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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
These days, food safety is part of everyone´s vocabulary, especially in light of the current COVID-19 pandemic 

that has clearly shown us the vulnerabilities and fragility of our food systems. Fraudulent food handling and 

increasing non-compliance with legal regulations, for example, have been reported in the media and 

unsettled consumers. A cornerstone of securing and promoting food safety in our society is research, which 

acts as a catalyst for knowledge creation and an impetus for safeguarding and advancing our food systems. 

Food safety research, however, requires adequate funding, which is known to differ from one European 

country to another. In order to gain a better understanding of which funding streams exist for food safety 

research at the European level, an interrogative survey was conducted as part of the FoodSafety4EU project 

(work package 4). To this end, a range of international food safety actors, stakeholders, researchers, etc., 

have been invited to participate in a voluntary interview to assess the availability of food safety research 

funding resources at the regional, national, and supranational levels in their respective countries, and to 

identify the type of funding programmes or instruments that have been successfully leveraged over the past 

five years. Complementing the research funding landscape analysis, additional information was gathered on 

challenges and barriers encountered in accessing research funding from real-life experience of funding 

applicants, and on suggestions for overcoming and addressing these. The following report outlines the 

feedback collated from participants of 19 different countries who completed the interview. For putting the 

survey results in the right context and as a discussion basis, publicly available statistical datasets from the 

European Commission (Eurostat) on Research & Development expenditures and national Research & 

Innovation Smart Specialisation Strategies (RIS3) have further been re-analyzed for comparison reasons and 

as a reference. The evaluation of the survey results revealed a clear need for optimization in food safety 

research funding, which is more pronounced for individual countries than for others and requires directed 

and targeted mitigation strategies. In particular, the provision of a sufficient amount of funding, as well as 

poor access to relevant information, were cited as major hurdles in this respect. Drawing on the input from 

the survey, this report has been expanded to include an informative database listing major national funding 

bodies and instruments for a total of 42 countries within and outside Europe, as well as valuable funding & 

tenders online portals to serve as a knowledge base for those interested in soliciting future funding for food 

safety research.   
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2 INTRODUCTION & Objectives 
Europe is a melting pot of different research activities, which also applies to the range of funding instruments 

and opportunities open to the European Research Area. The most important donor in this context is the 

European Union (EU), which supports research, development and innovation projects through specific 

funding programmes. In the most recently completed Programme for Research and Innovation (R&I) called 

Horizon 2020, the EU allocated funds of almost ϵ80 billion for the period of 2014-20201. The mission of this 

financial instrument implementing the Europe 2020 flagship initiative ́ Innovation Unioń, was primarily to 

advance Europe in the fields of science and technology, to remove barriers to innovation, and promote 

collaboration between the public and private sectors in order to address the grand societal challenges facing 

our society in this century.2 The next multiannual Framework Programme ´Horizon Europé has just been 

launched, and will provide a total budget of about ϵ96 billion for funding of R&I activities over the period 

from 2021 to 2027. The priorities of Horizon Europe are principally centered on climate change, attainment 

of the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), and the strengthening of the EU´s competitiveness and 

growth. It also strives to strengthen collaboration on R&I and to foster knowledge creation to provide lasting 

leverage for EU policy design and implementation.3 Under EU framework programs, generally a vast number 

of different research, development and innovation activities across the private and public sectors are funded, 

ranging from basic research to cutting edge technological innovation, by commonly applying a review-based 

and competitive funding mechanism. Thereby EU funding programmes are open to a wide range of 

audiences, such as for example researchers from universities, private research institutions, etc., either 

located within Europe or EU-Associated Countries.4 Low- and moderate-income states may also be eligible 

for funding, depending on the individual grants programmes or tenders. As part of a new Single Market 

Programme (2021-2027) and the Horizon Europe missions, the European Commission (EC) has attributed 

special priority toward providing financial resources for actions directed at protecting human, animal and 

plant health, with particular focus on food safety.5 As the first of its kind, the Single Market Program further 

aims to deliver methods and tools to better prepare for and respond more effectively to future crises such 

as the recent COVID-19 pandemic. Returning on research funding especially in the area of food safety, the 

European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) takes an outstanding role aǎ ǘƘŜ άƳŀƧƻǊ ǇƭŀȅŜǊέ in this area. 

Established in 2002, EFSA is a public body within the EU, tasked to provide scientific advice and technical 

support to EU legislation on all matters affecting food and feed safety, directly or indirectly. As part of its 

mandate, EFSA regularly awards grants or subsidies for dedicated projects associated with food safety to the 

research community.6 Given limited research funding allocated by the EU to the area of food safety and the 

fact that EFSA does not itself conduct basic laboratory research or scientific studies, a certain dichotomy 

arises that leads EFSA to depend on external information and input from researchers to advise the EC in its 

legislative action. In this context, it is of utmost importance that EFSA can rely on independent research data 

not biased by individual lobbyists or economic interests, advocated for instance by certain enterprises, 

                                                           
1 European Commission. Information was retrieved from: https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/what-horizon-2020 (accessed at 19th 

of October, 2021) 
2 European Commission. Information was retrieved from: https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/background-material (accessed at 

19th of October, 2021) 
3 European Commission. Information was retrieved from: https:// ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/funding/funding- 

opportunities/funding-programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe_en (accessed at 19th of October, 2021) 
4 European Commission. Information was retrieved from: https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-
2027/common/guidance/list-3rd-country-participation_horizon-euratom_en.pdf (accessed at 19th of October, 2021) 
5 European Commission. Information was retrieved from: https://ec.europa.eu/food/horizontal-topics/future-food-safety-budget-and-policy/food-
safety-future-eu-budget-2021-2027_en (accessed at 19th of October, 2021) 
6 European Food Safety Autority: Information was retrieved from: https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/calls/art36grants (accessed at 19th of October, 
2021) 

https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/what-horizon-2020
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/background-material
https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/funding/funding-opportunities/funding-programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/funding/funding-opportunities/funding-programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/common/guidance/list-3rd-country-participation_horizon-euratom_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/common/guidance/list-3rd-country-participation_horizon-euratom_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/food/horizontal-topics/future-food-safety-budget-and-policy/food-safety-future-eu-budget-2021-2027_en
https://ec.europa.eu/food/horizontal-topics/future-food-safety-budget-and-policy/food-safety-future-eu-budget-2021-2027_en
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/calls/art36grants
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industries or stakeholder groups.7 Against this backdrop, and given a partially high opacity on available 

financing instruments and funding opportunities in food safety research, one of the overarching goals of the 

FoodSafety4EU (FS4EU) project is to support the EC and EFSA in improving the efficiency and safety of the 

current European Food System towards sustainable optimization, intended to achieve fundamental and 

measurable improvements. In this context, creating coherence between different funding streams, for 

instance at national and EU level, through identification and harmonization of funding overlaps, is also a key 

issue.8 

Targeting this need, an inventory and gap analysis of funding opportunities and programs related to food 

safety research activities has been conducted within the FS4EU project in work package 4 (WP4). For this 

purpose, baseline information was collected on existing and applied funding sources at the regional, national, 

supranational and European level in individual EU-MS and Associated Countries. This was complemented by 

the collection of information related to challenges associated with accessing research funding and 

recommendations from different food safety actors to address these. This document reports on the process 

and outcome of the map and gap analysis conducted in this frame. The information collected and presented 

herein, is intended to serve as a valuable resource to uncover existing funding barriers and gaps, in order to 

better synchronize and/or harmonize existing EU research funding programs, or possibly expand joint 

transnational research programs to maximize benefits for society and the wider European Research Area. 

The purpose of this report is also to be a source of information for the entire research community operating 

in the food safety field, or in a broader context, research in the food, nutrition and health sciences. To name 

just a few of potential audiences, the report is addressed to individual researchers from the academic and 

industrial research sectors seeking for research funding, but also to governmental research 

organizations/ institutes, food business operators, European research communities, research infrastructures 

(such as e.g. METROFOOD-RI, FNH-RI), or joint programming initiatives (e.g., JPI HDHL, FACCE JPI). The data 

collected and presented as part of this research provide a snapshot of available research funding 

opportunities related to food safety and might be a valuable tool in identifying previously untapped financing 

resources. 

 

3 METHODOLOGY: Assessment of the food safety 
funding environment 

 

3.1 Databases and data collection 

For a comprehensive assessment of the baseline status of food safety research funding, different databases 

were referred to for information extraction. In this context, publicly available datasets from the World Health 

Organization (WHO) and the European Commission (EC) were consulted, along with newly survey data 

generated within the FS4EU project as part of WP4.  Detailed information on the different data sets 

evaluated, respectively analyzed is provided below. 

 

 

                                                           
7 Safe Food Advocacy Europe (safe). Information was retrieved from: https://www.safefoodadvocacy.eu/about/ (accessed at 19th of October, 2021) 
8 ERA Learn. Information was retrieved from: https://www.era-learn.eu/support-for-partnerships/additional-activities/copy_of_alignment  
(accessed at 27th of October, 2021) 

https://www.era-learn.eu/support-for-partnerships/additional-activities/copy_of_alignment
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3.1.1 WHO ς International Health Regulations (IHR) core capacities 

For benchmarking the performance of individual European countries in food safety and national response 

capacity, the so-called IHR score was examined. As part of its annual monitoring framework for the 

implementation of the International Health Regulations, the WHO distributes a survey to its State Parties 

(194 WHO Member States) to collect information on 13 core capacities, including food safety. The core 

ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ άCƻƻŘ {ŀŦŜǘȅέ ǘƘŜǊŜōȅ ŜǉǳŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άcapacity to detect and respond to food safety events that 

Ƴŀȅ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ŀ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴέ9. Based on the information 

submitted by each State Parties, a score is calculated for individual or aggregated capacities, reaching a 

maximum of 100%. The higher the IHR score, e.g. for the capacity of άCƻƻŘ {ŀŦŜǘȅέ, the better the national 

performance of the food safety system. 

 

 

3.1.2 Re-analysis of datasets from the EC 

In order to obtain a detailed overview of the financial flows within individual EU-MS and associated countries 

to deduce possible inequalities and gaps in the area of food safety research funding, resort was made to 

statistical databases of the EC, in particular the Eurostat database10 and the Smart Specialisation Platform11. 

Statistical datasets from Eurostat with the following online data codes have been accessed and information 

extracted:  

1. Eurostat (rd_e_gerdtot)12: This dataset contains information on the national expenditure for 

Research & Development (R&D). The indicator άD9w5έ is thereby used as an acronym for άgross 

domestic expenditures on Research & Development (R&D)έ. GERD, expressed as percentage of gross 

domestic expenditure (GDP), denotes the total intramural expenditure on R&D made in a country 

during a given time period 13 and is indicative for the national R&D intensity. The acronym R&D 

encompasses activities in basic & applied research across different knowledge domains including 

food safety research. 

 

2. Eurostat (rd_e_fundgerd)14:  This dataset comprises information on the intramural R&D expenditure 

(GERD in %), including a breakdown of R&D funding differentiated by funding sources (business 

enterprise sector, governmental ς including public general university funds, higher education sector, 

ŀōǊƻŀŘύΦ wϧ5 ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ άŀōǊƻŀŘέ considers budgetary sources from non-resident 

institutions/enterprises, and all type of research grants provided by international organizations from 

abroad.12 The dataset also includes a differentiation of GERD by performing sectors (business 

enterprise, government, higher education, private non-profit sector). 

                                                           
9 World Health Organization. International Health Regulations (2005). Information was retrieved from: 
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/255756/WHO-WHE-CPI-2017.41-eng.pdf?sequence=1 (accessed at 15th of October, 2021) 
10 European Commission. Eurostat database. Information was retrieved from: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database  
(accessed at 21th of October, 2021) 
11 European Commission. Smart Specialistaton Platform. Information was retrieved from: https://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/map  
(accessed at 21th of October, 2021) 
12 European Commission. Eurostat database. Information was retrieved from: 
https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=rd_e_gerdtot (accessed at 20th of October, 2021) 
13 OECD. Frascati Manual 2015. Guidelines for Collecting and Reporting Data on Research and Experimental Development. Information was 
retrieved from: https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/science-and-technology/frascati-manual-2015_9789264239012-en#page1  
(accessed at 26th of October, 2021) 
14 European Commission. Eurostat database. Information was retrieved from: 
https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=rd_e_fundgerd&lang=en (accessed at 20th of October, 2021) 
 

http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/255756/WHO-WHE-CPI-2017.41-eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database
https://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/map
https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=rd_e_gerdtot
https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/science-and-technology/frascati-manual-2015_9789264239012-en#page1
https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=rd_e_fundgerd&lang=en
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3. Eurostat (gba_fundmod)15: This dataset incorporates statistical information on governmental budget 

allocation to R&D (GBARD). GBARD denotes budget provisions allocated to R&D by the central 

(federal) government, regional (state) and local (municipal) government. The dataset further 

includes a breakdown of GBARD by type of funding: 1.) Project funding: GBARD allocated to a group 

or an individual to perform an R&D activity limited in scope, budget and time based on a project 

proposal; 2.) Institutional funding: GBARD allocated to an institution without following a specific R&D 

project or programme. 

To determine whether there exist any geographical differences in the allocation of food safety research 

funding, individual countries were assigned and grouped into four different local areas, referred to as Food 

Safety (FS) Hubs within the FS4EU project. The North Hub involved primarily states located in Northern 

Europe/selected Baltic countries. The Western FS Hub included Western European countries and countries 

positioned in Central Europe. All Mediterranean countries were assigned to the Southern FS Hub, while the 

Eastern FS Hub covered most of the Baltic states and some North Adriatic coastal states.   

 

 

3.1.3 Analysis of Smart Specialisation Strategies 

The Smart Specialisation Platform was analyzed to elicit whether the specific issue of άfood security & safetyέ 

is an objective of political interest or action among European countries and/or individual regions.16 Smart 

Specialization (S3) is a strategic policy approach used to drive regional innovation and development, and 

serves as a landmark in guiding investment toward identified regional strengths and research priorities. For 

ease of reference, states in which one or more subregions announced food safety as a policy priority were 

cited as affirmative in the graphical illustration.  

 

 

3.2 Implementation of an online survey  

For gaining a comprehensive overview of existing food safety research funding programs and financing 

opportunities among Europe, a web-based digital survey was applied. Therefore, a targeted questionnaire 

was developed and implemented using the LimeSurvey tool. Invitations for participation in the survey were 

distributed in mid-July 2021 via different online channels (personalized E-mails, social media accounts, FS4EU 

project website, etc.) to all supporting partners of the FS4EU project, respectively their networks and focal 

points and also the wider research community. The runtime of the survey lasted a total of 16 weeks. To 

increase the willingness to participate in the survey, special attention was given to communicating the 

importance and scope of the survey and emphasizing the value of each individual´s contribution as an 

impetus for change in the current food safety funding system. Furthermore, clear information was given in 

advance that the questionnaire should be answered, if possible, by an expert well-versed in research funding 

issues. 

The digital questionnaire was subdivided into six sections (Section 1: Informed Consent; Section 2: Gender 

Balance; Section 3: General Information; Section 4: National Funding; Section 5: Supranational Funding; 

Section 6: Funding Barriers). The questionnaire comprised a maximum of 40 questions, whereby individual 

questions were programmed in conditional formatting, allowing the number of questions to be reduced to a 

minimum of 24, depending on the answers provided by survey respondents for individual preceding 

questions.  

                                                           
15 European Commission. Eurostat database. Information was retrieved from: 
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=gba_fundmod&lang=en  (accessed at 20th of October, 2021) 
16 European Commission. Information was retrieved from: https://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/map (accessed 26th of September, 2021) 

http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=gba_fundmod&lang=en
https://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/map


 
 
 

 

 
 

pag. 11 
 

DELIVERABLE 4.1 

In order to allow a follow-up in case of ambiguity, the survey was conducted in a non-anonymous format. 

Personal data was collected in compliance with the European General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR) 

and survey respondents were requested to provide informed consent to the collection and processing of 

personal data before accessing the survey. In regards to the theme of research funding, the questionnaire 

was considered as quite demanding to complete, which is why the participants were given the opportunity 

to pause and resume the survey at their convenience in case they did not have all asked information at hand 

while completing the questioning. Feedback from the survey has been analyzed and is presented and 

discussed as part of this report. All data analyses are presented in anonymized and partially aggregated form, 

without claim for data exhaustiveness and correctness. 

 

 

3.3 Compilation of an offline database on funding bodies  

Information on national financing opportunities in the Food Safety sector gathered from the map & gap 

analysis in WP4 has been compiled as an offline funding database provided in the annex (Annex I). This 

database further incorporates national research funding sources previously identified by EFSA17 and the Food 

Authenticity Research Network Hub (FARNHub)18, and has been expanded by newly acquired information 

collected from the online survey conducted within WP4 and screening of supplementary databases. In Annex 

2, a list of valuable funding & tender databases (not necessarily limited to food safety) indicated by 

LimeSurvey participants has been attached.  

 

4 RESULTS 

4.1 Baseline data review from WHO & EC resources 

The results of the data analysis for the IHR capacity scores in food safety revealed, with a few exceptions, 

that performance across the 40 countries analyzed within the four FS Hubs, was consistently very good 

(Figure 1). In 2019, respectively 2020, a total of 15 countries reached the maximum score of 100%, and were 

thus 33% above the European average. In an assessment range between 60-70%, North Macedonia, 

Montenegro, Slovakia and Ukraine in particular had the lowest capacity scores, indicating that the installed 

mechanisms to detect and react to food safety events of public health concern, such as foodborne diseases 

or food contamination, are subject to further improvement. Overall, 21 countries performed at or slightly 

above the Euro-region average calculated from 47 countries. 

To visualize any correlation between the national IHR capacity scores with R&D spending, data from GERD 

(of 2018) was overlaid (Figure 1). On average, 2.2% of gross-domestic expenditure (relative to GDP) were 

invested in R&D among the EU-27 countries in 2018. Highest allocations of GERD, equating to research 

intensity, excelled for Denmark (3%), Finland (2.9), Sweden (3.3%), Germany (3.1%), Switzerland (3.3%) and 

Austria (3.1%). The lowest GERDs below 1% unveiled for Latvia (0.6%), Bosnia Herzegovina (0.3%), North 

Macedonia (0.4%), Montenegro and Romania (both 0.5%). A differentiated analysis across the FS Hubs 

showed that R&D intensity in 2018 was rather low in the Southern Hub. Nevertheless, the results did not 

point to a positive correlation between the national expenditure on R&D, and the level of the IHR score. 

Countries with a high IHR score did not necessarily spend a high percentage of gross-domestic expenditure 

                                                           
17 EFSA. Information was retrieved from: https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/engage/national-funding-opportunities (accessed at 2nd of October 2021) 
18 Food Authenthicity Research Network Hub. Information was retrieved from: https://farnhub.authent.cra.wallonie.be/fundingbody/index 
(accessed at September 2021) 

https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/engage/national-funding-opportunities
https://farnhub.authent.cra.wallonie.be/fundingbody/index


 
 
 

 

 
 

pag. 12 
 

DELIVERABLE 4.1 

on R&D. A mapping of Smart Specialisation Priorities among European and Associated Countries revealed 

that for 28 out of 36 listed, food security & safety is a political priority, impacting political actions and public 

investments (Figure 2).  

 
Figure 1 ς Comparative assessment of IHR capacity scores ƛƴ άCƻƻŘ {ŀŦŜǘȅέ ŀƴŘ D9w5 

 
Figure 2 ς Mapping of RIS3 priorities at national level (data from October 2021) 
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It became apparent that especially in high-income economies19 that do not pursue RIS3 priorities in this 

direction (e.g., Norway, Luxembourg, Malta), this does not necessarily affect the level of their IHR scores 

ranging between 80-100%. In upper-middle income economies such as Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 

Montenegro and Serbia, the absence of the RIS3 priority in food safety also did not seem to significantly 

affect IHR scores, which were comparatively high at an average of 80%. Only for Ukraine, classified as lower-

middle-income economy, a correlation for the absence of RIS3 priority and a quite low IHR score of 60% could 

be observed.  

 

Taking a closer look at the strongest performers in the R&D field (Figure 3), benchmarked by the size of 

budget allocations (GERD) in 2018, shows, with few exceptions, that R&D activities of the business enterprise 

sector was strongest among all the four FS Hubs, followed by the higher education and the government 

sector. By contrast, the private non-profit sector played only a marginal role. A comparison at Hub level 

suggests that particularly in the Southern FS Hub, financial resources for R&D activities tended to be lower 

overall.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3 ς Strongest national R&D performing units 

 

In terms of financing resources for R&D activities in the different countries, the majority of funding originated 

from the business enterprise sector in 2018 (Figure 4). The business sector provided 46% of total funds in the 

Northern FS Hub, 59% in the Western FS Hub, 40% in the Southern FS Hub and 50% in the Eastern FS Hub. In 

Latvia and Serbia in particular, there was lower funding provided by the business sector (22%, respectively 

10%). The governmental sector emerged as the second strongest provider of funding among all FS Hubs, 

followed by financing resources coming from abroad. The higher education sector only featured a prominent 

role in North Macedonia (20%) and Serbia (25%). The private nonprofit sector was barely relevant in the 40 

countries surveyed.  

                                                           
19 The World Bank. Information was retrieved from: https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-
lending-groups (accessed at 27th of October, 2021) 

https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
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Figure 4 ς R&D funding providers among Europe 

 

A more differentiated view with regard to the type of funding issued by the state government shows, based 

on the sparse data available for 2020, that institutional funding outweighs individual project funding in 

individual countries, such as for example France, Germany, Switzerland, Austria or Poland (Figure 5). In the 

Netherlands, it is the other way around, while in countries such as for instance Norway, Belgium, Ireland, 

Luxembourg, or Greece, both types of financing were almost on an equal footing. 

 
 

Figure 5 ς Type of R&D funding allocation at national level 












































