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

To maximise excellence in the funding of research;  to increase the engagement of UK HEIs with EU partners; to extend the impact  of UK research outside the UK and to forge links with European researchers and institutions to maximise excellence and to buiild future capacity.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


Research is the basis for innovation and the training of new generations of scholars, without which European research will lag behind other regions of the world, economically and otherwise.  We believe that investment in research is vital for international competitiveness.

However, we do not believe that economic growth can be delivered directly through research funding. Most research shows that the mechanisms of translating research into practical applications are non-linear and not predicatable at the funding stage. In this context, there should be a general recognition of the economic importance of good research for the economy, while funding that which is strongest in intellectual terms. It is important that FP8 funding be directed toward the long-term future health of research and not toward short-term goals.



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

We believe that these are important contexts which should frame FP8 
FP8 should work as a complement to the "blue skies" European Research Council (ERC) funding and can ensure that the minimum of 3% of European budgets that are supposed to be spent on research in the EU 2020 strategy are actually realised. The EU 2020 strategy also emphasises the extension of Higher Education to wider population groups and the quality of this education will depend upon the quality of trained scholars.
FP8 could extend the role of the preceeeding framework programmes in funding targetted research projects and interdisciplinary research with multi-national research teams. The mobility programmes are important fo the circulation of staff and students to build a real European Research Area. The infrastructural projects are very important for pooling European resources such as data archives or the European Social Survey, which would be otherwise too costly for one country to support (especially small countries). FP8 could be a way of consolidating the excellent work of the European Social Survey (a key resource for scholars and policy makers) so that this becomes an institutionalised part of European funding to an even greater extent than it is now (eg by ensuring funding of the survey in each EU country and co-ordination of the survey across countries). This kind of coordination is outside the remit of any single country and can only take place at a European level.
Social scientific research is also essential to support economic growth. We are concerned about the downgrading of social science and humanities research in the proposed Framework, which are treated, at best, as adjuncts to other sciences. The plan to abolish broader, long-term integrated projects in social sciences and humanities will reduce the capacity of FP8 to achieve its stated goals. The focus on ‘grand challenges’ is very narrow as currently conceived and ignores the crucially important challenge of addressing the social and cultural cohesion of Europe through properly funded social scientific research.
FP8 needs to co-ordinate also with the European Science Foundation (ESF) as the body which co-ordinates European Research Councils. 

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? 

 We believe that they are. It is welcome that UK engagement with Framework programmes has improved since FP5. However, we believe that there is insufficient attention given to the social sciences within the Framework Programmes and we are concerned that the concentration upon a narrowly-defined economic impact and the linear conception of knowledge transfer threaten to displace social sciences and humanites further within FP8
UK institutions are disproportionately successful in leading and in partnering in these projects as well as hosting ERC scholars, so the UK benefits particularly from European programmes and the flow of resources from Europe. One broad benefit is to link UK researchers to wider networks and ideas (this was identified as a key issue in the ESRC international benchmarking  review of Sociology). Since English is the lingua franca of the research community, British ideas and concepts as well as UK based journals and books have a considerable impact  on European research. .

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

We believe that research into the low-carbon economy is of vital significance, both in its own terms and as a possible area of new economic innovation of benefit to UK-based firms. However, we also believe that it is necessary to address the behavioural aspects of economic change and consumption. This will facilitate economic decision-making, but is unlikely to appear directly as a measurable economic contribution. There is an important contribution to be made from the social sciences and humanities  
A positive contribution can also be made by investigating alternative technologies, their uptake and impact. The UK has considerable natural resources at its disposal and yet lags behind other advanced European countries in terms of carbon emissions and awareness of energy technologies. Once again, these are issues that would benefit from social science research.

Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

See answer to question 2. In addition, we aso believe that innovation should be considered in terms of civil society actors and the innovation of new  democtratic publics and not simply in terms of economic actors narrowly conceived.
By extending the opportunities for internationally competitive research applications (at present these are mainly reliant on the research councils and a few charities which tend to favour UK research) 

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
The RTD budget needs to be ringfenced and preserved since social sciences benefit particularly from this.  However, we support the idea of a greater emphasis on a larger number of small and medium sized projects for the humanities and social sciences rather than the move towards a few mega-projects, which are more appropriate for the hard sciences.  In social sciences, the variety of different appraoches and different ideas is better suited to a number of small and medium sized projects, but these could be networked in some way.  We are in favour of the idea of grand challenges so long as they are identified across a broad spectrum of society and the research community. However, we are concerned that the budget for social sciences and humanities will be reduced and that the 'grand challenges' have too narrow a focus. For example, we are concerned that there seems to be no strong commitment to issues of social and cultural cohesion in Europe. Indeed, we are also concerned that the partnership with industry and policy-makers receives rather more emphasis than engagement with civil society actors. One of the grand challenges is 'Science for society' where civil actors set the agenda, but this tends to be elided in the more developed statements around the evaluation of FP7 and looking forward to FP8.  
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
As with the tenor of our previous comments, we believe that the concept of 'added value' is weak and based upon a flawed model of knowledge production and transfer. However, the emphasis on research infrastructure and support for research mobility, gaining international status through ERC awards, and early career development through Marie Curie research fellowships are all very positive for the social sciences.  We regard the strengthening of the Marie Curie scheme as important, especially with regard to social science research.


Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
We have no view on this question.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
In our view, there should be a balance between directive and responsive mode funding and the balance has tended to fall too far in favour of the directive mode. The grand challenges are valuable and we believe that they should have equal emphasis. We regret the implication that there will be a reduction in funding for social sciences and humanities research and for the grand challenge associated with civil society actors. We believe that there should be greater consultation with a wider range of community interests in setting grand challenges, perhaps facilitated through ESF. 
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?

We believe that the different challenges are each best tackled at an EU level and with strong interdisciplinary focus. Again, we are concerned about the possible shift away from research involving humanities and social sciences.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

We are strongly committed to research engagement with partners outside the EU, given that global issus transcend national and regional boundaries. We also endorse the FP emphasis upon multi-lateral cooperation (that at least 4 partners and up to 40 co-operate together) which produces genuine intenational exchange of ideas and international engagement.
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?
We are concerned that the theme for the socio-economic sciences and humanities received the lowest amount of funding in FP7 and that opportunities for social science and humanities research as an interdisciplinary component of the other themes was insufficiently developed. We are concerned that this will be extended into FP8 
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

Once again, we stress the importance of research in the humanities and the social sciences for understanding public attitudes (including resistance) to ICT and nanotechnology.
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 believe that this should be a part of any theme on the socio-economic sciences and humanities, especially with regard to public vulnerability to (and responses to) problems within the financial sector. We are conscious of arguments of the need to 're-balance' the economy, but believe that the different sectors are interconnected and that as well as research upon the service sector difrecttly there needs to be more research on how itsa growth affects other sectors of the economy. 
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?

As already indicated, we believe that there is insufficient funding of social sciences and humanities research. It is important that the significance of such research be recognised equally among all three challenges. We believe that the current emphasis on 'science for competitiveness' is problematic and derives from a narrow model of knowledge transfer that places the interests of industrial and governmental partners above the interests of civil society actors
We need to have some projects that are clearly social science and humanities focused (migration, quality of work, demography, social cohesions etc.) and space in other programes for social science and humanities to make an impact (for example ICT, health and medicine, environment etc.).

Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

We are strongly of the view that all three challenges are important and that 'science for science' is a necessary component of a properly-founded research policy.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
We do not have strong views on this question, though we note that research teams are less significant within social sciences and humanities research. Our general approach is to wish the programme to reflect real differences among disciplines in their mode of oganisation rather than adopt a 'one size fits all' approach. We believe that there sould be a continuation of intergated projects and networks on a small and large scale.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

As previously indicated, we believe that there should be a balance among different interests and that those of civil society actors are equally significant and should receive full recognition. 
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

We think these aspects are very important. We believe that the ESRC has developed an innovative approach to researcher skills in the social sciences through its National Centre for Research Methods. We think that it would be fruitful to have a pan-European development of its principles. 
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?
Our concern here is that attention has been focused on physical sciences. As indicated in our response to question 20, we believe that there are research infrastructure issues for the social sciences and humanities that it would be valuable to develop. However, our main concern is with the relatively low weight given to social scientific research within the capacity-building research and to capacity-building with civil society actors (the Science in Society is an exception, but we believe that there are wider issues of expertise and public engagement that should also be considered - for example, science and society should be conceived broadly to include social science and society).  
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
We believe that this is a policy research facility of the European Commission and, as such, should be funded outwith the Framework Programme, since its concerns are advisory to the Commission.  
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
We are in favour, in principle of the COST framework, but feel that social sciences and humanities frequently have a subordinate role that is inconsistent with the principles of COST, concerned as it is with 'fundamental' and 'pre-competitive research'.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

We believe that the 'knowledge triangle' is useful as a shorthand for policy discussions. However, as indicated in our previous questions, we believe the processes of knoweldge transfer (as indicated by research in science policy) to be more complex. We do not believe there to be a magic solution and that sometimes 'redundancy' is efficent precisely becaise it is difficult to identify it in advance.  
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
We believe that the problem with such instruments is that they are designed to create homogenous (and even homologous) policy structures across the EU. They secure 'top down' compliance, but often at the cost of 'bottom up' innovation.
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

We would simply note the paradox that the Framework Programmes have as one of their objectives to secure competitiveness and economic innovation seeking to provide public funds for private beneficiaries, but also have to provide public funds to protect private beneficaries from risk.    
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?

As indicated, we believe that large scale programmes and smaller projects should be supported and that the balance between them may differ for different disciplines.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

Our answer to question 26 indicates our suspicion of such partnerships if the risks to private partners need to be insured. 
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Our concern is that the evaluations of the programmes which emphasise the wider benefits of the challenges will become attenuated in the implementation of FP8 such what is emphasised is one kind of impact, namely science for competitveness and civil society actors are inscribed as 'taxpayers'.  We believe strongly that FP* needs to enhance engagement with civil society actors. 
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
We believe that the normal standards of 'publicity' of research should apply. The risk is that with more private partners, this will introduce restrictions on the transmission of knowledge.
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?

Much debate in UK science policy going back to Rothschild began from the principle that the beneficiary should pay for the benefits of publicly funded research. The dominant recent tendency has been to invert this such that it is now argued that publicly funded research is justified where there is a demonstrable benefit for economic competitiveness. It seems clear to us that there needs to be a better balance and greater recognition accorded to research as a public good. The problem clearly is that of private business seeking public subsidy for research from which they benefit. 
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
In the 'economic model' that informs much of the policy thinking here, the conclusion might be that the problem is not so much one of 'information', but of 'demand' and that the weakness of the policy is that it seeks to constrain science funding in the name of a reluctant co-partner. Regional bodies might have facilitated UK participation, but the closure of RDAs to be replaced by LEPs creates a risk that they are not up to speed on the relevant issues.
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)? 

See our answer to question 25. The application procedures are very complex and the project reporting time-consuming. 
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

We are in favour of application processes that reduce the initial burden on applicants and reviewers, though we note that such processes frequently increase the number of first-stage applications. 
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

The former has the virtue of being calculable, the latter the problem of being a subjective judgement open to 'game-playing'. 
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

We do not have a strong opinion from the perspective of the social sciences.
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?

We believe that greater consistency across sources of funding would be an advantage, especially from the perspective of researchers working in an environment shaped by fEC. The current 60% transition rate is too low an estimate.
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? 

We believe that constraints on the science research budget in the UK will encourage greater participation in the UK (indeed we expect participation to increase as it has since FP5). Cooperation among Universities and other agencies would be beneficial, but the new arrangements for higher education may discourage such cooperation. 
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

We believe them to be very effective and our members report good and timely responses to queries.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
See our answer to Q32
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

We believe that the fEC environment in the UK is a constraint on particpation in programmes that are funded on a different basis, hence our answer to Q37. We look forward to the 'harmonisation' of fEC across the EU. 
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?
Again, we reiterate our concern about the possible marginalisation and displacement of social sciences and humanities research within FP8. We are also concerned at the unequal weight given to the three challeges and the attenuation of the challenge of engagement with civil society actors. We are also strongly in favour of retaining smaller mechanisms.
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� 





