EU Framework Programme: Call for Evidence Response
Professor Louise Ackers, University of Liverpool

Considerable added value of EU funded SSH to comparative method. This came across as one of the most powerful areas of support for the SSH programmes -  (Ackers et al ( 2009) Impact of the Framework Programmes on the Social Sciences and Humanities in the ERA.

Many UK academics felt that comparative method would not have developed as it has in the absence f EU funding.
Networking Gains – especially to early career researchers. These gains are seen as strongest to the smaller and ‘weaker’ member states but I think they also have powerful impact on the careers and networks of British early career researchers.

Inter-Disciplinarity and the Relationship with ‘Science’

I listed with interest to the concerns of the participants at the London meeting about SSH becoming the ‘poor relation’ of natural sciences. I am les concerned about this for a number of reasons. Firstly SSH has become strong in recent years and was previously much weaker in EU programmes.

Secondly and more importantly what came out of our study (Ackers et al above 2009) was that most large EU funded projects are characterised by inter-disciplinarity and this is one of their great strengths.

In fact many respondents in our work could not distinguish between inter-disciplinarity and internationalization in their projects they are so closely intertwined.

I have personally found it really interesting to link my own work in to that of scientists and to work alongside them in ‘challenge-oriented’ studies. I doubt very much the EU will go for a growth in ‘blue skies’ research and will increasingly go for thematic approaches linked closely to areas of growing EU competency and this is where I think we are best to focus our efforts (see below).

Substantive Focus of the Programme?

1. Coherence with UK Plans

Mapping of themes onto existing ESRC research themes – seems to be a close relationship between the two – reinforces UK funding programmes/research objectives.

2. Identify areas with a close affinity to current/future EU Objectives and Legal Competencies

I would include here an element of foresight or as Nancy Rothwell termed it ‘horizon scanning’ and an element of  focus on policy externalities generated by the EU

2a. Horizon-scanning – focusing on major legal developments /paradigm shifts

Employment /Labour Market Issues – at the core of EU competency and objectives

Development of the Human Rights Agenda

Ageing /Demographic Change and Social Security Issues – pensions

Cross border issues – crime and pollution eg.

2b. Policy Externalities /Unintended Consequences of EU Policy

Possible issues here are – the impact of EU integration and mobility (open labour markets) on families – increasing levels of inter-marriage (international partnerships and associated parenting)and marriage breakdown – evidence of declining fertility amongst women  in mobile careers). Regulating divorce and child maintenance across European social and legal spaces (Ackers & Stalford (2004) Children, Citizenship and Internal Migration in the European Union: Ashgate and more recent work by Stalford on children’s rights in the EU.

The effect of mobilities on the traditional ‘citizenship’ relationship (spatial effects of the separation of contributions and claims) when citizens contribute in different jurisdictions to where they go on to claim – eg retirement migration (Ackers & Dwyer (2002) Senior Citizenship? Retirement, Migration and Welfare in the European Union, Policy Press)
The Impact of Intra-EU Mobility on social systems and public attitudes; the growth of racism. Serious concerns about more recent waves of EU enlargement in this context.  Also changes in the legal context – growing approximation of the rights of third country nationals breaking down traditional distinctions between EU nationals and third country nationals.

The effects of uneven undergraduate mobility – youth drain? Identifying and responding to complex distributional consequences – what are the costs and benefits to receiving countries and sending countries. This unevenness in mobility patterns could be considered in the context of the changing legal context and increasing rights of mobile students.

This is in my mind quite distinct from research policy and the mobility of highly skilled employees (ie the brain drain debate). Existing research provides a powerful critique of traditional notions of brain drain. Schemes such as the Marie Curie fellowship scheme also demonstrate complex distributional dynamics but these are not indicative of a ‘brain drain’ and may indeed provide a powerful support to the weaker member states (Ackers et al (2010) Impact Assessment of the Marie Curie Programme: Ackers and Gill (2008) Moving People and Knowledge: Scientific Mobility in an Enlarging Europe, Edward Elgar).

Administrative Changes to Lobby For
Low success rates – very low and decreasing success rates suggests the need for a two stage process weeding out many applications at an early stage to avoid considerable wasted efforts.

In order to improve on the quality of research outputs associated with EU funded programmes it is important/essential to change the current approach to ‘deliverables’. A very strong consensus exists amongst participants in EU programmes that deliverable inflation has lead to a reduction in the quality of outputs.

There are too many deliverables (Ackers et al (2009) Impact of the Framework Programmes on the Social Sciences and Humanities in the ERA)
There is no flexibility /scope for reflexivity – outcomes nominated at project design have to be slavishly adhered to even when the research changes considerably. Bureaucratic response.

Deliverables are not publications they are not subject to any quality control or peer review process – many people think they are not even read. Time spent producing these outputs detracts from international quality peer reviewed publications.

Concerns about the growth of very large projects – administratively complex and suffer diminishing returns – senior academics increasingly disinterested in them as they tae too much of their time away from research. I would argue strongly for the retention of smaller projects.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	


