13 13 –2 4 –16 –9 –2 

Telecommunications 3 –9 20 –61 –30 –23 12 –9 –12 –31 –10 21 –6 –10
Financial Services 7 –61 21 –10 –43 –19 –36 –11 –36 –33 –69 –67 –1 –37 
Business Services 10 27 –5 –30 30 –7 23 16 37 –26 1 –40 –26 10 

Health/Social Work 6 16 16
–

131 19 –13 18 40 23 61 61 38 8 14 
Non-knowl.-int. serv. 36 –15 1 7 –6 1 –1 –1 –2 –1 –8 –11 –15 –3

Other industries 10 –25 –3 16 –6 3 11 25 –13 21 –8 12 48 
Total 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 In trade with non-EU countries 
2 A positive value indicates that the share of R&D-intensive goods in exports or imports,f

respectively, of manufacturing goods is larger than on average in all OECD countries com-
bined. 

3 A positive value indicates that the share of R&D-intensive goods in exports of manufac-f
turing goods is larger than in imports of manufacturing goods. 

4 A positive value indicates that the R&D-intensive goods positively contribute to the overall 
balance of trade more than proportionately.  

Sources: DIW Foreign Trade Database – calculations of DIW Berlin

The values of exports and imports at the level of commodity groups also reflect the 
size of the sectors and countries. Moreover, they may fluctuate in line with the overall
balance of trade, depending on international business-cycle differences and shifts in
exchange rates. The specialisation pattern of a country, therefore, is more appro-

only indicated at the two-digit level such as entire manufacturing plants, or flows not re-
ported in disaggregated form for reasons of secrecy, cannot be classified by industry. Thus,
the aggregated figures we have calculated by summing up the detailed data differ from the 
figures reported by statistical offices.  

7 The classification follows Grupp et al. (2000: 101). 
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priately characterised by indicators that are not influenced by the overall balance of 
trade or by the level of exports and imports. The specialisation pattern allows the 
evaluation of the relative position of a country in individual commodity groups in
comparison over product groups, countries and time. For a description of the indi-
cators, see Box 1. The results for 2002 are compiled in Table 3, the changes over time
for Germany are represented in Fig. 4.
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Fig. 4. Foreign-trade specialisation in R&D-intensive goods for Germany, 1991 to 2002 

Compared to exports of all OECD countries, the exports of Japan, the USA and Great 
Britain are most strongly specialised on R&D-intensive goods, followed by Switzer-
land and Germany (positive RXA values). For leading-edge technology this is true for
Great Britain, the USA and Switzerland, followed by Netherlands and France, for 
high-level technology it only holds for Japan, Germany and Canada. The special-
isation of German exports in R&D-intensive goods remained stable since 1991, ad-
ditional success in Motor Vehicles compensating losses in Basic Chemicals and
Pharmaceuticals. Major changes occurred in German imports, which significantly
increased. After the mid 1990s the highest growth was in R&D-intensive goods, in
leading-edge even more than in high-level technology. The share of R&D-intensive
imports in Germany now corresponds to the OECD average, in leading-edge 
technology it has been above average since 1991 (positive RMA value).8 The imports

8 The disaggregation of German imports by leading-edge and high-level technology is biased 
in 2002 as compared to the years before due to changing classification of imports from 
Ireland in Pharmaceuticals and Basic Chemicals, respectively. In 2002, German imports of 

–

–

leading-edge technology goods are too large while imports of high-level technology goods
are too low as compared to earlier years. 
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of R&D-intensive goods are relatively high in the USA and Great Britain, but they are
relatively low in Switzerland and France and extremely low in Japan.

Box 1. Indicators of foreign-trade specialisation

It is not the level of trade flows which is important for assessing the technological 
performance of a country but the structural pattern of exports and imports (‘comparative 
advantage’). The commodity pattern of a country’s exports may be compared with the 
exports of all countries or the imports of the same country. By dividing commodity shares in 
exports by the commodity shares in exports of all countries combined, we obtain a measuref
introduced by Balassa (1965) to quantify the specialisation pattern of a country in inter-
national trade (RXA). Recalculated in logs, a positive value indicates a commodity group 
which has a higher share in the exports of that country than in exports of all countries
combined, while a negative value indicates that this commodity group has a share in that t
country’s exports which is lower than the average. In an alternative interpretation, a positive
(negative) value indicates that an economy achieves a market share in worldwide exports
which is above (below) its average export market share. While RXA characterises the 
specialisation of exports, an analogous calculation comparing the imports gives an indicator 
of country-specific strong points on the import side (RMA). In a more commonly used 
measurement, the commodity shares in the exports of a country are divided by the share in
the imports of the same country (RCA: revealed comparative advantage). Here, a positive
(negative) value in log terms indicates that the share in exports is larger (smaller) than 
the share in imports or, put alternatively, that the export-import ratio is larger (smaller) than 
the export-import ratio in total trade. The RCA values describe the pattern of comparative
advantages and disadvantages of a country including foreign competition on the domestic
market.  

The three indicators are the ratio of two ratios and exclude differences between the size 
of commodity groups and differences between overall exports and imports. We calculate a 
supplementary indicator which gives the direction of specialisation (which is the same as by 
RCA) and, additionally, takes the quantitative importance of the commodity groups into 
account. It compares the actual trade balance in a commodity group with a hypothetical
trade balance which involves no specialisation at all (CTB: Contribution to Trade Balance;
Lafay 1987; OECD [ed.] 1999). The hypothetical trade balance is calculated by propor-
tionately distributing the overall trade balance to the individual commodity groups accord-
ing to their share in the overall trade volume (i.e. exports plus imports). The differences 
between actual and hypothetical trade balance are given in per thousand of the total trade 
volume, in order to make the figures comparable over countries and over time. A positive
(negative) value indicates that the positive contribution to the overall balance of trade is
larger (smaller) than it should be according to the size of the commodity group. This indi-
cator is additive and the sum of the values over all commodity groups is zero.  

The four indicators are calculated for trade in manufacturing goods of selected OECD
countries. The basis of comparison is the foreign trade of all countries which were members 
of the OECD by 1993.

The comparison of exports and imports confirms the comparative advantage of 
Germany in R&D-intensive goods (RCA and CTB values). In 2002, Germany ranks
fifth behind Japan, Switzerland, Great Britain and USA and in front of France. The other 
OECD countries considered in the analysis reveal a comparative disadvantage in R&D-
intensive trade. The three largest countries provide a large number of high-tech goods in
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which they have a comparative advantage. While the USA is more specialised in 
leading-edge technology, intermediate and investment goods, German strength lies in
advanced-technology investment goods and consumer durables. In leading-edge
technology Germany reveals comparative disadvantages. Japan now follows this
pattern as well (see also Germany’s ‘comparative advantages’ in industrial R&D,
Chapters 2.1 and 2.2).

Compared to the beginning of the 1990s, the foreign trade position of Germany in
R&D-intensive goods deteriorated according to the RCA and CTB values. In 1991, 
Germany was at the same level as Switzerland and Great Britain, in 2002 it lied
significantly behind them and ranked – together with France – at the lower end of the 
six leading countries having comparative advantage in R&D-intensive goods. The
largest parts of the deterioration were due to Basic Chemicals, Pharmaceuticals, Data
Processing Equipment, Electronic Circuits and various types of Machinery. The only
and very large improvement was in Motor Vehicles. In 2002, by far the largest posi-
tive contribution to the trade balance is from this sector. Thus, the German export 
surplus, which grew considerably since the mid 1990s in absolute value and relative 
to GDP, depends more and more on Motor Vehicles. 

In general, the pattern of comparative advantage and its changes are shaped more
by exports and less by imports. The changes in Germany are one of the rare excep-
tions. They are mainly due to the dynamic imports of R&D-intensive goods after the
mid-1990s. An important reason is the increased trade with the transition countries in
central and eastern Europe. After the political changes in these countries, large
German firms very quickly integrated them into their intra-firm division of labour. The
lower wages in these countries stimulated the international outsourcing from Germany
and increased intra-industry trade in R&D-intensive industries. On the one hand, the
additional division of labour with central and eastern Europe contributed to higher 
German imports. On the other hand, it improved the German competitiveness on
world export markets through cheapening the price of intermediary goods. 

In evaluating the changes in the German position in international trade, global
macroeconomic conditions must also be taken into account. After 2000, the produc-
tion related to IT activities was severely hit, resulting in lower international trade in 
these commodity groups. Germany was less affected directly, given its lower involve-ff
ment as a supplier in this part of leading-edge technology. Moreover, considerable 
changes in exchange rates played an important role. They had an effect on the vo-
lumes and patterns of trade.  

Exchange Rates and Specialisation Patterns 

Since the 1980s, exchange rate movements among high-income OECD countries in a 
number of years were much larger than would have been necessary to compensate for 
differences in inflation rates. Thus, currencies strongly devaluated or revaluated in 
real terms. Consequently, the same foreign trade flows are valued differently in inter-
national statistics and, secondly, foreign demand and supply react to the shifts in price
competitiveness after a certain time lag. The two consequences of an exchange rate 
change have an opposite effect on the value of trade flows in US $. If a currency
appreciates in real terms, the value of exports increases due to higher valuation in
US $ and it decreases due to diminishing export quantities provided negative price
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elasticity for export goods. In a year of strong real depreciation, the nominal export 
market share decreases, while national statistics show dynamic increases in exports in
absolute terms and in relation to GDP.  

The effect of a change in exchange rate on quantities depends on the price elasticity 
of demand. Empirical analyses suggest that the export quantity reacts negatively with at
time lag (of around one year). One may also assume that the price elasticity of exports
varies, depending on the type of product. The lower the price elasticity, the more
important is competition in terms of quality, which crucially depends on R&D and
human-capital-intensity. More recent theoretical and empirical studies conclude that 
the price elasticity of export demand differs by the R&D intensity of products (see 
Lucke et al. 2004). The results support the hypothesis that the price elasticity is 
negative and that it tends to be smaller for R&D-intensive goods than for non-R&D-
intensive goods. Thus, exchange rate changes have an impact on the volume and, 
additionally, on the commodity pattern of trade.  

Consequently, the real depreciation of the DM (real appreciation of the US $) in 
the second half of the 1990s may have been a reason for the deterioration of the RCA 
and CTB indicators of comparative advantage in R&D-intensive goods in Germany
during that period of time. The lower price competitiveness of foreign suppliers had a
larger negative effect on non-R&D-intensive products, making them relatively more 
successful in R&D-intensive products. For firms in Germany, the opposite is true: the 
higher price competitiveness supported German exports of non-R&D-intensive goods 
more than the supplies of R&D-intensive goods. 

Due to the high weight of exports in the German economy, the exchange rate 
changes also had an impact on the sectoral pattern of total production (see Fig. 5). The
specialisation of the German economy in Manufacturing as a whole and in R&D-
intensive industries increased in phases of low valuation of the DM or  during the
first half of the 1980s in the same way as during the second half of the 1990s. Both
periods are characterised in (West) Germany by export-lead structural changes and 
low growth (see DIW 1988). In the decade between these two periods, the export ratio
of German manufacturing remained more or less unchanged. The specialisation indi-
cators for value-added in manufacturing and R&D-intensive industries in (West)
Germany in 2002 were very similar to those in 1985. The changes in the special-
isation pattern of production in the USA tended to be complementary to those in 
Germany. Hence, the re-specialisation in several EU countries in Manufacturing after 
1995 – as compared with average trends in the large OECD countries – may also be due
to changes in exchange rates. The effect was very large in Germany because the German 
economy is oriented towards exports much more than other comparable economies. 

The revaluation of the  vis-à-vis the US $ since 2002 may be expected to have the 
opposite effects on the commodity structures of foreign trade, as  firms now face a
lower price competitiveness while it is better for US $ firms. The structural position

€
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of Germany in foreign trade, therefore, should improve in R&D-intensive goods be-
cause firms of the US $ area will increase non-R&D-intensive supplies more easily
while German exporters are forced to rely more on innovative and less price-elastic 
products. A highly valued  should also tend to reduce the specialisation of the
German economy in manufacturing and R&D-intensive industries.

Movements of the US $ exchange rate, however, only have a limited effect on
German exports because half of Germany’s foreign trade is with other countries in the

area. At the end of 2004, the US $ value of the  was 36.4 per cent above the 2001
average, whereas the real effective exchange rate for Germff any – which is an indicator
of price competitiveness of the German economy in total foreign trade – only f
increased by 6.7 per cent. Moreover, the ‘German’  devaluated in real terms vis-à-vis

larger than in Germany after the introduction of the common currency. Thus, the price
competitiveness of firms in Germany improved in relation to firms in other  

 countries during the first years of the new decade.

Conclusions 

During the 1990s and the first years of the new decade, international differences in
growth, changes in exchange rates, the integration of the transition countries in central
and eastern Europe, the increasing importance of IT technologies and the end of the
IT hype had an impact on production and international trade of R&D-intensive goods. 
Germany only achieved low overall growth and strong increases in exports and 
imports with growing export surplus. The specialisation patterns in production and in 
exports indicate a good technological performance of the German economy.
However, in terms of production levels, in R&D-intensive goods and knowledge-
intensive services combined, the relative position of Germany worsened. At the be-
ginning of the 1990s only the USA had a much higher level, in 2002 a number of 
other OECD countries achieved or surpassed the German level. Lacking domestic dy-
namics in the long term also tends to weaken the strong export position in high-tech 
goods because lead market positions may be lost. 

The (re-)specialisation in R&D-intensive manufacturing in Germany after the mid-
1990s is due to great success in exports. As the R&D-intensive imports increased 
even more than exports, Germany’s comparative advantage in foreign trade of R&D-
intensive goods decreased. Nevertheless, Germany still belongs to the small group of 
OECD countries that have a comparative advantage in these goods. Germany dis-
tinguishes itself in both aspects of foreign trade: it has a high export surplus in R&D-
intensive goods, unlike the USA, and also imports such goods on a large scale, in 
contrast to Japan. Thus, Germany is net exporter of technology in foreign trade on the
one hand, and it takes advantage of gains from trade also in the high-tech segment, on
the other hand. In international trade, it has a strong position in both supply and 
demand of R&D-intensive goods, indicating a good performance in the production
and application of technologies. The strong German position in exports, however,
more and more depends on Motor Vehicles. 

To sum up, the empirical evidence on R&D- and knowledge-intensive production 
suggests that the technological performance of the German economy is strong in 
terms of sectoral patterns whereas it has fallen behind in terms of levels. On the other 

€   

  
€ €the other countries in the  area because price increases in the other  countries were€ €
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hand, the analysis of foreign trade flows suggests that the German position in R&D-
intensive goods is strong in absolute terms whereas it weakened in terms of com-
modity patterns. 

In the same way as the real appreciation of the DM or the  contributed to the
decrease of the German comparative advantage in R&D-intensive goods during
the second half of the 1990s, we may expect that they should be reinforced again after 
the revaluation of the  in 2002. The development of Germany’s foreign trade pattern
in 2003 to 2005, therefore, will be a test for the technological performance of the t
German economy. Owing to lower price competitiveness, German exporters must 
concentrate more on R&D-intensive goods and can thus contribute to increasing real
income by improved terms of trade.

€  

In international comparison the German manufacturing sector is (still) extraordinarily 
important. The growing dependence of the German economy on exports reinforced the
manufacturing sector and slowed down the shift towards the services sector. In 
Germany, human-capital-intensive production is more oriented towards Manufacturing
and less towards Services than in comparable OECD countries. This suggests that the
share of R&D-intensive manufacturing in Germany will tend to decrease again. And
this will be more pronounced in employment than in value-added because of con-
siderable increases in labour productivity. The growth of knowledge-intensive services,
therefore, becomes more and more important.
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4.2   Technology-based Start-ups 

Christian Rammer 

Abstract. The formation of new firms contributes to the emergence of new
sectors, promotes innovation and intensifies competition. This is especially true
for firm formation in fields of new technology and for start-ups that commer-
cialise new technologies. Technology-based start-ups are therefore an important 
dimension to sustain and improve an economy’s technological performance. 
This chapter analyses the dynamics of technology-based start-ups in the time
period 1995 to 2003, taking also into account the dynamics of firm closures and 
stock of firms. Germany shows a rather low share of technology-based start-ups r
in total new firm formation, and low start-up dynamics in R&D-intensive manu-
facturing and knowledge-intensive services. Entry rates (new firms as a percent-
age of firm stock) are among the lowest of all countries considered. At the same f
time, exit ratios are low, too, resulting in a rather stable stock of technology-
oriented firms.  

Introduction 

The dynamics of start-ups in an economy’s technology sectors is an important indica-
tor of technological performance for several reasons: first, the formation of new firms
that focus on the development and introduction of new technology is a major source 
of innovation and technological advance. Many of these technology-based start-ups
transfer new knowledge or new ideas for products and processes into commercial ap-
plications. Knowledge and ideas may either originate from public research or from
established companies. In the former case, start-ups transfer academic findings into 
market products (so-called public research spin-offs, see OECD [ed.] 2000a; Egeln et al. 
2003). In the latter case, so-called company spin-offs often pick up innovations (or 
ideas for innovations) that were not fully utilised by their parent firm, partly because aa
their market potential was estimated to be too low, partly because they were outside 
the market focus of the firm (see Gompers et al. 2003; Cassiman & Ueda 2002).

Secondly, technology-based start-ups spur competition in their markets (see
Geroski 1991). Especially for upcoming technologies and when new product markets
develop, divergent innovation designs compete with each other. Start-ups are likely to 
bring in new solutions and challenge established companies that enter these new
markets, too. In general, intensifying competition is a relevant function of any new 
firm foundation which may impel innovation through fierce competition in any pro-
duct market. Finally, new technology-based firms represent a source for innovative
firms that substitute those firms that failed and thus contribute to continuity in the
number of technology-developing and innovating firms. Without new market entries, 
the stock of innovating small firms would likely diminish, restricting the innovative
potential of the SME sector.  

© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands. 
U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 153–167.
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Altogether, technology-based start-ups will contribute to a shift in industry structure
towards more technology-oriented activities. In order to assess this structural change 
through new firm formation, both start-up activities in non-technology sectors as well 
as firm closures have to be taken into account. If market entries in non-technology
sectors exceed the number of technology-based start-ups, the balanced effect of start-
up activity on structural change will be negative. The same is true if the number of 
market exits of firms in the technology sectors is higher than those of market entries. 
Moreover, market entries and exits together are measures of market dynamics and 
intensity of competition. Both may be viewed as a stimulator for innovation, as high
dynamics of entries and exits open up new business opportunities, while fierce com-
petition forces established firms to check and adjust their competitive capabilities – 
including innovation – regularly. 

This chapter reports on the significance and dynamics of technology start-ups as
well as on firm closures and their change vis-à-vis firm entries in the technology
sectors. International comparison is based on data from a number of EU countries as 
well as the USA and Japan. Several types of indicators are used to assess new firm f
formation in technology sectors: the share of technology-based start-ups in the total 
number of start-ups, start-up intensities (i.e. the number of start-ups per labour force), 
entry and exit rates, the ratio of entries to exits, and the development of the number of 
start-ups over time. 

Data Sources 

There is no internationally uniform database on firm start-ups and closures. A potent-
ial source for measuring firm dynamics are business registers that contain all active 
firms, including basic information on firms such as sector code and size.1 Provided
that business registers accurately record entries and exits of firms, these can be used f
as a statistical base for analysis. Recently, the European Commission launched a
‘Business Demography Project’ that collects data on stock, entry and exit of firms for 
a number of EU countries plus Norway. The first data were released by Eurostat in 
2004 (see Eurostat 2004). While this is a significant step forward in statistical ana-
lyses of start-up activities, there are still major shortcomings in terms of cross-country 
and chronological comparability: cross-country comparison is generally complicated 
by diverging definitions of ‘firms’ in business registers with respect to lower size 
limits, coverage of not-registered firms, and sources for compiling data (value added 
tax declarations, social security declarations etc.). Moreover, national legal settings
for establishing or closing firms affect the propensity to start up or close businesses. 
Comparison over time is aggravated by changes in these legal settings (such as 
insolvency law, labour law or social security law) that provide incentives or disincen-
tives to open up or close down business at a particular point in time. Moreover, chan-
ges in the definition of what constitutes a ‘firm’ for being considered in business

1  The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (see Acs et al. 2005) provides data on entrepreneurial 
attitudes among the labour force in a large number of countries, but contains no data on the
number of market entries and exits.
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registers, as well as fundamental up-dates and improvements in coverage of business
registers may cause implausible changes over time. 

Another disadvantage of Eurostat’s business demography data is a considerable 
time lag: In summer 2005, full data are only available for the year 2000, while the 
most recent data (on 2002) are available for six countries only. For five countries – 
Austria, France, Germany, Greece and Ireland – data is still missing for all years.
Nevertheless, this data source will be used as a starting point for international com-
parison of the number of technology-based start-ups as well as of entries and exits in
other sectors. For Germany, France, the USA and Japan – as well as for Great Britain –
national sources will be deployed, in order to obtain more recent information than
provided in the business demography data. These sources are described briefly in the 
following. 

In Germany, official statistics do not provide any data on exits and entries of firms 
so far. In order to analyse start-up activities, one depends on inofficial sources. The
Institute for SME Research (IfM) collects entry and exit data based on registrations 
and deregistrations of businesses in the Gewerbeanzeiger (see Günterberg & Kayser r
2004). The state-owned KfW-Bank conducts a representative survey of the German 
employable population to identify the number of self-employed and persons actively
founding firms (see KfW-Bankengruppe 2004). The Federal Agency of Labour (BA)
maintains an establishment data base that can be used to identify exit and entries of 
establishments (see Weißhuhn & Wichmann 2000). All these data suffer from the fact 
that they are not comparable to business register data, as they do not strictly refer to
firms as legal entities that form an organisational unit to produce goods or services. 
Another data source which overcomes this lack and thus may be viewed as closest to
the definition of firm used in EU statistics, are the ZEW Foundation Panel and the 
ZEW Enterprise Panel. Both are compiled by the Centre for European Economic
Research (ZEW) based on information from Germany’s largest credit rating agency, 
Creditreform (see Engel & Fryges 2002; Almus et al. 2000). The ZEW Foundation
Panel contains all start-ups in Germany from 1989 on. Twice a year, firm data such as
size, activity (5-digit NACE), shareholding, management, credit rating etc. are up-
dated by Creditreform, based on information gathered through their extensive network 
of regional offices. The ZEW transforms these data into a panel structure and 
performs several quality controls (identifying doublets, imputingff for missing values,
identifying firms that are not economically active but founded for legal or financial 
reasons only). For most current start-up data, extrapolation procedures are used that 
are based on the time lag between the actual date of firm foundation and the time the
firm entered Creditreform’s database which could be observed in part years. The
ZEW Enterprise Panel is a similar database containing all firms operating in Germany
since 2000. Firm information for this total stock of firms is also up-dated twice a year 
and brought into a panel structure. These data also contain various information on 
firm closures that allows non-active firms to be identified. 

For France, a special analysis by the national statistical office (INSEE, database
Sirene) was conducted to survey the number of firm entries and the total stock of 
active firms for 1995 to 2003, broken down by sectors. A few sectors (Agriculture and 
Forestry, Banking/Insurance, Public Services) are not covered, however. 

USA data for exits, entries and stock of firms are available from the US Smallf
Business Authority (SBA) for 1990 to 2000, based on a compilation of the County
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Business Patterns Survey conducted by the US Census Bureau. Stock data are both 
available for firms (i.e. legal entities) and establishments, while data of entries and 
exits are reported for establishments only. By using a correction factor for each year 
and sector (4-digit SIC or NAICS) one can derive an estimate for the number of firms
entering and exiting the market. In 1998, sector classification changed from SIC to
NAICS causing a break in series for a number of sectors. 

The Japanese government conducted establishment censuses in 2000 (covering the
time period 1996–1999) and in 2002 (covering 1999–2001). From these censuses, the 
number of newly founded firms for the years 1995–2001 on a 2-digit level of JSIC
can be derived, as well as data on the stock of firms in 1999 and 2001 on a 3-digit 
level. The number of entries and exits on a more disaggregated sector level is
available for establishments only, and is published for the two periods 1996–1999 and 
1999–2001 as a total figure. In order to estimate the number of start-ups and firm
closures, we use a sector-specific correction factor. Annual figures for more disaggre-
gated sectors are estimated based on the annual figures for 2-digit sectors.

The Small Business Service (SBS) of the British government provides data on en-
tries, exits and the stock of firms for 1994–2004 by 3-digit NACE. These data are de-
rived from registration and deregistration data of value added tax (VAT) numbers. 
VAT numbers have to be registered for firms with an annual taxable turnover of 
£54,000 (fiscal year 2002/03). This threshold value increases almost annually and was
£55,000 in 2004. Data on sectors that are exempted from VAT (Health and Education 
Services) are only poorly covered.

In order to compare technology-based start-ups across countries, different sector 
classifications (in particular: NACE, NAICS/SIC, JSIC) were consolidated in order to
identify technology-oriented industries. Given constraints in sector disaggregation of 
Eurostat’s business demography data, as well as aggregation needs to merge different 
sector classifications, a rather broad concept of technology-oriented industries had to
be applied, distinguishing two main groups:
• R&D-intensive manufacturing (NACE 24, 29-35);
• knowledge-intensive business services (KIBS; NACE 64.2, 72, 73, 74.1–74.4).
Holding companies (74.15) are neither considered in international comparisons nor in 
the analysis of German data. 

Share of Technology-based Start-ups  

Technology-oriented start-ups accounted for 10 per cent to 27 per cent of all new
businesses in 2000 among the countries for which information is available (Fig. 1). 
The majority of technology-based start-ups are founded in services, while only about 
one per cent of all firm entries took place in R&D-intensive manufacturing. Some-
what higher shares are reported for Japan (3.5 per cent), Portugal (2.3 per cent) and
Italy (1.7 per cent). High-tech start-ups, though often in the focus of public and policy
debates when it comes to strengthening new firm foundation, thus represent only a
very small fraction of all start-ups. The share of start-ups in KIBS is considerably 
higher. In most countries, more than 15 per cent – and up to 25 per cent – of all new
firm formations occur in this service sector. 
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Fig. 1. Sector composition of firm entries in 2002 in selected countries (in per cent)

The highest shares of technology-based start-ups are reported for Sweden, the Nether-
lands, Denmark and Great Britain, while USA, Japan, Norway, Finland, Germany and 
France show below average shares. The lowest figures are reported for Spain and
Portugal. Interpretation of this indicator is complicated, however, as it also depends
on the definition of firms and market entries with respect to the threshold values from
which on business activity is covered in business registers. The high threshold value 
in Great Britain, for example, ignores a number of start-ups with low resources and a
low level of economic activity (such as self-employed without employees). Such start-
ups are likely to occur in sectors where establishing a business can be done at very
low cost, e.g. in Retail Trade, Construction or Consumer Services. Compared to count-
ries that record all persons that go into business for themselves as start-ups, sector 
structure of firm entries is likely to be shifted towards sectors with low entry costs. 

Japan shows a kind of ‘specialisation’ of start-up activities in R&D-intensive manu-
facturing, since the share of new firm foundation in this sector is significantly higher 
throughout the period covered, while the other four large countries show persistently
low shares. In KIBS, Great Britain is clearly ahead of the other four large countries, 
with a share of about 25 per cent of KIBS start-ups in all start-ups. 

The share of technology-based start-ups has increased in the five largest countries – 
USA, Japan, Germany, Great Britain and France – since 1995, though the trends are
divergent for R&D-intensive manufacturing and KIBS (Fig. 2). The share of start-ups in 
R&D-intensive manufacturing is slightly decreasing over this period except for Japan, 
where it increased until 1998, but dropped to the level of 1995 until 2001. On the 
contrary, all five countries show a rise in the significance of start-ups in knowledge-
intensive business services since 1995, though their share has fallen in some countries
after 1999/2000, particularly in Great Britain and Germany.  
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Fig. 2. Share of technology-based start-ups 1995–2003 in five large countries (in per cent) 

An alternative indicator of the quantitative relevance of technology-based start-ups in 
an economy is therefore the ‘start-up intensity’, i.e. the ratio between the number of 
start-ups and the labour force (which represents the potential of firm founders). With 
respect to firm entries in all sectors, Spain and Italy2 show the highest start-ups-to-
labour-force ratio while Japan, USA, Germany and Great Britain show the lowest 
(Fig. 3). This pattern suggests that new firm formation tends to decrease by income
level and by country size. This corresponds to a similar pattern identified with data 
from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), showing the highest entrepren-
eurial activity in low income countries (Wennekers et al. 2005; Thurik & Grilo 2005) 
and Japan with the lowest figure (see Acs et al. 2005). In contrast to firm entry data,
GEM data report a high level of entrepreneurship activity for the USA, however. Here 
one may assume a lack in recording very small start-ups (self-employed businesses) in 
business registers which will also be true for Japan, Germany and Great Britain. 
Nevertheless, the identified pattern is economically reasonable, since high income
levels are associated with high income opportunities for employees and correspond-
ingly a rather low difference between expected income for paid employment and for 
self-employment or entrepreneurial activity. This difference may be viewed to be a 
main driver for the decision to start a business. Country size positively supports the 
emergence of large companies by offering high growth potentials through utilising
scale economies in the home market. A large number of large companies in the 
market is likely to act as a barrier to market entries.  

2  In 2000, also Portugal showed a high start-up intensity, but a change in data collection 
methods caused a decline in the total number of start-ups from 2000 to 2001 by 66 per cent,
and correspondingly low start-up intensities in 2001 and 2002. These figures seem somewhat 
unreliable. 
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Fig. 3. Firm entry intensity in 2002 in selected countries (in per cent) 

With respect to technology sectors, high start-up intensities in R&D-intensive manu-
facturing are reported for Italy, Spain, Norway, Sweden, Denmark and Finland.
Germany clearly falls behind, but still has a significantly higher number of start-ups in
high- and medium-to-high-tech manufacturing than Japan, the USA and Great Britain. 
In knowledge-intensive business services, Sweden, Denmark and Italy rank first,
followed by Norway, Belgium, the Netherlands and Spain. Germany again ranks at 
the end of the countries considered and also falls back to the level of France and Great 
Britain, while the USA and Japan show very low start-up intensities in this sector 
group, too. 

Entry and Exit of Technology-based Firms  

In order to assess the relative dynamics triggered by new firm formation in a market, 
the ratio of newly founded firms to the stock of firms (firm entry ratio) is a useful
indicator. Based on this indicator, the USA shows the highest start-up based dynamics 
in the firm sector when looking at all sectors, followed by Great Britain, Norway and 
France (Fig. 4). Start-up based firm dynamics is low in Belgium, Germany and 
Sweden, and particularly low in Japan. This pattern largely also holds true for R&D-
intensive manufacturing, with Germany and Japan showing the smallest figures for 
firm entry ratio. In KIBS, Denmark and Norway show particularly high ratios: in 
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2001, the number of new firm entries equalled 15 per cent of the firm stock at the 
beginning of this year. High market entry dynamics are also reported for the Nether-
lands, Great Britain, the USA and France, while Germany ranks least (7.5 entries per 
100 firms at the beginning of 2002). Interestingly, Japan shows a rather high entry 
ratio in KIBS of 8 per cent despite low dynamics in most other sectors, including 
R&D-intensive manufacturing. 

e 

Fig. 4. Firm entry ratio in 2002 in selected countries (in per cent)

Low firm entry rates in Germany are accompanied by low exit rates, indicating gen-
erally low dynamics in the firm sector compared to other countries. In R&D-intensive
manufacturing, only about 3 per cent of the firms existing at the beginning of 2001
exited the market in 2001, while this ratio is about 10 per cent in many other
countries, and 12 per cent in the USA (Fig. 5).3 The highest exit ratio in R&D-
intensive manufacturing is recorded in 2001 for Japan (13 per cent) which contrasted
with an entry rate in this sector of 1.5 per cent only, showing a considerably decline in 
the number of firms. In KIBS, countries with high entry rates also show high exit 
rates (Norway, Denmark, USA, the Netherlands), pointing to a fierce competition in
this sector. The rather high entry ratio in KIBS for Japan is associated with an even 
higher exit ratio.

3  For some reason, data on firm entries, firm exits and the stock of firms are not consistent for 
most countries, i.e. the stock of firms at the beginning of the year plus entries minus exits is 
not equal to the stock at the end. Therefore, a direct comparison of entry and exit rates should 
be done with caution. 
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Fig. 5. Firm exit ratio in 2001 in selected countries (in per cent) 

For all countries (except entry data for Portugal, which data seem less reliable), entrytt
and exit rates in KIBS are significantly higher than those in R&D-intensive manufact-
uring, reflecting differences in barriers and incentives for market entry and exit (see 
Siegfried & Evans 1994; Geroski 1991, Nyström 2005). Barriers particularly refer to
the amount of fixed investment needed for starting up a business and the combination
of different skills needed, which both are typically higher in Manufacturing where 
machinery and equipment as well as both technical and managerial skills are required. 
Incentives refer, among others, to the degree of competition in a certain market that 
offers young, small firms opportunities to successfully place their products and 
services, and to find niches not yet occupied by established firms. 

The sum of firm entry and firm exit ratios may be called firm turbulence ratio and 
provides a measure for the speed of change in the stock of firms through the form-
ation and closure of businesses. A high level of exits and entries need not necessarily 
result in a rapid change of the individual firms active in the market, of course. As long
as exits primarily concern firms that entered the market in the same period or in recent 
periods, the individual firms representing the stock of firms will remain basically the
same over a long period of time. There is no information available, however, on the 
age of exiting firms for the sample of countries considered here. Analyses of firm 
survival suggest that the probability of firm exit (hazard rate) is indeed highest for 
young firms (see Prantl 2003; Audretsch & Mahmood 1995), but that there is still a 
significant portion of firm entries that survive the first 5–10 years (see Wagner 1994;
Storey & Wynarczyk 1997; Geroski et al. 2002; Harhoff et al. 1998). One may thus
assume that firm turbulence is also a proxy for the dynamics in the firm sector.  
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Fig. 6. Firm turbulence in 2001/2002 in selected countries (in per cent)

Moreover, firm turbulence is likely to be negatively correlated with the existence of 
entry and exit barriers and may thus also be viewed as an indicator for the degree of 
competition and legal and fiscal incentives to start up new businesses, and to rapidly
close them down in the case of failure. In this respect, the US economy proves to be 
highly competition-intensive, facilitating firm entries and exit, followed by Great 
Britain and the Netherlands (Fig. 6). In these countries, the number of market entries
and exits together equals 20 to 24 per cent of the total number of firms existing at the 
beginning of the year. In Germany, this figure is clearly lower (about 15 per cent), 
while Japan shows the lowest firm turbulence (7 per cent).  

In the technology sectors, the picture is somewhat different, however: In R&D-
intensive manufacturing, again the USA shows the highest turbulence ratio, but Japan
reports a high level, too, ranking close to Great Britain and the Netherlands. High 
numbers of entries and exits with respect to the stock of firms in high-tech manu-
facturing is also to be found in Spain, Denmark, Belgium and Italy. Germany shows
by far the lowest firm turbulence in R&D-intensive manufacturing. 

In KIBS, Norway and Denmark report a particularly high entry and exit dynamic 
when compared to the number of active firms in this market, which is even higher 
than that of the USA. The Netherlands and Great Britain report a high speed of 
change, too, followed by Japan. Germany ranks last again, while the low figure for 
Portugal has to be treated with caution due to a possible lack in comparison.
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Dynamics of Technology-based Start-ups 

Examining entry and exit of firms for a single year has the main shortcoming of 
possible distortions due to business cycle effects or changes due to adaptations in the 
legal setting for new firm foundation and firm closures. For Germany, time series data 
for 1995 to 2003 are available for both exit and entries, allowing for analysis of the
time pattern of firm dynamics. Until 2001, the total firm entry rate fell continuously 
from 1995 onwards, but slightly increased since then (Fig. 7).4 In KIBS, the deve-
lopment was somewhat different as entry rates remained constant in 1999 and 2000,
but fell in 2001 and 2002. In R&D-intensive manufacturing, the lowest level of firm 
entry rates was reached in 2002.  
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Fig. 7. Firm entry and exit ratios in Germany 1995–2003 (in per cent) 

The increase in the number of new firm formations, and consequently in the entry 
rate, in 2003 was mainly caused by labour market policy efforts to help unemployed
start up their own business. Though most of these self-employment projects deploy 
little activity in terms of the size of market transactions and are thus not covered by
the definition of new firm formation used here, there seems to be still a significant 
number of start-ups out of unemployment that create a considerable amount of econo-
mic activity, thus raising entry rates. This effect is clearly larger in non-technology-
oriented sectors than in R&D-intensive manufacturing or KIBS.

Exit rates show a reverse pattern: From 1995 on they continuously increased, espec-
ially strongly after the year 2000. Here, two effects merged: first, the slow-down in
economic growth resulted in greater financial difficulties for many small firms, often 
followed by market exit. Secondly, a change in the insolvency law in 2001 eased the 

4 Data prior to 1995 show even higher entry rates, which are strongly influenced by the 
establishment of a private firm sector in eastern Germany, causing high numbers of market 
entries while at the same time the stock of firms was low.
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requirements for applying for insolvency, which is likely to have increased the num-
ber of insolvencies.  

Until 2000, exit rates in Germany were clearly below entry rates both in R&D-
intensive manufacturing and KIBS, as well as for the total of sectors. This means that 
the stock of firms has expanded throughout this period. In 2001, however, exit rates
exceeded entry rates. In R&D-intensive manufacturing and in KIBS, this development 
took place one year later. Both in 2002 and 2003, the number of economically active 
firms in theses sectors declined also. It is obvious that this is a consequence of the
weak macroeconomic development (see Chapter 4.1), with a very low real growth in
GDP in 2002 (+0.1 per cent) and a slight decline in 2003 (–0.2 per cent). 
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Fig. 8. Development of the stock of firms 1995–2003 in selected countries

A positive firm dynamic in the second half of the 1990s is to be seen in most other 
large countries, too.5 In R&D-intensive manufacturing, this dynamics was rather re-
strained, however. The stock of firms did increase until 1999 in the USA and Great 
Britain, but just to about 5 to 10 per cent above the level of 1995 (Fig. 8). Since 2000, 
the number of active high-tech firms fell in these two countries, and in Great Britain it 
reached a level in 2003 clearly below that of 1995. In France, the stock of high-tech firms
remained nearly constant over the period covered. Germany experienced an increase
in the stock of high-tech firms until 2001 and only a very moderate decrease since then,
resulting in a still high level of R&D-intensive manufacturing firms in 2003.

In KIBS, the dynamics are significantly stronger. In 2000, the number of firms in
this sector was 25 to 35 per cent above that in 1995. Since then, the dynamics vanish-
ed in Germany, slowed down in the USA and Great Britain, and remained very high 
in France. In 2003, Germany thus significantly lagged behind the other three large
countries with respect to the expansion in the number of KIBS firms: compared to 
2003, it was 25 per cent above the figure of 1995, while the USA (for 2002) and Great 
Britain reported +42 per cent and France +57 per cent. 

5 Annual stock data from 1995 onwards are available for USA, Great Britain, France and
Germany only.
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These differences in firm dynamics are also reflected in the development of the
number of start-ups in the same period: in R&D-intensive manufacturing, start-up 
numbers tended to decline since 1995, with increases only in certain years in each 
country (Great Britain and Japan: 1996, Germany: 1998 and 2003, France: 2001, 
USA: 2000). In 2003, the number of firms newly entering high-tech manufacturing
markets was clearly below the respective number in 1995 in all countries (Fig. 9).
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Fig. 9. Development of technology-based start-ups 1995–2003 in selected countries 

The situation in KIBS is clearly different. Start-up figures tended to rise – although not 
continuously – in all countries except Germany. In Germany, the increase in the number 
of market entries remained rather low compared to other large countries in this sector 
until the year 2000. In 2000, the number of new firms entering the KIBS market was just 
10 per cent above the 1995 level, while in this particular boom year of the ‘New Econo-
my’ the other countries reached levels of 20 per cent (France), 35 per cent (USA), 40 per 
cent (Great Britain) and 50 per cent (Japan) above 1995. After 2000, start-up figures in
KIBS clearly fell in Germany. In the USA, in contrast, start-up figures continued to in-
crease until 2001, although data for 2002 onwards are not available yet. In France and
Great Britain they remained on a high level in 2001 and 2002 and even increased in
2003. For Japan, a sharp decline in 2001 is reported, while more current data are not 
available.

Conclusion 

The propensity to start up new businesses in the technology sector is rather low in
Germany, both with respect to the entry ratio, i.e. the number of newly founded firms 
per stock of firms, and the entry intensity, i.e. the new firm formations per labour 
force unit. At the same time, those relatively few firms that entered the market are
more likely to stay there than start-ups in other countries do. Consequently, firm 
turbulence in the technology sector – the number of entries and exits per stock of 
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firms – is lowest in Germany among all countries considered. In R&D-intensive
manufacturing, the number of economically active firms did increase until 2003 de-
spite a strong downward trend in the number of start-ups. In this particular sector,
firm dynamics in Germany exceeded that of other large countries. 

In knowledge-intensive business services (KIBS), the situation is worse. After 
2001, firm dynamics in Germany turned negative due to a sharp decline in start-up
figures and a drastic increase in the number of firm closures. While entry ratios and 
entry intensities are low in international comparison and clearly fell after 2000, there 
was a strong increase in the number of market exits in the German KIBS sector from
2001 on. This was certainly caused by the weak domestic demand in Germany. While 
young services heavily depend on domestic customers as exports are hampered by 
low tradability of most services and high entry costs to foreign markets, young firms
in R&D-intensive manufacturing may more easily escape unfavourable economic
conditions in Germany by entering export markets. This may explain the different 
recent development in firm exits in the two parts of the technology sector. 

This development is somewhat alarming as KIBS represent a major segment of an
economy’s technology sector, both in terms of generating new knowledge (e.g. 
software, business methods, R&D in new fields) and demanding and applying techno-
logy from the manufacturing sector (e.g. telecommunication, technical services, 
testing). A low dynamics in the KIBS sector may thus also weaken innovation in 
Manufacturing due to slipping demand for new products used in the service sector.  

When looking for the reasons for the low start-up level in the German technology
sector, four factors may be stressed in particular: unfavourable macroeconomic
environment, lack of financing, bureaucratic burdens, and high opportunity costs:
• Weak domestic demand has been already mentioned as a likely cause for the recent 

fall in start-up figures and the sharp increase in firm closures. Since new firms only 
rarely are able to enter export markets shortly after their foundation – even in the
high-tech sector their share is rather low (see Fryges 2004; Bürgel et al. 2004) – 
they are heavily dependent upon domestic demand. Especially in KIBS, where 
services are only partially tradable, local and regional customers are the main busi-
ness partners. Weak demand will certainly reduce business prospects of existing 
firms, and provides little incentives for potential firm founders to start up new
businesses. 

• Lack of financing refers both to credit financing for young firms as well as to 
venture capital supply. Credit financing – covering both bank loans and supplier
credits – is relevant for the bulk of start-ups, including most technology-based
start-ups, in order to set up their business. In the course of Basel-II (which is likely
to lead to a stronger consideration of individual risks in the conditions of loans 
offered to small enterprises), there are reports that German banks became increas-
ingly reluctant to offer start-ups favourable financing conditions. Especially firm 
founders who do not have collateral at their disposal and those requiring only small
credits will find it difficult to obtain bank loans (see VDG 2004). Moreover,
supplier credits are difficult to get for start-ups as they lack a track record about 
their financial capabilities and their business prospects. Venture capital (VC) 
supply for technology-based start-ups in Germany was very high in 1999 and 2000, 
but fell sharply since then. In 2003, the absolute amount of VC investment in seed 
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and start-up stages was lower than the respective figures in Great Britain and 
France (see Rammer 2004), while the German VC only slowly recovered in 2004. 

• Bureaucratic burdens are often reported as a main barrier for starting up a business
in Germany. Main complaints refer to long duration of registration procedures and
a large number of different agencies that have to be approached. The World Bank 
Doing Business Database indeed shows that establishing a new firm requires both
more time and money (World Bank 2004): The average cost for starting up a
business are estimated to be about 6 per cent of GDP per capita in 2003, while the 
USA, Great Britain, France and Scandinavian countries report between almost 0
and 3 per cent. The average time needed for firm start-up was said to be around 45
days in Germany in 2003, while the other countries mentioned allow for starting-up 
within 5 to 20 days. Moreover, in some fields, starting up a business still demands 
rather ambitious requirements from the founder, e.g. in the craft sector. The most 
recent edition of ‘Doing Business’ (World Bank 2005) reports considerable 
increases for Germany, however, putting Germany among the top ten reformers in
business foundations in 2004. Costs for starting a business dropped to 4.7 per cent, 
and the average time for firm start-up was 24 days only. 

• Finally, for many years employment opportunities for researchers and other highly
qualified personnel were manifold in Germany and promised high income levels
with high job security. Consequently, incentives to start one’s own business, and
thus take considerable economic risks, have been low. However, this situation has
changed significantly in recent years as a result of the weak economic development 
and the corresponding rise in unemployment. 

In order to increase start-up activities in the German technology sectors, several mea-
sures have been undertaken recently by the government. With respect to financing, at
reform of public VC programmes took place, including the introduction of an um-
brella fund to provide additional financing to private VC companies for seed and 
start-up financing, and a new public–private high-tech start-up fund that will directly 
invest in new high-tech start-ups, with special emphasis laid on research spin-offs. 
Moreover, a number of measures concern dismantling bureaucratic burdens, e.g. by
introducing one-stop-shops for firm founders and lifting some formal restrictions for 
firm founding. 

What is still left to do is to improve financing for the vast majority of small 
technology-based start-ups which do not require VC, but a rather small amount of 
bank loans. These start-ups often fail to receiving bank loans due to low bankability 
or lack of collateral. Above all, improving the macroeconomic environment and 
bringing the German economy back onto a growth path seem to be the most important 
factors when it comes to improving framework conditions for technology start-ups in 
Germany. 
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4.3   Diffusion of Information and Communication 
Technology 

Thomas Hempell 

Abstract.  Due to startling and continued technological advances, information 
and communication technology (ICT) has received major attention in analysing 
innovation and growth dynamics in industrialised countries over the last decade. 
Beyond innovation and productivity increases in the ICT-producing sector 
itself, the diffusion of ICT has enabled not only the deployment of completely 
new technological domains, such as Biotechnology, but has also fostered process
innovations and the reshaping of organisational structures in more established 

technology, ICT diffusion has become an important aspect of the performance 
of innovation systems. This chapter shows that ICT diffusion varies markedly
between industrialised countries, with Germany ranking somewhere in the mid-
dle for most indicators discussed. 

Relevance of ICT for Innovation and Productivity Growth 

There is arguably no technology that has shaped work environments and business re-
lationships more markedly during the last decades than information and communica-t
tion technology (ICT). At the heart of the success story of ICT is the general purpose 
character of ICT (Bresnahan & Trajtenberg 1995), reflected by its wide range and va-
riety of use, as well as its inherent large potential for further technical improvements.
Moreover, the particular relevance of ICT for innovation systems accrue from its ‘en-
abling’ properties: the use of ICT facilitates innovations in a broad range of business 
areas, including the generation of new products and services (in particular in Banking 
and Insurance, but also the manufacturing industries, such as the Car Industry), the 
reshaping of organisational structures in firms as well as Internet-based business con-
tacts and co-operations (B2B e-commerce, in particular).1 Pointing to these character-
istics of ICT, various theoretical and empirical studies have highlighted the key role
of ICT production and use for recent economic growth in industrialised countries.

Over the last years, various studies addressing the economic relevance of ICT for 
innovation activities and economic growth have emerged. Innovation and productivity 
growth has been particularly large in the ICT-producing sector itself. However, the 
economic impacts go far beyond the computer and software industry. In nearly all
sectors of industrialised economies, ICT has adopted the role as a key input favouring 
innovation activities. For example, cars are increasingly equipped with micro-
computers that operate navigation systems and monitor operations of car components. 

1 See Bresnahan & Greenstein (1998), Licht & Moch (1999), Bresnahan et al. (2002), 
Bertschek & Kaiser (2004), Hempell (2005a; 2005b). 
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parts of industrialised economies. Due to its character as a genera l purpose 
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Similarly, computers have facilitated new kinds of services, with cash machine tellers,
online banking, e-commerce, and Internet-based after-sales services being only some
examples. Beyond facilitating the introduction of completely new products and pro-
cesses, ICT is used to improve the quality of existing products and services, in parti-
cular service quality, timeliness, and convenience (Licht & Moch 1999). 
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Fig. 1. Sources of labour productivity growth 1995–2001

ICT applications foster innovation dynamics also by impacting processes and organ-
isational structures inside firms and administrations (Bresnahan et al. 2002). Firms
employ more flexible and more easily programmable manufacturing tools that em-
body ICT; applications for supply chain management increasingly link the production
processes of suppliers and clients; and new tools for customer care, such as customer 
relationship management, help to recognise changes in demand more quickly
(Hammer 1990; Rigby et al. 2002). In various cases, these developments are associa-
ted with substantial organisational changes and often entail new skill requirements for 
workers (Brynjolfsson & Hitt 2000). 

The technical advances in ICT production as well as productivity improvements
associated with ICT investments have been cited as important drivers of economic 
growth in industrial countries over the past decade.2 In a recent empirical analysis,
Jorgenson (2005) quantifies the contributions of ICT production and ICT use to la-
bour productivity growth in the G7 countries (see Fig. 1). The results for the period
1995–2001 show that more than one-third of annual labour productivity growth in
Germany, which amounted to 1.3 per cent, can be attributed to ICT capital deepening,

2 For a summary of empirical evidence at macro, industry, and firm level, see OECD (2003; 
2004a). 
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i.e. increases in ICT equipment per worker. Moreover, multi-factor productivity in-
creases in the ICT-producing sector account for some further 0.65 percentage points
of annual labour productivity growth. This substantial contribution is particularly im-
pressive, given that the ICT sector accounts for only a small proportion of GDP in
Germany by international standards.3

Even though these ICT contributions in Germany are large, they are even higher in 
other countries. In Japan and the USA, for example, the contributions of ICT capital 
deepening to annual labour productivity growth amount to about 0.9 percentage 
points. In contrast, the contributions of ICT in other economies of continental Europe 
(France, Italy) are similar to those found for Germany.

The underlying reasons of diverging growth effects of ICT are difficult to identify
from aggregate figures. Empirical studies based on firm-level data show, however,
that firms that combine ICT use with complementary innovations and organisational
changes perform better than firms that pursue isolated strategies (Bresnahan et al.
2002). Moreover, firms with experience from earlier innovation activities have been 
shown to be more successful in ICT use (Hempell 2005a). Early liberalisation of 
markets (in particular in services) in the USA may have enhanced competitive pres-
sure and innovation needs of US businesses, contributing to a more productive adop-
tion of ICT in the USA than in more protected European firms. 

The following sections provide more detailed indicators on the diffusion of ICT in 
industrialised countries. Important sources of these indicators are annual statistics 
released by the European Information Technology Observatory (EITO), the Interna-
tional Telecommunication Union (ITU), as well as figures released by the European 
Statistical Office. These sources are complemented by own data collections by the 
Centre for European Economic Research (ZEW), Mannheim, on more recent techno-
logies such as WLAN hotspots.

A major challenge involved in the selection and discussion of ICT-related indi-
cators are the startling and continuing technological advances in ICT technology,
which entails trade-offs between data availability and technological state of the art. 
While more established ICT applications are generally well-documented for inter-
national comparisons, data on important but relatively young technologies (such ast
mobile telecommunications from the so-called third generation or 3G) are difficult to
obtain and are often not standardised for international comparisons. This chapter aims
to achieve a reasonable solution in this trade-off by providing long-term time series of 
indicators of important established technologies (such as mobile phone or Internet 
use) as well as comparisons for younger ICT applications (such as 3G or WLAN 
hotspots) for more recent years only. 

3 According to calculations by OECD (2002b), the share of ICT production in business sector 
value added in 1999 amounted to about six per cent in Germany compared to an OECD aver-
age of about 10 per cent.
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International Indicators of ICT Use 

General Indicators of ICT Markets

Total expenditures on ICT goods and services in Germany amounted to 128.3 billion
in 2004, which is a mid-value among industrialised countries. Although international
ICT markets worldwide have grown slightly in nominal terms, the proportion of ICT
expenses relative to GDP has decreased in nearly all industrialised countries during
the years after 2000. This is because economic growth in most economies exceeded
growth of ICT markets. According to figures published by EITO, the share of ICT ex-
penses relative to GDP has decreased in all EU countries (see Fig. 2).  
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Fig. 2. Shares of ICT markets in GDP 

The decline in relative importance of ICT was particularly pronounced in the USA,
where the corresponding share decreased by nearly one percentage point between
2000 and 2004. In Germany, ICT expenses amounted to 6.2 per cent of GDP in 2004.

However, taking into account the fact that quality-adjusted prices for ICT products 
and services have been declining at considerable rates, real ICT expenses relative to
real GDP are likely to have increased. Due to the lack of internationally comparable 
price indices for ICT goods and services, these shares can unfortunately not be expos-
ed for a cross-country comparison. Calculations by the Deutsche Bundesbank (2004)
show that in Germany real ICT investment accounts for more than 40 per cent of all 
investment in plant and equipment compared to only nine per cent at the beginning of 
the 1970s. In nominal terms, in contrast, the increase was less marked, with an increase 
from 18 per cent in 1970 to 32 per cent in 2002.
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Table 1. Glossary of some technical terms 

e-commerce Electronic commerce denotes transactions executed via the Internet or other 
electronic networks.

e-government Electronic government refers to public services available to citizens andt
businesses via the Internet.

B2B Business-to-business e-commerce refers to orders between firms ac-
complished via the Internet. 

B2C Business-to-consumer e-commerce denotes orders over the Internet placed by 
consumers.

GSM Global System for Mobile refers to a standard of the so-called second
generation (2G) that has prevailed during the 1990s up to present. 

3G Mobile communication services of the so-called third generation (3G) denote 
mobile applications that allow for a fast transmission of large data packages 
such as video streams.

UMTS Universal Mobile Telecommunication Systems refer to a particular 
technological standard of 3G mobile services used predominantly in Europe.

ADSL Asynchronous digital subscriber lines is a technology to separate telephone 
mainlines into three lines: one for voice phone calls, one for downloading 
data, and one for uploading data. ADSL is generally associated with 
download rates of several megabits per second.

WLAN Wireless local area networks allow for wireless high speed data transmission 
within a limited range of up to some hundred meters.

Hotspots Hotspots are publicly accessible WLANs, predominantly run by airports,
hotels, or cafes.

One reason for the low ICT expenditure in Germany compared to other industrialised
countries may be the weak cyclical situation. A large part of ICT expenses consist of 
investment which is particularly dependent on business cycles.4 Moreover, replace-
ment investment in ICT can be more readily delayed than other replacement invest-
ment since the technical lifetime of computers and software tends to exceed its 
economic lifetime. However, also ICT investment cannot be delayed arbitrarily,
because compatibility problems of new and old equipment may arise due to the fast 
technological progress in this sector. 

A further explanation of the small relative size of ICT markets in Germany may be
industry structure. The German economy is traditionally dominated by manufacturing 
industries (such as the Car Industry and Mechanical Engineering) which dispose of a
lower potential for ICT investment than ICT-intensive service industries, such as 
Banking and Insurances.  

Further indicators of ICT diffusion, however, show that the economic recession 
and industry structure are unlikely to be the only reason for low ICT expenditures in 
Germany. When it comes to the equipment of firms, public administration, other insti-
tutions and households with personal computers, Germany ranks in the middle of the
industrialised countries (see Fig. 3). Statistically, there are 390 computers per 1,000 
inhabitants in Germany, compared to 800 in the USA. Greece, Spain, Portugal, and 
Italy rank lowest in this international comparison with values between 120 and 210.

4 See e.g. Deutsche Bundesbank (2004).



174      Thomas Hempell 

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900

GRE

ESP

POR

ITA

BEL

IRL

AUT

FRA

GER

GBR

FIN

JPN

NED

SUI

SWE

NOR

DEN

USA

Number of personal computers per 1,000 inhabitants

Source: BITKOM

Fig. 3. Diffusion of personal computers in 2004 

Internet Use

Even though worldwide ICT expenses do not continue to grow at the same rates as 
during the 1990s, ICT continue to diffuse rapidly. A most prominent example is Inter-
net use as illustrated in Fig. 4 for the USA, Germany, and the EU-15. Germany ranks
above EU average, but is lagging behind US penetration rates by about three years. 
Compared to industrialised countries more generally, Germany holds a mid-position
with respect to Internet use.

Apart from the mere number of Internet users, the speed of data transfer with Inter-
net connections has gained in importance over the last years. Many applications, such
as downloads of music, software, films, or newspaper content, require users to have 
broadband connections to the Internet. The most frequently used technologies for 
broadband access are asynchronous digital subscriber lines (ADSL) and cable mo-
dems connected to cable television infrastructure. In Western Europe, the number of 
broadband connections more than doubled from 2002 to 2004 to 27 million. In 
Germany, the number of broadband connections in 2004 amounted to 6.7 million, 
corresponding to 83 subscriptions per 1,000 inhabitants (see Fig. 5). 
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Fig. 4. Development of Internet use 1990–2004

Fig. 5. Broadband penetration 2001 und 2004

When it comes to prices of broadband Internet access, Germany ranks in the middle 
range of major industrialised countries. With the cheapest German provider charging

prices are higher than in France and the USA ( 14.90 and 21.00 respectively), but
€ 32.90 per month for unlimited broadband access ( flat  rate)  in November 2004, 
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about the same as in the United Kingdom and slightly cheaper than in Italy ( 35.90).5

During the first months of 2005, however, competition in broadband access in Germany
has intensified substantially with some providers offering unlimited broadband access 
for less than 25.

20

40

60

80

100

120

30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Share of ADSL in broadband connections 2003

B
ro

ad
ba

nd
 c

on
ne

ct
io

ns
 p

er
 1

,0
00

in
ha

bi
ta

nt
s 

20
03

USA

SUI

DEN

ESP

JPNN
SWE

FRA GER

ITA

FIN
GBR

NOR

Sources: EITO, Eurostat, GeoHive – calculations by ZEW

Fig. 6. Broadband penetration and technology competition 

One reason for the middling position of Germany with respect to broadband diffusion 
may be the lack of competition between alternative broadband technologies. While 
broadband connections are based on ADSL to about 98 per cent in Germany, access
via cable networks is far more widespread in other countries. As Fig. 6 illustrates, 
countries with a less dominant role of ADSL for broadband access tend to exhibit 
higher diffusion rates of broadband than countries dominated by ADSL. Two aspects 
may contribute to understanding this correlation. First, existence of an accepted alter-
native enhances competition and thus tends to lower prices and to foster innovation of 
broadband services. Second, ADSL access continues to be dominated by the former 
telecommunications incumbents since ADSL is based on telephone lines. This domi-
nance of established providers with corresponding market power may deter potential
competitors from entering the markets. 

Basically, conditions in Germany for a greater relevance of cable networks for 
broadband access are excellent. With 260 cable television subscribers per 1,000 
inhabitants in 2003, Germany ranks among the top-five with respect to the diffusion
of cable networks (see Fig. 7). The low usage of cable infrastructure for Internet 
access is thus primarily a consequence of the prolonged process of Deutsche Telekom 
AG’s selling its cable networks to investors. Objections by the German Cartel Office
have averted corresponding deals on several occasions in the past. Moreover, the

5 See Hempell (2004: 15). Surprisingly, broadband diffusion in Denmark in one of the highest 
in international comparison, even though prices for flat rates are about 48.50. 

((

€
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German cable TV market is highly segmented at the lowest network level, the 
connection to households. More than 5,000 operators (mainly housing societies) exist 
at this level. Use of cable networks for broadband access requires investments in 
technological upgrading at this network level. For cable network providers, however, 
negotiating and co-ordinating actions with a large variety of partners make upgrading 
an expensive and time-consuming task. Finally, switching costs are a further deterring 
factor for competitors offering cable modem technology. With ADSL subscribers
having reached a lead in diffusion, it is increasingly hard to convince ADSL users to 
abandon ADSL for cable modem technology, which requires substantial set-up costs. 
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Fig. 7. Cable TV penetration in 2003

A technology that enables broadband access at public places is wireless Internet use via 
WLAN routers. This technology allows providers to deploy one fixed broadband access
for various simultaneous users within a radius of about 30 meters within buildings and
of up to several hundred meters outdoors. As a precondition, PCs and laptops of users 
must be equipped with corresponding WLAN processors. Apart from private 
households and enterprises, WLAN has gained popularity at so-called hotspots, such

collects data on
diffusion of these hotspots which allow for international comparisons. According to
this source, there were about 70,000 hotspot locations worldwide by July 2005. 
Diffusion of hotspots relative to population, however, varies substantially by country
(see Fig. 8). While Britain, Switzerland, and Denmark disposed of more than 100 hot-
spots per million inhabitants in November 2004, diffusion in the EU on average
amounted to 53 hotspots per million inhabitants. In Germany, there were about 4,500 
registered hotspots or 55 per million inhabitants. By July 2005, however, this number 
has grown substantially to 6,200 hotspots. 

as airports, hotels and cafes. The internet platform www.jwire.com 
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Fig. 8. Diffusion of Hotspots 

Mobile Phones 

Penetration of industrialised countries with mobile phones continues, albeit at sub-
stantially lower speed than in the 1990s, when two-digit growth rates were standard in
most countries. Mobile telephony is arguably the only ICT application where Europe 
has taken and so far preserved its lead compared to the United States. As illustrated in 
Fig. 9, there were about 84 mobile subscriptions per 100 inhabitants in the EU in 2003 
compared to only 54 in the USA. Germany is slightly below EU average with 79 sub-
scriptions per 100 inhabitants. One reason for this lag within Europe may be the rela-
tively high cost of mobile services in Germany.6

The arguably most important reason for Europe’s lead in mobile telecommun-
ications was the early agreement on the Global System for Mobile Communications 
(GSM) as a unique standard for mobile communications in Europe. The USA, in con-
trast, allowed a variety of standards to compete, which complicated communication 

6 For an international comparison of prices for mobile services, see Hempell et al. (2005). 
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Fig. 9. Long-term diffusion of mobile phones 1990–2004

between these standards and led to smaller network effects and slower diffusion of 
mobile phones. 

Experience from GSM for mobile phones of the so-called second generation (2G)
inspired European regulators to pursue a similar strategy for mobile services of the
third generation (3G). These services allow much higher data transfer rates than 2G 
and thus enable transmission of pictures and films. Hoping for similarly beneficial ef-
fects as with GSM, European regulators obliged 3G operators to adapt the W-CDMA 
standard underlying UMTS. This standard, however, entailed a variety of problems
which delayed introduction of these services by years. 

In the meanwhile, 3G services have been introduced in all West European coun-
tries. Diffusion rates 2004 were highest in Italy and the United Kingdom, which were
the first European countries to introduce UMTS in 2003. In June 2004, there were
nearly one million subscribers in each of these two countries. This corresponds to 
16.7 and 16.5 users per 1,000 inhabitants (see Fig. 10). In Germany, in contrast, 
UMTS started only in spring 2004, and the number of subscribers in June 2004
amounted to some 18,500 or 0.2 UMTS users per 1,000 inhabitants. 

However, diffusion of 3G is much higher in parts of Asia, where a different 
standard (CDMA200-1X) is predominantly used. According to figures published by
www.3gtoday.com, there were about 128 million users worldwide by the end of July
2004. This number increased to some 184 millions by the end of May 2005. Standards
different from UMTS proved to incur less problems in practice and partially allow 
particularly high data transmission rates of up to 2 Mbits/s compared to a maximum 
of 384 kbits/s in the case of UMTS.
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Fig. 10. Diffusion of UMTS services in June 2004 

Use of E-commerce and E-government

Productive use of ICT in firms requires a variety of adjustments with respect to firm
organisation and redesign of processes.7 A particularly important application requiring 
such adjustments is the use of the Internet as a sales channel in electronic commerce
(e-commerce). Most importantly, business-to-business (B2B) e-commerce helps firms
to accelerate acceptance and processing of orders and to deliver intermediates and 
services more quickly. Moreover, e-commerce helps firms to save costs by delivering
digitalised products such as software, music titles or films directly over the web. 

According to calculations by EITO (2005), e-commerce transactions in western 

e-commerce accounts for the major part of e-commerce (87 per cent).
Germany is not only the biggest market for electronic commerce in Europe, with

among top countries when e-commerce relative to GDP is considered (see Fig. 11). 
E-commerce transactions make up 4.4 per cent in GDP in Germany, compared to an
average of 3.5 per cent for the EU. Relative importance is higher only in Sweden, 
Finland, the United Kingdom, and Austria. Also the share of German consumers buying 

7 For microeconomic evidence, see e.g. Bresnahan et al. (2002) and Hempell (2005b). 

Europe amounted to a value of 680 billion in 2004. This value is anticipated to grow€
strongly over the next years and to reach more than 2,200 billion by 2008. B2B€

transactions amounting to a value of 203 billion in 2004 (EITO 2005); it also ranks€
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Fig. 11. Sales via e-commerce as proportions of GDP, 2004 

online is relatively high by international standards, amounting to 210 in 1,000 consu-
mers (see Fig. 12). However, the good position of Germany is not secured for the years 
to come. Many e-commerce applications make sense only for consumers with broad-
band access to the Internet. The comparatively low dynamics in broadband diffusion 
in Germany may thus prove a hampering factor for growth in electronic commerce. 

The Internet not only provides new possibilities of services for firms but also for 
public administration. The provision of corresponding services via the Internet  
(e-government) allows administrations to improve services for citizens and firms and
to improve efficiency and speed of processes. These increases in effectiveness may 
help to save costs for public administrations which may lead to lowering taxes or 
reducing 
attractiveness of the Internet for citizens and firms, and is thereby a measure to 
promote diffusion of Internet use. 

A study by Cap Gemini Ernst & Young for the European Commission shows that 
Germany is lagging considerably behind in terms of a broad application of 
e-government. Considering the availability of public administratif on services via the
Internet,8 Germany ranks lower than all other EU countries except Luxembourg (see  

8 For calculating the degree of online availability of public administration services, the study 
by Cap Gemini (2004) assesses to what degree a variety of public services can be made av-
ailable online theoretically using best practice. Consequently, the study evaluates to what de-
gree this theoretically possible online availability was achieved in each of the countries under 
consideration.

governmental borrowing. Moreover, e-government enhances the
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Fig. 12. Use of e-commerce in 2003 

Fig. 13). The position improves only slightly if only those public administration ser-
vices are considered that can be provided completely online. Under these premises, 
Germany ranks among the middle of the West European countries considered.

Assessing the more detailed results of the study, it turns out that Germany performs
particularly poorly when it comes to the possibility of registering start-ups via the 
Internet. Many public administrations do not even provide online information about 
the registering process required in this context. In contrast, other countries such as 
Sweden, Denmark, and Italy allow the registration of new businesses completely via
the Internet.

Conclusions 

Use of Information and Communication Technology (ICT) continues to form an im-
portant base for productivity growth and innovation activities in industrialised eco-
nomies. Empirical studies demonstrate that a substantial part of productivity increases 
and economic growth can be attributed to production and use of ICT. Moreover, ICT 
has become an indispensable part of innovation systems. The marked advances in
relatively new technologies – such as Biotechnology – would have been impossible 
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Fig. 13. Online-availability of public administration’s services 

without the enormous progress in computers’ capacity of computing and storage 
power. Also in more established technological domains, such as the automobile or 
aircraft industry, ICT use creates considerable innovation potentials both in the deve-
lopment of new products and as key intermediate goods such as control and navi-
gation systems. 

Relative to its economic size, Germany does not have a strong ICT-producing sec-
tor on its own but is a net importer of ICT products and services. In order to benefit 
from advances in ICT, Germany needs to exploit the potentials of ICT for innovation 
activities in other technological areas and industries. Considering international indi-
cators of ICT diffusion, however, Germany is far from ranking among the top users of 
ICT. This discomforting position is currently weakened additionally by the weak 
cyclical forces that hamper investment in general. After all, ICT expenditures in 
Germany have recovered again since the marked drop in 2002. However, ICT growth
rates in Germany remain considerably lower than in other industrialised countries.
Pointing at the weak business cycle to explain this development is not enough. ICT is 
most frequently used for innovating processes and work organisation. Factors ham-
pering such changes are thus also restraints to a faster diffusion of new technologies.

The mediocre overall importance of ICT in the German economy is reflected also 
by relative reluctance of private households to make use of ICT. The endowment of 
consumers with computers and ICT literacy is only average in comparison with other 
industrialised countries. One positive exception is the use of B2C e-commerce, which
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is developing particularly well by international standards. As in other countries, how-
ever, B2C makes up only about ten per cent of total sales via the Internet. This means 
that the good position of Germany with respect to e-commerce can be attributed pri-t
marily to a well-developed B2B e-commerce between firms. 

Considering the future deployment of ICT markets, fast access to the Internet via
broadband connections turns out to be particularly important. Broadband access is a
key not only to a broader use of e-commerce, but also for exploiting the advantages
from division of labour in firms by outsourcing computing capacities and services.
Moreover, new cost-saving technological developments in telecommunications, such
as voice-over-IP, are based on broadband. So far, Germany ranks in the middle of the 
major industrialised countries with respect to broadband access. This position,
however, is jeopardised by comparatively low growth of broadband connections in 
Germany. Growth is hampered in particular by the fact that ADSL is nearly the
exclusive technology for broadband access. After all, the introduction of resale in 
2004 started to undermine the dominant role of the former telecommunications in-
cumbent in this area. Cable modem technology, which uses cable TV infrastructure 
for fast Internet access, is by far less used in Germany than in other countries despite
the fact that cable TV infrastructure is particularly well developed. The main factors 
hampering the use of this technological platform for broadband connection are the
delayed sale of cable networks to private investors and the fragmentation of markets
in the domain of connecting of cable networks to households, the so-called ‘last mile’.  

Finally, online activities of public administrations (e-government) play a decisive
role for ICT diffusion. ICT and the Internet are characterised by ‘network effects’,t
meaning that the utility and attractiveness of these technologies increase with the
number of users and the amount of content provided online. In this context, public
administrations hold a key role for fostering Internet use. This is because the pro-
vision of public administration services via the Internet not only helps to reduce costs
in public administrations themselves, but also to improve service quality and to make
access to public services easier for firms and citizens. This raises overall incentives
for individuals and businesses to make use of computers and to connect to the
Internet. 

International comparisons of the online availability of public administration ser-
vices point to large differences in e-government advances in European countries, with 
Germany ranking at the bottom. These results suggest that initiatives designed to im-
prove e-government in Germany – such as ‘BundOnline’ – point in the right direction, 
but need to be enforced to make the Internet help reduce bureaucratic burdens for 
firms and individuals and to raise incentives of going online.
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5.1   Education Structures and Highly Skilled 
Employment in Europe  A Comparison 

Rainer Frietsch, Birgit Gehrke

Abstract.  Economic structural change and pressure to generate innovation en-
ormously pushed a need for highly qualified personnel, especially for scientists 
and engineers, which is still increasing. As a consequence, a skill-biased tech-
nological change and a rising importance of high formal qualifications can be 
found all across Europe, with some countries starting to catch up and even over-
take the established ones. But demography has put some obstacles in the way
towards the European Research Area. The future demand for highly skilled em-
ployees might be covered by the increasing supply, due to an on going qualifi-
cation and knowledge intensification. But a growing share of these individuals 
will be needed for substitution and a shrinking share will be available for the 
intended goal of increasing total qualification levels. Shortcomings seem un-
avoidable, at least at selective and crucial points.

Introduction and Study Goal 

Experiences and analyses of globalisation indicate that the global economy has en-
tered an innovation-oriented phase which is characterised by, firstly, intensifying
competition and digitalisation in the global market. Secondly, the crucial role of re-
search and development nationally as well as in enterprises grows, so that, thirdly,
human capital is becoming one of the most central factors of competitive and innova-
tive ability, growth, income and employment, not only in manufacturing industries, 
but also in the service sector.1

This makes education and skills of growing relevance, both from an entrepreneurial 
and from the individual point of view, for higher levels of qualification induce higher 
productivity and thereby higher earnings and a lower unemployment risk (Reinberg &
Hummel 2002; OECD [ed.] 2003d). This trend is commonly summarised under the

induced by the structural shift towards more knowledge-intensive sectors or branches
and by the increasing internationalisation of markets, hence a stronger competition 
between economies (Kölling & Schank 2002; Machin 2005; Stadler & Wapler 2004). 

All industrialised countries follow a similar trend characterised by a kind of double
structural change (see Chapter 4.1):

1 See European Council (2004), OECD (ed.) (2001a), de la Fuente and Ciccione (2002),
BMBF (2002).

headings knowledge intensification or shift towards knowledge societies. From a la-
bour market perspective it can be called skill-biased technological change and is

© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands. 
U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 187–204.

– 
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• New jobs mainly arise in the service sector, and particularly in those knowledge-
intensive fields in which high technologies create new markets. Industry and ser-
vices are growing closer and closer together via their reciprocal market ties; and 
service providers mainly act as customers and suppliers to industry (Klodt et al. 
1997). One prominent example is the IC sector (Information and Communication 
Technologies and Services),2 which had the highest share in productivity and 
growth during the 1990s and from which many new, mostly highly skilled jobs in 
and outside the IC sector emerged.

On top of that, due to changes in organisation structures and production processes, 
advanced services (like R&D, planning, consultancy) become more and more impor-
tant economy-wide, also in manufacturing industries. This requires new skills for the 
employees and therefore has immense consequences for the educational system: 
• On the one hand, demand for qualified labour is just increasing because knowledge-r

based industries play an expanding role for economic production. 
• On the other hand, pressure to generate innovation is significantly higher in

knowledge-based branches. This intensifies the demand for top qualifications like
natural or information scientists and engineers (S&E) representing the core com-
petence for technical innovations.

By this means, the technological performance of Germany and other European econo-
mies is decisively influenced by the availability of a sizable and continually growing
pool of highly qualified employees. Shortages, particularly in S&E, may induce 
restrictive impacts on innovation, growth and employment – as could be seen in
Germany in the late 1990s.

Discussions about these shortages of qualified personnel at the end of the 1990s,
closely connected to that, and the establishment of the ‘green card’ aiming at getting 
highly qualified people to Germany, plus the bad results of German pupils in the 
PISA study, raised Germany’s eyes across borders and across educational systems.
The question, if other countries actually face or formerly faced similar problems and
challenges, makes international comparisons even more attractive and more impor-
tant. The age structure of the population and especially of the employable population 
plays a special role in this international comparison, as the other nations cannot only 
be seen as ‘suppliers’ of highly qualified human capital, but also as ‘competitors’ on
the world market for qualified personnel, if they also show positive human-capital-
intensive developments of the economy and the labour market and/or a similar demo-
graphic ‘misfit’ in their age structure leads them to the same intention, namely, covering 
the demand by international migration. 

• Knowledge- and research-intensive industries perform much better than others.

Section 2 gives an overview of the indicators and data applied in this study. Section 3 
analyses the education standards of the European population and workforce in a 
regional and temporal comparison, focussing on demographic aspects as well as on 
technical and management occupations. As a supplement to this supply-side approach,
Section 4 deals with the sectoral demand for highly skilled (academic) manpower in 

2 On the level of NACE divisions available here, the IC sector encompasses Computers and 
Electronic Components (30), Radio, Television and Communication Equipment and
Apparatus (32), Telecommunication Services (64) and Software Development and Data
Processing (72). 
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Methodological Aspects and Data 

Two data sources are used for the analyses in this section. The first is the German
Mikrozensus, which is an annual census that surveys one per cent of all inhabitants
and that covers, first and foremost, questions of social structure and labour market 
participation. The second dataset is the Community Labour Force Survey, provided 
by Eurostat and covering data on EU-15 countries, the ten new members of the
European Union as well as some further candidates and the associated EFTA
countries. Both sources used here start in the mid-1990s and point to the most recent
past for which data was available (2003).

In a first step of the analyses, the German situation is addressed and the specific 
educational system is taken into account, focussing exclusively on vocational qualifi-
cations, as these are the relevant ones for the labour market. This is not to neglect that 
especially the secondary school leaving certificates – and here first of all the Abitur – haver
gained importance in the last 30 years. The German system of vocational qualifications is 
built on several different school types and degrees, which can be aggregated to at least 
three groups.

young people of usually 15 years and more receive a training on the job in a firm or 
company and in parallel go to school, where they are taught the more theoretical 
framework of their occupations (see Chapter 5.2). Some occupations and some 
schools also offer a purely school-based vocational training, which is summarised 

(containing groups 3b and 4b of the International Standard Classification of Edu-
cation: ISCED3). Second, master/technician (Meister/Techniker) diplomas (ISECD
5b) can be reached by people – mostly in blue-collar, technical occupations and by
workmen – who already served a vocational apprenticeship and who have some 
experience in their job. These qualifications are taught in full-time schools or in part-
time schooling. The duration is between six months and three years for full-time 
schooling. For many occupations it is still mandatory to hold a master craftsman’s
diploma to run his/her own firm. But it is still a very important qualification also in
the German manufacturing sector. Third, academics (ISCED: 5a or 6) in Germany can
receive their degrees at universities, where next to diplomas (and comparable degrees) 
also doctoral degrees can be awarded. Though this degree mostly qualifies directly for 
some occupation, the universities have a clear and strong theoretical orientation and 
should also qualify for a scientific career. The universities of applied sciences 
(Fachhochschule) are more practically oriented, but also supply a sound academic
qualification. That is why these two grades are summarised as Academics. 

First, vocational training in the so-called ‘dual system’ (Duales System), where

together with the certificates from the dual system as vocational training here 

European regions against the background of structural change and economic trends in
the period from 1995 to 2003. Special attention is thereby paid to Germany. 
Conclusive remarks are drawn in Section 5 (see in detail Frietsch & Gehrke 2004). 

Based on the Community Labour Force Survey, this national differentiation of edu-
cational qualifications cannot be kept. Instead, the ISCED is applied that was created 

3 For a description and explanation of the ISCED, please refer to OECD (1999), UNESCO
(1997; 1999). 
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• at first, by the share of employees working in science and engineering professions
(group 21 in the International Standard Classification of Occupations: ISCO)
being particularly relevant for R&D and technical innovations in Manufacturing
but also in the IC sector;  

• furthermore, by the share of total academic occupations (ISCO group 2 in total) to 
allow for the fact that innovations in the service sector are often of non-technical 
nature and require other than technical or scientific qualifications.4

Educational Structures in Germany 

In this section the questions that are addressed concern the distribution of educational
degrees and qualifications in European countries and in selected sectoral groups, with 
a special focus on Germany. These are compared over time and also between coun-
tries. In a second part, this section deals with the age structure of the qualified people 
and the implications that arise for the future development of the European Research 
Area and by that, for the substitutional demand of highly skilled workers.  

Structures of Educational Supply in Germany and Europe 

Research-intensive industries and knowledge-intensive services:  the  analysis  is  per-
formed on the basis of the definition presented in Chapter 1 and on the basis of em-
ployment and occupation data on a two-digit level of the NACE stemming from the
Community Labour Force Survey (LFS), which is provided by Eurostat. 

Demand for highly skilled 
intensive industries effectively represents a country’s or region’s industrial innovative
potential. To what extent this is ultimately exploited can be measured by the share of 
highly skilled academic manpower, here determined:

to compare educational programmes between countries. For the purpose of the analysis
of the supply, a further aggregation is used that differentiates between low, medium
and high levels. Low level in this case means people without any school certificate or 
only a primary degree (ISCED groups 0–2). High level covers academic and similar 
degrees (ISCED 5 and 6), whereas medium refers to the other categories of upper 
secondary and the post-secondary non-tertiary degrees (ISCED 3 and 4).

Since the late 1960s and early 1970s, several reforms of the education system in
Germany led to a changed and still changing behaviour of children and their parents
in the selection of school types. A clear and steadily increasing trend towards higher 
education is visible and the effect of all this is called ‘educational expansion’
(Bildungsexpansion), see also Chapter 5.4. Even within the short period of time

4 Thus, this approach forms a compromise between OECD’s concept ‘Human Resources for 
Science and Technology by Occupation (HRSTO)’ as a whole and its so-called ‘core’ con-
cept, the first including all people employed in occupations classified in ISCO major groups 
2 (professionals) or 3 (technicians and associate professions) even if they do not have a third 
level education, the second only considering the subgroups 21 (natural and engineering 
scientists) and 22 (life science and health professions) (OECD 1995).

employees: the presence of research- and knowledge-
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Table 1 displays the vocational qualifications in manufacturing and service sectors 
in Germany for the year 2003. It can be seen that the high-technology sectors  
are above the average of the total manufacturing sector as well as above the total 
average concerning academics as well as masters/technicians. In detail, the leading-
edge technologies employ a very large share of highly qualified personnel, similar to 
the knowledge-intensive services and – interesting, though not surprising – the non-
industrial economy which is dominated by the public sector also has a high demand
for these qualifications. In contrast, the less R&D-intensive and the ‘other service’
sectors reach very low shares of highly qualified staff and very high shares of people
with no formal vocational training. And this latter group has lost ground in the recent 
past especially in the service economy, whereas the structure in the manufacturing 
sectors is rather stable, with slight advantages for academics. 

Table 1. Vocational qualifications in manufacturing and service sectors, 2003 (in per cent)

Less 
R&D-

intensive
manu-

facturing 

Lea-
ding-
edge
tech-

nology

High-
level 
tech-

nology

Total
manu-
factu-
ring

Know-
ledge-
inten-
sive 

services

Other 
ser-

vices*

Total 
ser-

vices* 

Non-
indus-
trial

econo-
my

Total** 

No formal qualification 19.3 12.2 15.1 17.3 10.3 20.8 16.5 14.0 15.8 

Vocational training 63.8 51.9 58.6 61.1 51.9 65.2 59.8 48.4 57.9 

Master/technician 9.7 11.0 11.7 10.5 11.7 7.6 9.3 12.9 10.8

Academic 7.2 24.9 14.6 11.1 26.0 6.4 14.4 24.6 15.5 

* Commercial business 
** Additionally includes the sectors Construction and Energy 
Source: Mikrozensus 2003 – Fraunhofer ISI computations

The share of persons with the highest educational degrees in Germany are among the 
largest in Europe, and the older generations especially reached a higher educational 
level than the people of the same age in other European countries. This points to the
fact that the educational expansion started earlier in Germany (see Table 2). But the 
trend is the same in all countries; the share of people with low formal qualifications 
decreases whereas the relative number of medium and highly qualified people increases,
especially among the employed. The largest growth rates in the 1990s can be found in
the United Kingdom and central Europe, whereas Germany, France and northern 
Europe reached a high level earlier and therefore show only smooth growth rates.
From the German perspective, two results are very interesting. First, Germany has the 

analysed for the purpose of this study, this development becomes evident. When look-
ing at age cohorts, it can be shown that even between the beginning of the 1990s and
the beginning of the new century, the shares of employees with an academic degree
increased in Germany from some 12 per cent to more than 15 per cent and together 
with the masters/technicians, more than 26 per cent are among the highly qualified.
And these shares increased more among the employed persons than among all  
inhabitants, which indicates that the use and application of the higher qualifications in
the labour market also increased. At the same time, persons without any formal 
training are more likely to drop out of the employment system.
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Table 2. Educational levels in manufacturing and service sectors in Europe, 2003 (in per cent) 

 Less 
R&D-

intensity

High-
techno-

logy 

Total
manu-

facturing

Know-
ledge-

intensive
services 

Other 
services*

Total
services*

Non-
industrial
economy 

Total** 

Germany 
Low 20.6 14.2 17.5 13.7 17.5 15.7 10.1 15.0 
Medium 64.0 58.3 61.3 52.9 67.8 60.9 48.2 58.9 
High 15.4 27.5 21.2 33.4 14.8 23.4 41.7 26.1

France 
Low 35.9 24.8 31.7 25.3 29.6 27.4 29.1 29.1 
Medium 50.7 50.0 50.5 37.4 51.0 44.1 40.2 45.0 
High 13.3 25.3 17.9 37.3 19.4 28.5 30.7 25.9

United Kingdom 
Low 48.6 44.0 46.6 28.8 44.6 36.9 29.2 38.7 
Medium 31.0 24.1 28.0 27.2 38.9 33.2 23.5 30.0 
High 20.4 31.9 25.3 44.0 16.5 29.9 47.2 31.4

Northern Europe (DEN, SWE, FIN, NOR, IRL, excl. ISL)
Low 27.9 16.6 23.4 13.1 24.3 18.0 15.9 19.0 
Medium 57.2 56.4 56.9 47.5 58.3 52.3 37.8 50.9 
High 14.9 27.0 19.7 39.5 17.4 29.7 46.3 30.1

Southern Europe (POR, ESP, GRE, ITA, CYP)
Low 63.8 44.2 58.1 25.8 51.2 42.2 45.3 49.1 
Medium 27.0 37.5 30.1 36.0 36.4 36.3 27.7 31.4 
High 9.1 18.3 11.8 38.2 12.3 21.6 27.1 19.5 

Central Europe (BEL, AUT, SUI, excl. LUX, NED)
Low 28.8 20.4 25.6 15.4 22.9 19.5 17.6 20.8 
Medium 57.3 52.8 55.6 45.6 61.0 54.0 46.1 53.0 
High 13.9 26.8 18.8 39.0 16.1 26.5 36.3 26.2

Eastern Europe (BUL, CZE, EST, HUN, LAT, LTU, ROM, SVK, SLO, excl. POL)
Low 13.9 10.2 12.9 7.4 7.5 7.4 21.3 16.4
Medium 78.8 78.4 78.7 64.6 80.1 74.4 60.9 67.7
High 7.2 11.5 8.4 28.0 12.4 18.2 17.7 16.0

EU-15
Low 43.9 28.3 37.9 22.0 36.6 30.0 29.8 33.0 
Medium 42.9 46.3 44.2 39.6 48.4 44.4 34.7 41.9 
High 13.2 25.4 17.9 38.4 15.1 25.6 35.4 25.2

Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey 2003 – Fraunhofer ISI computations

lowest shares of people with only a low educational level,5 which can be explained by 
high shares of medium-level qualifications. These are, first of all, the result of the

5 Together with eastern Europe, where the medium level qualification is the standard, but
which does not have a similarly high share of highly qualified people.
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dual system, which emphasises the importance of this kind of training for the still
favourite German position and which is a specific German strength (for a closer dis-
cussion of the vocational system in Germany, please refer to Chapter 5.2 in this book).
Second, the shares of highly qualified persons have been above the European average
for a very long time, but the other countries were able to expand massively. This means
that Germany was overtaken by many countries, though it is still ahead of the EU-
level. 

Concerning the highest educational level as defined here, the United Kingdom rea-
ches the highest shares, followed by northern Europe, central Europe, Germany, and 
France. At the same time, the British also have the largest shares of lowly qualified
personnel and only a few middle-range positions. As already stated, only small num-
bers of the German employees are trained on a low level. This also holds for eastern
Europe and to some extent for northern Europe, so that the medium qualifications
play a very important role in all of these countries. 

The structural differences between the less R&D-intensive and the high-technology
sectors are very similar across Europe and can be calculated as being about 12–13 per
cent. The knowledge-intensive services reached the highest shares of highly qualified
personnel in any country and higher shares than in high-technology sectors, which is
consistent with the results we already found for Germany. However, it can be as-ff
sumed that the leading-edge technologies – which cannot be separated on the basis of 
this data – also reach high shares of highly qualified degrees, similar to that in the 
knowledge-intensive services. It is also interesting to note the high qualificational 
needs of the non-industrial economy that is above the average in nearly all countries, 
except eastern Europe, where the public sector seems to have lower needs, or – what 
is more probable – is less attractive for people with medium and high qualifications.

The trends are very similar in all countries or regions and across all sectors: the
low qualifications are losing ground, whereas the highly qualified have gained in
importance since 1995.6 This is extremely positive in southern and central Europe,
which show an enormous development. While in France, northern and southern 
Europe, the service sectors profited most from this trend, it is the other way around in
the United Kingdom and central Europe, where the manufacturing sector gained
higher shares of highly qualified employees. A statement that holds for all countries is
that the knowledge-intensive sectors intensified their needs above average since the 
mid-1990s and thereby became even more knowledge-intensive.

Age Structure in Technology-oriented Sectors

In the recent past, the present and future influence of the changing age structure of 
societies on the social and political framework has been broadly discussed. In this
context, the impacts of these structural changes for example on the pension and 
health-care systems play an important role. For the analysis of the technological com-
petitiveness, by contrast, it has to be acknowledged that more and more employees 
will retire and (at least the largest share) have to be substituted by young people en-
tering the employment system. But as the numerical relation of older and younger 

6 For details, please refer to Frietsch and Gehrke (2004).
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people has changed, this development also influences the perspective of educational 
research with respect to economic and technological performance.

The qualification level of the total German population has changed, due to several
reforms of the education system in the 1960s and 1970s and by the accompanying 
relative change of costs and returns of higher education. This awakens the expectation 
that the older people who end their working life can be replaced by at least equally or 
even more highly qualified personnel. No immediate shortages should arise. On the
other side, the demand for more highly qualified personnel has also increased, due toff
the already mentioned skill-biased technological change. The good news for Germany 
is that the demographic change will show a negative effect on the number of students 
and graduates with a certain delay not before 2010, as until then the increase in the 
number of entitled students keeps the absolute number on a persistently high level, 
due to on-going expansions of the number of secondary school leavers. Beyond 2010, 
it can be assumed that even the total number of people of employable age in Germany
will shrink (Buck et al. 2002; Fuchs et al. 2004; Grömling 2004). 

Besides, the demographic factor plays a crucial role for the actual and future de-
mand, if in the short- to mid-term perspective the high birth rate cohorts of the post-
war period drop out of the labour system due to their age and at the same time in fact 
more highly educated, but numerically smaller cohorts enter the system.

At least for Germany it can be shown that the qualification level of the pensioners
clearly increased since the beginning of the new century, as these are already the 
foothills of the qualification expansion after the Second World War. And this putsff
further pressure on the new entrants, as many more people are needed just for substi-
tution and a smaller share can be devoted to skill-biased technological change. Fur-
thermore, the evidence is that the share of working people among the total population
grows with an increasing level of education. And this implies that the demographic
development shows more favourably in the books of qualified employees than in the 
books of the total population.

Table 3. Share of 57–64 year old employees in manufacturing and service sectors in Germany 
by vocational qualification, 2003 (in per cent)

 Less
R&D-

intensive
manu-

facturing

Lea-
ding-
edge
tech-

nology

High-
level 
tech-

nology

Total 
manu-
factu-
ring 

Know-
ledge-
inten-
sive

services

Other 
ser-

vices* 

Total 
ser-

vices* 

Non-
indus-
trial

econo-
my 

Total** 

No formal qualification 9.9 9.1 10.2 9.9 11.7 9.2 9.9 12.4 10.4
Vocational training 7.6 6.0 6.4 7.1 6.4 7.7 7.2 8.6 7.4
Master/technician 11.5 8.0 9.8 10.5 7.2 11.6 9.3 10.1 10.0 
Academic 9.3 6.0 7.6 7.9 9.7 7.9 9.3 13.2 10.5 

* Commercial business – ** Additionally includes the sectors Construction and Energy
Example: 9.9 per cent of the employees in the less R&D-intensive sectors without a formal 
qualification are 57–64 years old
Source: Mikrozensus 2003 – Fraunhofer ISI computations

Table 3 displays the shares of 57–64 year old employees in industry and service sec-
tors in Germany by vocational qualification. In the total workforce – depending on their 



5.1   Education Structures and Highly Skilled Employment in Europe 195 

level of education – between 7.4 and 10.5 per cent of the personnel is at least 57 years 
old. The share of this age group among all employed persons in the leading-edge 
technologies is lowest, followed by high-level technologies. The less R&D-intensive 
part of the manufacturing sector shows higher shares, respectively. The respective
picture in the service sector is less clear. Whereas people with a vocational training or 
masters/technicians in the knowledge-intensive services are less often 57–64 years 
old, the share of academics is rather high at 9.7 per cent. The highest shares of peoplet
between 57 and 64 years can be found in the non-industrial economy. This means that in 
this area, but also in broad areas of the industrial economy, most exits of the workforce 
due to old age will result in necessary replacements in a mid-term perspective. 

In absolute terms, the substitution of working people in the manufacturing sector is
about 610,000 people. In the service sector, including the non-industrial economy, even 
two million people have to be replaced between 2003 and 2010. From these results a 
necessary number of 890,000 highly qualified people can be derived – on average
110,000 persons per year – of which about 40 per cent hold a master’s or technician’s 
degree and about 60 per cent attained an academic degree. In the period 1993–2000 
the number of necessary entrants was 500,000 highly qualified people. This means:
whereas between 1993 and 2000 1.5 per cent of all employees and 6.7 per cent of all
academics had to be replaced, these shares increased to 2.7 per cent and 10.4 per cent,
respectively, in the period 2003–2010. This simple comparison emphasises the in-
creasing necessity for substitutional personnel – if productivity is maintained at the 
same level – and a decreasing share that is available for knowledge intensification.

Table 4. Absolute number of 57–64 year old employees in the industrial economy in Germany 
by occupation and vocational qualification, 2003 (in thousand) 

No formal
qualification 

Vocational
training

Master/ 
technician

Academic

Metal and Mechanical Engineering 19 86 29 2
Occupations in Electronics 6 24 19 1
Natural Science 4 11 2 8
Engineers/technicians/master 16 37 36 72
IC 3 10 2 6 
Consulting and Management 22 68 25 68 
Other occupations 340 862 139 132 
Total 410 1098 252 289

Source: Mikrozensus 2003 – Fraunhofer ISI computations

Looking only at the industrial economy, a need for more than two million people can 
be calculated, among whom more than 250,000 have an master’s/technician’s degree 
and nearly 290,000 hold an academic degree (see Table 4). A further qualification of 
these results can be reached by the differentiation of occupational groups. More than 
half of the 540,000 highly qualified persons have technology- and knowledge-
oriented occupations. The largest groups are engineers (108,000) and consultants
(93,000), whereas natural scientists and IC staff are of limited absolute numbers. In
contrast, in the year 1993 these numbers were 359,000 highly qualified people in the
industrial economy and about 178,000 in technology- and knowledge-oriented occu-
pations. Also, the number of engineers has increased from 79,000 as well as the number 
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of consultants (64,000), which raises the expectation of high future needs. The substi-
tutional demand is about 37 to 54 per cent higher than ten years ago.

Table 5. 50–64 year old employees in manufacturing and service sectors in Europe by
qualification level 2003 (in per cent) 

Qualification 
level 

Less 
R&D-

intensity 

High-
techno-

logy 

Total
manu-

facturing

Know-
ledge-

intensive
services 

Other 
services*

Total
services*

Non-
industrial
economy 

Total** 

 Germany
Low 21.4 20.8 21.2 19.7 17.5 18.4 28.9 20.1 
Medium 22.6 20.7 21.7 19.3 22.2 21.0 25.7 21.8
High 24.8 23.4 23.9 22.9 25.6 23.8 34.0 27.0

 France
Low 27.4 33.8 29.3 31.8 28.0 29.8 38.0 31.8 
Medium 16.9 18.9 17.7 17.8 16.3 17.0 23.8 18.9
High 12.8 12.8 12.8 17.4 12.0 15.6 22.2 17.1

 United Kingdom 
Low 33.9 34.1 34.0 31.5 24.2 27.0 32.3 29.4 
Medium 14.0 15.7 14.6 19.8 12.9 15.6 21.5 16.0
High 17.8 18.1 18.0 20.5 13.5 18.5 27.6 21.2

Northern Europe (DEN, SWE, FIN, NOR, IRL, ISL)
Low 37.5 37.5 37.5 36.3 30.8 33.0 46.9 36.7 
Medium 23.2 21.3 22.4 25.7 19.8 22.8 31.0 23.9
High 23.5 15.0 18.8 24.5 19.2 23.2 34.0 26.0

Southern Europe (POR, ESP, GRE, ITA, CYP)
Low 22.1 25.6 22.9 28.0 26.7 27.0 36.6 27.3 
Medium 11.6 12.9 12.0 12.7 12.4 12.5 19.8 13.9
High 12.2 12.8 12.5 15.1 13.0 14.3 22.8 16.9

Central Europe (BEL, LUX, NED, AUT, SUI)
Low 20.7 21.8 21.0 23.4 22.0 22.5 35.6 24.4 
Medium 17.5 18.8 17.9 18.5 18.1 18.2 24.8 19.3
High 22.5 19.4 20.8 18.2 17.4 17.9 23.9 20.2

Eastern Europe (BUL, CZE, EST, HUN, LAT, LTU, POL, ROM, SLO, SVK)
Low 22.7 24.3 23.1 38.1 26.4 30.6 40.8 36.8 
Medium 14.4 17.7 15.4 21.2 14.5 16.6 17.1 16.8
High 20.5 20.4 20.4 24.1 17.9 21.4 20.2 20.7

 EU-15
Low 24.8 28.1 25.7 28.9 25.4 26.5 36.1 27.9 
Medium 17.6 18.1 17.8 18.2 16.8 17.4 23.3 18.5
High 18.0 18.0 18.0 19.5 16.3 18.4 27.1 21.1

* Commercial business – ** Additionally includes the sectors Construction and Energy 
Example: 21.4 per cent of the employees in the less R&D-intensive sectors in Germany with a 
low qualification level are 50–64 years old 
Source: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey – Fraunhofer ISI computations

Due to methodological restrictions of the underlying database, similar analyses can 
not be conducted for European countries. However, Table 5 displays the shares of  
50–64 year old employees by educational level in selected European countries and 
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regions. As already discussed, the educational expansion started earlier in Germany 
than in other European countries. Derived from this observation, a higher substi-
tutional demand can be expected within the next years. The United Kingdom and
northern Europe show a similarly high level of highly qualified people among the  
50–64 year old employees and this also increased in the recent past. Compared to that,
southern Europe shows a large backlog concerning the highest degrees among this 
age group and also only a slow upward trend.

Looking at Germany, first and foremost, the unfavourable age structure holds for 
nearly all sectors and branches under observation here. Besides, similar values are par-
tially reached only by northern and eastern Europe, which means that in a mid-term
perspective in most of the other European countries no similar substitutional demand 
will arise. The problem for Germany is even exacerbated by the fact that the shares of 
50–64 year old people with medium level degrees in the workforce are above the 
average values of other countries, too. One exception here is again northern Europe.

Furthermore, the differentiation by occupations reveals that the engineers and natu-
ral scientists are much older in Germany than in the other European countries. In
France, in contrast, the IC employees – especially in high-technology areas and ‘other 
services’ – are older than in other nations. In the United Kingdom, persons with a 
technical occupation (Metal Engineering, Electronics, Natural Sciences and Engine-
ering, see Table 4) are older than their colleagues in other European countries. For 
northern Europe it has to be acknowledged that a similarly unfavourable age structure 
as in Germany exists for nearly all occupational groups, but especially the shares in 
some technical occupations are clearly above the European average. Whereas
southern and central Europe show low shares of older employees in all occupations,
people in eastern Europe with occupations in Electronics and Engineering very often
belong to this age group. This means for Germany, but also for other European
countries with shortages in qualified personnel, that these eastern European countries
can hardly be used as a source of human capital to solve the problem of a lack of 
employees in neuralgic occupations like Engineering and Natural Sciences, as long as
they are not attracted simply by higher wages, though the bureaucratic hurdles have 
been lowered for those who are willing to move to other countries. But the readiness
and willingness to emigrate might be reduced against the backdrop of the expectancy 
of economic impulses for their domestic market due to the raa ecent EU membership. 

The just described analysis of the highest formal qualifications revealed that, next 
to Germany, the demographic pressure on the labour market exists first of all in 
northern Europe, where the number of people aged 50 and more is five times higher 
than about ten years ago. Absolutely, this does not mean that other countries will not 
run into trouble due to age-driven demand for qualified labour. A comparison of the 
first half of the 1990s and the first half of the new century reveals clearly increasing
numbers of persons aged 50–64 in nearly all occupations and in all countries. For 
example, in France the numbers nearly doubled and in central Europe these figures 
even tripled (see in detail Frietsch & Gehrke 2004).

As a consequence, the demand for highly qualified personnel will clearly increase 
all over Europe within the next years, due to retirement. This development first of all 
hits the social and health-care services, where the respective numbers doubled within
the last ten years. Furthermore, natural scientists and engineers as well as consultants 
and managers are 50 per cent more likely to be in the oldest age group. The clearest 
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effect can be seen in the IC occupations, where the numbers in Europe tripled since
1995. If these shares are converted into absolute numbers, the demographic problem
might not become that evident. But it has to be kept in mind that this only reflects the 
substitutional demand. The room to manoeuvre for a further skill-biased technological 
change will become narrower at the same time.

Components of Highly Qualified Employment Growth in Europe 

In 2003, about 130 million people were employed overall throughout the EU-15 in the 
business sector.7 Of these, nearly 12 million had an academic profession, nearly one 
in four of these in a science and engineering (S&E) profession (4.75 million, which
means 3.7 per cent of total employment).

European employment patterns follow global trends. Industrial employment is
shrinking, new jobs with often higher skill requirements arise in services (see Chapter 
4.1). Research and knowledge-intensive branches are gaining in importance, both in
manufacturing and in the service sector, to the detriment of those less dependent on
highly skilled labour. Thus knowledge-intensive services (at 18 per cent) and
research-intensive industries (11.5 per cent) employ much higher shares of academic 
personnel than less research-intensive industries (4.3 per cent) and non-knowledge-
intensive services (2.1 per cent). Beyond this, the pressure to innovate (new products,
processes or services) is increasing, giving additional impetus to the demand for 
academic qualifications, whereas job opportunities for less skilled persons fall short: 
while total EU-15 employment achieved positive growth rates of above 1 per cent on
average per year between 1995 and 2003, the demand for academic graduates grew
above 3 per cent, for S&E professions even more sharply (4 per cent). In absolute terms,
employment in S&E fields rose from 3.8 million in 1995 to 5.2 million in 2003, being 
of particular relevance for research-intensive industries (9.3 per cent of total employ-

Continually Rising Demand for Highly Skilled Staff in Spite of Cyclical 
Fluctuations 

Academic employment increased in all European regions, both in cyclical upturn 
1995–2000 as well as during the economic downturn 2000–2003.  

During 1995–2000 the number of employees with higher education in the EU-15 
totally arose by 2.85 million people, i.e. nearly 17.5 per cent. General employment 
growth can only explain about 7 per cent of this, whereas the significantly greater 
impact (each with more than 5 per cent or 860,000 additional jobs) on demand for
university graduates came from the fact that knowledge-intensive industries grew
faster than others (structural effect), accompanied by increasing sector-specific skill
requirements (Table 6).

7  Private, non-farm sector.

ment) and the IC sector (19 per cent on average, nearly 40 per cent in Software
Development and Data Processing).
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Table 6. Changes in employment of academics and S&E in Germany and Europe by sectors
1995–2003 (components of changes in percentage of the basic year)

1995–2000 2000–2003
Regions Total Trend1 Struct.2 Skill3 Total Trend1 Struct.2 Skill3

All academic occupations
Business sector 12.6  1.5  5.3    5.8  7.6  –1.1  4.5    4.1  
Manufacturing 17.2  1.5  –1.6    17.3  5.8  –1.1  –2.9    9.8  
Research-intensive  20.9  1.5  0.9    18.5  7.6  –1.1  –2.5    11.1   
Less research-intensive 7.9  1.5  –7.8    14.2  0.7  –1.1  –4.1    5.9   
Services 27.0  1.5  17.6    8.0  10.9  –1.1  9.4    2.6   
Knowledge-intensive 31.7  1.5  21.5    8.7  13.1  –1.1  11.1    3.1   
Non-knowledge-intensive 3.6  1.5  –2.3   4.4  –3.2  –1.1  –1.4    –0.7  
Other sectors 0.6  1.5  –1.8    0.9  5.0  –1.1  2.5    3.6  

G
er

m
an

y

IC sector4 64.1  1.5  36.4    26.2  15.6  –1.1  13.0    3.7  
Business sector 17.4  6.8  5.2    5.3  7.9  3.5  2.8    1.5   
Manufacturing 16.1  6.8  –3.8    13.2  6.8  3.5  –7.5    10.8  
Research-intensive 19.3  6.8  –2.6    15.0  5.2  3.5  –8.3    10.0   
Less research-intensive  11.1  6.8  –5.9    10.2  9.6  3.5  –6.1    12.2   
Services 31.5  6.8  15.4    9.3  8.9  3.5  5.5    –0.1  
Knowledge-intensive  34.6  6.8  17.8   9.9  8.9  3.5  6.2    –0.8   
Non-knowledge-intensive 10.1  6.8  –1.4    4.7  9.2  3.5  –0.1    5.7   
Other sectors 7.3  6.8  –0.3    0.8  7.1  3.5  2.7    0.9   

EU
-1

5 

IC sector4 73.2  6.8  42.4    24.0  12.4  3.5  4.8    4.0  
Natural or information scientists and engineers 

Business sector 22.6  1.5  3.9    17.2  2.2  –1.1  2.1    1.2  
Manufacturing 16.1  1.5  –1.7    16.3  2.5  –1.1  –2.9    6.5  
Research-intensive 20.7  1.5  0.7    18.5  3.8  –1.1  –2.7    7.6   
Less research-intensive –1.8  1.5  –11.0 7.7  –3.9  –1.1  –4.2    1.4  
Services 36.4  1.5  19.4    15.5  8.8  –1.1  12.4    –2.5  
Knowledge-intensive 48.3  1.5  25.9    21.0  9.7  –1.1  15.5    –4.7  
Non-knowledge-intensive –2.2  1.5  –1.6    –2.1  4.4  –1.1  –2.5    8.0  
Other sectors 14.2  1.5  –7.9    20.6  –7.8  –1.1  –6.2    –0.5   

G
er

m
an

y

IC sector4 73.6  1.5  41.1    31.0  14.0  –1.1  14.4    0.7  
Business sector 28.9 6.8 9.9 12.2 5.9 3.5 1.5 0.8 
Manufacturing 14.1  6.8  –3.6    10.9  6.3  3.5  –7.6    10.3  
Research-intensive 18.0  6.8  –2.6    13.8  4.1  3.5  –8.5    9.0  
Less research-intensive 3.2  6.8  –6.6    3.0  13.2  3.5  –4.9    14.5   
Services 46.5  6.8  26.6    13.0  7.2  3.5  6.9    –3.3   
Knowledge-intensive 54.1  6.8  31.8   15.5  7.1  3.5  7.9    –4.4   
Non-knowledge-intensive 6.1  6.8  –0.7   0.0  7.9  3.5  –0.8    5.2   
Other sectors 15.2  6.8  –4.1    12.6  2.2  3.5  0.4    –1.8   

EU
-1

5

IC sector4 77.2  6.8  48.0    22.3  12.0  3.5  5.5    2.9  

1 Trend effect: change in occupation due to general growth 
2 Structural effect: change in occupation due to structural change to research- and knowledge-

intensive industries
3 Skill effect: change in occupation due to increasing sector-specific skill requirements
4 IC Technologies (30 + 32) and Services (Post/Telecommunications: 64; Software and Data 
Processing: 72) 
Sources: Eurostat, CLFS – NIW calculations and estimations 
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Box 1.

Changes in the demand for highly skilled employment (here: S&E or all academic occupa-
tions) can be divided into three components: the ‘trend  effect’ describes the part depending 
on general growth and its impact on employment. The ‘structural effect’  is caused by
changes in employment patterns in favour of research- and knowledge-intensive industries
which induce growing demand for highly skilled labour. Finally, the ‘skill effect’  is the re-
sult of increasing sector-specific requirements of skills.

In Manufacturing of the EU-15, the structural effect caused a reduction of highly 
skilled demand by nearly 70,000 people (–3.8 per cent). The less distinct losses in 
research-intensive industries are ascribed to the high growth of the European auto-
mobile industry during this period. Regarding the non-public service sector, its 
knowledge-intensive services were exclusively and particularly favoured by structural
change. This provided nearly 970,000 new jobs for university graduates (18 per cent),
most of them in computer and other business activities. 

Sector-specific  growing  skill requirements  resulted in 575,000 new highly skilled 
jobs in services (focussed on IC services and financial services) and about 230,000 in
manufacturing industries (particularly Transport Equipment and Chemicals/Pharma-
ceuticals). In Manufacturing, total demand was more strongly influenced by the skill 
effect than in knowledge-intensive services where structural change had a more dis-
tinct impact. This can be seen as the enterprises’ answer to growing pressure to inno-
vate, especially and broadly concerning Manufacturing rather than Services and moreff
than ever the non-business sector.

Europe-wide employment of scientists and engineers (S&E) rose more sharply 
(29 per cent) than those of other university graduates (13 per cent, all academics: 
17.4 per cent) from 1995 to 2000. Almost 90 per cent of those additional 1.1 million
S&E jobs were created in research- and knowledge-intensive industries (Table 6).

Comparing Germany to other European regions, one has to consider that general
employment growth had the lowest impact on the demand for highly skilled labour 
(Table 7) during this period. Yet, structural and skill effects on all university gradu-
ates were at least as effective in Germany as in the rest of Europe. With reference to
S&E, a broad extension of sector-specific requirements of skills compensated for the 
lack of dynamics in structural change. 

In the German manufacturing industry the additional demand for S&E professions 
was nearly exclusively attributed to sector-specific growing requirements of skills
(Table 6) during the upturn. Similar effects could be observed for its neighbour coun-ff
tries (in ‘central’ Europe) and in the United Kingdom.

Research-intensive industries accounted for nearly one-quarter of additional S&E 
jobs, on the EU-15 average only for 14 per cent. The small structural effect for 
Germany was the result of comparably weaker employment growth in knowledge-
intensive services, particularly in the IC sector. 

During the economic downturn period 2000–2003, the proportion between ad-
ditional demand for S&E and other academic graduates decisively changed (Table 6 
and 7). In total, throughout the EU-15 the number of S&E employees arose by 
290,000 people (nearly 6 per cent) and thus at a lower rate than total demand for 
highly skilled employment (8 per cent). Unfavourable and insecure market and sales 
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prospects and restricted R&D activities affect S&E more than other academic 
personnel (see Chapter 2.1). This is particularly obvious in Germany. During the up-
turn in the second half of the 1990s there was a near-balance proportion between
additional jobs for S&E and other academic graduates (1 : 0.9) whereas during the
following economic slump only one out of ten additional jobs for academic graduates
required S&E competence.  

Thus, the trend of an increasing demand for higher qualifications is continuing 
regardless of cyclical fluctuations. Nevertheless, its composition is different. Down-
turn and recessive periods hand in hand with unfavourable market prospects induce 
shrinking R&D activities and a relatively weaker demand for S&E graduates. 
Provided that market and sales prospects will approve presently, this situation may
reverse quickly. 

Table 7. Changes in employment of academics and S&E in European regions 1995–2003 
(components of changes in percentage of the basic year)

 1995–2000 2000–2003 
Regions Total Trend1 Struct.2 Skill3 Total Trend1 Struct.2 Skill3 

All academic occupations
Germany 12.6 1.5 5.3 5.8 7.6 –1.1 4.5 4.1
France 8.4 6.1 2.4 –0.1 13.2 3.7 –0.8 10.3
United Kingdom 17.5 7.1 6.9 3.5 –4.4 3.4 2.2 –10.1 
North 27.3 12.0 7.3 8.1 11.7 2.7 5.6 3.4
Central 23.6 7.2 6.2 10.1 10.4 0.9 3.3 6.2
South 20.6 10.0 4.1 6.5 12.7 8.1 2.8 1.8 
EU-15 17.4 6.8 5.2 5.3 7.9 3.5 2.8 1.5

Natural or information scientists and engineers 
Germany 22.6 1.5 3.9 17.2 2.2 –1.1 2.1 1.2 
France 18.9 6.1 4.9 8.0 19.4 3.7 1.5 14.3
United Kingdom 29.7 7.1 10.2 12.4 –12.3 3.4 –1.5 –14.2 
North 38.0 12.0 22.9 3.1 13.7 2.7 0.6 10.5 
Central 28.0 7.2 14.1 6.7 12.7 0.9 3.5 8.3 
South 46.0 10.0 17.9 18.1 23.2 8.1 5.6 9.5
EU-15 28.9 6.8 9.9 12.2 5.9 3.5 1.5 0.8 

NORTH: DEN, IRL, SWE, FIN, ISL, NOR – CENTRAL: BEL, LUX, NED, AUT, SUI – SOUTH:
ITA, GRE, ESP, POR 
1 Trend effect: change in occupation due to general growth 
2 Structural effect: change in occupation due to structural change to research- and knowledge-

intensive industries
3 Skill effect: change in occupation due to increasing sector-specific skill requirements
Sources: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey – NIW calculations and estimations

New Challenges from Increasing Skill Competition in Europe 

Assessed on its share of S&E employment in industrial economy (4.5 per cent), 
Germany still enjoys clear advantages over the European average (Table 8). The
crucial factor for this is the high weight of research-intensive industries underlying an 
increasing pressure to generate innovations. However, these advantages evaporate
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when Germany is measured against its competitors in northern and central Europe. 
Particularly the northern countries succeeded in catching up during the last decade.8

Germany’s shrinking headstart is attributed to its characteristic economic structure,
i.e. a strong focus on high-level technology, deficits in leading-edge technology and a 
comparably lower employment contribution and ‘innovation orientation’ (referring to
S&E demand) of knowledge-intensive services (Table 8, see also Chapters 2.2 and 4.1). 
As a result, Germany disposes of substantial knowledge advantages only compared to 
southern and eastern Europe. 

Table 8. Employment of S&E in the business sector in Europe 2003

EU-15 GER GBR FRA North Central South East
Share of S&E in per cent of all employees

Business sector 3.7 4.5 4.4 4.8 4.5 4.0 1.8 2.6 
S&E share of all employees (EU = 100)

Research-intensive industries 100 120 119 136 110 89 42 50 
Chemicals 100 114 98 126 132 95 63 91 
Machinery and Equipment 100 147 124 150 97 88 29 59 
Automobiles and Equipment 100 134 103 90 80 48 51 36 
Other Motor Vehicles 100 115 126 151 53 55 41 32 
IC Technologies (30 + 32)1 100 108 94 194 119 87 49 351

Electrical Machinery + Apparatus 100 142 131 62 67 119 53 45 
Instruments2 100 82 105 215 137 81 19 55 

Less research-intensive industries 100 101 163 212 107 101 32 71 
Knowledge-intensive services 100 96 111 102 122 120 77 95 

Air Transport 100 142 88 109 138 70 58 141 
Post/Telecommunications 100 100 112 77 114 113 104 56
Financial Intermediation 100 88 128 119 160 192 35 69
Real Estate/Renting 100 88 191 20 41 175 51 131 
Software and Data Processing 100 87 112 139 141 116 44 90
Research and Development 100 149 88 64 115 75 95 88
Other Business Activities 100 99 104 93 124 120 93 118
Health and Social Work 100 148 100 14 99 163 72 144 
Recreation, Culture, Sports 100 119 135 89 60 199 31 203 

Non-knowledge-intensive services 100 159 63 232 136 140 26 87 
IC sector 3 100 94 112 123 150 116 51 55 

NORTH: DEN, IRL, SWE, FIN, ISL, NOR – CENTRAL: BEL, LUX, NED, AUT, SUI – SOUTH: 
ITA, GRE, ESP, POR – East: CZE, SVK, SLO, BUL, EST, LAT, LTU, HUN 
1 Office Machinery and Computers; Radio, TV and Communication Equipment 
2 Medical, Precision and Optical Instruments 
3 IC Technologies (30 + 32) and services (Post/Telecommunications: 64; Software and Data 

Processing: 72) 
Sources: Eurostat, Labour Force Survey – NIW calculations

Furthermore, the EU average does not seem to be an adequate benchmark for 
evaluating qualification and knowledge structures of the German industries. Given the

8 In France S&E demand has risen sharply since the beginning of the new century. Following
years of stagnation, this development is a result of expanding R&D activities since then.
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current global economic developments, it would be much better to benchmark the
European activities and qualification structures in relation to the dynamic regions in
America, Asia or Oceania, which, however, do not provide comparable and reliable 
data. Moreover, one gets the impression that the decisive difference between Germanyt
and other European countries was the restricted economic growth that was also
induced by shortages in human capital at the end of the millennium. This particularly
concerned domestic small and medium-sized enterprises, either because of missing
incentives to generate innovation or because of a lack of highly skilled and affordable
personnel.

Conclusions 

In sum, the skill-biased technological change and the rising importance of high formal 
qualifications can be found all across Europe, with some countries starting to catch up 
and even overtake the established ones, and eastern and also southern Europe lagging
behind, but backed by positive trends. The needs and demands for employees with 
higher educational degrees and qualifications, particularly for scientists and engineers, 
will also increase in Europe in the next years. Bottlenecks must be expected here in 
future, particularly in Germany, which is confronted with a quite unfavourable demo-
graphic situation and comparably less young people taking up university studies, 
especially in fields of relevance for technology.

The countries in Europe grew closer within the European Union, especially since
the new Member States joined in 2004. And this even widened the pool of skilled and
qualified employees, which is an asset on the way to the European Research Area and
to strengthen the competitiveness of Europe, especially with regard to the United 
States and Japan, but also in relation to the emerging and emerged Asian countries 
like Korea, Singapore or Taiwan. Furthermore, on the way to becoming the largest 
research area in the world, Europe also has to face the challenge of ageing societies 
and unfavourable demographic developments. The future demand for highly skilled 
employees might be covered by the increasing supply, due to ongoing qualification 
and knowledge intensification. But a growing share of these individuals will be 
needed for substitution and a shrinking share will be available for the intended goal of 
increasing total qualification levels. The fact that some countries within the European
Union are lagging behind in their numbers and shares of highly skilled employees 
even increases the pressure, though this might not immediately result in substitutional
demand.

Consistent with these findings, the European Commission and also many national 
governments laid a new emphasis on the education and qualification of the European 
population. In fact, the problem can only be solved internally by national and Euro-
pean educational programmes. An external solution, for example by migration, can
only be used in addition and in parallel to these efforts. It cannot substitute the neces-
sity of own investments in human capital, though an active, controlled immigration 
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policy and integration will be an important instrument to meet the decreases in the
labour force and young age groups. But it is a delusion to believe that this would
solve the problem, considering that all other European countries except Ireland and
France, but especially the new Member States in middle and eastern Europe, are also 
confronted with ageing populations, declining birth rates and increasing needs for 
highly skilled personnel. 
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5.2   Challenges to the German Dual System 

Alexandra Uhly, Klaus Troltsch, Günter Walden 

Abstract. This article analyses the adaptability of the dual system of initial 
vocational education and training in Germany, particularly with regard to tech-
nical training occupations, which have a particular part to play in Germany’s 
technological productivity. Confirmation of the efficiency of the system is 
demonstrated by the way in which the strong increase in demand for training
places since the end of the 1970s has been overcome, as well as by securing the
formation of qualified human capital by the modernisation of state-regulated 
training occupations. Currently, however, serious problems relating to the lack of 
training places remain to be redressed. If the aim is to provide all young people 
with the opportunity of qualified training and thus improve the life chances of this 
generation as well as securing the formation of qualified human capital in terms of 
society as a whole, training capacities need to be significantly extended,
particularly in the new and modernised technical occupations.

Introduction 

a decisive effect on the available human capital resources and thus the potential 
performance and competitiveness of a national economy. ‘One can even call the 
twentieth century the Age of Human Capital in the sense that the primary determinant 
of a country’s standard of living is how well it succeeds in developing and utilizing
the skills, knowledge, health, and habits of its population’ (Beckf er 1995: 1). Various 
empirical studies provide evidence for these positive effects of human capital (cf. 
Tessaring & Wannan 2004: 33ff). Within the process of globalisation and techno-
logical change, education is increasingly gaining in significance as a competitive
factor: ‘Globalisation, the easy movement of capitals – both financial and fixed assets 
and technological progress have increasingly turned qualified manpower into a crucial 
comparative edge. At the same time, as a result of technological progress, the most 
profitable and enduring kind of competitiveness is achieved through quality and value
added, rather than abatement of costs’ (ILO Cinterfor 2001: 8; cf. here Reich 1993). 
Vocational education and training is taking on a decisive role in this process (Kutscha
1999: 110). In the following, we will consider the German dual system of initial voca-
tional education and training (VET), which is still held up as a role model within
international comparisons, despite signs of crisis. The dual system of vocational 
education and training in Germany leads to qualified vocational certification below
the tertiary qualification level. Within the Standard Classification of Education 
(ISCED), this is classified as upper secondary level (ISCED 3) (Westerhuis 2001: 16). 
As in other countries with dual VET systems (Austria, Denmark, Switzerland) the

© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands. 
U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 205–225. 

Qualified vocational education and training plays a crucial role in determining indivi-
dual labour market perspectives and life chances in general, as well as having
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dual system of vocational education and training is characterised by a combination of 
practical and theoretical training below the academic qualification level.

IntermediateIntermediate
schoolschool

Primary schoolPrimary school

Lower secondaryLower secondary
grammar schoolgrammar school

Dual VET system:Dual VET system:
company trainingcompany training
and part-time and part-time
vocational schoolvocational school

Full-timeFull-time
vocationalvocational
schoolschool

Further vocational trainingFurther vocational training

Lower secon-Lower secon-
dary schooldary school

Upper Upper 

secondarysecondary

schoolschool

UniversityUniversity

Primary levelPrimary level

Secondary level ISecondary level I

Secondary level IISecondary level II

Tertiary levelTertiary level

Fig. 1. Education and training system in Germany 

The adaptability of the system to the challenges posed by development processes
related to economic structure, management, economic situation, demographic change 
and educational requirements will be discussed. Particular emphasis will be placed on 
the developments in the area of recognised technical occupations. The reason for 
selecting technical occupations as an example is the particular significance attached to 
these within the context of Germany’s technological performance (cf. Beicht et al.
2003). The fact that these occupations have been affected by considerable pressure for 
change since the 1980s is an additional reason for choosing those occupations.

The article is structured as follows. Firstly, the institutional characteristics of the
Dual VET System in Germany will be outlined and some stylised facts relating to 
structures and developments in the VET system will be presented. A more in-depth
analysis of technical occupations will follow. The delineation of the technical oc-
cupations will be commented upon before the supply of training places over the
course of time is described. Training participation of companies will be applied as a
further indicator of the significance of the Dual VET System for the development of 
human capital. Subsequently, there will be a description of central developments and
their respective varying effects on the supply of in-company training places in 
technical occupations since 1980. The focus here will be on indicators relating to the 
requirement for skilled workers and qualifications within the economy. In addition, 
the influence of training costs on participation in training on the part of companies 
involved with technical occupations will be examined. Finally, there will be an ana-
lysis of the quantitative effects of the increased pace of renewal of training regulations
of the recognised technical occupations since the mid-1990s as an indicator of the
modernising success of the VET System. Furthermore, the development of the
apprentices’ previous general school qualifications as indicators of the attractiveness 
and skill requirements of the recognised technical occupations is analysed. The deve-
lopment in the proportion of women as an indicator of the success of the various 



5.2   Challenges to the German Dual System 207 

measures undertaken to increase the number of women in technical occupations with-
in the framework of gender mainstreaming will also be considered. 

The article will conclude with an overall evaluation of findings set against the 
background of the adaptability of the Dual VET System in Germany as a whole and
with regard to technical occupations. 

The Dual VET System in Germany 

Key Features and Principles of the German Dual VET System 

Germany’s Dual VET System represents a progression route from school in the gene-
ral educational system and is available as a matter of principle to all young people  

1

usually of three years’ duration.2 A civil law training contract is concluded between 
the apprentice and the company, guaranteeing extensive VET in a state-recognised 
occupation and providing the apprentice with remuneration based on collective wage
agreements for the duration of the contract.3 In the Federal Republic of Germany, 
comprehensive regulation of the dual system was stipulated in the Vocational 
Training Act (BBiG) of 1969, last amended in 2005.4

, a
combination of practical in-company training and theoretical training at a vocational 
school, is seen as one of the major advantages of this system. It is considered to be a
pre-requirement of both an exhaustively theoretical qualification and of training 
relevant to business practice, furthermore as an optimum way of vocational
socialisation. The duality of the places and concepts of learning is, finally, viewed as 
the reason for the comparatively low level of youth unemployment in countries 
operating dual VET systems. In practice, however, a plurality of places of learning 
and their combination has resulted (cf. Kutscha 1999), not least due to the lack of in-
company training positions. Since the 1970s, full-time vocational schools have been 
extended, intended either as preparation for dual VET (pre-vocational year), or counting 
towards it (basic vocational education and training year), or to provide full vocational

1 Irrespective of participation in training, there is compulsory schooling for young people up to 
the age of 18. This requirement can be fulfilled within the general educational system as well 
as at full-time vocational schools or on a part-time vocational basis in combination with in-
company training.

2 A range of training regulations also provide for training lasting two or three and a half years. 
3 In Germany, therefore, apprentices with training contracts are thus liable for compulsory so-

cial security contributions and form part of the system of general employment, as well as still
belonging to the training system.

4 Compared to other countries with dual systems of VET, the scope of the regulations, 
comprising commercial VET in crafts trades, industry, commercial administration, agricul-
ture and domestic services, represents a particular feature of the German system (cf. Stach 
1998: 50). For historical development of the VET system in Germany, see Frommberger &
Reinisch (2004: 80) and Deissinger (2004). 

requirements). It takes place in vocational schools as well as in-company and is
regardless of the school qualifications they have achieved (no forma l entry 

training. Nevertheless, the combination of theoretical education at school and 

The principle of the in-built duality of  training  locations and concepts
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VET System.
Competence  and  responsibility  way. The 

federal government’s Vocational Training Act regulates in-company VET, the federal
states being responsible for vocational schools. In terms of regulative policy, the dual 

arrangements are based on consensual, social partnership oriented processes of 
negotiation. These act as a counterweight to the polarisation of vested interest groups 
and alleviate the risks of state or market failure even if, to an extent, associated with
high transaction costs. 

duality of financing of 
training. The companies usually bear the costs of in-company training, whereas the 
vocational schools are publicly financed. As training positions are presently in short 
supply, however, there are exceptions to this basic principle in the form of special
programmes and measures where the costs of practical training are provided by
financial grants from the public purse or from the Federal Employment Agency.5

A  further  characteristic  of the dual system is thef principle of  occupation
(‘Berufs-prinzip’). Within the framework of dual training, young people can acquire a
certified qualification in any of the 350 training occupations which are currently 
recognised by the state (as of 1 October 2004). Legally stipulated training regulations 
govern the minimum contents for every training occupation across the whole country.
They are structures geared towards fields of activity and functional areas in trade and 
industry and management, as well as towards vocational and educational stipulations.aa
‘[… They] are a package of qualifications enabling occupational action competence
independent of any individual company in various positions of employment at the 
level of a skilled worker or skilled employee. They form the basis of continuing 
vocational education and training [...] and make a major contribution to personal 
development and social integration. As qualification standards on the labour market,
they represent reliable means of orientation with regard to supply of and demand for 
qualifications’ (Brenner 1997: 55). Development of new training regulations (new
training occupations), or the modernisation of existing regulations and their co-
ordination with the Standing Conference of the Ministers of Education and Cultural
Affairs of the States of the Federal Republic of Germany is a multi-stage procedure,
in which the stakeholders in VET, the Federal Institute for Vocational Education and 
Training (BIBB), employers’ associations, trade unions, the federal government and
the federal states are all substantially involved (for details, see Westerhuis 2001: 24ff 
and 35ff).  

5 According to estimates of the Federal Institute for Vocational Education and Training 
(BIBB), training contracts which are predominantly publicly financed account for a total of 
just under 10 per cent of all training contracts, in eastern Germany nearly 30 per cent (BMBF
2005: 15). Available official statistics relating to training contracts do not currently record 
any public finance element of such contracts.

in-company training at the workplace remains the principle and the ideal of the Dual 

system can be described as a mixed system, combining elements of  the market
economy as well as state and  corporative control  elements (cf. Kutscha 1999: 3;
Deissinger 2004: 29) or as a ‘state-controlled market model’ (Ertl & Sloane 2007: 3).

nal economic associations and the trade unions (cf. Kutscha 1999: 7). These
There are tripartite, corporative arrangements in place between the state, natio-

for VET is also  set up in a dual 

The duality of the training goes hand in hand  with
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The Empiricism of the Dual System: Stylised Facts 

‘In fact, the re-occurring discussions surrounding the ‘crisis of the dual system’ in the
inner-German debate of academics and researchers are almost as old as the system 
itself’ (Ertl & Sloane 2004). These discussions all highlight different aspects (cf.
Stach 1998). In the 1970s, the emphasis was on more qualitative aspects (training
contents, quality of training, democratisation etc.). At the end of the 1970s and begin-
ning of the 1980s, as a result of demographic development, quantitative aspects took 
centre stage. Current discussions are once again focussing on a shortage of supply of 
training positions. The following will analyse the adaptability of the dual system to 
socio-demographic and socio-economic developments, as well as quantitative dis-
parities of supply and demand on the training places market.
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Fig. 2. Supply and demand on the training places market, Germany* 1980–2004

A simple indicator here is the supply–demand ratio (see SDR, Fig. 2). When referring
to the training places market, the terms supply and demand are not used in the usual
way they are applied to labour markets. Supply is defined as the provision of 
apprenticeships by companies, and demand as the young people seeking training
places. This highlights a ‘social demand’ approach, with an emphasis on the right to
training (Wenger 1997: 392). The supply (S) is measured as the sum of all newly 
concluded training contracts plus those offett red training positions registered as vacant 
by the Federal Employment Agency;6 and demand (D) as the sum of all newly con-
cluded training contracts plus those applicants registered by the Federal Employment 
Agency as not yet placed in a training position or an alternative scheme. The SDR is a
simplifying indicator which does not take various aspects into account. The statist-
ically recorded number of training contracts also includes contracts which are pre-
dominantly publicly financed within the framework of state support measures.
Furthermore, young people who take a sideways step into pre-vocational measures,
jobs etc. are no longer recorded in the demand figure. If these aspects are taken into 

6 Each with reporting date at the beginning of a training year on 30 September.
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consideration, the current supply–demand ratio is even more unfavourable (Ulrich &
Troltsch 2003; Krekel, Troltsch & Ulrich 2004). 
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Fig. 3. Participation in training of young people and companies, Germany* 1980–2004

The German training places market exhibits market imbalances in specific phases. In 
the course of time, there have been various factors which have influenced develop-
ment. At the start of the 1980s, the dual system was faced with the challenge of deal-
ing with the strong increase in demand of young people for in-company training
places (Fig. 2) caused by demographics (Fig. 3). Considerable expansion of training 
capacities on the part of trade and industry coupled with measures taken by the state
enabled the increase in demand largely to be met. From the mid-1980s, a lower level 
of demographic development with regard to the age groups relevant to demand once 
again led to an easing of pressure on the training places market, meaning that many 
training places could not be filled. From the mid-1990s, due to a decreasing supply of t
training places and a significant increase in the number of applicants, the supply–
demand ratio in turn deteriorated. 2004 saw a rise once again in the supply of training
places by approximately 2 per cent (decreases, some of which were significant, are re-
corded for the years 2000 to 2003). Due to an increase in demand, however, the SDR

7 Since 1993, it has been possible to calculate the training participation quota more precisely
by recording the ages of apprentices with a newly concluded training contract within the
framework of statistics for vocational education and training;

=

24

16

i

POP
AN

i i

; i: 16 to 24. 

8 This data will often be used in what follows, being a total survey of all training contracts in 
Germany. In contrast to the survey of newly concluded training contracts by the Federal 
Institute for Vocational Education and Training (BIBB), various characteristics of appren-
tices and examination data are also recorded. 
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once again deteriorated to 95 per cent, meaning arithmetically that there are circa 95 
training places provided for every 100 applicants.9

One indicator which measures the provision of young people with training places,
and thus also measures the weighting of the dual system, is the apprenticeship par-
ticipation rate of young people (APR). Over the course of time, there is significant 
variation in the proportions of young people in the dual system (cf. Table 2). A
shortage of supply in the training places market therefore led to a significant decrease
in the training participation quota of young people, but this remains, nevertheless, at a 
high level (60 per cent of young people in the relevant age group in 2004). 
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Fig. 4. Training participation of companies, transformation of the occupational structure,
Germany* 1980–2003

Various factors can be considered as causes of the decrease in the supply of training
places, in the apprenticeship training position ratio or in the participation of com-
panies since the 1990s (Fig. 4). For one thing, the employment system is exhibiting

9 In the reasons for its judgment on the 1980 Training Finance Act, the German Constitutional
Court defined a training places market in which there was choice (freedom of choice of oc-
cupation) as an obligation for the economy as a whole to the effect that it was necessary to
ensure that there were 112.5 training places for every 100 applicants. 

10  A central record for Germany of the total number of employees liable for social security con-
tributions and registered by companies with the relevant social security institutions is main-
tained here.  

structural qualification change in favour of  degree-level employment,  at  the  expe-
nse of low to medium formal qualification levels (cf. Plünnecke & Werner 2004: 
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37ff). Particularly strong growth was recorded for employees with higher education 
entrance qualification. Another significant factor is the influence of new forms of 
employment. Temping, leasing of staff and part-time work, amongst other things,
have all led to companies making changes to their employment structures alongside 
the training of their own skilled workers. One example of these developments is the 
increasing level of part-time employment.
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Fig. 5. Transformation of the occupational structure, Germany* 1980–2003

It is further apparent that the change of occupational structures within the dual system
does not completely follow the development of the employment system.12 Shift share
analyses have been used to show that structural occupational change has had a nega-
tive influence on the supply of training places (cf. Plünnecke & Werner 2004: 37ff).
An example of this is the development in the percentage proportions of trainees and
employees13 in service occupations, where, notwithstanding the significant increase in
the amount of employment, training provision for young people has not risen to the
same extent (Fig. 5).  

Overall, a strong connection can be made between the training places market and 
the labour market. Krekel, Troltsch and Ulrich (2003) establish a strong, negative con-

11 A central record for Germany of the total number of employees liable for social security con-
tributions and registered by companies with the relevant social security institutions is main-
tained here.  

12 For a structural breakdown of the development in the number of apprentices in technical 

13 Without apprentices.
branches, see Werner (2003: 11ff ). 
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nection between the situation on the labour market and the supply of training places.
Furthermore, the current economic situation has an effect on the supply of training
places. Plünnecke and Werner (2004) establish a macroeconomic connection between 
economic growth (gross domestic product) and the supply of training places. Hartung
and Leber (2004) use a multivariate analysis on the basis of a large scale, representative 
company survey (company panel of the Institute for Labour Market and Company 
Research) to establish that turnover has a significant positive influence on company 
participation in training. 

The overall picture shows, therefore, the majority of young people in Germany still
embarking upon vocational education and training within the dual system, despite
some difficulties in adaptation and the shortage of training places in evidence since the
mid-1990s. ‘Despite the signs of crisis, the dual system in Germany remains relatively 
attractive, even for those who have completed general educational qualifications
beyond the level of compulsory school attendance. In other European OECD countries, 
on the other hand, the expansion of ‘higher’ education has undermined practical, oc-
cupational training.’ (Schmid & Liebig 2001: 15). The dual system thus remains a cen-
tral pillar of vocational education and training in Germany. In the following, the
focus will be placed on technical occupations, which are of particular importance, f
given their significance for the productivity and competitiveness of the economic
location. 

Structures and Developments in Technical Occupations 

Although a great deal of attention is paid to technical occupations,14 there is an absence 
of a generally recognised definition, enabling individual occupations to be allocated to
this category. The Federal Statistical Office Classification of Occupations (Federal
Statistical Office Germany 1992) provides a systematic overview of occupations
which also delineates the group of technical occupations (Occupational Area IV), but 
this is narrowly limited to engineers, chemists, physicists, mathematicians, technicians

this process and not specifically identified as technical occupations. Neither can the 
specialist literature offer any concrete definition of technical occupations in the 
commercial technical sector (manufacturing occupations).  

In the following, those manufacturing and service sector occupations were selected 
which exhibit a high level of technical elements within their activity and knowledge 
profiles (for example, a high amount of monitoring/controlling of machines, facilities,
technical processes etc.).15 Particularly those occupations which have been accorded a
stronger technical orientation via new or updated regulations have also been included. 
The selection of occupations can be defined in varying levels of detail, depending on
the database used. The vocational education and training statistics of the Federal
Statistical Office differentiate between all individual training occupations, unlike the

14 The decisive factor governing the future of the German economy and German society is for 
many young people to deploy their creativity and commitment in technical occupations, in
order to develop innovative technology ‘made in Germany’ (BMBF 2004b).

15 For information on activity and knowledge profiles in occupations, see Biersack et al. (2001). 

and technical specialists. Technical occupations within the large group of manu-
facturing occupations (Occupational Area III) are, therefore, not recorded within 
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data of the employment statistics of the Federal Employment Agency, however. Thus 
the latter source also includes, to a certain extent, occupations with a lesser level of 
technical orientation than in the classical technical occupations.

The number of training contracts in technical occupations rose slightly dispro-
portionately at the start of the 1980s, before falling from the mid-1980s to the mid
1990s. This is followed by another rise, lasting until 2001, meaning a further increase 
in the proportion of newly concluded training contracts in these occupations. Since 
2002, the number of apprentices in these occupations has also been declining (Fig. 6).
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Fig. 6. Apprentices in technical occupations, Germany* 1980–2003 

To enable a closer analysis of the developments within the technical occupations, the
following will consider level of participation of companies in training and the in-
fluence of the modernisation of the training occupations on the development and 
structure of trainees in the technical occupations.

Training Participation of Companies 

Company Training Quotas
The duality of the German system means that structural and actual developments 
within the economic and employment system have a direct effect on the in-company 
training system. As briefly outlined in the chapter on stylised facts, this has certainly
led to problems of adaptation for the dual system to the various socio-demographic
and socio-economic developments. It would, however, be in line with expectations for 
the area of the technical occupations to be affected to a lesser extent by these general 
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processes, due to the increasing rate at which technology is being introduced into the 
economy and into occupational activities.  

system in the face of the changes in economic and social framework conditions can be
described. As shown in Fig. 7, company participation in training in technical
occupations fell significantly on the whole between 1985 and 1995, whilst at the same 
time remaining above the average quota. Not until the period from 1995 onwards was
an ongoing improvement in the supply of training places recorded, this lasting until
2003. Training in technical occupations is, therefore, obviously subject to similar 
influences, as described above.  
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Fig. 7. Training quotas in technical occupations in Germany* 1980 and 2003

The rates of change in the total number of those employed between the various phasesf
(Fig. 8) show a constant decrease in the level of employment for technical occu-
pations, apart from a phase between 1985 and 1990. This falling requirement for em-
ployees in manufacturing industry and service sector, a consequence of the economic 
and technological change taking place in Germany, is inevitably reflected in the 
falling supply of training places. Nevertheless, there was, at the same time, a prevail-
ing demand within technical occupations for degree level workers, with technical 
university or university qualifications. The consequence of this was also an increase
in the supply of training places for young people educated to university level, either in 
specialist or general subjects. 

The ratio between the numbers of apprentices and the number of employees
in technical occupations and the development of this represents a suitable indicator
by which the respective significance of VET and the adaptability of the dual 
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Fig. 8. Phase specific rates of change in the numbers of employees in technical occupations in
Germany* between 1980 and 2000 according to selected criteria

As a consequence of economic change and changes in qualification structures in 
Germany, as well as a result of economic development, there was a shift in the impor-
tance of VET between 1980 and 2000. Apprentices in these occupational areas ac-
count for a smaller group than they did in 1980, but possess today a higher level of 
previous general education. To this extent, the Dual VET System in Germany is prov-
ing to be an attractive alternative for both companies and young people.

Costs of Vocational Education and Training
The dual nature of financing the Dual VET System in Germany means that companies
providing training of necessity incur considerable costs in carrying this out. These 
comprise personnel costs for the apprentices (training remunerations, statutory, wage 
agreement and voluntary social security contributions), personnel costs for full-time
and part-time trainers, material costs and costs of facilities (at the workplace, appren-
tices; workshops, in-company teaching), as well as additional expenses for teaching
and learning materials and media, examination fees etc. According to full costing (cf.
Beicht et al. 2004a), which takes into account and evaluates all the costs entailed int
producing the company’s goods and services, training in technical occupations is in 
many cases more expensive and cost-intensive than in other occupations (Table 1). 

–

–
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Table 1. Average company training costs in technical and other occupations of the VET
System in Germany in the year 2000 (full costing in €)

Gross
costs 

Returns Net 
costs 

Personnel costs Material
costs 

Other 
costs

Apprentices Trainers  
All occupations 16,351 8,431 7,920 8,723 5,591 306 1,732 
Technical occupations 

  Total 16,334 5,876 10,458 7,484 5,904 1,116 1,830 
  In trade and industry 20,450 6,089 14,361 9,249 6,716 2,281 2,204 
  In craft trades 13,739 5,720 8,019 6,343 5,390 402 1,604
Individual technical occupations (selected)
  Mechatronics technician 29,335 4,889 24,446 10,657 11,444 4,244 2,990
  Industrial mechanic 24,244 6,018 18,226 11,122 7,82 3,632 2,407
  Chemical laboratory technician 23,368 8,593 13,775 10,858 7,410 2,905 2,550
  IT systems electronic technician 22,368 8,593 13,775 9,875 7,817 2,091 2,584 
  Surveying technician 16,964 6,957 10,007 9,187 6,202 238 1,337 
  Electrician 14,897 6,316 8,580 6,999 6,112 251 1,534

Source: Costs and benefits survey of vocational education and training by the BIBB

There are scarcely any differences between technical and other occupations in terms
of gross costs. Although the fact that it is only possible to produce lower returns 
during training in technical occupations means that net costs here are at a significantly
higher level. There are, moreover, distinct gross and net differences with regard to 
technical occupations between trade and industry on the one hand, and craft trades on
the other. Training costs in relation to individual technical occupations also exhibit 
high differences. An extrapolation of the data thus gives us a figure for total gross 
costs incurred by firms and companies in Germany for in-company training in the
year 2000 of 27.7 billion, whereby apprentice productivity led to total returns of 13.0 
billion being generated. Especially in major industrial companies, technical training 
for young people needs to take place to a certain extent in company apprentice
workshops, leading to high facilities and materials costs and necessitating the 
deployment of mostly full-time trainers. In addition, as far as technical occupations 
are concerned, integration of apprentices in productive work processes in the com-
pany workplace is frequently very much more difficult than is the case in other occu-
pations, this being reflected in lower training returns. However, the relatively high 
quotas of apprentices offered permanent employment on conclusion of training and 
the length of time they spend with the company usually results in overall net benefits
for firms, even given the high training costs associated with technical occupations (cf. 
Walden & Herget 2002). The high costs of technical occupations probably mean that 
companies tend to exercise a good deal of caution with regard to personnel planning.
This means that there is an inherent danger of underinvestment in the case of tech-
nical occupations. 

Calculations regarding the development of training costs (cf. Beicht et al. 2004b) 
show that net costs have not risen across the board in recent years. To this extent, 
reasons of cost cannot be portrayed as the central cause of the decrease in the supply 
of training places. Changes in company requirements for skilled workers are much
more likely to be a significant factor.
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Modernisation of VET by Renewal of Training Regulations 
The modernisation of training regulations of the recognised training occupations has 
been undergoing a process of acceleration since 1996, in order to come to terms with
the demands of the employment system (cf. Werner 2003). In this period, 230 training 
regulations have been renewed, including the 59 new occupations which have been

occupational groups first. Included in the following summary of non-modernised
occupations are all recognised training occupations which have had no new or up-
dated regulation since 1996. Of all occupations with new or updated regulation since 
1996, only those not having a predecessor version are categorised as new, all other 
reclassified occupations being defined as modernised training occupations. 

The Development of New and Modernised Technical Occupations 
The quantitative development of training contracts in new and modernised occu-
pations, compared to that in non-modernised occupations, is used as an indicator of 
the success of modernisation of VET by the process of renewal of training regulations. 
The decrease in the number of contracts concluded in non-modernised occupations is 
more than compensated for by the increase in the number of those commencing training 
in new and modernised occupations.
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Fig. 9. Increase of new training contracts in technical occupations with and without renewed
training regulations, Germany 1992–2004 

Fig. 9 shows overcompensation until the year 2002, thereafter there is a fall in the 
number of newly concluded contracts compared to the previous year’s figures in new-
ly classified technical occupations too. In 2003 and 2004, the numbers rose again, but 
this failed to cancel out the fall in the number of new apprentices in non-modernised 
occupations. Taking into account the figures for all occupations, the previous three 

created (as of 1 October 2004). We deal with the definition and delineation of 

–

–
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years had also failed to produce this positive balancing effect. The overall numbers of 
those commencing training have been in decline since the year 2000. This means that 
the comparatively favourable development in technical occupations since the mid-
1990s can be judged as a particular success of the modernisation process of dual train-f
ing occupations via more intensive process or renewed training regulations, especially
in the technical occupations.

The global development in the number of training contracts does not represent the
sole indicator of the future prospects of technical training occupations. In the follow-
ing, two structural features of apprentices recorded within the framework of official
statistics on vocational education and training will be considered. The first point is
the previous schooling of those commencing training within the dual system, the 

of  the
representation 

those fields.

Higher General Education Qualification Levels Among Apprentices  
In principle, as is described in the key features of the German Dual VET System,
training is available to all young people, regardless of the qualifications they have
previously achieved in general schooling. Until the start of the 1990s, there is a
recognisable trend in Germany as a whole towards a higher level of qualification of 
those leaving the general education system. Since then, there has been a relatively low
fluctuation in the different types of general education qualification. At present, just 
under 9 per cent of young people leave general schooling with no qualifications, 26 
per cent with secondary general school certificate, about 41 per cent with intermediate 
general school certificate and nearly 25 per cent with higher education entrance
qualification.16 What have been the developments in the dual system? Since 1993, the
vocational education and training statistics of the Federal Statistical Office have re-f
corded the last school attended by young people with a newly concluded training 
contract, meaning either the highest qualification attained in the general school sys-
tem or the type of vocational school attended (school-based basic vocational training
year (bvt), pre-vocational training year (pvt) or full-time vocational school (vs). No
information in respect of the level of qualification attained in the general school 
system is available for those who have previously attended a vocational school.17

16 The figures for 1980 were: 11 per cent without qualifications, 40 per cent secondary general 
school certificate, 33 per cent intermediate general school certificate and 16 per cent higher 
education entrance qualification (source: schools statistics of the Federal Office of Statistics). 

17 Since previous schooling at general and vocational schools has not hitherto been recorded 
separately, information regarding the qualifications of all apprentices in the general school
system is, unfortunately, not available. The category ‘others’ is also used to show previous 
types of schooling not specified in detail. 

level of requirements and attractiveness of occupations. Secondly,
development of which should offer some indications as to the development 

of women amongst apprentices in technical occupations will be 
analysed on the basis of the proportion of women commencing  training in
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Table 2. Previous general school qualifications of apprentices*, Germany 1993, 1998 and 2004,
in per cent18

1993 1998 2004
Occupations

Previous general education qualifications Technical All Technical All Technical All
Without secondary general school certificate 2.0 3.5 1.4 2.5 1.1 2.5 
Secondary general school certificate (sec) 37.5 33.7 32.1 30.2 26.2 28.8 
Intermediate general school certificate (inter) 41.0 35.6 42.9 36.9 46.1 37.5 
Leavers with higher education entrance 
qualification (sec II) 9.3 14.1 12.5 16.7 13.1 15.3 

Pre-vocational training year (pvt) 1.0 1.2 1.2 1.8 1.3 2.2 
Basic vocational training year (bvt) 3.2 3.8 3.0 3.1 2.7 2.7
Full-time vocational schools (vs) 5.0 6.8 5.7 7.2 7.9 8.7 
Others 0.9 1.3 1.2 1.6 1.6 2.3

* With new training contracts 
Source: Vocational education and training statistics of the Federal Office of Statistics – calcu-
lations of the BIBB

In 2004, 28.6 per cent of all those commencing training in technical occupations had,
before the start of their vocational education and training, either no school qualifi-
cations, secondary general school certificate (sec) or had completed a pre-vocational
training year (pvt)19 (Table 2). Compared to 1993, the proportion of these apprentices 
has decreased by more than 29 per cent, from a figure of 40.5 per cent. In comparison 
with all apprentices (37.5 per cent), an over-proportionate number of apprentices in
technical occupations (46.1 per cent) have an intermediate general school certificate
(inter). There is, overall, an under-proportionate number of apprentices with a higher 
education entrance qualification (sec II) in technical occupations. 59.2 per cent of ap-
prentices in technical occupations with a newly concluded training contract had 
previously obtained an intermediate general school certificate or a higher education 
entrance qualification, this proportion having risen by nearly 18 per cent since 1993
from a figure of 50.3 per cent. This trend towards a higher level of general qualifi-
cations can also be recognised in all dual training occupations as a whole, but is more
marked in technical occupations.

school qualifications than is the case with those commencing training in non-technical
occupations. Technical occupations  in the service  sector  in  particular exhibit 

This trend towards a higher level of school qualification is especially apparent in
the new technical occupations. For example, the training occupation IT specialist 
(‘Fachinformatiker’) accounts for the greatest proportion of newly concluded training

18 Not including missing information about previous education, 2003 missing information about 
previous education 1.7 per cent as a whole and 1.4 per cent in technical occupations.

19 In the course of a pre-vocational training year, students often obtain a secondary general 
school certificate. 

-
pations, it is possible to recognise in both areas that significantly higher pro-
portions of those commencing training in technical occupations have higher level

(sec II) (cf. Table 3).

If a differentiation is made between manufacturing and service sector occu

very high proportions of apprentices with a higher education entrance qualification
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Table 3. Previous general school qualification of apprentices* in technical and non-technical
manufacturing and service sector occupations (in per cent), Germany 2004

Manufacturing occupations Service sector occupations 

Previous general education qualifications
Technical

occupations
Non-technical 
occupations 

Technical 
occupations

Non-technical
occupations

Without secondary general school certificate 1.2 4.0 0.2 0.9 
Secondary general school certificate (sec) 29.8 47.1 7.5 21.6 
Intermediate general school (inter) 47.4 28.7 39.4 39.2 
Leavers with higher education entrance 
qualification (sec II) 8.5 4.4 37.1 22.1 
Pre-vocational training year (pvt) 1.5 3.2 0.5 1.3 
Basic vocational training year (bvt) 3.1 6.3 0.8 1.0 
Full-time vocational schools (vs) 7.1 4.3 11.9 11.5 
Others 1.4 1.9 2.7 2.5

* With new training contracts 
Source: Vocational education and training statistics of the Federal Office of Statistics – calcu-
lations of the BIBB

contracts in all new technical occupations, with 7,628 commencing training in the
year 2004. The proportion of young people in this occupation with a higher education 
entrance qualification is noticeably high at 48.3 per cent (more than three timest
greater than the overall figure for all those commencing training and more than 60 per 
cent higher than in all new occupations as a whole). Thus, since 1993, a significant 
overall trend towards a higher level of qualification has been exhibited with regard to 
previous school education of apprentices in technical occupations, this trend being 
more marked than is the case with occupations in general. This might be an expres-
sion of the increase in the level of requirements in technical occupations from the
point of view of companies providing training. On the other hand, it can also be inter-
preted as an indication of a higher level of attractiveness of these occupations from 
the standpoint of the apprentices, given that increasingly well qualified young people 
are showing an interest in these occupations, meaning, in turn, that there is a greater t
probability that companies will select such well qualified individuals amongst the
applicants. This especially applies to technical occupations in the service sector. 

Representation of Women in Technical Training Occupations  
With reference to the Amsterdam Treaty of the European Union (Articles 2 and 3), 
the federal government has committed itself to the promotion of equal opportunity as 
a cross-section task –‘gender mainstreaming’– meaning that equality of opportunity
for men and women is now recognised as an integrated guiding principle. 

Occupational segregation by sex can be observed at an international level,20 and is:
‘[...] extensive in every region, at all economic development levels, under all political 
systems, and in diverse religious, social and cultural environments’ (Anker 1997: 1).
Despite various political measures, this segregation remains, defying explanation in
terms of rational criteria within the framework of economic theory. Entrenched 

20 For occupational segregation of male and female employment in Europe, see European Foun-
dation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions (2002: 10).
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investigated. Here it is to be noted, however, that varying distribution of different 
groups of people across occupations is a result of personal inclinations and interests,
influencing selection of occupation as well as of varying opportunities of access. The 
latter are themselves, in turn, affected by a variety of factors, including, for example, 
access to qualifications and skills prior to vocational education and training, but also
by the preferences of certain young people for the training occupations. The analysis 
of the varying levels of representation of different groups of people amongst 
apprentices virtually always only allows the net result of the various influencing 
factors to be observed, thus not permitting any conclusions to be reached with regard
to the effect of individual factors.

*

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2004 

Technical occupations 7.5 9.4 11.1 11.0 10.8 9.9 
Technical manufacturing occupations 3.4 4.8 6.5 6.8 6.9 6.8 
Technical service sector occupations 50.0 53.5 53.9 48.2 35.3 28.9 
All training occupations 38.2 40.6 42.6 39.8 40.9 40.1

* Until 1990 area of the Federal Republic of Germany before October 3, since 1995 including
the former GDR
Source: Vocational education and training statistics of the Federal Office of Statistics – calcu-
lations of the BIBB

In the course of the 1980s, the proportion of female apprentices increased in the area
of technical occupations (cf. Table 4). Since 1992, shares of women have again
decreased, accounting for 9.9 per cent in 2004 (1991: 12.0 per cent). Despite the
increase seen in the course of the 1980s, these proportions are thus at a significantly 
lower level than the figure for the dual system as a whole (about 40 per cent). Since it 
is well known that there is a significant difference in the gender-specific composition 
of apprentices between manufacturing and service sector occupations,21 proportions of 
women are considered separately for both technical and non-technical occupations.
As expected, the proportions of women in technical manufacturing occupations are 
the lowest. Also in line with expectations were the low proportions of women in the 
technical service sector occupations compared to the non-technical service sector 
occupations. Surprising, however, is the strong decrease in the proportion of female 
apprentices commencing training in the technical service sector occupations, falling
from a representation level of almost 50 per cent in 1993 to significantly under one-
third in the year 2004. 

21 For female occupational segregation in vocational training in Germany, see Dorsch-
Schweizer (2004), Granato & Schittenhelm (2004) and for the German labour market 
Biersack (2002); differing opportunities for access to manufacturing and service sector occu-
pations for women and men can also be ascertained independently of the level of their quali-
fications attained in the general school system (cf. Frietsch 2004b: 25).

stereotypes of female and male occupations obviously still prevail (Anker 1997). 
In this section, the representation of women in technical occupations will be 

1980  200322
Table 4. Women as a proportion of all apprentices in occupational groups, Germany*
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Such a decrease can be caused by a corresponding reduction in the proportion of 
women in all technical service sector occupations, or the reason may be a change in 
the composition of the occupations (each with a differing proportion of women). 
Female shares in terms of those commencing training in modernised occupations are
roughly in line with those in non-modernised occupations (40–50 per cent). As far as 
the new occupations are concerned, however, the proportions of women are signi-
ficantly lower. Female representation is under 30 per cent here, even falling to 24.3 
per cent by 2003. When observing the technical occupations, a different picture emer-
ges. In the new and modernised occupations, proportions of women are significantly 
higher than in non-modernised occupations (4–6 per cent). However, these pro-
portions are in decline in modernised occupations (falling from 37.3 per cent to 13.2
per cent) as well as in new occupations (decreasing from over 20 per cent to 14.8 per 

occupations leads to the result that the reason for the strong decrease in the female

about 17–19 per cent. In the modernised and non-modernised technical service sector 
occupations, the proportions of women fluctuate only slightly and are at a 
significantly higher level, about 60 per cent and about 40 per cent respectively. The 
reason for the strongly decreasing proportion of women in the technical service sector 
group can be found in the structural changes within this occupational group. In the 
course of time, there has been a strong increase in the number of newly concluded
training contracts, particularly in the IT occupations which exhibit low levels of 
female participation. The number of those commencing training in the traditional
technical service sector occupations (laboratory occupations and draughtsmen) is 
falling considerably. These occupations have high proportions of women. This means
that the new technical service sector occupations are gaining a constant, strongly
increasing weighting relative to technical service sector occupations (0 per cent in
1993 and 57.2 per cent in 2003) and the female proportion of those commencing 
training in the technical service sector occupations is falling. In the case of the 
technical manufacturing occupations, the proportion of women fluctuates slightly,
remaining virtually unchanged in terms of the comparison between 1993 and 2003,
since the non-modernised occupations are not losing their relative weight to such an
extent in this area (1993: 84.0 per cent, 2002: 65.2 per cent) and due to the fact that 
although the proportion of women in the modernised and new technical 
manufacturing occupations is relatively high, the figure is decreasing over the course
of time. Low female proportions in the technical occupations are thus caused by the 
very low number of female  apprentices in  the manufacturing  occupations, 
whereby the proportion of women in the new and modernised occupations in this area
is comparatively high. The cause of the decrease in the proportion of women in the

cent). Differentiating according to technical manufacturing and service sector 

proportion in the technical service sector occupations is the low proportions of 
women in  the new technical  service sector  occupations. This figure is only 

the technical occupations is the strong growth in the number of apprentices in
the new technical service sector occupations, which have relatively low proprotions
of women.
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Conclusion 

In the past, the Dual VET System in Germany thoroughly demonstrated its adapt-
ability, an example of this being the way in which the rise in demand of young people
for training places as a result of demographic change at the end of the 1970s and be-
ginning of the 1980s was easily met. The adaptation of occupational structures in the 
dual system to underlying developments in the employment system is also a step in 
the right direction, if not quite going far enough. The more intensive process of re-
newing training regulations of recognised occupations in the technical occupations is 
proving a successful strategy. Training opportunities for more highly qualified school
leavers in particular have increased in this area. The modernisation of training oc-
cupations is a significant process, but the potential to increase training capacities
should not be overestimated and the number of newly created training occupations is, 
in itself, not yet a success indicator of the dual system. In the light of the current 
problematic situation in the training places market, which has its origins in cyclical 
and structural problems within the employment system and on the sales markets of 
companies, the contribution made by the reclassification of training occupations can,
in principle, only be very limited. 

Nevertheless, problems in adapting to the shortage of training places, which has 
existed since the end of the 1990s, are becoming apparent. If the aim is to provide all
young people with the opportunity of qualified training and thus improve the life
chances of this generation22 as well as to secure the formation of qualified human 
capital in terms of society as a whole, training capacities need to be significantly 
extended. There is a particular and considerable deficit in the area of service sector
occupations. It is also necessary to provide alternative opportunities by making the 
system more flexible, without forgoing the basic principles of the dual training
system. ‘The main problem is how to protect system flexibility from misuse. In this 
sense ‘flexicurity’ is the key word to mark a consensus-based pathway to fit out the 
Dual System as an ‘expandable model’ for the future’ (Kutscha 2000: 16). In this 
context, the reforms introduced as a result of the Vocational Training Reform Act of 
2005 should be judged in a positive light. For example, 190,000 apprentices are thus 
far taking part in full-time school based training outside the scope of the Vocational 
Training Act (BBiG), not least because of the tight situatif on regarding appren-
ticeships. The new vocational education and training law provides these students with 
easier access to the so-called Chamber Examination, which until now was only sat by
young people undergoing in-company training. The overall result of this will be an 
easing of the training places market, and there will be positive effects for training in 
technical occupations. Other innovations in vocational education and training law,
such as more rapid modernisation and the creation of (new) training occupations by
shortening processing times and reducing the number of statutory committees will
also make a contribution to a higher level of adaptability of the dual system.

Another point to be considered in this context is, however, that additional re-
cruitment potential will need to be mobilised in the light of the shortage of training 
position applicants there will be in the future, due to demographic reasons. In view of 

22  For the negative consequences of not having vocational education and training on the life 
situations of whole cohorts, see the life studies of Max Planck Institute for Educational 
Research (Blossfeld 1990). 
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the increase in qualification requirements, particularly in the new and modernised 
technical occupations, this process is likely to be made more difficult. One possible
way may be to increase the proportion of women in technically oriented occupations. 
Until now, however, this has only been achieved in a few individual technical occu-
pations. Amongst those commencing training in technical occupations, girls are, on 
the whole, significantly underrepresented. Despite numerous political measures to
increase the proportion of women, female proportions have actually started falling
again. Obviously, entrenched gender stereotypes are at work here, and it will be
scarcely possible to alter these in the short term. If technical occupations are to be ac-
corded an important role in Germany’s technological productivity, it will be necessary 
to tackle the demographically related decrease in the supply of skilled workers in 
these occupations at an early stage (see Troltsch 2004a: 8ff). 
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5.3   Higher Education Indicators 

Jürgen Egeln, Christoph Heine  

Abstract. A profound change has taken place in the qualificational profile of 
the working population in Germany. The absolute figure for employment among 
academics is increasing, while the employment figure for unqualified workers 
is decreasing. The demand for higher education in Germany is too low to meet 
the requirements of a knowledge-based economy. The key to this issue is the
educational potential of the lower tiers of society. It is important to increase in-
terest in studying in the fields of science and engineering, which are of great 
importance to Germany’s technological preformance. But increasing the de-
mand for higher education alone will not be enough to increase the supply of 
graduates, the effectiveness of the higher education on offer in Germany has to 
be improved. To expand higher education while maintaining a high level of 
course quality, or even improving quality, will not be possible without further 
financial investment, whatever the sources of this may be. 

Introduction 

A profound change has taken place in the qualificational profile of the working popu-
lation in Germany in recent decades, the main characteristic of which is a trend 
towards higher levels of qualification. While the proportion of the workforce without 
an academic qualification who have not completed any form of training has decreased 
greatly, the proportions both of qualified workers (who have completed vocational
training at work or school) and highly qualified workers (with qualifications from 
higher education) have increased.1 In particular, the employment of academically
qualified workers has shown an above-average growth rate. Fig. 1 shows the increase
in the proportion of academically qualified workers in the two main sectors of pro-
duction and services. It can be clearly seen that the absolute figure for employment 
among academics even continues to increase when the employment figure for un-
qualified workers decreases. 

Projected figures for the firms’ demand for qualifications in the next years suggest 
that this change in the qualificational structure of employees will continue into the

system, from universities to vocational institutions and even schools. This increase
will not be without consequences for the supply of qualified workers within the
economy. The overall dynamic of qualification development, generally referred to as
‘upgrading’, is the result of various changes. First, the development reflects the con-
sequences of a change in sectoral structures, particularly the shift towards the service

1  Bund-Länder Commission for Educational Planning and Research Promotion (BLK) (2002).

future. However, there are also signs of qualification problems on the supply side of the 
labour market: the problem of ‘dropping out’ (leaving education without completing
the relevant qualification) has shown an increase in various areas of the educational 

© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands. 
U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 227–243.
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sector (see also Chapter 4.1). This development is compared with strong growth of 
knowledge-intensive services within the tertiary sector. Secondly, the qualification
levels of labour demand rise in the other economic sectors as well, particularly in the 
production sector. This effect is triggered by a move towards service orientation of 
many activities within this area. International competition increases the pressure on 
firms to constantly offer new products (with new, technology-intensive production
processes) and services. This, in turn, increases the pressure to innovate, which tends
to lead to the employment of highly qualified workers, particularly with a quali-
fication from higher education. 

85

90

95

100

105

110

115

120

125

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

N
o.

 o
f e

m
pl

oy
ee

s,
 1

99
6=

10
0

Higher education graduates, production sector
Employees without a higher education qualification, production sector
Higher education graduates, service sector
Employees without a higher education qualification, service sector

Source: Federal Agency of Labour (BA) (various years) – ZEW calculations

Fig. 1. Employees with and without a higher education qualification in Germany, 1996–2003 
(index with base year 1996 = 100)

From the demand for expansion alone, which is a product of the structural change and 
growth in those economic areas that are the most knowledge-intensive, it must be
feared that bottlenecks in the provision of highly qualified labour could result in theff
medium term. These would then act as a restriction to innovation and growth. This
will be increased by the fact that a large number of retirements are expected in the 
next years. The high demand for replacement caused by these will only serve to com-
pound the demand for expansion, again particularly in the courses of study that we 
focus on here. The looming shortage of suitable labour could be far higher than any
phenomeon of scarcity that has been experienced in the past for economic or cyclical 
reasons. This development is taking place against the background of the lack of la-
bour supply due to the demographic development which could hardly be compensated 
by an overproportional growth in the segment of highly qualified skilled workers; all 
the more so as there is currently no sign of such growth. This development has to be 
seen in the context of Germany’s already noticeable ‘lagging behind’ in training
academically qualified human resources.
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It is against this background that this report examines indicators that reveal 
Germany’s position and development with respect to the supply of graduates. The
main focus is upon recruitment and the potential for recruitment of workers with a
science or engineering qualification, as people with these professional competencies
play a key role in technical and economic development. Furthermore, since higher 
education and labour markets become increasingly internationalised, particularly the
market for highly qualified workers, an international comparision seems pertinent.

The German situation in the market for highly qualified labour is analysed by
looking at four topics:
• The development of the demand for higher education determining the potential of 

graduates. 
• The development of conditions at universities, study programmes, course quality

and effectiveness largely determine how successful higher education institutions
are in achieving their task of training and qualifying their students. 

• The transition from higher education into employment and the extent to which
graduates remain in a profession associated with their education profile. 

• Finally, expenditure on and financing of higher education is important since an
increase in the volume of higher education graduates is needed to satisfy demand 
on the labour market. This answered the question of whether higher education is
underfunded in Germany.

Demand for Higher Education Places 

The number of persons with an entitlement to higher education entry (due to their 
attainment of the relevant qualifications) in Germany, both in absolute terms and as a
proportion of their age group, has shown a noticeable upwards trend in the long term 
(see Fig. 2). The highest figure so far was recorded in 2003. 

Many factors contribute to this increase. Particularly worthy of mention is the level 
of participation of young women in courses of education that can lead to higher 
education, which has increased at an above average rate and remains high. The 
general increase in relative participation in the relevant schools should not be ignored 
either. In spite of this most welcome result, particularly in the context of stable or even 
slightly diminishing entitlement quotas in many other OECD countries, Germany still 
has one of the lowest entitlement quotas for higher education (see Table 1). 

These differences can be partially explained by national peculiarities in how the
school system and admission to higher education are organised, particularly as re-
gards the point in a person’s education at which a decision is made as to whether or 
not he or she will follow an educational path that leads to higher education (the
‘selection’ process). Germany suffers from a considerable narrowing of the paths
leading to higher education, which impacts accordingly on the transition into higher 
education. Furthermore, changes in the nature of work and vocational training in pro-
fessions that do not require university level qualifications mean that, in all probability, 
the competition between higher education institutions and vocational training estab-
lishments for well qualified school-leavers will only increase. German ‘Gymnasien’ 
(establishments for pupils of high-school age, leading to direct qualification for higher 
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education) will find themselves increasingly having to fulfil a ‘delivery function’, not 
only for higher education, but also for the more demanding areas of the vocational
education system. 
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Fig. 2. Development of the number of persons entitled to higher education entry in Germany  

Table 1. Higher education entitlement quotas in selected OECD countries, 1998–2002

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
2) 1) 2) 1) 2) 1) 2) 1) 2)

AUS 67 – 66 – 67 – 68 – 69 – 
CAN 72 – – – – – – – – – 
FIN 89 – 89 – 87 – 91 – 85 – 
FRA 54 0.3 52 0.3 49 0.7 51 0.7 51 0.7
GER 34 10.2 33 9.9 33 9.3 32 9.5 34 8.6
ITA 67 – 71 – 74 – 69 – 72 – 
JPN 70 – 69 – 69 – 69 – 68 – 
NNED 87 – 66 – 63 – 62 – 63 – 
ESP 43 15.3 47 12.4 46 9.5 47 5.4 48 3.8 
SWE 79 – 74 – 74 – 71 – 72 – 
GBR - – – – – – – – – –
USA - – – – – – – – 73 – 
Country Average 57 3.6 57 2.4 55 2.3 54 3.0 61 5.2 

1) ISCED 3A: Upper secondary education that enables direct admission into tertiary A courses  
2) ISCED 4A: Post-secondary non-tertiary education that enables direct admission into tertiary
A courses  
Source: OECD (ed.) (various years): Education at a Glance 2000 to 2004
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Young women already make up more than half of those taking the ‘Abitur’ 
examinations, and this proportion stands to increase further. Thus women represent a
large and increasing proportion of those with higher education entry qualifications,
and therefore of large potential for graduates. Since women show only a low level of 
interest in technical and scientific subjects at school and only a weak preference for 
technical and scientific subjects when it comes to applying for higher education, the
relative size of these courses of study is likely to diminish further, in spite of their 
importance for the country’s technological performance. Unless, of course, it proves 
possible to mobilise more young women in the direction of these courses and 
professions. In addition to this, the importance given to science teaching in the upper 
years of the ‘Gymnasium’, measured by the pupils’ choice of courses and subjects 
(for example as a core subject), does not reflect the importance of the sciences for 
technological and economic development. Because of the close relationship between 
the choice of a core subject and that of a higher education course, it can be said that 
the shortage of potential future scientists and engineers takes effect in the upper level 
of the ‘Gymnasium’ at the latest. This bottleneck is exacerbated further along the
paths from vocational education to higher education. Traditionally, specialised
‘Gymnasien’ and, more importantly, specialised subject-specific high schools (so-
called Fachoberschulen, which permit entry to a limited number of university
courses) provide a central reservoir of interested and eligible applicants for higher 
education courses in science and technology subjects. In particular, the figures for 
pupils in the technologically specialised branches of subject-specific high schools 
diminished significantly in the 1990s. In spite of a rise in the last few years, they have
by no means recovered from this blow. The importance of this stems from the fact 
that the majority of young engineers in Germany are educated at universities of 
applied sciences – the proportion of engineering students who study at universities of y
applied sciences is around 60 per cent, among both new entrants and graduates. 

The share of young people starting university was nearly stable in the first half of 
the 1990s, but then rose, attaining its highest ever level in 2003 (cf. Fig. 3). Again, an
interplay of various factors is responsible for this result. These include demographic
conditions, an increasing interest in higher education among young women and, last 
but not least, an increased willingness to attend higher education among those entitled 
to do so. This last factor is in itself partially a result of the fact that alternative educa-
tional and training options to higher education have become relatively scarce in recent 
years.

The increase in the number of foreign students entering higher education in
Germany, particularly in engineering and science subjects, has also contributed to the
rise in the number of higher education entrants. Analysing the participation in educa-
tion by social group reveals that the participation of young people with an academic
family background (defined as a family where at least one parent has received a 
higher education) is so high that it has virtually reached a saturation point, meaning 
that there is hardly any potential for expansion available. To expand participation in
higher education, more efforts are needed to include and encourage both foreign 
nationals who have been educated in Germany and, more particularly, the lower so-
cial strata. Such efforts are also important because ‘educational climbers’ show more t
affinity in their choice of course for engineering subjects.
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Fig. 3. Higher education entry rates (students in their first semester of higher education) in
Germany: students starting higher education (in the summer and following winter semesters) as
a proportion of the population of the same age, 1993, 1995 and 1998–2003. 

Seen from the point of view of Germany’s technological potential and the profes-
sional competencies needed to sustain it, the development of the demand for places in 
engineering courses offers further cause for concern. The decrease in the number of 
students starting these courses was sharper and more sustained than for other groups 
of subjects and, in spite of a renewed increase at the start of the new millenium, the 
ratio of engineering students to all students (see Table 2) in 2003 was still four to five 
percentage points lower than the level reached in the mid-1980s. 

Although the general ‘recovery’ in demand for higher education is also to some ex-
tent apparent within the engineering subjects, it has come later and is more modest 
than on average.

Compared to other OECD countries, Germany shows a strong increase in higher 
education entry rates, but this remains well under the level of other countries (see 
Table 3). 

The gap between Germany and most other highly developed countries is so clear 
that, even bearing in mind the methodical and systemic difficulties in comparing entryaa
rates internationally, caused by the diversity of countries’ vocational and higher edu-
cation systems, it must be seen as a fundamental issue and is not merely the result of 
structural differences.  
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Table 2. Subject area quota: proportion of students in their first semester of higher education
according to subject group and two generalised groupings (Mathematics/Science and Engineer-
ing). Figures are shown as a percentage of all first-semester students, for the years 1992, 1995
and 1998–2003 

1992 1995 1998 1999 2000 2001  2002 2003 

Languages and Cultural Studies, Sport 19.9 22.7 21.6 21.1 20.9 21.8 21.9 21.5 

Law, Ecomomics and Social Sciences 33.3 35.3 35.6 35.5 34.0 33.7 34.4 33.2 

Medicine, Veterinary Science 4.4 4.6 4.3 4.3 4.0 3.8 3.7 3.5 

Agricultural Sc., Forestry; Nutritional Sc. 2.3 2.4 2.4 2.2 2.0 1.9 2.0 2.1 

Art, Fine Arts 2.8 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.2 

Mathematics, Sciences 14.9 13.0 14.9 16.3 18.7 18.6 17.7 18.1 

Biology 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.2 
Chemistry 2.0 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.7 2.0 2.1 2.3 
Computer Science 3.5 3.2 5.3 6.5 8.6 7.7 6.4 6.1 
Mathematics 2.8 2.3 2.0 2.2 2.4 2.8 3.0 3.2 
Physics, Astronomy 1.8 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.7 

Engineering 22.0 18.2 17.3 16.8 16.8 16.7 16.8 18.4 

Electrical Engineering 5.6 3.5 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.1 4.2 
Mechanical, Chemical, Traffic Engineer 9.4 6.6 6.9 7.0 7.4 7.5 7.9 8.9 

All subjects 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Federal Statistical Office Germany (2002) – HIS calculations 

Table 3. Higher education entry rates: proportion of the population of a typical age for entering 
higher education who actually do so1) in selected OECD countries 1998–2002 

Country 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

AUS 53 45 59 65 77 

FIN 58 67 71 72 71 

FRA  35 37 37 37 

GER 28 28 30 32 35 

ITA 42 40 43 44 50 

JPN 36 37 39 41 41 

NNED 52 54 51 54 53 

ESP 41 46 48 48 50 

SWE 59 65 67 69 75 

GBR 48 45 46 45 47 

USA 44 45 43 42 64 

Country Average  45 47 51 

German and foreign students starting at universities and universities of applied sciences (Fach-
hochschulen), Verwaltungsfachhochschulen excluded, ISCED 5A
Source: OECD (ed.) (various years): Education at a Glance 2000 to 2004
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Choice of Study and Quality of Higher Education  

In a situation where the development of the demand for higher education places is al-
ready unsatisfactory, the number of potential graduates further diminishes over the
course of students’ studies in German higher education institutions. At the end of 

Germany is still one of the countries in which students require the most time in 
higher education before successfully attaining a qualification. In relation to the num-
ber of students entering higher education, the final number of graduates is reduced to 
a considerable extent, varying by the course of study being followed. This is due to
high dropout rates (students leaving higher education prematurely or changing their 
course). 

From a subject-specific point of view, the ‘loss’ suffered by a subject comes not 
only from students dropping out – leaving higher education permanently without a 
qualification – but also from students changing to another subject. Even taking into
account the fact that courses of study and subjects do not simply lose students to other 

was already a low total demand. This loss amounts to around half of the total students
who start a course. Only at the universities of applied sciences do the figures look bet-
ter. Against this background, it seems reasonable to ask whether the core problem, in 
terms of higher education fulfilling its function of serving the labour market, might in 
fact lie not so much with the development of demand, but instead primarily with the
low success rates and the low effectiveness of the higher education system that accom-
panies them.

The unfavourable success quota in Engineering and the Sciences contrasts with the 
by no means unfavourable conditions of study in these subjects at universities. Parti-
cularly positive are the student-faculty ratios, which are not only much lower than 
those of many ‘boom subjects’ because of demand development,f but which also de-
creased appreciably in the 1990s, before rising again slightly around the turn of the 
millenium, particularly in the subject group Mathematics/Sciences (this was largely
due to an increase in the number of students in computer science). The available data 
on capacity utilisation of different courses points in the same direction. While the sub-
ject groups for Languages and Cultural Studies, Law, Economics and Social Sciences
use more of their capacity than the average, capacity utilisation among subjects in the 
group for Mathematics/Sciences and Engineering (apart from Computer Science) lies
far under the maximum theoretical capacity (see Table 5).

In current debates about the politics of higher education in Germany, much hope is 
being placed on the new Bachelor/Master’s courses of study. As well as the interna-
tional aim of establishing a standard European framework for higher education with
comparable course structures, it is hoped that this reform will promote an increased 
demand for higher education (through the introduction of shorter courses of study) 
and increase success rates through more ‘user-friendliness’ and higher effectiveness. 
As expected, the supply of new courses has increased sharply in the last five years,
but the current state of implementation is such that there are large differences between 

for the supply of a highly qualified labour force. This seems to be made even scarcer 
by the German higher education system’s ineffectiveness in achieving its aims. 

the day, it is the ‘output’ and not the ‘input’ of higher education which is relevant 

subjects, but also gain a number of students from other subjects, the majority of science
and engineering subjects at universities still suffers a noticeable loss from what 
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Table 4. Balance of dropout rates for selected subject groups and areas of study at universities 
and universities of applied sciences (Fachhochschulen) (in per cent). Based on graduates for 
1999 and 2002 

Subject group

Year 
of 

gradu-
ation

Drop-
out

quota 

+ Losses 
due to 
chang-

ing
course

= Total
losses 

– Gains
due to 
chan-
ging 

course

= Balance
of losses

At Universities
2002 –26 + –20 = –46 – 7  = –39Mathematics, Sciences 
1999 –23 + –22 = –45 – 6 = –39
2002 –26 + –39 = –65 – 13 = –52 

Mathematics
1999 –12 + –45 = –58 – 7 = –51
2002 –38 + –19 = –57 – 8 = –49

Computer Science 
1999 –37 + –16 = –53 – 10 = –43 
2002 –30 + –25 = –55 – 6 = –49

Physics, Earth Science 
1999 –26 + –25 = –51 – 7 = –44
2002 –33 + –25 = –58 – 3 = –55

Chemistry
1999 –23 + –32 = –56 – 4 = –52
2002 –12 + –11 = –23 – 16 = –7

Pharmacy 
1999 –17 + –7 = –24 – 18 = –6
2002 –15 + –17 = –32 – 8 = –24

Biology
1999 –15 + –21 = –35 – 16 = –19 
2002 –19 + –25 = –44 – 18 = –26 

Geography 
1999 –36 + –22 = –58 – 38 = –20 
2002 –30 ++ –17 == –47 – 10 == –37

Engineering
1999 –26 ++ –17 == –43 – 6 = = –37
2002 –34 + –18 = –52 – 4 = –48

Mechanical Engineering 
1999 –25 + –17 = –43 – 6 = –37
2002 –33 + –18 = –51 – 2 = –49

Electronic Engineering
1999 –23 + –20 = –43 – 1 = –42
2002 –30 + –24 = –54 – 6 = –48

Civil Engineering
1999 –35 + –25 = –61 – 10 = –51 
2002 –26 ++ –13 == –39 – 10 = = –29Average of all subject 

groups 1999 –24 ++ –16 == –40 – 12 == –28
At Universities of Applied Sciences (Fachhochschulen(( )

2002 –40 ++ –6 == –46 – 24 == –22Mathematics, Sciences 
1999 –34 ++ –7 == –41 – 22 == –19
2002 –39 + –6 = –45 – 24 = –21

Computer Science 
1999 –36 + –7 = –42 – 19 = –23
2002 –20 ++ –6 == –26 – 8 == –18

Engineering
1999 –21 ++ –5 == –26 – 9 = = –17
2002 –21 + –7 = –28 – 4 = –24 

Mechanical Engineering 
1999 –25 + –6 = –31 – 10 = –21
2002 –32 + –8 = –40 – 11 = –29

Electrical Engineering 
1999 –20 + –4 = –24 – 8 = –16 
2002 –20 + –4 = –24 – 16 = –8

Civil Engineering
1999 –24 + –6 = –30 – 14 = –16
2002 –22 ++ –4 == –26 – 11 == –15Average of all subject 

groups 1999 –20 ++ –5 == –24 – 13 = = –11

Source: Heublein et al. (2005): HIS-Studienabbruchuntersuchung 2004
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the different subject groups. The basic quantity of new-style courses on offer is still 
very low, at only 16 per cent of all courses. The situation is considerably better in the
area of post-graduate programmes, which incidentally are also highly attractive for 
universities. 63 per cent of these courses already lead to a Master’s degree. Engine-
ering subjects are among those where the educational reform towards Bachelor and 
Master’s programmes is the most advanced. In most subjects, potential applicants are 
offered the alternative between the old and new degree courses. The number of stu-
dents taking up a Bachelor course has risen markedly in the last few years, pointing to 
a strong increase in the acceptance of such courses, though their share in the total
number of students entering higher education is still very low, at 8 per cent. 

This growth comes primarily from two subject groups, Mathematics/Sciences – 
with Computer Science causing most of the growth – and Agricultural Science, Fores-
try and Nutritional science. The most important motive for not choosing to pursue a 
Bachelor course is the fact that applicants cannot estimate their employability and
chances on the labour market. 

Table 5. Capacity utilisation (as of 2002) universities/faculties (in per cent)

Subject groups (excluding Medicine) 1998 2000 2002 
Languages and Cultural Studies 85 89 108 
Sport 101 108 127 
Law, Economics and Social Sciences 89 95 112 
Mathematics. Sciences 61 69 91 

of which … 
Computer Science 63 95 126 
Physics. Astronomy 44 46 66 
Chemistry 46 55 81 

Agricultural Science, Forestry, Nutritional Science 75 84 78 
Engineering 42 63 71 

of which … 
Mechanical/Traffic Engineering 38 60 84 
Electronic Engineering 30 44 53 

Art, Fine Arts 82 99 106 

Source: HIS-Ausstattungs-, Kosten- und Leistungsvergleiche (AKL) 1998, 2000 and 2002.
Results for 2002 are provisional. Universities from the following states are included: Bremen, 
Hamburg, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Schleswig-Holstein; Berlin included from 2000 on 

Higher Education Graduates and the Entry into Employment  

Because the new programmes of study naturally take time to complete, their graduates
are still very modest in number, at 1.4 per cent of all graduates in 2003. A first study
of graduates carried out by HIS (Higher Education Information System) shows a high
transfer rate from Bachelor to Master’s programmes (77 per cent for universities and
58 per cent for universities of applied sciences). For those who chose to enter em-
ployment after their first degree, statistics show a high success rate for transtion and 
integration into the labour market. As such, the very pessimistic scenarios that have 
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all too often been painted in discussions about higher education, regarding the employment t
chances of Bachelor graduates compared to graduates from traditional programmes of 
study, have proved to be untrue, at least according to the first set of results. It should 
be noted, however, that information on the consequences of the reform for success
and drop-out rates is not yet available at this early stage. Therefore it is not yet 
possible to judge the effectiveness of the reform, as compared to the high expectations 
it inspired. 

Even though the number of graduates and their proportion in their age group rose
for all types of degree in 2003 for the first time in many years (see Fig. 4), the 
development in the ‘output’ of graduates as a whole is clearly unsatisfactory. Even the 
very optimistic estimates of the German Standing Conference of the Ministers of Edu-
cation and Cultural Affairs of the Länder (Kultusministerkonferenz – KMK) show 
that the number of graduates in engineering subjects will not regain its mid-1990s
level even by 2010 (see Fig. 4). 
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Fig. 4. Number of graduates – overall total and totals for selected courses of study 1996–2010;
prognosis from 2005 onwards (index, with base year 1996 = 100)

The graduate quota in Germany is not only very low when compared internationally,
but the gap to other OECD countries is even increasing. The proporation of engineers 
among all graduates has decreased sharply, from 25.7 per cent (1993) to 18.1 per cent 
(2003).

It is true that the proportion of science and engineering graduates out of all gra-
duates (subject area quota) is lower still in many other countries. However, the low 
proportion of all graduates in the German population of the same age means that 
Germany ends up with a lower proportion of all young people qualified in the Scien-
ces and Engineering than most other industrialised countries (see Table 6). 
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Table 6. Graduates in engineering and science subjects* per 100,000 persons in the labour 
force between the ages of 25 and 34 (1998 to 2001)  

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

AUS 1,262 1,303 1,253 1,365 1,659 

CAN 776 822 855 n.a. n.a. 

FIN 1,266 1,363 1,579 1,540 1,785 

FRA 1,435 1,464 1,507 1,567 1,609 

GER 720 732 715 707 721

ITA n.a. 629 633 663 676

JPN 1,062 1,048 1,037 1,052 1,074 

NNED 668 571 530 597 653

ESP 833 919 885 970 935

SWE 783 902 1,050 1,150 1,267 

GBR 1,309 1,353 1,401 1,666 1,727 

USA 850 878 877 901 928

Average** 962 961 965 1,020 1,053

* Courses of study at ISCED levels 5A and 6: Biology (Life Sciences), Physics, Mathematics/ 
Statistics, Computer Science, Engineering, Civil Engineering 
** Average of the named countries, 1998 value without Italy, 2001 without Canada 
Source: OECD Online Labour Database, OECD Education Online Database – calculations by 
HIS

This picture will change slightly since the supply of graduates will increase in the 
next few years, as the increased number of students starting higher education work 
their way through the system. Yet it is exactly the two groups of subjects that are most 
important for the country’s technical performance, Mathematics/Sciences and Engine-
ering, that are underrepresented in the increased entry (with the exception of Computer 
Science). The ‘dry spell’ in the relationship between supply and demand for engineers 
in particular is likely to last for some years to come. 

The overall success of the transition process from higher education to employment 
for scientists and engineers, and their integration into their chosen profession, is a
clear sign of a high demand in the relevant parts of the labour market for employees
with suitable qualifications and competencies in these subjects. The number of en-
gineering graduates going straight on to a regular job is very high. The figure is only
lower for science graduates because of the high numbers going on to further study. 
The results of an HIS graduate study show that the employment situation for these
graduates has clearly improved for those who graduated in 2001 compared to those
who graduated in 1993. All of the indicators for employment and the particular job
attained (e.g. unemployment, type of job, appropriateness of the position) point in the
direction of a smoothly running process of finding and starting a job. Also worthy of 
note is the high, above average success of graduates of hybrid subjects in the work-
place, at least when they start a new job. Such subjects, for example, combine tech-
nical and economic competence. 



5.3   Higher Education Indicators      239

Higher Education Expenditure and Funding 

Higher education expenditure is often used as an indicator of the relevance a nation
ascribes to its higher education establishments as institutions for the production and 
distribution of knowledge. It is a widely spread belief in Germany that the higher 
education system is underfunded and that government expenditure on higher educa-t
tion does not reflect the importance of higher education as a centre of competence in 
the emerging knowledge society. In any case, objective criteria for a reasonable level 
of finance for higher education have proved illusive. Establishing reference points by 
which to judge the level of funding for higher education can only be achieved by 
comparisions over time (for example, the development in higher education expen-
diture compared to the development in student numbers) or by the use of international
benchmarks. Public and private spending on higher education as a proportion of GDP
(on the basis of OECD data up to 2001) has not changed in Germany in recent years
(see Table 7).  

Table 7. Higher education expenditure* as a proportion of GDP (in per cent) for selected coun-
tries (1998–2001) 

Year 
Country 1998 1999 2000 2001 
AUS 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.4 
CAN 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.5 
FIN 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.7 
FRA 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8 
GER 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
ITA 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9 
JPN 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 
NNED 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.3 
ESP1 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.1 
SWE2 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 
GBR2 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.1 
USA3 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.8 
Average4 1.23 1.24 1.25 1.28 
Average4 (without USA) 1.17 1.19 1.21 1.23 

*  Higher education expenditure for 1998 include ISCED Levels 5A and 6, for subsequent 
years only ISCED Level 5A 
1 The expenditure in 1998 includes ISCED Level 5B as well as 5A and 6
2 Expenditure include ISCED Level 5B as well as ISCED Levels 5A and 6 
3 OECD data for the USA originally included post-secondary non-tertiary education, as well 
as ISCED Levels 5A, 5B and 6
4 Unweighted mean for the countries listed 
Source: OECD (ed.) (2004d: Table B.2.1c)

The proportion for Germany is well below the average that other countries, such as
the USA, Canada, Australia and the Scandinavian countries, spend on higher edu-
cation. However, it is about the same level as can be found in other highly populated 
industrialised countries. However, in none of the countries observed here, is the
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proportion of private households’ budgets spent on higher education (excluding living
costs) lower than in Germany (see Table 8). 

Table 8. Public and private expenditure on higher education as a proportion of GDP (in per 
cent) for selected countries 1998–2001 

1998 1999 2000 2001 

Country Public Private1 Public Private1 Public Private1 Public Private1

1.1 0.5 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.7AUS 

1.5 0.3 1.6 1.0 1.6 1.0 1.5 1.0 CAN 

1.7 n.a. 1.8 n.a. 1.7 n.a. 1.7 n.a. FIN 

1.0 0.1 1.0 0.1 1.0 0.1 1.0 0.1FRA 

GER 1.0 0.1 1.0 0.1 1.0 0.1 1.0 0.1 

0.7 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.8 0.2 ITA 

0.4 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.6JPN 

1.2 0.0 1.0 0.3 1.0 0.2 1.0 0.3NED 

0.8 0.3 0.9 0.3 0.9 0.3 1.0 0.3 ESP 

1.5 0.2 1.5 0.2 1.5 0.2 1.5 0.2SWE 

0.8 0.3 0.8 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.8 0.3 GBR 

USA2 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.2 0.9 1.8 0.9 1.8 

Average3 1.1 0.3 1.0 0.3 1.0 0.3 1.0 0.5 

1 Net value: i.e. less public subsidies received by educational establishments  
2 Figures for post-secondary non-tertiary education included in tertiary 
3 Average according to OECD data
Source: OECD (ed.) (2004d: Table B.2.1c) 

Through the use of other indicators, which relate higher education expenditure to the
number of students starting a course, currently studying and graduating, the following
picture emerges: expenditure on higher education in Germany did indeed increase
slightly up to the year 2000, but this was primarily due to the decline in student 
numbers. When the number of students and the economic potential (GDP) per head of 
population are brought into consideration, then it is still true to say that Germany 
invests less – in some cases far less – than the USA, Canada, Australia and Sweden,
but invests roughly the average for an OECD country. The indicator ‘higher education
expenditure per new entrant’ in Germany even turns out to be more postive than for
all other countries except the USA, which is far ahead. This figure is, however, de-
creasing for Germany as a consequence of the increasing number of entry level stu-
dents. On the other hand, the indicators ‘expenditure per graduate’ and ‘expenditure
per course of study’, which take into account the average length of a course, do not 
give such a positive account of Germany. They reveal that Germany spends the 
second-most per graduate, after the USA, and the highest amount per course of study
(the USA being excluded in this criterion). An explanation for these findings lies with 
the high dropout rates and long courses that characterise higher education in
Germany. 
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There is no single clear interpretation of these findings. On the one hand, interna-
tional comparison shows that Germany invests relatively large amounts of resources 
in higher education. At the same time, the higher education entry rate is relatively
low. Countries with higher entry rates spend greater amounts of money on their 
higher education system. The only conclusion is that the political target of increasing
participation in higher education in Germany will require additional funds to be made 
available in considerable quantity if the increase is to be realised without a reduction 
in quality. On the other hand, certain indicators – such as the high cost per student and 
per course of study – show that the German higher education system has a great deal
of unused potential. However, it is impossible to make a clear statement in this case,
since the high costs could also have been caused by other factors, such as a larger 
share of higher education funding going into research in Germany than is the 
international norm, or a higher quality of education. Owing to the limitations of the
data available, it is impossible to test for these factors.

Conclusions 

Based on the findings presented in this report, four conclusions may be drawn:
• First, the demand for higher education in Germany is too low to meet the require-

ments of a knowledge-based economy. The key to this issue is the educational 
potential of the lower tiers of society, which is currently scarcely used.

• Secondly, it is of particular importance to increase interest in studying in the fields 
of Science and Engineering, which are of great importance to Germany’s techno-
logical preformance. It will fall to young women to play a key role in achieving
this. 

• Thirdly, increasing the demand for higher education alone will not be enough to
increase the supply of graduates. Clear improvements in the effectiveness of the 
higher education on offer in Germany are also needed. 

• Fourthly, it must be assumed that to expand higher education while maintaining a 
high level of course quality, or even improving quality, will not be possible with-
out further financial investment, whatever the sources of this may be. 

In the future, particular attention will have to be paid to the consequences of demo-
graphic change – i.e. the decline in births and an ageing working population – for 
higher education establishments, further education and the labour market. These pro-
cesses could permanently alter the function of higher education within society in the 
course of an enduring socio-economic shift towards knowledge-intensive products 
and services and higher pressure for innovation. 

It takes a long time for an education system to react to changes and reforms. For m
this reason it is important to start the necessary reforms soon. Important starting 
points for reform are: 
• The school system should be conceived in such a way that high quality in school

education is attained mainly by effectively encouraging and supporting individual
pupils, so that selection and elimination play a less important role.
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• The flexibility of the school system in permitting pupil mobility must be clearly
increased, to allow ‘late developers’ the chance to attain school-leaving qualifications,
or another form of certificate that would permit entry into higher education. 

• All organisational measures for schools that have been proven in an internationalt
context should be examined to see if they could help with the targets mentioned in 
the above points. Examples of such measures include: compulsory preschool
education (not preschool care) with suitably qualified staff; a clear rise in the num-
ber of teaching hours over a pupil’s entire school career (all day school, not all day
supervision); clear and common standards of attainment (for example, through
central examinations or making schools’ budgets dependent on their performance);
meaningful further training programmes for working teachers that would offer 
them the opportunity to incorporate new subject-specific and social developments 
into their teaching; or the introduction of additional school subjects (to allow, for f
example, for the addition of a ‘technology’ subject, which would act as a precursor 
while in school for the study of an engineering subject when in higher education).

• As the above-mentioned reforms can only affect the number of students in the long
term, short-term possibilities to increase the number of students should be con-
sidered. One such possibility would be to open up higher education to persons who
have completed vocational training or similar but who have not attained the
German ‘Abitur’ or ‘Fachhochschulreife’ examinations. Instead, aptitude or accep-
tance examinations could be used. Included in this measure could be the accep-
tance of the ‘Fachhochschulreife’ exam for university entrance. 

• The restructuring of higher education through the introduction of Bachelor and 
Master’s courses, which has already begun, should be carried forward swiftly and 
consistently. The option of being able to leave higher education with a qualifi-
cation after three or four years changes the basis of an individual’s ‘human capital 
investment decision’ considerably. In the past, opting for higher education meant 
either a qualification or nothing at all at the end of four to six years. Those less wil-
ling to take risks, especially when the decision had to be reached amidst high
uncertainty, would tend, in great numbers, to choose the ‘no higher education’ op-
tion. This calculation has been changed dramatically by the restructuring. 

• It is necessary to promote technically relevant courses of study in a targeted man-
ner, in order to raise the number of students in these subjects by a considerable
number. At present, numbers for these subjects are trailing behind the overall 
upwards trend. To achieve this increase, economic incentives should be con-
sidered, such as increased grants or a reduction in the proportion of a grant that has
to be paid back after graduation, or, in case they are introduced, reduced tuition
fees.  

• The task of further academic education should be placed firmly in the hands of the 
education system. German higher education establishments have up to now shown 
little activity in this area, as international comparison shows. Firms should call up-
on their long-standing employees to make appropriate efforts to participate in fur-
ther education (supporting them if necessary), instead of relying on hiring and 
firing to update their stock of qualifications.

Even when such efforts are quickly and effectively implemented by the relevant
policy-makers, there are many areas where a shortage of qualified staff, which would 
limit the possibilities for economic development, can only be avoided by companies
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competing internationally for academically qualified personnel. Politicians should 
improve and extend the possibilities of doing so. Any worsening of German firms’
positions in the international race for innovation caused by the fact that qualified staff 
available internationally could not be recruited for political reasons, can only mean 
bad news for Germany as a whole.  
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5.4   Germany’s Education System in an International 
Perspective – An Analysis in Relation to Innovation 

Dieter Dohmen 

Abstract. The paper investigates the performance of the German education sys-
tem by referring to output qualification levels and international comparative
studies, such as the Third International Math and Science Study (TIMSS) and 
the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), as well as thet
OECD’s ‘Education at a Glance’ which presents an important sample of inter-
nationally comparable input indicators. In addition, it presents some data on the 
development of some core age cohorts of the labour force and analyses some
data on the private and social returns to education and their relation to inno-
vation. Finally, it provides a different approach to calculating the overall ex-
penditure for education in Germany at the macro level and its distributiont
between public and private sources. 

Introduction 

The first international comparison of students’ performance was conducted in the 
early 1960s. However, apart from the first round in Maths and Science, respectively,
Germany did not participate in such studies until the early 1990s. At the same time,
roughly 15 years ago, the OECD started to establish its studies on educational indi-
cators, now called ‘Education at a Glance’, where Germany participated from the
early beginnings. Such time series on performance and education input should theo-
retically allow us to investigate how input indicators and the performance of German 
students developed over time. 

However, it should be noted that this is more wishful thinking than practical, for 
several reasons. Firstly, the first studies were marred by several methodological prob-
lems and, although state-of-the-art at that time, not comparable to today’s studies, 
which themselves are often criticised. Some critical issues will be touched later on. Se-
condly, these ‘benchmark studies’ often provide a picture that may be misleading if dif-
ferences at the system level are not taken into consideration adequately. For example, 
while a dual vocational education and training system is unknown in many OECD
countries, apart from Germany, Austria and Switzerland, its existence may result in
different public and private spending patterns for these countries. For example, since
dual training systems are linked to a ‘training salary’ for the trainees, an opportunity 
cost is incurred for students who intend to remain enrolled in general education
schools and their parents. This, in consequence, may finally affect (and possibly ex-
plain the comparatively low) participation rates in Germany’s higher education sys-
tem (for more detail see Chapter 5.3). 

Thirdly, different modes of financial involvement affect the overall level and, thus, 
the indicators. For example, some countries, in particular the Scandinavian ones 
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support students independent of parental income by a mixture of grants and loans,
while other countries, as for example Germany and many Mediterranean countries 
expect a parental contribution, which is partially ‘reimbursed’ via the tax system and/ 
or childcare benefits.1 Since tax exemptions are not included in the official expen-
diture statistics, those countries which incorporate part of their public subsidies to 
education in income taxation spend less for education than other countries. In ad-
dition, it might also affect the distribution between funding sources.2 Similar prob-
lems arise with respect to tuition fees and student support schemes, where grants and 
loans are provided in different ratios and under diverging conditions etc.3 These com-
ments are not intended to criticise the OECD’s methodology, but request some cau-
tion concerning the interpretation of ‘benchmarks’. 

In the next section, this paper shortly investigates the development of qualification
levels among the highly industrialised OECD countries which are considered a better 
‘benchmark’ for an assessment of the status of Germany’s education system than the
OECD average, which also includes some less advanced countries. Section 3 investi-
gates how the performance of German students has evolved over time on the output 
and the input side (Section 4), taking into consideration such systemic differences. 
Section 5 provides an extended approach on the public and private net expenditures
for education that intends to calculate the marginal (opportunity) expenditure of the
government, companies, and parents and students. The final section refers to the private 
and social returns to education and their relation to innovation before the results are
summarised and some conclusions are drawn. 

Development of Qualifications – Some Indicators 

It seems useful to provide a few indicators on the development of qualification levels
over the last decade first, since there are important and interesting differences bet-
ween Germany and other industrialised countries. 

Figure 1 reveals that nearly all industrialised countries have greatly increased the 
share of university graduates within an age cohort over the last decades; some have 
more than doubled their share. In contrast, Germany’s (and Austria’s) increase is very 
modest. Furthermore, while the share of university graduates of the 55 to 64 year olds
was above the average of the OECD countries, though slightly below that of the
highly developed countries, it is now slightly more than half of the latters’ average and 

1  Germany has a long tradition in lawsuits involving the constitutional court on how tax de-
ductions for child care are to be considered and which minimum amd ount would be required 
to respond to the constitution (for an overview in relation to the financing of education, see
e.g. Dohmen 1999). 

2  Although the OECD has adapted its methodology to respond to such differences, it is pro-
bably impossible to account for all of them. Thus, it can be expected that differences remain 
which are not accounted for.  

3  Not accounting for such differences, in fact, favors countries with interest-bearing loans
since their final public spending is lower than presented and thus over-estimated in relation 
to that of countries which support their students by grants. In this case, the ratio between
public and private is different from that presented.
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Fig. 1. Development of university graduates in relation to the relevant age cohortsn

one-third less than the OECD average. While Germany stood still, the other countries 
have rapidly increased the share of highly qualified younger people; important is also
the indication that the share of the youngest cohort is even decreasing. 

That this picture is not only valid for university graduates, but for the whole gener-
ation becomes evident when looking at Fig. 2 which compares the level of qualifica-
tion of the 25 to 64 year old generation with that of the 25 to 34 year olds who form 
the youngest age cohort that has almost completely passed through the education
system.4

4  However, it should be noted that some countries, among them Germany and Denmark, for 
example, have a particularly extensive length of studying which may distort the picture to 
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Fig. 2. Education level of the 25–34 and 55–64 year old population in comparison (2002) 

The share of higher education graduates of Germany’s youngest cohort is even slight-
ly less than that of the whole labour market cohort. Furthermore, the increase in the 
share of secondary graduates is also relatively modest (+3 percentage points), com-
pared to other countries. Complementarily, the share of low or unqualified people is
also slightly decreasing.  

This, in fact, means that the level of highly qualified people in Germany is the low-
est of all but one (Austria) of the highly developed countries. The opposite is valid for 
people with middle level qualifications where only Austria has a higher share than 
Germany, while Switzerland has the same share as Germany. However, since the
share of higher education graduates is higher in Switzerland, its share of lowly quali-
fied people is less than for Germany, whose share is similar to Austria, whose im-
provement, in fact, is much more dynamic than Germany’s. 

some extent. Yet Germany would have to increase its share by far to arrive at an inter-
nationally comparable level.
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Fig. 3. Development of education levels of the 25–34 year old population 1995 and 2002 in f
comparison 

Due to the dynamics in other countries which have increased their qualification level
by far, the share of unqualified people in Germany is now slightly above the average 
of highly developed countries, while it is clearly below average for the whole working
force. Thus, again, all other countries show a much faster skill upgrading and, thus,
Germany is losing ground in the qualification of the labour force. It seems highly 
realistic that this is one important factor that hampers economic development. 
However, the picture is even more dramatic, when comparing the qualification levels
of the 25 to 34 year olds in 1995 and 2002 (see Fig. 3). 

In all countries the increase in higher education graduates is stronger than in 
Germany (see also Chapter 5.3). On the other hand, Germany is the only country
which has increased its share of lowly qualified people among the youngest labour 
market cohort. Since most countries reveal either an increase in higher and secondary 
graduates or the increase in tertiary graduates over-compensates decreasing secondary
graduates’ rates, it follows that Germany is the only country whose qualification level
of the 25 to 34 years olds has decreased between 1995 and 2002.
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The next section will review the performance of Germany’s pupils in international 
student performance tests and reveal that the emerging picture is very similar.

German Students in International Comparisons 

German students performed relatively well to some extent, these studies should not 
be over-valued for methodological reasons. An important feature concerning the
performance of German students is that only students from the two states of Hesse 
and Schleswig-Holstein participated, leaving the question unanswered, whether 
their students are better or worse compared to students from other German states.
Thus it is neither possible to assess the final performance of German students in the
1960s nor to answer the question, whether they performed better than today’s students.  

It was not before the early 1990s that Germany’s students participated in such 
comparisons again. IAEP II investigated the reading performance of 14-year old 
students, who are generally in grade 8 in Germany but in grade 9 and sometimes

Although students from eastern Germany scored slightly higher than students
from western Germany, no significant differences could be identified. Students
from Finland, France, Sweden and New Zealand scored much higher, followed by 
Switzerland, Iceland and the USA. Out of the group of economically advantaged
countries, only Norway and the Netherlands scored below average. 

Furthermore, some systematic differences could be identified between eastern
and western Germany at that time. While inter-school differences were relatively 
small in eastern Germany (10 per cent), intra-school differences, i.e. differences in 
the performance of students of the same school, were larger (90 per cent). The
opposite applied to western Germany, where students within one school were by far
more homogeneous than between schools, which is no surprise considering that the
western school system sorted students according to performance, while the eastern
did not. However, this study did not receive much public attention, in contrast to the
‘Third International Mathematics and Science Study’ (TIMSS) and particularly
PISA some years later. 

In TIMMS, more than one million students in grade 7 and 8 in 38 countries par-
ticipated. While Germany’s seventh graders performed below average (484 points),
the eighth graders scored 509 points, which is only seemingly, but not significantly, 
above the average of 500 points. In Science, both seventh and eighth graders scored 
significantly above average. Out of the group of highly industrialised countries,
Germany belongs to the low performers; in this group of countries, only students from 
Norway, Denmark and France scored worse in some points.  

The PISA study, conducted in the year 2000, targeted 15-year old students. How-
ever, even this approach resulted in differences between countries, since in many 

national Mathematics Study’, followed by the science study in 1970. Although
Approximately 40 years ago, Germany participated in the so-called ‘First Inter-

even in grade 10 in many other countries. Furthermore, the average age of parti-
cipating students per country differed. Both issues may have affected the out-

below average. 
comes of the study. However, German students scored slightly, though not significantly,
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countries these students are at least one grade higher than in Germany, where school
enrolment starts often only at the age of seven while most other countries start at the 
age of six and sometimes even younger. Another issue is class repetition, which is un-
known in many other countries. Thus, there may be some critical issues regarding 
methodology, however, this does not really affect the outcome of this study.

German students performed below average in all three subjects, Reading, Maths 
and Science. It turns out that from the group of highly developed countries, only the
US students scored comparably weaker than German students, while Swiss students did 
in two subjects and the Norwegians and Belgians in one. In contrast, only students from 
less developed countries scored lower than German students, except Luxemburg. n

Comparing TIMSS and PISA, some indications point to an improved performance
in a number of countries, while the performance of German students remained more 
or less unchanged. However, due to methodological reasons, such as a different selec-
tion of countries etc., such a conclusion cannot be drawn without caution.

Combining the previous sections, the emerging picture seems not very promising
concerning Germany’s future. The qualification level of the working force is clearly 
below the average of highly developed countries and the performance of its students 
is average, at best. This picture remains even if the slight improvement in the latest 
PISA study is taken into account. Thus, the question remains whether the slight im-
provement between PISA 2000 and 2003 will continue in the future.

However, the major question, to what extent this will affect economic performance 
and the German innovation system in the future cannot be answered yet. But if there 
is a link between quality of education and economic development, as many studies
suggest (see e.g. Gundlach & Wößmann 2003), the expectation is not very promising. 

The next sections will turn to an analysis of input indicators.

Benchmarking Germany’s Educational Inputs  

It is common practice to compare the macro-economic spending for education by
relating the expenditures to Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Although this is not 
without some distorting effects, we will follow this approach and combine it with the 
development of public and private spending figures over the last decade. 

Again, among the highly developed countries Germany reveals one of the lowest 
spending levels; only Japan’s overall spending is less than Germany’s. In both
countries, public spending is clearly below the averages, whether that of the OECD
countries or of the highly developed countries. In contrast, private spending in both 
countries is slightly above both averages.  

However, structural differences in private contributions should be taken into 
account. While private spending for ‘traditional’ education in other countries usually 
comes from parents and students themselves, it should be noted that private spending 
in Germany includes contributions from companies for dual VET and from child-care
providers. While companies contribute by far the biggest share in VET, the parents’
share in pre-primary education is approximately two-thirds, while providers bear the
remaining one-third (Dohmen & Hoi 2004).  
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Table 1. Public and private expenditure for education in relation to GDP 1995–2001 

1990 1995 2001
Public Private Total Public Private Total Public Private Total 

AUS 4.2 0.8 5.0 4.5 1.2 5.7 4.5 1.4 6.0
DEN – – – 6.1 0.2 6.3 6.8 0.3 7.1
GER – – – 4.5 1.0 5.5 4.3 1.0 5.3
FIN – – – 6.2 – 6.3 5.7 0.1 5.8
FRA 5.1 0.5 5.7 5.9 0.4 6.3 5.6 0.4 6.0
JPN – – – 3.5 1.1 4.6 3.5 1.2 4.6
CAN – – – 6.2 0.8 7.0 4.9 1.3 6.1
KOR – – – – – – 4.8 3.4 8.2
NZL – – – 4.8 – – 5.5 – –
NED – – – 4.5 0.4 4.9 4.5 0.4 4.9
NOR 8.1 – – 6.8 0.4 7.1 6.1 0.2 6.4
AUT – – – 5.9 0.3 6.2 5.6 0.2 5.8
SWE 5.1 – 5.1 6.1 0.1 6.2 6.3 0.2 6.5
SUI – – – 5.4 – – 5.4 – –
USA 4.9 2.2 7.1 5.0 2.2 7.2 5.1 2.3 7.3
GBR 4.2 0.1 4.3 4.8 0.7 5.5 4.7 0.8 5.5
C.A.* (reference countries) – – – – 5.2 0.9 6.1
C.A.* (OECD countries) – – – – 5.0 0.7 5.6
OECD – – – – – – 4.8 1.4 6.2
C.A.** 4.9 0.7 5.5 4.3 0.7 5.6 4.9 0.7 5.6

* Country average 
** Country average for countries with data for 1990, 1995 and 2002 
‘Public’ includes public subsidies to private households attributable for educational institutions
from international sources, ‘private’ without public subsidies attributable for educational insti-
tutions

When looking at the development over time it appears that some countries have in-
creased their spending levels for education in relation to GDP, while others, including 
Germany, Finland, Canada, and Norway have reduced particularly public spending.
However, it should be noted that in some cases the reduction may be due to stronger 
increases in GDP than reduced spending levels.

However, as already mentioned, the mere consideration of macro spending levels
may be distorted, e.g. for demographic reasons.5 Therefore, it seems useful to have a 
look at the spending levels per student in relation to GDP per capita. 

5  For example, it seems plausible to expect that countries with a higher share of students will
spend more than countries with a lower share.
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Fig. 4. Expenditure per participant in relation to GDP per capita 

And, in fact, Fig. 4 and Table 2 reveal a different picture, at least to some extent.
While spending levels in Germany remain below average for primary education, it is 
above average in elementary education – although only due to comparatively high
private spending levels – and, though only slightly, in tertiary A levels, i.e. for higher 
education programmes of more than three years’ duration. However, higher education
spending clearly falls below average when the high share for research and develop-
ment (approximately 40 per cent in Germany) is excluded. 

In this case, expenditure per student decreases to 25 per cent of per capita GDP in-
stead of 41 per cent, and, thus, below the average ratio of 32 and 34 per cent, respec-
tively.  

In contrast, Germany’s spending for upper secondary education is clearly above
average, partially due to high private spending levels for dual VET, as already men-
tioned. When considering the education sector from primary to tertiary education, the 
German spending level is average, though only if spending for R&D at universities is 
incorporated. Otherwise, when eliminating R&D expenses, as seems appropriate from 
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our point of view, it falls to around five percentage points below the international 
average. 

Finally, when comparing Germany to the most advanced countries it turns out that 
most of them invest far more in primary and secondary education than Germany.  

Table 2. Educational expenditures per student in relation to per-capita GDP

Primary Post
secon-

Tertiary  (incl. R&D 
activities)

Lower 
secon-
dary

Upper 
secon-
dary

Secon-
dary 
total

dary,
non

tertiary

Tertiary 
total

Tertiary 
B

Tertiary 
A
&

research
program-

mes
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

AUS m 19  26  28  27  23  48  29  51  34  26  
DEN 16  26  26  29  28  x(4,7) 49  x(7) x(7) 37  31 
GER 19  17  21  36  26  37  41  22  44  25  26  
FIN 14  18  28  23  25  x(5) 42  16  42  27  26 
FRA 16  18  28  33  30  24  33  35  32  26  27  
JPN 13  22  23  26  25  x(4,7) 42  33  43  m 26  
KOR 12  23  29  36  32 – 42  27  52  m 32 
NED 15  17  24  21  22  19  45  26  45  28  23  
NOR 23  20  23  27  25  x(5) 36  x(7) x(7) m 25  
AUT 20  23  29  31  30  29  40  x(7) x(7) 26  30  
SWE 13  23  23  25  24  14  56  x(7) x(7) 31  28 
SUI** 10  23  27  46  36  20  67  23  73  m 29 
USA*** 24  21  24  26  25  x(7) 63  x(7) x(7) 57  31 
GBR 28  17  x(5) x(5) 22  x(5) 40  x(7) x(7) 30  22 
C.A.* 17  20  26  30  27  24  46  26  48  32  27  
OECD 17  20  23  28  26  16  42  28  43  34  26  

Elemen-
tary

(3 years 
and 

older)

Primary
to

tertiary

Tertiary
total
excl.
R&D

activities

Secondary

x Means that the data are included in another column (reference column in brackets) 
m Missing data
* Country average: mean of countries listed above
** Public institutions only 
*** Public and independent private institutions only

Although expenditure per student increased between 1995 and 2001, the distance to
other OECD countries has increased too, as all but Sweden and Norway increased 
their expenditures even more. This development becomes even clearer when looking 
at the relationship between educational expenditures and GDP per capita. In this case,
it turns out that Germany belongs to those countries that decreased their spending in
relation to their economic development, along with Finland, Sweden and the United 
Kingdom. Thus, if Germany wants to keep up with other countries it will have to in-
crease its financial (and qualitative) effort.

Looking, finally, at the changes in educational spending for general and tertiary
education between 1995 and 2002, it becomes evident that the increase in spending is
very modest in Germany; only Sweden reveals the same picture and Norway even re-
duced its expenditures per student. From a German perspective, it seems worth men-
tioning the high share of private spending for dual VET which increases the overall 
spending levels to some extent. 
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Fig. 5. Changes in spending per student between 1995 and 2001 

In contrast, the increase in spending for tertiary education is somewhat bigger, though
not comparable to Switzerland, Denmark and the USA. On the other hand, several
countries, such as Australia, Norway and the United Kingdom reveal decreased 
spending levels.  

Furthermore, when comparing changes in per-student expenditures for education in 
relation to GDP per capita, it turns out that Germany, Finland, Sweden and the United 
Kingdom belong to those countries which reduced their spending levels in general and 
higher education in relation to their economic performance. In contrast to Germany, 
in general education this is mainly due to increased GDP per capita and less to re-
duced spending levels. This is also different from the higher education sector where 
Germany increased its spending level while the other countries reduced it. 

If we finally take a look at the nominal spending levels, educational expenditure in
Germany is above average in pre-primary education ($5,000 in 2001), though only 
due to a very high share of private spending (38 per cent), financed by parents and 
providers.6 In primary and lower secondary education, Germany’s spending is below
OECD average while it is above average in upper secondary education, again due to 
relatively high private spending in dual VET, which is company-financed to a large
extent. Spending for higher education is average. Thus, in those education sectors 
where expenditure per student is above OECD average, this is only due to private 
spending by parents, providers or companies. Public financing is usually below
OECD averages and particularly below the average spending figures of the highly
developed countries, which form the more appropriate ‘benchmarking’ group. Even 
the modest increases in recent years cannot change this picture really. 

Furthermore, it seems worth commenting on the financial situation in higher 
education, where annual expenditure per full-time student ($10,500) is close to the 
OECD average, while expenditure per graduate is among the highest ($73,500),
topped only by Switzerland ($118,950) whose annual spending per student is $20,000  

6  The distribution of private funding between parents and providers is unknown. A rough 
estimate arrives at approximately two-third to one-third. 
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Fig. 6. Expenditure per student in relation to GDP per capita 1995 and 2001 

and, thus, roughly twice as high as the German figure. This highlights the exceedingly
long duration of studying in Germany, and indicates the inefficiency of the higher 
education system, wastage of time and private and public (opportunity) costs. Further-
more, dropout rates are at about 25 per cent.7

In the school system, the picture seems even worse for Student–Staff Ratio (SSR) 
and class size, due to relatively high teacher salaries. In pre-primary education, Ger-r
many’s SSR is the highest of all countries, apart from the United Kingdom, while it is
only slightly higher than the OECD average from primary to upper secondary educa-
tion. In contrast, SSR is among the lowest (12.1) in longer lasting higher education 
programmes (Fachhochschulen and universities), which is surprising given the com-
mon complaints that SSR is said to be too high in Germany. Furthermore, it should be
noted that the ‘real’ relationship might be even better, since every university student 
is counted as full-time equivalent, although, in fact, many students study part-time 
(see footnote 8). Thus, SSR in German universities is even smaller than presented in
the OECD statistics, in contrast to many, though by far not all other OECD countries.

7  A difficulty in assessing the ‘final’ expenditure per student in Germany, and probably in 
other countries as well, arises by calculating the number of full-time equivalent student num-
bers, which is impossible to identify since such a distinction neither exist statistically nor  
formally. Thus, all students in Germany are counted as full-time equivalents, while many
(probably most) are studying part-time. A more realistic figure would arrive at expenditure 
per student that is 50 per cent to nearly 100 per cent higher than presented, which in turn
would mean that Germany’s expenditure is among the highest in the world. Consequently,
expenditure per graduate would be even higher. Furthermore, expenditure per student in 
higher education is possibly also distorted by different ratios that are spent for R&D, which
is according to OECD figures, for example, relatively high in Germany and (surprisingly) 
low in the United States. 



5.4   Germany’s Education System in an International Perspective 257 

An interesting feature with respect to innovation is the number of contact hours in
Maths, Technical Studies and Science. Here, the picture for 12 to 14 year old pupils
changes to some extent, depending on the group of countries considered. For examp-
le, the number of hours in technical studies in Germany (33) is OECD average (31)
but far below the average of highly industrialised countries (59). Furthermore, the
number of science hours (91) is below the average of the OECD (110) and highly 
industrialised countries (101); physics hours are in between. Looking at the relative
figures, the share of maths and physics hours in relation to total number of contact 
hours is beyond country average and in technical studies as well as in science below 
it. In combination with other issues, as for example, the fact that these lessons are 
often perceived as uninteresting and demotivating by pupils, this may explain to some
extent why German students scored unsatisfactorily in TIMSS and PISA.

Public and Private Spending for Education – An Extended 
Approach 

In another study, Dohmen and Hoi (2004) intended to gain a deeper insight into pub-
lic and private spending for education and its net distribution between the
stakeholders. In addition to the calculations of the Federal Office of Statistics (FOS),
which refer to direct public and private expenditure, we included also those 
disbursements that are spent indirectly, e.g. as tax exemptions and reimbursements, 
or are considered an ‘opportunity expense’ from the payer’s perspective. For
example, while tuition fee is a direct expense from the student’s perspective,
maintenance and accommodation is not, since they occur in any case, i.e. whether 
studying or working. This is distinct from the financier’s perspective. If parents have 
to finance their child’s maintenance while studying they incur an opportunity cost, 
since this amount of money is not available for their own consumption, nor would
they have to finance it if their child did not study, but earns its own income. The idea
of this approach is to identify the marginal private and public contribution for 
education, whether direct or indirect. Inevitably, these result in different figures
compared to FOS data. However, this extended approach might allow us to
understand the decision-making process within families (see also Dohmen 1999). 

The first finding is that total expenditure for education is higher than presented in
official statistics, which was to be expected. While the FOS figure amounts to €128.5 
billion, our figure arrives at €167.2 billion; an increase of 30 per cent. The second ef-t
fect refers to the distribution between public and private sources. While the FOS 
reports a share of 74 per cent public spending and 26 per cent private, our calculation
changes the distribution to 66 respectively 34 per cent. Thirdly, we calculate that 
private households (parents, students), spent 20 per cent, companies 13 per cent and 
child-care providers 1 per cent. Finally, according to our calculations, process-related 
spending is €122 billion, while €45 billion is spent additionally, e.g. for travel, 
maintenance, accommodation etc.8 Table 3 reveals the overall picture.

8  The FOS does not report any figure for private indirect expenditures for education, although
it includes public spending for student support, which is mainly for indirect purposes. Ac-
cording to our estimates, this refers to €6.6 billion or about 5 per cent. 
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Table 3. Total public and private spending for education in Germany

Expen-
diture

Share
of public
spending

Bn € Bn € % Bn € % Bn € % Bn € % Bn € %

Pre-primary education 11.3 7.1 63% 4.2 37% 1.8 16% 2.4 21% 11.3 63%
Primary and secondary education 48.9 45.3 93% 3.6 7% 0.0 0% 3.6 7% 46.3 98%
Vocational education and training 24.7 14.6 59% 10.1 41% 9.0 36% 1.1 4% 23.2 42%
Higher education 12.8 10.9 85% 1.9 15% 0.0 0% 1.9 15% 11.5 95%
Further and adult education 21.2 9.8 46% 11.4 54% 5.5 26% 5.9 28% 9.3 2%
Others 3.0 3.0 100% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 9.6 97%
Total 122 90.7 74% 31.2 26% 16.3 13% 14.9 12% 115,81 73%

Pre-primary education 0 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0%
Primary and secondary education 8.5 1.9 22% 6.6 78% 0.0 0% 6.6 78% 2.1 100%
Vocational education and training 4 3.9 98% 0.1 3% 0.0 0% 0.1 3% 2.3 44%
Higher education 15.6 3.5 22% 12.1 78% 0.0 0% 12.1 78% 5.2 100%
Further and adult education 17.2 10.4 60% 6.8 40% 6.8 40% 0.0 0%
Others 0 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0 0% 0 0% (3,1)2 (100%)
Total 45.3 19.7 43% 25.6 57% 6.8 15% 18.8 42% 12.6 90%

Pre-primary education 11.3 7.1 63% 4.2 37% 1.8 16% 2.4 21% 11.3 63%
Primary and secondary education 57.4 47.2 82% 10.2 18% 0.0 0% 0.0 18% 48.4 98%
Vocational education and training 28.7 18.5 64% 10.2 36% 1.8 31% 9.0 4%
Higher education 28.4 14.4 51% 14.0 49% 0.0 0% 3.7 49% 13.8 86%
Further and adult education 38.4 20.2 53% 18.2 47% 9.0 32% 13.2 15%
Others 3.0 3.0 100% 0.0 0% 6.8 0% 1.9 0%
Total 167 110.4 66% 56.8 34% 19.4 14% 30.2 20% 128.4 74%

Official budget for 
education

Total

Educational process

Accomodation and maintenance etc.

Public Total

Private
Companies/

private
non-profit

organisationsEducation sector

Distribution of net-funding for education
Expenditure

Total

Private
house-
holds

Bn €: billion €
1 Incl. €4,6 billion private expenditure
2 Child care allowance which cannot be assigned to a certain sector 
Source: Dohmen and Hoi (2004) 

This extended approach has some consequences for education. For example, our esti-
mate arrives at 18 per cent of private funding for primary and secondary school edu-ff
cation, while the ‘official’ share is 2 per cent. This figure is even more important as it 
is completely incurred at the upper secondary level, where dual VET is a serious op-
tion. This means that particularly parents incur a serious opportunity cost if their child 
enrols in school-based upper secondary education instead of moving into the dual 
VET system. The monthly difference may add up to €400 for the parents and €500
(net) for the young person. Another interesting picture shows up in VET, where the
governmental share is 64 per cent, the companies finance 31 per cent and private 
households 4 per cent, mainly for fees in school-based VET. The core implication of 
these figures is that parents have a very strong incentive to motivate their child to
move into dual VET instead of enrolling in school-based upper secondary education. 
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This may explain why enrolment figures in tertiary education in Germany, as well as
in Austria and Switzerland are far below the rates of other OECD countries.

Finally, in higher education the ‘official’ share of private spending arrives at 14 per 
cent out of €13.8 billion. Our calculation reveals a public-private distribution of 50
per cent each and a budget of €28.4 billion. Thus, parents and students pay roughly 
€14 billion; the government spends the same amount.

If we sum up, the private expenditure for upper secondary school education only
amounts to €18,000 on average for the student, while the parents calculate their share 
to be €13,300 on average for three years. Private households, and here mainly the 
parents, have to bear another €26,500 for studying at the university. From the parents’tt
perspective, this expenditure is a real opportunity cost, since this is not available for 
their personal consumption or savings. Traditional economic analysis usually neglects
such differences, since accommodation and maintenance is largely irrelevant for an 
economic analysis from the student’s perspective; both items occur independently
from study or employment. This opportunity cost does not arise in many other OECD 
countries, where VET is usually school-based and not related to an income and may
be able to explain inter-country differences. 

Private and Social Returns to Education and Innovation 

The private and social returns to education are usually considered to indicate whether 
and to what extent an investment in education pays off. The higher the private and/or 
social return, the higher the incentive. Furthermore, if there are differences between
the returns of different subjects, young people might become motivated to study cer-
tain subjects, particularly those which are more important for innovation than others,
i.e. Science etc. The same could apply to countries, if a correlation between innovation
and social returns to (higher) education exist, i.e. more innovative countries should 
have higher rates of returns. Therefore, Ammermüller and Dohmen (2003) aimed at 
identifying a correlation between the returns to education and selected indicators on
innovation. 

Figure 7 reveals that the private returns to education are very high in some
countries. For example, the returns in the United Kingdom, the United States and 
France are double that of Germany and Canada or Japan. However, Fig. 8 clearly
indicates that several factors affect the final outcome and differences of such
international comparisons when adjustments are made. The gross salary is only one of 
them. Unemployment, taxation and the existence and amount of tuition fees can 
strongly affect the net return to graduates. Furthermore, if we look at the differences 
between countries, no clear link between the returns to education and indicators on
innovation appears to exist. 

Finally, if we try to identify a correlation between the returns to certain subjects
and their relevance for innovation, it turns out that evidence is very limited at best.
Firstly, there are only very few studies which try to establish some correlations or 
indications in this respect. Secondly, a closer look at German studies trying to calcu-
late the rates of return on a subject basis clearly identifies that they are hampered by 
methodological constraints. Neglecting such weaknesses, in general it may seem that 
such a correlation exists, but the evidence is very mixed. 
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Thus, for the time being, one has to confess that the empirical evidence concerningff
the linkage is limited. 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

Narrow
definition

Taxes Unemployment Education fees Direct subsidies

Factors considered

P
riv

at
e 

ra
te

 o
f r

et
ur

n 
(%

)

USA
Germany

Fig. 7. Private rates of return to tertiary education 1999–2000 

0 5 10 15 20

ITA

JPN

CAN

GER

SWE

DEN

NED

FRA

USA

GBR

Rates of return (%)

Women
Men

Fig. 8. Changes in adjusted rates of return for the USA and Germany depending 



5.4   Germany’s Education System in an International Perspective 261 

Summary and Conclusion 

When summarising the three sections investigating the output and input of the educa-
tion system in Germany, there appears to be evidence that Germany’s economic fu-
ture is at risk. Firstly, the increase in the share of highly qualified young people is 
only very modest. In contrast, all other industrialised countries reveal far more dyna-
mic patterns. Secondly, there is evidence that is also relevant concerning the overall
increase in educational qualifications. Thirdly, even more striking is that the level of 
qualification of 25 to 34 year olds in 2002 is lower than that of 1995. While the share
of higher education graduates in 2002 is only marginally higher than in 1995, the 
share of secondary graduates has decreased and – in contrast – the share of lowly  
qualified people increased. This development needs careful consideration. In an inter-
national perspective, the German pattern differs strongly from that of other compar-
able countries which are very dynamic in increasing the educational qualification of 
their younger cohorts while Germany’s improvements are very modest, at best.

Fourthly, the performance of German students in international comparisons is aver-
age, and sometimes even less. One-quarter of students at the end of lower secondary
education have to be considered as ‘students at risk’, i.e. their reading and writing 
performance is very limited. Among the industrialised countries, Germany reveals the 
strongest correlation between socio-economic background and student’s performance; 
comparable to countries as, for example, Turkey and Mexico.

When considering some selected input indicators, such as spending for education
in relation to GDP, spending levels per student nominally and in relation to GDP per 
capita, Germany is, again, average, at best, and often even below – particularly when 
public spending indicators are considered. Thus, it spends less than one should expect 
according to its economic performance. In those areas where Germany’s spendingn
level is above average, this is usually due to comparatively high private contributions,
i.e. public spending is far below the level of any other comparable country.

Finally, for different reasons, rates of return to higher education are below those of 
some other countries. However, in this case, international comparisons should be con-
sidered with some care, since they often consider gross income and wages and are,
from my viewpoint, limited in their relevance for suggesting policy measures. For ex-
ample, some countries favour higher differences in salary levels which sometimes 
over-compensate even very high tuition fees (see, for example, Fig. 8). In contrast, in 
some other countries, such as Germany or the Scandinavian countries, differences in 
salaries are less on the one hand, while tax rates are higher and social security con-
tributions are (high and) obligatory, while this is largely voluntary in other countries. 
If such differences are not taken into consideration adequately, what is the advice for 
policy – introducing fees and reducing social security and taxes? Although some of 
these measures might be suitable for Germany to some extent, some caution might be
appropriate.  

For example, even without paying tuition fees, the share of university students and ff
graduates is below the average of comparable countries, which may be due to rela-
tively high opportunity costs which are linked to the dual system and high discount 
rates for future income compared to present income.

In this respect, one question is what to expect from the introduction of fees in 
several German states. From our viewpoint, much will depend on the amount to be
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paid and the concrete model to be implemented. Thus, there is no general answer, 
such as ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to tuition fees. Instead, it depends on the particular model and on
the way of introduction.

For the time being, the fee levels as specified in the particular laws are moderate 
and should be acceptable for most students. However, given the low enrolment rates
in Germany, the question is less how the average or median student might respond but 
how the marginal student will. Such ‘marginal’ students may be female or come from
socially disadvantaged backgrounds and have to take out another loan of up to 
€10,000 to finance their maintenance already. Here, to be noted positively, most laws 
limit the additional burden to €15,000 for fees and student support. Although this may
seem acceptable for many people, particularly those who have a different socio-
economic background or longer life experience than students, it may cause another 
barrier. Thus, it must be carefully observed what the effect on (prospective) students 
will be. Recent studies and decreasing rates of university enrolment in recent years
suggest caution and point to some possible negative effects of tuition fees, althoughff
experience from other countries, such as Austria, for example, may also suggest that 
this is a temporary effect. Thus, this suggests a careful analysis of the particular 
approaches and an evaluation of the effects of the models introduced. 
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6.1   Trends in Innovation Policy: An International 
Comparison 

Christian Rammer 

Abstract. Innovation policy (IP) is a rather new emerging field of government 
intervention in favour of R&D, new technologies, and the diffusion of new
products and processes. In contrast to science and technology policy, IP stresses 
the interrelation of various policy areas in order to fully exploit human capital,
public science and firm R&D capacities for productivity gains, international
competitiveness and growth. This chapter analyses major trends in this cross-
sectional policy area in recent years, focussing on five large industrial econo-
mies (USA, Japan, Germany, Great Britain, France) and Finland as a case of a
small and highly R&D-oriented country. It shows that objectives and basic
strategies of IP tend to merge across countries, but heterogeneity in the par-
ticular measures employed to achieve these goals is still high. Since around 
2000, most governments started to substantially increase their investment in 
R&D and technology relative to GDP, except Germany. Mission-oriented IP 
has received increasing attention again, Life Sciences and military-related re-
search experiencing the highest increment. More and more governments use in-
direct measures (such as tax incentives) to stimulate private R&D investment,
and adjusting the regulatory environment in favour of innovation is also be-
coming a main priority.

Introduction1 

Research and innovation are increasingly being perceived as central policy areas for 
growth and employment. Pertaining to this background, the question of international
trends in policies that attempt to promote research and innovation activities is gaining
in significance. A proper design of theses policies – which we call innovation policy
(IP) for reasons of simplicity – is critical in order to sustain a country’s technological 
performance. While successful IP has first of all to react to challenges stemming from f
changes in markets, institutions and the business environment, considering new policy
developments in other countries has become more important, too. First, national IP 
may learn from other countries’ experiences and approaches in tackling new chal-
lenges. Secondly, IP may be regarded as an independent determinant of a country’s
innovation performance as it provides financial resources for innovative activities of 
public and private actors as well as incentives – and maybe disincentives – for deci-
sions on performing research and innovation. The way national IP is shaped may thus 

1 This chapter summarises main findings of a study conducted by ZEW and Joanneum f
Research (Vienna) in 2003/2004 (see Rammer et al. 2004). This study was co-authored by 
Wolfgang Polt, Jürgen Egeln, Georg Licht, Andreas Schibany, Andreas Fier, Günter Ebling
and Franziska Steyer. The author thanks Alexis Develett for help in translating into English. 

© 2006 Springer. Printed in the Netherlands. 
U. Schmoch, C. Rammer and H. Legler (eds.), National Systems of Innovation in Comparison, 265–286. 
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attract – or detain – private investment in research and experimental development 
(R&D) and innovation.

An international comparison of developments in IP may serve as reference in the 
debate on the current state and perspectives of national efforts in Germany in IP. In
this chapter, main results of such a comparative exercise f are reported. They rest on a
study commissioned by the German Federal Ministry for Education and Research in 
Germany (BMBF) that attempted to identify central trends in various areas of IP in 
five countries (USA, Japan, Great Britain, France, and Finland) and to draw conclu-
sions for German IP. The analysis concentrates on recent developments (i.e. from ca.
1998 onwards) in IP, paying particular attention to shifts in aims and thematic orien-
tation of IP priorities, the government funding of R&D in firms, stimulation of ff
technology-oriented firms start-ups and R&D in small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs), management and promotion of knowledge and technology transfer, the co-
ordination of national IP, and the role of the EU as an actor in IP. The state of in-
formation, from which this chapter departs, is that of mid-2003.

Innovation policy is used here to cover all government activities aiming at pro-
moting and accelerating technical progress, creating and disseminating new findings,
technologies and skills through public and private R&D, and effectively using them in
economy and society in order to increase wealth (see Jaffe et al. 2002; Larédo & 
Mustar 2001). This broad definition implies that IP is a cross-section policy area that
covers main parts of traditional policy fields such as science, education and technol-
ogy policy, but also touches competition policy, regional policy, sector policies, and
regulatory policy. For an overview on the different action lines in IP, see the 1995 EU
Innovation Action Plan (European Commission 1995). 

Current Directions in the Development of National IPs 

Six main trends may characterise the current development of IP in the countries con-
sidered. These trends largely correspond to those identified by the OECD (2002c) in 
recent developments in science and technology policy in industrial countries. 

Challenges to which national IP has to respond tend to converge across countries.
Increasing internationalisation of economic activities result in changes in R&D and 
innovation activities of firms, notably a reduced local embeddedness of innovation 
processes and increasing international competition in technology development (see
Archibugi et al. 1999). The emergence and diffusion of new general purpose tech-
nologies (Information and Communication Technologies – ICT, Biotechnology, Nano-
technology) demand new approaches to promote these technologies and to regulate 
and develop markets (Cowan & van de Paal 2000). Internationalisation contributes to
parallel developments of factor markets, including a synchronisation of shortages or 
oversupply in risk-taking capital or highly qualified labour. At the same time, large
companies have changed their global innovation strategies and reorganised their R&D
activities (e.g. global sensing, short-term perspectives, closer ties with marketing).
Internal innovation capacities of firms are increasingly complemented by overarching 
structures (‘strategic R&D alliances’) and new forms of co-operation between busi-
nesses and science, having impacts on other actors such as SMEs and public research
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organisations. Technological changes render the distinguishing features of funda-
mental and applied research less obvious, calling for changes in the division of labour 
in R&D and innovation between public and private research, and new forms of co-
operation. This also changes the role of public science in innovation, and may demand 
reforms in public research organisations. Furthermore, international co-ordination of 
IP, and a systematic exchange of IP-relevant information, has gained increasing
attention in international organisations such as the EU and OECD, contributing to a
common understanding of challenges and ways to respond to them.  

As a result of converging challenges, the canon of policy objectives and ap-
proaches of IP becomes more and more similar across countries. At the beginning of 
the 21st century, six strategic directions of IP can be found in almost all industrial
countries: increasing public financing of R&D; focussing R&D promotion on certain 
fields of science and technology, notably Life Sciences (incl. Health), ICT, Nanotech-
nology, environmental technologies and ‘security-related’ research; improving the
general (regulatory and market) framework for innovation in firms (incl. the effec-
tiveness of intellectual property rights – IPRs); stimulation of technology-based start-
ups and innovation in SMEs; intensifying technology transfers at public research
organisations, including institutional reforms in these organisations; and administra-
tive reforms to better co-ordinate IP activities among government agencies.

The demand for co-ordination in IP has become more important since IP is deve-
loping as a cross-section policy area that incorporates elements of a large number of 
traditional policy fields, including, among others, education, science, technology, 
competition, sector, corporate, social, legal, defence, foreign and migration policy.
A primary objective is to interlock these policy fields with respect to innovation-
related aspects and to form a sound and coherent integrated IP. 

Intervention by IP is increasingly oriented towards improving the functioning of 
innovation systems by creating favourable conditions for research and innovation
with respect to markets, institutions/regulations, and organisations. In this respect, 
direct government promotion of new technology and innovation become less impor-
tant though still occupying a prominent position. Indirect measures, the promotion of 
SMEs, and various activities to facilitate interaction among innovation actors (firms,
public research, and government agencies) gain in relevance. 

The primary objective of IP – strengthening the production and diffusion of knowl-
edge in order to increase wealth – has become a priority among government objec-
tives in most countries. Increasing policy attention to IP issues is reflected in growing
government budgets for research and innovation, the introduction of separate ‘inno-
vation units’, ‘innovation councils’ or even ‘innovation ministries’ within public ad-
ministration, and the publication of White Papers on innovation.

IP is responsive to new insights from innovation analysis, and regularly adjusts its
set of instruments to incorporate new conceptual approaches to innovation policy. The 
main rationale for IP intervention is basically the same in all countries, relying on the
notion of market and systemic failure (see Audretsch et al. 2002). Among the new
conceptual approaches that have influenced IP worldwide, one may mention the na-
tional innovation system approach (see Edquist 1997; Lundvall 1992; Nelson &
Rosenberg 1993) which stresses the role of interaction and co-operation of various 
actors and institutions. As a result, measures targeting co-operation, technology trans-
fer, SME involvement, and regional and sectoral clustering have received increasing 
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attention. During the 1990s, trust in market forces as the most appropriate mechanism 
to find an optimal path of technology development has risen among policy-makers
and consultants, contributing to a relative gain in importance of indirect and often
non-financial measures (such as designing an appropriate legal setting and fostering 
competition in markets). 

These trends led to a rather uniform set of goals and strategies of IP in the vast 
majority of industrial countries. On the level of individual measures and their relative 
weight, significant differences prevail. This heterogeneity at the instrument level
reflects different institutional settings, policy traditions and legal frameworks. On the
one hand, this offers a large body of policy experiences with different instruments and 
policy mixes from which other countries may learn. At the same time, learning has to
take into account the country-specific settings which often restrict a direct transfer of tt
IP measures from one country to another (see Lundvall & Tomlinson 2001).

• trends in public financing of R&D, including shifts in thematic priorities; 
• the system of public R&D financial support for R&D in firms;
• support for technology-based start-ups and innovation in SMEs; 
• promoting technology transfer from public research and reforming public research 

organisations; and 
• the role of the EU in innovation policy. 
These five themes are of course just an extract of the relevant trends in today’s IP. 
Important policy areas such as education and training, IPRs, innovation management 
practices, and co-ordination among IP actors are not considered here due to space
limitations. The final chapter summarises the main conclusions from this international
comparison for IP in Germany. 

Trends in Public Funding for R&D 

Until the mid-1990s, government spending for R&D declined in the countries consid-
ered, with Japan being a notable exception. In the late 1990s, this trend came to a halt, 
and more emphasis was given again to the multiplier effect of public research. The
time period 1998 to 2005 saw a significant increase in public financing of R&D (sum 
of funding to public and private organisations) (Fig. 1):
• In the USA, the government’s civil and military R&D expenditures are both mas-

sively increasing. In 2005, the level of public R&D funding in real terms was 
almost 60 per cent above that of 1998. The increase of civil R&D was thereby pri-
marily addressed to scientific research in the area of Life Sciences. This expansion
was clearly larger than economic growth, resulting in an increase in the ratio of 
government R&D spending per GDP from 0.85 per cent in 1998 to more than 1.1
per cent in 2005 (Fig. 2).

• Japan has followed a steady expansion path in government R&D financing since
the early 1990s. Despite unfavourable macroeconomic conditions, this path was 
followed until 2004. In 2005, the level of government R&D funding was 33 per 
cent above that of 1998. Additional R&D funding is almost entirely flowing into the 

In the remainder of this chapter, we will analyse five particular aspects of IP 
development and assess the respective activities of IP in Germany: 
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Fig. 1. Development of government spending for R&D in real terms, 1991–2005 (1995 = 100)

university system. This expansion has to be seen against the background of a very 
low level of government R&D funding in international comparison. In 1991, the 
share of this spending in GDP was only slightly above 0.4 per cent, while all other 
large industrial countries spent 0.8 per cent or more. In 2005, Japanese public 
funding for R&D reached almost 0.8 per cent.

• In Great Britain, the starting point for the rise of public expenditures for R&D be-
ginning in 1998 (until 2005: +35 per cent in real terms) was the impending erosion 
of the traditionally highly performance prone British scientific landscape. Accord-
ingly, the expansion focused on research funding programmes and the institutional
funding of research organisations. Government R&D spending as a percentage of 
GDP increased from a historically low level of 0.67 per cent in 1998 to 0.75 per 
cent in 2005, which is, however, still below the level of the early 1990s. 

• Despite serious budget restraints, France as well extended its governmental spend-
ing on R&D over the past years, experiencing a real increase of 23 per cent from 
1998 to 2005 (though some of this increase may be attributed to changes in defin-
ition of what falls under government R&D spending). The main focus is on R&D  
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Fig. 2. Government budget outlays and appropriations for R&D as a percentage of GDP, 1991–
2005

in new priority fields, promoting technology transfer from public research, and 
technology-oriented start-ups. Government R&D spending as a percentage of 
GDP, which is traditionally rather high in France, recovered from 1998 on, after 
sharply falling for a decade or so. 

• In Finland government R&D expenditures were significantly raised during the
1990s, which came to benefit both the public research organisations (through a rise 
of institutional and project-based financing) as well as the firm sector (mainly 
through technology programmes). Collaborative research and participation of 
SMEs were increased in particular. The overall dynamics of public R&D funding
was relatively moderate compared to the other countries considered, with a real in-
crease from 1998 to 2005 of 17 per cent. This was slightly less than the real GDP 
growth, thus public R&D spending in GDP insignificantly fell in this period, but 
remained at a high level of above 1 per cent.

• Germany clearly does not follow this trend. Total government expenditure for 
R&D remained constant in real terms from 1998 to 2003, and is likely to fall in
2004 and 2005, reflecting the fierce situation of public budgets both at the federal
and the state level. Government R&D spending as a percentage of GDP kept fal-
ling since the early 1990s, the only exception being 2003 when economic recession
caused a minor rise in this indicator. Over the period 1998 to 2005, government 
budget appropriations and outlays for R&D fell by 2 per cent in real terms. Cuts in
R&D budgets primarily concerned government funding of R&D in firms. 
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Enlarged government budgets for R&D accompanied shifts in thematic orientation of 
R&D (Fig. 3). Based on OECD compilation of socio-economic objectives targeted 
with government R&D budgets, the European countries (Great Britain, France and 
Finland) as well as Japan particularly increased funds for institutional funding of 
university research and for funding non-oriented R&D, which is most often R&D for 
academic research projects delivered through research councils, foundations are other 
competitive mechanisms. Japan also increased R&D spending for economic develop-
ment, which basically refers to governmental labs performing R&D related to specific 
sectors or technologies.  

Stagnating government R&D spending in Germany resulted from cuts in military-
related R&D (which is largely focussed on R&D in the defence industry) and in re-
search for economic development, a category that also covers R&D subsidies to firms 
outside thematic programmes. Increases for research in universities were very small,
while the only area with some noteworthy gain in public funding was Health and 
Environment.  

The USA clearly followed different thematic priorities when expanding its public 
R&D financing (see AAAS 2003). Additional funds have overwhelmingly been
allocated to R&D for Military Purposes and for Life Sciences in the field of civil 
research. Public spending for military R&D rose from US $40 billion in 2000 to $52
billion in 2003 (both figures expressed in 1996-$), topping the level of defence-
related R&D reached in the late 1980s in real terms (Fig. 4). The vast majority of this 
R&D is devoted to technological development for new weapon systems. A small but 
still significant fraction in absolute term is basic research into new technologies with
future potential applications in security, defence and military funded through DARPA
(Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency). In 2005, this financing source for  
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Fig. 4. US federal government spending for R&D 1982 to 2003 by military and civil purpose,
and for total research by field (billion constant US $)

fundamental research will amount to US $2.7 billion, which is coming close to the to-
tal volume of direct R&D funding by the German Federal government through thema-
tic programmes (2004: €3.4 billion).

Even more pronounced is the increase in R&D funding for Life Sciences (see 
Omenn 2003). Between 1998 and 2003, financing for research in this particular field 
of science, which covers Medical Sciences, Biology and Agriculture, doubled from 
US $13 billion to 26 billion. The overwhelming majority of additional funds was dis-
tributed through the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and strengthened research on 
a large number of diseases. Research in Biotechnology also profited a lot from higher 
NIH founding sources. Other science and engineering fields also experienced a broa-
dening of their funding, but at a clearly slower pace. Most recent data from mid-2005
indicate that R&D budget increases will not continue beyond 2005, since high gov-
ernment deficit and still increasing military expenditure is calling for cuts in govern-
ment spending, although it is likely that the high level of R&D spending will be 
sustained.  

The dramatic shift in focus and the provision of enormous additional funding sour-
ces to particular areas of research in the USA are likely to cause several effects in the
US innovation system as well as in those other countries, not all of them being neces-
sarily positive:
• In the short term, absorption capacities of the scientific sector are limited. A

supply-shock in research funding is thus likely to lead to inefficiencies such as 
enlarging the costs of research projects without any significant increase in new 
findings. Anecdotal evidence suggests that such inefficiencies have occurred.

• The concentration of funds on the Life Sciences works as incentive for the
rearrangement of research activities, and may also influence decisions of students 
on which field to study. Other areas – e.g. Engineering – become relatively less 
attractive, and their capacity for producing new knowledge and new technologies
decreases. Unbalanced, short-term changes to the science and innovation system 
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may thus undermine effective structures that have evolved over a long time (see 
Clough 2003). 

• Due to its significant expansion of funds in the field of Life Sciences, the USA is 
quite attractive for internationally mobile stellar researchers since considerably 
better working and income conditions are to be found there, compared to other 
countries. To retain the according know-how, other countries reacted by upgrading
and improving on research in the Life Sciences. The undesirable effects are equally 
applicable to these countries.

• A strengthening of military R&D is currently only taking place in the USA. In 
France, Great Britain and Japan the growth since 2000 in funding for military R&D
is modest, and in Germany it is clearly decreasing. The US government’s addi-
tional R&D funds are directed primarily at the development of new weapons.
Spillovers into civil fields of application are hardly to be expected; an immediate
dual use is in most cases usually not feasible.

• The budget expansion does, however, also reach technologies with potentials for 
civil use, especially concerning the DARPA technology programmes. For smaller 
high-technology firms these programmes have great significance since they make, 
next to R&D funding, also some initial demand available from the military sector 
(as e.g. in the development of Silicon Valley). 

• The greatest proportion of funds for military R&D is drawn by large firms in the
aviation, electronics, automotive, computer and manufacturing industries. These
are usually active both in civil as well as military production. A short-term expan-
sion of R&D for military purposes leads to a crowding out of civil (privately finan-
ced) R&D over the short term. 

IP in Germany did not seem to have reacted to these developments. First of all, budget d
restrictions due to the unpropitious condition of public budgets had prevented German 
IP from following a similar path. But even in case of less fierce budget constraints,
one has to envision that the amount of R&D budget increase realised by the US 
government in recent years is far beyond the R&D capacity of large European coun-
tries. From 1998 to 2004, US federal R&D budget increased by almost US $50
billion, which is close to the total annual R&D spending of the German economy, and 
three times the annual R&D budget of the German government (federal plus states). 
Secondly, there are also some good reasons not to follow the way of US research
policy. A main strength of the German innovation system may be seen in its broad,
though little distinctive and specialised, spectrum of competencies in science, re-tt
search and innovation, including a balanced thematic orientation of IP priorities and 
R&D funding. This diversified knowledge base facilitates one of the most prominent 
comparative advantages of German firms in the innovation business, i.e. the inte-
gration of several technologies into new products.  

One should also bear in mind that productivity gains and wealth do not originate
from spending on research, but from the commercial use and diffusion of new tech-
nologies and new knowledge. With regard to Life Sciences and Military Research,
priority in German innovation policy should be given to rapidly absorb and apply new
findings generated by increased R&D efforts in the USA.  
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Public Financing of R&D in Firms 

Measured in terms of firms’ total internal R&D expenditures, a marked decrease of 
government R&D funding of private R&D took place in the 1990s (Fig. 5). The
drawback was most pronounced in the USA, Great Britain and France and affected 
primarily the area of Military Research. In Japan and Finland the share of public 
financing in businesses’ R&D remained widely constant on a low level. d
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Fig. 5. Share of direct government funding in total R&D expenditures of firms 1989 to 2003 (in 
per cent) 

Germany followed this trend in the second half of the 1990s, with a notable reduction
in government funding shares of private R&D between 1996 and 1999. In this period, 
R&D expenditures in firms grew rapidly while public funding more or less stagnated 
in real terms.

Since 2000, this trend seemed to have stopped, at least temporarily. In the USA, 
the government funding share in total business R&D expenditures is even slightly
increasing, which is basically a result of the rise in military R&D. In most other coun-
tries, public funding shares of private R&D remained rather stable. The highest share 
of public financing in business R&D expenditures is exhibited by countries with high 
significance of military R&D. Governments in Great Britain, France and the USA
finance about 10 per cent of the business sector’s R&D expenditures. In Germany this 
share amounts to a little below 7 per cent. Japan has the smallest share of governmentaa
financing at 1 per cent.

Government funding of business R&D does not take into account indirect mea-
sures, however, such as tax credits for R&D or allowances on social security fees of 
researchers. Such indirect measures produce costs for the government (through a loss 
in taxes or social security contributions), but do not generate a flow of money from 
the government to the firm. Nevertheless, the firm’s savings in taxes and charges due



6.1   Trends in Innovation Policy: An International Comparison      275 

to R&D-related tax credits and allowances should be viewed as an equally relevant 
way of government financing of business R&D. 

Figure 6 shows that the total subsidy ratio of R&D increases to almost 15 per cent for 
France, and 12 per cent for the USA and Great Britain when taking indirect measurest
into account. For Japan, the very low share of direct government funding is comple-
mented – at least from 2004 on – by a generous R&D tax credit, the costs of which 
equal about 4 per cent of total business R&D in Japan. What is more, many countries
have recently broadened tax-related R&D support, including all four large countries 
considered here (see European Commission 2002; 2003a; van Pottlesberghe 2003;
OECD 2002d; Warda 2002). Germany, in contrast, has not applied such indirect mea-
sures since 1991, and there are no government plans to introduce such types of instru-
ments. Among the group of countries considered, Finland follows the German way.  
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Fig. 6. Share of direct and indirect government funding in total business R&D 2000/2004 (in 
per cent) 

In fact, tax incentives for R&D have advantages and disadvantages. While tax incen-
tives may cause less market distortions, are technology-neutral, are able to address a
very large number of firms with rather little administrative costs, and eases planning
for firm, serious concerns refer to a low level of additionality, increasing complexity
of tax systems, increasing budgetary uncertainty at the side of treasury, and potential
pro-cyclical effects. Nevertheless, there is a very large variety of different types of tax
incentives and ways to design such measures so that disadvantages can be minimised 
and effectiveness ensured (see Hall & van Reenen 2000). 

In order to assess the role of government support for firm R&D in more detail, a
differentiation by delivery mode is useful. For this purpose, we distinguish three types

Source: National statistics and compilations (see Rammer et al. 2004: 84ff ), OECD (MSTI
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of direct civil R&D funding for firms: through technology programmes, through other 
types of thematic R&D subsidies, and through not thematically focussed R&D
subsidies (including cash equivalent of interest subsidies for loans, which are a rare IPt
instrument, however). Furthermore, R&D grants and contracts for Military Research
are treated as a separate part of direct support. Indirect support through tax credits and 
the like form a fifth category. 

The USA, Great Britain and France deliver the majority of governmental R&D 
support through military research grants and contracts, while Japan and Finland 
hardly apply this type of funding at all. This mainly reflects priorities and strategies of 
defence policy and is very loosely related to IP. Germany ranks between these two 
extremes. Tax incentives for R&D play a major role today in Japan, France and Great 
Britain. One should note, however, that figures on R&D tax credit costs are rather 
rough estimates and are likely to change considerably from year to year. Thus, the
shares shown in Fig. 7 are to be read as reference points only. 
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Fig. 7. Composition of government funding for R&D in firms by delivery mode (in per cent)n

Germany and Finland offer a significant amount of government funding for R&D
projects in firms without focussing on specific technologies or thematic areas. These
non-oriented R&D programmes may be viewed as substitutes to tax incentives, 
though they are associated with higher administrative costs at government agencies 
for dealing with project proposals, and generate significant compliance costs at firms. 

Source: National statistics and compilations (see Rammer et al. 2004: 84ff ), OECD (MSTI



6.1   Trends in Innovation Policy: An International Comparison      277

Such a type of funding is thus less likely to reach the same number of firms compared 
to tax incentives. Especially for small firms and for firms that intend to enter into
R&D activities, barriers to access R&D funding through delivering project proposalsff
to government agencies are likely to be higher than asserting R&D costs in tax
declarations. 

When looking at the share of government support in total business R&D expen-
ditures (right part of Fig. 7), Germany shows the highest ratio with respect to civil
direct support, which is basically a result of a high significance of non-thematic R&D
schemes such as subsidies for R&D projects in eastern Germany and subsidies for 
collaborative R&D. With regard to thematic civil R&D support (technology program-
mes plus other thematic schemes), country differences are small, all countries report-
ing about two per cent of total business R&D stemming from this source.

Technology-specific R&D programmes have gained in significance in recent years
again, while during the 1990s, a drawback in ‘mission-oriented research policy’ was 
observed. Such programmes typically target both firms and public research organ-
isations and deliver funds through tenders on a competitive base. The greatest allotment 
of such thematic R&D funds (sum of funding to firms and non-profit organisations,
incl. universities) is found in Japan (0.37 per cent of GDP) and in the USA (0.3 per 
cent). Both countries deliver civil R&D funding typically through agency specific
research programmes which have a technology or thematic focus. In Europe, France
in particular uses this form of funding with special intensity (0.22 per cent) while 
Great Britain exhibits a relatively moderate emphasis (0.08 per cent). Finland and 
Germany share the same proportion (0.15 per cent). 

In all countries a shift in thematic priorities can be observed, though to a varied 
extent, in favour of Biotechnology, Genetic Engineering, Health Research and Medi-
cal Technologies, ICT, Nanotechnology, New Materials and Environmental Techno-
logies. The characteristics of technology programmes have significantly changed in
the past decade. Besides the development of new technologies, further objectives con-
cerning innovation and research have come into place, such as the co-operation bet-
ween science and businesses, the promotion of sector networks and regional clusters,
the preferential funding of SMEs (e.g. through the SBIR programme in the USA;
which has also been adopted by Great Britain and Japan) or the strengthening of 
diffusion and commercialisation of new technologies, including the evolvement of 
technology users in technology development. From this resulted, among other things,
new ways of funding or access and greater differentiation of this instrument in 
general. 

Support for Technology-based Start-ups and Innovative SMEs 

The European countries under comparison devised a similar set of policy instruments
for the promotion of technology-based start-ups. In general, concentration on early
stages of firm development (‘seed’ and ‘start-up’) is increasingly taking place. Public 
venture capital (VC) programmes aim to broaden the equity base of young firms. 
Assuming liability for private investors reduces the risk of default for their invest-
ment. Preferential tax treatment of VC funds and investments raise the attractiveness 
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of investing in such funds and encourage business angels in their involvement. 
Further measures address the efficiency in the matching of investors and VC-seeking 
firms.

The main challenge for IP in recent years in this area was the slump in VC mar-
kets, especially in new investments in the early stages, after 2000. While the extent of 
VC market contraction varied, the challenge was fierce in each country (Fig. 8). In the
USA, for example, VC investment equalled up to 1.0 per cent of GDP in 2000, but 
fell to 0.12 per cent in 2003. In Great Britain, the peak was less pronounced in 2000
(0.4 per cent of GDP) and the decline until 2003 was more moderate (0.17 per cent in
2003). In France and Germany, VC markets did not gain a similar economic rele-
vance, but the relative shrinking of VC investment was serious and significant, too. It 
fell from 0.2 per cent in 2000 to 0.1 per cent (France) and 0.05 per cent (Germany) in 
2003. In 2004, VC investment recovered slowly. 
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Fig. 8. VC investment (seed, start-up, expansion) as a percentage of GDP, 1991–2004 

A possible cause for such heterogeneous development is a varying degree of govern-
ment intervention in the VC market. In Germany, the government stepped in as co-
investor in private initial investments and provided funds for the refinancing and the
safeguarding of private VC investments (BTU scheme). Finland applied a similar 
strategy of VC market intervention. In France and Great Britain, in contrast, govern-
ment concentrated on establishing publicly financed umbrella funds that provide VC
to private funds, and they offered (fiscal) subsidisation of capital supply to private VC 
funds. Moreover, some public funds performed direct (lead) investment in young 
technology firms. In the USA, the federal government neither provided any direct 
funding of VC companies nor did it act as investor, but focussed on offering a favour-
able legal and tax environment for VC investors. 

VC policy in Germany and Finland resulted in a strong pro-cyclical provision of 
public VC while the instruments at hand were not able to compensate for shrinking 
private VC investment from 2002 on (Fig. 9). Nevertheless, public VC funding as a
percentage of total VC investment increased until 2003 in Germany, though this 
primarily reflects the need for financing failed investment and did not contribute to a 
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stabilisation of the German VC market. In Great Britain and France, public VC pro-
vision peaked in 2002 and largely served as a substitute for falling private investment.
In 2004, after a recovery of private VC funding, government intervention was sig-
nificantly reduced to the level of 2000. 

VC provision from government VC provision from government  
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Fig. 9. Government VC funding, 1991–2004 (in per cent)

The German government reacted to the limited suitability of its VC programmes for 
periods with low private investment propensity. In 2004, it established a new um-
brella fund, and in summer 2005, a new government VC fund (including some money
from private companies) was introduced that will directly invest in technology-based 
start-ups without demanding a private lead investor. 

The promotion of spin-offs from public research institutionsf  has become a focus of 
policy measures for the stimulation of the business formation and the commercial ap-
plication of scientific results or competencies. The different innovation policy designs
thereby correspond with different forms of organisation of the scientific apparatus and 
different barriers in the exploitation of research results through start-up businesses. 
Main foci of innovation policy activities have recently been addressed at legal 
adjustments, intended to facilitate firm start-ups by public employr ees or partnerships
among public research institutions and firms, changes to intellectual property rights, 
extension of consultation services and awareness measures at public research institut-
ions, including the establishment of incubation institutions, provision of seed capital,
direct R&D subsidies as well as the inception of specific investment funds for scien-
tific spin-offs. 

As regards the promotion of the innovation potential of SMEs in general, an inter-
nationally uniform trend cannot be identified. Among the developments which are
given emphasis in the different countries are the increased promotion of innovation
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competencies rather than mere R&D funding, greater support in the accession of pub-ff
lic scientific institution’s competencies and capacities, the grouping of competencies
in SME-related IP to so-called ‘one-stop shops’, and the improvement of human 
capital reservoirs in SMEs. In addition, SMEs were able to benefit well above average 
from the introduction, respectively reform of fiscal R&D subsidisation (Great Britain,
Japan, France) and from preferential treatment specific to SMEs in the scope of public t
R&D funding (as in the SBIR programme in the USA). Finland focuses, similar to 
Germany, on the integration of SMEs in collaborative projects between SMEs and 
large firms, respectively between SMEs and scientific institutions.

Technology Transfer and Reform of Public Research 
Organisations 

In recent years, IP was increasingly concerned with harnessing the full economic 
potential of research performed at universities and other public research organisations.
Governmental activities centred around two main approaches (see Polt et al. 2001): 
First, organisational reforms at public research that improve the conditions for com-
mercialising research results, and secondly, measures to directly promote technology
transfer activities. The individual measures applied in the various countries in order toaa
achieve these goals differ considerably, however, as they are arranged conforming to 
the respective institutional regime, with regard to highly varying barriers for closer 
co-operation between science and business, and according to the existing funding
system. Typical activities concern:
• extending the mission of public research institutions in terms of technology trans-

fer as one key component beside education and basic research;
• providing separate funds for applied research and university–industry collaborative

R&D projects; 
• introducing new incentives for researchers to engage in technology transfer, in-

cluding the incorporation of technology transfer indicators in evaluations; 
• adapting organisational procedures and regulations to allow research organisation 

to act more flexibly and more professionally in collaboration with firms;
• stimulation of labour mobility between science and business, including the found-

ing of technology-based start-ups by academics (so-called ‘spin-offs’);
• establishment of collaborative research centres for science and business and the

founding of ‘centres of excellence’;
• establishment of professional offices for the exploitation of technology at the re-

search institutions (Technology Transfer Offices – TTOs, see Siegel et al. 2003); 
• setting up science parks in close proximity to universities and public research or-

ganisations to offer space and co-operation opportunities to spin-offs and other 
high-tech companies (see Link and Scott 2003); 

• facilitating co-operation between different public research organisations, notably 
between universities and governmental labs; and 

• extension of the research institutions R&D services for SMEs, and of further edu-
cation and training activities in favour of firm employees. n
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Continuous, mandatory evaluations, the transformation of institutional funds provis-
ion into programme- and project-based financing, increased competition among the 
institutions, and additional decision-making competencies for individual institutions
are widespread instruments. This will even lead to privatisation of government-run 
research organisations, a policy especially followed by the British government (see
PREST 2002). 

As regards the evaluation of public research based on performance indicators,
Great Britain is most advanced, using the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE). The 
RAE is basically a quality concerned rating of scientific publications of academic 
staff members of university departments, allowing each department to name a selected tt
number of researchers to RAE. Its results grant the research institutions an additional
endowment per researcher submitted to RAE, with only the top representatives 

for science-business collaborations or unconventional and interdisciplinary research
(see Roberts 2003). The RAE philosophy has been adopted by a number of other 
countries for evaluating public research, although no country applied it in the same strict 
way as Great Britain did (see Tunzelmann & Kraemer Mbula 2003). In France and 
Finland, for example, evaluations take place within the context of perennial funding 
contracts between the government and research organisations. Essential to the evalua-
tion in the latter countries are the instruments of self-evaluation and peer review.  

Japan focused on reforms of the organisational status of research organisations,
giving them a high degree of autonomy. State universities and governmental labs are 
becoming ‘independent administrative institutions’ which gives them significantly 
more freedom with respect to budgeting and external relations. The US federal
government is still pursuing a policy towards a more efficient system of technology 
transfer from large governmental research labs, which started in 1980 with the Bayh-
Dole Act on university patenting (see Nelson 2001; Mowery et al. 2001). In Germany,
reform of IPRs at universities, changes in career paths of university researchers (e.g.
introduction of ‘young professorships’), and introducing programme budgeting at 
large governmental labs are the most prominent activities in this area of IP. In 2002, a 
comprehensive Action Programme to promote industry–science links was launched,
emphasising the role of this policy area for IP in Germany.

The effectiveness of the various activities in the field of technology transfer and 
organisational reform are not easy to evaluate on a cross-country basis, using the
quantitative indicators at hand. One may expect that one result of these policies may
be an increased co-operation between public research and the business sector, which 
may be indicated by a rise in the share of R&D expenditures in public research that is
being financed by industry. Available data do not show a clear trend, however. With
respect to universities, Germany is the only country showing a clear upwards trend, 
while the USA, Great Britain and France report shrinking industry shares in university
research budgets after 2000, while they too have been rising in the second half of 
1990s. In Finland, a slight increase from a very low level can be observed in recent 
years. At non-university research organisations – which are here called ‘governmental 

ment of the institutional and legal framework conditions as well as incentive schemes. k

receiving the financial bonus. 15 years of experience with the RAE show that im-
proved quality orientation and increased productivity (in terms of a greater number of
publications) are contrasted by several drawbacks, such as regarding the incentives 

The efficiency increase of public research is primarily being pursued by the adjust-
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labs’ for simplicity, though they comprise a very heterogeneous set of institutions 
varying from country to country – no clear trend can be identified, which is partially
caused by changes in the population of non-university research institutions caused by 
privatisation and restructuring. 
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Fig. 10. Share of R&D expenditure at public research organisations funded by the business 
enterprise sector, 1989–2003 (in per cent)

The EU as Agent in IP  

EU activities in IP have undergone significant changes during the past decade. Until 
the Maastricht treaty, EU activities were mostly restricted to framework programmes 
as well as to R&D funding as part of structural policy, irrespective of the engagement 
in specific technology areas (Space Aviation, Nuclear Research). EU research policy 
was primarily justified by its objective regarding cohesiveness. Since the Maastricht 
treaty and the Lisbon resolutions, the EU possesses an independent mandate in the
field of IP. This underscores the trend of expanding EU activities (see European
Commission 2003b; 2003c; Sapir 2003): 
• The Framework Programmes (FP) were extended in both their volume and their 

thematic scope. The significance of the FP in relation to the Union’s budget and to 
national R&D expenditures has increased steadily. FP budgets as a share in the EU 
total budget increased from 2.41 per cent for FP1 to 4.15 per cent for FP5. The
share of FP budget in total government budget appropriations and outlays for R&D 
was 3.4 per cent for FP1 and increased to 5.9 per cent for FP5.  

• As part of the Open Method of Co-ordination (OMC), benchmarking initiatives
which intend Europe-wide comparative assessment of national programmes and a
Europe-spanning technology foresight are gaining in significance.
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• IP objectives are increasingly being defined on the European level – the three per 
cent goal from Barcelona setting the pace. From the Member States’ (self-imposed) 
obligations regarding the fulfilment of the objectives result far-reaching conse-f
quences regarding the process of national IP.

• Research policy activities are more and more complemented by firm-oriented inno-y
vation measures, thus enlarging the scope of EU policy intervention. The new
Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) is a major step in this respect.

• As a result of cohesiveness as primary justification for EU research policy, par-
ticipation in FPs tends to follow a country’s research potential, as figures for FP4
and FP5 show (Table 1). Large countries tend to be represented below their re-
search potential, while small and southern European countries show higher partici-
pation ratios compared to their share in total R&D personnel. Research institutions 
and firms from Germany have thus far been engaged in FPs only below average. 
Measured in terms of its potential (number of researchers), Germany exhibits – 
despite a small increase in its involvement – the lowest participation intensity in
FPs of all EU countries. 

Table 1. Participation in EU Framework Programmes and size of research capacity by member 
state 

1996 2000 FP4 FP5 FP4 FP5
AUT 1.8 1.9 2.6 3.2 2.2 2.8
BEL 2.7 3.0 4.5 4.2 4.8 4.3
GER
DEN 2.0 2.2 2.7 2.7 3.2 3.1
ESP 5.5 6.9 8.0 9.9 7.6 8.7
FIN 2.3 3.0 2.8 2.6 2.7 2.7
FRA
GBR
GRE 1.2 1.5 5.7 6.3 4.2 4.6
IRL 0.6 0.7 2.2 1.6 2.0 1.5
ITA
NED 5.1 5.1 6.1 6.2 7.6 7.4
POR 1.0 1.3 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.2
SWE 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.0 4.6 4.4

Share in R&D  Personnel Share in submitted  proposals Share in successful  proposals

FP4: only sub-programmes ACTS, BRITE EURAM, ENVIRON, ESPRIT, JOULE, TRANS-
PORT, TSER – FP5: all sub-programmes 
Source: Provisio, OECD (MSTI I/03) – calculations by Joanneum Research and ZEW

The thematic structure of Germany’s involvement as well as that of other countries in
the FP mostly conforms to thematic ‘supply’ of research funding by the EU (Fig. 11). 
National specialisation in science and technology can hardly be discerned. This can be y
attributed primarily to the design of the FP as transnational collaborative projects.

Concerning the influence of EU-IP on national research policies, the following 
general assessment may be made: 
• For the large Member States in particular, the European level of IP has thus far not 

played a significant role in the orientation of national IP – neither conceptually, nor 
financially. This is different for those less R&D-intensive and/or smaller countries,
in which both cases apply, that EU funds present a significant share of overall 

28.4 27.8 17.1 16.2 15.9 16.6

20.1 18.8 14.4 12.7 14.5 14.1
16.3 15.3 15.2 14.6 17.2 15.9

8.9 8.6 11.9 13.0 10.5 11.6
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R&D expenditures and the conceptual orientation of national policy issues towards 
the EU is clearly observable. 

• With respect to the FP, national policy-making in many countries was primarily
concerned with achieving substantial participation in the submissions scheme as
precondition to high returns from the framework programme.

• The reaction to the Barcelona goal has thus far been quite mixed: while many EU 
Member States have integrated the Barcelona goal into their national objectives, a
large gap is evident between the goal and respective actions. 
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Fig. 11. Participation in EU-FP5 by sub-programmes: Germany vs. EU total (in per cent) 

The EU Commission views the continuing existence of the so-called 

’

15 + 1’ situation 
and the as yet low participation of the Member States in EU-IP as the definitive prob-
lem in realising the Lisbon goal and for the inception of a uniform European Research 
Area. However, the approaches suggested by the EU (e.g. OMC) for increased policy
co-ordination appear unsuitable to tackle this situation.  

Developments utilising other perspectives will more strongly affect the coherency
of national and European IP: on the one hand, IP is tied into other policy areas, in
which policy is increasingly being conducted on the European level (Environment, 

is granted. On the other hand, concepts around genuinely European institutions, such
as a ‘European Research Council’ or a European Growth and Innovation Fund, are
becoming more and more apparent. 

German IP in International Perspective: A Summary 

IP in Germany has followed most of the international trends in research and innovation. 
The basic aims, strategies and priorities in IP – at least at the federal level – correspond 

Transportation, Communication, Energy, National Security, in future possibly Defe-
nce) and where the connection to infrastructure investment and public procurement 
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largely similar to those found in other countries, including a large number of different 
financing instruments targeting a variety of different innovation activities in firms, the 
provision of an extensive public research infrastructure, various non-financial mea-
sures to stimulate innovation, ranging from IPRs to innovation management and 
clustering, and education-oriented activities (see Rammer 2005 for an overview of IP
measures in Germany at the federal level). Co-ordination among different IP actors 
has received increasing attention, too. Initiatives such as the ‘Partners for Innovation’
have led to more intense co-operation among policy-makers from the federal and the
state level. 

A main substantial difference to other countries is the low general dynamics in thett
German innovation system, however. While most governments accompanied the shift 
of policy priority towards research and innovation with markedly increasing budgets
for science and research from the late 1990s on, the German government (sum of both
federal and state activities) lagged behind. Public R&D expenditures stagnated in real
terms during the 1990s and early 2000s, especially affecting resources for R&D at 
universities and other public research organisations. Though the private sector inaa
Germany has managed to provide more resources for R&D and innovation in the
second half of the 1990s, the speed of expansion was lower than in most other 
countries (see Chapter 2.2). This low dynamics may threat Germany’s position as one 
of the world’s leading locations for science, research and innovation. High supply of 
R&D funding in other countries may attract researchers from Germany who are
looking for versatile and ample funding conditions. Firms’ R&D activities may alsomm
be attracted by a dynamic environment, providing incentives to allocate additional 
R&D resources to such locations. Stagnating investment in education and science in
Germany bears the threat to restrict the future supply of highly qualified labour, 
causing scarcity in human capital, given the secular trend to increasing demand for 
qualified labour. Finally, weakening public research may underpin one of the main
comparative advantages of the German innovation system, i.e. the close and fruitful
ties between public research and innovation in firms. 

The findings of our comparative analyses of IP in six countries suggest some gene-f
ral conclusions on the state of German IP and current challenges: 
• German federal policy has paid increasing attention to IP in recent years, which

runs parallel to an international trend. While most countries accompanied this 
rhetoric with marked increases in government spending, Germany clearly lags
behind. In order to keep pace with the international development, significant in-
creases in real terms of government R&D spending will be needed. 

vation, supporting upcoming fields of technology, strengthening technology transfer
to those of most other industrial countries: creating a framework conducive to inno-

organisations, promoting innovation in SMEs, fostering high-tech start-ups, and
ensuring supply of highly qualified labour. The set of instruments employed are 

and co-operation between firms and public research, reforming public research
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• German IP follows a broad thematic focus, addressing a large number of techno-
logy fields and sectors by R&D programmes and other IP measures. This policy 
suits the specialisation pattern of the German innovation system and should be
kept. Concentration of public resources on a few thematic fields – as was done by 
the US government in recent years, focusing on Life Sciences and Military R&D – 
does not seem to be an appropriate path for German IP: unintended effects 
(decreasing marginal returns of R&D, crowding out of other thematic areas) are
likely to be high, while a main comparative advantage of innovation in Germany is
to integrate new technology from various sources and fields into customer-oriented 
new products. 

• Government support for R&D in firms in Germany is today strongly based on
direct subsidies, whereas indirect measures such as tax incentives are not applied. 
Since indirect measures might be a particularly attractive way to stimulate R&D in
small firms, IP in Germany should think of introducing such an instrument in order 
to provide incentives for a large number of SMEs to perform R&D in-house.
Designed as a base incentive for SMEs, it could complement the existing R&D 
programmes. 

• Promoting technology-based start-ups in high-tech areas is strongly related to the
development of the VC market, since the main barrier to innovation in such high-
tech start-ups is lack of financing for risky R&D projects. German IP was highly 
successful in accelerating the provision of private VC during boom phases of thef
market (i.e. until 2000), while the instruments used were less effective to serve as 
substitute for the shrinking investment propensity of private VC companies. The 
redesign of public VC programmes in 2004 and 2005 reacted to this shortcoming.  

• Technology transfer from public research, and effective ways of co-operation bet-
ween universities, governmental labs and private companies in R&D are certainly
one of the strengths of the German innovation system. Reform of public research
organisations plus a Federal Action Programme to safeguard effective technology
transfer contribute to maintaining this comparative advantage. A major threat may 
result from restricted funding of scientific research and education, however, since 
they provide the basis for co-operation and transfer of knowledge. 

• The European Commission has become a main agent in IP. The EU influences both 
the basic strategic orientation of IP and the available funds for R&D. The EU
Framework Programme, as well as the new Competition and Innovation Program-
me, should be regarded as complements to national funding, focussing on inter-
national co-operation. To fully leverage these instruments, adequate institutional 
settings for active participation, own initiatives to define thematic areas and a com-
petitive R&D infrastructure are key instruments at a national level. Moreover, the 
Barcelona process, i.e. the EU activities towards increasing R&D expenditures to 
three per cent in GDP by 2010, should be perceived as an opportunity for German
IP to adjust policy structures towards an improved support for research and inno-
vation.
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NED Netherlands 
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