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ABSTRACT 

 

Over the past decades, research policies have gained an increasing importance 

in the overall strategy of the European Union. Early programmes date back to 

the late 1970s, but in recent years the promotion and funding of scientific 

research have become a central field of European governance within the wider 

policy drive towards the making of a ‘knowledge-economy’ in Europe. These 

developments are not only relevant to better understanding the process of 

European integration, but they also constitute an important chapter in the 

history of modern science. Today, EU framework programmes, the main 

instrument for research support at the European level, are arguably the biggest 

research funding scheme in the world. Moreover, European policies have 

introduced innovative practices of scientific collaboration and a new culture of 

research, which has contributed to key changes in the social and organisational 

dimension of science. 

This sociological work examines these issues at two interrelated levels of 

analysis. First, it explores the emergence and development of Community 

research policies, in the changing political, cultural and economic context from 

the 1970s to the present, with a focus on the main narratives that have sustained 

and legitimised policy choices. Particular attention is paid to the life sciences 

and biotechnology as a research area where important issues of European 

governance and political culture emerged and were negotiated. Second, it aims 

to gain an understanding of the ways in which policy strategies have worked out 

in the actual practice of scientific cooperation. To do so, the second part of the 

thesis discusses the results of a micro-sociological study of two transnational 

networks in stem cell research, funded by the European Union under the Sixth 

Framework Programme (2002-2006). 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 
Research is essential to meet the threats of the future and to hold the hope of a second 
renaissance in Europe.1 
The FAST team, European Commission (1981) 
 
Even more so than the century that has just finished the XXIst century we are now entering 
will be the century of science and technology. More than ever, investing in research and 
technological development offers the most promise for the future. 
European Commission (2000) 
 
To govern is more than ever to fore-see, in other words, to go faster, to see before.2 
Paul Virilio 

 
 
Over the years, the promotion and funding of scientific research have gained an 

increasing importance in the development of the European Union. Early 

interventions date back to the 1970s, when the European Commission initiated 

a number of experimental programmes to foster scientific collaboration and 

knowledge sharing across national borders, with the ultimate goal of boosting 

economic growth through innovation. In the past decade, this policy drive has 

received further impulse in the wider context of the Lisbon Strategy (2000), a 

broad set of guidelines which set the ambitious target of making ‘Europe the 

most competitive knowledge-based economy in the world’. Recent policy 

documents, such as the paper Innovation Union (2010a), have reasserted the 

central role of science and innovation in the overall framework of European 

governance and strategic planning. 

European research policies and initiatives are not only relevant to an 

understanding of the process of European integration, but they also constitute 

an important chapter in the history of modern science. Today, EU framework 

programmes, the main instrument for research support at the European level, 

are arguably the biggest research funding scheme in the world. Moreover, EU 

policies have introduced innovative practices of scientific collaboration and a 

new culture of research, which has contributed to key changes in the social and 

organisational dimension of science, including a higher degree of accountability 

in the conduct of research and the transnational network as a distinctive mode 

of collective action in the production of scientific knowledge. 

                                                 
1 Godet M. and O. Ruyssen (1981: 101). 
2 Quoted in Michael Fortun (1998), ‘The Human Genome Project and the Acceleration of 
Biotechnology’, in Arnold Thackray (ed.), Private Science: The Biotechnology Industry and the 
Rise of Contemporary Molecular Biology, University of Pennsylvania Press, p. 192. 

 8



Yet, the study of these developments has been relatively neglected. While 

there is a vast and diverse body of academic work on various institutional, 

economic, social and cultural aspects of European integration, the field of 

research policies has been given much less attention. What is more, little is 

known on the ways in which research policies work in practice, as well as their 

effect on the culture of science and their significance for the wider process of 

European integration. 

To explore these questions, this thesis involves two interrelated levels of 

analysis: the study of the wider context of Community research policies and the 

ways in which policy strategies work out in the practice of scientific cooperation. 

Specifically, the first level of analysis examines the emergence and development 

of Community research policies in the changing political, cultural and economic 

context from the 1970s to the present, with a focus on the main narratives that 

have sustained and legitimised policy choices. Particular attention has been paid 

to the life sciences and biotechnology. This area of scientific research and 

applications has long been identified as a priority sector for European planning 

and interventions. At many points in time, science policy makers in the 

European Commission have embraced with enthusiasm the innovative potential 

of biotechnology, due to the economic prospects of its commercial applications 

and the promises to provide technical solutions to major social concerns, from 

energy supply to waste management, healthcare and unemployment. In many 

ways, biotechnology and the life sciences have been elected as key resources for 

the future of Europe. 

The practical realization of this techno-political vision for the European 

future, however, has not been straightforward. First, the European Commission 

has had to face considerable difficulties in ‘europeanising’ a sector that has been 

shaped by national and global dynamics, alliances and networks. Second, 

transnational cooperation in the life sciences has been hampered by the 

fragmentation of the regulatory landscape at the national level. In some 

contentious research areas such as stem cell research, marked differences 

between national regulations have counteracted the establishment of a uniform 

European platform for the circulation of researchers, scientific knowledge and 

biological substances. In this situation, the European Union has had to find a 

difficult balance between the promotion of scientific research, the principle of 

subsidiarity, and the protection of common ‘European values’ in the domain of 
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human rights. The critical study of these issues, therefore, can shed light not 

only on the ways in which scientific knowledge is circulating and being 

produced in a ‘postnational’ context, but also on the wider process of European 

integration. As Sheila Jasanoff argued, ‘biotechnology policy became a site of 

interpretative politics, in which important elements of European identity were 

debated along with the goals and strategies of European research’ (2005: 92). 

The second level of analysis aims to gain an understanding of the ways in 

which policy strategies have worked out in the actual practice of scientific 

cooperation. To do so, the second part of the thesis discusses the results of a 

micro-sociological study of two transnational networks in stem cell research, 

funded by the European Union under the Sixth Framework Programme (2002-

2006). The transnational network or ‘consortium’ has been a distinctive 

configuration of European science cooperation since the late 1970s. While it has 

provided a flexible and efficient structure to organise research activities at the 

European level, it has also entailed problems of standardisation of experimental 

practices and, especially, regulations. This problem has been particularly thorny 

in stem cell research. Despite its widely advertised therapeutic promises, stem 

cell science has become the bête noire of Pro-Life campaigners in several parts 

of the world, due to the ethical implications of related practices such as cloning, 

the production of chimeras and hybrids, and the manipulation of human 

embryos. In the European Union, the promotion of transnational research in 

this field been has been highly problematic. Discrepancies between national 

attitudes have jeopardized the approval of recent funding programmes and 

highlighted once again the long standing problem of the harmonization of 

research policies and, more broadly, of European unity and cultural identity. In 

my micro-sociological work, I have tried to understand how this fragmented 

landscape has impacted on the practical work of scientists. 

 

Research questions and roadmap 

 

More specifically, this study has been designed around the following research 

questions: 
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1. What is the political and cultural background for the emergence and 

development of European research policies on biotechnology and 

biomedical research? 

2. How do these policies work in practice? 

3. What is their influence on the organisation and culture of science? 

4. What are their implications for the wider process of European 

integration? 

 

To answer these questions, the structure of the thesis proceeds from the general 

to the particular. The first chapter outlines the main trends that have 

characterized academic work on European integration in the past two decades. 

After a preliminary overview of EU history and the debate in political sciences, 

the remaining pages discuss themes and approaches that emerged in 

sociological and anthropological studies. This chapter is not meant to offer a 

comprehensive overview of the field, but it rather provides some insights on the 

ways in which the question of Europe has been framed, conceptualised, and 

explored according to different disciplinary perspectives. 

The second chapter provides a discussion on the methodological foundations 

of my research approach, and revolves around two main issues. The first is the 

quandary of case study research, and related methodological problems of 

generalisation. The second issue concerns the ethnographic component of this 

work. How can one make sense of transnational networks? Former approaches 

will be considered, as well as specific problems associated with the study of 

scientific networks. 

The third chapter introduces the ‘macro’ aspect of my research by providing 

an historical account of the emergence and development of European 

biotechnology programmes, in the wider context of Community science policy. 

This chapter attempts to pinpoint the most relevant arguments in the European 

discourses about science and technology and to place them in the changing 

political and economic context from the 1970s to the present. Research has 

involved the critical reading of various sources and documentation, including 

European programmes, directives and ‘white papers’, as well as conversations 

with policy makers. 

The following two chapters narrow down the discussion to the specific field 

of stem cell research. The fourth chapter prepares the stage for the case study 
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analysis. After a brief overview of the field, it outlines the main issues in the 

bioethical debate both at the national and European level. Chapter five presents 

and analyses results from the micro-sociological study of two EU-funded 

networks in stem cell science, through interviews and observations conducted in 

laboratories in the UK, Italy, and Sweden, and at public events and scientific 

meetings. 

Chapter six offers a more analytical discussion of the issues and materials 

presented. It draws some conclusions and addresses more directly the initial 

research questions, including the wider implications of research policies on 

European integration and their influence on the organisation and culture of 

science. 

In sum, this thesis sheds light on European scientific integration both as a 

development that is shaped by policy makers and institutional dynamics, and a 

process that is enacted in social practices and behaviours by scientists and other 

professionals who are involved in EU-funded projects. As my research findings 

document, at least in the field of biomedical research, the creation of a 

European community of scientists still faces important challenges, due to 

technical problems of standardization, the fragmentation of the regulatory 

landscape, and epistemic issues in distributing experiments across laboratories. 

Moreover, the policy drive towards the growth of the knowledge-economy in 

Europe is counteracted by global dynamics, as well as the difficulty of creating 

partnerships in the long term beyond the multi-annual duration of research 

projects. Despite these challenges, however, the europeanisation of science is a 

tangible social and cultural phenomenon, which is illustrated by many 

examples, such as European societies, conferences, journals, summer schools, 

and the use of ‘Europe’ as a unit of analysis in a range of studies and statistical 

surveys. In many ways, this process has contributed to de-nationalising the 

contexts for the organization and conduct of research projects and knowledge 

production. At the same time, however, the shaping of the European Research 

Area has been and is still underpinned by discourses and narratives that are 

reminiscent of national ideologies and policy strategies, namely the constant 

framing of science as a means to boost European ‘competitiveness’ vis-à-vis 

international players. This contradiction touches on one of the key questions 

concerning the future of European integration. The notion of Fortress Europe - 

open inside its borders but closed to the outside world - has been debated in 
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relation to EU migration policies, but to some extent can also be used to 

challenge research programmes. The creation of a European Research Area can 

be as much exclusive as inclusive. Likewise, the establishment of ‘networks of 

excellence’ can create self-perpetuating elites and marginalisation. To avoid 

such undesirable implications, it is argued, discourses and narratives on 

European science should be more inspired by values of cosmopolitanism and 

global solidarity. 
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1. MAKING SENSE OF EUROPE 

 

 

The question of Europe became the focus of systematic academic interest after 

the end of Second World War, in concomitance with the beginning of the 

process of economic and political integration. Over the years, as the European 

project has grown and evolved, the field of European studies has also expanded 

and attracted scholars from different disciplines. While political scientists have 

been mainly concerned with institutional processes and ‘top-level’ dynamics, 

sociological contributions have begun to examine Europe as a social and 

cultural project. In social theory, some attempts have been made to conceive 

new critical tools in order to make sense of social phenomena that increasingly 

transcend national boundaries. In empirical research, recent works have 

focused on transnational or ‘postnational’ identities, collective action and 

political mobilisation at the European level, and the ‘europeanisation’ of social 

fields such as sport and education. Also, Europe has become the unit of analysis 

of large-scale comparative studies on different issues, such as governance, 

health care, religion, criminality, and education. 

This chapter reviews the main critical arguments that have emerged from 

this body of works in order to provide a theoretical background and rationale to 

my project. After a preliminary overview of the history of the European Union 

and the debate on European integration in political sciences, it discusses themes 

and approaches that emerged in sociological and anthropological works. It is 

not meant to offer a comprehensive overview of the field, but it rather provides 

some insights on the ways in which European integration has been framed and 

conceptualized according to different disciplinary perspectives.3 

 

                                                 
3 The review considers only works in the English language. It would have been fruitful to analyse 
in a comparative fashion the ways in which particular issues – such as the debate on European 
identity – have been discussed in different academic contexts. However, this task would go well 
beyond the aims of my research project. Also, the focus on Anglo-American literature reflects 
the cultural and academic context in which this work was developed. 
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1.1 Towards the EU 

 

European integration, at least in its most tangible and visible form, is a series of 

institutional developments consisting of formal agreements, which are aimed to 

create some degree of cooperation or federation between national governments. 

From the postwar to the present, there have been several such efforts, including 

the Council of Europe, the Organisation for European Economic Cooperation 

(OEEC), the Western European Union (WEA), the European Free Trade 

Association (EFTA), and the European Union. However, the historical 

development that led to the establishment of the European Union in 1992 has 

introduced the most radical innovations in governance and political practice.4 

The beginning of this process can be dated to 1951, when six countries (France, 

Germany, Italy, Belgium, Netherlands, and Luxembourg) agreed to establish an 

international organisation in order to create a common market for the coal and 

steel sector: the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). This initiative, 

according to its promoters, was aimed to help postwar economic reconstruction, 

but also to forge deeper bonds between former enemies and to mark a first step 

towards the constitution of a European federation. As the French foreign 

minister Robert Schumann claimed in 1950 in a famous declaration to the 

French National Assembly, ‘by pooling basic production and by instituting a 

new High Authority, whose decisions will bind France, Germany and other 

member countries, this proposal will lead to the realization of the first concrete 

foundation of a European federation indispensable to the preservation of peace’ 

(Salmon & Nicoll 1997: 45). 

Some years later, the ‘Six’ decided to further consolidate their economic 

relationships by launching two other organisations: the European Community 

for Atomic Energy (Euratom) and the European Economic Community (EEC). 

The former included provisions on industrial policy and scientific research on 

the peaceful use of the atom. The latter was given a wide range of economic 

competences, such as the power to establish a customs union with internal free 

trade and a common external tariff; common policies for particular sectors, 

notably agriculture; and more general co-operation on macroeconomic 

                                                 
4 The literature on the history of European Union is vast and diverse. To write this section, I 
mainly relied on Urwin’s classic work on The Community of Europe (1995) and Dinan’s Europe 
Recast (2004), which provides a more recent overview. Also, Pinder’s (2001) short introduction 
is a valuable guide to understand the intricate working of EU institutions. Finally, Salmon & 
Nicoll (1997) edited a useful collection of historical documents on European integration. 
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strategies (Pinder 2001: 13). The institutional structure of the EEC was based on 

the interplay between a Commission, which represented common European 

interest and had a monopoly in initiating legislation, and a Council, composed 

of national ministers and vested with decision-making powers.5 

Both organisations were inspired by the mission of bringing ‘peace’ and 

‘prosperity’ to Europe, as the founding treaties specified; but the EEC Treaty 

also envisaged the ultimate goal of achieving an ‘ever closer union’ between 

European countries. Indeed, the architects of these agreements were convinced 

federalists and, like Schumann, were committed to realize political unification 

by means of economic integration. Few years later, the first President of the 

EEC Commission, Walter Hallstein, remarked: ‘We are not integrating 

economies, we are integrating politics. We are not just sharing our furniture, we 

are jointly building a new and bigger house’ (in Urwin 1995: 75). 

During the 1960s, however, this initial drive towards an ever closer union 

was considerably weakened as a result of the changing context of European 

politics. For example, since his election as French president in 1959, Charles de 

Gaulle had pursued a foreign policy marked by aggressive nationalism. In the 

European arena, he firmly opposed any projects for political integration and, in 

contrast, sought to use the EEC as a means to serve national interests. To this 

aim, he twice vetoed Britain’s application to join the Community, fearful that 

her membership could challenge French leadership in Europe. Besides, he 

boycotted plans to grant more power to the EEC Commission, to the extent that 

he withdrew France’s representative at the Council of Ministers in Brussels.6 

With de Gaulle’s resignations in 1969, the political climate for international 

negotiations became more relaxed and, in 1973, Britain could finally join the 

Community, along with Ireland and Denmark. The accession of Britain 

introduced an important player in the game of European bargaining, yet the 

institutional landscape did not change significantly. Like France, Britain was 

unwilling to surrender national sovereignty to European institutions; besides, 

the economic crisis following the Yom Kippur war in 1973 forced most European 

                                                 
5 The Treaty establishing the EEC also provided for the constitution of a Parliamentary 
Assembly (the forerunner of the current European Parliament), which originally had only an 
advisory role and its members were not elected by direct universal suffrage. The Treaty also 
established the Court of Justice in order to enforce Community law. 
6 This crisis ended with the so called ‘Luxembourg Compromise’, where the French insisted on 
having a right of veto in the Commission whenever important national interests were at stake. 
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countries to restrict the scope of the free market and shelter again behind 

protectionism.7 

A resurgence of interest in the European project occurred only in the 1980s, 

under the leadership of the new Commission’s president Jacques Delors, within 

a global trend towards deregulation and liberalisation of economic markets. In 

particular, the Single European Act (1986) introduced a number of measures in 

order to remove non-tariff trade barriers such as state subsidies, and to reduce 

discrepancies in taxation systems across member states.8 On the other hand, a 

renewed emphasis on the link between economic growth and technological 

innovation urged European policy makers to boost cooperation in industrial 

research, until then a minor concern of the Community.9 Notably, in 1984 the 

Commission launched the first Framework Programme for research and 

development, a multi-annual funding scheme to support transnational research 

projects in thematic priority areas. 

In the same period, the accession of Greece (1981), Spain and Portugal 

(1986) added a Mediterranean dimension to the Community, but it also 

introduced new problems of cohesion due to their relatively poor economies in 

comparison with the other member states. On this issue, there were different 

views. The British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher - who by that time had 

become a convinced advocate of economic liberalism - regarded any form of 

financial help as a distortion of the ‘proper’ working of the free market economy. 

By contrast, Delors endorsed Community interventions and proposed to allocate 

structural funds in order to redress regional inequalities. Delors’ views were 

backed by a report drafted by the Italian economist Tommaso Padoa-Schioppa, 

who later became one of the main architects of monetary union. In a rebuke of 

neoliberal doctrine, he stressed that ‘any easy extrapolation of “invisible hand” 

ideas into the real world of regional economics in the process of market opening 

would be unwarranted in the light of economic history and theory’ (in Dinan 

2004: 226). 

                                                 
7 This pronounced shift towards ‘intergovernmentalism’ was also marked by the increasing 
influence of the European Council, a high-level summit of the heads of member states which had 
been established in 1961 to define broad political guidelines on Community actions. 
8 While the EEC Treaty had successfully worked for the removal of tariffs and quotas, the 
abolishment of non-tariff barriers was hindered by the requirement of unanimous voting in 
most legislative domains. As a result, trade exchange between member states was still very 
modest. The SEA set a long list of measures to remove non-tariff barriers and extended the 
principle of majority voting in all areas concerning economic integration. 
9 Limited provisions on research policy were included in the ECSC, Euratom and EEC Treaty. 
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Delors’ plans were eventually approved. They also included provisions on 

social policy and occupational health and safety, as well as the draft of a 

common charter on the Fundamental Rights of Workers, which was adopted by 

most national leaders in 1989. Following these early successes, Delors made 

some efforts to push forward one of his most ambitious goals: the establishment 

of the single currency. Proposals about a European currency had been around at 

least since the inter-war period, but they were never carried out for lack of 

feasibility or national resistance.10 By the end of the 1980s, however, the idea of 

monetary union gained a new sense of urgency for two main reasons. First, it 

was regarded as a vital requirement in order to realize a truly unified economy. 

Second, radical changes in the global order created favourable conditions for 

closer economic integration. After the collapse of the Soviet system, which 

opened up the prospect of enlarging the Community to the East, German 

unification also became possible. Consequently, it became an imperative to 

strengthen economic and political ties between Germany and the rest of the 

continent in order to ward off any potential resurgence of German imperialism. 

As Pinder pointed out, the French president Mitterrand ‘saw the single currency 

as the way to anchor Germany irrevocably in the Community system, and hence 

as a condition for German unification’ (2001: 27). Conversely, this ensured the 

German chancellor Helmut Kohl the necessary support in Germany to proceed 

with the project. 

The result of this bargaining was the Maastricht Treaty, signed in February 

1992, which made provisions not only for the euro and the European Central 

Bank but also in a large number of areas including infrastructure, technology, 

research, education, environment, immigration, justice and police. The political 

meaning of the treaty was emphasised by the new name European Union. At the 

institutional level, the most relevant innovation was the increased weight of the 

Parliament,11 which previously had a merely advisory role, and the introduction 

of two new ‘pillars’ alongside the Community: ‘common foreign and security 

policy’ and ‘co-operation in justice and home affairs’. 

                                                 
10 For instance, as early as 1929, German Chancellor Gustav Stresemann proposed to establish a 
European currency at a meeting of the League of Nations. 
11 This occurred through the establishment of the so called ‘co-decision’ procedure, which gave 
the European Parliament the power to adopt legislation jointly with the Council of the European 
Union, requiring the two bodies to agree on an identical text before any proposal can become 
law. 
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In the past decade, the basic structure of Maastricht has been substantially 

revised, mainly as a result of the dramatic process of enlargement which raised 

to 27 the number of EU member states. In 1998, the Amsterdam Treaty 

introduced important innovations in the areas of democracy and human rights, 

in order to reassert fundamental ‘European values’ as a necessary requirement 

to join the EU. Namely, the Amsterdam Treaty affirmed that the Union ‘is 

founded on the principles of liberty, democracy, respect for human rights and 

fundamental freedoms, the rule of law, principles which are common to the 

member states’ (in Dinan 2004: 291). In 2001, the Nice Treaty made some 

amendments to the majority voting system to redress the imbalances brought 

about by the enlargement process.12 Finally, the Lisbon Treaty, signed in 

December 2007, introduced structural reforms after the failed plans for a 

European Constitution (rejected by the French and Dutch electorates in 2005), 

including the establishment of a EU sitting president and a ‘foreign policy chief’, 

the simplification of the overarching institutional framework, and the 

introduction of the Charter of Fundamental Rights as a legally binding 

document. After a complicated political process, including the initial rejection 

by Irish voters in June 2008 (a decision that was reversed in a second 

referendum in 2009), the Lisbon Treaty was eventually ratified by all member 

states and entered into force in December 2009. 

Despite the impressive expansion of the European Union, repeated 

rejections of EU politics in popular referenda have brought to the fore one of the 

biggest problems of European integration. As some commentators highlighted, 

the Community, to some extent, can be regarded as a technocratic machine that 

is orchestrated by an elite of functionaries and is not legitimised by normal 

democratic procedures.13 Over the past two decades, to increase the 

accountability of Community institutions and counteract ‘democratic deficit’, 

EU policy makers have implemented several reforms to increase the power of 

the European Parliament and established various forms of public consultation. 

Besides, the Commission has launched a number of cultural initiatives aimed to 

promote a sense of belonging to the common ‘European home’, including a 

                                                 
12 The geopolitical boundaries of the European Union have greatly expanded as a result of three 
waves of enlargement: in 1995 (Austria, Finland, and Sweden), in 2004 (Cyprus, Czech 
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia), and in 
2007 (Bulgaria and Romania). 
13 For an overview of the issue of democratic legitimacy in the EU, see Banchoff and Smith 
(1999). 
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Europe’s Day, the European flag and the European anthem (Shore 2000).14 All 

these efforts, however, do not seem to have enlivened the feeble enthusiasm for 

the EU in a large part of its population. Citizens’ attitudes range from lukewarm 

interest to open rejection, as the French, Dutch, and Irish referenda 

demonstrated. 

Nevertheless, despite the apparent disconnection from ordinary people, the 

process of European integration has contributed to radical changes in 

traditional governance and social practices. The degree of this change, however, 

is a matter of controversy among intellectuals and scholars. Is the European 

Union a new form of super-state? Is there such a thing as a European social 

model? What is the impact of European integration on the wider society? I will 

continue the discussion in the following section, by reviewing a number of 

academic works that have addressed these issues. 

 

 

1.2 Institutional Studies 

 

In the field of political sciences and international relations, research on 

European integration has largely focused on institutional processes and ‘top-

level’ dynamics. After the first modest initiatives of economic integration, the 

establishment of the European Economic Community in 1957 marked a 

significant step towards closer integration between European countries and 

posed a more serious challenge to traditional forms of governance. As a result, 

scholars in political sciences began to examine the reasons why some states had 

chosen to surrender part of their sovereignty to supranational institutions. In 

his pioneering work on the uniting of Europe, Ernst Haas (1958) provided a 

thorough empirical account of the political, social and economic grounds which 

underpinned the establishment of the European Coal and Steel Community, 

emphasizing the utilitarian benefit of the actors involved rather than the 

ideological commitment to a new political order. Further, he elaborated a broad 

theoretical model to understand the ways in which ‘political communities are 

formed among sovereign States’ (1958: xii). Drawing on functionalist 

                                                 
14 In this respect, European policy makers had to find a difficult balance between the promotion 
of ‘Europeanness’ and the respect of national and regional identities. This tension is well 
epitomized in the EU motto ‘unity in diversity’ (see Schlesinger 1993). 
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approaches in political theory,15 Haas argued that the initial decision by 

national governments to place a certain sector of the economy (such as the steel 

and coal industry) under a central authority inevitably creates the conditions to 

foster integration in other areas such as currency exchange rates, taxation and 

wages (Pollack 2005). As he put it, integration is a dynamic process driven by a 

spill over effect from one sector to another.16 For Haas, this course of actions 

would ultimately lead to political integration, which he defined as ‘the process 

whereby political actors in several distinct national settings are persuaded to 

shift their loyalties, expectations and political activities to a new centre, whose 

institutions possess or demand jurisdiction over pre-existing national states’ 

(1958: 16). 

During the 1960s, however, the functionalist approach was challenged by a 

renewed emphasis on the raison d’état. While Haas had argued that political 

(and social) integration would follow automatically from technical and 

economic cooperation, a new wave of historical studies stressed the primacy of 

nation states in the making of European politics. This turn was largely dictated 

by historical developments in the 1960s and 1970s. As mentioned, at that time 

negotiations within the Community were driven by an ‘intergovernmental’ logic. 

To many commentators, this development illustrated some profound truths 

about the continued dominance of national interests in Europe (Hoffmann 

1966).17 As a result, political scientists shied away from the functionalist 

paradigm and reconsidered the issue in more conservative terms. Haas himself, 

in an article published in 1975, reformulated his initial thesis and pronounced 

the ‘obsolescence of regional integration theory’ (in Pollack 2000: 360). 

In the following decade, the state-centred approach became the leading 

paradigm for the study of European integration. In an influential work on the 

origin of the European Community, the British historian Alan Milward (1992) 

argued that European integration had begun, as it was the only way for nation 
                                                 
15 In international relations theory, functionalism emerged in the inter-war period mainly from 
the work of the Romanian scholar David Mitrany. In particular, Mitrany rejected the belief that 
the nation-state is the best instrument to fulfil human needs and devised a future in which 
governments would be replaced by networks of functional committees (see Rosamond 2000: 
33-35). 
16 Thus, as Lindberg summarized, functional spill over refers to ‘a situation in which a given 
action, related to a specific goal, creates a situation in which the original goal can be assured 
only by taking further actions, which in turn create a further condition and a need for more 
action, and so forth’ (in Laursen 1999: 72). 
17 During the 1970s, symptoms of the persistence of intergovernmentalism were the increasing 
authority of the European Council (a regular summit meeting of EU heads of state and 
governments); the rise of new barriers to trade among EC member states due to the economic 
recession; the failed attempts to monetary integration. 
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states to save their central role after the disasters of the war. To Milward, after 

1945 ‘the European nation-state rescued itself from collapse, created a new 

political consensus as the basis of its legitimacy and through changes in its 

responses to its citizens which meant a sweeping extension of its functions and 

ambitions, reasserted itself as a fundamental unit of political organization’ 

(1992: 3). In his revisionist fervour, Milward also challenged the federalist 

commitment of the founding fathers of the Community - the ‘European saints’, 

as he called them. For example, he noted that Schumann took ‘the general ideas 

of his officials, the specific version of them suggested by Monnet, the increasing 

desperation of the Americans to find a way of binding Germany to the west, the 

extreme need of the first government of the Federal Republic to obtain a 

measure of equality of rights with the other nations, the wave of vague 

sentiment in favour of European unification, and from the combination of all 

these elements produced a foreign policy coup which turned out to be a major 

contribution to French national security’ (1992: 325). 

In tune with this perspective, the political sociologist Michael Mann argued 

that nation-states in Europe are hardly withering away. Although he 

acknowledged that, alongside strong national loyalties, there is ‘a diffuse 

cultural sense of being “European” which is widespread across the member 

countries’, he also stressed that ‘Europe is not moving toward a single state or 

even toward a federal state’ (1993: 127). ‘In controversial areas’, he observed, 

‘the EC works not according to supranational principles, but according to 

geopolitical ones - agreements and alliances between powers (…) Largely 

toothless, the EC regulates only the capitalist activity of a region. It provides a 

genuinely ‘European’ regulation - but only for areas agreed on by traditional 

geopolitics. It is not yet a state, nor is it replacing states’ (128).18 

Similar arguments can be found also in a celebrated work by Andrew 

Moravcsik, whose central thesis is that ‘European integration can be best 

explained as a series of rational choices made by national leaders’ (1998: 18). In 

particular, Moravcsik provided a detailed political analysis of five important 

negotiations in the history of the European Community, from the international 

                                                 
18 In his book The European Sisyphus (1995), Stanley Hoffman claimed that, apart from the lack 
of a coherent and appealing project, the main obstacles to European unity were and are the 
resilience of the nation state. He argued, like Milward, that European integration has tended to 
strengthen, rather than weaken, the nation state, the persistence of national identities and 
diversities, and the divergence of EU member state interests, especially in response to outside 
pressure and crises. 
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conference in Messina, Italy, which laid down the basis of the EEC to the 

negotiations for the Maastricht Treaty. To do so, he developed a theoretical 

framework based on three stages of international negotiations. In the first stage, 

he argued, national preferences are defined by each state based on their 

economic interests. The second step consists of negotiations between national 

governments to reach substantive agreements, in which the outcome depends 

on the relative power of each state. Finally, the last phase involves the 

establishment of common institutions that ensure credibility for the achieved 

commitments. Like Milward, Moravcsik concluded that conventional accounts 

of European integration had given too much credit to the rhetoric of an ‘ever 

closer union’, as well as to the initiative of supranational actors. European 

integration, by contrast, emerged as the result of rational decisions made by the 

three largest member states (France, Germany, and Britain) and is grounded on 

core economic interests. 

Moravcsik’s thesis has been much debated and is still one of the leading 

theories of European integration. However, theorists have challenged his 

underlying assumptions and especially his methodological rationalism. For 

instance, the ‘constructivist’ school maintained that national preferences and 

identities are reshaped by the process of European integration itself (Pollack 

2005: 362-365). Drawing from concomitant developments in social theory, 

constructivists argue that interests and identities are not absolute values, but 

are produced by the constant interaction of social actors.19 While rationalists 

focused on material benefits and power, constructivists argue that the most 

important aspect of international relations is social, rather than material. As 

Alexander Wendt pointed out, it is the very interaction with others that ‘create 

and instantiate one structure of identities and interests rather than another; 

structure has no existence or causal powers apart from process’ (in Jackson & 

Sorensen 2006: 168). 

 

 

1.3 The Sociology of Europe 

 

                                                 
19 In social theory, Barry Barnes (1988, 1995) has developed a similar theoretical framework, 
which emphasises the importance of interactions over rational choices and normative values in 
explaining social order. 
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While scholars in the field of international relations have been mainly 

concerned with institutional aspects, a growing body of sociological works have 

begun to look at Europe as a social and cultural project. These studies have 

focused on different issues and have been underpinned by a variety of 

approaches; however, it is possible to single out some common concerns and 

trends. Notably, in many works, ‘Europe’ has become a new unit of analysis for 

sociological investigations. Works in this category have often addressed the 

question whether there is a distinctive European model of society, or a peculiar 

historical development that distinguishes Europe as a whole from other regions 

of the world. For example, in his social history of European Modernity, Göran 

Therborn (1995) argued that postwar Europe, ‘from the Atlantic to the Urals’, 

experienced a reorientation from an outward thrust, represented by centuries of 

overseas expansion and colonialism, to an inward thrust, characterized by ‘two 

of the world’s greatest attempts at large-scale social steering: building socialism 

in the East and uniting the nation-states of the West’ (Therborn 1995: 334). 

Moreover, he maintained that this reversal was associated with a process of 

modernisation, documented by consumption patterns, rise of women and 

children’s rights, working class politics, industrialisation, and reduction of 

mortality. From the 1970s onwards, however, the European dimension of such 

developments faded away, mainly as a result of deindustrialisation and the 

overwhelming dominance of the United States in the cultural industry. 

Nevertheless, to Therborn, a new kind of uniqueness emerged: Europe became 

the ‘sceptical continent of the world’, at least in regard to religion and, more 

loosely, nationalism (ibid.) 

The sociologist Colin Crouch (1999) raised similar issues in his broad 

sociological survey of social change in Western Europe from the 1960s to the 

1990s. The book is part of a series of academic studies on ‘European societies’, 

edited by Crouch himself, which also includes essays on religion (Davie 2000), 

the European cities (Le Galès 2002), and migration (Schierup et al. 2006). In 

his own contribution, Crouch verified the existence of a supposed European 

‘social form’ and social ‘convergence’, by comparing a broad range of statistical 

data in socio-economic areas such as the organization of labour and capitalism, 

as well as in political life, the family and religion. According to Crouch, this 

research question was legitimised by recent political developments such as the 

arrival of the single currency, increasing European integration in many other 
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areas, and ‘the frequent reference in much political and economic discussion to 

a “European model” of society’ (1999: xi).20 The whole book articulates around 

the thesis of what Crouch calls the ‘mid-century social compromise’, in which 

economic liberalism and welfare state achieved a distinctive European balance 

after World War II. In contrast to Therborn, however, Crouch is more sceptical 

about the emergence of a common pan-European model. Despite relative 

homogeneity in some geopolitical areas, he observed, Europe can be regarded as 

an entity with ‘variable geometry’, characterised by important regional 

differences both in social and political structure. Further, he argued that a 

distinctive Western European culture - in the sense of ‘a mass of interactions 

that involve large numbers of people in social rather than political relationships 

at levels transcending individual nation-state boundaries’ (1999: 395) - can be 

identified only in three domains: classical art, classical music and association 

football. In sum, he concludes, ‘to search for a European society being shaped by 

the formal process of European integration is therefore either a too easy 

negative task or a premature one. It is too easy to point to all the ways in which 

the construction of an economic union has not yet produced much social 

integration; given how slow and deeply rooted social processes are, no one 

should expect anything to have happened yet’ (ibid.). 

In a number of works, the ‘European model’ has been studied by means of 

comparative analyses with other highly industrialised regions of the world, and, 

particularly, the United States.21 Crouch himself measured social indicators in 

Europe against the yardstick of the US and Japan.22 Likewise, Jeremy Rifkin 

attempted to grasp the essence of Europeanness by contrast with the American 

way of life. In particular, Rifkin argued that a new ‘European dream’ is emerging 

and replacing the ‘slow death of the American dream’. In sharp contrast with 

American individualism, according to Rifkin, Europeans have a more inclusive 

conception of freedom, based on ‘embeddedness’, community life, and ‘the 

                                                 
20 Likewise, in the introduction to a collection of works on the ‘anthropology of Europe’, the 
authors claim: ‘At present there are two main reasons which suggest that Europe can be treated 
as a unit: increased economic interdependence between the different European states, and 
increased information exchange through the mass media as well as personal contact through 
tourism, study and work (…). Perhaps the most significant factor to apply to Europe specifically 
is the increasing integration at a political level through agreements and treaties, and 
increasingly vigorous drives towards legislative ad institutional standardization, particularly 
within the European Union (EU)’ (Goddard et al: 24). 
21 Conversely, individual countries are often assessed against the EU as a whole (e.g. ‘the UK has 
the lower rate in the EU of car-related accidents’). 
22 Rodríguez-Pose (2002) adopts a similar approach in a book on ‘economy, society, and polity’ 
in the European Union. 
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access to a myriad of different relationship’ (2004: 13). Thus, ‘the European 

Dream emphasizes community relationships over individual autonomy, cultural 

diversity over assimilation, quality of life over the accumulation of wealth, 

sustainable development over unlimited material growth, deep play over 

unrelenting toil, universal human rights and the rights of nature over property 

rights, and global cooperation over the unilateral exercise of power’ (2004: 3). 

While these works have different concerns and approaches, they all face a 

common methodological issue. What are the boundaries of ‘Europe’? How can 

we conceptualise Europe for research purposes? In the face of these questions, 

Crouch adopted a strictly quantitative approach and framed Europe as an 

aggregate of national statistics. With respect to the research sample, he decided 

not to include any countries that had a population smaller than one million. As 

he specifies in the preface, ‘this leaves us with 16 cases: the 15 current Member 

States of the European Union, less Luxembourg but plus Norway and 

Switzerland’ (1999: xii). These specifications cast much light on the inherent 

ambiguity of a general sociology of Europe: on the one hand, the European 

framework has allowed scholars to make far-reaching comparisons and bold 

socio-cultural syntheses; on the other, it has implied generalisations and 

methodological choices which inevitably ‘construct’ the research object rather 

than simply examine it. This problem is apparent when comparing the different 

definitions of ‘Europe’ in the works by Therborn and Crouch: while Crouch 

focused on ‘Western Europe’, Therborn’s geopolitical frame spans from the ‘the 

Atlantic to the Urals’. In this respect, a general sociology of the ‘European 

Union’ is also problematic, if we consider the ongoing remaking of its borders 

and the variable level of integration among member states. Moreover, the 

framing of Europe as a uniform context of social and cultural practices can 

easily lead to distortions, oversimplifications and essentialist conceptions, as in 

Rifkin’s analysis. This is also the case of the sociological commonplace of 

‘secular Europe’ or, conversely, the exclusive identification of European values 

and cultural identity with the Christian heritage.23 

 

1.3.1 European Identity 

 

                                                 
23 For a critical rereading of both concepts, see Davie (2000). 
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Since the mid-1990s, the question of identity has become a key topic in the 

sociological and political debate on the European Union. The point of departure 

is the idea that European integration needs a common set of values and cultural 

references to ensure its coherence and to endow its actions with legitimacy and 

meaningfulness. As early as 1989, Jacques Delors reportedly said that ‘we need 

a soul for Europe’ (in Cerutti 2001). This need has become more pressing after 

the Maastricht Treaty, which entrusts the Community with new and stronger 

competences in a wide range of areas such as foreign policies, security and 

defence.24 Besides, the prospect of Turkey’s accession, with her predominantly 

Muslim population, and general issues of globalisation and immigration, have 

further added to the identity debates (see Macdonald 1997).25 

So far, the identity of the European Union has been primarily defined in 

economic and political terms. As we have seen before, the founding treaties 

state that the EU is based ‘on the principles of liberty, democracy, respect for 

human rights and fundamental freedoms, and the rule of law’. However, it shall 

also promote the diversity of its cultures, while ‘bringing the common cultural 

heritage to the fore’.26 To this aim, in the past two decades the Commission has 

designed a number of initiatives aimed to foster a sense of belonging to the 

common ‘European home’, including a European flag, the anthem, and the 

Europe’s Day on the 9th of May, the date of the Schuman declaration (see Shore 

1993, 2000). 

In the academic arena, these issues have been examined in numerous studies 

and critical debates. For instance, Anthony Smith, a prominent scholar of 

nationalism and a convinced advocate of the ethnic origin of nations, argued 

that Europe needs ‘sentiment’ (1992a, 1993). The integration project, he 

observed, will remain shaky until the great majority of Europeans will be able to 

discover shared cultural values. However, he noted, ‘Europe lacks a pre-modern 

past, a “prehistory” which can provide it with emotional sustenance and 

historical depth’ (1992a: 62). It is possible, in Smith’s view, to single out major 

cultural traditions that have shaped and contributed to the European history 

                                                 
24 In a speech to the European Parliament, German Chancellor Angela Merkel said: ‘we must 
give a soul to Europe; we have to find Europe's soul. Any failure could be a historic failure’ (Der 
Spiegel January 17, 2007; available 
at: http://www.spiegel.de/international/0,1518,460369,00.html). This and all other web links 
in this thesis were checked in March 2011. 
25 See, for instance, Mandel, Ruth, ‘Fortress Europe and the foreigners within. Germany’s 
Turks’, in Goddard et al (1994). 
26 Treaty on the European Union (1992), Official Journal, C 191 of 29 July 1992. 
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along the centuries, such as ‘Roman law, Greek philosophy and science, Hebraic 

ethics and Christian theology, as well as their Renaissance and Enlightenment 

successors’, but it is rather unclear whether this ‘family of cultures’ could 

compete, or even coexist, with much more accessible, well established, vivid and 

long popularized national identities (1993: 133). 

The anthropologist Chris Shore has framed the issue in a different 

perspective. Rather than attempting to detect or refute a putative European 

identity by considering the cultural history of Europe and its diversity, Shore 

went right to the heart of the institutions which are supposed to construct this 

sense of Europeanness, namely the Directorate General for Information, 

Culture, and Communication (or ‘DG X’) of the European Commission. Drawing 

on ethnographic fieldwork amongst civil servants and politicians in Brussels, 

Shore explored the ways in which ‘EU elites have attempted to further the 

integration process by forging and diffusing their vision of “European 

consciousness” and “European culture” among the peoples of Europe’ (2000: 1). 

In particular, he critically examined the policy moves to create symbols of 

identification with the European project, from the common currency and its 

cultural (rather than merely economic) implications to the ‘People’s Europe’ 

campaign.27 Ultimately, Shore aimed to unmask the doctrine of European 

integration by unravelling the cultural discourse and the political motives of its 

engineers. Two assumptions underpin this approach. First, the idea that 

European integration, namely the neofunctionalist ‘transfer of loyalties from the 

nation-state to European institutions’ (2000: 224), has had little impact at the 

level of popular consciousness and only involved a restricted circle of 

functionaries and political elites in Brussels. Second, the belief that their 

cultural project is perilously close to nationalistic ideologies: ‘(…) just as the 

nation-state was forged by intellectuals and elites whose goal was to inject 

nationalist consciousness into the masses, so EU officials, politicians and 

advertising experts are attempting to instil “European consciousness” among 

the peoples of Europe. From this perspective, construction europeénne appears 

not only as a teleological grand narrative about “destiny” and “progress” but also 

as a project of social engineering reminiscent of Leninism. In either case, 

                                                 
27 Other symbols are the European flag, the Europe’s Day, the standardized European passport 
(introduced between 1987 and 1989), the European driving licence and number plate, and the 
European anthem taken from Beethoven's Ode to Joy. See also Shore (1993). 
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“culture” has provided the idiom through which elites try to galvanise and 

mould public opinion’ (2000: 221-222). 

Shore’s work is sustained by a sound methodological approach and provides 

an original contribution to the debate on European integration. However, recent 

works in social theory have questioned his basic assumptions. In particular, 

Gerard Delanty and Chris Rumford (2005a) argued that the European Union is 

not seeking and should not aspire to replicate the model of the nation-state, as 

Shore implies, but should rather develop a cosmopolitan identity. To them, 

‘being European’ cannot be defined through distinctive European values or a 

European history. Instead, Europe should become a transnational polity based 

on a model of civilization engaged with the realization of cosmopolitan values all 

over the world (2005b). Also, the cosmopolitan vision has found an elaborated 

endorsement in the work of Ulrich Beck, who devoted an entire trilogy to the 

implications of this concept for the social sciences, including Power in the 

Global Age (2005), Cosmopolitan Vision (2006) and Cosmopolitan Europe (co-

authored with Edgar Grande 2007). According to Beck, the perspective that 

politics and society can only be organized along the lines of the nation-state is 

inherently mistaken. This belief, he argues, can lead to two different biases. ‘The 

national outlook’ refers to the standpoint of political actors who accept the 

nation as the unique horizon of their activities. ‘Methodological nationalism’, 

instead, refers to the viewpoint of social scientists that implicitly adopt the 

nation-state as the dominant framework of their investigations (2007: 18). 

Specifically, methodological nationalism equates the nation state with society 

and assumes that ‘humanity is naturally divided into a limited number of 

nations, which organize themselves internally as nation-states and externally set 

boundaries to distinguish themselves from other nation-states’ (2006: 3). With 

regard to Europe, Beck and Grande maintain that this historically unique form 

of international community cannot be understood and conceptualized in terms 

of the traditional concepts of politics and the state: ‘Europe in movement – 

Europe as a movement – escapes our understanding because this permanent 

process of transformation contradicts the conception within which Europe 

hitherto seemed to be self-evidently situated, namely the conceptual horizon of 

national societies and states’ (2007: 2). By contrast, they argue, we must rethink 

the conventional categories of social and political analysis, and theorize a 

Europe in which ‘the supranational level is not equated with loss of power at the 
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national level’, but co-exist and complement traditional forms of governance 

(2007: 18). From this stance, the actual process of European integration appears 

as an example of ‘deformed cosmopolitanism’, caused by ‘the egoism of member 

states, economic self-interest and the asymmetries in influence on political 

decisions in the EU, the technocratic policy approach of the supranational 

institutions and the weakness of actors from civil society’ (2007: 20). 

Finally, also Jürgen Habermas has endorsed the cosmopolitan ideal and 

refuted a conception of Europe based on cultural sameness. In particular, he 

argued, a nation of citizens must not be confused with a community of fate 

shaped by common descent, language and history: ‘this confusion fails to 

capture the voluntaristic character of a civic nation, the collective identity of 

which exists neither independent of nor prior to the democratic process from 

which it springs’ (2001a: 12). According to Habermas, such a civic (as opposed 

to ethnic), conception of the nation reflects both the actual historical trajectory 

of the European nation-states and the fact that ‘democratic citizenship 

establishes an abstract, legally mediated solidarity between strangers’ (ibid.). 

Ultimately, Habermas envisages a sort ‘cosmopolitan solidarity’, based on the 

moral universalism of human rights, rather than being rooted in particular 

collective identities (2001b: 108). 

 

 

1.3.2 Empirical Works 

 

The debate on European integration in social theory has brought new questions 

and insights into a field that has long been dominated by the narrow perspective 

of institutional, legal, or economic studies. Indeed, the notion of cosmopolitan 

Europe is a powerful criticism of current policy discourses and touches on one 

of the most crucial issues for the future of European integration. Besides, the 

debate has prompted some authors, like Beck, to rethinking longstanding 

assumptions on methods and data collection in the social sciences. However, the 

call for a radically new, ‘transnational’ or ‘postnational’, sociology has not been 

followed by empirically informed works. By contrast, most contributions have 

been merely prescriptive. Social theorists have been committed to tell what 

European integration ought to be, but they did not shed much light on what it 

actually is. Conversely, Shore’s ethnography is based on solid empirical 
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research, but, once again, it is confined within the boundaries of institutional 

dynamics and does not say anything about the impact of European integration 

on wider society. 

In a recent overview of the literature, Adrian Favell has well summarized the 

terms of this issue, and urged sociologists working on European integration to 

study ‘real people’ and not only the elites who are working in Brussels or 

‘Europeans reified as ethnic or national groups and collective identities’. In his 

view, studies should focus on ‘the very real individuals experiencing and living 

out the micro-level consequences of macro-level regional integration on an 

everyday, social level, and whose actions and embodiments of Europe as an 

everyday practice aggregate somehow into the familiar political, institutional 

and pan-European societal structures we know’ (Favell 2007). 

But where are these people? Who is actually experiencing on a daily basis the 

effects of regional integration? Favell himself opened up a promising area of 

investigation with a qualitative wok on ‘free moving’ professionals across 

European cities. This is a relevant issue, as the free movement of people, along 

with goods, capital and services, is one of the four pillars of the common market. 

Favell’s analysis indicates that mobility within the EU – even among highly 

qualified professionals – is still hindered by hurdles such as discrimination in 

the housing market, education, welfare institutions, consumer services and 

political representation. Thus, Favell concludes that ‘the limited cross-national 

mobility of professionals in Europe suggests that the dominantly national 

organization of access to “quality of life” benefits might still constitute the major 

barrier to intra-European migration, despite the growing economic and cultural 

opportunities of such movement’ (2003: 33). 

The comparative study of different attitudes towards the European Union 

has been another subject of recent investigations. In this area, Juan Diéz-

Medrano (2003a, 2003b) has provided a robust qualitative work that examines 

beliefs of ordinary citizens, intellectuals and members of the local elites about 

European integration. In particular, Diéz-Medrano aimed to understand the 

reasons why public support to the EU is characterised by marked national 

differences. Methodologically, he relied on interviews in three countries (Spain, 

Britain and Germany) and the analysis of newspapers and other printed sources 

such as school textbooks and novels. Then, he contextualized his findings within 

respective national histories and cultures. This is a well documented and 
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articulated work, which enrich the dry statistical figures of ‘Eurobarometers’ 

with thick qualitative data, theoretically underpinned by the use of Goffmann’s 

frame analysis.28 However, it is limited to the ambiguous domain of ‘attitudes’ 

and ‘beliefs’ and does not say anything about social practices. 

In a recent article, Diéz-Medrano himself has recognized the need to study 

the social impact of economic and political integration in empirical terms, 

assuming that ‘the new European Union has a tremendous impact on the 

European citizens’ lives, whether they know it or not’ (2008: 4). In particular, 

he distinguished between two different levels of Europeanization which are 

worth of specific sociological investigations. The first is the Europeanization of 

the national societies, understood as a ‘widening of the scope of the national 

citizens’ economic and political activities that directly or indirectly result from 

the economic and political institutions of the European Union’. The second is a 

‘European society proper’, namely ‘the emergence of European social groups, 

that is, transnational groups of European citizens whose consciousness and 

behaviour denote solidarities that transcend national and subnational 

affiliations’ (2008: 5). 

The few empirical works on transnational groups and identities, however, 

have come to contrasting conclusions. For example, a collection of essays on 

Contentious Europeans argued that many social categories - including farmers, 

labour movements, and trade unions - are increasingly protesting against EU 

policies, ‘but on domestic soil and not against the institutions that produce 

them’ (Imig & Tarrow 2001: 3). What is more, with few exceptions, social 

protests appear to be overtly competitive, ‘supporting the view that the 

European single market has created more incentives for competition than for 

cooperation’ (Imig & Tarrow 2001: 235). In contrast with these findings, 

research on migrant experiences has documented the emergence of 

‘postnational’ identities and new forms of participation at the European level 

(Soysal 1994; Kastoryano 2003). For example, a comparative study by Yasemin 

Soysal on guest worker associations in six European countries suggests that 

traditional notions of citizenship, anchored in territorialized notions of cultural 

belonging, is being replaced by a more universalistic model based on the 

protection of human rights (1994: 159). Thus, to Soysal, ‘the incorporation into 

                                                 
28 Eurobarometers are social surveys on public opinion, conducted by the European 
Commission since 1973 in support to decision-making and evaluation of its work. 
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a regime of membership rights no longer inevitably requires incorporation into 

the national collectivity’ (1994: 3). 

Sport, and particularly football, has also been the subject of fruitful 

investigations. Football is a social form where collective identities are enacted 

and performed, and has long been a prominent expression of national ethos and 

loyalties. In his book on The European Ritual (2003), however, Anthony King 

has effectively articulated the thesis that football is now becoming a 

transnational phenomenon.29 While until the 1990s European football was 

dominated by the overwhelming influence of national federations, in the past 

fifteen years association clubs have become nodes of economic power in a pan-

European network where national affiliations are almost irrelevant. 

Furthermore, King’s ethnography of British fan clubs demonstrates that new 

forms of localism or post-national identities are emerging. Although his findings 

stem from the ethnographic study of a small group of Manchester United 

supporters, his approach proves to be more revealing than abstract 

theorizations on European integration. As he argues, ‘statements about the 

nature of European identity become more than mere assertions, only by 

engaging in detailed ethnographies, which illuminate the way individuals are 

actually re-negotiating their identities and social relations in specific 

circumstances’ (2000: 421). 

 

 

1.4 The Politics of Science 

 

This sparse group of empirical works on Europe indicates a promising research 

direction, but there are still many avenues open to further investigation. For 

several reasons, science represents a fertile terrain to explore the dynamics of 

European integration ‘at work’. First, along with the economy, politics and 

sport, scientific research is one of the few fields that have been most visibly 

europeanised. Although the individual states remain the main actors for the 

organisation and funding of research activities, the emergence of a European 

                                                 
29 In recent years, football and sport in general have been at the centre of several studies on 
transnational processes and globalization. See, for instance, Giulianotti, Richard and Robertson, 
Roland (2007), ‘The Globalization of Football: A Study in the Glocalization of the “Serious Life”’, 
British Journal of Sociology 55(4), pp. 545–68; Giulianotti, Richard and Robertson, Roland 
(2007), ‘Sport and Globalization: Transnational Dimensions’, Global Networks, 7 (2), pp. 107-
116. 
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dimension of science has been illustrated by various examples, including the 

establishment of ‘big science’ centres such as the European Centre for Nuclear 

Research (CERN) and the European Molecular Biology Laboratory (EMBL), 

European societies and academic journals, and transnational research networks. 

Also, the organisation and management of research activities has gained a 

crucial importance in the overall strategy of the European Union. Since the late 

1970s, the promotion and funding of science has been a central part of 

governance and political culture of the European Community. In recent years, 

the emphasis on science and innovation has been increasingly prominent. In 

early 2000, a communication of the Commission announced plans for the 

establishment of a European Research Area (ERA), namely a broad initiative 

aimed to enhance cooperation among European scientific institutions and the 

mobility of researchers across national borders. Not only were science and 

technology seen as crucial means for economic and technological advancement, 

but they were also celebrated as inherently positive social values: as the 

communication remarked, ‘science and particularly technology is what makes 

society thick’.30 Few months later, this strategy was reasserted by the heads of 

member states at the European Council with the adoption of the Lisbon Agenda, 

a broad policy guideline that set the ambitious goal to make ‘Europe the most 

competitive knowledge-based economy in the world’.31 

However, the practical accomplishment of this grand vision has not always 

been straightforward. As we will see, scientific cooperation across national 

borders has raised issues of standardisation of laboratory practices and 

measurement systems. Moreover, despite the supposed ‘neutrality’ of basic 

science, the creation of a common European research platform has been 

hindered by marked differences between national attitudes and regulations. 

This issue has been particularly problematic in the life sciences and 

biotechnology. While this sector has long been identified as a key target for 

planning and interventions, public concerns about the ethical implications of 

controversial research practices in human genetics and stem cell research have 

jeopardized the approval of recent funding programmes. In this situation, the 

European Union has had to find a difficult balance between the promotion of 

science, the respect of national regulations, and the safeguard (or the definition) 
                                                 
30 Commission of the European Communities (2000), ‘Making a Reality of the European 
Research Area (ERA)’, COM 2000 (612), p. 7. 
31 Lisbon European Council, Presidency Conclusions (23 and 24 March 2000), available at: 
http://ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/00100-r1.en0.htm 
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of common ‘European values’. The study of European policies and programmes 

in the life sciences and biotechnology, therefore, can add to an understanding 

both of the integration process and the politics of European identity. 

With a few notable exceptions (Guzzetti 1995; Krige 2006), these issues have 

been overlooked by former studies on European integration. In line with policy 

discourses, a number of works have measured the ‘competitiveness’ of European 

science through quantitative indicators, often by comparison with the United 

States or emerging Asian economies.32 In one of the few ethnographic studies, 

the anthropologist Stacia Zabusky (1995) provided a detailed analysis of the 

collaborative work of scientists and engineers at the European Space Agency. 

However, this study is more concerned with the social nature of technical 

cooperation, than the process of European integration. 

Surprisingly, also scholars in the field of social studies of science (STS) have 

showed scarce interest in European research policy. One of the reasons is 

probably that the field has been dominated by detailed ethnographies of local 

practices, scientific disciplines or specific technologies, with little attention to 

the overarching political and institutional frameworks. This point has been 

highlighted some years ago by Andrew Barry, who argued that ‘science and 

technology studies have tended to be dominated by the study of “cases” which 

become the objects of theoretical arguments about the character of the scientific 

and the technical, but whose significance for the study of politics is obscure’ 

(2001: 12). Likewise, broad analyses of the changing nature of knowledge 

production have framed scientific research in universalistic terms, disregarding 

the influence of concomitant political developments (e.g. Gibbons et al. 1994). It 

is no surprise, thus, that ‘writers in international relations, cultural studies and 

politics have been inclined to see studies of science and technology as of rather 

marginal interest’ (Barry 2003: 12). 

The following pages address this gap in the literature by exploring the 

interplay between ongoing political developments in the European Community 

and the production of scientific knowledge. While they consider and analyse key 

aspects in the history of European research policies, particular attention will be 

paid to the field of the life sciences and biotechnology as a locus where 

important elements of European political culture and identity emerged and 

were negotiated. Finally, the micro-sociological study of two European networks 

                                                 
32 See, for instance, a special issue of Research Policy 27 (6), published in 1998. 
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in stem cell research will shift the focus from the institutional setting to the ‘very 

real individuals’ who experience and live out the ‘micro-level consequences of 

macro-level regional integration’. In following Favell’s advice, therefore, this 

work aims to connect the overarching institutional framework with social 

practices and the actual behaviour of people. In addition, it aims to shed some 

light on the ways in which the changing political context is reshaping the 

production of scientific knowledge. In the next chapter, I will provide a more 

detailed discussion of my research approach and related methodological issues. 
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2. METHODOLOGY 

 

 

Only by moving grandly on the macroscopic level can we satisfy our intellectual and human 

curiosities. But only by moving minutely on the molecular level can our observations and 

explanations be adequately connected. So, if we would have our cake and eat it too, we must 

shuttle between macroscopic and molecular levels in instituting the problem and in explaining it 

 

Charles Wright Mills (1953: 273)  

 

 

2.1 Policy Narratives 

 

This work focuses on science cooperation in the European Union and is 

organised around two interrelated levels of analysis: the institutional context of 

policy making and the ways in which policies work out in the actual practice of 

European scientific cooperation. The first ‘macro’ level of analysis mainly 

involved the collection and critical reading of documentation pertaining to 

Community research policy, including communications, reports, white papers, 

directives and regulations. Official documents of European institutions are 

largely available in public libraries and online digital archives. In 2009, the 

Publications Office of the European Union launched the EU Bookshop Digital 

Library, an online service giving access to documents edited by the Publications 

Office on behalf of the EU institutions, agencies and other bodies since 1952. In 

addition, there are other valuable online sources of historical materials, such as 

the archive on European integration maintained by the Centre for European 

Studies of the University of Pittsburgh.33 

In analysing the institutional context, I aimed to identify and explore the 

main discourses that have underpinned and legitimised Community research 

policies and programmes, with a focus on biotechnology. In doing so, I found 

inspiration in former critical studies that have analysed biotechnology policies 

as narratives. In his book Governing Molecules (1998), for example, Herbert 

Gottweis argued that narratives are ‘ordering devices’ into the messy world of 

policy making. As he explains, ‘This power to create order is an attractive quality 

that makes narratives essential for the shaping of policies, the settling of 

                                                 
33 http://aei.pitt.edu 
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conflicts, or the securing of legitimacy for political action’ (1998:32). Thus, 

according to Gottweis, it is crucial to highlight ‘the importance of discourses and 

narratives for the construction of political reality, the constructed nature of 

actors in politics and society, and the phenomenon of the competing, 

conflicting, and often contradictory structures of meaning and expression in 

social and political life’ (1998:12). Likewise, Sheila Jasanoff has shed light on 

the ways in which the regulation of biotechnology has been framed according to 

different political cultures. In her work Designs on Nature (2005), she 

described the historical and social origins of ‘controlling narratives’ that have 

framed the course of policy development in three different countries and 

examined the reasons why they were differently institutionalized within each 

political system. Both works include an overview of European biotechnology 

policy, but there is wide room for further research and insights. In particular, I 

aimed to gain an understanding of the background of political culture that 

sustained the emergence and development of interventions at the EU level, with 

a focus on the increasing use of the future and long-term planning as the key 

principles in policy discourses and governance from the 1970s to the present 

days. Secondly, I have paid particular attention to the gap between the policy 

vision of a biosocial future and the many hurdles to its implementation. In the 

analysis of the early history of Community research policies, Luca Guzzetti’s 

(1995) pioneering work has provided an important source of knowledge and 

critical insights.  

Finally, I am aware that in my work I have not simply analysed narratives, 

but I have also produced narratives on the history of EU research policies, and 

other aspects that are related to my research object, such as biotechnology, stem 

cell research and European studies. As Shore pointed out (2006), ever since the 

so-called reflexive turn of the 1980s, social scientists have recognised that 

historiography, ethnography and critical analysis are themselves reifications. In 

other words, we shape and construct social worlds in the very act of writing 

about them, as we single out particular elements and developments out of the 

messy complexity of social life to produce a coherent text. As mentioned, this 

can be applied to fabrications of ‘Europe’ in academic studies, but, lato sensu, 

can be extended to any interpretations of social and cultural worlds, including 

this work. This does not mean that we shall discard any effort of writing culture, 

politics and society as mystifications, but nevertheless it is important to reflect 
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on the contingent nature of our investigations, and stress the fact that 

alternative narratives are possible. 

 

 

2.2 The Case Studies 

 

The second level of analysis involved the study of European research policies ‘at 

work’ through the in-depth analysis of two cases. In particular, I followed the 

activities of two transnational networks in stem cell science, which were funded 

by the European Union under the Sixth Framework Programme for research 

and development (2002-2006) and were closely linked through shared activities 

and projects: Eurostemcell and Estools. I decided to focus on this research area, 

as it can provide a revealing perspective to make sense of wider issues of 

European integration. Due to public concerns about related laboratory practices 

such as embryo manipulation and cloning, stem cell science has become a 

controversial cultural field, in which divergent understandings of life, morality 

and ‘values’ emerged and were reflected. For this reason, stem cell research has 

been at the centre of many works in the humanities and social sciences, 

including comparative studies of ethical debates and regulations (Bender et al. 

2005), critical re-reading of scientific discourses (Hauskeller 2005), and broad 

analyses of wider issues of political economy (Salter 2007; Cooper 2008). At the 

EU level, stem cell research has been identified as a priority area in recent 

funding programmes due to its therapeutic promises and the economic 

prospects. However, discrepancies between national views and regulations 

jeopardized the approval of the two latest framework programmes and 

highlighted once again the long standing problem of the harmonization of 

research policies in Europe and, more broadly, of European unity and cultural 

identity. In my research, I was interested in understanding the ways in which 

these issues, among others, played out in the practice of transnational 

cooperation. 

Finally, there are also more practical reasons. Before embarking in my 

doctoral studies, I had previous knowledge on stem cell science, as I had studied 

the Italian debate on embryo research for my Masters dissertation in social 

anthropology at University College London (Liverani 2006). Moreover, from 

2007 to 2009, I had the opportunity to work in close association with the 
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project ‘Stem Cell Research in Context’ at EGENIS, the ESRC Centre for the 

Study of Genomics in Society at the University of Exeter. This project aimed to 

investigate how public governance and regulations influence everyday 

laboratory activity in stem cell research. Specifically, it examined the ways in 

which the infrastructure of stem cell science, its research questions, objects and 

routines are shaped by different regulatory frameworks, ethical discourses, 

science policies and professional backgrounds. In turn, the research group at 

EGENIS was part of a wider initiative involving other centres in British 

universities (the UK Social Science Stem Cell Initiative), which included various 

meetings and workshops. Thus, the links with these initiatives allowed me to 

deepen and discuss my research project with a large community of social 

scientists. 

 

 

2.3 Case Studies and Generalisation  

 

These considerations seem to provide a sound justification for the choice of the 

case study in stem cell research. However, it might be objected that the focus on 

a single case is a weak methodological strategy to answer my research questions. 

Specifically, to what extent can the study of two research networks cast light on 

wider issues of European science cooperation, let alone the process of European 

integration? 

The problem of generalization is a crucial issue in case study research and 

has been discussed in several methodological works (Stake 1995; Flyvbjerg 

2006). In general, inductive reasoning has been at the centre of methodological 

debates since the time of the philosopher David Hume, who was highly sceptical 

of the inference of general truths from the observation of particular phenomena. 

Some theorists, however, have argued that strategic sampling can offer a 

substantial basis for generalization. For example, Robert Yin (1994) has pointed 

out that the choice of a critical case is a valid method to test a theoretical 

proposition or examine specific social issues. As social phenomena and practices 

never occur in a cultural vacuum, but are always embedded in a wider context of 

meaning, the detailed analysis of specific instances can illuminate wider social 

and cultural phenomena from a given viewpoint. Moreover, it is well recognised 

that the ‘thick description’ of a significant case can provide a wealth of insights 
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that are inaccessible to quantitative research, such as statistical surveys. Similar 

considerations can be applied to many pivotal works in the social sciences, from 

the pioneering studies of the Chicago School of urban sociology to Goffman’s 

ethnographies. In Asylums (1961), Erving Goffman provided revealing insights 

on the social condition of mental patients by drawing on participant observation 

in a psychiatric hospital in Washington D.C. Despite focusing on a single case, 

his work illuminate key aspects of social dynamics in a ‘total institution’. 

Likewise, in their classic study on Laboratory Life (1986), Bruno Latour and 

Steve Woolgar challenged some fundamental assumptions about the nature of 

knowledge production through the detailed description of routine scientific 

work. Their arguments were not based on observations in many laboratories, 

but on a single case. Besides, the choice of a specific case was haphazard rather 

than ‘strategic’. As they explained, ‘The choice of laboratory was determined 

mainly by the generosity of one of the senior members of the institute in 

providing office space, free access to most discussions and to all the archives, 

papers and other documents in the laboratory’ (39).34 Yet again, the study of 

this ‘random’ case produced an impressive account of knowledge production, 

which is highly relevant well beyond the contingent arrangements of that 

particular research setting. 

In my research, the choice of two particular networks (Eurostemcell and 

Estools) was partly dictated by information that I had collected in earlier 

studies. In researching the topic of my Masters dissertation, I had met (and 

interviewed) some Italian participants in the consortium Eurostemcell, who 

became subsequently involved also in Estools. Thus, I could rely on a small 

network of existing connections and a familiarity with the case study. More 

importantly, in the initial stages of my research, the network Eurostemcell was 

the largest EU-funded consortium on stem cell science and applications, with a 

budget of 11.9 million euros and involving more than 100 researchers across 27 

research groups in 16 partner institutions. On the other hand, the consortium 

Estools was the only European network entirely focused on the controversial 

field of embryonic stem cells. Due to the involvement of partners from countries 

                                                 
34 Or it was strategic precisely because it was haphazard. In this respect, Latour and Woolgar 
write: ‘It is perhaps relatively easy to show the intrusion of social factors in cases of borderline, 
controversial science, or where secrecy and competition are evident (…) The work of our 
laboratory, however, constitutes “normal” science which is relatively free from obvious 
sociological events. We are less tempted, therefore, to try to tease out instance of gossip and 
scandal; no sociological muckraking is intended, nor do we claim that science devoid of such 
intrigue is unworthy of sociological attention’ (1986 31-32).  
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with different regulatory regimes, it constituted a ‘critical’ case to examine the 

ways in which the fragmented nature of the moral landscape around scientific 

research (Pàlsson and Hardardóttir 2002) affects the practical working of 

transnational consortia in the European Union. 

 

 

 

2.4 Studying Research Networks 

 

The case study component involved another important methodological issue. 

How could I make sense of transnational research networks? What is the best 

approach to study such an elusive social configuration? During my research, I 

evaluated several options and walked more than one route. In the initial stages, 

I identified social network analysis as a potentially suitable analytical tool. This 

approach has become a popular method to evaluate relational data in a broad 

range of contexts, including industrial organisations, kinship and friendship 

ties, corporate interlocking patterns, and virtual communities. Its origins are 

rooted in early anthropological works on social structures, especially in 

Radcliffe-Browne’s structural functionalism, but it was systematically developed 

only during the 1960s and the 1970s through the insights of theorists such as 

Harrison White and Ronald Burt (Scott 2006). While there are different schools 

and approaches, the central point of network analysis is the emphasis on 

relational ties over normative values in shaping the structural properties of a 

network. As Barry Wellman explains, network analysis concentrates on studying 

‘how the pattern of ties in a network provides significant opportunities and 

constraints because it affects the access of people and institutions to such 

resources as information, wealth, and power’. Thus, network analysts treat 

social systems as networks of dependency relationships resulting from ‘the 

differential possession of scarce resources at the nodes and the structured 

allocation of these resources at the ties’ (Wellman 1983:157).35 

Over the years, theorists in this area of research have elaborated an 

increasingly codified and formalized language to describe social dynamics 

                                                 
35 A similar view is held by Barry Barnes in his The Nature of Power. In particular, Barnes 
rejects the Parsonian ‘normative determinism’ in which social structure is maintained through 
the individual internalization of norms. By contrast, Barnes stresses the importance of ‘ongoing 
interaction and mutual sanctioning’ (1988: 138). 
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within a network environment, including concepts of density, centrality and 

centralization, clustering and cliques, and asymmetrical ties. Moreover, a range 

of computer programmes have been designed to handle vast amounts of 

relational data and produce visual representations of network structures. In the 

field of science studies, this approach has gained popularity as a tool to examine 

broad patterns of collaboration and co-authorship, often through bibliometric 

analyses of co-authored publications.36 For example, the sociologist Alberto 

Cambrosio and his colleagues at McGill University have used computer-based 

network analysis to make sense of relational data in large biomedical research 

projects (Cambrosio et al. 2004). Such methods can be very effective in 

providing a bird’s-eye view of the social geography of collaborative research and 

in highlighting emergent properties in large-scale networks. However, they are 

not suitable for the study of qualitative aspects of networking, as they reduce the 

richness and complexity of social relations to a few quantitative indicators, 

disregarding both social practices and the Weberian ‘subjective motivations’ of 

social actors.37 In short, I eventually discarded network analysis as a heuristic 

tool for my research and decided to rely on ethnographic methods such as 

interviews, observations and content analysis, partly because bibliometric works 

on international cooperation in stem cell science already exist (Rüdiger 2006). 

But more importantly I was interested in a micro-sociological account of the 

ways in which participants experience and enact the aspects of European 

research networking, rather than providing a static picture of European patterns 

in stem cell cooperation. 

The choice of ethnographic methods, however, posed other challenges. In 

particular, traditional ethnography is not well equipped to study transnational 

networks involving many participants in different countries. It would take a very 

long time, require considerable funding and still it is highly uncertain how 

fieldwork should be organised and divided up between twenty or more different 

locations. As an alternative strategy, fieldwork can be limited to one or few 

                                                 
36 See, for instance, Glänzel et al (1999) for a bibliometric analysis of scientific cooperation in 
the European Union. 
37 Indeed, Cambrosio and his colleagues have strengthened their methodology with interviews 
and content analysis: ‘Sociological analyses of this kind of large-scale collaborative research 
usually adopt one of two equally unsatisfactory alternatives: either they provide thick 
descriptions of selected sites, thus missing the figurational dimension of the collaborative 
network, or they attempt to account for figurational complexity by reducing it to a few 
quantitative indicators, thus destroying for all practical purposes the very phenomena under 
investigation. To avoid these two alternatives, we opted for a combination of ethnographic 
methods (interviews, content analysis) and a computer-based analysis’ (2004: 326). 
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nodes of the network. For instance, in his study of anti-corporate globalization 

networks, Jeffrey Juris conducted long-term participant observations within an 

individual local group, and followed their activities across a range of other sites. 

Juris writes that ‘it was only by remaining situated within a concrete node that I 

was able to appreciate the complete imbrications of local, regional and local 

scales’ (2008:298). In focusing on one site, however, this approach overlooks 

the perspective of other ‘nodes’ in the network. The salient feature of a research 

network is precisely its decentred configuration and the emphasis on a single 

point does not make justice to its intrinsic multiplicity and complexity. 

In many ways, the problem of studying research networks ethnographically 

recalls the many other situations where local contexts are interconnected with 

much wider systems and relations. These situations require the rethinking of 

the anthropological method of intensive participant observation in a single 

bounded location. In the 1980s, George Marcus and Michael Fischer argued that 

the traditional ‘single-sited’ ethnography is inadequate to make sense of 

phenomena that increasingly transcend the boundaries of the small group or 

community. As a solution, they proposed ‘multi-sited ethnography’ (Fischer & 

Marcus 1986/1999). However, as Kaushik Sunder Rajan pointed out (2006), the 

notion of multi-sited ethnography does not mean ‘a simple multiplication of the 

number of field sites, a quantitative “adding on” to single-sited ethnography’. 

Rather, ‘multi-sited ethnography is a conceptual topology, a different way of 

thinking about field sites in relation to analytic and theoretical questions about 

the world we live in’ (2006:31). This change of perspective might require 

different methodological strategies, as well as the access to a different range of 

sources and field locations, such as websites, visual material, face-to-face and 

phone interviews. 

In keeping with these suggestions, my case study research aimed to confront 

the complexity of European stem cell networks by using a variety of sources and 

empirical material, including websites, scientific articles, visits to laboratories, 

participation in scientific conferences and public engagements events. In the 

process, I travelled to a number of sites in the United Kingdom, Sweden, 

Germany, and Italy over a two-year period from early 2007 to the end of 2009 

(Table 1). In 2007, I had the chance to visit for ten days a stem cell laboratory in 

Sheffield, whose director, Professor Peter Andrews, was the coordinator of 

Estools, one of the two European consortia I had chosen as core case studies. 

 44



Access to this laboratory was gained through the brokerage of my first 

supervisor, who had previously collaborated with Professor Andrews on other 

research projects. This was a crucial experience that helped me gain a feel for 

the practical aspects of scientific work in this area. Not only did I have the 

chance to talk to scientists about their work, but I could observe them doing 

various tasks such as pipetting, slicing animal tissue, operating chromatography 

and PCR machines, and culturing cell lines. My engagement with ‘laboratory 

ethnography’, however, was limited to this single experience, as I did not aim to 

explore routine scientific work beyond a general understanding of the basics of 

stem cell research. My main interest laid in the practice and subjective 

experience of networking, a phenomenon that can be hardly observed in long 

sessions of participant observations at laboratory benches. Networking practices 

can be more profitably observed at international meetings, workshops and 

conferences where participants meet and interact. In this respect, I had the 

chance to participate in a variety of events that were organised by the European 

stem cell networks, including a public engagement conference and a public 

workshop on ethical issues of stem cell research. The first meeting on ‘Ethical 

Aspects of Stem Cell Research in Europe’ took place in Berlin in April 2007, and 

was aimed to discuss controversial aspects of legislation on stem cell research at 

the European level, to evaluate the feasibility of stem cell-based therapies, and 

to define potential milestones for a road map toward clinical application. The 

second meeting was held in Lund, Sweden, in October 2008, and focused on 

ethical and regulatory aspects of interspecies embryo research and IPS research 

– two new stem cell research areas that emerged at the time of my fieldwork 

(see section 4.2). I was particularly interested in these meetings, as they 

provided an opportunity to examine the ways in which participating scientists 

engaged with the public on the ethical implications of their work (see section 

5.4). 

In addition to these key research sites, I attended other public meetings and 

conferences on stem cell science, including the opening conference for the new 

Wellcome Trust Stem Cell Centre in Cambridge and several workshops that 

were organised by the UK National Stem Cell Network, an independent body 

established in 2006 as the national focal point for the promotion of stem cell 

research and the dissemination of knowledge about UK stem cell research to 

overseas researchers, the general public and the media. Although these 
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meetings were not strictly related to my case study, they helped me gain a better 

understanding of stem cell science in a different context of institutionalisation 

(see, for example, section 4.1.2). 

 

Research Site Date Research Activity 

University of Cambridge (UK), 
Meeting on ‘25 years of 
embryonic stem cell research in 
Cambridge’ and Official Opening 
of the Wellcome Trust Centre for 
Stem Cell Research 

18-19 December 2006 Observations 

University of Sheffield (UK), 
Centre for Stem Cell Biology 

9-18 April 2007 Observations and interviews 

ESTOOLS/EUROSTEMCELLS 
second ethics public workshop on 
‘Ethical Aspects of Stem Cell 
Research in Europe’, Berlin, 
Germany 

19-20 April 2007 Observations and interviews 

Heriot-Watt University, 
Edinburgh (UK), UKNSCN 
Inaugural Annual Meeting 

9-11 April 2008 Observations 

ESTOOLS/EUROSTEMCELLS 
first ethics public workshop on 
‘Ethical aspects of research on 
interspecies embryos and IPS 
cells’, Lund (Sweden) 

2-3 October 2008 Observations and interviews 

University of Milan (Italy), 
Centre for Stem Cell Research 

11 November 2008 Interviews 

University of Cambridge, 
Wellcome T\rust Centre for Stem 
Cell Research 

21 November 2008 Interviews 

University of Edinburgh, Institute 
for Stem Cell Research 

11 December 2008 Interviews 

 

Table 1. Research Sites 

 

Finally, a crucial component of my collection of empirical material consisted of 

interviews with scientists and other professionals that were involved at various 

levels in the research consortia Eurostemcell and Estools, as well as informal 

conversations in laboratory settings and at scientific meetings. Given the large 

number of partners in the two research consortia I had chosen to investigate, 

however, I was initially confronted with further methodological issues. From the 

outset, I discarded the option of a large-scale survey of the entire cohort of 

participating scientists. While this approach may be valuable in broad opinion 

polls such as the Eurobarometers, my aim was to elicit information at a deeper 

level of understanding that is virtually inaccessible to surveys, and can be better 
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achieved through semi-structured interviews in which researcher and informant 

engage in a process of dialogue and mutual understanding. It might be 

contested that interviews are a misleading approach to study the practice of 

research collaboration, as they offer a rhetoric formulation of actual social 

behaviour. However, in doing interviews, I was precisely interested in the kinds 

of rhetorical devices participants use to make sense of their experience with 

European networks. Thus, I did not regard the interview process as a ‘false’ 

representation of practice, but rather as a key ritual where participants had the 

opportunity to negotiate meanings and subjective experiences in a self-reflexive 

way. Indeed, during some interviews, informants expressed complex views that 

could not have been elicited through survey questionnaires (see, for example, 

the lengthy extract in section 5.3.1). 

The choice of in-depth interviews, then, required the strategic selection of a 

manageable number of informants that were best positioned to shed light on 

specific issues I was interested in, such as (1) patterns of network formation; (2) 

the flow of biological material and scientific knowledge across laboratories; (3) 

the effect of regulations on the division of scientific labour and the mobility of 

scientists across laboratories; (4) economic implications; (5) administrative and 

organisational aspects; (6) the interface between the conosortia and the wider 

society.38 To this aim, during the initial stages of my research, I identified key 

categories of informants according to their position in the networks. Details 

regarding partners and their roles in the networks were available on the project 

websites. Once I had collected and organised this information, I approached 

selected informants by e-mail contact and agreed on time and date for the 

interview. Prior to each meeting, I drafted a list of indicative questions that were 

tailored to the position of the interviewee and her/his area of expertise. The 

following section gives further details about  this operational strategy: 

 

Coordinators. This category includes senior scientists with a leading role in the organisation 

and overall structuring of the consortia, including the design of scientific projects, the 

recruitment of partners, the direction of the Steering Committee and liaisons with the 

Commission on contractual agreements. 

 

                                                 
38 These ‘sub-topics’ were partly identified in the initial research stages, after preliminary 
literature reviews and the analysis of available documentation, but they became more focused 
and refined as research progressed. For example, I decided to explore more thoroughly the 
notion of ‘accountable science’ (see section 5.2), as this issue recurrently emerged in interviews 
with senior scientists and administrators. 
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Interview questions/topics: What is your background? Why and how did you get involved in a 

EU-funded consortium? Do you feel part of a European community of scientists? What is the 

difference between a EU-funded project and a ‘standard’ research grant? Do you have former 

experiences with EU grants? How did you involve participants? 

 

Principal Investigators. Both consortia had a large number of principal investigators, 

working in many different countries. While I had conversations (or interviews) with several PIs 

at research sites in the UK, Italy and Sweden, I was particularly interested in hearing the 

experiences of senior researchers who were working in countries with ‘strict’ regulatory regimes 

on embryo research such as Italy and Germany.39 

 

Interview questions/topics: What is your background? How did you get involved into the 

European network? How are regulations in your country affecting your work and collaborations 

with other partners? 

 

Project Managers. Due to the administrative complexity of EU grants, both networks had a 

project manager who was responsible for budgetary aspects, the delivery of periodic reports, and 

other administrative issues. 

 

Interview questions/topics: What is your background? What is your role in the network? How is 

the research grant shaped? How is the relationship with the European Commission? 

 

Training/outreach Directors. The scientific programme of Eurostemcell and Estools 

included outreach and training activities to promote the exchange of expertise between partners, 

and to ensure the wider dissemination of knowledge to other stem cell scientists, clinicians and 

the public. In both networks, a dedicated professional was responsible for the organisation of 

such activities.  

 

Interview questions/topics: What is your background? What kind of activities did you organise? 

How did you engage with the wide public of non-specialists? 

 

Biotech Entrepreneurs: As many other EU-funded consortia, Eurostemcell and Estools 

involved private companies (often spin-out of academic departments), which focused on the 

development and commercialisation of stem cell technologies for research, drug discovery, and 

therapeutic treatments.  

 

Interview questions/topics: What is your role in the network? What are the arrangements on 

intellectual property and patenting? Is stem cell science a profitable research field? Who is going 

to benefit of the results of collective research involving many partners across Europe? 

 

                                                 
39 While I managed to meet and interview two key informants in Italy, I eventually failed to 
interview partners in Germany for lack of time and resources. 
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Bioethicists: Due to the sensitivity of the research field, bioethics was a key component in the 

research programme of both networks. Göran Hermerén, professor of bioethics at Lund 

University, was the coordinator of the work-package on bioethics in both networks. 

 

Indicative interview questions: What is your role in the consortium? Did you come across any 

ethical issues? Are there ‘European values’ in bioethics? 

 

This taxonomy reflects the self-definition of professional roles by the actors 

themselves, and provided an outline map in identifying key informants out of 

the complex architecture of the two research networks. In addition to these 

categories, I interviewed other professionals who had a particular role in (or 

outside) the network, such as the curator of the bioinformatics database and the 

EC scientific officer, as well as junior scientists who were not directly involved in 

European projects but nonetheless provided important insights on scientific 

collaboration and the ethics of stem cell science. 

Overall I conducted 23 semi-structured interviews, all taped and then 

transcribed on paper (see details in Appendix 1), including one interview by e-

mail exchange. Interviews were all conducted in English, except the interviews 

with Italian scientists, which were conducted in Italian. The vast majority of 

contacts agreed to be interviewed, and often engaged in highly informative and 

long-lasting conversations (up to two hours). At times, informants provided 

long and detailed explanations on technical aspects of their research work and 

the focus of the interview shifted away from my research concerns - a situation 

that occurred more frequently in interviews with junior scientists, who were 

usually more interested in the science of stem cells, rather than organisational 

aspects of collaboration and research funding, at least in comparison with their 

senior colleagues. Finally, it is important to note that a few contacts declined the 

interview, either by not responding to email requests or by re-directing me to 

other informants or sources of knowledge (such as technical documentation or 

scientific articles on stem cell research). Due to the small sample and lack of 

further information, I could not explore the reasons for these refusals.40  

 

 

                                                 
40 To some extent, however, a number of these refusals put important constraints on my 
research plans. In particular, three scientists from private companies involved in the two 
networks never responded to my requests for an interview, thus the pool of informants in this 
key area of investigation was significantly reduced. 
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2.5 Ethical Issues 

 

From the postwar years to the present, there has been increasing awareness of 

ethical issues concerning research involving human subjects. In the medical 

sciences, bioethics emerged in the 1960s and the 1970s as a specific area of 

expertise in response to Nazi atrocities committed in the name of science and 

the Tuskegee experiment where African Americans were deliberately denied 

effective treatment for syphilis. In the past decade, as I will further discuss in 

section 3.4 and chapter 4, there has been an enormous expansion of bioethics as 

a result of controversial practices in biomedicine and reproductive technologies, 

such as embryo research, genetic testing, cloning, and the commoditisation of 

human tissues. 

In the social sciences, the ethical debate has been much less articulated. This 

can be explained, perhaps, by the wrong assumption that potential harms 

associated with social research are less detrimental to human subjects than 

those associated with clinical research. In recent years, however, there has been 

more awareness of the ethical implications of social research, especially in 

studies involving vulnerable groups such as children or people with disabilities, 

the study of sensitive topics and documentation, and the general need to protect 

participants at various stages of the research process. Moreover, a number of 

notable cases of highly unethical practices, such as the infamous controversy in 

anthropology over Napoleon Chagnon’s field methods, have contributed to a 

deeper reflection on the ethics of ethnographic research.41 

Driven by an increased awareness of these issues, professional associations 

and funding bodies in the social sciences have made some efforts to strengthen 

ethical standards and codes of conduct. For example, the British Sociological 

Association, the American Anthropological Association, and the Economic and 

Social Research Council in the UK have all developed ethical guidelines (Parker 

2007). Also, most university departments have established their own ethics 

committees in order to provide guidance on ethical issues and evaluate research 

projects involving human subjects. 

                                                 
41 In 2000, the journalist Patrick Tierney in his book Darkness in El Dorado accused Chagnon of 
highly unethical practices, including the introduction of a measles epidemic among the 
Yanomamö people for experimental purposes and the deliberate incitement of violence. 
Although the worst allegations have been partly rejected, Chagnon remains a controversial 
figure and his case has generated a huge debate on the ethical implication of anthropological 
fieldwork (see Gregor and Gross 2004). 
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Although my research did not involve vulnerable groups, it has nevertheless 

required careful ethical scrutiny. Due to associated laboratory practices such as 

embryo manipulation and cloning, stem cell science has become one of the most 

contentious fields of scientific research. In some countries, such as Italy and 

Germany, scientists work in a cultural minefield and social investigations on 

their activities could disclose sensitive information. Therefore, I prioritized 

informed consent and obtained ethical approval from the research ethics 

committee of the School of Social Sciences and International Studies at the 

University of Exeter, also relying on the expertise of my supervisor in 

researching the ethics of stem cell research. I treated with confidentiality any 

sensitive information which could potentially be harmful to the professional or 

personal life of participants. Despite the sensitivity of the issue, however, 

concerns with confidentiality and/or anonymity did not arise with any 

informants.  
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3. BIOSOCIAL FUTURES 

 

 

This chapter focuses on the ‘macro’ aspect of my research by providing a critical 

account of the emergence and development of Community research policies, 

with a focus on the life sciences and biotechnology. It aims to identify and 

analyse the most relevant arguments in policy narratives on science and 

technology and to place them in the changing political and economic context 

from the 1970s to the present. It is organised and divided into four sections, 

which follow institutional developments in a chronological order. The first 

section (‘The Making of the Bio-Society’) examines the context of political 

economy and technology culture that provided the background for the 

development of Community research policy in the early 1980s. In particular, it 

focuses on the increasing importance of future and long term planning as key 

concepts in governance and policy making, as well as the historical roots of the 

‘biotech vision’ as a peculiar form of manipulation of the natural order. The 

second section (‘Networking Scientists’) moves from policy discourses to the 

actual implementation of the early biotechnology programmes, with a focus on 

the network approach and related problems of harmonisation. The third part 

(‘A Strategy for Europe’) analyses the development of strategies and 

interventions over the past fifteen years, in the wider context of the policy drive 

towards the making of a ‘knowledge society/economy’ and the emergence of 

health as an increasingly important area of EU governance. Finally, the last 

section (‘European Values’) focuses on the difficult issue of creating a common 

European framework on the ethics of biomedical research. 

 

 

3.1 The Making of the Bio-Society 

 

In chapter 1, we have seen that the process of European integration initially 

unfolded through the working of three different ‘communities’ with specific 

sectoral competences: the European Coal and Steel Community, the European 

Economic Community and Euratom. Although their founding treaties included 

some provisions on research and development, these organisations were 

primarily concerned with industrial and economic policies. During the 1960s, 
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scientific research at the European level was carried out by intergovernmental 

organisations, such as the European Centre for Nuclear Research (CERN), 

which were independent from these institutions. At the Community level, 

research was mainly limited to the activities of the Joint Research Centre (JRC), 

a scientific institution that was established under the Euratom Treaty in order to 

provide ad hoc technologies and solutions on nuclear safety issues and nuclear 

waste management. 

From the early 1970s, however, the promotion and planning of scientific 

research became more important within the overall strategy of the European 

Community. In 1973, during his short stint in the European Commission, Ralf 

Dahrendorf laid out the first proposals for the establishment of a European 

Research Area, a broad policy initiative that was aimed to foster the mobility of 

researchers and to encourage cooperation between institutions across national 

borders. For Dahrendorf, research activities should focus on two main 

objectives: improving the quality of life and regenerating European industry. 

Following this input, in 1974 the Council adopted a number of pioneering 

resolutions on the integration of national research programmes, the definition 

of areas of Community interest, the establishment of a European Science 

Foundation to support basic research, and the possibility to set a permanent 

forum for science and technology forecasting (Guzzetti 1995). 

Early proposals for a common European research policy were partly the 

outcome of the ‘Merger Treaty’, which in 1967 joined the three communities 

into one European Community. This institutional change resulted in a single 

European Commission, with a Directorate-General for Science, Research, and 

Development (DG XII).42 On the other hand, there were important issues of 

political economy. After almost three decades of steady growth and prosperity, 

the economic boom was over. The oil crisis following the Yom Kippur war in 

1973, the decline of the European manufacturing sector and the instability of 

financial markets had plunged European societies into economic stagnation, 

soaring inflation and unemployment (Judt 2006). The economic recession had a 

negative impact also on the process of European integration. Despite the 

                                                 
42 The European Commission has always been divided into administrative departments known 
as Directorate-Generals (or DGs). Each DG covers a specific policy area or service. Initially, 
however, responsibility for research policies was shared across different DGs - for instance, DG 
III Industry was responsible for information technology. 
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political success of the Hague Summit in 1969,43 the European project suffered 

from the consequences of the economic downturn, to the extent that many 

commentators began to announce the ‘death’ of Europe.44 As Dinan pointed 

out, ‘recession and spiralling inflation hastened economic divergence among 

member states, put an end to EMU, and threatened to roll back existing levels of 

market integration, notably through the proliferation of nontariff barriers to 

trade’ (Dinan 2004:145). 

In this difficult situation, science and technology became a priority on the 

agenda of European integration. In the midst of the economic recession, policy 

makers argued that the promotion of research activities could help economic 

growth and revitalize European industry. This belief was further reinforced by 

the widespread idea that advanced industrial societies were becoming 

‘knowledge economies’. In an influential book published in 1974, the sociologist 

Daniel Bell had argued that the economic recession was not necessarily a sign of 

decline, but a result of the transition towards a different social system, 

characterised by the replacement of industrialism with a new service economy. 

To Bell, this change would inevitably strengthen the leading role of highly-

skilled workers and the ‘crucial function of science and cognitive values as a 

basic institutional necessity of the society’ (1974:43). Besides, he predicted that 

invention would no longer be an individualised activity, left to chance and 

personal initiative, but the object of planned management. ‘The development of 

new forecasting and “mapping techniques”’, he wrote, ‘makes possible a novel 

phase in economic history – the conscious, planned advance of technological 

change, and therefore the reduction of indeterminacy about the economic 

future’ (1974:26). 

Along with the postindustrial narrative, the profile of research policies in 

Europe was also raised by the increasing perception of a ‘technological gap’ 

with the United States and Japan. Especially in France, this argument had 

gained wide currency after the publication of The American Challenge (1967), a 

best-seller essay by the French journalist Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber that 
                                                 
43 The summit followed de Gaulle’s exit from the political stage. Political leaders committed to 
develop new forms of political and economic cooperation, including financial and monetary 
union. 
44 In France, this perception was particularly vivid, as a cursory glance at titles of publications of 
the period well illustrates, including L'Europe, c'esi fini (J. Fralon), L'Europe saboiêe (Yann de 
l'Ecotais), Pavanne pour une Europe défunte (J.M. Benoit), Plaidoyer pour une Europe 
décadente (R. Aron), L'Europe truquée (Cl. Bourdel), L'Europe interdite (J.F. Deniau), 
L'enlèvement d'Europe (Ceres), L'Europe suite ou fin (Visine); quoted in Godet and Ruissen 
(1981). 
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portrayed European industries as backward vis-à-vis the organisational talent 

and entrepreneurial skills of American companies. In Servan-Schreiber’s view, 

despite the economic boom of the 1960s, European industries were doomed to 

failure. Without radical changes, he argued, Europe would become a colony of 

American industry: ‘fifteen years from now it is quite possible that the world’s 

third greatest industrial power, after the United States and Russia, will not be 

Europe, but American industry in Europe’ (1968: 3). With the onset of the 

economic recession, this motive became central to policy discourses on 

European science cooperation, as many people believed that Western Europe 

could survive only if it were to engage in the high-tech race and compete against 

the United States and Japan. 

Finally, the promotion and organisation of scientific research became a 

critical policy field for the political survival of European institutions. At a time 

of growing scepticism about the process of European integration, the need for a 

common research policy could provide the Community with a new sense of 

purpose and legitimacy. In 1977, a document of the Commission stressed that ‘it 

is essential to pursue energetically the further development of the common 

research policy. Scientists, politicians, industrialists, and the public must all 

contribute, in the awareness that research and technology policy constitutes a 

driving force for European unity’ (European Commission 1977: 38). In this 

context of political concerns, the emphasis on the technological gap with the US, 

and the resulting need for enhanced cooperation, became an expedient rationale 

for interventions at the European level. Given the scale of the American (and 

Japanese) challenge, it was deemed crucial to pool and coordinate resources. 

During the 1970s, in fact, the global recession severely affected also the United 

States, a situation that was worsened by the financial consequences of the 

Vietnam War. Nonetheless, the American challenge remained a powerful 

rhetorical argument to shape science policies and, concurrently, provide a new 

sense of purpose to the process of European integration. Interestingly, this new 

approach marked a sharp departure from former political discourses. While 

postwar European reconstruction had been animated by a spirit of solidarity in 

transatlantic relations, the new politics of European integration came to be 

characterised by a more aggressive posture in terms of global competition. 

Indeed, from the early 1980s onwards, competitiveness became the ubiquitous 
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buzzword in nearly all statements, white papers and directives on European 

research policy.45 

 

 

3.1.1 Chasing the Future 

 

The drive for the creation of a European research policy, however, left many 

open questions. First and foremost, policy makers had to identify research areas 

for policy intervention. At that time, this choice was far from being simple. 

While research planning raised hopes of regeneration, the whole scientific 

enterprise had become a highly contested domain. With the rise of the 

environmental movement, the very notion of ‘scientific progress’ was 

challenged on many accounts. Science and technology were no longer seen as 

inherently good endeavours. In Silent Spring (1962), the cornerstone of the new 

environmental consciousness, the biologist and activist Rachel Carson had 

painted an alarming picture of the dangers associated with technological and 

industrial development: ‘The most alarming of all man's assault upon the 

environment is the contamination of air, earth, rivers, and sea with dangerous 

and even lethal materials (...) In this now universal contamination of the 

environment, chemicals are the sinister and little-recognized partners of 

radiation in changing the very nature of the world - the very nature of its life’ 

(1962/2002: 6). During the 1970s, this sense of impending disaster was further 

exacerbated by the circulation of Malthusian predictions about the fate of 

human societies, which cast a dark shadow on the notions of ‘economic growth’ 

and technological progress. In 1968, the American biologist Paul R. Ehrlich 

published the results of a scientific study proving that population growth was 

greater than the capacity of the earth to produce subsistence for man. In his 

view, the battle to feed all of humanity was over and nothing could be done to 

prevent the imminent disaster: ‘In the 1970s and 1980s hundreds of millions of 

people will starve to death in spite of any crash programs embarked upon now. 

At this late date nothing can prevent a substantial increase in the world death 

rate’ (1968:xi). In the following years, the publication of other ‘doom reports’ 

further contributed to this sense of incumbent apocalypses. In the international 

best-seller Limits to Growth (1972), a group of scientists at the Massachusetts 
                                                 
45 For an early statement on the link between research and economic competitiveness, see 
European Commission (1983a). 
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Institute of Technology predicted mass starvation, political chaos and general 

catastrophe by the middle of the next century, as a result of the depletion of 

non-renewable resources (Meadows et al. 1972). 

In popular culture, the environmental movement and the doom reports 

determined a shift in the perception of technological risk. As Andrew Ross 

pointed out, the Cold War threat of nuclear annihilation was still alive, but it 

was gradually replaced by a ‘slow’ notion of gradual deterioration. In the wake 

of the oil crisis, ‘eco-dystopian images of the world became the official look at 

the future’ (Ross 1991:144). In political life, the emergence of this new 

consciousness brought about important changes to traditional modes of 

governance. Based on sophisticated computer modelling and simulations, 

reports such as Limits to Growth were an authoritative source of prospective 

knowledge and drew the attention of political leaders to the need for ‘long-term’ 

planning. In 1977, the US President Jimmy Carter requested ‘appropriate 

agencies to make a one year study of probable changes in the world’s 

population, natural resources, and environment through the end of the century’, 

in order to provide ‘the foundation of our longer-term planning’ (Barney 

1980:vii). The resulting 800-page study, released in 1980 by the US Department 

of State, concluded that ‘unless nations collectively and individually take bold 

and imaginative steps (...) the world must expect a troubled entry into the 21st 

century’ (Barney 1980). In the same period, the OECD published another 

lengthy report, called Interfutures: Mastering the Probable and Managing the 

Predictable (OECD 1979), in order to foresee ‘the future development of 

advanced industrial societies in harmony with that of developing countries’ 

(1979: 5). Recognizing the need for long-term planning, the report was ‘an 

investigation of the range of possible scenarios, which by giving some insights 

into potential problems, will hopefully improve our ability to master the future 

and adapt to the unpredictable’ (1979: 405). The expert committee of advisers 

included Daniel Bell, who had honed his skills as futurologist since his work as 

chairman of the ‘Commission on the Year 2000’ in 1965, a research programme 

of the American Academy of Arts and Science that was aimed ‘to anticipate 

social patterns, to design new institutions, and to propose alternative programs’ 

(Bell and Graubard 1965/1997). 

In this period of great uncertainties, science and technology forecasting 

became a critical area of policy making. On the one hand, it was increasingly 
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important to foresee and assess the social and environmental impact of new 

technologies at a time of increasing public concerns about science. On the other, 

it was necessary to identify the most suitable research areas for policy 

interventions and funding programmes. As Bell himself had argued, ‘the 

conscious, planned advance of technological change’ could reduce uncertainties 

about the economic future. To these aims, some governments and international 

authorities decided to establish dedicated offices and committees. In Sweden, 

for instance, these issues were strongly debated in the early 1970s, and in 1973 

the Swedish government instituted a department for ‘future studies’ that was 

also responsible for science and technology forecasting. According to the 

Cabinet Office, technology was to be evaluated within the wider social and 

economic context: ‘Technology assessment should form a natural ingredient of 

all those decision-making processes in society which decisively affect technical 

systems; it can therefore not be seen as an isolated or highly specialized activity’ 

(in Dylander 1980: 219). Unlike the Swedish approach, the US government set 

up an Office of Technology Assesment (OTA), which was designed ‘as an aid in 

the identification and consideration of existing and probable impacts of 

technological application’.46 In introducing the bill establishing the OTA in 

1970, a US Congressman well summarized the ambivalent meaning of science 

and technology in this age of looming uncertainties: ‘Probably the greatest 

single force for both good and evil which is abroad in the land today is 

technology. In large part the destiny of the human race depends on what use we 

choose to make of science and its handmaiden, technology. There is scarcely a 

major existing ill which cannot in some manner be traced to technological 

application - nor is there one whose solution does not lie, at least in part, with 

better managed and better used technology’ (in Kundle 1995). 

 

 

3.1.2 Going FAST 

 

In tune with mainstream policy orientations, in early 1970s, the commissioner 

Dahrendorf proposed the setting of a research programme for long-term 

scientific and technological forecasting in the European Community, called 

Europe +30. In his intentions, this programme should address the possibility to 

                                                 
46 Available at: http://www.princeton.edu/~ota/ns20/act_f.html 
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establish a permanent forecasting instrument and whether the European 

Commission should have its own technology assessment office, along the lines 

of the OTA. In a report presented in 1975, and later published with the title The 

Futures of Europe, the research team led by the British politician Wayland 

Kennet concluded that ‘models of the future should be worked out: possible 

scenarios the feasibility of which would depend on the objectives and the means 

chosen’ (Guzzetti 1995: 98). Also, the report advised the Commission on the 

need to establish a forecasting office which would deal with science and 

technology, as well as with all areas of social and economic concern, in 

consideration of the ‘potential and unintended social, environmental and other 

effects of the application of existing or foreseen technologies’ (ibid: 99). 

Following these debates, in 1978 the Commission decided to set up a 

preliminary forecasting programme, with a staff of ten people and over a period 

of five years. This initiative, called Forecasting and Assessment in Science and 

Technology (FAST), was supposed to ‘contribute to the setting of long-term 

objectives and priorities for Community research and development, and thus to 

a coherent long-term policy in the field of science and technology’ (ibid: 100). 

The results of the first phase of FAST were presented in the report The Old 

World and the New Technologies (1980), which aimed to outline ‘future 

prospects and problems that could affect the long-term development of the 

Community’, with particular attention to the social and economic implications 

of new technologies. In a dramatic tone, the report emphasised the crucial role 

of long-term planning in an increasingly ‘hostile’ world plagued by economic 

recession, financial instability, energy crisis, environmental concerns, and the 

‘big threat from the United States and Japan’. In this gloomy scenario, scientific 

innovation was identified as the only hope for European regeneration: ‘research 

is essential to meet the threats of the future and to hold the hope of a second 

renaissance in Europe’ (Godet and Ruyssen 1980: 101). Moreover, the report 

gave precise indications on the ‘major technological changes in the next few 

decades’. Similar to other forecasting exercises, such as Bell’s post-industrial 

society, social change was seen as being driven by the self-sustaining agency of 

particular technologies and fields of applications: computer sciences, over the 

next few years, and biotechnology, in a more distant future.47 With a dash of 

                                                 
47 Bell himself had placed computers at the centre of his post-industrial narrative: ‘A pre-
industrial sector is primarily extractive, its economy based on agriculture, mining, fishing, 
timber, and other resources such as natural gas or oil. An industrial sector is primarily 
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technological determinism, the report confidently concluded that 

‘biotechnology could establish itself as the driving force of a new found 

economic growth over the coming decades’, a force which would bring a 

revolution of traditional modes of industrial production, as well as social 

practices and behaviours. In a document released in the same year, the FAST 

group boldly predicted the coming a new ‘bio-society’, in which ‘whole areas of 

human activity will be transformed through recourse to biotechnology’, 

including the possibility to change human behaviour and manipulate embryonic 

development: 

 

Within the relatively near future, bio-technology could be used in a number of sectors such 

as human health and behaviour. We could control the development of the human embryo 

and - perhaps within twenty years - determine its sex. We could prevent certain 

malfunctions. We should be able to create new vaccines and inoffensive drugs to counter 

addiction to alcohol or tobacco, even to regulate moods and emotions. We could also 

improve the quality of life for the elderly, improve techniques for transplants and even 

create artificial organs and biochemical (European Commission 1980:2).  

 

In the following years, as we will see, this optimism was tempered by growing 

concerns about the safety and ethical implications of innovations in the life 

sciences and biotechnology, as well as the many gaps between the promises of 

biotechnology and the actual results. It is however noteworthy that, at this early 

stage of Community research policy, there was a blind trust in the ability of 

science to fulfil any social needs simply ‘on demand’. In an article published in 

1982 on the journal Long Range Planning, Mark Cantley, one of the most 

‘avant-garde’ experts in the FAST group, wrote: ‘There is little exaggeration in 

stating that in biotechnology one can now “invent to order” – subject to some 

uncertainties on price and delivery time’ (Cantley 1982: 111). 

 

 

3.1.3 Biotech Visions 

 

The biotech vision has a long history. In the late nineteenth century, new 

developments in genetics, embryology and physiology gave rise to a new interest 

                                                                                                                                               
fabricating, using energy and machine technology, for the manufacture of goods. A post-
industrial sector is one of processing in which telecommunications and computers are strategic 
for the exchange of information and knowledge’ (1976: xii). 
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in controlling nature, which marked a sharp turn from former approaches. 

While traditional biology was based on the observation, description and 

classification of natural forms and phenomena, a new generation of 

experimental scientists began to tamper with fundamental processes of 

generation and reproduction, with the deliberate intention of transforming 

them. This change of attitude is well epitomized by the work and ideas of the 

physiologist Jacques Loeb. Since his early studies in Germany, Loeb vigorously 

embraced the ‘engineering standpoint’ to the life sciences (Pauly 1987). In a 

letter of 1890 to his mentor Ernst Mach, he wrote that ‘man himself can act as a 

creator even in living nature, forming it eventually according to his will’ (in 

Pauly 1987: 51). Few years later, Loeb reported the results of an experiment on 

the eggs of sea urchin that contributed to radical changes in the culture of 

scientific practice. By treating the eggs with a hypertonic medium, he was able 

to induce their embryonic development into larvae without sperm, a method 

that he called artificial parthenogenesis. In 1907, talking to an audience of 

scientists, he declared that ‘nothing indicates at present that the artificial 

production of living matter is beyond the possibilities of science’ (1987: 5). 

Loeb’s achievements were widely covered in newspapers and magazines of 

his time, and sparked public and academic debate. Most importantly, they 

opened up a new range of possibilities and profoundly influenced the course of 

the life sciences, especially in the United States. As early as 1910, the zoologist 

and geneticist Edmund Beecher Wilson, the scientist who discovered the system 

XY for sex determination, declared that Loeb paved the road to create ‘wholly 

new organic forms by varying slightly the conditions of development’ (in Pauly 

1987:101). During the 1920s and the 1930s, Loeb’s ‘engineering standpoint’ 

inspired the work of other scientists who made various efforts to manipulate 

and control human behaviour or reproduction, including John B. Watson, 

Hermann Joseph Muller, and Gregory Pincus, one of the inventors of the birth 

control pill. On occasions, such efforts inspired grand visions for the future of 

human societies. In his book Out of the Night (1935) – ‘a biologist’s view on the 

future’ - the Nobel laureate Hermann Joseph Muller outlined various means for 

controlling and improving human evolution in new eugenic terms. In Muller’s 

views, which were informed by a combination of eugenic ideals and socialist 

beliefs (and thus in contrast with the old eugenics based on race and class), the 

perfection of human artificial parthenogenesis would ‘greatly extend the 
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reproductive potencies of females possessing characters particularly excellent, 

without thereby necessarily interfering with their personal lives’ (in Paul 1984: 

577). In 1939, Muller was one of the main signatories of a Geneticists’ 

Manifesto, stressing that ‘the most important genetic objectives, from a social 

point of view, are the improvement of those genetic characteristics which make 

(a) for health, (b) for the complex called intelligence, and (c) for those 

temperamental qualities which favour fellow-feeling and social behaviour’ 

(1984: 583). It is worth mentioning that in these same years the involvement of 

the Rockefeller Foundation in the promotion and funding of molecular biology 

was largely driven by an agenda of social control.48 As Lily Kay pointed out, 

‘greatly influenced by Jacques Loeb’s vision, the Rockefeller Foundation 

officers and their scientific advisers sought to develop a mechanistic biology as 

the central element of a new science of man whose goal was social engineering’ 

(Kay 1996: 17). 

After the end of World War II, biological programmes of social reformation 

were largely dismissed, especially as a result of Nazi racial policies and their 

connection with eugenics. Nevertheless, the biotech vision did not lose its 

attraction in social imagery.49 The discovery of the DNA structure by Watson 

and Crick in 1953 gave further impulse to the whole field of the life sciences and, 

at the same time, rekindled dreams of transforming nature and society. In 1958 

Edward Tatum, Nobel laureate for his one gene-one enzyme model, used his 

Nobel lecture to urge preparation for the ‘biological engineering of people’: 

‘Perhaps within the lifetime of some of us here, the code of life processes tied up 

in the molecular structure of proteins and nucleic acids will be broken. This may 

permit the improvement of all living organisms by processes which we might 

call biological engineering’ (in Wright 1986: 306). 

A decade later, these dreams came closer to reality as a result of advances in 

a new field of applications that came to be known as genetic engineering. In 

1971, a research team led by Paul Berg, a biochemist at Stanford Medical School, 

completed a groundbreaking experiment in which they successfully managed to 
                                                 
48 The Rockefeller Foundation is one of the most influential philanthropic organisations in the 
world. Established in 1913 by the American oil magnate John D. Rockefeller, the foundation 
pioneered the development of biomedicine and contributed to setting research directions and 
priorities through the politics of funding. 
49 However, as Nicolas Rose pointed out, there is a crucial difference between early twentieth-
century eugenics and postwar biopolitics, at least in the field of biomedicine: while eugenics was 
concerned with the control of population groups en masse, contemporary biomedical 
technologies are concerned with the treatment (or identification) of specific individuals (see 
Rose 2007, chapter 8). 
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isolate and join the genetic material of a bacterial virus with the DNA of a 

monkey tumour virus, using a technique called restriction endonucleases.50 Two 

years later, Herbert Boyer, Stanley Cohen, Robert Helling and Annie Chang 

perfected that first attempt of gene splicing and showed that DNA from the 

toad, which normally codes for a specific type of RNA, could be introduced and 

replicated in the bacterium E. coli (Wright 1986). These two experiments 

opened up new research frontiers in the life sciences, as well as a promising area 

of industrial applications. The new field of biotechnology rapidly expanded in 

the United States, also due to a number of favourable legal and economic 

conditions. In 1980, a landmark decision of the US Supreme Court paved the 

way to the protection of intellectual property rights on genetically modified 

organisms.51 In the same year, the Bayh-Dohle Act granted universities and 

small businesses intellectual property rights on inventions that were derived 

from public funding, and thus facilitated the commercialisation of basic 

research problems. Also, in early 1980s, the US Congress allowed pension, 

insurance, and endowment funds to invest up to 10 percent of their capital in 

venture deals. As a result, risky business sectors, such as biotechnology, 

received huge capital flows. 

Despite initial concerns about the hazards associated with the creation of 

hybrids and the genetic modification of living organisms, biotechnology rapidly 

became a fast growing business sector. In this context, the new figure of the 

scientist-entrepreneur was born: Boyer himself became rich, through the 

outstanding profits of Genentech, the company he had founded in 1976 to 

capitalise on his inventions (see Shapin 2008, chapter 8). The first industrial 

applications initially centred on biomedical products. Bacteria were engineered 

to produce important pharmaceutical proteins, including insulin, human growth 

hormone, hepatitis B vaccine, several types of human interferon, and human 

blood clotting factor VIII. In the agricultural sector, genetic manipulation 

allowed scientists to create traits which could not be generated by traditional 

methods of selective breeding, such as increased nutritional qualities, resistance 

to drought and freeze, and improved texture and taste. Also, a number of other 

                                                 
50 A restriction endonuclease is an enzyme that cuts double-stranded or single stranded DNA at 
specific recognition nucleotide sequences known as restriction sites. This technique was 
developed by Werner Arber, Daniel Nathans, and Hamilton Smith in 1970. 
51 In the case Diamond vs Chakrabarty, the US Supreme Court ruled that a live organism is 
patentable. 
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industrial applications were envisaged in the energy sector and industrial waste 

management.  

As Gottweis pointed out, these developments in US biotechnology were soon 

to attain a ‘mythical status’ in the European policy discourse (Gottweis 1998: 

159). In the midst of economic recession, the promises of the biotech industry 

raised hopes of economic regeneration, as several official reports of that period 

emphasised. Besides, in an age obsessed with high-technology competition, 

biotechnology became essential to national status and prestige. For example, a 

report of DECHEMA, a German forum for cooperation between science and 

industry, concluded that ‘this field absolutely needs directed support and only 

in this way can the necessary level of economic and technical development be 

reached which is crucial for an industrial nation’ (ibid.: 187). Likewise, a British 

report emphasised the crucial importance of the new sector for the future of 

national industry: ‘biotechnology is an area of high technology with large 

potential growth offering opportunities for the renewal of various existing 

industries and the creation of new ones’ (ibid.:197).52 At the same time, 

however, there was a large consensus among science administrators and policy 

makers that in Europe, unlike the United States, the development of the biotech 

industry was hampered by many hurdles, including the shortage of human 

resources and skilled staff, a legal environment overwhelmed by regulations, 

and the lack of venture capital for risky business sectors. In the UK, Sir Alfred 

Spinks, the chairman of the British report on biotechnology, lamented the ‘lack 

of gambling money’ in UK research grants. At the European level, the relative 

weakness of national profiles in biotechnology and the ‘technological gap’ with 

the United States provided another compelling rationale to justify large-scale 

planning and coordination. Beside, the inherent ‘complexity’ of the new field 

further justified institutional coordination and interventions: 

 

The fragmentation, isolation and even dispersion of national efforts were acceptable as long 

as the traditional applications of biology and industry and agriculture could develop 

separately, slowly and within isolated disciplines. This situation no longer holds because 

modern biotechnology is in essence multidisciplinary in its approach, complex in its 

solutions, and is being advanced with great rapidity (European Commission 1983b). 

 

                                                 
52 See also the French report Science de la vie et société (Paris:Seuil 1979), by François Gros, 
François Jacob et Pierre Royer. 
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In late 1970s, thus, biotechnology was identified as a crucial field of decision-

making in the wider policy drive towards the creation of a European dimension 

for research. At a time of economic recession and widespread scepticism about 

the European project, the ‘technology of living substances’, as Loeb called it at 

the beginning of the century, offered promises of regeneration and social 

progress. Science advisers in the European Commission embraced with 

enthusiasm its innovative potential and foresaw the dawn of a ‘biosocial’ 

revolution, characterised by new wealth and prosperity, as well as radical 

changes in social practices and traditional modes of industrial production. In 

their view, biotechnology held the key to the future of Europe and thus required 

institutional strategies and planning. As a result, discourses of global challenges, 

economic growth, technical complexity, political identity, and biosocial 

regeneration were conflated and mediated into a single vision which made 

biotechnology and the life sciences the object of European coordination and 

policy interventions. 

 

 

3.2 Networking Scientists 

  

After a decade of intense speculations about the future of Europe, in the early 

1980s the European Community launched the first important initiatives 

towards a common research policy. In 1984, the Commission established the 

first Framework Programme (FP) for research and development, a multi-annual 

funding scheme that encompassed all Community research activities and thus 

provided an instrument to embed and restructure the individual programmes 

into a comprehensive master plan. Within this broad structure, industrial 

technology, information science, and biotechnology were identified as priority 

areas for funding and planned management (Guzzetti 1995). 

In biotechnology, the task of coordinating the ‘bio-society’ was distributed 

across a range of institutional bodies: the Biotechnology Steering Committee 

(BSC) and its secretariat, the Concertation Unit for Biotechnology in Europe 

(CUBE), formed in 1984, and the Biotechnology Regulatory Interservice 

Committee, in operation from 1985 to 1989. Mark Cantley, former member of 

the FAST group, was appointed as CUBE’s director. 

Early research programmes were based on a two-pronged strategy. On the 

one hand, they involved horizontal actions that were aimed to expand the 
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knowledge base, foster a collaboration habitus, and facilitate professional 

exchanges across national borders by the allocation of training contracts and 

mobility grants. On the other, they promoted vertical actions in a number of 

designated areas through the funding of transnational networks, an approach 

that had been experimented at the European level since the early 1970s. In 

biotechnology, this trend was initiated by the Biomolecular Engineering 

Programme (1982-1986), a small research scheme with a budget of 15 million 

ECUs, which was mainly focused on industrial and agricultural research. In the 

following years, this initiative was followed by a more ambitious programme, 

the Biotechnology Action Plan (BAP), which ran from 1985 to 1989 with an 

overall budget of 75 million ECUs. In addition to training contracts and 

collaborative research grants, BAP funded studies on potential environmental 

risks and their regulation, as a result of increased public concerns about the 

deliberate release of genetically modified organisms into the environment.53 

In addition to long-term prospects, the first action plans in biotechnology 

aimed to address some pressing concerns of Community economic policy. 

During the 1970s, the problem of agricultural surplus had become an 

unbearable burden for both the EEC and the member states (Dinan 2004). As a 

result of national subsidies and price support policies, European countries were 

producing food far beyond their needs. Despite the provisions of the Common 

Agricultural Policy (CAP), which in 1962 had established a unified market for 

the free movement of agricultural products in the Community, farm output 

vastly exceeded demand, especially in livestock and cereals. As part of this 

trend, storage for superfluous production had become too expensive, and EC 

member states began to ‘dump’ their excess products at below world prices. In 

this unsustainable situation, science administrators believed that biotechnology 

could help find new outlets for agricultural surplus by transforming agricultural 

products into other commodities that were in increasing demand, such as liquid 

fuel. Robert van der Meer, chairman of the Management and Advisory 

Committee of the BAP programme, noted that European research programmes 

in biotechnology could have a key role ‘by developing other outputs for 

                                                 
53 Specifically, the BAP programme aimed ‘to allow the continuation, under the same basic 
principles and implementation mechanisms, of BEP and its extension to new areas considered 
as essential for the development of biotechnology in the Community. The new domains include 
contextual measures for the pooling and improvement of existing facilities for R&D in protein 
design, application of genetic engineering to industrial microorganisms, and the development of 
new in vitro systems for the assessment of the pharmacological and toxicological properties of 
molecules’ (van der Meer 1986:278). 
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agricultural feedstock, by increasing the added value of agricultural processes 

and by developing new products and application areas’ (1986: 279). Likewise, 

science administrators at CUBE firmly believed in the transformative power of 

the new technology – the power to change the economy through manipulations 

of the natural order. In an article published in 1981, Mark Cantley and his 

colleague Ken Sargeant argued that the ‘new biology’ and biotechnology were at 

the centre of a profound qualitative change in the relationship between man and 

the nature, that is: ‘the shift from largely unconscious or traditional ways of 

coping with nature’s complexity, to the conscious management of sustainable 

systems, based on a new understanding of biological mechanisms and their 

relationships with their environment’ (1981:323). Ultimately, for Cantley and 

Sargeant, biotechnology could dispense farming of the need for land and thus 

lead to the accomplishment of rural autarchy in the European Community: ‘In 

crowded Europe, it is to this “landless agriculture” of intensive units and 

microbial fermentation that we must look to enhance our self-sufficiency’ (331). 

 

 

3.2.1 Industrial Science 

 

The participation of industry in EC-funded research networks was another 

important aspect of early biotechnology programmes. As mentioned, science 

administrators in the Commission believed that planned research could help 

economic growth and boost European industrial competitiveness. Funding 

schemes, thus, encouraged the participation of private companies that could 

capitalise on findings of basic research and translate them into industrial 

applications. For example, the BRIDGE programme (Biotechnology Research 

for Innovation, Development and Growth in Europe), the biotechnology module 

of the Second Framework Programme (1987-1991), was designed to ‘mark the 

properties of living cells and secure their exploitation by agriculture and 

industry’. To this aim, the programme included a number of ‘concertation’ 

activities that were aimed to monitor the development of the bio-industry in 

Europe and enhance the participation of small firms. Likewise, ÉCLAIR 

(European Collaborative Linkage of Agriculture and Industry through Research) 

was designed to bring innovation to agriculture and promote the use of 

agricultural products as raw materials in industry. An official assessment 

 67



published in 2000, however, concluded that ‘the program has not had the 

impact on the CAP, rural economies, employment or agro-industry that was 

hoped for’, due to the challenges of translating basic research into tangible 

agricultural benefits.54 

The inclusion of industrial partners, moreover, opened up important issues 

of benefit sharing, especially when research networks involved many companies 

and focused on technology that could potentially be highly profitable. Given this 

problem, policy makers introduced the new concept of ‘precompetitive’ research 

in the lexicon of research funding.55 While the legal and epistemic boundaries of 

this ‘no-man’s land between basic research and industrial research’ (Guzzetti 

1995: 79) were not always clear, it was an effective semantic strategy to 

construct an ideal space for European science cooperation, close enough to the 

market to attract SMEs, but far enough from it so as to prevent issues of 

ownership and intellectual property. 

 

 

3.2.2 The Network Model 

 

Beside the redefinition of industrial research strategies, European science 

policies brought about important changes in the organisation of knowledge 

production. One of the most innovative aspects of early biotechnology 

programmes was the creation of the European Laboratories Without Walls 

(ELWW). This ‘open’ reconfiguration of scientific work was aimed to encourage 

the establishment of European networks between universities and private 

laboratories, which were centred on the resolution of a specific research 

problem (van der Meer et al. 1987).56 At the same time, the ELWW could foster 

the creation of a European space for research and development with far 

reaching connections across national borders. 

Over the years, the transnational network or ‘consortium’ became the 

dominant model of science cooperation in all Community research programmes. 

The beginning of this approach dates back to the launch of COST (Cooperation 

                                                 
54 Available at: http://cordis.europa.eu/euroabstracts/en/november00/life2.htm 
55 The term ‘pre-competitive’ science was first introduced with ESPRIT, the research programme 
which was designed to boost the information technology sector at the European level. 
56 In 1987, there were 11 European Laboratories Without Walls; at the beginning of the 1990s, 
the number had grown to 35. As a rule, the teams met every six months in one of the involved 
laboratories to exchange experiences. In addition, the academics visited one of the associated 
partner laboratories for a few weeks (Nollert 2000) 
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in Science and Technology), an intergovernmental initiative that was set up in 

1970 by the research ministries of fifteen European countries (Brickman 1977). 

Unlike ‘big science’ centres such as the European Centre for Nuclear Research 

(CERN) or the European Molecular Biology Laboratory (EMBL), which 

gathered a critical mass of scientists within a large structure dedicated to a 

single type of research, COST provided a platform to coordinate national 

scientific projects in different thematic areas of common interest to participant 

countries. The transnational nature of this initiative was insured by the 

involvement of at least two member countries in each individual project. During 

the 1980s, this organisational model was also adopted by Eureka, another 

intergovernmental organisation aimed to create a European hub for industrial 

innovation (Guzzetti 1995). 

At the Community level, the network model gained increasing momentum 

since the mid-1980s, in coincidence with the consolidation of the framework 

programmes for research and development. As Andrew Barry (2001) pointed 

out, the Commission became a facilitator of synergies and connections between 

professionals across the member states - a sort of big ‘marriage agency’ that 

matches international partners in academia and industry. Moreover, European 

networking was supported through a range of different arrangements, including 

‘thematic’ and ‘concertation’ networks, ‘integrated projects’ and ‘networks of 

excellence’. The latter were introduced with the Sixth Framework Programme in 

order to ‘strengthen scientific and technological excellence on a particular 

research topic’ and ‘to gather the expertise needed to provide European 

leadership’ (Luukkonen et al. 2006:239-240). 

The choice of linking local centres and institutions, rather than building new 

centralised facilities such as CERN or EMBL, was partly dictated by the 

development of scientific practice. While until the 1960s ‘big science’ was 

predicted to become a key feature in most research areas, during the 1970s and 

the 1980s there was a comeback to the traditional laboratory. On the one hand, 

the increasing availability of cheap and ready-made kits, especially in 

biotechnology, reduced the need for big facilities (Morange 1997). On the other, 

the development of computer networks (and the increasing digitisation of 

scientific knowledge) facilitated the flow of data and information across wide 

geographic areas. In general, the network provided a flexible and efficient 

structure to organise and foster knowledge production at the European level. As 
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Luca Guzzetti pointed out, it became a collective actor that could benefit of 

different expertise, shared equipment and data collections, and so prevent the 

duplication of scientific labour and resources (Guzzetti 1995:133). 

The success of the network model, however, can also be explained in the light 

of political considerations. During the 1980s, the network model provided the 

ideal instrument to implement a policy intervention that was aimed to ‘animate’ 

socio-technical connections, rather than to establish a relationship of patronage 

between the central authority and the clients. In the view of some policy makers, 

this approach was a compromise between social democracy and the laissez-faire 

doctrine of neoliberal economy (Barry 2001). Second, the network concept was 

part of the broader techno-political vision of a ‘network society’. This notion, 

popularised by the sociologist Manuel Castells (2000), posed the IT revolution 

as the foundation of a new social system characterised by communications and 

interactions across borders.57 The network society narrative was particularly 

appealing to European policy makers as it enabled the creation of a virtual 

European space that was alternative to traditional geopolitical divisions. To 

quote Barry again, ‘by becoming part of a network an entity (firm, device, 

person, region) might, in principle, become “European” without first having to 

locate themselves in a national context’ (Barry 2001:90). 

 

 

3.2.3 Harmonization 

 

The practical working of transnational networks, however, has not always been 

straightforward. The wide circulation of scientific data and information requires 

a uniform epistemic culture.58 But the attainment of this ideal condition implies 

considerable efforts. Despite claims to universalism, scientific practice has 

increasingly been nationalized over the past two centuries. This process not only 

resulted in the establishment of national institutions and organisations, but also 

‘national styles’ of scientific research, exemplified by different professional 

                                                 
57 Castells argued that the European Union exemplifies the ‘network state’: ‘it is a state made up 
of institutional links between EU institutions (…), national governments, regional governments, 
local governments, and NGOs, and extending internationally through multiple links on such 
important decision-making institutions as NATO, the IMF, the UN, the European Conference on 
Security, and a myriad of international agreements that bind the EU in trade, the environment, 
security, human rights, etc’ (Castells & Ince 2003).  
58 Karin Knorr-Cetina points out that ‘the notion [of epistemic culture] foregrounds not only a 
“relatedness” and “clustering” of various parts, but also a “disunity” of science in regard to 
epistemic practice’(1991:107). 

 70



environments, measurement systems, and organisational models.59 Besides, 

science has always been shaped by tacit knowledge and practices that are 

peculiar to local contexts, and cannot be easily codified into written theories and 

methods.60 

Given these considerations, it is no surprise that the collaboration between 

research centres has often been challenging, especially when European projects 

involve thirty or more teams. Scientists need to know and trust each other. Also, 

their data, protocols and procedures must be comparable. In this respect, the 

case of the yeast genome project is illustrative. In basic research, BAP’s most 

remarkable achievement was the first sequence of an entire chromosome, the 

chromosome III of yeast (Guzzetti 1995). Moreover, the scientific output of this 

project was a notable case of transnational collective action in the production of 

scientific knowledge: the resulting article in the journal Nature was signed by 

147 researchers from more than thirty different laboratories located in several 

European countries (Olivier et al 1992).61 As these figures show, the project was 

highly successful in pooling together a wide range of human and technological 

resources, across a wide geographic area. Also, it produced a landmark scientific 

breakthrough which proved the added value of European science cooperation. 

Nevertheless, the accomplishment of this feat entailed important problems of 

standardisation. The use of different sequencing techniques led at first to 

unreliable results, whose accuracy could be confirmed only after a painstaking 

work of cross-checking between all laboratories involved. 

As this case exemplifies, harmonisation has become a key issue in the 

process of European integration (Barry 2001). In many contexts, it requires 

considerable efforts to smooth out discrepancies and local idioms, so as to 

create a homogeneous space where information bits can circulate freely and be 

integrated into a coherent ‘European’ product. This process can take several 

years and be a major impediment to the actual working of European integration, 

not only in science but also in many other policy domains such as education, 

taxation or public health. 

                                                 
59 There is a rich literature on national styles of scientific research. See, for instance, Harwood 
(1993). 
60 On the concept of ‘tacit knowledge’ see Collins (1974). 
61 Borrowing again a concept from the sociologist Karin Knorr-Cetina (1991, 1999), we can say 
that this mode of knowledge production is characterized by the reduction of the ‘epistemic 
subject’ and the emergence of a collective author (see also Galison 2003). Besides, the discovery 
is no longer associated with a specific laboratory, but it is the outcome of the collective action of 
an ‘epistemic community’ which transcends national borders. 
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3.3 A Strategy for Europe 

 

As we have seen in the first section of this chapter, in the 1970s and the 1980s 

research and innovation became crucial concerns of European policy makers. 

Along with the booming IT sector, the prospects of the emerging biotech 

industry were seen as a unique opportunity to boost European economy and 

provide technical solutions to economic and environmental problems, from 

energy supply to industrial waste management. During the 1990s, however, 

early enthusiasm for biotechnology was tempered by a more cautious approach. 

As the first commercial products came out from the laboratories and hit the 

market, the optimism of the biotech visionaries in the Commission had to 

reckon with strong oppositions from member states and the public over issues 

of environmental risks and potential harm to human health. 

Genetic engineering had raised serious safety issues since its early 

developments in the 1970s. In the aftermath of the first successful experiments 

on recombinant DNA, some scientists expressed great concerns about the 

potential biohazards that may result from the uncontrolled spread of undesired 

genes. In 1974 the American biologist Robert Louis Sinsheimer noted that ‘The 

invention and introduction of new self-reproducing, living forms may well be 

irreversible. How do we prevent grievous missteps, inherently unretraceable? 

Can we in truth foresee the consequences, near- and long-term, of our 

interventions?’ (in Wright 1986: 316). The following year a group of prominent 

American scientists, including Paul Berg, organised a conference at Asilomar, 

California, ‘to review scientific progress in research on recombinant DNA 

molecules and to discuss appropriate ways to deal with the potential biohazards 

of this work’ (Berg 1975: 1981). Participating scientists were concerned with the 

introduction of dangerous traits into molecules that might be hard to contain 

within the walls of the laboratory, or within the altered organism (Jasanoff 

2005: 47). In the conference proceedings, the promoters of the initiative urged 

colleagues to continue experimental research in this area, but they also warned 

that ‘little is known about the survival of laboratory strains of bacteria and 

bacteriophages in different ecological niches in the outside world. Even less is 
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known about whether recombinant DNA molecules will enhance or depress the 

survival of their vectors and hosts in nature’ (Berg et al 1975: 1984). 

During the 1980s, the issue of biohazards was partly defused by the drafting 

of more stringent laboratory protocols (Gottweis 1998: 109). However, the 

question of risk assessment and management re-emerged as a crucial debate in 

early 1990s, as it became clear that the rapid development of genetic 

engineering and the large scale industrial production of biotechnology products 

could not easily be controlled through existing regulatory practices. 

Driven by the need to ‘establish harmonized procedures and criteria’ for the 

production and circulation of the new technologies, in 1990 the Council of the 

European Community adopted the first two legally binding directives on 

genetically modified organisms. The first Directive (90/219) was aimed at 

regulating the use of genetically modified micro-organisms in contained 

facilities (e.g. laboratories, animal houses, greenhouses). It set basic safety 

principles and demanded anyone carrying out such work to obtain permission 

from the authorities. The second Directive (90/220) focused on the deliberate 

release of genetically modified organisms into the environment, and required 

the manufacturer or importer seeking to market or release GMOs into the 

environment to apply for approval and provide the competent national 

authority with an extensive risk assessment. For EU-wide commercial 

authorization, moreover, the procedure allowed member states to raise 

objections or to request additional evidence. If one of the member states raised 

an objection, a decision was taken at the EU level. However, the Directive 

included a ‘safeguard clause’, which allowed member states to limit or prohibit 

the use of a GM organism in their territory on the basis of scientific evidence of 

potential threats on human health or the environment (Pollack e Shaffer 2005: 

337-338). 

The setting of standards in this area was a fundamental premise to ensure 

the circulation of GM products in the European market and thus to boost the 

European bio-economy. At the same time, the transnational nature of the 

environmental risk further justified the need for common regulations. As the 

Directive noted, ‘living organisms, whether released into the environment in 

large or small amounts for experimental purposes or as commercial products, 

may reproduce in the environment and cross national frontiers thereby affecting 

other Member States’ (Council of the European Community 1990). 
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These early efforts to ‘normalize’ biohazards, however, proved inadequate as 

the first products entered the market. First, the Directive 90/220 was criticised 

by many agro-business companies that were investing in plant biotechnology, 

especially as it put a heavy regulatory burden on an entire category of products 

for which there was no prior evidence of harm (Levidow 2001: 850). Also, 

supporters of biotechnology in the Commission believed that European policy 

had taken a wrong turn in targeting the technology of genetic manipulation 

rather than its actual risk.62 According to Cantley and Sargeant, the Directive 

induced biotech companies to divert investments towards more favourable 

business environments outside the Community (Jasanoff 2005: 82). Second, the 

Directive was highly ineffective in dealing with the increasing hostility in the 

European public towards the new technologies, as the case of Bt-maize and GM 

food in general well exemplify. Bt-maize is a variant of maize that was 

genetically modified so as to express a toxin from Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt), a 

micro-organism that protects the maize from an insect pest which eats and 

destroys corn stems (the European corn borer). While the first commercial 

plantings of Bt-maize in the US and Canada raised no objections, the export of 

this product to Europe was highly controversial. In 1997, the corporation Ciba-

Geigy submitted an application to commercialize Bt-maize all over Europe. 

Despite the strong opposition of most member states, the European Union 

approved the application, in accordance with the procedure of Directive 220/90. 

However, member governments did not accept this decision. In particular, they 

objected that GM crop might disrupt the ecosystem and lead to the emergence 

of insect pests that are resistant to the Bt toxin.63 Moreover, many experts 

believed that Bt-maize could constitute a significant risk to the health of 

consumers because it was not tested thoroughly enough to assure that it did not 

contain unanticipated allergens or pathogens. As a result, Austria and 

Luxembourg banned the product on the bases of the precautionary principle 

and the ‘safeguard clause’ of the directive on deliberate release. Other 

governments followed suit and the importation of Bt-maize, as well as other GM 

crops, was de facto discontinued. 

By the end of the decade, public hostility in Europe against genetically 

modified crops was further exacerbated by new scientific evidence on their 

                                                 
62 Unlike US regulations, which focused on the product of genetic manipulation, the directive 
90/219 targeted the process of genetic manipulation 
63 See: http://www.netlink.de/gen/BTCorn.htm 
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potential hazards to human health. In the UK, public protests escalated after the 

publication of an experiment on the effects of GM food on metabolism. In 1998, 

Dr Arpad Pusztai, a senior researcher at Scotland's Rowett Research Institute, 

announced on Granada Television's World in Action, that rats fed with pest-

resistant transgenic potatoes experienced significant damages to their immune 

systems, as well as reduced organ growth. As a result, GM crops were labelled as 

‘Frankenstein Food’ in many news reports and green activists organised 

spectacular protests in crop fields and government sites. The British public 

became increasingly hostile to the new products and retail chains removed all 

GM ingredients from their own brand foods. In commenting on these 

developments, a spokesperson from the British retail giant Sainsbury’s declared 

that ‘our customers have indicated to us very clearly that they do not want 

genetically-modified ingredients in their food and we are taking steps to offer 

that guarantee’.64 Given the hostile reception of GM foods in the UK and other 

EU member states, in 1998 the European Commission declared a moratorium 

on the import of any GM products, which was lifted only in 2003, also due to 

increasing political pressure of the United States (which were losing a vital 

market for the sale of their own GM products) and on conditions of clear 

traceability of any genetically modified ingredient. 

 

 

3.3.1 Towards the Knowledge-Society 

 

Despite heated controversies over GM organisms, the promotion of research 

and development in biotechnology and the life sciences remained a critical 

component of the overall strategy of the European Union throughout the 1990s, 

as well as the wider policy drive to strengthen the European research system. In 

many ways, research activities became increasingly locked into the institutional 

structure and governance of the European Union. First, after the provisions in 

the Single European Act (1986), the Maastricht Treaty (1992) reasserted, at the 

highest juridical and political level, the formal commitment of the Union to 

support research activities and to work on the coordination of national 

programmes (Guzzetti 1995). Specifically, the Treaty stated that ‘the 

Community and the Member States shall co-ordinate their research and 

                                                 
64 http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/298229.stm 
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technological development activities so as to ensure that national policies and 

Community policy are mutually consistent’. Second, the link between high 

technologies and competitiveness remained a dominant narrative in European 

policy discourses. In the White Paper Growth, Competitiveness, Employment 

(European Commission 1993), the last major initiative by Jacques Delors as 

president of the European Commission, much emphasis was placed on the 

crucial role of research and technological development as vectors of economic 

growth, and the challenges of international competition. In line with former 

analyses, the White Paper concluded that European competitiveness was 

hampered by three main shortcomings in its research base: the lack of adequate 

financial investments, especially in frontier research; the lack of coordination 

between national programmes; and the inability to ‘convert scientific 

breakthroughs and technological achievements into industrial and commercial 

successes’ (1993: 87). Moreover, the White Paper emphasised the need for 

stronger links between universities and businesses and ‘coordinated strategies 

between businesses, universities and the public authorities’ – a 

recommendation that came with no reflections on the implications that such 

policy might have on both higher-education and the nature of academic 

research. Third, the profile of research programmes was further enhanced as the 

result of the wider policy drive towards the making of a ‘knowledge-economy’ in 

the European Union. As we have seen earlier in this chapter, the idea that 

advanced liberal democracies were becoming ‘knowledge societies’ can be dated 

back as far back as the early 1970s. In his post-industrial narrative, Daniel Bell 

had argued that an economy of knowledge and creativity was replacing 

traditional modes of production and commercial strategies. During the 1990s, in 

concomitance with the diffusion of the Internet, notions of ‘knowledge society’, 

‘information society’, and ‘learning society’ became increasingly popular both 

in policy worlds and academia. At the European level, these ideas were central 

to Delors’ policy vision in the White Paper on Growth, Competitiveness, 

Employment, which stated that: ‘In a society based far more on the production, 

transfer and sharing of knowledge than on trade in goods, access to theoretical 

and practical knowledge must necessarily play a major role’. Thus, the White 

Paper emphasised the need for ‘life-long learning’, ‘continuous training’, and a 
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‘European system for education’, as key measures to reduce unemployment and 

boost European growth (European Commission 1993:122).65 

In the following years, the knowledge-society narrative gained further 

momentum in EU policy making. Most notably, the White Paper Towards a 

Learning Society, issued in 1995 by DG Research as part of the initiatives for 

the ‘European Year of Lifelong Learning’, was aimed to ‘prepare Europeans to 

pass smoothly to a society based upon the acquisition of skills, where one 

continues to learn and to teach throughout life - in other words, a learning 

society’ (European Commission 1995: 6). To this aim, the White Paper 

reasserted the importance of a ‘broad knowledge base’, along with specific skills 

for employability, continuing training, ‘flexibility’, and closer links between 

universities and industries. Moreover, it advocated the need to form an 

‘enlightened public’, able to make decisions on increasingly complicated issues 

that were deemed to require scientific and technical knowledge, rather than 

‘emotional’ or ‘subjective’ criteria: 

 

Democracy functions by majority decision on major issues which, because of their 

complexity, require an increasing amount of background knowledge. For example, 

environmental and ethical issues cannot be the subject of informed debate unless young 

people possess a certain scientific awareness. At the moment, decisions in this area are all 

too often based on subjective and emotional criteria, the majority lacking the general 

knowledge to make an informed choice. Clearly this does not mean turning everyone into a 

scientific expert, but enabling them to fulfil an enlightened role in making choices which 

affect their environment and to understand in broad terms the social implications of debates 

between experts (European Commission 1995: 28). 

 

In sum, the promotion of a ‘scientific and technical culture’, as it was called in 

the White Paper, was driven by two main concerns. First, policy makers wanted 

to spark interest in science, especially among the young generations, in order to 

enhance the bases of the knowledge-economy in terms of human resources. To 

this aim, the Commission organized several initiatives, such as a European 

Week of Scientific Culture including visits to laboratories, seminars, games and 

                                                 
65 After he left office in 1994, Jacques Delors reasserted these policy goals in his new role as 
chairman of the ‘International Commission on Education for the Twenty-first Century’, an 
expert committee which was set up by UNESCO to provide guidelines on the use of education 
for international development. In the final report Learning: the Treasure Within (1996), the 
committee argued that education was the principal means to foster human development and ‘to 
reduce poverty, exclusion, ignorance, oppression and war’ (13). In his introductory remarks, 
Delors advocated the actualization of a ‘utopian idea’: ‘a learning society founded on the 
acquisition, renewal and use of knowledge’ (1996: 23-24). 
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exhibitions. Second, these policies were aimed to foster a more positive 

reception of the new technologies among the general public. Indeed, it was 

deemed that public rejection of GM foods was largely irrational, due to lack of 

understanding and ‘scientific illiteracy’. Thus, a proper background in scientific 

and technical knowledge could enable the public to make ‘enlightened’ choices, 

as the White Paper pointed out. To this purpose, from the 1990s, EU-funded 

research programmes increasingly included dissemination activities for the lay 

public. However, as we will see, increasing pressures from the public and the 

emergence of new controversial issues around biomedical research, led the 

policy world to change the tone and reconsider the ‘subjective’ and ‘emotional’ 

criteria of the public in a more constructive way. 

 

 

3.3.2 Biotechnology in the Knowledge-Economy 

 

With the beginning of the new millennium, the notion of ‘knowledge-society’ 

not only remained crucial to the overall policy agenda of the EU, but also 

became a sort of master narrative, which was able to influence decisions at the 

highest level of policy making. In January 2000, a communication of the 

Commission announced plans for the establishment of a European Research 

Area (ERA), thus reviving Dahrendorf’s old idea of a European space for 

research equivalent to the common market. Similar to its forerunner, the new 

ERA concept was aimed to foster the movement of researchers and scientific 

knowledge across the European space, increase connections and networking 

between research centres in different locations, and to establish a common 

regulatory platform and intellectual property regime. In proposing the initiative, 

the Commission emphasised once again the promises of science and technology 

for the future of Europe: ‘even more so than the century that has just finished 

the XXIst century we are now entering will be the century of science and 

technology. More than ever, investing in research and technological 

development offers the most promise for the future’ (European Commission 

2000). Furthermore, not only were science and technology regarded as crucial 

means for economic and technological advancement, but also as inherently 

positive social values. As the communication remarked, ‘In the final years of the 

XXth century we entered a knowledge-based society. Economic and social 
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development will depend essentially on knowledge in its different forms, on the 

production, acquisition and use of knowledge. Science and particularly 

technology is what makes society thick [sic]’ (ibid.). Finally, the document 

reasserted the connection between innovation, economic growth and 

employment: ‘by creating new products, processes and markets research and 

technology provide one of the principal driving forces of economic growth, 

competitiveness and employment’.66 

Some months later, this strategy was confirmed by the heads of member 

states at the European Council with the adoption of the Lisbon Agenda, a broad 

policy guideline which set the ambitious goal to make ‘Europe the most 

competitive knowledge-based economy in the world’ (European Council 2000). 

The context of the Lisbon Agenda was not very different from the social and 

economic background of Delors’ White Paper at the beginning of the 1990s: 

relatively high unemployment, but now with the complicating circumstance that 

European population was declining, while people lived longer. As a result, those 

in the workforce had to support through taxes larger numbers of unemployed 

and retirees, who received generous welfare and other benefits (Dinan 2004: 

388-389). In order to sustain its welfare programmes, European countries 

would have to boost their productivity and get more people into the workforce. 

In line with former approaches, the Lisbon Agenda stressed that these issues 

should be addressed by enhancing European competitiveness. To this aim, more 

investments in research and development, the establishment of the European 

Research Area, and the fostering of a culture of innovation in European 

companies were needed.67 

Within this broad policy programme, life sciences and biotechnology were 

identified again as a key area for economic growth. In revising the strategy of 

the Lisbon Agenda at the Stockholm Summit in 2001, the European Council 

recommended to ‘examine measures required to utilise the full potential of 

biotechnology and strengthen the European biotechnology sector’s 

competitiveness in order to match leading competitors’ (European Council 

                                                 
66 It is important to mention that these statements, once again, reflect the wider international 
context of high-level policy making. In 2005, UNESCO published a lengthy report titled 
Towards Knowledge Societies, which stressed similar concerns with life-long learning and 
knowledge economy. Unlike EU policy strategy, however, UNESCO paid more attention to 
persistent imbalances between the North and South of the world in access to knowledge and 
resources (Bindé et al 2005). 
67 The Lisbon Agenda set the goal of increasing European R&D expenditure to 3% of GDP by 
2010. 
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2001). This advice was followed by an action plan of the Commission, called Life 

Sciences and Biotechnology: A Strategy for Europe, which was designed to 

harness the benefits of biotechnology for healthcare and agriculture, as well as 

its potential as ‘a growing source of wealth in the future, leading to the creation 

of jobs, many of which will be highly skilled, and new opportunities for 

investment in further research’ (European Commission 2002a). As a result, life 

sciences and biotechnologies were given ‘first priority’ in the range of research 

fields funded by the Sixth Framework Programme for research and 

development (2002–06). 

In keeping with the interventionist tradition of ‘action plans’, the 

programmatic document identified thirty specific actions which were aimed to 

strengthen European biotechnology, including the training of skilled workforce, 

the implementation of measures to attract and retain scientists in Europe, the 

establishment of a bioinformatics infrastructure, the creation of networks of 

biotechnology company managers, the development of a European web portal 

on biotechnology, the improvement of societal scrutiny and dialogue, the 

definition of new regulations on genetically modified organism and an 

harmonised system of intellectual property protection, the fostering of 

bioethical debate, and an increased commitment for the developing world. Also, 

the document proposed to set up a Competitiveness in Biotechnology Advisory 

Group (CABAG), in order to advise the Commission on industrial strategies and 

policies. The group was appointed in 2003 and involved entrepreneurial 

academics and representatives from industrial companies. Finally, the 

Commission decided to monitor the implementation of the strategy on a regular 

basis through the drafting of annual progress reports and reviews. To this aim, 

in 2007 the Commission carried out a mid-term review of the strategy, based on 

evaluations of the progress made since 2002 and on a lengthy report by the 

Joint Research Centre to examine the social and environmental effects of 

biotechnology applications, as well as the state of EU competitiveness. 

According to the JRC report, the number of relevant scientific publications in 

the EU had considerably increased over the previous ten years, but the share of 

EU patent applications was still modest in comparison with the US and Japan. 

Thus, the report concluded, the EU still faced the challenge identified by the 

CABAG, namely ‘promoting biotechnology entrepreneurship based on the 

knowledge created by scientific research’ (JRC 2002: 121) 
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3.3.3 Biomedicine and the Making of the European Citizen 

 

If we consider the development of EU biotechnology policy in historical 

perspective, we can see a remarkable continuity with the past. Not only has the 

biotech vision been a cornerstone of Community research programmes from the 

1970s to the present, but similar discourses and themes have sustained its 

implementation: the great promises for agriculture and industrial development, 

the potential in terms of economic growth, the imperative to catch up and 

compete in the high-tech race with the United States, Japan and the emerging 

Asian economies. However, in recent years, there have been some notable 

changes. As already mentioned, widespread mistrust of the European public and 

governments towards biotechnology products, especially GM food, has led to 

reconsider regulatory practices and to pay more attention to the social reception 

of new technologies. Another major shift has been the growing support to 

biomedical research.68 In the overall budget of the Fourth Framework 

Programme (1994-1998), which amounted to 13,215 million ECU, a relatively 

small share was allocated to the ‘Biomedicine and Health’ thematic area (358 

million ECU). However, the Fifth Framework Programme (1998-2002) 

earmarked a staggering figure of 2.4 billion euros to the ‘Quality of Life and 

Management of Living Resources’ programme, the biggest part of which was 

dedicated to health research. Also, the Sixth Framework Programme (2002-

2006) assigned more than 2.2 billion euros to the priority area ‘Life Sciences, 

Genomics and Biotechnology for Health’, while an additional 555 million euros 

funded research projects under the thematic area ‘Research for Policy Support’, 

including studies on public health policy and infectious diseases such as 

influenza and severe acute respiratory syndrome. 

The emergence of biomedicine as a priority area can be partly explained by 

important advances in the life sciences and their well-advertised promises to 

revolutionize medical care, especially in the new fields of genomics and 

regenerative medicine. Perhaps more importantly, Community support to 

biomedical research has increased in concomitance with the gradual formation 

of a European public health policy. While the Treaty of Amsterdam stated that 

                                                 
68 http://ec.europa.eu/research/health/previous-framework_en.html# 
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‘the European Union shall fully respect the responsibilities of the Member 

States for the organisation and delivery of health services and medical care’, the 

legal bases for Community planning and interventions in this area have been 

considerably strengthened, although in a rather unsystematic way and mainly 

through case law (McKee and Mossialos 2006; Greer 2008; Lamping and 

Steffen 2009). This shift has been well exemplified by the changing role of the 

DG for Health and Consumers, also known as DG-Sanco. The Directorate for 

Health and Consumers was initially instituted to monitor the safety of food and 

other goods that are traded in the European common market, but in recent 

years it has addressed many other public health issues and shifted its main 

focus on the ‘health of European citizens’: ‘our job is to help make Europe's 

citizens healthier, safer and more confident’, specifies the front page of DG-

Sanco’s website.69 In observance of the principle of subsidiarity, the EU cannot 

replace national authorities, but shall complement them in areas where 

monitoring and coordination at the European level are needed. Yet, DG-Sanco – 

in combination with other EU bodies such as the European Medicines 

Evaluation Agency, the European Food Safety Authority, the European 

Monitoring Centre for Drugs, and the recent European Centre for Disease 

Prevention and Control – has addressed a growing number of public health 

areas, including prevention and control of infectious diseases, the mobility of 

patients across the European space, the safety of pharmaceutical products, and 

the reduction of healthcare inequalities across member countries. In this 

context, the promotion and improvement of health has become a priority also in 

the funding schemes of the latest framework programmes. Specifically, ‘the 

objective of health research under FP7 is to improve the health of European 

citizens and boost the competitiveness of health-related industries and 

businesses, as well as address global health issues’.70 

References to the ‘European citizen’ in these programmatic statements 

deserve critical attention and a brief historical detour. In a section of his History 

of Sexuality (1984), Michel Foucault argued that for a long time the privileges of 

sovereign power was the right to decide over life and death. However, Foucault 

noted, since the classical age power has been rather exercised at the level of life: 

after the eighteenth century modern states became increasingly concerned with 

the biological fitness of their populations; they became ‘managers of life and 
                                                 
69 http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/health_consumer/index_en.htm 
70 http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/health/ 
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survival’, as the centralised control of population health emerged as a crucial 

component in national projects. From the postwar period to the present, health 

care, as well as other welfare services such as pensions or unemployment 

benefits, have been a key area of governance and a basic human right. In 1948, 

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights of the United Nations proclaimed 

that ‘Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and 

well-being of himself and of his family, including food, clothing, housing and 

medical care and necessary social services, and the right to security in the event 

of unemployment, sickness, disability, widowhood, old age or other lack of 

livelihood in circumstances beyond his control’. While in many parts of the 

world this basic principle is neglected, either for lack of resources or political 

will, medical care is today recognised as a fundamental right of citizens, as well 

as a critical source of legitimacy of national governments. 

Given these premises, the insistence on the notion of ‘European citizen’ in 

EU policy documents on public health and biomedical research is significant. In 

the transition of the European Union from a primarily economic to a more 

political organisation with ambitions as global power, the issue of citizenship is 

becoming increasingly important. In 1992, the Treaty of Maastricht 

institutionalised the status of ‘citizenship of the Union’, in order to strengthen 

and enhance European identity and enable citizens to participate more actively 

in the political life of the Community. However, the political contours of this 

new legal subject are still rather ambiguous and have been questioned on many 

occasions. In particular, recent debates on democratic deficit, the bureaucratic 

and technocratic bias of the EC system, and the lack of a European public 

sphere have highlighted the shortcomings of these efforts in terms of democratic 

participation and public involvement (see Hix 2005, chapter 6). 

In this difficult and controversial process of polity building, the emergence of 

a European public health policy, as well as the increasing support to biomedical 

research, has not only broadened the scope of the EU institutions to a crucial 

area of governance, but has also contributed to the social construction of a new 

subject - the EU citizen - who is otherwise still very fragile in the actual practice 

of political life and deliberative democracy. 
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3.4 European Values 

 

In the previous section we have seen that biomedical research has become a 

priority in the latest EU framework programmes. However, as in plant 

biotechnology, the promotion of this sector has faced many challenges. While 

recent advances in the life sciences and biomedical research have opened up 

new pathways towards the understanding of fundamental biological processes, 

as well as the finding of revolutionary therapies, controversies over related 

practices such as cloning, the manipulation of human embryos and the 

production of hybrids and chimeras have raised important moral concerns, with 

the very notions of human life and natural order at the centre of divergent 

interpretations and beliefs. 

At the EU level, the governance of biomedical research has been particularly 

thorny, as European institutions has had to find a difficult balance between the 

promotion of cutting-edge scientific research, the respect of national attitudes 

and regulations, and the definition of common principles in bioethics. In many 

ways, the bioethical debate has been an important locus where questions of 

European identity and political culture emerged and were negotiated. The final 

section of this chapter provides a critical appraisal of these issues. After a brief 

overview of early debates and developments, the remaining sections will 

examine the various approaches by which European institutions have sought to 

regulate this difficult field of policy making, including the quest for ‘European 

values’, the establishment of expert committees, and the recent debate on public 

engagement. 

 

 

3.4.1 Early Troubles and the Role of the Parliament 

 

The bioethical question came to the forefront of European research policies at 

the end of the 1980s, as soon as the Community became involved in the Human 

Genome Project. In July 1988, the European Commission submitted a decision 

proposal to promote a European participation in the international effort to map 

the human genome, and thus ‘to set a basis for support of European research 
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activities in future wide-ranging medical applications’ (European Commission 

1988).71 

This plan well combined with other European initiatives in the same 

scientific area. As mentioned, the Commission had already funded a number of 

projects that aimed to map the whole genome of model organisms, including the 

flagship consortium on the yeast genome (see section 3.2.3), and other projects 

on Arabidopsis, the fruit fly, mouse, and porcine genomics. Due to the routine 

nature of genome research, collaboration between centres was feasible and to 

some extent desirable, as it enabled to break down the painstaking work of gene 

sequencing across many laboratories.72 Moreover, it could show the added value 

of transnational cooperation at the European level in a prestigious scientific 

endeavour. 

The European participation in the international Human Genome Project, 

however, was slow to start due to concerns about its social and ethical 

implications. The emphasis in the Commission’s proposal on ‘predictive 

medicine’, reflected in the original title of the programme, was fiercely 

contested in the ensuing parliamentary debate, as some MPs argued that this 

approach conjured up the shadows of eugenics and racial hygiene. Driven by 

these concerns, in 1989 the European Parliament issued a Resolution on the 

Ethical and Legal Problems of Genetic Engineering, which warned about ‘the 

risk of applying genetic analysis for the purposes of social control and the 

segregation of whole social strata, of selecting embryos and foetuses on the basis 

of their genetic characteristics alone, of producing fundamental changes in our 

society’ (European Parliament 1989). Moreover, the document stated that 

genomic science ought to be designed ‘exclusively for the well-being of those 

concerned’ and not for ‘the unacceptable purpose of ‘positively improving’ the 

population’s gene pool’, or the selection of workers on the basis of genetic 

criteria. 

As a result of political pressure from the Parliament, and its enhanced 

legislative influence through the co-decision procedure with the Council, the 

Commission was forced to make several changes to the initial proposal, 

                                                 
71 Specifically, it focused on four research areas: improvement of the human genetic map; 
physical mapping (including ordered clone libraries); data handling and databases; 
improvement of the methods and basis for the study of the human genome. The implementation 
of the programme was through resource centres, transnational research projects, training and 
studies on the ethical, social and legal aspects of human genome research. 
72 On the evolution of sequencing methods, see Hall (2007). 
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including the omission of the phrase ‘predictive medicine’ from the original 

title, as well as a commitment to introduce bioethics as an integral part of the 

research programme. In 1991 the funding scheme was eventually approved. 

Nevertheless, the political debate highlighted the importance of ethical issues in 

research policies and the need for new regulatory practices to address them at 

the EU level. Moreover, it brought to the fore the new role of the Parliament in 

the institutional dynamics of EU politics as the advocate of research ethics and a 

humanistic approach, often in contrast with the technocratic vision of the 

‘biosocial revolution’. The Resolution of 1989 stated that ‘the development of 

genetic strategies for the solution of social problems must not be allowed since it 

would undermine our ability to understand human life as a complex entity 

which can never be encompassed entirely by any single scientific approach’ 

(ibid.). In the following years, the Parliament expressed such concerns on many 

other occasions, including Resolutions on cloning (1993, 1997, 2000), the trade 

in human egg cells (2005), and organ donation and transplantation (2008). 

 

 

3.4.2 ELSA 

 

One of the most important outcomes of the early debate on bioethics was the 

establishment of research into Ethical, Social, and Legal Aspect (ELSA) as a 

regular component of scientific programmes. As the final Council Decision of 29 

June 1990 on the human genome programme clearly stated, ‘the Commission 

will ensure that during the execution of the programme there will be wide-

ranging and in-depth discussion of the ethical, social and legal aspects of human 

genome analysis and that possible misuses will be identified regarding 

applications of the results obtained or of future development of that research’ 

(European Council 1990). The first batches of ELSA projects focused on the 

human genome programme. However, the ELSA component was later extended 

to all research in the life sciences and biotechnology, including studies on 

intellectual property and the social implications of agricultural technology 

(European Commission 1998).73 

In addition to the social and ethical implications of new technologies, part of 

the ELSA funding was allocated to research on fundamental European values 
                                                 
73 Besides, ethical review became mandatory for all projects in the life sciences and 
biotechnology. 
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that could guide the regulation of research in the life sciences and 

biotechnology, as the project on ‘Basic Bioethical and Biolegal Principles in 

Europe’ illustrates. This project was coordinated by the philosopher Peter 

Kemp, director of the Centre for Ethics and Law in Copenhagen, and involved 

22 principal investigators from other European countries through the usual 

network approach. After three years of work, the network produced a detailed 

report that identified and elaborated on four basic ‘European principles’ or 

‘articulations’ (i.e. autonomy, dignity, integrity and vulnerability). These 

findings were later advertised in the Barcelona Declaration, a ‘manifesto’ of 

European bioethics (Kemp and Rendtorff 2008). 

According to the final report, the four basic principles reflected a European 

tradition of legal and moral culture, as well as the European model of economic 

development. The principle of autonomy, for example, was associated with the 

humanistic tradition of giving high value to individuals and their development 

in society – a tradition whose cultural roots were traced back to the classic texts 

of Western thought, from Stoicism to Kantian philosophy. Moreover, the report 

stressed that the relation between basic principles, rights and protection of 

person and body shall be seen as ‘a consequence of the development of the 

welfare state and risk society into a caring and protectioning state of care and 

protection’, in contrast with the mainstream American approach, mainly 

centred on autonomy and self-determination.74 

Over the years, the idea of ‘European bioethics’ has gained wide currency in 

the academic debate (see Saas 2001). For example, the recent project Gleube, 

funded by the Commission under the Seventh Framework Programme (2007-

2013), and involving several European universities, aims to showcase European 

bioethics to a broad international audience, in response to ‘the emergence of 

distinct European model of bioethics, and the perception that current 

education, clinical and policy activity is dominated by American approaches’.75 

It is worth mentioning that these formulations imply a shift from a 

universalistic conception of bioethics and human rights to the emphasis of a 

particular cultural perspective (i.e. European), which can be understood along 

the same lines of the narrative of the ‘American challenge’ in technological and 

                                                 
74 This model emerged in the late 1970s, with the so called ‘Georgetown mantra’, a set of other 
four principles (autonomy, non-maleficence, beneficence and justice) that were codified in the 
widely read book Principles of Biomedical Ethics by Beauchamp and Childress (1979). 
75 www.gleube.eu 
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industrial development – a further evidence of the deep correlation between 

knowledge production and the wider context of political economy across 

different fields of expertise. 

 
 
3.4.3 The Oviedo Convention 

 

Beyond the academic debate, the European Convention on Human rights and 

Biomedicine of the Council of Europe (1997) - also known as ‘Oviedo 

Convention’ – has been a more influential effort to define basic European 

values. Similar to the Barcelona Declaration, this legal document combines the 

tradition of protecting individual freedom and legal rights (‘the interests and 

welfare of the human being shall prevail over the sole interest of society or 

science’),76 with an emphasis on social solidarity and the defence of the weakest 

subjects. Moreover, its legal framework was designed as an open instrument, 

with basic principles that could be complemented by additional protocols on 

specific issues of biomedical research or clinical practice. Since its adoption, 

additional protocols have been issued on the prohibition of human cloning; 

organ transplantation; biomedical research; and genetic testing for health 

purposes. 

As Roberto Andorno observed, the Convention is a remarkable achievement 

in international law, especially if we consider profound discrepancies among 

European countries on key bioethical issues. Indeed, the Convention is the first 

multilateral binding instrument entirely devoted to biomedicine; besides, it 

constitutes a comprehensive effort to frame a broad and complicated issue, 

unlike other international instruments that aim to regulate only specific aspects 

such as the UNESCO Declaration on Human Cloning (Andorno 2005: 143). 

However, critics have identified important limitations. As in other 

international legal instruments, consensus was sought through minimalist 

claims that could meet the needs of all parties involved.77 For example, crucial 

issues for harmonisation such as euthanasia, palliative care, and European 

                                                 
76 This principle was reasserted on the Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights of 
UNESCO (2005): ‘the interests and welfare of the individual should have priority over the sole 
interest of science or society’. 
77 The criticism of David Benatar (2005) to the Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human 
Rights can also be applied to the Oviedo Convention: ‘To the extent that a declaration is 
characterized by minimalism and vagueness it does not say anything we do not already know. It 
presents us with the uncontested and remains silent about the contested. It gives guidance 
where none is needed and it fails to give guidance where it is needed’ (2005:221). 
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citizens' rights to health care were not addressed (Saas 2001), although 

additional protocols might be adopted in the future. Despite its vagueness, 

moreover, the Convention has failed to create a truly supranational framework, 

as many countries have not ratified the document, including the UK and 

Germany.78 Finally, observers have challenged its cultural biases. According to 

Demetrio Neri and Maurizio Mori, for example, the Convention does not reflect 

cultural diversity in Europe, as ‘no procedure guarantees that within the 

Council the different schools of thought are fairly represented’ (Mori and Neri 

2001:325). 

 

 

3.4.5 The Expert Committee and Moral Diplomacy 

 

The setting of expert groups has been another important development towards 

the shaping of a European framework on bioethics. In 1991, recognising the 

need for further input in the regulatory process, the Commission decided to set 

up an independent Group of Advisers on the Ethical Implications of 

Biotechnology, which was later renamed as European Group on Ethics in 

Science and New Technologies (EGE). This initiative was in keeping with 

concomitant developments at the national level. Since the late 1980s, many 

governments in both Europe and North America have established national 

bodies of professional advisers on the ethics of biomedical research and 

practice. As early as 1983, the French government set up the National 

Consultative Ethics Committee in order to ‘foster an active moral attitude in its 

field of expertise: ethical and societal issues raised by the advancement of 

knowledge in the health and life sciences’.79 In the UK, the first official body 

was the Nuffield Council on Bioethics, established in 1991 with the mandate ‘to 

identify, examine and report on the ethical questions raised by recent advances 

in biological and medical research’.80 Likewise, since 1991 the Italian Bioethics 

Committee has provided guidance to the Italian government and the public on 

‘ethical implications of the advancement of scientific research and new 

                                                 
78 Interestingly, these two countries rejected the Convention on opposite grounds. To the 
Germans, it was too permissive and imprecise, especially on the informed consent of 
incapacitated persons. Conversely, the British government has not ratified it, due to its 
limitations to all forms of cloning, including ‘therapeutic’ cloning. 
79 www.ccne-ethique.fr/brochure.php 
80 http://www.nuffieldfoundation.org/nuffield-council-bioethics 
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technologies in the life sciences and health care’.81 In all these cases, bioethics 

has gradually emerged as an intellectual framework to assist policy-making and 

governance. As Sheila Jasanoff pointed out, it became ‘a new language of 

deliberation, geared to the analysis of human values rather than the benefits of 

the market, the facts of science, or the norms of law’ (Jasanoff 2005:172). 

Similar to the procedure of most national bioethics committees, the 

European Group on Ethics issues periodical statements (called ‘Opinions’) on 

topical questions concerning science and technology, either in response to a 

request from the President or on its own initiative. In the past two decades, the 

EGE group has produced opinions on a broad range of topics, including gene 

therapy (1994), prenatal genetic diagnosis (1995), the patenting of inventions 

involving elements of human origin (1996), the genetic modification of animals 

(1996), cloning (1997), human tissue banking (1998) and stem cell research 

(1998). In comparison with national committees, however, EGE’s task has been 

more challenging, given the fragmented regulatory landscape across EU 

member states. Indeed, EGE’s mission has often been one of moral diplomacy, 

as the group has had to find a difficult balance between the respect of discrepant 

national regulations, the overarching framework of international regulations 

such as the Oviedo Convention, and the definition of common European values. 

Despite these challenges, however, the EGE Group has played a key role in the 

process of EU policy making, also due to a general lack of confidence in the 

credibility of scientific assessments (as the GM controversy exemplifies). In this 

situation, as Brian Salter and Mavis Jones pointed out, the group has become an 

important ‘policy broker’, complementing scientific analyses with ethical 

reviews that address social concerns and, at the same time, might fend off 

potential political problems (Salter and Jones 2002a, 2002b). 

 

 

3.4.6 Democratic Legitimacy and Public Engagement 

 

Institutional bioethics has become essential in the regulation of biotechnology, 

not only in Europe. However, important issues have been raised. Some 

commentators argued that decisions on science and technology have been 

entrusted to expert committees, and thus removed from democratic processes of 

                                                 
81 http://www.governo.it/bioetica/ 
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deliberation involving the wider public. As Sheila Jasanoff argued, ‘democratic 

governments are presumed to be capable of discerning their citizens' needs and 

wants, and of deploying science and technology effectively to meet these needs. 

Citizens, once they have elected representative governments, are not entitled to 

steer science; nor are they thought to need an autonomous position from which 

to oversee the partnership of science with the state’ (2006:247). 

In the EU context, this criticism has been applied not only to science policy 

but to the whole system of European governance. Especially from the late 1990s, 

there have been many debates about the so-called democratic deficit in the EU 

and the wide gap that separates bureaucrats in Brussels and the general 

population. As a result, the European Commission has recognized that civil 

society needs to be more actively engaged in EU policies if they are to be 

regarded as legitimate. To this aim, various efforts have been made to adopt a 

more inclusive approach to policy making. The increased use of surveys to 

capture the attitudes and perceptions of EU citizens has been an initial effort 

towards this direction, including reports on ‘Europeans and biotechnology’ 

(Gaskell 2001). In 2005, moreover, DG Research commissioned a broad survey 

on ‘Social values, science and technology’ to assess Europeans’ views and 

perceptions of the ethical implications of the new technologies (European 

Commission 2005). 

Beyond the survey approach, the Commission has sought a more active 

public engagement with science, which departs from the former model of public 

understanding (see section 3.3). In 2001, the White Paper on European 

Governance emphasised the need for ‘better involvement and openness’, as 

well as ‘a stronger interaction with regional and local governments and civil 

society’. In research policy, this view was reflected in the consultation document 

Towards a Strategic Vision of Life Sciences and Biotechnology, which stated 

that: 

Democracy depends on people being able to take part in public debate. To do this, they must 

have access to reliable information on European issues and be able to scrutinize the policy 

process in its various stages. Hence, the need for institutions to communicate more actively 

with the general public on European issues, in particular if they are of such a sensitive nature 

as life sciences and biotechnology (European Commission 2001: 4). 

 

This change also applied to the EGE. In 2001, the expert group reconceptualised 

its mission as ‘the guardian of the rights of civil society by enabling the 
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Community authorities, which are responsible for regulating the market, to take 

better account of the aspirations of the public in the various aspects of their 

lives: as consumers, workers, parents, patients etc’ (EGE 2001:12). 

Over the past few years, these commitments have been followed by some 

practical actions, as the EU institutions have engaged in closer interactions both 

with the public at large and the expanding numbers of NGOs in the biomedical 

arena, including patient associations. Interactions have occurred through 

various forms of consultation, public events, stakeholders meetings, and other 

initiatives. It is however questionable to what extent EU institutions have been 

and will be able to involve the ‘European public’, considering the sheer 

dimension and diversity of the European Union, especially after the latest 

rounds of enlargement. Moreover, further research should reflect on the degree 

to which public engagement has actually moved beyond merely rhetorical 

postures to become an integral part of the policy making process. 
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4. THE POLITICS OF STEM CELLS 

 

 

In the previous chapter I have examined policy narratives that have 

underpinned the emergence and development of biotechnology policy in the 

European Union. Then, I have explored the ways in which the biotech vision of 

the European Commission has been hindered by unanticipated issues such 

public perceptions of environmental risk and ethical concerns with laboratory 

practices in biomedical research. In the second part of this work, I will narrow 

down the analysis to the specific case of stem cell research. This is a critical case 

to make sense of the politics of science cooperation in the EU. Despite its widely 

advertised therapeutic and commercial promises, stem cell science has been at 

the centre of heated debates in several countries, due to the ethical implications 

of related practices such as cloning, the production of chimeras and hybrids, 

and especially the manipulation of human embryos. As a result, European 

cooperation in this field has been particularly problematic. Discrepancies 

between national attitudes have jeopardised the approval of recent funding 

programmes and highlighted once again the long standing problem of the 

harmonisation of research policies and, more broadly, of European unity and 

cultural identity. 

This chapter focuses on the emergence of stem cell research and the resulting 

regulatory debate both at the national and EU level. It is divided into three main 

sections: the first part (‘Regenerating Life’) provides an introduction to stem 

cell science and its institutionalisation as a field of biomedical research, 

applications and financial investments; the second section (‘The Policy Shaping 

of a Controversial Field’) analyses the ethical and regulatory debate on stem 

cells in three European countries - the UK, Germany, and Italy - which 

epitomise the diversity of ‘national attitudes’ towards controversial biomedical 

research; the last part (‘The Debate in the EU’) moves from national debates to 

EU governance, and examines the stem cell question within the process of 

approval of the latest framework programmes for research and development. 
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4.1 Regenerating Life 

 

As most scientific endeavours, the shaping of stem cell science into a distinctive 

‘field’ of research has not followed a straight path, but has often been marked by 

serendipitous findings, radical changes of directions and the contributions of 

various disciplinary approaches, including embryology, anatomy, cancer 

research, molecular biology and genetics, as well as the influence of ethical 

debates. As Michele Morange documented (2006), the prehistory of stem cell 

science can be dated back to research on teratomas (see also Cooper 2004; 

Solter 2006). Teratoma is a Greek word that literally means ‘monster tumour’, 

and in medical language indicates a malformation containing a mixture of 

random tissue, such as teeth, hair, pieces of bone, and muscle. In a seminal 

article published in 1954, cancer researcher Leroy Stevens suggested that such 

malformations were likely to result from the anomalous development of 

‘pluripotent embryonic-type cells’, thus they were able to form a variety of 

different tissues (Stevens & Little 1954). In the following years, researchers 

began to use teratoma as a model to understand embryogenesis and early 

cellular development in mammalians. Teratomas allowed the isolation of 

embryonic-type cell lines at different stages of commitment and differentiation, 

as well as the observation in vitro of processes of cellular differentiation. 

Scientists demonstrated that these cell lines were multi-potential and could be 

maintained in an undifferentiated state by cellular culture. 

In the late 1970s, the molecular resemblance between teratocarcinoma cells 

and pluripotent stem cells forming the inner cell mass of early embryos became 

increasingly clear (Martin et al. 1978). At the same time, two groups of scientists 

developed techniques for isolating and establishing cultures of pluripotent cell 

lines directly from normal mouse embryos - an achievement that marked the 

emergence of stem cell science as we now understand it (Morange 2006). In 

1981, Gail Martin at the University of California and Martin Evans and Matt 

Kauffman at the University of Cambridge both reported the first successful 

attempts to isolate and establish Embryonic Stem (ES) cell cultures from a 

mouse blastocyst, the structure formed in early embryogenesis after five or six 

days from the first division of the zygote (Martin 1981; Evans & Kauffman 1981). 

Two aspects of the early history of stem cell research deserve further 

attention. First, early experiments on embryonic stem cells were not primarily 
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aimed at developing new biomedical applications, but were driven by the desire 

to better understand processes of cellular development. On the isolation of 

embryonic stem cells, Gail Martin wrote that ‘this method should be useful not 

only for further elucidating the relationship between teratocarcinoma stem cells 

and their normal embryonic progenitors but also for generating new, genetically 

marked pluripotent cell lines that can be used for studying various aspects of 

early mammalian development’ (Martin 1981: 7637). There is no emphasis here 

on future therapies and biomedical applications. The idea of systematically 

exploring the therapeutic possibilities of ES cells emerged later, following the 

successful transplantations of bone marrow and related studies on the 

regenerative capacities of hematopoietic stem cells. It was only then that the 

properties of the ES cell were ‘rediscovered’ as being essentially benign and 

thereby distinguishable from those of carcinoma cells, although the precise 

nature of this difference is yet to be defined (Andrews 2005). Second, since the 

very beginning, laboratory practices in stem cell research moved away from 

purely observational science. From the experiments of Leroy Stevens to the first 

isolation of mouse ES cells, advances in the field were defined by techniques 

that were aimed to manipulate, relocate and ‘direct’ natural processes of 

cellular development and differentiation – an approach that bears the hallmark 

of Loeb’s ‘engineering standpoint’ in the life sciences (see section 3.1.3) and 

would become the distinctive feature of stem cell research for the coming years 

(Landecker 2007). 

 

 

4.1.1 Hope and Hype 

 

Despite growing scientific interest, until the late 1990, stem cell science was a 

small research area, highly specialised and known mainly by professionals in the 

field (Solter 2006). This changed in 1998, when a research group at the 

Wisconsin Regional Primate Research Center, led by the biologist James 

Thomson, used the technique developed for mice to isolate and grow stem cells 

derived from human blastocysts (Thomson et al. 1998). Almost simultaneously, 

another research group at the Johns Hopkins University, led by John Gearhart, 

reported the derivation of pluripotent human stem cells from primordial germ 

cells in human foetal tissue (Shamblot et al. 1998). 
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These two experiments were celebrated as achievements of paramount 

importance. Scientists soon realized that human embryonic stem cells (hESCs) 

had a huge therapeutic potential as they hold the capacity to produce every 

tissue of the human body. This unique property, along with the capacity of self-

renewal, raised the hopes to find treatments for many incurable diseases 

through the regeneration of dead or dysfunctional human tissues. As Thompson 

and his colleagues emphasised in their seminal article, ‘the standardized 

production of large, purified populations of euploid human cells such as 

cardiomyocytes and neurons will provide a potentially limitless source of cells 

for drug discovery and transplantation therapies. Many diseases, such as 

Parkinson’s disease and juvenile-onset diabetes mellitus, result from the death 

or dysfunction of just one or a few cell types. The replacement of those cells 

could offer lifelong treatment’ (Thompson et al. 1998: 1146). At the same time, 

the cloning of Dolly the sheep in 1996 through somatic nuclear transfer opened 

up the way to the generation of ES cells with the same genetic profile of any 

adult organism (thereby avoiding the problem of immunological rejection). 

These therapeutic promises immediately raised the profile of the new 

technology. In 1999, the prestigious scientific journal Science elected stem cell 

research as ‘breakthrough of the year’, due to ‘new hopes of dazzling medical 

applications’. In a similar tone, Lee M. Silver, professor of molecular biology at 

Princeton University, stressed that ‘gene and genomes represent only one of two 

pillars of likely twenty-first century progress in biomedicine. The second is 

stem-cell biology’ (Silver 2004). Popular media contributed to amplifying the 

hype about stem cells and their therapeutic promises amongst the audience of 

non-professionals. In 2001, Time magazine nominated James Thompson 

‘America’s Best in science and medicine’ and placed his picture on the front 

cover of the December issue, under the heading ‘the man who brought you stem 

cells’.82 

But the excitement for stem cells went far beyond its therapeutic value. The 

new technology was celebrated as a potential source of youthfulness, if not 

immortality. In an article titled ‘Capturing the Promise of Youth’, published in 

1999 on the journal Science, stem cell research inspired visions of rejuvenation: 

‘If it lives up to its early promise, it may one day restore vigour to aged and 

diseased muscles, hearts, and brains - perhaps even allowing humans to 

                                                 
82 http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1000602,00.html 

 96



combine the wisdom of old age with the potential of youth’ (Vogel 1999). 

Likewise, a columnist of the New York Times imagined the future of stem cell 

medicine as a world of recycled generations: ‘For one thing, every place in the 

developed world might look a lot more like Florida. Although the maximum 

attainable human life span is now approximately 120 years, only about 65,000 

Americans have currently reached the age of 100. But a century from now, with 

new medical technologies in place, the Census Bureau predicts there will be 

5.3million people living to the age of 100 and perhaps much longer’ (Hall 

2000). Given these prospects, stem cell research attracted huge investments 

from venture capitalists, governments, and pharmaceutical companies. Ahead 

of times, the US biotech company Geron, specialised in developing and 

marketing products to fight ageing, had funded the two derivations of human 

embryonic stem cell lines of 1998. 

 

 

4.1.2 Institutionalisation 

 

Over the past decade, stem cell science has rapidly grown not only qualitatively, 

but also quantitatively. A simple search on the PubMed service of the US 

National Library of Medicine for the keyword ‘stem cells’ yields about 11,000 

articles in 2009, four times more than 1998 and eighteen times as many articles 

as in 1981. As expected, the greatest increase has been in papers that are related 

to embryonic stem cells. A search of papers that were published in 1981 with the 

keyword ‘embryonic stem cells’ retrieved only one paper, the seminal report on 

the first isolation of pluripotent cell line from early mouse embryos, described 

by Gail Martin. However, after the publication of the two 1998 landmark papers, 

the number of publications increased exponentially: from 269 papers in 2001 to 

1762 papers in 2007.83 Likewise, the number of dedicated scientific journals has 

grown significantly, including Stem Cells (1993), Stem Cells Reviews (2005), 

Stem Cells and Development (2004), Cloning & Stem Cells (2002), Cytotherapy 

(1999), Cell Tissues Organs (1999), and Stem Cell Research (2007).84 In higher 

                                                 
83 Source: PubMed, US National Library of Medicine National Institutes of Health 
(http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed). I carried out this search in February 2010. 
84  The publishing history of some of these publications, interestingly, provides indications on 
the rapidly changing trends and approaches in biomedical research. For instance, the journal 
Hematotherapy was founded in 1992 following the first successful bone marrow 
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education, modules or entire programmes in stem cell science and technologies 

have been set up in many universities. In the UK, for example, the University of 

Sheffield (UK) offers a new postgraduate programme in ‘Stem Cell and 

Regenerative Medicine’. On the promotional website, it is noted that: ‘this is a 

rapidly emerging area of biomedical research with enormous therapeutic 

potential. As the academic research base broadens and industry begins to adopt 

the new technologies, the demand for skills in this area is increasing rapidly, 

resulting in excellent employment opportunities for graduates with training in 

this area’.85 Similar programmes have been established at the universities of 

Nottingham, Bristol, Bath, and Cardiff. Finally, the institutionalisation of stem 

cell science as a distinctive field of research has been further illustrated by the 

proliferation of new sites for knowledge production, ranging from small 

laboratories within university department of molecular biology to large 

specialised units, such as the I-Stem centre in Evry, near Paris. In general, the 

growth of stem cell centres over the past five years has been impressive, 

especially in North America, Western Europe and East Asia.86 In Europe, the 

United Kingdom has led this trend with the establishment of almost twenty 

specialised centres, including the Centre for Stem Cell Research at the 

University of Cambridge, set up in 2007 with the support of a generous grant 

from the Wellcome Trust, a UK-based charitable foundation dedicated to 

achieving improvements in human health. In December 2006, I had the chance 

to attend the inaugural conference. In a crowded lecture room at the University 

of Cambridge, the event was presented as a pivotal moment for scientific 

progress with much emphasis on the historical continuity between early British 

achievements in stem cell science (such as the first derivation of mouse 

embryonic stem cells) and the foundation of the new centre. The conference 

booklet stressed that the new institution aimed to ‘become the leading research 

centre in Europe and to compete with leading institutes in Japan, Singapore and 

North America’. In the opening lecture, the chairman of the Wellcome Trust Sir 

William Castell claimed that the centre would forge new leaders in the context 

of ‘global competition in science’. A couple of years later, significantly, an image 

of stem cells taken in a laboratory of the new centre was projected onto the 

                                                                                                                                               
transplantations; in the wake of Dolly, however, it was first renamed as Cloning, then Cloning 
and Stem Cell Research and, finally, Stem Cells and Development in 2004. 
85 http://www.shef.ac.uk/bms/prospective_pg/masters 
86 see map at http://www.mbbnet.umn.edu/scmap/scresearchmap.html 
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screen-wall of the King’s College in Cambridge, as part of the celebrations for 

the 800th anniversary of the University of Cambridge - an iconic demonstration 

of the prestige and recognition of stem cell science in the academic 

establishment. 

 

 

4.2 The Policy Shaping of a Controversial Field 

 

While the achievements of stem cell research have been celebrated as 

outstanding scientific breakthroughs and great promises for human health, they 

have also raised profound ethical concerns. Concerns are not about the 

substance of research, but they are associated with the ethical implications of 

related laboratory practices. First, stem cell science is still partly dependent on 

the manipulation and destruction of human embryos, although the new 

technology of ‘induced pluripotent stem cells’ (or iPS cells) might dispense with 

the use of embryonic cells in the future.87 Second, stem cell research is 

associated with cloning, as scientists believe that the generation of cell lines that 

are genetically identical to recipient patients in therapeutic treatments could 

solve the problem of immunorejection. Finally, shortage of human eggs has led 

scientists to propose using animals as the source of the significant quantities of 

egg needed to create cytoplasmic hybrid embryos (or ‘cybrids’) from which 

human embryonic stem cell lines might be produced. However, many people 

have questioned the ethical, legal and biological consequences of mixing human 

and animal DNA. 

Due to these controversial practices, national and international authorities 

have made several efforts to regulate stem cell research with new policy 

frameworks and ad hoc legal instruments. However, the diversity of national 

regulations is striking and is thus ‘another prominent reminder of the ways in 

which the “hard” sciences are powerfully shaped by social and cultural factors’ 

(Franklin 2006: 71). Before moving to the EU level, I shall briefly review the 

                                                 
87 iPS cells are a type of pluripotent stem cell artificially derived from a non-pluripotent cell, 
typically an adult somatic cell, by inducing a ‘forced’ expression of specific genes. Induced 
Pluripotent Stem Cells are similar to natural pluripotent stem cells, such as embryonic stem 
(ES) cells, in many respects, such as the expression of certain stem cell genes and proteins, 
potency and differentiability, but the full extent of their relation to natural pluripotent stem cells 
is still being assessed. iPS cells were first produced for human cells in 2007 by a team at Kyoto 
university, led by Shinya Yamanaka (see Takahashi et al 2007). 
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regulatory debate in three European countries - the United Kingdom, Germany, 

and Italy – as these cases well illustrate the range of different attitudes and 

approaches across Europe. 

 

 

4.2.1 United Kingdom 

 

In the United Kingdom, the legal bases of current governance of biomedical 

research were laid down in the early 1990s, when the British Parliament passed 

the Human Embryology and Fertilisation Act in order to regulate In-Vitro 

Fertilisation (IVF) and research on ‘spared embryos’ from IVF treatments. In 

line with the British tradition of practical ethical reasoning (Hauskeller 2004), 

this document was not primarily concerned with the moral status of the embryo, 

but it rather created a space for deliberation on a case by case approach. The law 

provided for the setting of an ad hoc statutory body, the Human Embryology 

and Fertilisation Authority (HFEA), with the mandate to license and monitor 

IVF clinics and to approve any research projects involving human embryos 

through a peer-review procedure. While adopting a pragmatic approach, the 

document identified five criteria by which embryo research could be permitted: 

(1) to promote advances in the treatment of infertility, (2) to increase knowledge 

about the causes of congenital disease, (3) to increase knowledge about causes 

of miscarriages, (4) to develop more effective techniques of contraception, and 

(5) to develop methods for detecting the presence of gene or chromosome 

abnormalities in embryos before implantation.88 Moreover, the law established 

the threshold of 14 days as the point beyond which research should no longer be 

permitted on human embryos. 

Towards the end of the decade, however, the introduction of new 

experimental practices challenged this regulatory framework. First, in 1996 the 

cloning of Dolly the sheep by somatic nuclear transfer, and the resulting 

prospect to apply the same method to human embryos, became the focus of new 

debates and policy moves. To address this issue, in 1998 the HFEA and the 

newly created Human Genetics Commission (HGC) published a joint advisory 

document on Cloning Issues in Reproduction, Science and Medicine (1998), 

which banned any forms of cloning for reproductive purposes, but approved 

                                                 
88 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/37/schedule/2 
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‘scientific and therapeutic applications of nuclear replacement technology, 

which do not involve the creation of genetically identical individuals’ (HFEA 

and HGC 1998). Second, after the derivations of human embryonic stem cells in 

1998, the prospects of this emerging field of biomedical research and 

applications required further policy input. In April 2000, the Nuffield Council 

on Bioethics, an independent advisory body funded in 1991, suggested that 

‘research involving human embryos be permitted for the purpose of developing 

tissues to treat diseases from derived embryonic stem (ES) cells’ (Nuffield 

Council 2000). Few months later, this advice was confirmed by an official 

government report on Stem Cell Research: Medical Progress with 

Responsibility (also known as the Donaldson report), which recommended 

‘research using embryos (whether created by in vitro fertilisation or cell nuclear 

replacement) to increase understanding about human disease and disorders and 

their cell based treatments should be permitted, subject to the controls in the 

Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act 1990’ (UK Department of Health 

2000). Following these consultations, in 2001 the Human Fertilisation and 

Embryology Act 1990 was amended with a revision of the purposes for which 

embryo research may be authorised, now including the development of 

treatments for serious diseases. The HFEA, moreover, was given powers to issue 

licenses for human embryonic stem cell research.89 For example, in 2004 the 

HFEA granted scientists from Newcastle University a licence to produce cloned 

human cells – the first such case in any European country.90 

After a few years, however, this framework became obsolete again due to the 

introduction of new controversial practices, as scientists proposed to harvest 

stem cells from hybrid or admix embryos, where the nuclei of human cells are 

inserted into animal eggs. Unlike former bioethical issues, the ‘animal-human 

embryo’ was more difficult to be normalised through existing regulatory 

practices. After many debates (including a public consultation), policy 

documents and the failure of a new Bill on Human Tissue & Embryo, the British 

government eventually decided to ‘upgrade’ the HFE Act 1990 with provisions 

that, in substance, permit the creation of admixed embryos for research 

purposes, in addition to other key changes such as the recognition of same-sex 

couples as legal parents of children conceived through assisted reproduction 

technologies. 
                                                 
89 http://www.opsi.gov.uk/SI/si2001/20010188.htm 
90 http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/health/3554474.stm 
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As a result of these policy efforts, today the UK has one of the most 

articulated regulatory frameworks for biomedical research, which also includes 

the promotion of studies on the social implications of new medical technologies 

(see Hauskeller 2004). For example, the ESRC Social Science Stem Cell 

Initiative (SCI) was set up in the autumn of 2005 with the broad aim of 

supporting a range of sociological work and dissemination activities, ‘to build 

research capacity and raise awareness within the UK social science community, 

in regard to the emerging field of stem cell science’.91 

As many commentators (Brownsword 2005) noted, British regulations are 

rather liberal in comparison with other European countries as they permit the 

creation of embryos for research purposes (in contravention of the Oviedo 

Convention), as well as the production of hybrid embryos and therapeutic 

cloning. This Pro-Science attitude has been explained in relation to the 

historical legacy of ‘British’ breakthroughs in the life sciences and biomedical 

research, including the discovery of the double helix by James Watson and 

Francis Crick in 1953, the first derivation of mouse embryonic stem cells, the 

first successful clinical application of IVF, and the first cloning of a mammalian. 

As Jasanoff pointed out, ‘Britain's scientific community saw bioethics first and 

foremost as a device for safeguarding a space for research’ (2005:187). By 

contrast, as we will see in the following pages, the shaping of stem cell 

regulations in countries such as Germany and Italy was driven by different 

priorities. 

 

 

4.2.2 Germany 

 

In Germany, stem cell research became an important field of deliberation in 

which the recently unified nation had to reflect on its political culture and 

identity at a critical historical juncture (Sperling 2004; Nehrlich 2005). In the 

realm of high culture, the debate was sparked in 1999 by a controversial 

publication by the German philosopher Peter Sloterdijk. In his essay Rules for 

the Human Park (Regeln für den Menschenpark, 1999), Sloterdijk lamented the 

growing decline of human civilization and imagined a new age in which the 

techniques of genetic engineering and selection might lead to a better breed of 

                                                 
91 http://www.york.ac.uk/res/sci/introduction.htm 
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humans – a standpoint that is reminiscent of earlier statements by European 

policy makers about the coming of a ‘bio-society’ (see section 3.1). The 

implications of these claims for German history and identity did not pass 

unnoticed. Sloterdijik’s apparent support for eugenics, as well as his references 

to contentious philosophers such as Martin Heidegger, conjured up the shadows 

of Nazi practices and provoked a flurry of criticisms by public intellectuals, 

including Jürgen Habermas (Jasanoff 2006: 183). 

In this context of public debates about the social implications of 

biotechnology, the regulation of stem cell research became an important field of 

deliberation in which post-unification Germany had to reflect on its political 

culture and identity at a critical historical juncture. The initial trigger of the 

regulatory debate was in 1999, when Oliver Brüstle, a neurologist from the 

University of Bonn, submitted a request to the German Science Foundation to 

import human embryonic stem cell lines for research purposes. The issue was 

contentious from the outset. The Embryo Protection Law, enforced in January 

1991, required that no more embryos should be produced during in-vitro 

fertilisation (IVF) than will be implanted in the woman whose eggs have been 

used. Thus, IVF clinics had no spare embryos from which researchers could 

derive human embryonic stem cells. Further, the law categorically prohibited 

any experiments on human embryos. However, the law did not provide any 

indications about the possibility to import embryonic cells from other countries 

in which such practice is allowed. Forced to decide on the legitimacy of human 

embryo research, the German Bundestag asked its internal commission on 

bioethics (Enquete Kommission Recht und Ethik der modernen Medizin) to 

produce a comprehensive report. Concurrently, the Chancellor Gerhard 

Schröder appointed a National Ethics Council (Nationaler Ethikrat), which 

began to work on the same issue. While the internal commission recommended 

a total ban on the import of hESC lines, the National Ethics Council allowed for 

some exceptions: ‘Provided that imports are restricted to embryonic stem cells 

derived from embryos independently of research projects in Germany and prior 

to the time when these projects are requested, the existence of an incentive for 

the “consumption” of embryos can be ruled out, so that the level of protection 

corresponds to that provided by the German Embryo Protection Law’.92 

                                                 
92 German National Ethics Council, Opinion on ‘The Import of Human Embryonic Stem Cell’; 
available at: 
http://www.ethikrat.org/_english/publications/stem_cells/Opinion_Import-HESC.pdf 
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On 30 January 2002, after a long parliamentary debate, the Bundestag 

decided to permit such imports, but only within strict limits. The Stem Cell Law, 

passed the same year, prohibited the import and use of human embryonic stem 

cells as a matter of principle, but then listed a number of cases under which 

certain kinds of stem cells may be brought into the country. Most notably, the 

cell lines should have been produced before 1 January 2002, and should no 

longer be suitable for implantation in fertility treatment. Moreover, cell lines 

must be derived from embryos that have been discarded, but for reasons that 

are unrelated to the state of the embryo – a legal clause that reflects widespread 

concerns with the burdensome past of Nazi eugenics.  

In July 2007, however, the German National Ethics Council presented a 

position statement on possible amendments of the Stem Cell Act 2002. In 

keeping with the British approach, the Council proposed abolishing the cut-off 

date and replace it with ‘a practicable and reliable case-by-case consideration as 

a part of the approval procedure for the import and use of embryonic stem 

cells’. Also, it demanded an end to the penalties for scientists involved in 

international projects using stem cells.93 The basic principles of the Stem Cell 

Law 2002 have so far remained unchanged. In 2008, however, the German 

Parliament decided by a 346-228 vote to move the cut-off date to May 2007 and 

not to prosecute scientists for work conducted outside Germany. 

 

 

4.2.3 Italy 

 

In Italian political life, the debate on stem cell research was also highly 

contentious (Liverani 2006, Metzler 2009). One of the first official statements 

on stem cell science is a document drafted in December 2000 by an advisory 

commission headed by the Nobel laureate Renato Dulbecco. The advisory group 

was established by the Ministry of Health in order to clarify the Italian position 

after the publication of the Donaldson Report in the UK, especially with regards 

to ‘therapeutic cloning’. In its recommendations, the advisory group stated that 

‘the nuclear transfer of autologous stem cells is the most promising technology 

for the treatment of many incurable diseases, which affect millions of Italians’.94 

                                                 
93 http://www.ethikrat.org/_english/press/PR_2007_08_English.pdf 
94 In biology, autologous refers to cells, tissues or even proteins that are reimplanted in the same 
individual as they come from. 
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Moreover, the commission approved in large majority research on 

supernumerary embryos from IVF for the reason that it could be ‘highly 

beneficial to humankind’ and ‘it does not imply either an instrumental 

conception of the embryo or an act of disrespect towards human life, especially 

if we consider that the alternative is to let these embryos perish as they would be 

no longer available for their initial destination’.95 Other political actors, 

however, did not share these views. A few weeks before the Dulbecco 

Commission began its works, the Pontifical Academy for Life, a highly 

influential Vatican congregation for the promotion of Catholic values in relation 

to biomedicine, issued a Declaration on the Production and the Scientific and 

Therapeutic Use of Human Embryonic Stem Cells, which stated that ‘the 

ablation of the inner cell mass (ICM) of the blastocyst, which critically and 

irremediably damages the human embryo, curtailing its development, is a 

gravely immoral act’ (Pontifical Academy for Life 2000). Notably, the document 

sustained this position with biological (and not theological) arguments: ‘On the 

basis of a complete biological analysis, the living human embryo is - from the 

moment of the union of the gametes - a human subject with a well defined 

identity, which from that point begins its own coordinated, continuous and 

gradual development, such that at no later stage can it be considered as a simple 

mass of cells. From this it follows that as a human individual it has the right to 

its own life; and therefore every intervention which is not in favour of the 

embryo is an act which violates that right’. 96 

Soon afterwards, conservative parties close to the Vatican translated this 

standpoint into a new law Bill on assisted reproductive technologies, which 

banned any manipulation of the human embryo for other purposes than 

procreation, on the basis of similar biological essentialism: ‘The embryo is a 

human subject from the fecundation of the maternal egg. This is a scientific 

truth that cannot be contested by any free intellect. Since his very beginning (i.e. 

his status of zygote), the embryo has no need to add anything external to carry 

out his developmental process that he will accomplish in complete autonomy 

(…), for the zygote possesses (as gene pool) the tens of thousand regulatory 

genes (e.g. positional, selector, structural), destined to control the whole 

                                                 
95 The document is available at: http://www.lucacoscioni.it/node/2349 (accessed July 2008). 
96 Pontifical Academy for Life, ‘Declaration on the Production and the Scientific and Therapeutic 
Use of Human Embryonic Stem Cells’, Vatican City, August 25, 2000. Text available 
at: http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_academies/acdlife/documents/ (accessed 
July 2008) 
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ontogenetic process which is highly coordinated, continuous and gradual’ (XIV 

legislature, law bill n. 47). 

After nearly three years of heated political debates, the Bill was eventually 

passed by the Italian Senate and approved by the Chamber of Deputies on 19 

February 2004 (Law 40/2004) with few modifications on the initial proposal.97 

While the prohibition of IVF was abolished, though regulated with several 

restrictions, any kind of research on human embryos was banned as well as 

therapeutic cloning and the production of chimeras. However, the governmental 

decision escalated the political tension that had already emerged during the 

parliamentary debate. Soon after the approval of the law, the Radical Party, 

traditionally on the front line of liberal struggles such as the battles over divorce 

and abortion in the 1970s, proposed to call a popular referendum in order to 

repeal the most controversial articles of the law. The referendum was held in 

June 2005. 

In the three months preceding the consultation, the political climate around 

science became highly polarised between two opposed alignments. Pro-Life 

groups were largely of Catholic inspiration and supported the legitimacy of the 

law as key legal instrument to prevent unethical practices in science and 

medicine. For example, the political manifesto of the newly established 

Committee ‘Science & Life’ (Scienza & Vita) emphasised ‘the primacy of life’ and 

human rights over science, and depicted the human embryo as a ‘citizen’ who 

needs solidarity.98 By contrast, Pro-Science groups demanded a radical revision 

of the regulatory framework and supported the referendum. A few weeks before 

the ballot day, more than a hundred researchers and clinicians formed a 

political committee named ‘Research & Health’ (Ricerca & Salute) and signed 

an appeal to urge the Italians to vote against the most contested articles of the 

law. Members of the committee highlighted the importance of human 

embryonic stem cells and advocated the autonomy of scientific research from 

religious belief and personal convictions. Along with the majority of scientists, 

embryo research was also endorsed by the renowned Accademia dei Lincei, the 

official scientific academy of Italy founded in 1603 as a pillar of the early 

scientific revolution. In an official document, the Academia stated that ‘the 

prohibition to use frozen embryos does not seem justifiable since the concerned 

embryos are destined to be eliminated anyway, and their aim would be to 
                                                 
97 http://www.ministerosalute.it/imgs/C_17_normativa_454_allegato.pdf  
98 http://www.comitatoscienzaevita.it/comitato/documenti/manifesto.doc 

 106

http://www.ministerosalute.it/imgs/C_17_normativa_454_allegato.pdf
http://www.comitatoscienzaevita.it/comitato/documenti/manifesto.doc


alleviate diseases, i.e. to diminish human sufferance’.99 Moreover, the Academia 

pointed out the contradiction inherent in Italian law, which on the one hand 

protects the human embryo but on the other legalizes practices such as abortion 

and the ‘morning-after’ pill. 

Pro-Science groups eventually lost their battle. Although the large majority 

of Italians voted for the abrogation of the contested articles of the law, the 

referendum was invalidated as only 29.9% of the overall population eligible to 

vote went to the polls.100 However, the stem cell controversy opened up an 

unprecedented debate in contemporary Italy on the ethical implications of 

science, which is still ongoing. The Scienza & Vita committee has become a 

reference point for Catholic scientists and clinicians, whereas pro-science 

activists, including some patient associations, continue their battles on the 

freedom of scientific research. Unlike the German case, however, where precise 

boundaries were established, the situation of Italian researchers is more 

ambiguous: the current law is rather vague and does not account for cases such 

as the import of embryonic cell lines from abroad. In this situation, there has 

been room for further claims and controversies over the legitimacy of embryonic 

stem cell research. In 2008, for example, a group of three Italian scientists 

challenged their government’s decision to exclude embryonic stem cell research 

from a major funding call by contending that the minister that opens such calls 

has no rights and competence to exclude a type of research that is legal. 

However, this appeal was rejected by a first court ruling (Tribunal of Latium) in 

July 2009, on the grounds that the dean of a hospital or the rector of a 

university (and not the scientists) had the right to appeal. In December 2009, a 

second court ruling (State Council) questioned the legitimacy of the appeal as it 

was ‘defective of [the demonstration that] a research proposal [on hES cells] 

was prepared and submitted’, notwithstanding that the call for proposals itself 

had excluded such a submission.101 

  

*** 

 

Rapid advances in biomedical research have raised unprecedented moral issues 

that challenged existing legal frameworks and required the creation of ad hoc 
                                                 
99 Agenzia Nazionale Stampa Associata (Ansa), 25 April 2005. 
100 According to the Italian law, a vote is valid only if the number of the ballot papers reaches the 
quorum of 50% plus one of the overall population eligible to vote. 
101 http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2009/07/italian-court-r.html 
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regulatory instruments, such as statutory bodies, advisory committees, public 

consultations, and new laws. However, as we have seen, regulatory processes 

can follow very different pathways according to the wider context of political 

culture and institutionalisatio. In the UK, the regulation of stem cell research 

centred on the establishment of a new institution, the HFEA, which was given 

the mandate to deliberate on biomedical research and reproductive technologies 

on a case-by-case basis. By contrast, in Germany and Italy the process was 

driven by the quest for ultimate values. To some extent, the pragmatic approach 

of the UK government has been more effective, as it provided a flexible 

regulatory environment that can more easily incorporate and adapt to rapid 

changes in biomedical practices. 

Important differences can also be seen in the level of public involvement and 

democratic participation. In Germany, the process of policy making was mainly 

sustained by a top-down logic, whereby advice and decisions were entrusted to 

expert committees and an internal commission of the government. In the UK, 

especially in recent years, efforts have been made to involve the public in broad 

consultations. Moreover, the Stem Cell Social Science Initiative bears witness to 

an ongoing commitment of the government to widen the range of disciplinary 

expertise and views on questions concerning science and technology. In Italy, 

the political debate has been characterised by the highest level of democratic 

participation, as decisions over the legitimacy of the Law 2004/40 on assisted 

reproduction and embryo research were submitted to a popular referendum. 

Yet, the low turnout of eligible voters and the resulting invalidation of the 

referendum raise important issues of public awareness and ‘engagement’ with 

science in this country. Finally, the three regulatory processes produced very 

distinct outcomes, underpinned by different understandings of human rights, 

moral integrity, and life itself. 

How can we account for these discrepancies? A number of studies have 

examined the ways in which wider issues of national identity and culture have 

contributed to the shaping of regulations on stem cell science and biotechnology 

in general. As already mentioned, Sheila Jasanoff has explained the liberal 

attitude of the UK government by reference to the historical legacy of past 

‘British’ achievements in science and their importance as a token of national 

pride and identity. According to Jasanoff, British regulations primarily aimed to 

create and protect a legal space for science, in a context of new moral dilemmas 
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that could potentially jeopardise scientific advances in a key sector for 

biomedicine as well as national prestige. The German case has also been the 

focus of critical studies that stressed the key role of national identity and 

culture. For example, Stephan Sperling argued that the regulatory debate on 

‘imported’ embryonic stem cells was framed in a way that reflects the ongoing 

shift of national self-conception from people (Volk) to population 

(Bevölkerung), and the changing perception of immigrants within this wider 

transition. As he put it, ‘In its effort to regenerate and preserve the social body 

and also maintain its moral integrity, the German state classifies foreigners 

according to their potential, and stem cell lines according to the ethical 

circumstances of their production’ (2004: 143). Likewise, a recent analysis of 

the ‘nationalization’ of embryos in the Italian debate on stem cell research and 

assisted reproduction has pointed to the centrality of the family in Italian 

society (Metzler 2007). 

As these examples illustrate, the critical study of stem cell debates has often 

involved the analysis of wider cultural issues, both in Europe and beyond, 

including works on debates in Israel (Prainsack 2006), China (Döring 2004), 

Japan (Sleebon-Faulkner 2010) and intercultural perspectives (Walters 2004). 

Due to the ethical implications of embryo research and the increasing 

importance of biopolitics in governance practices, the regulation of this field of 

biomedicine has been a particularly revealing vantage point in recent years to 

explore issues of national identity and political culture. Yet, the selection of 

distinctive cultural and social motives to explain the outcomes of regulatory 

debates remains problematic. 

First, regulatory processes are often shaped by a contingent combination of 

different drivers, so that linear causations between discrete cultural factors and 

policies are inevitably biased. The analysis of the complex set of dynamics that 

contributed to peculiar developments in the UK, Germany and Italy goes well 

beyond the scope of this work, although further general issues can be mentioned 

such as institutional mechanisms of path-dependency, the balance of powers in 

parliamentary debates, and - last but not least - the influence of the European 

framework on political debate and contention at the national level, as I will 

further explore later on (see section 5.4.2). Due to this inherent complexity, the 

prediction of future developments and their influence on scientific research is 
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very difficult, even in countries that are traditionally ‘pro-science’ such as the 

UK. 

Second, processes of policy making undeniably reflect cultural contexts in 

which they take place; however, cultural contexts are almost invariably 

heterogeneous, especially at the level of nation-states. It is true that trends and 

dominant patterns can be identified, but the outcomes of political debates do 

not necessarily epitomise such trends or the essence of ‘national attitudes’; 

indeed, they can be the mere expression of a powerful minority that was able to 

impose its stance over other stakeholders, as the analysis of the Italian case well 

exemplifies. Once again, it might be worth noting that the use of broad 

analytical categories such as ‘Europe’ or ‘Asia’ in comparative analyses of 

country cases can reinforce such essentialist views on national attitudes and 

values. As the analytical gaze shifts the focus to increasingly larger units of 

analysis, important details on cultural diversity at smaller scales of social action 

and cultural practice might be obscured. 

 

 

 

4.3 The EU Debate 

 

The analysis of the regulatory debate in the UK, Germany, and Italy illustrate 

the diversity of standpoints, debates and regulations on stem cell research in 

Europe, both at the national and sub-national level. In 2007, the European 

Group on Ethics (EGE) group produced a comprehensive review of the situation 

in all EU member states, which identified four clusters of countries, according to 

their different attitudes (EGE 2007):  

 

Permissive Position: A few EU Member States have specific legislation for hESC research, 

covering the procurement of stem cells and their use for research. In Belgium, Spain, Sweden 

and the UK, for example, embryo creation is allowed for research purposes. 

 

Permissive position with restrictions: In other EU Member States such as the Czech Republic, 

Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, Netherlands and Portugal, regulations allow the derivation 

of new hESCs from embryos created as a result of assisted reproduction technology (ART) and 

in vitro fertilisation to induce pregnancy, but only when they can no longer be used for that 

purpose. 
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Restrictive position: Germany and Italy have stricter hESC research regulations. Scientists in 

these countries cannot derive new hES cell lines, but can import them. The Italian legislation 

covers Artificial Reproduction Technology and the production of new hESC (research involving 

the destruction of embryo is not allowed). Italy has therefore no legal provision as regards the 

use of imported hESC or existing hESC.  

  

No specific legislation or indirect legislation only: In many Member States, hESC research has 

still no specific legislation (Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, Ireland, Luxembourg, Latvia and 

Romania). Ireland, for instance, currently has no specific legislation dealing with embryonic 

stem cell research and furthermore does not have a legislative basis for the practice of IVF. 

Some other EU Member States have no ‘specific’ regulation on hESC research, but explicitly 

indicated that they are against it (Austria, Lithuania, Malta, Poland and Slovakia) by voting 

against hESC research during the Council decision for FP7. Lastly, in some countries hESC is at 

present regulated only by indirect legislation for embryo research (Hungary, Slovenia), but 

without specific reference to hESC. 

 

Given these discrepancies, the establishment of a working platform for 

European cooperation in this research area has been particularly challenging. As 

we will see in the following section, the European Union has had to find a 

difficult balance between the promotion of transnational cooperation in this 

promising field of biomedical research, the respect of national regulations, and 

the definition of a common European approach.  

 

 

4.3.1 Early Developments 

 

At the European level, early debates about embryo research date back to the 

preparatory works of the Oviedo Convention of the Council of Europe. In the 

final document, Article 18 states that (1) ‘where the law allows research on 

embryos in vitro, it shall ensure adequate protection of the embryo’ and (2) ‘the 

creation of human embryos for research purposes is prohibited’. By the end of 

the 1990s, however, the derivation of human embryonic cell lines and the 

prospect of funding this type of research within the EU framework programmes 

forced EU policy makers to reflect more directly on the bioethical implications 

of the new technology. The debate began in the late 1990s, during the 

institutional negotiations on the Fifth Framework Programme, when the 

European Parliament voted to exclude from Community funding any research 

projects that might result ‘in the destruction of human embryos’. In response to 
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this objection, the Commission asked for advice to the European Group on 

Ethics (EGE), which issued an ‘opinion’ on the Ethical Aspects of Research 

involving the Use of Human Embryos. While recognising the imperative to 

respect national regulations and attitudes, the EGE group concluded that 

‘funding should not a priori exclude human embryo research which is the object 

of different ethical choices in different countries’ (EGE 1998). After many 

consultations, the European Parliament and the Council eventually approved 

the FP5 (1998-2002) in co-decision procedure. Funding was excluded for 

cloning and any research intended to modify ‘the genetic heritage of human 

beings by alteration of germ cells or by acting at any other stage in embryonic 

development and which can make such alteration heritable’ (European 

Parliament and the Council 1998). However, the thorny issue of embryo 

research remained unsettled. 

In this context of moral uncertainties, DG-Research set up a European 

Group on the Life Sciences (EGLS), to inform the Commission on the current 

situation in this field of research and on imminent or foreseeable developments. 

Another objective was to establish a broad discussion forum, in order to provide 

scientists with a platform to discuss the new technologies with the public and 

various stakeholders. In December 2001, for example, the Group organised a 

meeting in Brussels to discuss stem cells and their possible use in future 

therapies. The meeting gathered scientists and a wide range of stakeholders, 

including bioethicists, lawyers, patients’ associations, interest groups, students 

and teachers, educators and media, physicians, and representatives of various 

public authorities. In his opening address, the Research Commissioner Philippe 

Busquin claimed that ‘today’s conference aims to give science back to society; it 

is intended as more than just a conference; it should be a real discussion 

platform’ (European Commission 2002). For the occasion, the Commission 

produced a catalogue of stem cell projects that were funded under the FP5. As 

the catalogue reported, at that time the EU was supporting 15 research projects 

on stem cells, involving 117 laboratories, with a total contribution of almost 30 

million euro. Stem cell projects were classified into four main categories: ‘neural 

stem cells, from basic research to clinical application’; ‘stem cells, from 

differentiation to tissue engineering’; ‘haematopoietic stem cells, from bench to 

bedside’, and ‘ethical, legal, and social issues’. Significantly, the document 

stressed that ‘the human stem-cell sources used in these projects include cord 
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blood and foetal and adult tissues’ and the Commission ‘does not fund any 

research that involves creating a human embryo for research purposes alone’.102 

 

 

4.3.2 The Debate in the Sixth Framework Programme 

 

In the following years, however, the fragile compromise on stem cells in FP5 was 

threatened by further developments. First, in 2000 the European Parliament 

issued a new Resolution on Cloning in response to the publication of the 

Donaldson report in the UK, which had explicitly sanctioned therapeutic cloning 

(European Parliament 2000). The Resolution condemned any form of cloning, 

including therapeutic cloning, and urged the UK Government to review its 

liberal approach on the grounds that ‘human rights and respect for human 

dignity and human life must be the constant aim of political legislative activity’ 

(European Parliament 2000). At the same time, the EGE issued a second 

Opinion on the ethics of stem cell research, which regarded as ‘premature’ the 

creation of embryos by somatic cell nuclear transfer, ‘since there is a wide field 

of research to be carried out with alternative sources of human stem cell (from 

spare embryos, foetal tissues and adult stem cells)’ (EGE 2000). Second, the 

institutional debate on the Sixth Framework Programme (2002-2006) brought 

again to the surface unsettled issues concerning embryo research. The draft 

proposal of the new programme, presented by the Commission in 2001, 

included a priority thematic area on Genomics and Biotechnology for Health, in 

which the use of embryonic stem cells was explicitly supported (European 

Commission 2004: 7). The final decision of the European Parliament and the 

Council on the programme was relatively straightforward, with a few 

amendments on the original proposal of the Commission. In its subsequent 

decision on the specific programme which included stem cell research, the 

Council permitted the funding of research activities involving the use of human 

embryos and human embryonic stem cells, with three exceptions: (1) human 

                                                 
102 However, during a presentation for the EGE meeting of 17.1.07, Health Director Octavi 
Quintana Trias reported the following updated figures on FP5: (1) 50 projects with at least one 
component of SC research with an overall contribution of 86 million euro (2) over 95% of 
projects only involved somatic SC and (3) 2 projects also involved hESC. 
http://ec.europa.eu/european_group_ethics/activities/docs/quintana_trias_en.pdf  
Proceedings of the conference are available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/quality-of-life/stemcells.html 
Projects Catalogue available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/quality-of-life/stemcells/pdf/projects_en.pdf 
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cloning for reproductive purposes, (2) modifications of the genetic heritage of 

human beings which could make such changes heritable and (3) research 

activities intended to create human embryos solely for the purpose of research 

or for the purpose of stem cell procurement, including cloning by somatic 

nuclear transfert (i.e. therapeutic cloning) (European Council 2002).103 In 

September of the same year, however, a parliamentary group formed by Austria, 

Italy, Germany and Ireland questioned the legitimacy of the programme and 

forced the Council to adopt a package of measures in response to its ethical 

concerns with embryo research, including a new ban on therapeutic cloning and 

a moratorium on EU funding of human embryo and hESC research until 

December 2003. By that time, the Commission was given the mandate to 

produce a detailed report on hESC research as the basis for an inter-

institutional seminar on bioethics, and, taking into account the seminar's 

outcome, to provide further guidelines on the principles that should guide 

Community funding of such research.104 Despite this new policy input and 

sustained efforts of the Commission, Parliament and the Council eventually 

failed to reach an agreement on the conditions for funding embryo research 

(specifically, the Council did not accept Parliament’s proposition to eliminate of 

a cut-off date for embryo procurement). Thus, the moratorium expired at the 

end of 2003 and the criteria contained in former decision of the Parliament and 

the Council remained in place: therapeutic cloning could not be funded, 

research on supernumerary embryo could be funded and the issue of research 

using donated and aborted embryos as the source of stem cells was unsolved. 

 

 

4.3.3 The Debate in the Seventh Framework Programme  

 

In the past few years, the lack of EU regulations on embryo research has given 

rise to more controversies and political debates. Following investigations into a 

fertilisation clinic in Romania that was allegedly selling oocytes for profit, in 

2004 the European Parliament issued a new Resolution that condemned ‘all 

trafficking in the human body and its parts’, and required member states to 

                                                 
103 While the European Parliament and the Council approve the overall framework programmes 
in co-decision procedure, the ‘specific programmes’ are approved by the Council alone. 
104 2451st meeting of the Council of the European Union held in Brussels on 30 September 
2002; 
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/02/st12/12523-zzen2.pdf 
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ensure ‘voluntary and unpaid donations of tissues and cells’. Further, the 

Resolution required the Commission ‘to apply the subsidiarity principle in 

connection with other forms of embryo research and embryonic stem cell 

research so that Member States in which this kind of research is legal fund it 

from their national budgets’. By contrast, ‘EU funding should concentrate on 

alternatives like somatic stem cell and umbilical cord stem cell research, which 

are accepted in all Member States and have already led to successful treatment 

of patients’ (European Parliament 2005b). Soon afterwards, a coalition of 73 

Members of the Parliament, led by the European People’s Party, wrote a formal 

letter to the President of the European Commission José Manuel Barroso to 

urge the Commission to respect Parliament’s position of the Resolution on the 

trade of human eggs and, thus, not to fund any research projects that involved 

human cloning, embryo research and human embryonic stem cell research.105 

Likewise, the German research minister Annette Schavan sent a formal request 

to the Finnish EU presidency asking that ‘The European Union science 

programme should not be used to give financial incentives to kill embryos’, and 

stressing that ‘the current proposal from the European Commission and the 

European Parliament does not rule this out’.106 Despite these oppositions, in 

2006 the Parliament backed the Commission’s proposal for the Seventh 

Framework Programme (2007-2013): it agreed that embryonic stem cell 

research may continue to be financed under the case-by-case approach used in 

FP6, and confirmed the ban on (1) research activities aiming at human cloning 

for reproductive purposes, (2) research activities intended to modify the genetic 

heritage of human beings which could make such changes heritable, (3) 

research activities intended to create human embryos solely for the purpose of 

research or for the purpose of stem cell procurement, including by means of 

somatic cell nuclear transfer (European Parliament 2005a). At the end of the 

month, the Council adopted its final decision on the programme by a small 

majority, as the Austrian, Lithuanian, Maltese, Polish and Slovakian delegations 

voted against. The agreement was successful because Germany and other 

countries changed their former position, after assurances that no funding would 

be granted to research activities that involve the destruction of human embryos 

or are aimed at procurement of embryonic stem cells. At present, the funding 

for embryonic stem cell research is thus permitted and continues to be regulated 
                                                 
105 http://www.epp-ed.org/Press/pdoc05/050920letter-barroso.pdf 
106 http://www.guardian.co.uk/germany/article/0,,1825412,00.html 
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under the case-by-case practice that had already been adopted in FP6, while 

research into human cloning and research that would result in hereditable 

changes is forbidden. Moreover, the EU cannot fund any activities that are 

forbidden in all member states and research projects will only be considered for 

funding from member states where the research is legal.107 

Following a request from President Barroso, in 2007 the EGE group issued 

another opinion on the guidelines for the ethics review of EU projects involving 

human embryonic stem cells (EGE 2007). The opinion aimed to assure that 

ethical rules and requirements were fully met, and suggested that: (1) hESC 

lines shall result from non-implanted IVF embryos, (2) if alternatives to hESC 

with the same scientific potential as embryo-derived stem cells will be found in 

the future, their use should be maximised, and (3) donors' rights in terms of 

health, informed consent, data protection and free donation have to be 

protected and safeguarded. Moreover, EGE stressed the need to maximise the 

use of hESC lines banked in the European Registry and to take concrete actions 

to stimulate public debate on hESC research. 

As mentioned earlier, this document also included a detailed survey of 

embryo research regulation in all EU countries, which was compiled with 

information provided by EU27 National Ethics Councils (updated May 2007). In 

commenting the situation, the expert group significantly observed that ‘the 

ethical dilemma regarding the moral status of the human embryo and its use in 

research still persists. The EGE therefore stresses that the ethical differences of 

opinion concerning hESC research have not been resolved’ (EGE 2007). 

 

 

4.4 Unity and Diversity 

 

While the EU is obliged to respect the cultural diversity of its member states, as 

is reflected in the motto unity in diversity, in the past decade the search for 

‘European’ values has gained increasing relevance for EU policy makers. As the 

EU evolves from a merely economic organisation to a more political form of 

union, the quest for common principles has underpinned recent debates and 

institutional developments. The Amsterdam Treaty (1998), notably, affirmed 

                                                 
107 Council of the European Union, Press release of 24 July 2006 meeting; 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/intm/90654.pdf 
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that the Union ‘is founded on the principles of liberty, democracy, respect for 

human rights and fundamental freedoms, the rule of law, principles which are 

common to the member states’ (in Dinan 2004: 291). Also, documents such as 

the Charter of the Fundamental Rights of the European Union, which was 

proclaimed in December 2000 and became binding in December 2009 when the 

Lisbon Treaty came into force, bears witness to the increasing relevance of these 

issues. 

The stem cell debate has occurred in parallel to this key transition in the 

process of European integration. Due to the ethical implications of related 

practices such as embryo research, the regulation of this controversial field has 

reflected wider issues of political culture and European identity. In many ways, 

the whole regulatory process has shown that the quest for common European 

values is highly problematic, as soon as it shifts from simple rhetorical 

formulations to the actual practice of supranational governance. All EU member 

states in principle endorse fundamental values such as human dignity and are 

constitutionally committed to the protection of human rights. However, the 

introduction of new biomedical practices has challenged traditional 

understandings of these concepts and the very notion of ‘human person’. Where 

does personhood begin? In the embryo, the foetus, or the newborn? And who is 

the legitimate authority to deliberate on these issues? In the ambiguous space 

left open by these difficult questions, there has been room for different ethical 

concerns, which inevitably reflect the diversity of cultures and interests in the 

Union. As a result, it has been particularly difficult to reach a European 

consensus, despite years of debates and negotiations. It is significant that the 

only legally binding directive that potentially could have regulated stem cell 

research, the EU Directive on Human Tissues (2003), eventually set standards 

of quality and safety for the circulation of human tissues in clinical settings, but 

did not address the most controversial ethical questions concerning research 

practice (Faulkner et al. 2008). In the first reading of the Commission’s 

proposal, the Parliament tried to establish bans on (1) research on human 

cloning for reproductive purposes, (2) research designed to create human 

embryos solely for research purposes or to supply stem cells, including by 

means of the transfer of somatic cell nuclei. Also, it added that ‘cloned human 

embryos, and human-animal hybrid embryos produced by cloning, aggregation 

or any other procedure, and tissues and cells derived from them, shall be 
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excluded as sources of material for transplantation’ (European Parliament 

2003). These amendments, however, were later rejected, as the Commission 

noted that provisions on human embryos fall outside the scope of the Treaty 

establishing the European Community, which is limited to public health 

protection and ‘not to the implementation of ethical objectives’ (European 

Parliament and the Council 2004; Article 152). 
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5. INSIDE THE NETWORK 

 

 

 

In the previous chapters I have examined various aspects of the ‘politics’ of 

research at the European level, with a focus on biomedical research and stem 

cell science in particular. In this chapter I shift the attention from the 

institutional debate and the process of policy making to the people that actually 

live out the effects of EU policies: scientists and other professionals involved in 

EU-funded research networks. In doing so, I aim to offer an account of 

European integration ‘at work’. At the same time, I shall pay critical attention to 

an important new mode of knowledge production – the European consortium – 

that has been scarcely studied by former works in the sociology of science. 

In particular, the chapter reports and analyses research findings from the 

study of European cooperation in stem cell research. As we have seen, this 

burgeoning field of biomedicine was identified as a priority area in the latest 

framework programmes, due to its therapeutic promises and the potential for 

economic growth. However, controversies around the morality of related 

practices such as the manipulation of human embryos and cloning have 

jeopardised the approval of funding schemes. The institutional debate, 

additionally, has brought to the fore wider issues of European identity and 

political culture. How do these issues play out in the practice of scientific 

cooperation? How do scientists manage to collaborate, given the fragmented 

nature of the regulatory landscape? What is their contribution to European 

‘competitiveness’? Why do scientists decide to participate in such large research 

collaborations? 

I explored these questions by following two EU-funded stem cell consortia, 

which were closely linked to one another through shared activities and projects: 

Eurostemcell and Estools. Eurostemcell was a broad network, which combined 

the expertise of more than 100 researchers across 27 research groups in 16 

partner institutions. It was funded under the FP6 with a budget of 11.9 million 

euros to study and develop cell lines of therapeutic potential, derived from stem 

cells of embryonic, neural, and epithelial origin. Estools was also funded under 

the FP6 with a budget of 12 million euros; it ran from 2006 to July 2010 and 

provides an interesting case study as it was entirely focused on the controversial 
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field of human embryonic stem cells. In reporting the results of my study, I 

organised the material around six core themes or issues that emerged during 

fieldwork and interviews with participants: the first section (‘Coming Together’) 

focuses on the process of network formation; the second (‘Accountable Science’) 

examines the contractual form of the funding agreement between the 

Commission and the research consortium and its implications for the 

production of scientific knowledge; the third part (‘Flows’) reports on findings 

regarding the circulation of information, scientific ‘facts’ and biological material 

across the nodes of the network; the fourth part (‘Bioethics in Practice’) analyses 

how the fragmentation of the regulatory landscape affects the practice of 

scientific cooperation; the fifth section (‘Added Biovalue’) addresses the 

involvement of private companies in research consortia and their contribution 

to European ‘competitiveness’ and economic growth; finally, the sixth part 

(‘Branching Out’) turns to the fate of European networks after the completion of 

their multi-annual mandate.108 

 

 

5.1 Coming Together 

 

To some extent, large European research networks are distributed variants of 

‘big science’, as they can be supported by multi-million budgets and involve a 

hundred of scientists or more from many EU member states or third-countries 

that are part of the European Research Area, such as Switzerland, Norway or 

Israel. How do such large collaborations begin? In a study of multi-organisation 

research projects, Joel Genuth and colleagues identified five types of formations 

on the basis of the initial driver, including the quest for additional resources, the 

need to learn new skills or broaden research horizons, the need to revive a 

scientific career, and the brokerage of an external agency that encourage 

cooperation through the politics of funding (Genuth et al. 2000). In European 

networks, as in many other cases, the role of the external funding body is 

essential. Nonetheless, scientists might decide to get involved for different 

motivations or strategic interests. 

                                                 
108 Detailed information on both projects are reported in Annexes 2 and 3, including a brief 
history of each project, the full list of participants and their roles in the two networks, a list of 
work packages and how they were distributed, and a list of key publications. 
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In my interviews I found that project leaders believe that the joint action of 

research centres can be comparatively more effective than the efforts of 

individual laboratories. Especially in emerging fields such as stem cell science, 

the creation of a critical mass of experts can contribute to the institutional 

recognition of the field and, simultaneously, speed up the translation of basic 

research into applications. Professor Anders Björklund, a prominent Swedish 

biologist and co-founder of the consortium Eurostemcell with his British 

colleague Professor Austin Smith, explained to me during our interview at Lund 

University that ‘we wanted to put to fruition stem cell science and we realised 

this could not be done by individual groups only’. Likewise, Smith noted that 

research efforts in Europe were highly dispersed and isolated, and the main idea 

behind Eurostemcell was to stimulate cooperation and exchanges across 

laboratories: ‘I thought there were people in Europe that were good and I 

thought that we should bring them together’. In line with EU policy discourses, 

moreover, Smith stressed that the project was partly driven by the will to boost 

European science vis-à-vis international competitors: ‘part of the drive was to 

make sure that European science in this area is competitive with what is being 

done in the States, in Singapore, in China, in Japan’. When they decided to set 

up the consortium, he noted, US laboratories had much more resources than 

European centres, and many young researchers had moved to the US, attracted 

by a more favourable professional environment. As a result, the project also 

aimed to prevent the ‘brain drain’ of young researchers from Europe to the US: 

‘we wanted to show them that the only future is not only in the States, but it is 

possible to do very good research here in Europe’. 

Other participants, however, were more sceptical about the political vision of 

‘European science’ and regarded EU projects mainly as a financial support for 

their research work. A senior British biologist, for example, openly said he was 

sceptical of ‘grand political funding schemes’: ‘In the end I am much more 

interested in securing a salary for staff working in my lab rather than money for 

networking and flitting around’. While recognising to some extent the value of 

European networking, he believed that ‘people talk to each other anyway (…) 

you don’t’ really need politicians to get you in’. Moreover, in contrast with the 

narrative of the American challenge, he endorsed a more cosmopolitan notion of 

scientific cooperation: ‘One of the nice things in doing science is that, compared 

to many other activities, there is quite a lot of cooperation across the world, not 
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just competition (…) personally, one of the things I enjoy in science is that I 

know people in the States, I know people in Europe, I know people in Japan 

which I can regard as friends to do things with (…) Personally I find the thing of 

competing with the US a funny way, I don’t like sort of thinking like that’. 

Beyond personal beliefs and commitments, however, scientists might decide 

to get involved in European consortia for other reasons that depend on the local 

context of knowledge production. The Italian biologist Elena Cattaneo, for 

example, has been able to carry out research on embryonic stem cells mainly 

through her solid connections with international partners in EU-funded 

networks. The participation in EU-funded consortia has been a way of securing 

financial support for research that otherwise would remain unfunded by the 

Italian government. Also, the collaboration with renowned scientists such as 

Smith and Björklund has allowed her laboratory to keep abreast with the state 

of the art in stem cell science. 

 

 

5.1.1 Making the Network 

 

Once an individual scientist or a group of scientists decides to apply, they need 

to bring people in the project. EU-funded consortia must include at least three 

groups from three different countries, but large networks often involve dozens 

of research centres from many countries, in both public and private institutes. 

For example, the consortium Eurostemcell combined the expertise of more than 

100 researchers across 27 research groups in 16 partner institutions. The 

recruitment of partners deserves critical attention. As the sociologist Andrew 

Barry pointed out, the Commission has become a facilitator of synergies and 

connections between local actors in the member states - a sort of big ‘marriage 

agency’ that matches international partners in academia and industry (Barry 

2001). In the field of research, this function is mainly carried out through the 

online database of the CORDIS service (Community Research and Development 

Information Service). As the CORDIS website explains: ‘Building international 

partnerships is part of taking part in EU research programmes. CORDIS has an 

established Partners Service and a specialised service for FP7, fostering public-

private partnerships to design, propose and launch new projects’. Similar to 

some dating websites, CORDIS provide search facilities to find international 
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partners with the ‘expertise, profile or technology that you are looking for’.109 In 

addition, the DG-Research of the European Commission has organised various 

‘interest meetings’ to discuss prospects of collaborations and create new 

partnerships. 

However, my research has documented a fundamental tension between this 

approach and the views of project coordinators, as the experience of Peter 

Andrews, Professor of Biomedical Science at the University of Sheffield and 

coordinator of the European consortium Estools, well illustrates: 

 

When the Sixth Framework Programme was going to come out I had been to a meeting in 

Italy at the Joint Research Centre at Ispra with groups who were interested in developing 

tools for toxicology and they wanted to talk about stem cells as a sort of tool (…) sometime 

later I got an invitation with this group in Brussels, so I went there and we put together a 

project (…) my immediate reaction was that this was a complete disaster (…) basically what 

they did was to collect a lot of people in a room who were vaguely connected or not even 

connected to each other and asked: what should we do? They said you’ll do this, you’ll do that 

(…) actually this was a waste of time and we withdrew from that. 

 

As this quotation suggests, scientists - and especially senior scientists - don’t 

like ‘blind dates’ or the imposition of partners by the external funder. Indeed, 

they are more likely to engage in European cooperation if they can rely on a 

network of trusted professional contacts. After this initial failure, Professor 

Andrews became involved in another project, but this time he was given the 

chance to choose his partners: ‘we then decided who should be doing that, and 

essentially it was based on people we knew (…) they had to be people we knew, 

we felt we could work with and who had something that fitted in obviously’. 

Other project leaders stressed the importance of gaining ‘control’ of the 

composition of the research consortium. Austin Smith, for example, noted that 

‘the key thing is that we selected the people and that gives you control to start 

and we were really clear about what we wanted to do and try to achieve’. 

Likewise, Anders Björklund said that the existence of a core group of established 

collaborations was essential to the effective working of the project: 

 

We brought in groups that already had established collaborations into a wider network. And 

then there were groups that had no collaborations with others (…) so it was a mix. But this 

would be my advice (…) if one would ask how to construct a European consortium I would 

                                                 
109 http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/partners_en.html 
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advise them to make sure they have the core of established collaborations to build on because 

the collaborative spirit would depend very much on whether or not people were interested 

and able to collaborate. 

 

It is worth noting that networks that are formed through personal connections 

are most likely to be initiated by senior scientists with established international 

reputations, who know well the professional landscape in their research area 

and are able to ‘buy in’ the European project partners and stakeholders. As we 

will see later, however, this pattern of network formation can have some 

undesirable implications, such as the perpetuation of elite groups. 

 

 

5.1.2 Organic Solidarity 

 

The insights of Émile Durkheim can contribute to further explore the process of 

network formation. In his work on The Division of Labour on Society 

(1893/1984), Durkheim made a distinction between ‘mechanical’ and ‘organic’ 

solidarity. Mechanical solidarity, he argued, is social cohesion that results from 

homogeneity and likeness of individuals, who have a similar occupation, 

lifestyle, educational or religious background for example. To Durkheim, this 

pattern normally occurs in small-scale, traditional societies, based on kinship 

ties of familial networks. By contrast, organic solidarity is social cohesion and 

integration that arises from specialization and complementarities between 

people, most commonly in modern societies. From this distinction, Durkheim 

identified two patterns of cooperation: ‘To co-operate, in short, is to participate 

in a common task. If this is divided into tasks qualitatively similar, but mutually 

indispensable, there is a simple division of labour of the first degree. If they are 

of a different character, there is a compound division of labour, specialization 

properly called’ (1893/1984: 124). 

In EU research consortia, and science cooperation in general, organic 

solidarity is the most common principle of collaboration. Scientists are most 

likely to cooperate with colleagues that work in the same research area, but with 

different specialisations. This pattern is reflected in the structure of European 

research networks, usually organised around a number of work packages with 
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specific aims and tasks.110 For example, the consortium Eurostemcell was sub-

divided into eight work packages and each of them looked at a specific area of 

stem cell research or technology, from the conditions required to culture stem 

cells, to key technologies for their identification and isolation, to the control of 

differentiation and ethical issues. Moreover, three work packages were focused 

on the testing and application of stem cell therapies, namely for neurological 

diseases, muscle repair and neuromuscular disease, and skin regeneration. The 

network, therefore, constituted an organic ensemble, in which each research 

group played a specific role and integrated in the wholeness of the system with 

complementary expertise: ‘this network was composed by senior scientists, who 

have a long standing record of authority in their own fields of expertise; thus, 

the main point was to create synergic links between each individual laboratory’, 

a participant in Eurostemcell told me. 

In addition to functional benefits, however, the quest for complementary 

expertise in consortia is also related to strategic calculations that depart from 

Durkheim’s understanding of organic solidarity. In Durkheim’s view, organic 

solidarity was not only a purely ‘economic’ phenomenon, but also responded to 

a moral vision of society in which all parts harmoniously work together towards 

the collective good of the whole, as it occurs in organisms: ‘This solidarity 

resembles that which we observe among the higher animals. Each organ, in 

effect, has its special physiognomy, its autonomy. And, moreover, the unity of 

the organism is as great as the individuation of the parts if more marked. 

Because of this analogy, we propose to call the solidarity which is due to the 

division of labor organic’ (1893/1984:131). However, organic solidarity in 

research collaborations partly results from the struggle for personal success and 

recognition. Indeed, scientists are reluctant to cooperate with other colleagues 

with similar expertise also because they see them as competitors. As Professor 

Andrews noted, ‘if there is someone down the hall who is doing the same thing 

you don’t want to collaborate with him (…) but if there is someone on the other 

side of the street who is doing something complementary, then you might want 

to collaborate as we are not doing the same thing’. 

 

 

 

                                                 
110 The full list of work packages in the research consortia Eurostemcell and Estools is included 
in Annexes 2 and 3. 
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5.2 Accountable Science 

 

In many ways, the participation in EU grants is a complicated process. After the 

enrolment of potential partners, the project coordinator can submit a formal 

application to the European Commission, in line with the criteria of the call for 

proposals. If the grant application has positive evaluation from the Commission, 

there is a process of ‘negotiation’ between the project coordinator and the 

Commission, in which the terms of the funding agreement are discussed on the 

basis of an Evaluation Summary Report. To this purpose, the Commission 

usually appoints a Project Officer who represents the Commission in the 

negotiation process and might demand substantial changes to the initial 

proposal. If an accord is reached, the project is funded for the first year. 

Funding, however, comes under strict conditions. First, the consortium is 

obliged to provide ‘concrete output and evidence of the work’ (European 

Commission 2005) through detailed periodical reports. Second, as part of the 

agreement, it must produce a number of milestones and deliverables at various 

stages of the project. In the framework programme specifications, milestones 

are ‘points where major results have successfully been achieved as the basis for 

the next phase of work, or are control points at which decisions are needed; for 

example concerning which of several technologies will be adopted as the basis 

for the next phase of the project’ (ibid.). Deliverables are finished products, such 

as ‘a report, or an action such as the construction of a prototype, the holding of a 

conference or demonstration, the publication of a book, or the completion of a 

specification’ (ibid). 

In addition to these obligations, funded projects are subject to a strict regime 

of financial monitoring. Especially after the 1999 corruption scandal involving 

the then research commissioner Edith Cresson, every item in a research budget 

has to be justified in all details. The documentation provided in the approved 

project application must be updated at the end of each year, with meticulous 

explanations for any changes in expenses and for any delays in the production of 

deliverables, as well as their modification or transfer between partners. Funding 

for the following year’s money will not be released until this documentation is 

submitted and approved (Nature 2010). 

Due to this tight system of accountability, EU-funded consortia usually have 

an administrative office that manages the research budget, and also ensures that 
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both milestones and deliverables are ready on time. Andrew Smith, the project 

manager of the consortium Estools, explained to me that: 

 

The contract is structured effectively in terms of research services. It is almost like a business 

contract, which makes it quite different from the way in which research is funded when a 

grant is given. Usually there is little monitoring by the funder and maybe at the end there is a 

report, whereas this project has tangible deliverables, which are in effects reports. The 

specification of what these deliverables are is very lengthy (...) part of what the project 

management do is operate a system so that the progress towards those eventual publications 

seems to be on track. 

 

To carry out these cumbersome administrative tasks, project managers can rely 

on the support of external companies that are specialised in the management of 

EU grants. Indeed, a profitable business of consulting companies that provide 

services to applicants or administrators has flourished. For example, the Irish 

company Hyperion offers consultancies and training courses on the whole 

process of EU framework programmes, from the initial grant application to the 

negotiation stage and the administration.111 Likewise, the Italian company 

Innova has gained ‘extensive expertise in accessing, managing, implementing 

and monitoring EU funded projects, acting as partner and supporting 

companies in accessing EU-funded schemes for R&D’.112 

 

 

5.2.1 Trust Researchers 

 
What do participating scientists think of the ‘Brussels style’ of research funding? 

In my interviews, I found that some researchers regard the strict regime of 

European grants as a good exercise in discipline: ‘I personally quite like it as it 

reminds me that you should have obligations and keep things on track’, 

explained a researcher from the University of Edinburgh. The vast majority, 

however, complained that the bureaucratic style and business-like approach of 

EU grants is overwhelming, counterproductive or even at odds with the ‘true 

spirit’ of science. For example, a senior partner bemoaned the bureaucracy of 

the grant application and challenged the contractual form of the agreement: 

 

                                                 
111 See http://www.hyperion.ie  
112 See http://www.innova-eu.net/projects-and-events/eu-funded-projects 
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I am not very eager to do European projects, basically because of all the bureaucracy and the 

structure of the application – it is written very bureaucratic and heavy-handed (…) and the 

amount of effort that goes into getting money is a lot more than to get the same amount of 

money from a national [UK] agency. At this point I am reasonably happy with it as a useful 

exercise that is quite different to what I have done before. The downside of it is the amount of 

work that has to go into (…) if you write the grant (…) technically it’s not a grant (…) it’s a 

‘contract’ and it’s not how most people do science (…) the way you normally write a grant is 

that I’ve got my idea and I want to do this, so you go to a funding body and you say I’ve got 

this idea and that’s the amount of money I need to do it. Then commonly the project 

becomes something different (…) but you don’t have to measure it with milestones (…) tick 

this box, tick that box… 

 

Another senior scientist who had been involved in more than ten European 

projects, noted that ‘there are good reasons to criticise European funding and 

the most obvious reason is the bureaucratic style (…) the process is absurdly 

focused on little details (…) and you cannot see the reasons why this attention to 

details and this idea of control and accountability has to be brought to that 

point’. At times, the sheer size of the project and all the administrative duties 

can put off scientists from the outset. A molecular biologist, for example, said he 

was reluctant to get involved in European projects, as he only enjoyed ‘being in 

a lab’ and did not want to take on all the management burdens that come with a 

big European project: ‘scientists aren’t always very good at managing’, he said, 

‘often good scientists do not have the personality to do that’. 

These views are echoed in an expert report that was conducted in March 

2009 by an independent group of academics from across Europe and the United 

States, on behalf of the European Commission (Rietschel 2009). The report 

went as far as saying that the bureaucratic process of applying for and winning 

funding from the Sixth Framework Programme was a ‘stain’ on its reputation 

and ‘a significant barrier to participation’. As a solution, the report proposed 

moving towards a trust-based system in which a price is agreed for a project, 

and the researchers are then left to get on with their work. The report said such 

a system would remove the need for the ‘fussy bureaucracy’ of the existing 

system, in which the cost of the research is audited as the project progresses, 

and thus encourage a wider participation of public and private researchers (see 

also Gilbert 2009). 

Driven by these concerns, in February 2010 a group of researchers and 

science administrators launched an initiative called ‘Trust Researchers’ to 
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change the way research and innovation is funded in Europe.113 Specifically, the 

petition argued that the current approach is unsatisfactory both for researchers 

and the European Community, as it ‘treats research in a similar way as 

procurement processes for any goods’. By contrast, the group proposed a new 

system in which European funding should be based on a relationship of ‘mutual 

trust and responsible partnering’, avoiding all kinds of unnecessary technical 

and administrative details and promoting key funding principles based on an 

‘appropriate level of accountability’. In a few months, the declaration was signed 

by almost 14,000 researchers and other stakeholders, from all EU member 

states and associated countries. 

 
 
5.2.2 Safe Science 

 

Due to increasing pressure and complaints, the European Commission has 

made some efforts to simplify procedures and the application process. Notably, 

the recently appointed research commissioner Máire Geoghegan-Quinn noted 

that ‘Simplifying FP7 financial and administrative procedures must be 

addressed. We need a proper use of funds, proportionate controls and 

professional management. We must maximise simplicity without compromising 

on audit or evaluation quality. For our vital Public Private Partnerships this 

means more innovation-friendly operating rules and conditions’ (Geoghegan-

Quinn 2010). To this aim, in April 2010 the European Commission issued a 

Communication suggesting viable directions for simplifying the implementation 

of framework programmes, including a number of measures to streamline 

proposal and grant management (European Commission 2010). 

At present, EU grants are still framed in a quasi-procurement model 

whereby knowledge production is treated as a commodity that can and must be 

delivered according to the detailed specifications and timeframe of initial 

agreements. This approach is in line with the ultimate goals of EU research 

policies. As we have seen in chapter 3, the European Commission is not 

particularly interested in ‘blue skies’ or ‘pure’ research, but the promotion of 

science is instrumental to other policy aims such as the imperative to boost 

                                                 
113 http://www.trust-researchers.eu  
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European competitiveness or, more recently, ‘the health of Europe’s citizens’.114 

Moreover, fussy bureaucracy and red tape result from the commitment of EU 

institutions to ensure transparency and a high level of accountability, also given 

the large amount of money involved – almost 50 billion euros in FP7. 

However, there are important limitations. An approach based on rules and 

procedures is appropriate enough for projects whose final results can be 

precisely defined in advance, but can be misguided for research endeavours with 

highly uncertain outcomes. As the campaigners of the initiative ‘Trust 

Researchers’ pointed out, ‘research and innovation are risk taking activities’ and 

‘an appropriate level of tolerable risks is vital for success and should be 

supported by European research programmes’. Especially in a frontier-research 

area, such as stem cell science, the possibility that an investment might return 

fewer results than hoped must become part of the EU funding culture. In this 

respect, a partner of the consortium Estools made a distinction between the 

procurement of a technical artefact, such as a nuclear power station, and the 

production of new scientific knowledge: ‘I can understand if you order a new 

nuclear power station, you have to be very careful with how you write the 

contract to make sure that you get what you want (…) and the consortium whose 

producing the power station should be accountable for everything (…) the 

quality, what they deliver (…) but that’s a different thing from research projects 

where you cannot define a research outcome in a way that you can define a 

nuclear power station’. 

Given this situation, participants in EU-funded projects tend to commit to a 

peculiar research strategy that guarantees maybe modest, but ‘safe’ returns. For 

example, a scientist working at the University of Edinburgh pointed out that 

‘you never want to fail to deliver a milestone (…) so you don’t take any risk but 

only very safe options (…) so you can absolutely guarantee that 100% of that 

milestone will be finished’. Another partner conveyed a similar view, explaining 

the strategy that is induced by the regime of deliverables and milestones: 

 

If you had to build a rocket, the deliverable wouldn’t be the rocket, but a report on how to 

build a rocket. And the milestones? That might be making the tail of the rocket, some bits 

along the way… The important thing in this is that you are not becoming hostage to fortune 

(…) you do things in a way that you have a good chance of meeting what you said you could 

                                                 
114 Specifically, the aims of ‘Integrated Projects’ in FP6 were: (1) increasing Europe’s 
competitiveness and (2) addressing major needs in society. 
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do. If you actually try to build a rocket and it actually doesn’t work, you’ve got a problem as 

you said you were going to deliver a rocket. But if you said I am going to write a report on 

how to build a rocket, you actually don’t have to hand over a rocket which actually works. 

You just have to hand over the blueprints. 

  

This statement not only sheds much light on the ways in which a rigid system of 

accountability might influence the conduct of EU-funded projects; it also 

provides some insights on the wider implications of contractual agreements on 

knowledge production. In one of the studies collected in his book Studies on 

Ethnomethodology (1984), Harold Garfinkel aimed to understand why clinical 

records in a psychiatric hospital were almost invariably incomplete, with 

missing or very poor information. To Garfinkel, lack of time or motivation were 

plausible reasons influencing the reporting behaviours of clinical staff. Yet there 

was another important factor. On the one hand, clinical records are written 

documentation of medical and biographical facts; on the other, they can be read 

as ‘the record of a therapeutic contract between the clinic as a medico-legal 

enterprise and the patient’ (1984:198). Since issues of medico-legal 

responsibility have priority over other possible procedures for the maintenance 

of records, the lack of information was due to the fact that any reporting system 

had to be reconciled with the legal, social and practical ways in which the clinic 

operated. Garfinkel’s study was part of his wider interest in ‘accountability’ of 

social action. Living at the dawn of what has been called the ‘audit society’ 

(Power 1997), Garfinkel argued that everyday activities are ‘methods’ for making 

those same activities rational, reportable and accountable in a socially organized 

system. While this insight can be generalised to the entire spectrum of social 

behaviours, it is most clearly visible in social practices that are regulated by 

contractual agreements and legal obligations. For better or worse, science is no 

exception. 

 

 

5.3 Flows 

 
EU-funded research networks are distributed systems of knowledge production. 

Unlike the conventional ‘centralised’ model of the individual laboratory, the 

scientific output of a European consortium ideally should result from the joint 

efforts of researchers that are located in different institutions. This approach 
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has many functional advantages. For example, wide research networks can 

combine a broad range of expertise, skills, and insights that is unlikely to be 

found in a single research institution. Also, participants can share material 

resources and costly laboratory equipment, with obvious benefits for 

researchers working in less well resourced countries or institutions. At the same 

time, as mentioned in chapter 3, the network approach is instrumental to the 

policy drive of the European Union towards the creation of a European 

Research Area, in which local resources are valorised but at the same time can 

contribute to a collective ‘European’ product. 

The practical accomplishment of this vision, however, can be challenging, as 

briefly discussed in section 3.2.2. First, scientific data and information must 

flow rapidly and effectively across all the ‘nodes’ of the network. In this respect, 

the rapid development of electronic communications and the increasing 

availability of scientific ‘facts’ in digital format have facilitated the mobility of 

data across wide geographic spaces. Although in Europe there is still differential 

access to IT and communication resources, over the years the DG Information 

Society of the European Commission and other authorities have made several 

efforts to bridge the ‘digital divide’ and ensure fast Internet coverage throughout 

the European space. Second, there is a need for a uniform epistemic space, 

where data and information that are produced in local settings can be integrated 

in different contexts of knowledge production.115 Indeed, the feasibility of a 

European Research Area depends on the assumption that scientific data are 

neutral and can easily circulate across laboratories. In a recent article on data 

exchange through biological databases, Sabina Leonelli has effectively 

elaborated on this issue: ‘When researchers pass their data to one another, data 

are taken to speak for themselves. The results of measurements and observation 

are relied upon as incontrovertible facts, independent of their “local” origins. 

The quality and reliability of data, and thus the conditions under which they 

were produced, are critically scrutinised and eventually disputed only when data 

have already been appropriated by a new research context: that is, when they 

are used as evidence for new claims about phenomena. When data travel across 

scientific communities, it is their neutral value as “records” of phenomena that 

counts (and that makes them travel widely, so to speak)’ (Leonelli 2010:59). As 
                                                 
115 Here I follow Staffan Müller-Wille and Hans-Jörg Rheinberger’s definition of ‘epistemic 
space’ as ‘a domain of research to be mapped out by taxonomies and regularities, rather than an 
individual object of research to be identified by determining its properties and functions’ 
(2007:7). 
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many social studies of science documented, however, scientific data are never 

completely value-free. For example, in her pioneering ethnography of the world 

of high-energy physicists, the anthropologist Sharon Traweek (1992) argued 

that some of the fundamental beliefs about time, space, and matter that give 

meaning to the world of high-energy physics can take different forms in the 

United States and Japan, resulting in divergent methods and experimental 

practices within the same discipline. In general, the comparability of data 

coming from different sources can be affected by local idiosyncrasies in data 

collection practices, laboratory protocols, and measurement systems.116 

In the life sciences and biotechnology, the problem of data integration is 

becoming particularly challenging. In the wake of the various ‘omics’ revolutions 

(e.g. genomics, proteomics, transcriptomics), the collation and interpretation of 

huge amounts of data from different sources has become a common pattern of 

biological research, for example in high-throughput techniques such as 

microarray expression profiling (Hess et al. 2001).117 However, microarray data 

do not always travel well across research centres due to the lack of standards in 

platform fabrication, assay protocols, and analysis methods. Likewise, large-

scale analyses of genomic sequences face major issues of standardization and 

data sharing (Blankenberg et al 2007). For this reason, bioinformatics has 

become a key component of biological research (Leonelli 2010). Bioinformatics 

not only involves the creation of computational tools that can help scientists 

store and manage huge amounts of data, but also the difficult task of producing 

a uniform archive out of heterogeneous data collections. In research networks, 

biological databases are crucial as they can provide a sort of epistemic centre 

wherein experimental data that are produced by individual laboratories 

converge and can be analysed as a coherent whole. As Simon Thomlinson 

explained me, the work of bioinformatics fits very nicely into a large European 

consortium. His research group at the University of Edinburgh has built a 

database on stem cell related information, ‘StemDB’, which has been used to 

store data from various partners in a EU-funded stem cell consortium: ‘our 

work is to integrate a lot of different data sets from multiple sources together 

(…) we find common patterns and a pool of data so as to inform individual 

experiments’. However, he is aware that the work of database curators can be 

                                                 
116 For a philosophical discussion on the disunity of biological sciences, see Dupré 1993. 
117 DNA microarrays are devices that measure the expression of many thousands of genes in 
parallel. 
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daunting, as data often come in different formats, standards, and packaging 

systems. 

At the European level, institutions such as the European Molecular Biology 

Organisation (EMBO), the European Molecular Biology Laboratory (EMBL) or 

the European Bioinformatics Institute (EBI) have long contributed to the setting 

of ‘European’ standards in experimental protocols, classification and 

measurement systems. Giuseppe Testa, a molecular biologist who had 

conducted his doctoral research at the EMBL and was associated principal 

investigator in the consortium Eurostemcell, pointed out that:   

 

Especially today, as the amount of scientific data has become huge because it is much easier 

to generate them, you could not make any comparisons without standard measures and 

grids. EMBO and EMBL, for example, organise every year advanced training courses 

precisely to form the technical expertise of the new generations of life scientists, including 

the standardisation of protocols and experiments. Moreover, if I develop a particularly good 

protocol in my laboratory, I can ask EMBO to organise a training course and disseminate my 

technology to many other laboratories. 

 

However, important differences in data collection might still obscure the 

comparability of data from multiple sources. Driven by this concern, the 

European Commission has supported several projects to foster the 

standardisation of measures and the creation of a ‘European’ grid for data 

collection and analysis. For example, the EMBRACE project (European Models 

for Bioinformatics Research and Community Education) was launched in 2005 

to address the incompatibility of biological databases in Europe.118 In particular, 

the project addresses ‘the need for unified bioinformatics approach in Europe’ 

and thus aims to ‘exploit state-of-the-art computational and e-science methods 

to devise database interfaces that conform to certain standards, so that out of 

the numerous existing databases will emerge an overarching data grid – the 

EMBRACE grid – through which users can access information dispersed 

through the various resources, as seamlessly as possible’. Likewise, the 

European project BioSapiens aims to provide ‘a concerted effort to annotate 

genome data by laboratories distributed around Europe’, using both informatics 

tools and input from experimentalists.119 

 

                                                 
118 See http://www.embracegrid.info  
119 See http://www.biosapiens.info  
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5.3.1 Flow of Substances 

 

Another problem concerns the flow of biological substances. In the life sciences 

and biotechnology, the practice of science cooperation entails a busy traffic of 

cell cultures, reagents, samples, and other biological substances. Indeed, the 

circulation of biological samples and material is the lifeblood of transnational 

research networks. Yet, similar to data flow, important hurdles can interrupt or 

slow down the movement of substances across the European space. As we have 

seen in chapter 4, the regulatory landscape on human embryo research is 

marked by prominent differences between national laws and regulations. While 

some countries allow the derivation of embryonic stem cell lines, other 

countries prohibit this practice. In the latter category, regulations are further 

fragmented between countries that have banned the derivation of new cell lines 

but permit their import with restrictions and countries that have banned any 

form of embryo research. At the EU level, the only document that regulates the 

circulation of human substances across member states is the Tissues and Cells 

Directive (European Council and the Parliament 2004). This Directive aims to 

ensure a safer and easier exchange of tissues and cells (including human eggs 

and sperm) across EU member states and to improve safety standards for 

European citizens (see section 4.4). In particular, it includes provisions on 

licensing of authorised tissue establishments, traceability of cells and tissues, 

the obligation to notify serious adverse events and reactions, data protection 

and confidentiality, processing, storage and shipment procedures. However, the 

Directive does not affect ‘the decisions of the Member States prohibiting the 

donation, procurement, testing, processing, preservation, storage, distribution 

or use of any specific type of human tissues of cells from any specified sources, 

including where those decisions also concern imports of the same type of 

human tissues or cells’ (European Parliament and the Council 2004). Thus, no 

supranational framework presently regulates the flow of embryonic stem cell 

across European laboratories. As a result, partners in EU-funded consortia are 

mandated to carry out research in compliance with the regulations of the 

member states in which they work. This situation affects the spatial trajectories 

of cell cultures and the actual conduct of collaborative research, giving rise to a 

peculiar division of labour whereby the allocation of tasks responds to 

 135



regulatory constraints, rather than the mere distribution of complementary 

expertise: 

 

[A colleague] works in Switzerland both on skin adult stem cells and human embryonic stem 

cells. He tries, as he can, to elicit information from human embryonic cells which can be 

useful to improve the regenerative capacities of adult skin cells. Then, what does he do? He 

passes this information to [another colleague], who works in the UK, and together they work 

on the regeneration of human skin. How does this contribute to my work? By studying the 

differentiation of human embryonic stem cells into skin cells, they can understand a 

molecular mechanism which can be useful to better understand the neural differentiation I 

am interested in. Indeed, that’s what happened some time ago. Then, what do I do? I use this 

knowledge to carry out experiments on the imported cell lines, just like the German 

colleague, as we are just allowed to do so.120 

 

This excerpt from my interview with Elena Cattaneo sheds much light on the 

effect of regulations on the actual working of European research consortia. In 

addition to broad regulatory issues, legal problems may also arise as current 

legal frameworks are not always well equipped to keep abreast with the 

complexity of biological research, including the increasing atomisation of ‘life’ 

well beyond the scale of the cell. For example, as a senior biologist pointed out, 

it is rather unclear whether RNA derived from embryonic cell lines should be 

subject to the same legal constraints that regulate the use and circulation of 

stem ‘cells’: ‘what happens if someone is working with RNA that comes from 

another country (…) for example if we were sending RNA of one of our cell lines 

to all of them, I don’t know whether this could cause a problem or not (…) I 

think we assumed that no one called us up on it, but it’s one of those things it is 

difficult to pin down’.121 Finally, issues of research practice might limit the 

circulation of biological substance across laboratories also for other reasons. As 

many other scientific areas, stem cell research is undergoing a process of 

increasing digitisation and reliance on computational tools. For example, the 

EU-funded consortium Eurosystem aims to link complementary biological and 

computational expertise to understand cellular patterns of self-renewal, 

commitment and differentiation. Nevertheless, in many ways, stem cell science 
                                                 
120 The emphasis is mine. 
121 In passing, we might note that these problems of scale are not only telling about the difficulty 
to regulate a sector which is characterised by ontological ambiguity, but they also shed light on 
the increasing molecularisation of the ‘politics of life itself’. As Nicholas Rose suggested, ‘natural 
life can no longer serve as the ground or norm against which a politics of life may be judged (…) 
biopolitics now addresses human existence at the molecular level: it is waged about molecules, 
amongst molecules, and where the molecules themselves are at stake’ (Rose, 2001:17). 
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resists ‘portability’ and the distribution of knowledge production across 

laboratories for reasons that have to do with the ontological status of stem cells 

and resulting experimental practices. When scientists study the differentiation 

of stem cells into specialised tissues, they are not interested in a static snapshot 

of living matter, frozen in time and cut off from the temporal continuum of its 

developmental process. Rather, they are interested in the process itself - a 

process that can be studied and analysed only after weeks of painstaking 

observations of the same cell line under the microscope. To some extent, stem 

cell science can be regarded as a ‘qualitative’ rather than ‘quantitative’ science, 

as it requires a familiarity and ‘feel’ of the individual scientist for her/his 

experimental material. Indeed, in informal conversations on their work, stem 

cell specialists often talked about their ‘own’ living cells with a sense of parental 

affection and intimate knowledge. 

As a result of these implications, the distribution of experiments and 

observations across different sites is particularly challenging. In this respect, it 

is worth reporting a lengthy extract from an interview with Professor Elena 

Cattaneo, conducted at her laboratory in Milan in October 2008:    

 

ML: What do you think about distributed systems of knowledge production in stem cell 

research, based on different specialisations of research centres in Europe? Do you think the 

laboratory can be replaced as the fundamental unit of knowledge production? 

 

EC: This is unlikely, because we are dealing with living matter. You can definitely rely on 

external transcriptome sequencing services  (…) you send them your RNA sample and they send 

you back the results. They are very good at that and the service works very well. But the biology 

of stem cells is different, as they are living matter. Moreover, while transcriptome services use a 

standard procedure, in stem cell biology scientists constantly put their hands on cell cultures as 

they try to grow cells with a cheaper medium, a new growth factor or feeder layer. You get to 

know very well your cell cultures, and from time to time you can go back to them and produce 

new knowledge and technology. So, distributed research is difficult with cell cultures. In 

addition, many scientists do not trust their colleagues, especially when it come to cells biology 

(…) I would say that cooperation is more likely to occur in molecular technologies, but it is 

harder in biology. 

 

ML: Don’t you think it is also an issue of standardisation, especially in a relatively young 

research area as stem cell science… 

 

EC: Possibly. However, when it comes to living matter it is always difficult to imagine 

collaborative work at a distance – I will never be trustful enough to base my work on cell lines 
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that come from outside. I am happy to import the cell lines at the outset, but then I want to have 

total control on them (…) every day something might happen (...) it is living matter. You see, it 

is very difficult to have a cellular product that fits all needs: one research group might be 

interested in one specific event, but another group might be interested in a cellular event that 

occurred earlier and yet another group might be interested in a differentiation event that 

occurred even earlier... We might get there, but for the moment a network strategy is still very 

limited in this respect (…) That’s why you need a in-house facility for cellular culture. Moreover, 

you have the problem of shipment. How can you guarantee that embryonic cell cultures and 

especially their derivatives will always arrive in perfect conditions? Now they are trying to 

develop freezing system to ship embryonic cell cultures. However, it is still very expensive and 

does not guarantee that, once defrosted, cells will exactly be as they were before they had been 

frozen.122 

 

This long excerpt sheds light on the importance of temporality for scientists 

working on living matter, and the resulting problem of distributing experiments 

across different sites of knowledge production. As early as the 1940s, the French 

biologist Alexis Carrel (1873-1944), a pioneer of organ transplants and a central 

figure in the field of tissue culture, had noted this fundamental aspect of 

modern biological research: ‘A tissue is evidently an enduring thing. Its 

functional and structural conditions become modified from moment to 

moment. Time is really the fourth dimension of living organisms. It enters as a 

part into the constitution of a tissue. Cell colonies, or organs, are events which 

progressively unfold themselves. They must be studied like history’ (in 

Landecker 2007: 87).123 

 

 

5.4 Bioethics in Practice 

 

Over the past decade, EU research policy has been committed to ensure a high 

standard of ethical scrutiny and conduct in scientific projects. As we have seen 

in chapter 3, in the communication Life Science and Biotechnology: a Strategy 

for Europe, the European Commission identified this area of research and 

innovation as the first priority for the upcoming funding programme, but also 

emphasised the need for responsible policies, based on ‘transparency, 
                                                 
122 The emphasis is mine. 
123 This analysis owes much to Hannah Landacker’s insightful history of tissue culture and her 
discussion of the importance of temporality in the new cytology: ‘the old cytology had placed the 
emphasis on the static building block of nature of cells and tissues, whereas the new cytology 
studied them as active agents’ (2007:86) 
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accountability and participatory approaches’. In further policy documents, 

effective societal scrutiny, public dialogue, and the integration of ethical and 

social aspects have been identified as essential parts of the European strategy on 

biotechnology. 

As a result of this commitment, from the Sixth Framework Programme 

(2002-2006), the European Commission has implemented several measures to 

make sure that ethical, legal, social, and wider cultural aspects are taken into 

account at the earliest possible stage of EU-funded research projects. 

Specifically, each research proposal submitted for funding is subject to ethical 

review from a panel of independent advisers. In sensitive research areas, such as 

embryonic stem cell research, there are additional procedural requirements, 

including the request of approval from the national or local authority in each 

country in which the research project will be carried out and further evaluation 

criteria (European Commission 2008b). 

Beyond monitoring procedures, the Commission has encouraged the 

integration of ethical, legal, and social analyses as part of the scientific culture of 

European networks. While in earlier funding programmes ELSA research was 

funded in separate projects, from FP6 ‘reflexivity’ on ethical, legal, and social 

issues has been embedded into the work programmes of many research 

consortia, especially in contentious areas such as stem cells. For example, one of 

the work packages of Estools, the European consortium for research into human 

embryonic stem cells, was entirely focused on ethical issues and included 

workshops and public engagement events, as well as the production of reports 

on the ethics of stem cell research and applications.124 Specifically, the ethical 

component of Estools aimed to ‘examine ethical aspects of stem cell research 

and use to alert politicians and scientists to ethical aspects of stem cell research, 

and to discuss how they could or should be handled. The fundamental values at 

stake and the value conflicts raised by research will be analysed, including 

options and their consequences, which are in part linked to aspects of 

comparative law and data protection, public attitudes to information and 

consent procedures, risk-benefit assessment, confidentiality and privacy, fair 

access to research results, and application and implementation of the 

proportionality principle’.125 As part of this programme, in April 2007 the 

                                                 
124 Details on the bioethical component of the consortium Estools are provided in Annex 3, 
including a list of workshops and related activities. 
125 See http://www.estools.eu/estools/ethics/ethics  
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consortium organized a meeting in Berlin on ‘Ethical aspects of stem cell 

research in Europe’, in collaboration with the partner consortium Eurostemcell. 

The meeting aimed to discuss controversial aspects of legislation on stem cell 

research, to evaluate the feasibility of stem cell-based therapies, and to define 

potential milestones for a road map toward clinical application. At the same 

time, it was a ‘high-profile’ event which provided participating scientists with an 

opportunity to engage with a broad range of stakeholders, including ethicists, 

clinicians, biotech entrepreneurs, EC representatives, and politicians from all 

over Europe. As the project leader Austin Smith pointed out in the opening 

remarks, ‘public engagement is a crucial mission of the consortium’. 

Significantly, the event was held in Germany, one the countries with the most 

restrictive legislation on stem cell research, so as to introduce a ‘European’ 

(liberal) voice in the national regulatory debate. 

In addition to conferences, the two stem cell consortia organized other public 

events that aimed to deepen ethical reflection, engage with a wider public of 

non-specialist, but also provide a positive or at least complex understanding of 

stem cell science amid controversies that could jeopardize the future of the 

research field, as well as international cooperation. For example, the consortium 

Estools organized a photo exhibition with pictures of adult and embryonic stem 

cells, produced by scientists working in partner laboratories in seven different 

countries. In the exhibition each picture was given an evocative name – such as 

‘asteroids’ or ‘butterfly’ – which was inspired by its shape and thus conjured up 

an object or a situation familiar to the non-specialist audience. With the positive 

title ‘Smile of a Stem Cell’, the exhibition was displayed in many schools 

throughout Europe, in combination with educational activities on stem cell 

biology and ethics. In addition, the consortium Estool and other partners 

commissioned a theatre piéce on stem cell science, which dramatized the ethical 

dilemmas concerning embryo research. Written by the Italian play writer 

Valeria Patera, the work Staminalia: a Dream and a Trial was inspired by an 

eponymous book by the Italian philosophers Armando Massarenti (2008). 

While the book is a polemic pamphlet and a vigorous defense of the freedom of 

scientific research, the theatre piece aims to represent ethical tensions without 

coming to a moral standpoint. To do this, the piece tells the story of a stem cell 

scientist and mother who is plunged into an existential crisis, as her daughter 

challenges her research work on fundamental moral questions. Specifically, 

 140



Staminalia portrays ‘the complex palette of emotion and human feelings of a 

scientist, depicting the inextricable link between science, philosophy, politics 

and aspects of every day social life that characterise stem cell research’.126 

 

 

5.4.1 Backstage 

 

Borrowing a concept from the sociologist Erving Goffman (1959), meetings and 

other public engagement can be regarded as the ‘front’ region of the bioethical 

debate, namely they are outlets or stages on which European consortia interface 

and communicate with the wider society.127 In doing so, they tend to present an 

orderly framing of bioethical dilemmas, as the neat order of presentations at 

conferences and workshops illustrate. To some extent, a work of art as 

Staminalia presents a more nuanced understanding of the ethical tensions in 

contemporary biomedical research. But what happens in the ‘backstage’ of the 

laboratory? What are the actual implications of the bioethical and regulatory 

dimension on the practice of scientific work? In the sociological literature, a 

number of works have begun to explore the implications of bioethics and 

regulations in laboratory settings. For example, Steven Wainwright and 

colleagues examined scientists’ perception of human embryonic stem cells and 

the effect of regulations in the actual research practice (Wainwright et al 2006). 

In the conclusions, they argued that scientists tend to occupy a positive ‘ethical 

space’ which signals both ethical reflection and rectitude: ‘The rectitude is 

largely underpinned by reference to the formal legal and ethical framework that 

defines and allows “ethical science”, but it is also signalled by the reflection 

itself, by preparedness – at least in many cases – to venture into ethical 

argumentation’ (2006:744). In a more nuanced analysis, a recent comparative 

study on stem cell research in the UK and Germany pointed out that the 

implementation of regulations is not as straightforward and unproblematic as 

former studies seem to suggest, but often involves a complex set of ‘interpretive 

practices’ that are associated with questions of professional interests and 

                                                 
126 http://www.estools.eu/estools/events/staminalia-a-dream-and-a-trial; see also Testa (2010). 
127 According to Goffman’s dramaturgical sociology, the front region refers to a place where a 
particular social performance is given. On the other hand, the backstage is the social space in 
which facts that were suppressed in the neat order of the front region appears. For example, 
inside the house, the living room is the front region, while the bedroom and bathroom is the 
backstage. 
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legitimisation of a novel biomedical field (Wilson-Kovacs, Weber and 

Hauskeller 2010). 

In my research, I have tried to understand the ways in which bioethical 

dilemmas and regulations affect transnational research consortia and the 

general working of the European Research Area. In section 5.3 I have already 

explored these issues with respect to the flow of biological substances; here I 

will focus on the mobility of scientists. Due to staff exchanges in EU-funded 

consortia, as well as Marie Curie scholarships and other mobility grants, there is 

an increasing circulation of scientific workers across the Union. However, in 

contentious areas such as stem cell research, their mobility patterns and/or 

research strategies may be affected by the fragmentation of the regulatory 

landscape. For example, I met a PhD student who had started his doctoral work 

in a German university. From there, he moved to a laboratory in Britain, where 

at the time of my fieldwork he was finishing his doctoral work on carcinoma 

stem cells. Although he was no longer affiliated with German academia, he 

decided to stay clear of new embryonic stem cell lines that were derived in the 

UK, in compliance with the German law that said that scientists must not work 

on embryonic lines that have been derived after 2001: ‘should I decide to go 

back to Germany, I don’t want this to affect my career’, he noted. Moreover, he 

explained to me that his personal views on the ethics of stem cell research were 

influenced by his religious faith in Islam, which teaches that we should seek a 

cure for all diseases, but we will never be able to cure aging and prolong our life 

indefinitely - a prominent reminder that ‘European values’ in biomedical ethics 

reveal a variety of standpoints that is rarely accounted for in mainstream 

debates. During my fieldwork, I met another German researcher working in the 

same laboratory. As soon as she came to the UK, however, she was confronted 

with the bureaucratic hurdles of a German stem cell scientist willing to work in 

the UK: 

 

When I came here for the interview they said I should enquire Germany about the law – 

whether I am allowed to work with [embryonic] stem cells here. And I did this at the DFG 

[Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft], as you might know, they write petitions to the BMBF 

[Bundesministerium für Bildung und Forschung] (…) they want to get to the point that 

scientists working abroad don’t need to be scared about working with stem cells. However, 

there is no specific regulation on this, so they pointed to expert opinions, and I had to go 

through a lot of paper. The responsible eventually told me, directly after a press conference, 

that if you are not sent over here by a German institution you might be allowed to work with 
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embryonic stem cell, as long as you are only investigating them and not deriving them by 

yourself. That’s the point. 

 

Despite these reassurances, she wanted to ‘avoid any troubles’, given the 

prospect that, like her colleague, she might go back to Germany one day. Thus, 

she decided not to share any information on her work on embryonic stem cells 

in the UK with colleagues working in Germany.  

 

 

5.4.2 United Scientists of Europe 

 

Recent changes in the German law on stem cell research have partly loosened 

former restrictions (see chapter 4). However, these two accounts shed light on 

some important gaps between the policy vision and the reality of the European 

Research Area. As their stories suggest, the mosaic of regulatory arrangements 

can affect professional mobility across Europe and hinders transnational 

cooperation. As a result, principal investigators in stem cell consortia have 

lobbied to ask governments of EU member states with strict regulations to 

remove or at least lower political and legal barriers. In 2007, before the recent 

changes to the law in Germany, a review of the bioethics conference in Berlin 

noted that ‘Projects that are perfectly legal in Sweden and the UK can draw a 3 

year prison sentence in Germany. This incongruence creates a plethora of 

problems for international collaboration. Despite common funding by the sixth 

and seventh frameworks of the EC, scientists within Europe cannot freely 

exchange personnel and cell lines. Researchers from countries with very 

restrictive legislation, such as Germany, might even become liable by taking on 

coordinating positions within European networks comprising institutions that 

generate their own hESC lines’ (Testa et al. 2007). In line with the mainstream 

narrative of EU research policy, the review stressed that ‘European 

heterogeneity in stem cell politics is about to slow the development of stem cell 

based biomedical applications and further impede the competitiveness of 

Europe in global stem cell science’ (Testa et al. 2007:156). Most notably, in 2007 

the leaders and a group of principal investigators from the same networks 

issued a joint statement on ‘The Impact of Legislation in Europe on Our Ability 

to Perform Research Using Stem Cells’, in which they expressed concerns about 

the personal consequences of ‘normal scientific activities’, including punitive 
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legal action in Germany, and provided a list of actual cases in which legal 

constraints in both Italy and Germany had jeopardised scientific cooperation.128 

Given these problems, the document urged ‘Europe’s legislators and 

administrators, who have the power to change the situation, especially in 

Germany and Italy, to act to enable all European scientists to work freely 

together in the pursuit of knowledge without fear of legal action or loss of 

research funding’. Finally, the joint statement included a number of specific 

requests to the Italian and the German governments to recognize stem cell 

science as a cutting edge field of modern biotechnology and to act accordingly to 

support scientists ‘to thrive alongside the best of their European colleagues in 

both human embryonic and adult stem cell research’. 

The premises of this statement can be challenged. The fact that most EU 

member states have endorsed a relatively liberal regulation on stem cell 

research does not automatically imply that their standpoint ought to become the 

European norm. Especially when it comes to moral and cultural issues, the 

challenge of European integration is not necessarily to create a uniform and flat 

regulatory platform that fits everyone, but to achieve cooperation and 

integration despite differences - in keeping with the overarching principle of 

‘unity in diversity’. Moreover, there are complex cultural and institutional 

reasons that underpin legal constraints in countries such as Italy or Germany 

(see section 4.2), which cannot simply be offset by claims to scientific freedom 

and the need for cross-border cooperation. Regardless of its legitimacy, 

however, the joint statement has an important meaning for the wider process of 

European integration, as it suggests the emergence of a European form of 

collective action, which can mobilise and speak as a single supranational voice 

to leverage against national governments over unwanted domestic policies and 

regulations. In a collection of essays on Contentious Europeans, published in 

2001, a group of scholars explored ways in which social movements have been 

influenced by growing Europeanisation, with a focus on the efforts of European 

citizens to make demands on EU institutions (see chapter 1). In short, the book 

argued that a truly supranational layer of collective action has hitherto been 

very weak and elusive, as many social categories - such as labour movements, 

trade unions, and environmentalists - are increasingly protesting against EU 

policies, ‘but on domestic soil and not against the institutions that produce 

                                                 
128 http://archive.eurostemcell.org/Documents/press_releases/27.07.07-JointStatement-
estools-eurostemcell.pdf  
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them’ (Imig and Tarrow 2001:3). The case of the stem cell debate, however, 

suggests the emergence of another form of collective action and contention at 

the European level, which is directed against national policies and not against 

EU policies, but exploits its European dimension as enhanced political status in 

the struggle for domestic change. 

 

 
5.5 Added Biovalue 

 

As we have seen in chapter 3, the establishment of closer links between 

academic and business partners has been a crucial objective of Community 

research policies since the 1980s. Over the past decade, this goal has gained 

further importance within the wider framework of the Lisbon Agenda and its 

drive towards the consolidation of a knowledge-based economy in Europe. In 

the communication Life Sciences and Biotechnology - A Strategy for Europe, 

for example, the Commission stressed that ‘excellence in the science base is not 

enough: it is essential to have the capacity to translate knowledge into new 

products, processes and services, that in turn will generate benefits to society, 

skilled jobs and prosperity’ (European Commission 2002a). In this context of 

policy making, the European Commission has implemented specific actions to 

facilitate knowledge transfer and the mobility of researchers across academia 

and industry, such as the recent programme Marie Curie Industry-Academia 

Partnerships and Pathways, a broad funding scheme to ‘boost skills exchange 

between the commercial and non-commercial sectors’.129 Notably, the latest 

framework programmes have substantially increased the share of their overall 

budget to support and encourage the participation of Small and Medium 

Enterprises (SMEs) in transnational research consortia.130 As a result, private 

companies have become an integral part of the European culture of research 

and innovation. For example, the consortium Estools included as commercial 

partners Stem Cell Sciences Ltd and Axordia, two biotech companies focused on 

the development and marketing of human embryonic stem cell technologies for 

research, drug discovery, and therapeutic treatments. 

 

 

                                                 
129 See http://cordis.europa.eu/fp7/mariecurieactions/iapp_en.html  
130 From 10% in FP5 to 15% in FP6 and FP7. 
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5.5.1 Promissory Capitalism 

 

The participation of SMEs in the activities of European consortia has helped 

companies to internationalise their business outlook and access new knowledge 

produced in a stimulating context of innovation. However, the making of a 

knowledge-based economy in Europe has been very challenging, especially in a 

high-risk sector such as medical biotechnology. The problem is that financial 

investments have been sustained by a regime of high expectations, both in terms 

of therapeutic benefits and financial returns, since the bioscience community 

realised that ‘merely producing truth will be insufficient to move the venture 

capitalists, patent offices, and science writers on whom the biosciences are 

increasingly dependent for their newfound wealth’ (Rabinow 1996: 137). While 

the growth of the whole sector has been driven by a distinctive brand of 

promissory capitalism, the actual returns of frontier biomedical research have 

hardly matched the initial promises.131 Despite some spectacular achievements 

such as the cloning of the sheep ‘Dolly’ and the derivation of the first embryonic 

stem cell lines, the translation of these technologies into biomedical therapies 

and commercial products has been much slower than expected. Therefore, 

many investors have become impatient and decided to bet on safer sectors, such 

as information technology – a situation that has been exacerbated by the 

ongoing economic crisis (Ledford 2009). 

Stem cell research, again, is a good case in point. The rise of stem cell science 

as a ‘high-profile’ sector of biomedical research has been sustained by claims 

about miraculous therapeutic promises, claims that have often been amplified 

by optimistic media coverage. However, after a decade of massive investments 

amid controversies and moral debates, the translation of stem cell research into 

practical applications has been very modest. Jim Walsh, director of stem cell 

research at Axordia, a spin-out of the University of Sheffield and former partner 

in the European consortium Estools, explained to me during our interview in 

Sheffield that the production of stem cell lines for research purposes is not a 

very profitable business, although added value might result from the 

development of ‘satellite technology’, such as a complete package of tools to 

work with the cell lines: 

                                                 
131 Promissory capitalism has been defined in relation to the biosciences as ‘capital raised for 
speculative venture on the strength of promised future returns’ (Franklin and Lock 2003:6-7). 
See also Michael Fortun (2001). 

 146



 

I think that simply selling embryonic stem cells is never going to make a huge amount of 

money. It’s only when you put in place a technology which allows these cells to be used for 

particular applications that they start to acquire value. So arguably it is the satellite 

technology that has the real value. Or selling a complete package where you have got the 

embryonic stem cells plus the tools to do something useful with. So that full package would 

be valuable. But just a stand-alone research grade embryonic stem cell lines I don’t think it 

is a high value product. 

 

The simple extraction of ‘biovalue’ from bare life, therefore, is not a lucrative 

activity in the current business of stem cells, but things are likely to change if 

basic research will be translated into actual medical therapies.132 At the time of 

my fieldwork, Axordia was collaborating with the University of Sheffield and the 

consortium Estools to produce GMP (Good Manufacturing Practice) grade 

embryonic stem cell lines, which could be used in clinical trials. However, as 

Walsh noted, it is difficult to predict when (embryonic) stem cells will take off as 

a standard therapeutic practice, also due to high costs of commercialisation. EU 

funding can provide a financial incentive, but can hardly match the budget that 

is required to develop, test, market, and distribute a novel biomedical product. 

As the Chief Scientific Officer of Stem Cell Sciences Ltd, Tim Allsopp, noted in 

an interview with the journal Nature, the participation in European projects is a 

means of expanding the research horizons of a company, rather than an 

important source of money (Gilbert 2006). 

The fragmented nature of regulations on intellectual property rights across 

member states is another important hurdle. In 1998, the European Parliament 

and the Council adopted a Directive on Biotechnological Inventions to establish 

a uniform legal environment and thus encourage international investments in 

Europe (European Parliament and the Council 2008). However, the formulation 

of this document is ambiguous. The Directive states that ‘inventions shall be 

considered unpatentable where their commercial exploitation would be contrary 

to ordre public or morality’, including processes for cloning human beings, 

modifying the germ line of human beings, and, significantly, ‘uses of human 
                                                 
132 The term ‘biovalue’ was developed by Catherin Waldby and has gained currency in the 
sociological debate on biotechnologies and stem cell research. In particular, Waldby argued that 
‘Biovalue refers to the yield of vitality produced by the biotechnical reformulation of living 
processes. Biotechnology tries to gain traction in living processes, to induce them to increase or 
change their productivity along specified lines, intensify their self-reproducing and self-
maintaining capacities. This intensification or leveraging of living process typically takes place 
not at the level of the body as a macro-anatomical system but at the level of the cellular or 
molecular fragment, the mRNA, the bacterium, the oöcyte, the stem cell’ (2002:30). 
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embryos for industrial or commercial purposes’. As expected, the latter 

prohibition has given rise to divergent interpretations, notably by the UK patent 

office, the Swedish Patent Office, the European Patent Office (EPO), and the 

European Group on Ethics (EGE). Therefore, there is uncertainty over the 

patentability of human embryonic stem cells in Europe, with different 

jurisdictions adopting different policies on the scope of moral exclusions on 

hESC patents in the Directive (Plomer and Torremans 2010). In the context of 

European consortia, these discrepancies might create further hurdles to open 

cooperation, as they would provide an unfair advantage to commercial or 

academic partners that can exploit the more liberal regimes of intellectual 

property protection. 

 

 

5.5.2 Globalisation 

 
In addition to regulatory and legal issues, the growth of the European bio-

economy has had to face another challenge, namely the difficulty to europeanise 

a sector whose development has been marked by global dynamics, alliances and 

transactions. Despite many efforts to promote European competitiveness, 

biotechnology is a global industry. Many European companies have made 

business agreements with North American partners. Back in the late 1990s, for 

example, the French corporation Genset, one of the flagship European 

companies in the field of genomics, had subsidiaries in the US, Japan, 

Singapore, and Australia. Significantly, in 1997 Genset started the first 

pharmacogenomics research program in the world in collaboration with the US-

based Abbott Laboratories (Marshall 1997). More recently, Roslin Cells Ltd., a 

spin-out of the Roslin Institute, the research centre where the sheep ‘Dolly’ was 

cloned, has initiated a collaboration with the US company Lonza to develop 

customized cell culture media and processes for the production of pluripotent 

stem cells.133 Also, European managers have found employment outside Europe 

- attracted by higher salaries and lower income tax levels - and many European 

companies have been sold out to foreign owners in the United States or East 

Asia.134 

                                                 
133 http://www.roslincells.com/news.asp  
134 http://www.sciencemag.org/site/products/euro2.xhtml 
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The story of Stem Cell Science Ltd provides a striking example of these 

dynamics. The company was co-founded in 1994 by Austin Smith and Peter 

Mountford to develop stem cell as therapies. At that time, Smith was a rising 

star in the field of stem cell science, working as group leader at the Centre for 

Genome Research of the University of Edinburgh. Mountford was a junior 

Australian scientist who had come to Edinburgh in the early 1990s on a 

postdoctoral fellowship to work with Smith on stem cell biology. After the end of 

the two-year fellowship, Mountford decided to go back to Australia and the head 

office of the company was established in Melbourne, at Monash University. In 

2004, however, the company ‘returned’ to Scotland, where Smith was directing 

the newly founded Stem Cell Centre of the University of Edinburgh. ‘We feel 

that a base in Edinburgh allows us to be close to our academic colleagues and 

also the heart of the European pharmaceutical markets. Also, so many 

breakthroughs in this area have been the product of Scotland. It’s only right that 

SCS should be here and that this country should benefit’, reportedly said 

Mountford in an article featured in a special issue on ‘the best of Scottish 

science and technology’, published in the magazine Science Scotland by the 

Scottish Royal Society.135 The company was soon celebrated as a jewel of the 

Scottish biotech industry. At the same time, it became a flagship ‘European’ 

company, with participations in large EU-funded consortia such as 

Eurostemcell and Estools. In 2008, however, the company relocated its offices 

and laboratories in Cambridge, where Smith had become the director of the new 

Wellcome Trust Centre for Stem Cell research. The move, which also involved a 

number of redundancies among the staff in Edinburgh, was regarded as ‘a major 

blow to Scotland's life sciences industry’, as Stem Cell Sciences had been ‘one of 

Scotland's big hopes in the pioneering world of stem cells’.136 But the final blow 

came in February 2009, when the company was eventually sold to Stem Cell Inc, 

an American company based in California. Alistair Riddell, the new CEO of 

Stem Cell Sciences, declared that Stem Cell Sciences had no funding and could 

not raise any more money from bank or from its shareholders.137 

                                                 
135  Science Scotland, Issue 2 (Spring 2004), available 
at http://www.sciencescotland.org/issue.php?id=2  
136  ‘Stem cell Sciences to quit Scotland’, Herald Scotland (16 February 2008) 
137 See  Compute Scotland (March 2009), available 
at: http://www.computescotland.com/edinburgh-university-stem-cell-spin-out-sold-to-us-
2123.php; see also http://www.inpharm.com/print/3131 
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The story of Stem Cell Sciences Ltd. is not exceptional. Despite the support of 

regional funds and EU money, many biotech companies in Europe find it hard 

to survive after the hype around regenerative medicine has faded away. The 

company Axordia, one of the commercial partners in the European consortium 

Estool, has met a similar fate. Established in 2001 by Professor Peter Andrews 

and Professor Harry Moore to capitalize on their innovations in stem cell 

research, in 2008 the company was taken over by the tissue therapy specialist 

Intercytex. After the deal, Intercytex gained exclusive rights to commercialise 

research from the Centre for Stem Cell Biology (CSCB) at the University of 

Sheffield, where both Andrews and Moore work.138 However, its future is now in 

doubt as Intercytex is struggling to survive and has initiated discussions with a 

number of interested parties about a potential trade sale. 

 

 
5.6 Branching Out 

 

The consortium Eurostemcell, one of the two research networks I have followed 

during my fieldwork, has completed its activities in early 2008. In the previous 

section, we have seen that contributions of commercial partners to the 

European ‘bio-economy’ have been poor. In many other ways, however, the 

project was very successful. During its four-year duration, more than 100 

researchers from 27 laboratories in Europe tackled the basic, applied, clinical 

and ethical research needed to build the foundations for regenerative medicine. 

In doing so, they developed new methodologies, media, tools and laboratory 

protocols, producing more than a hundred publications in peer-reviewed 

scientific journals (see the publication list in Annex 2). 

In the eyes of the Commission, the project was a good working example of 

European integration. In a speech at the European Parliament, the then 

European Commissioner for Research Janez Potočnik stressed that ‘This project 

brings clear European added value to this area of research, it is an example of 

the successful integration of science, communication, ethics and training. And it 

demonstrates how European science can become a world-wide reference in a 

particular field’ (Potočnik 2007). Many participants, moreover, noted that the 

                                                 
138 Yorkshire Post (23 December 2008), available at: 
http://www.yorkshirepost.co.uk/businessnews/Intercytex-takeover-prepares-Axordia-
for.4817372.jp 

 150



project contributed to the creation of mutual trust amongst partners and a sense 

of community. According to Austin Smith, the consortium leader, ‘one of the 

things people really valued in Eurostemcell is that you could talk about things 

that weren’t published and get feedback and comments from your colleagues, 

which is very important in science and it is increasingly difficult to do because 

you can only do it if you have some basis of mutual trust’. Other participants 

emphasised the value of the project as a social platform to expand the network 

of professional contacts. Elena Cattaneo, for example, pointed out that the 

participation in Eurostemcell provided a unique opportunity to create bridges 

and connections with other scientists working in the same field, as well as a 

sense of community, common identity and values. 

 

 

5.6.1 Fragile Communities 

 

But what happens when EU-funded projects end? What is the future of these 

peculiar ‘European communities of scientists’? Over the past decade, the 

development of lasting relationships between partners has been a key objective 

of EU funding programmes. ‘Integrated Projects’ and especially ‘Networks of 

Excellence’ explicitly aim at establishing substantial and long-term integration 

of research activities in Europe, in keeping with the overarching policy vision of 

a strong European Research Area. The main idea was to form a new layer of 

cooperation - a European framework – that would be juxtaposed to existing 

contexts of knowledge production through the network approach.  

However, this goal was scarcely met. In 2008, an official assessment on the 

impact of Networks of Excellence in FP6 concluded that the creation of 

integrated and sustainable networks was poorly achieved. In particular, the 

reviewers argued that research consortia were not sustainable once EU funding 

was over, given the lack of continued financial support from other agencies, 

such as national or other European organisations (European Commission 

2008a). Likewise, in 2009 the European Court of Auditors, an independent 

group of advisers that monitors EU finances, issued an interview-based review 

of EU-funded consortia that documented the lack of sustainability. The auditors 

noted that most research partnerships do not secure further funding from other 

sources as was hoped, and thus disintegrate as soon as European funding runs 
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out: ‘Self-sustainable long-term research activities and partnerships were not 

achieved for any of the audited networks, thus making future collaboration 

subject to continued public support’ (European Court of Auditors 2009). 

As Bruno Latour explained in Science in Action, however, technoscientific 

projects are never ‘self-sustainable’, but require constant efforts to keep the 

interested groups in line. The initial success of a project depends on the 

enrolment of a wide range of actors and ‘allies’ (including funding agencies, 

institutional bodies, colleagues, and non-human actors such as technical 

objects), but the conversion of a temporary ensemble of interests and 

stakeholders into a durable whole also demands considerable efforts to prevent 

that all the elements will be disbanded as easily as they have been assembled 

(1987:122). The same line of reasoning can be applied to make sense of the fate 

of European consortia. As discussed earlier, project coordinators assemble the 

consortium by relying on personal contacts. At this stage, the quest for 

complementary expertise is crucial, but people are more likely to get involved as 

they need additional financial support, especially in countries where research is 

underfunded. Once projects end, however, European cooperation lacks support 

to continue and develop. In addition, the conversion of temporary arrangements 

into durable partnerships is particularly challenging due to their peculiar social 

configuration. In comparison with conventional units of scientific work, such as 

public or private laboratories or big science centres, European networks are 

more ‘fragile’ assemblages, as they join the efforts of many centres that are 

scattered over a vast and diverse geopolitical space. It is no coincidence that the 

actual work of EU-funded networks is regulated by a tight system of 

accountability (see section 5.2). On the one hand, the Commission is committed 

to ensure transparency and integrity in the use of large sums of public money, as 

well as high ethical standards. On the other hand, without a ‘Fordist’ regime of 

knowledge production, managed by a rigorous schedule of milestones and 

deliverables, the focus of research collaboration could easily drift away due to 

lack of frequent interactions. The very notion of ‘virtual research community’ - a 

concept that is often used to define transnational research consortia, based 

mainly on electronic communications - has important limitations. While the 

development of computer networks has greatly facilitated collaborations across 

a wide geopolitical space, face-to-face interaction is likely to remain a key 

component in the making of scientific communities. In general, several studies 
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have stressed that members of virtual communities are less attached and 

obligated than in social groups that are based on face-to-face interactions 

(Blanchard 2004). To be sure, European consortia are not merely ‘virtual’ 

assemblages. As part of the research programme, participants are expected to 

attend workshops, conferences, and joint training courses. These events are 

particularly important as they gather all the network participants in one place 

and thus have a key role in strengthening a sense of community and 

participation among partners, both in formal and informal contexts. As Elena 

Cattaneo noted, ‘informal conversations at a pub after a meeting were just as 

important as the meeting to form and reinforce a common sense of identity’. 

However, once EU funding is over, the chances to meet up with former 

collaborators inevitably recede and the sense of ‘European stem cell community’ 

can rapidly vanish. Scientists may get involved in other projects, which may be 

supported by other agencies that are not necessarily interested in strengthening 

the European Research Area, as their political mandate may be different. For 

example, the UK National Stem Cell Network aims to encourage exchanges and 

cooperation at the national level, while a regional initiative such as the East of 

England Stem Cell Network focuses on the regional level. 

 

 

5.6.2 Euroelites 

 
The situation is very different, of course, when participating scientists receive 

continued funding from the EU to be involved in other European research 

consortia. This development is well illustrated by the story of Eurostemcell. As 

mentioned, this network completed its four-year activities in 2008. Soon after 

the end of the programme, the consortium ‘branched out’ into three new stem 

cell consortia, also funded by the European Union, which involved many 

partners that had participated in the original network. While Eurostemcell 

joined laboratories with different expertise, the three new consortia are more 

specialised: the first consortium, EuroSyStem, combines biological and 

computational expertise to understand fundamental processes of stem cell 

differentiation and self-renewal; the second, Optistem, focuses on stem cell 

applications for muscular and epithelial disease; the third, Neurostemcell, aims 

to develop stem cell based therapies for Parkinson’s disease and Huntington’s 

disease. Moreover, the project Eurostemcell is still alive, but with a different 
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concept and goals. The original website has become a permanent ‘European 

stem cell portal’, with specialised content both for researchers and the lay 

public, and the network has recently received additional funding from the 

European Union to organise dissemination activities.139 

These examples indicate that scientists are willing to engage in lasting 

partnerships at the European level, at least as long as EU funding is available. In 

many ways, this is crucial not only to the policy vision of a strong European 

Research Area, based on enduring cross-national connections, but it can also 

ensure more effective collaboration, as scientists are already familiar with the 

complicated procedures of EU grants and can rely on existing ties of mutual 

trust and respect. Also, they can build on former experience in the practice of 

cross-border cooperation. 

However, this development can have undesirable implications. One of the 

reasons why EU institutions aim to support sustainable networks is that funding 

is limited and can be allocated only to a small number of applicants in any 

priority research area.140 In a context of scarce resources, institutions or 

individual scientists who are familiar with the intricacies of EU grants and the 

practice of transnational cooperation are in a better position than others to 

receive further support. This advantage can easily lead to the formation of self-

perpetuating European elites, which are able to attract continued resources, 

drive the development of scientific fields, and even shape the process of policy 

making, following a pattern of cumulative advantage, which has long been 

documented by studies in the sociology of science (Merton 1973; Mulkay 1976; 

Zuckerman 1996). 

Issues of scientific prestige and status can further contribute to this 

pattern.141 As we have seen in section 5.1, leaders and organisers of large 

European consortia are usually senior scientists with international recognition, 

who are consequently able to ‘buy in’ the European project many partners and 

stakeholders. Understandably, they want to pursue scientific excellence and 

thus tend to adopt an exclusive approach to networking. In its website, the 

consortium Eurosystem claims to ‘bring together elite European research teams 

to create a unique and world-leading programme in fundamental stem cell 

biology’. During our interview, Austin Smith, the former leader of Eurostemcell, 

                                                 
139 The original website is still available online as archive site at: http://archive.eurostemcell.org 
140 In the last two framework programmes, about 15% of applicants received funding. 
141 On status groups and normative order in scientific collectives, see Barnes (2007). 
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emphasized the importance of selection criteria, in contrast to the more 

inclusive approach of EU policy makers: 

 

We cannot just open the door to everyone (...) we need to have criteria of selection (...) and 

that's one of the points we keep saying to Brussels (...) we are not accepting everyone that 

actually Brussels has [decided to involve] (...) you have to find the best (...) and I think they 

are more inclined to do that now than in the past. 

 

At the same time, however, he is aware of the risk of self-perpetuating elite 

groups. In order to create mechanisms of wider participation, Eurosystem 

includes a work package to establish a broad European network of stem cell 

researchers, including an open call for forty new junior scientists to be involved 

in the consortium as associate principal investigators. As he explained to me, 

‘we don’t have the resource to be able to give them any real money (...) but it will 

be a way of kind of recognizing them within the stem cell community (...) and 

they get to come and speak at the meeting’. This is an important initiative, 

which can help people to jump on the train of Euroscience. Nevertheless, the 

challenge might be daunting, especially in countries where research is 

underfunded for lack of resources or regulatory barriers. In this respect, again, 

Elena Cattaneo provided some enlightening observations: 

 

If you live in a place like Italy (where the government gives two cents for my line of research) 

[i.e embryonic stem cell research], it is very difficult to build the knowledge base and the 

reputation to get into European networks. Some people come to me and ask me: ‘can we get 

into this consortium you are setting up?’ And I often have to reply: ‘I am sorry, but you have 

no credentials’. I mean, interested people first ought to demonstrate proven scientific 

productivity in these research areas. It is not necessarily the big work on Nature or Science, 

but at least a couple of articles in journals such as Developmental Biology (...). However, I 

realise that people have no funds and resources to build these credentials. As a result, they 

have a double disadvantage. First, they are out of the mainstream circuit of European 

cooperation. Second, they are penalised as they live in a country that does not invest in this 

kind of research (...) These factors, among others, can contribute to the creation of elite 

groups that eventually shape the pathways of science while penalising many other 

opportunities. 

 

As this case exemplifies, problems of marginalisation are not only important at 

the level of individual scientists and institutions, but also at the macro level of 

EU member states. The lack of financial support at the national level, however, 
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might be an incentive to participate in EU grants. For example, if we look at the 

proportion of national participations in projects on human embryonic stem cell 

research within FP6, Italian laboratories were relatively well represented, 

following British and German institutes. On the other end, it is striking that 

many other countries such as Hungary, Portugal, and Ireland were almost 

entirely absent, not to mention the more recent member states of the European 

Union (Table 2).142 
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    Table 2. National participations in EU-funded projects involving hESCs 

 

The analysis of the overall data on stem cell research within FP6 is also 

revealing of clear imbalances in the Europe of science. According to a report by 

the European Commission, FP6 funded 111 projects that involved stem cell 

research, with an overall budget of 532 milltion euros (see full list in Annex 4). 

As Hogarth and Salter (2010) documented, the most common partners were 

Germany, UK, France and Italy. The second group of countries included 

Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland, and Sweden. In terms of leadership of 

projects, Germany, France, UK, Netherlands and Belgium were the leading 

countries (Table 3). Yet again, more than one-half of EU member states were 

barely represented in this key sector for European scientific cooperation. 

 

                                                 
142 I produced these figures from data on participations in FP6, available on CORDIS. 
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  Table 3. Leadership of EU-funded projects involving stem cells by country 

 

Low participation in European projects is not necessarily an indicator of poor 

performance at the national level, as the case of Finland illustrates. However, it 

is well documented that research and high-technology activities are highly 

concentrated in a few core regions of the Union. In 2007, the fourth report on 

European cohesion identified a large number of regions with an innovative 

performance level below the EU average, with at the bottom of the scale regions 

in Greece, Spain, Portugal, the Czech Republic and Poland, while data for 

Romania and Bulgaria were not available. On the other end of the spectrum, 

some European regions, particularly in Sweden, Germany and Finland, had 

higher levels of innovation than the United States or Japan. Given this situation, 

the European Union has designed a number of initiatives, such as the allocation 

of structural funds for research, to help all regions build research and 

innovation capacities corresponding to their situation and priorities. Over the 

past decade, cohesion policy funding has given substantial sums of money to 

redress imbalances between European regions and promote research and 

development in economically poorer countries. Nevertheless, the process of 

‘catching up’ is slow and might require a long time, especially at a time of 

economic recession. In the meantime, a fundamental tension remains between 

the pursuit of scientific excellence and European ‘competitiveness’ on the one 

hand, and the need to redress imbalances across the European Research Area 
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on the other. This tension not only concerns EU research policy, but also reflects 

a key dilemma in the wider process of European integration. 
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6. SCIENCE AND THE BUILDING OF EUROPE 

 
 
In chapter 3 I provided a critical account of the emergence and development of 

Community research policy. As we have seen, early statements on the need for a 

European Research Area date back to the late 1970s. In the wake of the oil crisis 

and economic downturn, science and innovation became a new field of 

European governance, with their promises to boost economic growth and find 

solutions to pressing social issues such as environmental degradation, the 

depletion of energy sources, and unemployment. Concurrently, the policy drive 

to build a stronger European platform for research and innovation became a 

new source of legitimacy and raison d’être for the European Community at a 

time of growing scepticism about the project of European integration. It was 

deemed that scientific progress held the keys to the future of Europe and could 

usher Europe as a whole into a new age of prosperity. In this visionary context 

of policy planning, the burgeoning field of biotechnology raised the highest 

hopes of regeneration. Due to its putative capacity to change and manipulate the 

natural (and social) order, biotechnology was identified as a revolutionary force, 

able to drive Europe towards brighter social and economic futures. 

Over the years, further developments of policy discourses have seen 

substantial changes, reflecting wider transformations in the public perception of 

science. In many ways, the optimistic vision of a European ‘bio-society’ has had 

to come to terms with increasing anxieties over some undesirable implications 

of the new technologies. Initially, the enthusiasm for biotechnology was stifled 

by widespread concerns with the environmental risks associated with the 

release of genetically modified organisms into the environment. More recently, 

ethical issues of controversial technologies such as cloning and embryonic stem 

cell research have forced European institutions to reconsider the policy 

framework on research and innovation in a more responsible and cautious way. 

In this context of increasing contention, policy makers have had to find a 

difficult balance between the promotion of European science, the respect of 

divergent national regulations and the quest for fundamental European values. 

Besides these adaptations, however, some overarching policy themes have 

largely remained unchanged, including the link between scientific innovation 

and European 'competitiveness', the knowledge society narrative and the vision 

of a European Research Area in which people and knowledge can freely move 
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across national borders. To some extent, the current policy debate is more 

articulated than the past, also because the Commission has recently benefited 

from critical contributions of external reviewers, including scholars in the field 

of science and technology studies. For example, in 2006 DG-Research organised 

a workshop ‘to tackle the questions of the interrelationships of science and 

politics through various historical situations in order to enrich today’s debates 

on science and society issues, the final aim being to give input to policy making 

at EU level about science and/in society’. In the final report, Dominique Pestre 

challenged some basic assumptions of EU policy discourse such as the linear 

model of scientific innovation whereby social and economic progress 

automatically follow from investments in knowledge, the exclusive identification 

of knowledge with science, and the instrumental use of science to boost 

economic growth (Pestre 2007). In the same year, a report of an expert group on 

the theme ‘Science & Society’ framed in problematic terms narratives and 

imaginaries that have driven EU research policies, such as the understanding of 

innovation as unconditional good: ‘Problematic aspects – if at all recognised – 

are mainly externalised, into the ways that innovations are implemented or in 

the public’s misperception of technology’s achievements and benefits. What 

values are embedded in the very concept of progress, and for whom those values 

have meaning, are thus rarely addressed’ (Felte 2007). While these 

contributions bear witness to the development of a more critical debate on 

science and technology policies, it is unclear to what extent they will be included 

in future planning and interventions. 

Another important question is the extent to which EU research policies have 

been able to achieve their strategic objectives. As we have seen in the previous 

chapter, the making of a European Research Area still faces many challenges. 

First, the lack of an overarching regulatory framework is an important hurdle to 

the working of transnational consortia and the free movement of researchers 

across member states, especially in controversial fields such as stem cell 

research. Second, there are more ‘technical’ issues. While the establishment of 

European institutions such as EMBL has contributed to the setting of European 

standards in laboratory protocols, the circulation of scientific ‘facts’ across 

laboratories might still be hindered by discrepancies in data collection and 

measurement systems. Also, the peculiar nature of some experimental practices 

and substances makes it difficult to distribute experiments across laboratories 
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that are separated by long distances. Finally, globalisation has frustrated the 

policy drive to boost the growth of the high-technology sector in Europe, as the 

story of Stem Cell Science Ltd exemplifies. 

Despite these challenges, however, European research policies have achieved 

some notable results. While in applied research the pressure of global dynamics 

has counteracted the growth of a European bio-economy, basic science has been 

more amenable to Europeanisation. Collaborations and exchanges between 

European researchers have significantly increased over the past decades - a 

development that is also documented by the exponential growth of co-authored 

papers involving research centres in different member states (Mattson 2008). 

According to some informants who worked both in Europe and the US, this is a 

peculiar European development. Elena Cattaneo, for example, noted that ‘in 

Europe a truly cooperative spirit is emerging, which is very different from the 

individualism in the American scientific system’. Likewise, an American 

professor of molecular biology, who had been working in the UK for more than 

ten years, noted that in the United States scientists are more reluctant than in 

Europe to engage in international collaborations and partnerships. 

In addition to a quantitative growth of scientific cooperation, documented by 

the increase of European research projects and co-authored papers, Community 

research policies have contributed to and are part of a wider process of 

Europeanisation of the culture of academic research (Liverani 2010). This 

process is illustrated by many examples, including the establishment of 

European big science centres such as CERN, EMBL, and ESA, European 

societies and academic journals, European conferences and European 

educational programmes. As a simple search on the online database of the 

British Library documents, the adjective European has today become a 

commonplace in the world of academic publishing, with ‘European journals’ in 

almost any area of expertise. Also, European societies have flourished in many 

disciplines, such as the European Society of Cardiology, the European Society of 

Human Genetics, the European Association of Social Anthropologists, and the 

European Society of Social Psychology, just to give a few examples. It would be 

difficult to account for all these initiatives, as different interests and motivations 

have underpinned their emergence. In any case, however, the process of 

European integration has acted as a powerful idée -force (Llobera 2003) or 
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master narrative, able to catalyse energies, people, and resources around a 

specific cultural concept. 

This development deserves further critical attention. Not only is it a 

prominent reminder of the political and cultural nature of science and academic 

research, but it also signals an ongoing process of de-nationalisation or at least 

diversification of knowledge production. As many studies documented, the 

nation-states in Europe have played a key role in shaping the aims, contexts, 

and institutional profile of scientific and academic work (Greenfield 1987; 

Porter and Mikuláš 1992; Crawford et al. 1993). In the sixteenth and 

seventeenth centuries, universities were no longer shaped by the universalism of 

Christian scholarship, but they were deliberately used as ‘instruments to secure 

national coherence and to increase the power of the country on the new 

international chess board’ (Crawford et al. 1993: 10). Likewise, the growth of the 

new scientific academies depended on the close relationship between their 

members and the rising nations: exploration, scientific expeditions, and the 

purchase of costly technological equipment bear witness to ‘a growing concern 

among royalty and governments that scientific activities should indeed provide 

concrete and tangible results in the form of either prestige or commercial 

benefits’ (Crawford et al. 1993: 9). During the second half of the nineteenth 

century, scientific practice became even more interlocked with the institutional, 

cultural, political and financial systems of national states. The transition of 

science from hobby for wealthy gentlemen to institutionalised profession 

unfolded in clearly nationalistic terms, with the establishment of national 

research councils, national societies, and national academic journals. It is true 

that internationalism never ceased to be an important part of the scientific 

profession. In the late nineteenth century, international congresses became a 

normal routine of the scientific life; also, the offices that attended business 

between meetings were often converted into international disciplinary 

associations. Nevertheless, these events were characterised by a confrontational 

attitude that was more akin to a sort of ‘Olympic internationalism’, rather than a 

truly cooperative spirit (Forman 1973). In the 1950s, however, the new political 

order following the end of WWII brought about important changes also in the 

contexts of knowledge production. On the one hand, the onset of the Cold War 

did not help foster international cooperation - and science made no exception. 

As it is well documented, the Cold War was marked by an aggressive high-tech 
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competition between the US and the Soviet Union, especially in nuclear 

technologies and space exploration (Wang 1999). On the other hand, at least in 

Western Europe, the idea of ‘European science’ began to take shape within the 

wider context of initiatives that were sustaining European reconstruction and 

integration, such as the Organisation for European Economic Cooperation 

(1948), the Council of Europe (1949) and the European Coal and Steel 

Community (1951). In this context, in 1952 the delegates of twelve governments 

agreed to establish the European Centre for Nuclear Research (CERN), a 

foundational moment that was followed by similar initiatives in other fields 

such as the European Molecular Biology Laboratory, the European Southern 

Observatory and the European Space Agency (Krige 2006; Liverani 2010). 

From the 1970s to the present, as I have discussed in chapter 3, the 

institutions of the European Communities have become increasingly involved in 

this process. Today, they have gained a prominent role, due to the breadth and 

coverage of framework programmes. While EU funding programmes currently 

contribute to a modest average of 5% of national spending on research, they are 

a key element in the overall research landscape. National governments and 

agencies are still the main institutional actors in the organisation and funding of 

research programmes, but the notion of European science has become deeply 

ingrained in both practice and social imagery. In doing so, it has partly eroded 

the long standing alliance between science and the modern state. At the same 

time, moreover, regional initiatives of networking and cooperation are emerging 

at the sub-national level such as the regional clusters on biotechnology and the 

life sciences in the UK and Germany. As a result, the cultural landscape of 

knowledge production is today increasingly diverse, reflecting wider changes of 

political systems towards multi-level forms of governance and policy making.143 

For example, a stem cell research centre might simultaneously be involved in or 

supported by a regional cluster such as the East of England Stem Cell Network, 

a national platform such and the UK National Stem Cell Initiative, a European 

agency such as the European Union, and partake in a ‘global’ initiative such as 

the International Society for Stem Cell Research. 

In this patchwork of different arrangements, the European Union will have 

to maintain its identifiable role and functions. Significantly, in 2003 the 

European Parliament launched an initiative named ‘Regions of Knowledge’, 

                                                 
143 On multi-level governance, see Hooghe and Marks (2001). 
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which aims to strengthen the research potential and ‘competitiveness’ of 

regional-driven clusters by supporting the creation of synergies between 

universities, research centres, enterprises and regional authorities (European 

Commission 2007b). While this policy strategy is underpinned by the 

recognition of the crucial role of European regions in the knowledge-economy, it 

also consolidates the role of the Union as overarching coordinator of new 

organisational configurations that are emerging within the space of its 

geopolitical borders. 

It might be objected, that ‘European’, as well as ‘national’ and ‘regional’, are 

just superficial layers that do not affect the ultimate outcomes of scientific 

research. This thesis is not a work in the sociology of scientific knowledge, but a 

study on European integration; however, I shall briefly reflect on some relevant 

epistemological issues. Just like modern states have shaped and continue to 

shape knowledge production, the process of European integration has been a 

critical engine of cultural and scientific change. Although this phenomenon has 

involved the full range of academic specialities, its actual impact has to be 

evaluated on a case-by-case basis. In the social sciences and the humanities, as 

mentioned in chapter 1, European integration has led to new approaches and 

methods of data collection. ‘Europe’ (or the European Union) has become the 

unit of analysis in numerous social or economic surveys, in alternative to 

traditional frameworks such as the local community or the nation. In the ‘hard’ 

sciences, the effect is more difficult to discern. In my interviews with stem cell 

researchers, many participants were reluctant to recognize any influence of the 

funding context on the final scientific output, in keeping with the Mertonian 

ideal of scientific universalism.144 According to a project leader, for example, 

‘good scientists would do good science anyway’. Nevertheless, I argue that the 

wider institutional, social, and political contexts always play a critical role in 

shaping the actual products of scientific research. In his study of the 

development of genetics in the interwar period, Jonathan Harwood pointed out 

that two distinctive ‘national styles’ emerged in the United States and Germany: 

while German geneticists were mainly interested in a broad theoretical issues 

related to heredity, their American colleagues addressed more restricted, 

specific problems. To Harwood, this divergence was a result of the wider 
                                                 
144 ‘The acceptance or rejection of claims entering the list of science is not to depend on the 
personal or social attributes of their protagonists; his race, nationality, religion, class, and 
personal qualities are as such irrelevant. Objectivity precludes particularism’ (in Merton 
1973:270) 
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institutional context: ‘the organization of the German university, intensified and 

reinforced by stagnation and financial crisis between 1870 and 1933, hindered 

the institutionalization of new disciplines like genetics and thereby imposed 

upon them a broad theoretical scope’. By contrast, ‘the rapid expansion of 

American research institutions from the late nineteenth century and a 

university system that encouraged specialization allowed new disciplines to be 

as narrowly conceived as practitioners wished’ (1987: 391). Likewise, in EU-

funded projects, the definition of priority areas, the focus on ‘applied’ rather 

than basic research, the contractual nature of collaborative grants, the division 

of scientific labour into work packages and the choice of the network model are 

important upstream drivers, which are able to shape not only the aims of 

science, but also methodologies, experimental practices and research directions. 

As the case of EU-funded networks in stem cell research illustrates, the 

recruitment of participants and the definition of research hypotheses is a 

complex social process that involves much more than purely epistemological 

considerations. For example, a proposed research project ought to ‘fit in’ the 

aims and requirements of the overarching funding programme, attract the 

interest of biotech companies, comply with regulations at the EU and national 

levels, combine the expertise of many participants into a coherent whole, frame 

research questions in a way that can safely meet the tight schedule of milestones 

and deliverables. The resulting output of this process is unique. It is unique 

because, in a different research environment, research questions and methods 

would be framed in a different way, in order to be aligned with other interests, 

regulations, and standards. In her work on cancer research, the sociologist Joan 

Fujimura argued that the plausibility and success of the oncogene theory in the 

1990s were due to a great deal of work and the use of concepts and techniques 

that could reconcile multiple conflicting viewpoints and allow different groups 

or social worlds to cooperate, including researchers in different disciplines and 

medical specialties, funding agencies, political actors in the US Congress, cancer 

research institutes, university departments and administrations, and biological 

supply organizations (Fujimura 1992:177). In EU-funded projects, research 

questions and outputs are also shaped by a variety of interests and elements, 

such as moral controversies over embryo research, the organisational model of 

the consortium, the imperative to find new therapies, the fragmentation of the 

regulatory landscape, and the need to involve biotech companies. To some 
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extent, the endpoint of this process can be defined ‘European’, as long as we give 

up any essentialist formulation. Rather, European is the sum of arrangements 

and alignments that can make ‘doable’ the collective action of a wide range of 

stakeholders in different social worlds, including EU institutions, high-tech 

companies, bioethics committees, and universities. 

 

 

6.1 Science and Identity 

  

At the beginning of my research journey, I aimed to situate science cooperation 

in a broader cultural analysis of the process of European integration. As we have 

seen in chapter 1, over the past two decades, the question of European identity 

has gained prominence in the academic and policy debate. As the European 

Union is moving from an economic organization to a more political form of 

integration, many people argued that the European project needs a shared 

cultural identity or a ‘soul’ to substantiate the development of a truly 

supranational polity. Indeed, a provision of the Maastricht Treaty (Title IX, 

article 128) declared the EU would ‘contribute to the flowering of the cultures of 

the Member States […] bringing the common cultural heritage to the fore’. As a 

result, European policy makers have developed a range of initiatives that could 

reinforce this sense of cultural belonging. As Chris Shore documented (1992, 

1993, 2000), after the Maastricht Treaty, the European Commission entered the 

cultural field with new programs for generating and disseminating knowledge 

about the common European heritage and proposing various initiatives to value 

the European dimension of the arts, history and literature. Moreover, this 

process has largely involved academic humanities, with the proliferation of 

European histories, memories and area studies. 

In this context of cultural concerns, science has gained a more pronounced 

meaning as an important element of European identity and the ‘common 

cultural heritage’, both inside and outside the institutional sites of policy 

making. In the opening lines of his historical study on The Birth of Modern 

Science (2001), for example, the historian and philosopher Paolo Rossi stressed 

the distinctive European character of early modern science, as well as its 

capacity to link people beyond political and religious divides. ‘That complex 

historical reality which we today call modern science’, he wrote, ‘was not born in 
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any one specific place in Europe. Its birthplace is all of Europe. We should 

remember that Copernicus was Polish; Bacon, Harvey, and Newton English; 

Descartes, Fermat and Pascal French; Tycho Brahe Danish; Paracelsus, Kepler, 

and Leibniz were Germans; Huygens Dutch, and Galileo, Torricelli, and 

Malpighi were Italians. The arguments of one were linked to those of another in 

an artificial or imaginary reality without borders; in a Republic of Science that 

worked itself, against the odds, into difficult, often dramatic, and sometimes 

even tragic social and political contexts’ (2001:1). Significantly, Rossi’s work is 

part of a broad editorial project coordinated by the medievalist Jacques Le Goff, 

which includes historical contributions on various aspects of European history, 

under the heading The Making of Europe. In the editor’s preface, Le Goff did 

not conceal the proactive political role of this cultural operation: ‘Europe is in 

the making. This is both a great challenge and one that can be met only by 

taking the past into account’ (2001:ix). Engaged in a similar pursuit, in 2004 a 

number of prominent academics convened at the Collège de France, in Paris, to 

express their views on the topic Science et Conscience Européenne. In his 

contribution, the social historian and member of the European Parliament 

Bronislaw Geremek stressed the consubstantial tie between science and ‘the 

essence of Europe’ through a highly rhetorical passage in which Europe is 

personified and endowed with a quasi-human agency:  

 

It is the spirit of innovation that stands in intimate connection with Europe. She [Europe] 

was able to introduce new technologies in medieval agriculture, exploit wind power, develop 

military techniques, establish schools and universities, use coal, iron and steel, produce 

industrial revolutions, build knowledge societies and promote the sciences, take advantage of 

her inventiveness and of other civilizations’ inventions. It is not a contingent link that ties 

Europe with the Promethean spirit – this desire for appropriation of all nature’s secrets and 

forces, this courageous will to overcome what has been acquired: this is the essence of 

Europe.145 

 

C’est bien l’esprit d’innovation qui semble être intimement associé à l’Europe. Elle a su 

introduire des technologies nouvelles dans l’agriculture médiéval, utilise la force du vent, 

développer les techniques militaries, créer des écoles et des universités, utiliser le charbon, le 

fer et l’acier, générer des révolutions industrielles, former des sociétés savantes et 

promouvoir les sciences, profiter de son propre génie d’invention et des inventions des autres 

civilisations. Ce n’est point un lien conjuncturel qui lie l’Europe à l’esprit prométhéen, cette 

                                                 
145 The emphasis is mine. 
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soif de s’approprier tous les secrets divins, toutes les forces de la nature, cetter force 

téméraire de dépasser ce qui est acquis, pour aller en avant: c’est bien l’essence de l’Europe. 

 

Therefore, he concluded, ‘Europe will assert herself only if she can rise again to 

the Promethean challenge and is willing to place science at the heart of her 

future development’ (Collége de France 2004).146 On the same occasion, the 

former director of the Académie française Marc Fumaroli conjured up the 

historical legacy of the Republic of Letters as a model of European cooperation 

beyond cultural, political, and religious divides (ibid.). 

In turn, references to the past virtues of enlightened Europe have been 

frequent in policy documents. In particular, the theme of the ‘New Renaissance’ 

has often been deployed as an effective rhetorical device to conflate into a single 

narrative a vision of political and social regeneration with the intellectual legacy 

of early modern science. In 1980, a strategic document of the FAST group 

stressed that, as ‘the Renaissance was born of the Middle Ages’, ‘a new 

renaissance for Europe by the appropriate development of science and 

technology is possible’ (FAST 1981). Almost forty years later, a communication 

of DG-Research reproduced the same narrative to inject ‘new’ drive into the 

making of the knowledge economy: 

 

In the European Renaissance of the 15th and 16th centuries, new ideas in agriculture, 

commerce and governance brought greater prosperity, which in turn fostered the arts. Trade 

with the Near and Far East opened minds. The very notion of scientific method emerged in 

this period, led by Copernicus, Keppler, Galileo, Vesalius and others. Likewise scientific 

libraries began appearing; and what we today recognize as scientific disciplines started to 

form in astronomy, anatomy, botany and mechanics. New technical skills emerged in 

architecture, printing, ship-building and farming. These new insights and skills shook the 

established order and laid the groundwork for the prosperity brought by the Industrial 

Revolution, and our own age of the Knowledge Economy. Today we see the need for a similar 

paradigm shift, which we call a ‘new Renaissance’ (European Commission 2009). 

 

Such statements have been instrumental to substantiate policy choices with a 

sense of historical continuity and rootedness. However, the election of science 

as a token of European identity is highly problematic. First, as many studies 

documented, the emphasis on the uniquely European character of the Scientific 

Revolution is a biased cultural perspective that singles out some particular 

                                                 
146 L’Europe ne peut s’affirmer que dans la reprise du défi prométhéen, dans la volonté de placer 
les sciences au cœur de ses projets d’avenir. 
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developments while neglecting the intellectual contribution of non-European 

civilizations such as the Chinese and Arab numerical and astronomic traditions 

(Raj 2007; Bala 2008). While the recent communication of DG-Research calls 

for a ‘paradigm shift’, it actually recycles a centuries-old assumption in the 

cultural history of ‘the West’ (see Daston 2006). 

Second, as years of work in the sociology of science documented, science is 

not a neutral value that can be placed beyond social conflicts, but it is always 

embedded within wider cultural and moral contexts. While scientific work can 

indeed foster integration and international cooperation, at the same time the 

contextual nature of scientific knowledge and practice does reflect and, at times, 

amplifies wider cultural issues that can potentially be highly divisive. As 

discussed above, the stem cell debate has brought to the fore profound 

divergences amongst European countries on fundamental moral and cultural 

issues. 

Third, and more importantly, the very notion of European science is 

profoundly at odds with ideals of scientific cosmopolitanism. In policy and 

academic discourses, the model of the Republic of Science has often been 

conjured up as an historical blueprint for the making of the European Research 

Area. However, there is a crucial difference. In the Enlightenment, as well as in 

subsequent reformulations, the intellectual and moral strength of this concept 

stemmed from a universalistic vision of scientific and intellectual work. In 1684, 

the philosopher Pierre Bayle observed that ‘It is not a matter of religion, but of 

science: therefore one should put an end to all boundaries that divide men into 

different camps, and consider only that which unites them, namely their rank as 

noblemen in the Republic of Letters. In this sense all scholars should regard 

themselves as brothers, and consequently one another as family’ (in Eskildsen 

2005: 421).147 In a similar vein, Thomas Sprat, the author of the first history of 

the Royal Society, in 1667 noted that new members were accepted regardless of 

‘different religions, countries, and professions of life’, as the Society ‘openly 

professed not to lay the foundation of an English, Scotch, Irish, Popish, or 

Protestant philosophy; but a philosophy of mankind’ (in Rossi 2000: 25). In 

contrast with this cosmopolitan outlook, current policies and discourses on 

European science are first and foremost European. It is true that the European 

                                                 
147 In his Dictionnaire Historique et Critique, published in 1696, Bayle added that: ‘It is liberty 
that reigns in the Republic of Letters. This republic is a state which is entirely free. The only rule 
to be recognised there is that of truth and reason’ (in Goodman 1994: 135). 
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Commission has launched programmes of external cooperation and engaged in 

many bilateral agreements; moreover, participation in framework programmes 

is open to research institutes and researchers in non-EU countries under 

specific conditions. However, far from having encouraged a cosmopolitan 

understanding of scientific practice, European policy discourses on research and 

innovation have invariably stressed the challenge of global competition and the 

need to boost European capabilities vis-à-vis international competitors such as 

the US and Japan, as discussed in chapter 3. This is no surprise: as Durkheim 

pointed out many years ago, the creation of an ‘in-group’ always entails its 

demarcation from ‘out-groups’, and that demarcation is an active part of 

identity formation (Durkheim 1893/1984). This pattern occurs in small social 

groups, in corporate strategies, in projects of nation building, and even in a 

wider political process such as European integration and the making of the 

European Research Area. Indeed, without the construction of ‘competitors’ and 

global challenges, the Republic of Science could never be European.148 

 

 

6.2 European Scientists? 

 

Beyond this level of analysis, however, a critical discussion on science and 

European identity should not overlook the views of scientists themselves, and 

particularly scientists who are involved in EU-funded projects. In his 

sociological work on European football, as mentioned in chapter 1, Anthony 

King pointed out that ‘statements about the nature of European identity become 

more than mere assertions, only by engaging in detailed ethnographies, which 

illuminate the way individuals are actually re-negotiating their identities and 

social relations in specific circumstances’ (2000: 421). Football fandom 

provides a more spectacular and ‘visible’ domain for sociological investigations 

on identity rituals; nonetheless, interviews with scientists can offer some 

revealing insights on this issue, especially given the tension between 

cosmopolitan values and Europeanisation. I have already stressed in chapter 5 

that European consortia are ‘fragile communities’, as their existence is tied to 

the temporary mandate of the funding agreement - usually no longer than 4/5 

years - with resulting problems of sustainability and capitalisation. However, it 
                                                 
148 See the chapter ‘Uses of the Other in World Politics’, in Iver B. Neumann (1998), Uses of The 
Other: ‘The East’ in European Identity Formation, University of Minnesota Press. 
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might be worth asking whether the involvement in EU-funded projects 

contribute to reinforcing a sense of intellectual belonging to an imagined 

community (Anderson 1991) of European scientists.149 During my conversations 

with participating scientists, different attitudes and approaches emerged, 

ranging from keen support for the notion of European science to more 

pragmatic or even sceptical attitudes. Professor Smith, for example, noted that 

‘It might seem unusual for a British person but I am very pro European. I think 

it’s our only future (…) I think that economically, scientifically, we have to 

integrate and work together’. In line with this approach, he is currently the co-

ordinator of a broad consortium (EuroSyStem) that aims to create a ‘European 

federation’ of elite laboratories and ‘engage with and provide a focal point for 

the European stem cell research community’.150 Likewise, Claire Blackburne, 

the former coordinator of the training and outreach programme of the 

consortium Eurostemcells, noted that ‘I don’t know whether there is a European 

scientific community (…) but there definitely is in stem cells (…) the contacts 

that were formed there were continued far after the breaking up of the 

consortium (…) I think it was very positive from that point of view (…) At least 

in my own perspective, this made me more aware of European science than 

before and that makes Europe much more a reality to me’. In contrast with 

these views, Professor Andrews endorsed a more cosmopolitan understanding 

of scientific work, explaining that ‘one of the nice things in doing science is that, 

compared to many other activities, there is quite a lot of cooperation across the 

world (...) I know people in the States, I know people in Europe, I know people 

in Japan that I can regard as friends to do things with, to talk with. I think I am 

fairly open about what we do (…) Personally, I find the thing of competing with 

the US a funny way, I don’t like sort of thinking that way’. Finally, another 

participant pointed out that the establishment of a European community of 

scientists does not necessarily rule out the possibility of wider cooperation 

beyond the EU borders: ‘especially at a time when science is likely to become 

increasingly expensive and in need of a critical mass of experts (…) EU funding 

is certainly welcome’. However, he added, ‘this process does not clash with the 

                                                 
149 In a paper on this issue, Ricardo Gusmao hastily concluded that ‘Beyond the reinforcement of 
collaborative networks, the European programs also have a strong impact on training and 
mobility activities within the continent. In this respect, it must be said that they contribute to 
the creation of a new generation of ‘European-minded’ scientists, whose role will be increasingly 
important in steering European scientific and technological activities in the near future’ (2001: 
389). 
150 http://www.eurosystemproject.eu/project-outline 
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idea, just as legitimate, that European scientists can also be involved in 

collaborations at the global level. These two dimensions should be 

complementary, rather than exclusive’. 

These few examples are not representative of ‘what European scientists 

think’, but nonetheless illustrate the diversity of attitudes towards the notion of 

European science. Despite such differences, however, many participants openly 

admitted that they had never really reflected on this issue before the interview: 

‘it’s not something I think about in my daily work’, said a biologist from the 

University of Edinburgh. To some extent, this is quite understandable. 

Especially at a time of scarce resources, strategic considerations of funding are 

the main incentive for scientists to participate in European projects. On the 

other hand, the lack of reflexivity on this point in many participants may also 

suggests that ‘European science’ has become firmly ingrained in both practice 

and social imagery, and therefore tends to be accepted without much critical 

questioning. 
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7. CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

In this study I have provided a critical assessment of Community research 

policies and their actual working in the activities of EU-funded transnational 

consortia. One of my aims was to shed new light on the ways knowledge is 

produced today. In recent years, some notable efforts have been made to 

capture the changing nature of contemporary research. In a landmark work 

published in 1994, Michael Gibbons and colleagues argued that a ‘Mode-2’ has 

replaced traditional patterns of knowledge production, characterized by the 

priority of ‘applied' research over basic science, trans-disciplinarity, the use of 

the network as organizational model in broad collaborations, and a more 

responsible and reflexive approach to research practice (see also Nowotny et al. 

2003). This pathbreaking work has been very influential and set the tone of the 

current debate in research policy studies. However, it failed to understand these 

changes within specific contexts of knowledge production. As Dominique Pestre 

(2003) pointed out, the authors framed the emergence of Mode-2 as a ‘natural’ 

and universal development and neglected the role of the underlying political 

drivers: ‘the authors may have underestimated the extent to which these 

transformations have been the results of political and social choices. This would 

mean recognizing that the developments they describe are not cases of natural 

evolution, which have simply to be identified and acknowledged, but are, rather, 

articulated with alternative and conflicting social, economic, and political 

projects’ (Pestre 2003: 246). In tune with this argument, my research aimed to 

situate the changing nature of contemporary research within a specific 

institutional and political framework. To be sure, some elements of the ‘EU 

style’ of research well exemplify the ‘Mode-2’ and can be found in many other 

contexts of science governance at the national level, including the emphasis on 

applied research, increased reflexivity, the link between scientific innovation 

and economic competitiveness, and the organization of research in broad 

collaborative networks. In any case, however, these patterns are neither natural 

nor universal, as Pestre noted, but are the direct or indirect outcome of 

deliberate policy choices. Thus, it is only by analysing the political, social and 

cultural contexts in which such choices have been made that we can better 
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understand the process of change, suggest indications for future developments, 

and identify alternative options. 

At the same time, my work aimed to provide new insights on European 

integration, not only as a development that is shaped by policy makers and 

institutional dynamics, but also as a process that is enacted in social and 

cultural practices. As my research findings document, at least in the field of 

biomedical research, the creation of a European Research Area still faces many 

challenges, due to technical issues of standardization, the fragmentation of the 

regulatory landscape, and the distribution of experiments across laboratories. 

Moreover, the policy drive towards the creation of a European community of 

scientists is counteracted by global trends and dynamics, as well as the difficulty 

to create links and partnerships in the long term beyond the duration of 

research projects. Despite these challenges, however, the Europeanisation of 

science is a tangible social and cultural phenomenon, which is illustrated by 

many examples in addition to research networks, including European societies, 

conferences, journals, summer schools, and the increasing use of ‘Europe’ as a 

unit of analysis in a range of studies and statistical surveys. 

Further clarifications are needed. While I provided a fairly comprehensive 

reading of the main themes and narratives that have emerged in the policy 

debate from the late 1970s to the present, the study of ‘practice’ was mainly 

based on the case of stem cell research. In many ways, as I have explained, this 

is a critical case study due to the bioethical debates, at the national and 

European level, and the implications in terms of political economy. It might be 

objected that I have not engaged with other research areas that are key 

components in past and present European programmes and have their peculiar 

problems and dynamics. This is true and empirical work on other priority areas, 

such as information technology, might provide further insights on the politics 

and practice of research policies in the European Union. However, in this work I 

was not interested in providing a comparative review across disciplines and 

technologies; rather, I aimed to focus on those developments that, at least in 

recent years, have most clearly epitomised wider issues of European integration 

and political culture. 

There are other important issues that I did not explore and should be given 

further attention. Notably, my work has mainly focused on ‘internal’ dynamics 

of European research. However, future studies should reflect on the effects of 
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EU research policies in other contexts of knowledge production. While there is a 

rich literature in the political sciences on the impact of EU political and 

economic dynamics on the logics of national politics and policy-making 

(Featherstone and Radaelli 2003), little attention has been paid to research 

policies. Yet, the European model of research funding and organisation has had 

a discernible effect at the national level. The network approach - as well as terms 

such as 'milestones', ‘deliverables’ and 'work packages' - have become common 

language and practice in many research cultures beyond the context of EU 

framework programmes. To give an example, I have recently received a 

communication from my academic institution, the University of Exeter, 

advertising a workshop on effective PhD research, which was aimed ‘to help 

identify and develop the key milestones in your research project’. Also, the 

European model of ‘public engagement’ has inspired the development of similar 

initiatives in national contexts. As Cattaneo explained in our interview, after her 

successful experience with the consortium Eurostemcell, she decided to initiate 

with other colleagues an Italian network for the promotion and sharing of 

information and insights on stem cell science. Specifically, the consortium 

Unistem organises lectures and educational activities in various sites of 

dissemination, including high schools, museums, and universities, as well as 

documentaries and other cultural events across science and the arts.151 

Finally, the migration of the EU approach to other regions of the world is 

another important issue that deserves specific attention. In the past years, the 

European Union has supported various initiatives for the promotion of scientific 

research in economically poor regions, especially in Africa. This commitment 

has increased after the declaration of the UN Millennium Development Goals in 

2001, and was given official recognition in a number of agreements and policy 

statements, such as the Lisbon Declaration after the EU-Africa Summit in 

2007.152 Within this policy agenda, the EU has funded a number of research 

consortia that involve partners in the EU and Africa. For example, the Poverty 

Related Diseases-College (PRD-College) is a cross-regional consortium, which is 

funded under FP7 and is aimed to train and connect young African and 

European biomedical scientists and their institutions. The consortium involves 

a wide range of scientific partners from both African (in Cameroon, South 

Africa, Uganda, Zambia and Tanzania) and European institutions (in Germany, 

                                                 
151 See www.unistem.it 
152 See http://ec.europa.eu/development/geographical/regionscountries/euafrica_en.cfm 
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Sweden, the Netherlands and Italy), and a non-governmental organisation. The 

approach of the PRD-College reflects the wider shift of European development 

policies, from a ‘traditional donor-recipient relationship’ to the ‘building of 

common values and goals in our pursuit of peace and stability, democracy and 

rule of law, progress and development’ (Lisbon Declaration 2007). Indeed, the 

PRD-College is the first European development project in the biosciences to be 

coordinated by an African institution, the University of Yaoundé I in Cameroon. 

At the same time, however, the PRD-College bears the hallmarks of a 

distinctively European approach. First, its arrangement as a transnational 

network draws on a well-rehearsed mode of science cooperation in Europe. The 

export of this model overseas, and its implications on the politics of science 

cooperation in Africa, is a matter of great interest, which shall be analysed 

through detailed ethnographic studies. Second, along with theoretical and 

practical learning in the biosciences, the educational programme of the PRD-

College includes course modules in business administration, intellectual 

property and knowledge management. Thus, the course aims to disseminate not 

only ‘pure’ scientific knowledge, but also a full package of skills that well 

epitomise the culture of biotechnology in neoliberal economies. The reception of 

this approach in the African context provides a fertile terrain for investigation, 

as well as the analysis of its wider implications for the political economy of 

African biosciences. 

 

 

The Future of Europe 

 

Initiatives such as the PDR-College bear witness to a change of direction in 

European research policy, characterised by a more cooperative attitude towards 

the ‘external’ world outside the boundaries of the Union. Yet narratives of 

competitiveness and a global race are still prominent in policy discourses, 

although the ideas of scientists and the actual practice of scientific work are 

often at odds with these. In line with former statements, for example, the recent 

paper of the Commission (2010a) Innovation Union emphasises once again the 

challenges of ‘increasing global competition’, the lack of resources and research 

funding in Europe vis-à-vis international competitors (US, Japan, and now 

China), and the resulting need to promote and coordinate research as a means 
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to boost economic growth in the European Union. Within this wider context of 

political culture, various initiatives have been launched to ‘defend’ European 

scientific identity and elite research. For example, the Foundation Louis Jeantet 

organises programmes and awards to foster scientific excellence in Europe, with 

the aims ‘to give support to European biomedical research and to defend its role 

and identity vs. international competition; to encourage the development of a 

network of first class researchers covering all European Council member 

countries and to retain or to attract the best of the worldwide biomedical elite to 

the old continent’.153 

To some extent, these themes reflect a contradictory tension in the process of 

European integration as it can be understood through the lenses of Community 

research policies. While EU research programmes have largely contributed to 

the ongoing de-nationalisation of science and to some extent have provided a 

model to national programmes, they have also been underpinned by arguments 

and discourses that are reminiscent of national ideologies and strategies. As 

mentioned, the instrumental use of science as a means to enhance national 

power and prestige has been a recurrent pattern in the history of the modern 

state. In recent years, the long-standing relation between science and state 

power has been reframed within the competitiveness paradigm. This is not the 

place to engage in a thorough analysis of this development, although at least one 

explanation can be cursorily noted. As the economist Paul Krugman pointed 

out, concerns of political leaders with international competitiveness emerged in 

the 1970s/1980s, as a by-product of the economic recession. While the analogy 

between countries and big companies is unwarranted in strictly economic terms 

(Krugman 1996), the competitiveness narrative served as a political device to 

legitimize policy choices and divert the attention from real social issues. As he 

explained, ‘the productivity of the average American worker is determined by a 

complex array of factors, most of them unreachable by any government policy. 

So if you accept the reality that our “competitive” problem is really a domestic 

productivity problem pure and simple, you are unlikely to be optimistic about 

any dramatic turnaround. But if you can convince yourself that the problem is 

really one of failures in international competition (…) then the answers to 

economic malaise may seem to you to involve simple things like subsidizing 

high technology and being tough on Japan’ (Krugman 1994). In the European 

                                                 
153 www.jeantet.ch 
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context, likewise, the competitive metaphor became an expedient rationale to 

avoid risky political choices at a time of increasing unemployment and social 

discontent. In a somehow elusive way, problems were diverted to the quest for 

enhanced competitiveness and solutions were delegated to scientific innovation. 

From then to the present, these narratives have survived for path-dependency, 

but also lack of political imagination in rethinking current models of political 

economy, and a different role of science, technology and innovation in a more 

cooperative world order. 

In conclusion, I shall stress the limitations of an agonistic understanding of 

science and the need for a more cosmopolitan culture of research. The notion of 

‘Fortress Europe’ - open inside its borders but closed to the outside world - has 

often been debated in relation to EU migration policies, but to some extent can 

also be used to challenge research programmes. The creation of a European 

Research Area can be as much exclusive as inclusive. Concurrently, a not-for-

profit notion of knowledge (Nussbaum 2010) should be given more value in 

policy statements on European science.154 

The challenge to embrace openness and global solidarity as fundamental 

values of science is not only crucial to the field of research policy, but touches on 

one of the most important questions for the future development of European 

integration. As we have seen, the future of Europe has been at the centre of an 

intense debate amongst policy makers and academics. Since the very beginning, 

the experimental nature of European integration and the lack of any historical 

references have inspired various scenarios about what the new Europe ought to 

become. Moreover, science has always had a central role in such speculations 

and planning, due to its ability to innovate and contribute to social change. 

Over the past decade, the debate on the future of Europe has received new 

impulse amidst a renewed sense of crisis. In particular, the repudiation of the 

proposed federal constitution in 2005 by French and Dutch citizens and the 

initial rejection of the Lisbon Treaty in Ireland have brought to the surface long 

standing issues of political legitimacy and democratic deficit in EU policy 

making. Further, the process of EU enlargement, the growing economic weight 

of Asian countries, the prospect of Turkey’s accession, and the political and 

                                                 
154 See also Bhola (1999): ‘research and basic education can become a regressive idea if, instead 
of being a tool of personal growth and understanding of humankind, nature and society, it is 
reduced to a mere tool for the social reproduction of labour and to the professionalization of 
labour for greater productivity, and higher economic returns to the captains of the global 
economy’ (216). 
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social pressure of the ongoing economic recession have stimulated further 

debates on the future of the EU and its political identity. As we have seen in 

chapter 1, some social theorists have criticised the model of a European ‘super-

state’ and recognized the cosmopolitan potential of the Union. For example, 

Gerard Delanty and Chris Rumford (2005a) argued that Europe should become 

a ‘transnational polity’ engaged with the realization of cosmopolitan values all 

over the world and ‘new kinds of connectivity through which the social is 

constituted beyond the limits of national societies’ (2005b: 416). In a similar 

vein, Ulrich Beck claimed that Europe should be defined by a ‘global sense, a 

sense of boundarylessness’ (2006). 

For the moment, it is difficult to predict whether the process of European 

integration will evolve into a (competition) super-state, characterised by an 

agonistic attitude towards external players, or will become a more experimental 

‘cosmopolitan polity’ - although current developments indicate a trend towards 

the former model and a cosmopolitan turn might be particularly challenging, 

given the institutional mandate of the European Union. In any case, however, 

science and innovation will be critical policy fields in which important choices 

about the future of Europe will be both made and reflected. 
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Title (gender), institute Position Date of interview 

Administrator (M) Training and Outreach Manager 
(Estools) 

April 2007 

Administrator (M), 
University of Sheffield 

Project Manager (Estools) April 2007 

Civil Servant (M), 
European Parliament 

Former Head of Scientific and 
Technological Options Assessment 
(STOA), European Parliament 

November 2007 

Civil Servant (M), 
European Commission 

EU Scientific Officer (Estools) September 2009 
(phone interview) 

Doctoral researcher (M), 
University of Sheffield 

Researcher April 2007 

Junior Scientist (F), 
University of Sheffield 

Researcher April 2007 

Junior Scientist (M), 
University of Sheffield 

Researcher April 2007 

Junior Scientist (M), 
University of Sheffield 

Researcher April 2007 

Postdoctoral researcher (F), 
University of Sheffield 

Researcher April 2007 

Professor of Medical Ethics 
(M), 
Lund University 

Ethics Director September 2008 (e-
mail exchange) 

Research and Development 
Manager (M), 
Axordia Ltd 

SME Researcher (Estools) April 2007 

Senior Scientist (F), 
University of Milan 

Networking Director, Principal 
Investigator (Eurostemcell) 

July 2006 

Senior Scientist (M), 
University of Sheffield 

Coordinator, Principal Investigator 
(Estools) 

April 2007 

Senior Scientist (M), 
University of Sheffield 

Researcher April 2007 

Senior Scientist (M), 
University of Sheffield 

Researcher April 2007 

Senior Scientist (M), 
University of Sheffield 

Visiting Professor April 2007 

Senior Scientist, 
IFOM-IEO (Milan) 

Associate Principal Investigator 
(Eurostemcell) 

May 2008 

Senior Scientist (M), 
Lund University 

Deputy Coordinator, Principal 
Investigator (Eurostemcell) 

October 2008 

Senior Scientist (F), 
University of Milan 

Principal Investigator (Estools) November 2008 

Senior Scientist (M), 
University of Cambridge 

Coordinator (Eurostemcell), Deputy 
Coordinator (Estools), Principal 
Investigator 

November 2008 

Senior Scientist (F), 
University of Edinburgh 

Training Director, Principal 
Investigator (Eurostemcell) 

December 2008 

Senior Scientist (M), 
University of Edinburgh 

Principal Investigator (Eurostemcell) December 2008 

Senior Scientist (M), 
University of Edinburgh 

Principal Investigator (Eurostemcell) December 2008 
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ANNEX 2: EUROSTEMCELL 

 

 

The consortium Eurostemcell (2004-2008) was a broad collaborative network 

on stem cell research and applications, funded by the EU under the Sixth 

Framework Programme with a budget of 11.9 million euros. The network 

brought together the capabilities of more than 100 researchers across 27 

research groups in 19 partner institutions, with a broad range of expertise 

including stem cell biology, developmental biology, tissue repair, in vivo disease 

models and clinical cell transplantation. While the large majority of partners 

worked in academic institutions, the consortium included three private 

companies: Stem Cell Sciences in the UK, Neuronova AB in Sweden, and 

NsGene in Denmark. In the jargon of EU framework programmes, Eurostemcell 

was an integrated project, that is ‘an instrument to support object-driven 

research where the primary deliverable is new knowledge’, which should aim at 

either ‘increasing Europe’s competitiveness or addressing major needs in 

society’.155 

The network was established in 2004 upon the initiative of Professor Austin 

Smith and Professor Anders Bjiorklund (see section 5.1). Professor Smith is a 

basic scientist with extensive expertise in the field of mouse developmental 

biology and human stem cell research. At that time, he was the director (and 

founder) of the first Institute for Stem Cell Research in the UK, at the University 

of Edinburgh, before moving to the University of Cambridge in 2006. Professor 

Björklund is a prominent neurobiologist, based at the Lund University in 

Sweden, and specialised in clinical applications of stem cell science. Over his 

40-year scientific career, he has developed pioneering methods of cell 

transplantation for neurological diseases and particularly Parkinson’s disease. 

The research programme of the consortium aimed primarily to provide a 

foundation for translational research in the field of stem cells through the 

development of cell lines of therapeutic potential, derived from stem cells of 

embryonic, neural, and epithelial origin. In line with the standard 

organizational form of EU-funded projects, the programme was divided up into 

different ‘work packages’. The first five work packages focused on the 

fundamental biology of stem cells, including the identification and isolation of 

                                                 
155 http://cordis.europa.eu/fp6/instr_ip.htm 
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stem cells and the study of differentiation and self-renewal mechanisms. The 

other three work packages aimed to create a platform for the translation of basic 

knowledge into medical applications, by testing the cell lines generated in the 

'fundamental' work-packages in disease models (see table below). 

The overall research programme showcased six ‘flagship projects’, which 

spanned the eight work packages and focused on the development of support 

technologies such as a prototype European Stem Cell Database (see discussion 

in section 5.3) and Stem Cell Repository and the development of a forum for 

discussion on bioethical and societal issues. Given the clinical orientation of the 

project, the definition of a ‘clinical roadmap’ that could take research from 

bench to bedside was a key flagship project. To this aim, the consortium also 

organised some workshops to engage different stakeholders (e.g. clinicians, 

basic scientists, bio-industry representatives, bioethicists) and to define 

together a strategic plan towards the development of medical therapies. The 

first workshop, held in March 2006 at the Royal Society in London, was a 

general meeting on clinical applications of stem cell research. The other two 

workshops - held in Bonn, Germany (October 2006) and Bellagio, Italy (April 

2007) – focused on specific applications for neurological diseases and muscular 

dystrophy. In the final stage of the project, the board of directors appointed a 

Clinical Advisory Panel, comprising both clinical scientists working within the 

project and external clinical scientists with expertise in neurological disease, 

muscle disease and epithelial repair. This panel was responsible for assessing 

progress towards clinical applications, evaluating realistic therapeutic goals and 

proposing guidelines for clinical trials. 

Due to controversial issues surrounding the ethics of stem cell research and 

the diversity of regulatory frameworks in EU member countries where research 

was carried out, ethical considerations were central to the research programme 

(see section 5.4). The ethical component of Eurostemcell was led by Göran 

Hermerén, professor of medical ethics at Lund University with extensive 

experience as policy advisor both at the national and European level. Currently, 

Hermerén is president of the European Group on Ethics (see section 3.4.5) of 

the European Commission and involved in other EU-funded projects. The 

ethical component was structured around a series of workshops, which aimed to 

discuss and suggest solutions to specific issues of stem cell research and 
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applications, such as the establishment of repositories of stem cell lines and 

stem cell databases, commercialization and patentability of stem cells products. 

Training and knowledge dissemination was another important project 

component. The internal training programme was aimed to facilitate the 

transfer of knowledge and key technologies within the consortium through 

workshops and exchange visits across partner laboratories. Other initiatives 

were aimed at researchers both inside and outside the consortium, including an 

annual conference on ‘Advances in Stem Cell Research’ and a summer school on 

‘Stem cell and regenerative medicine’, held in the Greek island of Hydra, with 

training sessions on the biology of stem cells, clinical applications and ethical 

issues. In keeping with the policy imperative of public engagement with science 

(see section 3.4.6), the network organised a range of educational programmes 

and other initiatives for the wider public of non-specialists. In the UK, for 

example, Eurostemcell scientists ran several workshops in high schools that 

were aimed to raise interest and curiosity in prospective university students: 

 

The aim of the workshops was to give participants a taste of a career in stem cell research, 

before making their school subject choices. After a short introduction to stem cells and their 

role in the body, the students' first task introduced them to a one of the most important 

aspects of working in science - observation. Students used a microscope to look at a flask of 

cells grown in the lab from mouse embryos. The cells had begun to change into a more 

specialised cell type. We asked students to observe them for a few moments, to see if they 

could figure out, just by looking at them, what kind of cells they were. Once the participants 

had identified the heart cells, they conducted a simulated drug test on a sample of the cells, 

to rule out possible toxic compounds - drugs that would damage or kill the cells. This gave 

students a chance to don a pair of gloves and test their skills with a pipette, while also 

demonstrating an important biomedical application of stem cells.156 

 

Finally, the consortium produced a series of educational short films which 

provide an accessible introduction to the world of stem cells, and related 

bioethical issues. For example, A Stem Cell Story is a 15 minutes feature, 

combining hand-drawn animations, cell photography and interviews with 

scientists to explain the basics of stem cell biology in a visually appealing style. 

A Stem Cell Story won several prizes at science film festivals, including the best 

TV/video production award at the Tromsø Science Media Festival, the best 

short film award at Scinema in Australia, and was selected to screen in 

                                                 
156 http://archive.eurostemcell.org/Outreach/Miis.htm 
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competition at the Science Film Festival in Bangkok, at BaKaFORUM 2007 and 

at ‘Vedere la Scienza’ in Italy. Another film is Conversations: ethics, science, 

stem cells, a 19-minute feature that aims to encourage open debate about ethical 

issues around stem cell research by presenting the views of scientists, ethicists, 

theologians, and patients on ethical questions such as the beginning of 

personhood and the legitimacy of scientific research. 

The Eurostemcell project concluded its multiannual programme in 2008. 

However, the project concept is still alive, but with a different format and goals 

(see section 5.6.1). The original website has become a permanent ‘European 

stem cell portal’, with specialised content both for researchers and the lay 

public, and the network has recently received additional funding from the 

European Union to organise dissemination activities.157 The summer school in 

Greece is still ongoing.  

                                                 
157 http://www.eurostemcell.org 
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GOVERNANCE: THE BOARD 

Coordinator 

Professor Austin Smith 
Director of the Wellcome Trust Centre for Stem Cell Research, University of Cambridge, UK. 
 
Prof. Smith was the overall leader for the project, chaired the meetings of the Board of 
Directors and the Project Steering Committee, and was responsible for all communication with 
the Commission on contractual matters. 

Deputy Coordinator 

Professor Anders Björklund 
Chief of Section of Neurobiology, Lund Stem Cell Centre, Lund University, Sweden. 
  
Prof Björklund assisted Prof. Smith in the co-ordination of EuroStemCell and was responsible 
for Technology Evaluation and Exploitation. 

Training Director 

Dr Clare Blackburn 
Head of Developmental Immunology Group, Institute for Stem Cell Research, University of 
Edinburgh, UK 
 
Dr Blackburn managed the Training and Outreach Programme, promoting the exchange of 
intellectual and methodological expertise between participating institutions, and ensuring the 
wider dissemination of knowledge to other stem cell scientists, clinicians and the public. 

Networking Director 

Professor Elena Cattaneo 
Department of Pharmacological Sciences and Center of Excellence on Neurodegenerative 
Diseases, University of Milano, Italy. 
 
Professor Catteneo was responsible for organizing the Annual Scientific Meetings. 

SME Representative 

Dr Tim Allsopp 
Stem Cell Sciences UK 
 
Dr Allsopp represented the interests of the three biotech companies that were involved in the 
project. 

Scientific advisory board158 

• Dr Ron McKay, Director of the NIH-Human Stem Cell Facility. 
• Professor Terrence Partridge, Centre for Genetic Medicine Research, Children's 

National Medical Center 
• Professor Daniel Pipeleers, Professor of Molecular and Cellular Pathology, and 

Director of the Diabetes Research Centre (DRC) at the Free University, Brussels 
(VUB) 

• Dr Gregory R. Stewart, Director CNS Drug Therapy Research & Development 
Medtronic Neurological 

  

                                                 
158 The Scientific Advisory Board provided an external perspective and evaluation of the 
Consortium's research. It prepared a formal written evaluation of Eurostemcell's research in the 
fourth year of the project, and contributed to open scientific conferences.  

 200



 
 

PARTNER INSTITUTES AND PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORS 

DENMARK 

NsGene A/S, Ballerup, Denmark 
• Dr Lars Wahlberg 

FRANCE 

Institut Pasteur, Paris, France 
• Professor Margaret Buckingham 
• Dr Ana Cumano 
• Prof Jean-Francois-Nicolas 
• Dr Shahragim Tajbakhsh 
• Professor Tariq Enver (associate PI) 
• Dr Benot Robert (associate PI) 

Institute of Developmental Biology and Cancer, Université Nice Sophia Antipolis 
• Dr Christian Dani (associate PI) 

GERMANY 

University of Bonn Medical Center, Bonn, Germany 
• Professor Oliver Bruestle 
• Dr Frank Edenhofer (associate PI) 

ITALY 

SCRI, San Raffaele Hospital, Milano, Italy 
• Professor Giulio Cossu 

University of Milan, Italy 
• Professor Elena Cattaneo 
• Dr Luciano Conti (associate PI) 

EMBL- Monterotondo, Rome, Italy 
• Dr Claus Nerlov 
• Dr Liliana Minichiello (associate PI) 

IFOM-IEO 
• Dr Giuseppe Testa (associate PI) 

SWEDEN 

Karolinska Institute, Stockholm, Sweden 
• Professor Ernst Arenas 
• Dr Jonas Friesen 
• Professor Urban Lendahal 

NeuroNova AB, Stockholm, Sweden 
• Dr Anders Haegerstrand 

Stem Cell Center, Lund University, Sweden 
• Prof. Andras Bjorklund 
• Prof. Sten-Eirik Jacobsen 
• Professor Olle Lindvall 
• Dr Zaal Kokaia (associate PI) 

Lund University, Faculty of Medicine 
• Prof. Goran Hermeren 

SWITZERLAND 

Ecole Polytechnique Federale, Lausanne, Switzerland 
• Yann Barrandon 

UNITED KINGDOM 

Institute for Stem Cell Research, University of Edinburgh, Scotland 
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• Dr Clare Blackburn 
• Dr Alexander Medvinsky 
• Dr Simon Tomlinson 
• Dr Val Wilson 
• Dr Brian Hendrich (associate PI) 

Stem Cell Sciences UK Ltd, Cambridge 
• Dr Tim Allsopp 

Cancer Research UK, Cambridge 
• Fiona Watt 

The Wellcome Trust Sanger Institute, Cambridge 
• Dr John McCafferty 

The Wellcome Trust Centre for Stem Cell Research, University of Cambridge 
• Professor Austin Smith 

MRC Clinical Sciences Centre, London 
• Dr Meng Li 
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WORKPACKAGES 

FUNDAMENTAL BIOLOGY OF STEM CELLS 

Workpackages 1A and 1B: Identification and Isolation of Stem Cells  
 
WP1A: Identification and Isolation of Stem Cells - neural lineages 
Leader: Austin Smith, University of Cambridge 
 
WP1B: Identification and Isolation of Stem Cells - non-neural lineages 
Leader: Shahragim Tajbakhsh, Institut Pasteur 
 
These two workpackages focused on the identification, isolation and comparative 
characterization of stem cells for tissues of major clinical importance, including neural stem cells 
for brain repair, mesodermal stem cells for giving rise to blood cells and muscular tissue, 
epithelial stem cells for skin replacement and for generation of thymus and other epithelial 
organs.  

WP2: Lineage Analysis and Differentiation Potential  
Leader: Val Wilson, University of Edinburgh 
 
Wp2 2 aimed to determine the normal routes a stem cell takes when differentiating into 
specialized cells and contributing to tissues. Analysis of cell lineages would highlight the 
intermediate cell types generated by stem cells, as well as their locations, migratory routes and 
cellular environments in normal individuals. This is an important source of information for the 
isolation, culture and differentiation of stem cells in the laboratory, and is therefore crucial if 
stem cells are to be used for stem cell regenerative therapies and drug discovery. 

WP3: Self-renewal and Up-Scaling (for potential applications)  
Leader: Tim Allsopp, Stem Cell Sciences UK Ltd 
 
This workpackage aimed to analyse the factors that control stem cell self-renewal (the ability of a 
stem cell to make copies of itself indefinitely) and use this information to define the conditions 
and procedures that are required for the generation of expanded and clinically acceptable 
resources for cell therapies. 

WP4: Control of Differentiation 
Leaders: Claus Nerlov, EMBL; Ernest Arenas, Karolinska Institute 
 
WP 4 aimed to develop tools that allow the reproducible generation of stem cell populations 
capable of efficient and directed differentiation into all the specialized cell types necessary for 
tissue repair. 

APPLICATION OF STEM CELL THERAPIES 

WP5: Applications in Neurological Disease  
Leader: Oliver Brüstle, University of Bonn 
 
WP 5 tested the ability of transplanted stem cells and cell lines, generated in workpackages 1,3 
and 4, and derived from endogenous neural stem cells, to differentiate into therapeutically 
relevant cell types for the treatment of Parkinson's Disease, stroke and myelin diseases using 
animal models. 

WP6: Applications in Muscle Repair and Neuromuscular Disease  
Leader: Margaret Buckingham, Institut Pasteur 
 
WP 6 tested the ability of stem cells and cell lines, generated in the other workpackages, for their 
capacity to contribute to skeletal muscle, using mouse models for muscular dystrophy. 

WP7: Epidermal Repair  
Leader: Fiona Watt, Cancer Research UK 
WP7 aimed to use animal models to improve the techniques for grafting cultured epidermis and 
optimise the conditions for recreating hair follicles, sweat and sebaceous glands in the skin of 
human burns victims. 

 
  

 203



 
FLAGSHIP PROJECTS 

FSP1: The Generation of Antibodies for Stem Cell Identification 
Leader: John McCafferty, Wellcome Trust Sanger Institute 
 
This project sought to widen the range of antibodies available in stem cell community and 
characterise their utility for identifying sub-populations of cells during differentiation, by 
taking advantage of existing efforts among partner institutions to generate antibodies and 
apply them to the stem cell research. 

FSP2: The Development of a Prototype European Stem Cell Database and Stem 
Cell Registry 
Leader: Simon Tomlinson, University of Edinburgh 
 
This project established a stem cell database (Stem DB) containing a wide range of information 
about stem cells - from basic biology to clinical applications. The data was derived from new 
findings generated by the Eurostemcell consortium and existing published data.  

FSP3: A Forum for Ethics and Societal Issues Related to Stem Cell Research 
Leader: Göran Hermerén, University of Lund 
 
This project considered a range of topical issues relating to stem cell research. The work was 
presented in a series of workshops, involving participants also from EU-funded stem cell 
consortia. Workshops aimed to identify and analyse issues, and come up with suggestions as to 
how they are to be handled and relate these proposals to current regulations in various 
countries where the research is carried out. 

FSP4: Stem Cell Bioinformatics  
Leader: Simon Tomlinson, University of Edinburgh 
 
This project facilitated comparative analysis of the stem cell molecular profiling data generated 
in the other Eurostemcell workpackages, and foster bioinformatics collaborations among 
different participating groups. 

FSP5: Clinical Roadmap  
Leader: Olle Lindvall, Lund University  
 
This project aimed to generate a ‘roadmap to the clinic’ - a statement on the steps necessary in 
developing clinical applications from stem cells. Clinicians, basic scientists, bioindustry 
representatives and ethicists were engaged in this process through a series of workshops 
focused on neurological, neuromuscular and skin disorders - corresponding to the research 
activities in workpackages 5, 6 and 7. 

FSP6: Public Engagement and Outreach 
Leader: Clare Blackburn, University of Edinburgh  
 
This project involved the organisation of training programmes outreach activities, including 
educational shoprt films, workshops in high schools, and the summer school. 

 
 

List of Publications 

 
Included in this listing are papers directly related to the Eurostemcell project, as they were 
reported and organised by workpackages in the consortium website. This list is only a subset 
of publications by Eurostemcell partners and does not include many other publications that 
were relevant to the project but were directly supported by Eurostemcell. 
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ANNEX 3: ESTOOLS 

 
 
 
Estools was the largest EU-funded consortium on human embryonic stem cell 

research. It was directed by Professor Peter Andrews, an experienced scientist 

from the University of Sheffield, with a long record of achievements in the 

biology of human embryonic stem cells and their malignant counterparts from 

teratocarcinomas. In many ways, Estools was closely linked to Eurostemcell. 

First, the two networks were tied together by interlocking leadership, as Austin 

Smith, the director of Eurostemcell, was concurrently deputy coordinator of 

Estools. Second, many partners of Eurostemcell became later involved also in 

Estools, such as Oliver Bruestle, Elena Cattaneo, Göran Hermerén, Meng Li, 

and Tariq Enver. Third, some activities were jointly organized by the two 

consortia, including two workshops on bioethical issues (in Germany and 

Sweden) and seminars on science communication. 

Like Eurostemcell, Estools was a very ambitious project, bringing together 

the expertise of 21 academic and commercial research teams, based in ten 

countries (see table below). Estools was also funded under FP6 with a budget of 

12 million euros, in the wider priority funding area of ‘Life Sciences, Genomics, 

and Biotechnology for Health’. The scientific programme, however, was more 

specialised. While Eurostemcell aimed to build a broad platform for translation 

research in stem cell science, including stem cells of embryonic, neural, and 

epithelial origin, Estools was entirely focused on human embryonic stem cell 

research, and the study of molecular mechanisms that govern their 

differentiation into more specialized cell types. 

Specifically, Estool aimed to (1) create optimal conditions for the 

proliferation in vitro of embryonic stem cells, without compromising their 

genetic and epigenetic identity, and (2) to direct their differentiation into pure 

populations of specialised cell types. In practice, as the name Estools suggests, 

the main goal was to develop tools, techniques, protocols and expertise needed 

for eventual medical, pharmaceutical and bio-industrial applications of human 

embryonic stem cells. In line with the usual configuration of EU-funded 

projects, the scientific programme of Estools was structured into different ‘work 

packages’, which focused on various aspects of the biology of human ES cells, 

 214



such as the development of culture methods, the study of mechanisms of self-

renewal and neural differentiation.  

While the project was under way, the publication of a landmark paper 

(Takahashi et al. 2007) describing the successful reprogramming of adult cells 

to an embryonic stem cell-like state (the so called induced pluripotent of iPS 

cells), opened up a new field of investigation, which could potentially solve the 

problem of immunorejection and also remove the need for human embryos in 

stem cell research. As a result, the scientific programme of Estools was partly 

reshaped to include research into this new promising area of biomedical 

research and applications. Significantly, the last Estools international 

symposium, held in Lisbon in May 2010, included a session that was titled ‘Do 

we still need human embryonic stem cells?’ 

In addition to collaborative research and its dissemination in technical 

workshops, the consortium organized a pan-European training programme to 

build the capacities and knowledge base for the next generation of researchers. 

Driven by the recognition that stem cell science was still ‘in its infancy’, the 

training programme was meant to increase the pool of skilled researchers, both 

inside and outside the consortium. To this aim, Estools organised a long-term 

post-doc fellowship scheme, as well as exchange visits of junior and senior staff 

between participating laboratories. Also, it encouraged joint PhD projects with 

co-supervisors in different partner laboratories to facilitate early-career 

exposure to different techniques, methods and approaches. Finally, training 

activities included a summer school in Sheffield, in cooperation with EMBO, 

and a winter school in Lapland, Finland, both open to internal and external 

participants. 

In compliance with EU rules, participating laboratories only used embryonic 

stem cell lines derived from IVF embryos that would not be transferred into the 

womb. These embryos were donated for research according to the procedures 

and legal requirements of the country of origin, with the informed consent of all 

donors. Thus, the research programme did not involve the derivation of new 

embryonic stem cell lines. However, throughout the duration of the project, 

embryo research remained highly controversial in many European countries 

(see section 4.2), including countries in which some key partners were working, 

such as Germany and Italy. Given controversies and the fragmented regulatory 

landscape across participating countries, bioethics was a key component of the 
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research project, under the leadership of Göran Hermerén, the professor in 

medical ethics from Lund University who was concurrently involved in 

Eurostemcell. Research in the ethical and social implications of research 

focused on three conditions necessary for the use of human ES cells: (1) the 

importance of research goals; (2) the proven need for human embryos to 

achieve those objectives; (3) the possibility of using less invasive or less 

controversial approaches. Researchers in the ethics work package, who were all 

medical ethicists, contributed to discussion on these issues at workshops and 

seminars by (1) identifying the main arguments for and against these 

conditions; (2) making a critical analysis of these arguments; (3) identifying 

unclear points in the interpretation and application of these arguments; and (4) 

identifying the knowledge gaps that must be filled to permit decisions about 

whether the three conditions were satisfied. Specific issues included the use of 

human embryonic stem cells in research, stem cell banks, repositories and 

registries in Europe, the ethical aspects of research on interspecies embryos and 

iPS cells (see section 5.4). 

As part of the dissemination programme, Estools organised a number of 

events to engage the wider public of non-specialists. In partnership with 

Eurostemcell and Betacelltherapy (another EU-funded consortium, focused on 

the development of cell replacement therapy for diabetes), Estools organised a 

workshop on advanced communication techniques in Edinburgh in October 

2007, followed by a media training workshop in Finland (April 2008), in 

collaboration with the School of Journalism at the Diaconia University of 

Applied Sciences. On this occasion, junior scientists described their research in 

a press conference-like event in front of an audience of students of journalism. 

Each student journalist wrote a press release, which was corrected by scientists 

and used as the basis of a discussion to improve communication. Estools was 

also involved in training other categories of experts on implications of 

embryonic stem cell research in ethics and law. 

Finally, the consortium Estools organized a number of cultural events at the 

crossroad between science and art, including a photo exhibition with pictures 

of adult and embryonic stem cells, produced by scientists working in partner 

laboratories. This exhibition, titled ‘Smile of a Stem Cell’, was presented in 

many schools throughout Europe, in combination with educational activities 

on stem cell biology and ethics. In addition, the consortium Estool and other 
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partners commissioned a theatre piece on stem cell science, which dramatized 

the ethical dilemmas concerning embryo research. The premier of Staminalia, 

a dream and a trial was held at the Gulbenkian Foundation in Lisbon, on 27 

May 2010 (see section 5.4). 
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expansion of human ES cells in the laboratory. Specifically, it aimed to develop an automated 
cell culture system, and eliminate the use of feeder cells and animal substances – an important 
consideration if cells are to be transplanted in patients.  

WP 1B: Self renewal of human ES cells 
Leader: Tariq Enver 
 
This workpackage aimed to identify and characterise the mechanisms that regulate the self 
renewal of human ES cells and their commitment to differentiation.  

WP 1C:The genetic stability of human ES cells 
Leader: Nissim Benvenisty 
 
This workpackage investigated the genetic changes that occur during the culture of human ES 
cells, the mechanisms that drive these changes and the effect of culture conditions upon the 
appearance of genetic variants. 

WP 2: Profiling of epigenetic regulation in human ES cell lines – influences on 
stability, self-renewal and lineage commitment. 
 
Leader: Maarten van Lohuizen 
This workpackage examined and mapped the role of epigenetic gene regulation in stability, 
self-renewal and differentiation of hES cells, including the characterisation of relevant 
epigenetic regulators.  

WP 3: Recombination tools and genetic switches 
Leader: Andrew JH Smith 
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This workpackage investigated and developed advanced methodologies and tools for the 
genetic manipulation of human ES cells, including homologous recombination, RNAi, 
conditional mutagenesis, enhancement of lineage selection and RMCE.  

WP 4: Characterisation and control of neural lineage commitment 
Leader: Meng Li 
 
This workpackage deveoped an in-depth understanding of the mechanisms that control the 
commitment of human ES cells to the neural lineage. It was aimed to define the requirements 
for reliable generation and purification of pan-neural precursors, and of more specialized 
neuronal- and glial-restricted progenitor cells with distinct regional specification. 

WP 5: Generating and characterizing differentiated neurons and glial cells using 
human ES cells 
Leader: Yves Barde 
 
This workpackage tested the possibility that human ES cells could be induced to generate 
specific populations of cells of the brain and nervous system. It aimed to define the 
requirements for the generation of these specialized cell types (neuronal sub-types, astrocytes 
and oligodendrocytes), paving the way for their use in modelling diseases of the nervous 
system. 

WP 6: Ethical issues relating to basic human ES cell research 
Leader: Göran Hermerén 
 
This workpackage aimed to investigate and clarify the ethical issues raised by human ES cell 
research. It addressed the ethical standards acceptable and required throughout the 
European Research Area for research with human ES cells and for the commercial 
exploitation of that research. 

WP 7: Induced pluripotent stem cells 
Leader: Oliver Bruestle 
 
This workpackage initiated development of a platform for robust conversion of human somatic 
cells into pluripotent stem cells that was aimed to enhance our understanding of the 
pluripotent state. 
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ANNEX 4: STEM CELL RESEARCH IN FP6 

 

 
Name  Startdate  Funding Instrument Duration in years  Coordinator

3G‐SCAFF  2005  1,699,998 STREP 3 SWE 

ALLOSTEM  2004  8,000,000 IP 3.5 UK 
Anti‐tumortargeting  2005  2,420,000 STREP 3 AT 

ARTEMIS  2007  1,985,420 STREP 3 SP 

AUTOBONE  2004  2,296,892 STREP 4 IT 

BARP+  2004  2,495,600 STREP 3 FR 

BETACELLTHERAPY161  2005  11,788,000 IP 5 BE 

BIOSYS  2005  1,999,700 STREP 3 DE 

CARCINOGENOMICS  2006  10,440,000 IP 5 NL 

CellPROM  2004  17,599,928 IP 4 DE 

CELLSINTOORGANS  2004  7,200,000 NoE 5 NL 

CLINT  2007  500,000 SSA 2 UK 

CONSERT  2004  11,635,000 IP 4 NL 

CONTROLCANCERSTEM 2005  1,499,892 NEST‐ 3 BE 

CORDCELLBANKINGSTUD 2002  13,000 0.5 UK 

CORNEAENGINEERING 2004  2,558,797 STREP 3 FR 

CRYSTAL  2007  2,400,000 STREP 3 DE 

Custom‐IMD  2007  5,400,000 IP 4 SP 

DNAREPAIR  2005  11,500,000 IP 4 NL 

E.E.T.‐Pipeline  2007  4,000,000 STREP 3 DE 

EMBRYOMICS  2005  1,449,850 NEST‐ 3 FR 
EMRS  2004  675,000 SSA 4 FR 

EPISTEM  2006  2,500,000 IP 4 BE 

EPI‐VECTOR  2005  2,100,000 STREP 3 UK 

ESTOOLS  2006  12,000,000 IP 5 UK 

EUCOMM  2006  13,000,000 IP 3 DE 

EUGENE2  2004  8,000,000 NoE 4 SWE 

EUhESCregistry  2007  1,000,000 SSA 3 DE 

EuReGene  2005  10,500,000 IP 5 DE 

EuroBoNet  2006  13,218,960 NoE 5 NL 

EUROCITS  2005  500,000 SSA 1.5 BE 

EuroCSC  2007  1,900,000 STREP 3 DE 

EuroHear  2004  12,500,000 IP 5 FR 

EURO‐Laminopathies  2006  2,565,000 STREP 3 AT 

EUROPEANLEUKEMIANET  2004  6,000,000 NoE 5 DE 

EUROPEANMCLNETWORK 2004  2,493,900 STREP 3 DE 

EuroSTEC  2007  7,828,500 IP 5 NL 

EUROSTEMCELL  2004  11,906,400 IP 4 UK 

                                                 
161 Projects involving human embryonic stem cells are highlighted in pink. 
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EURO‐THYMAIDE  2004  12,000,000 IP 5 BE 

EUROXY  2004  8,000,000 IP 5 DEN 

EURYTHRON  2004  2,875,996 Marie‐CurieRTN 4 NL 

EuTRACC  2007  9,600,000 IP 4 NL 

EVGN  2004  9,000,000 NoE 5 FR 

EVI‐GENORET  2005  10,000,000 IP 4 BE 

EXPERTISSUES  2004  7,300,000 NoE 5 PO 

FIRST  2004  1,500,000 IP 2 NL 

FunGenES  2004  8,500,000 IP 3 DE 

GENOSTEM  2004  8,752,000 IP 4 FR 

GIANT  2005  9,700,000 IP 5 UK 

HeartRepair  2006  11,400,000 STREP 4 NL 

HIPPOCRATES  2004  2,896,000 STREP 4 PO 

imgbchimerashybrids  2005  600,424 CA 2 DE 

INDUSTRYVECTORTRAIN  2004  176,000 SSA 2 FR 

INTERDEVO  2005  2,000,000 STREP 3 SP 

INTHER  2005  2,800,000 STREP 3 DE 

INVITROHEART  2007  2,701,611 SME‐STREP 3 SWE 

INVIVOVECTORTRAIN  2003  161,620 SSA 2 FR 

KIDSTEM  2006  2,463,000 Marie‐CurieRTN 4 UK 

LIVEBIOMAT  2005  2,299,906 STREP 3 DE 

LYMPHANGIOGENOMICS  2004  9,000,000 IP 5 FI 

M3CS‐TUTH  2004  2,942,447 Marie‐CurieRTN 4 IT 

magselectofection  2006  2,800,000 STREP 4 DE 

MCSCs  2006  2,150,068 STREP 5 NL 

MODEST  2007  2,755,468 SME‐STREP 3 DE 

MOLCANCERMED  2004  4,000,000 IP 4 UK 

MSCNET  2006  2,740,000 STREP 3 DEN 

MUGEN  2005  11,000,000 NoE 5 GR 

MYOAMP  2006  2,480,000 SME‐STREP 3 FR 

MYOCARDIALREPAIR  2005  400,000 SSA 2.5 PO 

MYORES  2005  12,000,000 NoE 5 FR 

NANOBIOCOM  2005  2,017,616 STREP 3 SP 

NanoEar  2006  10,499,957 IP 4 FI 

NEURO  2005  1,945,500 NEST‐ 3 IT 

NEURONE  2005  8,300,000 NoE 4 UK 

NEUROscreen  2006  2,050,000 STREP 3 UK 

NEWBONE  2006  4,400,000 IP 4 FI 

NSR  2004  2,600,335 Marie‐CurieRTN 4 FR 

ONCASYM  2006  2,820,000 STREP 3 DE 

OsteoCord  2006  2,486,000 STREP 3 UK 

Plurigenes  2006  2,500,000 STREP 3 FR 

PREDICTOMICS  2004  2,259,754 STREP 3 SP 

REGULATORYGENOMICS  2004  2,200,000 STREP 4 FI 
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REPROGENETICS  2004  980,000 STREP 3 BE 

ReProTect  2004  9,100,000 IP 5 DE 

RESCUE  2005  2,700,000 STREP 3 FR 

RISET  2005  10,000,000 IP 5 BE 

SC&CR  2004  1,954,200 STREP 3 IT 

SENECA  2006  142,800 SSA 2 PO 

SILKBONE  2005  1,599,304 SME‐ 2 UK 

SIROCCO  2007  11,781,445 IP 4 UK 

SKINTHERAPY  2005  2,079,900 STREP 3 FR 

SmartCaP  2005  1,796,814 STREP 3 SP 

StemCellPatents  2005  249,257 SSAS 4 UK 

STEMDIAGNOSTICS  2007  2,500,000 SME‐STREP 3 UK 

STEM‐HD  2006  2,500,000 STREP 3 FR 

STEMS  2006  2,400,000 STREP 3 FR 

STEMSTROKE  2007  2,475,508 STREP 3 SWE 

STEPS  2005  13,063,154 IP 4 IT 

STROKEMAP  2006  2,400,000 STREP 3 BE 

SyntheGeneDelivery  2005  2,400,000 STREP 3 FR 

THEEPIGENOME  2004  12,500,000 NoE 5 AT 

THERAPEUSKIN  2005  1,523,000 STREP 3 FR 

TherCord  2006  1,800,000 STREP 3 IT 

TRANSCODE  2005  1,000,000 STREP 3 IT 

TRANS‐NET  2005  4,539,456 Marie‐CurieRTN 4 UK 

TRIE  2007  450,000 SSA 1.5 BE 

TUMOR‐HOSTGENOMICS  2005  2,700,000 STREP 3 FI 

UlcerTherapy  2005  2,392,000 STREP 3 IT 

VASCUPLUG  2005  2,300,000 STREP 3 DE 

VITROCELLOMICS  2006  2,942,000 STREP 3 SWE 

X‐ALD  2004  1,800,000 STREP 3 AT 

     

111projects  TOTAL  532,712,377  

 

Source: European Commission162 

                                                 
162 European research projects involving stem cells in the 6th Framework Programme 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/fp6/p1/stemcells/pdf/stemcell_eu_research_fp6_en.pdf#view 
=fit&pagemode=bookmarks; see also Hogarth and Salter 2010. 
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