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Question1: What should the UK’s high-level objectives be for FP8?

General note: 

The British Academy, as the UK’s national academy for the humanities and social sciences, responds to the BIS Call for Evidence on the basis of discussions with researchers in the UK with experience and interest in collaborative engagement with European researchers within the Framework Programmes; and also in the light of a meeting, held on 2 and 3 December 2010, of representatives of 15 academies across Europe who discussed SSH in FP7 and considered priorities for the next Framework Programme.  Because the Academy’s remit covers only SSH, we have not addressed each question in the BIS Call for Evidence, as some of them are not directly relevant to our disciplines.  Instead we concentrate on the impact of EU funding on SSH research and scholarship.  
In our view there are three key priorities.  The FP should provide structures to improve the European knowledge base for effective policy planning and development, providing robust research to supply other Directorate-Generals with the facts to support evidence-based policy development. Second, the FP should provide a means, through the European Research Council, to enhance the international competitiveness of basic or frontier research, through schemes which support the best in Europe, and provide a facility to benchmark high-quality research.  Third, the FP should provide a way of improving data structures and resources, to facilitate comparative research across Europe, and enable the provision of meaningful research evidence. The UK benefits substantially from engagement with Framework Programmes, and UK researchers should continue to play a leading role in developing research agendas and shaping research priorities. 


Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


In SSH, the main way in which the FP can help to deliver economic growth is through helping to improve research capacity, attracting the best to Europe, training and retaining the best European researchers, and encouraging engagement with other parts of the world. Such researchers can help the understanding of processes by which new scientific and technological discoveries produce economic and social improvements. SSH research can also highlight the social conditions that are conducive to innovation, skill development, and high employment levels and work motivation.  See also Q5 below.  

Question 3: How should FP8 support the wider European context including Europe 2020 and the European Research Area?

Focusing particularly on the European Research Area, it is clear to us from consultations with European partners that, if the ERA is to become a reality, while excellence should of course be the primary criterion for support, the design of future Framework Programmes should take specific measures to enhance integration across the ERA, and develop and harness the research potential in the EU12 countries and certain candidate states. Many academies in Europe are concerned at the continuing sharp divergence between the EU15 and the EU12, as a result of the relatively low level of awards, across all parts of the Framework Programme, to researchers in countries in the EU12.  Even fewer projects are coordinated by researchers from public research institutions within the EU12. We detect a significant risk of increasing dualism in the ERA. While research concentration may be more inevitable in the natural sciences, this need not be (and has not been in the past) so inevitable or desirable in HSS. To understand economic and social change in diverse societies and cultures within Europe, it is important to enhance research capacity within the whole of the EU.
Question 4: The study Impact of the EU RTD Framework Programme on the UK has indicated a number of broad benefits to the UK of the programme. Are these benefits identified appropriately and there other impacts that should be considered in addition? 

     
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

This is surely one of the key aims of the Framework Programme’s Cooperation Programme, although the focus is of course on the EU as a whole. Here it is important not to take a narrow view of the kind of research which may result in economic benefit.  AHRC figures have shown that nearly 20% of UK firms cite research in arts and humanities as important to innovation and technological activity, while arts and humanities research also contributes to urban and regional regeneration through collaborations with local and regional organisations. From the point of view of SSH, we would also advocate continued emphasis on evidence-based, policy-relevant research to address key European problems which have a social and economic dimension. Any removal of resources from these vital areas of research would risk being hugely disruptive and damaging.  There also needs to be a much stronger emphasis on the transmission of outputs, and the analysis of the impact of research and how it is taken up by policy-makers across the EU.  At the moment, researchers feel the need to show, by any means, that their projects have been a resounding success, despite the fact that failure and the reasons for it can sometimes be as or even more valuable in the long term as a learning process. A genuinely collegiate and collaborative approach to questions, and ensuring that experiences are better transmitted to wider communities, would be helpful. 
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

     
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
The broad view of the Rome meeting participants was that a greater proportion of funding should be channelled to the ERC, to support the highest quality frontier research across all disciplines, and to attract and retain the best in Europe.  The Marie Curie actions are also seen as serving a vital role in supporting mobility within Europe.  There is also a strong case for providing additional resource for the development of infrastructures, where, in the case of SSH-type infrastructures, added value is easy to demonstrate. The British Academy supports these broad views, and would be in favour of such a division in FP8. 



Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
The question of European added value is a crucial one for the FPs.  It is essential that this feature be enhanced to avoid duplication with national funding for research.  The added value lies in three key areas: the possibility of cross-national comparative research; in the development of European-wide networks of collaboration, along with an understanding of structures and systems that affect research and decision-making in each country; and in the creation of critical mass of research and expertise in certain innovative and developing fields, and in minority ‘orchid’ subjects, such as, for example, certain language and area expertise.  There is a risk that cuts in many member states will reduce support for subjects which may turn out to be important in the future. Examples in the UK including cutting research on scrapie in sheep shortly before the BSE crisis emerged, and losing specialists in Kurdish to overseas posts before the first Iraq war.  Part of the answer, therefore, may be to retain a research capability on a transnational basis, but this requires distinct government commitment and real engagement with a European model as opposed to a national one. In SSH, excellent research and scholarship tends to be more widely spread across a variety of countries and institutions than is the case in certain major science disciplines; the need for European-wide engagement is therefore the more crucial. The Cooperation pillar is one of the strongest ways of promoting European added value through the number and variety of collaborative projects; the Infrastructures activity is another.  
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
     
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
There is a strong case for Europe to use the Framework Programmes to address a series of grand challenges, those major problems which face countries world-wide, not only in Europe, and to coordinate research agendas around such challenges.  The EU needs to have a clear strategy for dealing with these challenges, and must also engage with other parts of the world in tackling them. There is, however, a danger that such a focus would exclude vital issues, of major concern to European development, which fall outside any current definition of international priorities. Thematic focus, therefore, must either be drawn broadly enough to allow for an inclusive approach, or there must be ways in which a variety of other more focused themes may be included.  Europe’s research concerns cannot solely be reduced to half a dozen grand challenges over a seven year period.   

Participants in the European academies meeting in Rome acknowledged the importance of the grand challenges mooted so far, agreed that they were of substantial significance not only for Europe, but much of the world, and looked forward to engaging with the question of how best to mobilise SSH expertise for the resulting programmes within both the Framework Programme and the Joint Programming Initiatives.  Participants also agreed that effective policies for Europe’s economic and social well-being required an understanding of the deep changes taking place in European society and culture. This could only be provided by a grand challenge which drew primarily on the distinctive contributions that could be made from SSH researchers, and it would by definition involve EU15 and EU12, as well as associate, neighbourhood and non-European countries.  It should be designed in a way that reinforces research integration across the entire ERA and perhaps beyond. 

Question11: Which grand challenges (see above) are best tackled on an EU-wide rather than a national level? Within these areas which particular aspects would benefit from an interdisciplinary focus?

It seems to the British Academy that few if any potential grand challenge topics mentioned so far (eg climate change, health, food security) would not be best tackled at European level.  The problems are likely to apply to all; and Europe offers a natural laboratory, where the efficacy of different solutions adopted by various countries to common problems can be investigated and analysed. Further, all require a genuinely interdisciplinary approach, including from the social sciences and humanities. The impact on societies of grand challenge topics requires societal analysis, and may well also require an historical analysis and the setting of appropriate contexts, which can be provided by SSH research. There is a substantial fear that agendas driven by natural science communities may not engage with SSH research in an interdisciplinary manner. 
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

Many of the potential grand challenges identified thus far have a global relevance, but different areas of the world may face different aspects of the problem. Thus different solutions will be necessary in different country.  It is therefore extremely important that the Framework Programme allows access to researchers from any country, on a basis of equal partnership, to ensure, where appropriate, a multi-dimensional approach taking account of different issues.  The FP should therefore allow and encourage research and organisational structures which promote international engagement.  It would be wise to distinguish between third countries where collaborative engagement is routine and straightforward, and those where special barriers apply, or where it is particularly important that Europe develops a strong partnership. Countries in the latter categories might include China, Japan and India, for example. 
Question 13: Should FP8 still provide some thematic focus e.g. in areas such as space and transport?  Should any of the current themes be re-visited over the course of FP8 – and if so, how?
Doubtless interested parties will argue for the retention of a specific thematic focus, outside a grand challenge, in all currently-covered thematic areas.  SSH specialists would argue a strong case for the retention of an earmarked budget to enable societal problems to be addressed, to support policy-makers in different Directorates-General of the Commission, and in European countries.  The case for retention of specific research themes is argued under question 10 above, where it is pointed out that it is unlikely that all the problems Europe faces can be reduced to half a dozen grand challenges.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

     
Question 15: Services form a crucial part of the UK economy. Should research into services be addressed specifically in the Framework Programme, and if so, how?

We would not see a strong case for specific research into services.  Many of the issues which affect manufacturing and business, and are addressed by current programmes, could apply equally to the service industries.  
Question 16: What are your views on how the Framework Programme allocation for collaborative research should be apportioned between themes; enabling technologies and underpinning areas of research e.g. social sciences and humanities?

The promotion of European collaborative research is a central purpose of the Framework Programmes, and is a major source of added value – otherwise national programmes would be sufficient.  The current breakdown between themes is very uneven, however; less than 2% of the budget goes on SSH research, despite the fact that half the research community works in SSH.  Many excellent SSH applications cannot be supported by the Commission, resulting in a waste of time, effort and funding among applicants, assessors and administrators.  
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

The Academy’s view, backed by participants in the European academies meeting held in Rome, is that the ERC’s focus on frontier research is very important, and should be maintained in its current, simple form.  Given likely funding restrictions, broadening the focus would reduce the number of grants available in this unique and important facility.  The work of the ERC is seen as a particularly valuable addition to the European funding landscape, because of its responsive funding mode, its support for bottom-up projects, including those with an interdisciplinary and transnational focus, and its push towards establishing pan-European excellence criteria.  The Rome meeting expressed its strong support for the ERC programme and its achievements to date.  It would encourage an increased level of funding in FP8. The meeting noted that the ERC could not be seen as a compensation for fewer opportunities for SSH under the “Cooperation” pillar; both “blue skies” and “mission-oriented” research needed to benefit from SSH contributions.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
The Academy would be inclined to advocate the funding of (probably fairly small) teams of researchers to undertake comparative research at the highest level.  An emphasis on comparative funding in the broad European sense would reduce the risk of overlap with sources of national funding.  
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

     
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

The European academies meeting agreed that the People programme was extremely important for the development of the ERA, and for the development of the next generations of European researchers, that mobility, particularly of early career researchers, should be further encouraged. The Marie Curie Programmes offer an invaluable tool encouraging the development of expertise, strong networks across countries and disciplines, and the development of research capacity, and the meeting believed that, for these reasons, funding for these programmes should be enhanced in FP8. In line with the analysis of the interim evaluation of FP7, the meeting saw a need to use the “People” programme as a tool to invest in strengthening the participation of EU12 researchers in the ERA.  Nevertheless, some participants felt that the programme as currently constituted poses certain dangers to the EU12 because of the danger of brain-drain. The meeting agreed that it would be preferable to develop stronger mechanisms to compensate for this danger, for example by allowing a proactive use of awards distributed by institutions hosting Marie Curie Fellows, and by strengthening the returnee component of the scheme, which could be redesigned and expanded so as to better support existing and national schemes aiming at the same effect. 

At a more practical level, the Rome meeting also agreed that greater flexibility over the duration and timing of the research visits (for example, by allowing shorter visits, or visits of an agreed total length of time within an extended timeframe) would broaden the range of applicants and encourage those who would otherwise find it difficult, for personal or professional reasons, to contemplate a one- or two-year Fellowship as a single and continuous period of absence from their home institution.

Question 21: The capacities specific programme currently covers several policy initiatives relating to capacity-building. Which of these are of most value? Are there other areas which would merit funding?
There are very strong cases for the development of European infrastructure and capacity, and a broad view needs to be taken of what these might include. Drawing on discussions held at a meeting of European academies in Rome, the Academy would advocate higher levels of funding for infrastructural support.  Better access to digital and digitised resources would enable the development of a new paradigm of e-science research in SSH which would transform the ability to undertake research and integrate resources and facilities across the European Research Area and beyond. Among the essential infrastructures for research in SSH are digitised libraries, repositories, collections, GIS datasets and databases across Europe.  In addition the tools for analysis and access to the products of research (publications and the underlying data) are essential; such tools are increasingly sophisticated and many have been co-developed by researchers from across Europe and beyond, some in actions already supported by the European Commission. Further, there should be comprehensive mapping of research expertise, for example through decentralised but compatible comprehensive research information systems.  Among the various issues which would best be addressed at European level are the following: 

•
Cataloguing of journals, monographs and other SSH publications: searchable database of contents, with multilingual input and output

•
Ensuring standards and meta-data for digitised records and tools for analysing objects within texts, pictures, tones and multi-modal media.

•
Open and, as far as possible, free access to published outputs and controlled access to primary data 

•
Enduring support for the conservation of data and the migration of data to different platforms.

•
Incentives for participation and maintaining comparability of information within longitudinal research

•
Incentives for national data collection to ensure  high levels of country participation in ESS and similar databases

•
Mapping of research expertise across Europe and in other regions

Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
     
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
     
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

     
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
     
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

     
Question 27: What should the balance be between funding large-scale programmes e.g. the article 185 programmes above and smaller projects individually administered by the Commission?

     
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

     
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
It is not always easy to see that lessons have been learned from evaluations of previous FPs.  To take only one example, the Marimon Mid-term evaluation of FP6 instruments noted that “'Critical mass' depends on the topic, the thematic area, the participants and the potential impact and added value. The concept of 'one size fits all' should not be applied across all thematic areas and Instruments.” It is to be hoped that a systematic analysis of recent evaluations will inform the development of FP8, with a particular focus on the need for simpler processes. 
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
There is concern in the SSH community that dissemination of research findings and outputs is not being adequately addressed by the Commission.  Similarly, the question of the impact of the research is also not being analysed.  DG Research would benefit from a specialised unit on dissemination which would be in a position to ensure that the research community was aware of research outputs and outcomes, and that these were disseminated appropriately to other DGs.  It is essential for DG Research to take a proactive stance in addressing the current failure to publicise and spread knowledge arising from Commission-supported research. A related issue here is the question of dissemination in different languages. A crucial problem for dissemination is that material written in English is able to achieve a wide dissemination, while vital research in other European languages, particularly languages other than French, German, Italian and Spanish, is not disseminated so widely.  The UK needs access to material in other languages, including languages of major international competitors such as China.  The Academy welcomes the recognition by BIS of the need to improve the UK’s deficits in language skills through the provision of new funding in the CSR for this purpose. 
Question 31: Would any proactive effort to alter the current balance of funding between universities, research organisations and businesses be appropriate or effective? If so, what might be involved?

     
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
     
Question 33:  What could the Commission do to reduce bureaucracy of FP8 over and above the current simplification proposals (including changes to the Financial Regulations and Implementing Rules)? 

The need for a reduction in bureaucracy and a simplification of procedures has long been called for by organisations and individuals involved in FP-supported activities.  There needs to be genuine simplification of procedures and processes. The current situation of contracts is laborious and time-consuming, and will only get more so if the scale of project support increases.  The Commission’s current procedures are ineffective and inconsistent in approach. The difficulties of a move to a grant system rather than a contract system are well-known, but would be the clearest and most straightforward way of achieving streamlining. 

Funding structures need to be tailored to the needs of the research field.  Socio-economic sciences and humanities do not on the whole need the same large-scale funding projects that other research areas might find beneficial; a focus on large-scale projects will inevitably require a significant increase in bureaucratic structures to manage the projects.  There should be organisational frameworks for ensuring that the EU is able to engage easily and effectively with other parts of the world, notably the BRICS countries, but also with Africa.  

Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

The two-stage process is already used in a number of Calls, and is extremely valuable, in reducing effort, particularly in areas, such as SSH, where success rates are extremely low.  
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

It is hard to believe that many universities or SMEs would find a move to funding on the basis of results, output and performance rather than anticipated costs and input appealing.  This seems an impractical and unattractive suggestion, particularly for research areas where financial benefits are unlikely to eventuate directly.  The Academy would not favour such a move. 
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

     
Question 37: Is the proportion of overheads funded by FP7 appropriate? Should this be adapted in FP8 to create more consistency with other sources of funding?

Overhead provision is a substantial issue for UK participants in FP consortia.  There is a danger that the EU will fail to attract the best researchers, and in the UK there is some evidence that some universities already decline to allow, or actively discourage, their researchers from applying for EU funding.  This is likely to disadvantage the UK both in gaining significant EU funding, and in influencing, and winning reputation, with European collaborators.  
Question 38: Within the current UK public expenditure constraints
, could the UK do more on a cost-neutral basis to encourage participation in FP generally? 

     
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

The British Academy finds the information service provided by UKRO extremely valuable, although sometimes it is less easy to elicit timely advice on changes in policy direction.  
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
     
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

     
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
    
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
     
Please use this space for any general comments that you may have, comments on the layout of this consultation would also be welcomed.

Thank you for your views on this consultation. 
Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below. 
Please acknowledge this reply  FORMCHECKBOX 

At BIS we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be okay if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents? 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No


































































































































� FP7 participants can in principle be based anywhere. There are different categories of country which may have varying eligibility for different specific and work programmes: the EU-27; associated countries– with science and technology cooperation agreements that involve contributing to the framework programme budget; EU accession candidate countries; and third countries whose participation is justified in terms of the enhanced contribution to the objectives of FP7.





� For details of Technology Strategy Board processes see � HYPERLINK "http://www.innovateuk.org" ��www.innovateuk.org� 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spend_index.htm" ��http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spend_index.htm� 





