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1. Executive Summary   
As part of its research and innovation (R&I) strategy, the European Commission (EC) is in the process 

of funding its eighth framework programme, Horizon 2020 (H2020), for ŧ77 billion from 2013-2020. 

Plans for the ninth framework programme are rapidly taking shape. Within H2020, approximately 

one-third of programming is carried out under the Excellent Science priority. Excellent Science 

activities are divided among four autonomous programmes: The European Research Council (ERC); 

CǳǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ 9ƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ όC9¢ύΤ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie Actions (MSCA); and European 

Research Infrastructures (including e-Infrastructures) (INFRA). These Excellent Science programmes, 

like all H2020 programmes, are required to attend to a range of cross-cutting issues in R&I. One of 

these cross-cutting issue areas is to advance responsible research and innovation (RRI) (EC 2013a, 

SEC 14.1.I). This deliverable reports on the current state of awareness and integration of RRI into 

Excellent Science activities, as comprised by ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA programming. 

The synthesis presented in this document is suƳƳŀǊƛȊŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ά5ƛŀƎƴƻǎƛǎ wŜǇƻǊǘǎΣέ 

presented in full in four annexes. We find that Excellent Science programming adopts select 

elements, rather than the overarching concepts, of RRI and the Open Agenda. Further, some 

elements are integrated successfully, while progress on others lags. Excellent Science programs 

seem to adopt different approaches to RRI and Open Agenda institutionalization without evidence of 

coordinated strategic planning or learning from experiences. 

European Commission vision and Horizon 2020 investments in RRI and Open Agenda elements have 

helped point the way toward smart, sustainable, and inclusive R&I in Europe. Through various 

tactics, ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA each advance ethical considerations (e.g., related to researcher 

integrity and data management), open access and Open Science, and gender balance concerns. 

Open Innovation efforts also often find emphasis in programme documents, in particular in FET, 

MSCA, and INFRA programmes. Integration of these RRI and Open Agenda elements was deemed 

effective when traceable from work programme documents all the way to proposal templates and 

Excellence and Impact evaluation criteria (the exception being ERC, which evaluates the majority of 

proposals using only a narrow definition of excellence, created in an ad-hoc, insular manner).  

Despite successes, Excellent Science activities exhibit high variability of RRI and Open Agenda 

adoption, pointing to several areas where efforts might improve. Consideration for gender 

dimensions, ethics beyond privacy or researcher integrity, and governance issues are not well 

supported across Excellent Science programming. Efforts at public engagement and science literacy 

and science education most often practice one-way communication and dissemination, as opposed 

to two-way, dialogic modes desired by the Commission (EC 2014d). It is possible that 

institutionalization of these narrow forms of ethics and public engagement prematurely close-down 

or pre-empt entirely broader conversations about RRI and the Open Agenda. Finally, and related to 

ǾŀǊƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΣ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜέ ƛƴ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ 

the Excellent Science priority, with ERC definitions, for example, excluding gender considerations. 

Investments in RRI and the Open Agenda could be continued in the remainder of H2020 and beyond 

with greater: attention to strategy and clear commitment; investment in capacity building; and 

inclusion of more diverse perspectives and expertise. Recommendations offered relate directly to 

ways that the H2020 Interim Evaluation indicated current and future EC R&I programming could be 

improve more broadly (EC 2017a).   
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2. Introduction  

2.1 Responsible Research and Innovation, H orizon 2020, and the 

NewHoRRIzon Project  

2.1.1 Responsible Research and Innovation in European Research and Innovation  

Research and innovation (R&I) contribute directly and indirectly to many beneficial advances in how 

we live and how we support our societies. Indeed, R&I feature centrally in the European strategy for 

smart, sustainable, and inclusive growth (EC 2010). At the same time, scientific and technological 

developments resulting from R&I contribute to undesirable or unsustainable impacts in our lives, 

societies, and the environment. Evidence of unequal benefits and burdens of R&I are visible in many 

spheres of our daily lives, from transportation systems, to agriculture, from the built environment, to 

health care, water and energy systems.  

The European Commission (EC) supports R&I to expand the scientific and technological base of the 

European economy and industry, fostering broader benefits for society and tackling pressing societal 

challenges, while also upholding European values of inclusiveness and democratic politics (EC 

2013a). One of the tactics taken by the EC to create and disseminate socially and economically 

beneficial knowledge and drive prosperity has been to include cross-cutting requirements into its 

multi-year, large-scale research framework programmesτmost recently the ŧ77 billion Horizon 2020 

(H2020; the eight framework programme, running form 2013-2020) (EC 2013a).  

One of these cross-cutting requirements includes the concept of Responsible Research and 

Innovation (RRI) (EC 2013a). RRI activities aspire to more open, accountable, and democratic R&I 

cultures and processes, strengthening the ways groups of people think about and respond to new 

opportunities in R&I. In practice, this means drawing on more diverse ways of understanding and 

addressing problems, sharing knowledge, and empowering people to learn and work together. A 

central aspiration of RRI is to contribute to excellent science and innovation for socially desirable, 

economically vibrant, and sustainable societies (EC 2014d). For the Commission, this means, in 

particular, focusing on: 

¶ Gender equality, including gender balance of R&I teams, and accounting for gender 

dimensions of R&I projects; 

¶ Public engagement, envisioned as a two-way communication and learning process to 

include in R&I industry and SME, policymakers, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), civil 

society organisations (CSOs), and citizens who would not normally interact with each other 

on matters of science and technology; 

¶ Science education and science literacy, to nurture modes of scientific inquiry, curiosity, and 

creativity; 

¶ Open access and Open Science, to make data and results of research more accessible, 

earlier to improve R&I; 

¶ Ethics, going beyond legal compliance and researcher integrity to include also reflection on 

questions of how R&I do and do not relate or respond to societal interests;  

¶ Governance, to ensure effective, inclusive, and sustainable ways of co-designing agendas 

and activities to achieve the above and broader objectives of European R&I. 



  

11 
 

More recently, the Commission has made additional commitments to Open Science, Open 

Innovation, and Open to the World (EC 2016a) as part of its continued prioritization of fostering 

alignment among science and society in R&I. The EC Open Agenda includes three dimensions:  

¶ Open Innovation τ άŎƻ-ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘƘŀǘ ǳƴŦƻƭŘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ 

knowledge exchange and innovation capacity of all actors involved, be they financial 

institutions, public authorities or citizens, businesses, or academia (EC 2016a, p.12).  

¶ Open Science τ a concept of transformed scientific practice, wherein the foci of researcher 

ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ άǇǳōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŀǎ Ŧŀǎǘ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜέ ǘƻ άǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀǎ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŀǎ 

ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΣέ ƛƴ ƳŀƴƴŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀǎ 

possible (EC 2016a, p. 34).  

¶ Open to the World τ ϦCƻǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘƻ 

ŜƴŀōƭŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ άǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜǎǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǘŀƭŜƴǘ ǿƻǊƭŘǿƛŘŜΣ ǘŀŎƪƭŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ 

challenges more effectively, create business opportunities in new and emerging markets, 

ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀŎȅ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅέ (EC 2016a, p. 59).  

2.1.2 The NewHoRRIzon Project  

The NewHoRRIzon project (European Commission Grant Agreement No 741402) seeks to promote 

integration of RRI and Open Agenda approaches into national and international R&I management. 

To do so, the project engages a wide-ranging group of R&I stakeholders from across Horizon 2020 

programming in order to co-create tailor-ƳŀŘŜ άǇƛƭƻǘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎέ supporting RRI and Open Agenda 

aspirations. Through such engagement, pilot actions can be based on key needs of European and 

national research and innovation funding programmes. bŜǿIƻwwLȊƻƴΩǎ specific objectives include: 

¶ bring together different stakeholders to co-create social experiments that foster the uptake 

of RRI; 

¶ develop narratives and storylines on how to implement RRI; 

¶ provide recommendations on how to better integrate RRI into the next European 

Framework Programme and beyond; 

¶ raise awareness, mainstream best practices and share NewHoRRIzon results; 

¶ develop and disseminate a concept of Societal Readiness Levels (SRL) of technology; and 

¶ create a sustainable RRI Network and RRI Ambassador Programme. 

To achieve these objectives, NewHoRRIzon has organized 19 Social Labs, where interventions will be 

co-created for pilot implementation, evaluation and cross-sector learning, one for each Horizon 2020 

programme line (see Figure 1). Social Labs build on a tradition of participatory action research to 

bring together people with common interests in solving complex problems related to technology and 

society. Inviting people with a range of expertise from all across society, the labs will be creative, 

engaging spaces for collaborative experimentation. Every Social Lab hosts three workshops and a 

series of smaller additional activities and meeting formats. Participants have the opportunity to co-

create, prototype and test pilot actions and activities to support RRI. In addition, selected 

participants of each Social Lab are invited to cross-sectional exchange events after the second and 

third Social Lab workshops. 
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Figure 1: NewHoRRIzon Social Labs and corresponding H2020 programme lines 

 

2.1.3 NewHoRRIzon Deliverable  2.1 

Deliverable 2.1 presents, summarizes, and analyses the results of the first phase of project research, 

related specifically to the Excellent Science priority of H2020 (project work package 2). The diagnosis 

phase of the project included two intertwined tasks. First, to analyse the specifics of the current use 

and practices of RRI within the respective programme line, and second, to identify and recruit 

stakeholders to the various programmes of H2020 into social labs. While future deliverables will 

report on interactions with participants of and pilots co-developed in social labs, Deliverable 2.1 

presents an overview of the current state, enablers, barriers, and examples of RRI and Open Agenda 

activities. 

NewHoRRIzon Social Labs devoted to the Excellent Science priority submitted the following diagnosis 

reports, each available in full as Annexes to this deliverable: 

¶ NewHoRRIzon Diagnosis Report, Social Lab 1, European Research Council (Griessler and 

Brandstätter 

¶ NewHoRRIzon Diagnosis Report, Social Lab 2, Future and Emerging Technologies (Bernstein) 

¶ bŜǿIƻwwLȊƻƴ 5ƛŀƎƴƻǎƛǎ wŜǇƻǊǘΣ {ƻŎƛŀƭ [ŀō оΣ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-Curie Actions (Cohen and 

Loeber) 

¶ NewHoRRIzon Diagnosis Report, Social Lab 4, European Research Infrastructure (including e-

Infrastructures) (Marschalek, Seebacher, and Unterfrauner) 

Material presented in Deliverable 2.1 is synthesized from the above reports. Each report draws 

information, evidence, examples, and experiences from a range of document sources and 
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interviews, the methodologies of which are presented in each Annex. In general, desktop research 

began with investigation of the founding regulation of Horizon 2020 (EC 2013a), and narrowed to 

scoping documents of H2020, the European Commission Interim Evaluation of Horizon 2020, general 

Annexes to each H2020 Work Programme, and the specific Work Programme texts for ERC, FET, 

MSCA, and INFRA. {ǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ƛƴǇǳǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƎŀǘƘŜǊŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ 

research manual (various proposal templates, ethics guidelines, gender FAQs, proposal templates 

and evaluation guidance, etc.), Commission documents, and broader academic literature. Project-

level information for case studies was gathered from periodic project reports submitted by projects 

(posted on the EC CORDIS website), as well as by reviewing project website and publicly accessible 

deliverable documentation. 

In addition to desktop research, a combined 61, 45- to 60-minute interviews were conducted with 

various stakeholders of and participants in Excellent Science programming. Interviews were semi-

structured, taking an interview protocol developed by the NewHoRRIzon Consortium as a point of 

departure (please see, for example FET Annex, Appendix 7.8.1). Interviews were recordedτfor 

future reference in order to validate findings and quotations indicated as importantτbut not 

transcribed. Notes were taken in the course of the interview to guide subsequent review and 

analysis. All interviews were conducted with informed consent of participants in accordance with the 

General Data Protection Regulation, EU Regulation 2016/679 (GDPR) and, in the case of the Norway-

based research team for Social Lab 2 (FET), using a consent form reviewed and approved by the 

Norwegian Centre for Research Data. 

2.2 Putting Excellent Science into Perspective  
The Commission states diverse rationales for Union-level intervention in research and innovation. 

Reasons for funding include: supporting trans-national mobility, career training and development; 

initiating high-risk long-term research and development; raising the profile of excellent research; 

addressing identified societal challenges; and fostering economic and commercial gains (EC 2011c, p. 

3). Indeed, R&I makes up a central aspect of the Europe 2020 Innovation Union Strategy.1 The three 

priorities of H2020τExcellent Science, Industrial Leadership, and Societal Challengesτcomprise a 

broad response of the Union to stabilize the financial and economic systems of Europe following 

economic recession in 2008 and open Europe to future economic opportunities (EC 2011a).  

Within Horizon 2020, the Excellent Science ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎΣ άhn the next generation of science, 

technology, researchers and innovations and providing support for emerging talent from across the 

Union and associated couƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǿƻǊƭŘǿƛŘŜέ όEC 2013a, L347/123). In contrast to the 

Industrial Leadership and Societal Challenge priorities of H2020, Excellent Science priorities are 

demarcated by placing much greater emphasis on investigator-driven funding. As the regulation 

ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ Iнлнл ǎǘŀǘŜǎΣ άLƴ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ-driven nature and largely 'bottom-up', 

investigator-driven funding arrangements, the European scientific community will play a strong role 

in determining the avenues of research followed under HoǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлέ ό9/ 2013a, L147/123).  

With some exceptions, elaborated in section 2.2 below, the main target group of the Excellent 

Science priority of H2020 is the scientific community (EC 2013a p. 187). Excellent Science projects 

ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜ άŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέ ό9/ нлмоŀΣ ǇΦ мфпύΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǿƻǊƪ ōŜƭƻǿ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ wŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ 

                                                           
1
 European Commission, Research and Innovation, Strategy, Innovation Union, About, Action Points, available 

at: https://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index.cfm?pg=action-points  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/index.cfm?pg=action-points
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Level 42 (EC 2013a, p.194). Overall, the Excellent Science priority, consisting of approximately one-

third of the total budget of H2020, produces more than half of the peer-reviewed publications of 

H20203 (EC 2017a, p. 114). 

2.3 Overview of Excellent Science Programmes  
Excellent Science activities are divided among four autonomous programmes: The European 

Research Council (ERC); Future and Emerging Technologies (FET); Marie {ƪƱodowska-Curie Actions 

(MSCA); and European Research Infrastructures (INFRA). Despite overarching commonalities in 

targeting the scientific community through investigator-driven research funding, each of these 

programmes implement a different strategy related to the Excellent Science objective of supporting 

next generation science and technology researchers and innovators. Table 1 presents an overview of 

total approved budgets, current expenditures, signed grants, contribution per project and general 

participation statistics of Excellent Science activities to date. 

Table 1: Proposal and funding information for Excellent Science Priority and Programmes
4
 

 European 
Research 
Council 
(ERC) 
Programme 

Future and 
Emerging 
Technologies 
(FET) 
Programme 

Marie 
{ƪƱƻŘƻǿǎƪŀ-
Curie 
Actions 
(MSCA) 
Programme 

European 
Research 
Infrastructures 
(INFRA) 
Programme 

Excellent 
Science 
Total 

Total approved budget (in million 
EURs), based on EC 2013a, 
L347/173  

13,094 2,696 6,162 2,488 24,441 

Total approved budget as 
percentage of Excellent Science 
Total 

53.57% 11.03% 25.21% 10.18% 100% 

EU contribution as of 23 July 2018 
(in million EURs) 

6,430 1,090 3,370 1,190 12,080 

Signed grants as of 23 July 2018 
 

4,100 240 6,249 200 10,789 

Average EU contribution per 
project as of 23 July 2018 (in 
million EURs) 
 

1.57 4.56 0.538 5.94 1.12 

Average participation
5
 per project 

as of 23 July 2018 
1.18 9.28 2.87 19.39 2.67 

 

                                                           
2
 For example, focusing on basic principles, technology concepts, and experimental proof of concepts. Several 

exceptions in this regard are elaborated below and in Annex reports. 
3
 Based on Interim Evaluation data, cut-off date 1 January 2017. 

4
 5ŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŀ ²ŜōƎŀǘŜ tƻǊǘŀƭΣ ŦƛƭǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ tƛƭƭŀǊ 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ά9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜΣέ 

available at: https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69-09fd-4ef5-889f-
b83c4e21d33e/sheet/erUXRa/state/analysis  
5
 Definition of participant and participations, from European Commission (2017) HORIZON 2020 in full swing 

Three years on: KEY FACTS AND FIGURES 2014-2016Σ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΣ .ǊǳǎǎŜƭǎΦ tŀƎŜ соΥ άParticipant: Any 
legal entity carrying out an action or part of an action under Regulation (EU) No1290/2013 [Horizon 2020] 
having rights and obligations with regard to the European Union or another funding body under the terms of 
the Horizon 2020 Rules for Participation (Regulation 1290/2013). A single Participant can be involved in 
multiple Projects through multiple participationsΦέ 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69-09fd-4ef5-889f-b83c4e21d33e/sheet/erUXRa/state/analysis
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69-09fd-4ef5-889f-b83c4e21d33e/sheet/erUXRa/state/analysis
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The following sections describe the Excellent Science programme and activity areas. Each section 

provides a brief overview of programme objectives, scope, structure, and defining features. 

2.3.1 The European Research Council (ERC) 

¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜ ƛŘŜŀǎέ όERC 

2018aύΦ 9w/Ωǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ structures emphasize excellence and independence to ensure 

achievement of programmatic objectives (ERC 2018, p. 2; Luukkonen 2014, p. 35). Four principles 

govern ERC operations (ERC 2018a): first, the sole selection criterion evaluated in funding projects is 

άǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜέΤ ǎŜŎƻƴŘΣ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ ƘƛƎƘ-quality peer-

review; third scientists represent and determine the direction and organization of fundingτERC is 

Ǌǳƴ άŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎΣ ōȅ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎέ ǿƛǘƘ President, Vice President and Scientific Council positions held 

by scientists; fourth, an independent ERC Executive Agency (ERCEA) manages applications and 

grants. 

In total, at EUR 13 billion, ERC represents 17% of the Horizon 2020 budget (ERC 2018b). ERC provides 

awards for five main activities: 

¶ Starting Grant (up to EUR 1.5 million) to άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎŀǊŜŜǊǎΣ 

with the aim of providing working conditions enabling them to become independent leading 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎέ όERC 2018h); 

¶ Consolidator Grants (up to EUR н Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴύ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ άǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ŎŀǊŜŜǊǎ ōǳǘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ƎǊƻǳǇέ όƛōƛŘΦύ; 

¶ Advanced Grants (up to EUR 2.5 million) to άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 

leaders by providing them with the resources necessary to continue the work of their teams in 

ŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέ όƛōƛŘΦύ; 

¶ Proof of Concept Grants for establishing ǘƘŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ άǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƻŦ ƛŘŜŀǎ ǎǘŜƳƳƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ όΧύ 

existing ERC grants, helping (ERC grantees) bridge the gap between research and social or 

ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴέ όƛōƛŘΦύΤ 

¶ Synergy Grants (up to 9¦w мл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴύ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ άsmall teams of scientists who wish to jointly 

address ambitious research problems at the frontiers of knowledge, bringing together 

complementary skƛƭƭǎΣ ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ ό9w/ ƴΦd.) 

The majority of some 8,160 Starting, Consolidator and Advanced Grants went to the Physical Science 

and Engineering domain (3,687 grants); followed by the life sciences (2,825 grants) and the Social 

Sciences and Humanities (1,648 grants). Across ERC funding, a small number of Member and Non-

Member States receive the vast majority of awards, creating a controversial imbalance. Despite 

frequent criticism for such an imbalance, ERC is regularly and staunchly defended by advocates in 

favour of the argument for the excellence criteria trumping all other possible considerations (e.g., 

equitable distribution of excellent projects across Europe). As Helga Nowotny, former ERC president, 

statesΣ ά9xcellent science is not about equal distribution, but despite the politically sensitive 

ǎƪŜǿƴŜǎǎΣ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ Ƴǳǎǘ ǇǊŜǾŀƛƭέ ό2017, p. 997).  

2.3.2 Future and Emerging Technologies (FET)  

Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) programming of Excellent Science ŀǎǇƛǊŜǎΣ ά¢ƻ ŦƻǎǘŜǊ 

radically new technologies with the potential to open new fields for scientific knowledge and 

technologies and contribute to the European next generation industries, by exploring novel and 
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high-risk ideas building on scientific ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎέ όEC 2013a, L347/127). FET programming is divided 

into three main lines: Open, Proactive, and Flagship.  

¶ FET Open projects foster early-stage investigation into new ideas positioned to challenge 

scientific and technological paradigms.  

¶ FET Proactive projects support more mature but still emerging research communities, with the 

Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘŜ άŀ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ Ǉƻƻƭ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέ ƻƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ 

(EC 2011b, p. 36).  

¶ FET Flagships are large-scale initiatives to address major science and technology grand 

ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ άŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŀƴŘ ōǊƻŀŘ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦΦΦǇƭǳǎ ƴƻǾŜƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅέ όEC 2011b, p. 35).  

These three FET activities are supplemented by calls devoted to the topic of High-Performance 

Computing (HPC). FET programming is thus in part an outlier of Excellent Science Programming. 

Although Open programmingτcomprising 40% of FET by law (EC 2013a)τis an investigator-driven 

initiative, Proactive projects are explicitly top-down. Proactive topics are grouped by scientific and 

technological themes to foster R&I communities and ecosystems and accelerate the advance of 

knowledge from foundation to application. In addition, topic-directed HPC investments and Flagship 

investments are each more strongly top-down than other Excellent Science priority programme 

elements (the other exception being INFRA activities). 

In the Interim Evaluation of H2020, FET was lauded for being adaptive to emergent research needs 

(along with other Excellent Science programmes). As an example, the report praised a responsive 

research project on economic and societal needs from privacy, security, and financial concerns of 

emerging biotechnologies (EC 2017a). The Interim Evaluation also noted that FET has been true to its 

open, non-prescriptive calls by ŦƻǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ άŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎέ ǘƻ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ 

emerging technology research (EC 2017c). FET was also noted for making a large percentage 

contribution to the Europe 2020 Digital Agenda ŦƻǊ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ά5ƛƎƛǘŀƭ {ƛƴƎƭŜ aŀǊƪŜǘ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅέ 

(EC 2015). FET spending on digital research and innovation tracked in H2020 shows that as of 

1/1/2017, 68% of FET funding was flagged as progressing the Digital Agenda (EC 2017a). 

FET has three main goals: knowledge generation, capacity building, and commercialization. Overall, 

FET specific aspirations align with H2020 objectives by attempting to mobilize networks of scientists 

and engineers; boost innovation and industrial potential of innovation ecosystems; and contribute to 

science and technology in service of addressing economic development. Beyond researchers, 

stakeholders targeted by FET most commonly include technology providers, young scientists and 

engineers, high-tech SMEs, and, less commonly, potential users of new ideas or developments (EC 

2017c, p. 88). Stakeholders from CSOs, SSH, general publics, and non-commercial partners are less 

commonly engaged. According to the Interim Evaluation assessment of the logic model underlying 

FET programming, an emphasis on fostering future economic applicationτbeyond scientific capacity 

buildingτalso makes FET stand out among Excellent Science initiatives of the Commission (EC 

2017c, p. 77, Figures 36 and 37). 

2.3.3 Marie 3Ëčodowska -Curie Actions (MSCA) 

¢ƘŜ aŀǊƛŜ {ƪƱodowska-Curie Actions (MSCA) of H2020 seek to strengthen career opportunities of 

promising academics by enabling worldwide and cross-sector mobility. In addition, MSCA supports 

researcher and staff training in innovation and other skills. The Innovation, International 
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Cooperation and Sport Unit within the European Commission Directorate-General for Education, 

Youth, Sport and Culture (Dir C), is responsible for design and content aspects of the MSCA, although 

the programme is executed by the Research Executive Agency and implemented with the help of 

external disciplinary-specific evaluators and experts. 

A larger rationale for MSCA investment in research training and researcher networks is an argument 

ǘƘŀǘΣ άHighly-trained researchers are necessary to advance science and business competitiveness, 

which, in turn, are important factors in attracting and sǳǎǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜέ (EC 2017v, p. 

133). Related, MSCA is the main EU programme supporting doctoral training, financing some 25,000 

PhDs. Further, the programme ƛǎ άŜndowing researchers with new skills and a wider range of 

competences, while offering them attractive working conditions... In addition to fostering mobility 

between countries, the MSCA also seek to break the real and perceived barriers between academic 

and other sectors, especially business. Several MSCA initiatives promote the involvement of industry 

etc. in doctoral and post-ŘƻŎǘƻǊŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέ όEC 2018i). 

There are five main MSCA award activities: 

¶ Innovative Training Networks bring together employees of universities, research institutions, 

research infrastructures, businesses (among them SMEs), and other relevant parties from 

different countries to foster cross-sector training of doctoral students. 

¶ Individual Fellowships offer support for experienced researchers to move between countries, 

with the option to work outside academia. LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŦŜƭƭƻǿǎƘƛǇǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ άa 

great option if you are an experienced researcher looking to give your career a boost by working 

ŀōǊƻŀŘέ (EC 2018h). Unlike innovative training networks, applicants must hold a doctoral degree 

and have at least four-years full-time research experience to be eligible for individual 

fellowships. 

¶ Research and Innovation Staff Exchange funds short-term movements of personnel among 

academic, industrial, and commercial organisations around the world. The staff exchange helps 

people develop their knowledge, skills, and careers, while also building links among 

organisations working in different sectors of the economy (EC 2018n). Eligibility of Staff 

members in managerial, technical, or administrative roles is unique to the Exchange topic. 

¶ Co-funding of regional, national, and international programmes support co-financing of 

doctoral research training or fellowships for experienced researchers. These extra funds are 

made available for training researchers from abroad and across various sectors.  

¶ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ bƛƎƘǘ funds support regional, national, or international partners and 

other legal entities from an EU Member State or associated country to organize events that 

άǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέ όEC 2018g). The main goal of Night funding is to show the positive impact of 

European funded research oƴ ǘƘŜ Řŀƛƭȅ ƭƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΥ άAny event that boosts public awareness 

of the positive role of research in society, especially among young people, can be supported. 

European Union funded researchers should interact as much as possible with visitors and show 

how their research has an ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ Řŀƛƭȅ ƭƛǾŜǎέ (EC 2018g). 

In addition to the EC-run programming of MSCA, there is an active Marie Curie Alumni Association 

(MCAA) run by volunteers of former and current beneficiaries of the programme. The MCAA seeks to 

ά9ƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ Ŧƭƻǿ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛes, sectors of the economy, and scientific 

disciplines; Encourage networking, cooperation, and mutual understanding among MCAA members, 



  

18 
 

and external stakeholders; Serve as a forum of debate for researchŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎέ όa/!!Σ нлмуύΦ 

The MCAA is funded by the Directorate General for Education and Culture of the EC. 

2.3.4 European Research Infrastructures (INFRA)  

European Research Infrastructures (including e-Infrastructures) is a funding programme within the 

EC that aims to foster the development, use, and distribution of research infrastructures. The INFRA 

work programme defines research infrastructures as:  

άfacilities, resources and services that are used by the research communities to conduct research and 

foster innovation in their fields. Where relevant, they may be used beyond research, e.g. for education or 

public services. They include: major scientific equipment (or sets of instruments); knowledge-based 

resources such as collections, archives or scientific data; e-infrastructures, such as data and computing 

systems and communication networks; and any other infrastructure of a unique nature essential to achieve 

excellence in research and innovation. Such infrastructures may be 'single-sitŜŘϥΣ ΨǾƛǊǘǳŀƭΩ ƻǊ ϥŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘϥέ 

(EC 2017l, p. 4).  

The pǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜǎ άŦƻǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ-term sustainability of research infrastructures 

όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǘƛƳƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎύΧŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ 

ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƘŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ Χ ƳŀȄimising the exploitation of 

Řŀǘŀ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎέ όEC 2017l).  

INFRA funding helps, άTo structure the scientific community and play a key role in the construction 

ƻŦ ŀƴ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέ in order to foster the development, use, and 

distribution of research infrastructures. Additionally, INFRA justifies investments as contributing άto 

national, regional and European economic developmentέ and as άƪŜȅ ƛƴ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ǘƻ ƭŜŀŘ ŀ 

global movement towards open, interconnected, data-driven and computer-intensive science and 

engineeringΦέ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ Ŝ-Infrastructure investments made by the program are meant to make 

European researchers, ά5igital, increasing creativity and efficiency of research and bridging the 

divide between developed and less developed regionsέ (EC 2017l).  

The INFRA programme is administrated jointly by two Directorate-Generals (DGs) of the European 

Commission, namely the DG for Communications Networks, Content and Technology (DG-CONNECT) 

and the DG for Research and Innovation (DG-RTD). Research infrastructure projects most commonly 

take place in the physical sciences and engineering (17%), environmental sciences (13%), or 

biological and medical sciences (12%). Research infrastructures in social sciences and humanities 

(7%), energy (3%), and material sciences and analytical facilities (3%) or cross-domain sciences also 

receive INFRA support (RICH Observatory, 2017b). 

3. Current state of RRI in Excellent Science Programmes  

3.1 RRI in Hor izon 2020 Policy Documents   
As noted in the introduction, in addition to the three distinct H2020 priorities of Excellent Science, 

Industrial Leadership, and Societal Challenges, the Commission requires all H2020 programmes to 

ǘŀƪŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘΣ άhŦ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ inputs provided by independent advisory groups of high level experts 

set up by the Commission from a broad constituency of stakeholders, including research, industry 

and civil society, to provide the necessary inter-disciplinary and cross-sectoral perspectives, taking 

ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀǘ ¦ƴƛƻƴΣ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭέ όEC 2013a, II.1.12.1). 
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H2020 therefore includes a variety of cross-cutting issues and other mechanisms to foster such, 

άLnformed engagement of citizens and civil sƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴέ όEC 2013a, Annex I). 

Lƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ŀƭƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜ άǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ-research and innovation 

ώwwLϐ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊέ ŀǎ ŀ ŎǊƻǎǎ-cutting issue (EC 2013a, sec. 14.1.l).  

As articulated in the founding regulation of H2020, RRI consists of attending to six cross-cutting 

issues: gender, ethics, science literacy, stakeholder and public engagement, open access, and 

governance (EC 2013a; see also EC 2014). Beyond these RRI Keys, the Commission has since 

prioritized fostering an alignment among science and society through ideas of Open Innovation, 

Open Science, Open to the world (the Open Agenda) (EC 2016a). The following sections report on 

the current state of RRI and Open Agenda activities of Excellent Science programming according to 

document research. 

3.2 RRI in Excellent Science Programmes : Document Research 
Excellent Science programmes are modelled as investigator-driven basic research investments with 

priorities on supporting the current and future human, physical, and digital infrastructure of 

research and innovation in Europe. Whether supporting distinguished researchers through ERC 

awards or investing in large-scale cloud infrastructures through INFRA, Excellent Science 

programming should stand to benefit from application of RRI and Open Agenda approaches. 

As vital sources of funding for scholars at every stage career, working at the frontiers of high-risk 

research, ERC, MSCA, and FET offer a proving ground for addressing concerns with gender inequality 

in STEM fields. Similarly, research infrastructuresτwith their long-lived footprints in R&I sectorsτ

need to be considerate and inclusive of gender balance and dimensions, offering INFRA a chance to 

have a high impact in this domain of RRI, as well. Open access and Open Science approaches would 

also seem to fit naturally with Excellent Science programming. Rapid and early access to knowledge 

and research infrastructuresτnot only to researchers and innovators but also to wider networks of 

stakeholders and publicsτcould accelerate diffusion and testing of innovative, potentially paradigm-

changing research.  

Public engagement and foci on science literacy and science education could make for natural 

priorities to programmes like ERC and MSCA, keen to cultivate a curious, capable, and responsible 

community of future researchers in Europe. For FET and INFRA, RRI dimensions of public 

engagement and science literacy and science education offer transparent and dynamic ways to share 

lessons and benefits of cutting-edge R&I. These RRI elements also offer Excellent Science 

programmes ways to learn from diverse communities and publics about potential needs, impacts, 

and values that shape technological systems. Ethical reflection could help ensure that ERC, FET, 

MSCA, and INFRA take these diverse values into account and explore the frontiers of research and 

innovation in sustainable, societally responsive ways.  

Adequate governance structures would stand to benefit each Excellent Science activity line, with 

residents of Europe rightly expecting R&I investments to provide lasting benefits through efficient, 

effective, and accountable systems of social organization. Finally, in pursuing Open to the World and 

Open Innovation, Excellent Science programs each stand to benefit from international, cross-sector 

collaborations to harvest and bring-to-bear bright minds and talents on key scientific, technological, 

and societal challenges of the age. 
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Based on document analyses, the sections below explore how ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA 

programmes are progressing on these aspirations of RRI and the Open Agenda, as set forth by the 

Commission of the European Union. 

3.2.1 Overview: RRI at different levels  of ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA programming 

This section summarises the key content of the Desktop Findings sections of Annexes for ERC 

(Section 6.5), FET (Section 7.4), MSCA (Section 8.4), and INFRA (Section 9.3), in which NewHoRRIzon 

partners presented evidence of RRI and Open Agenda implementation. Based on the data available 

from each Annex diagnosis input, five of seven levels are summarized below: policy document; work 

programme; call; proposal template; and evaluation. Insufficient data were collected to comment on 

the scoping levels. Project level examples are presented in section 3.4 Selected Projects.  

For policy, work programme, and call levels, results are subdivided into sections for each RRI Key and 

Open Agenda element, with Open Access and Open Science elements presented together. These 

data are presented as high-ƭŜǾŜƭ άǇƻƛƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜέ ƛƴ ǘŀōƭŜǎ н-9. Readers are referred to the 

relevant sections of each programme-specific annexes (noted above) for complete tables and textual 

excerpts. Results on RRI and Open Agenda in proposal template and evaluation levels are presented 

in aggregate. A narrative summary of desktop findings is presented in section 3.2.2.  
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3.2.1.a Policy document, work programme, and call levels  by RRI key and Open Agenda element 

Gender 

Table 2: Gender dimension of RRI across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, work programme, and call levels 

 Policy document level Work Programme level Call level 

ERC + ERC Scientific Council statement supporting 
gender equality 
+ Presence of a Thematic Working Group on 
Gender Balance 
+ Flexible rules regarding parental leave 
(Peer review evaluation processes blind to gender) 

+ Gender balance included as an objective in WP 
2018-2020 

No data presented 

FET Nothing different than what is expected of other 
H2020 programme lines 

+ Explicit attention given to gender issues in each 
WP 

+ Attention to all RRI keys included in Flagship 
topics 
+ Mentioned, additionally, in other topic texts 
(e.g., FETPROACT-01-2016) 
+ In WP 2018-2020, Proactive calls include specific 
language on gender 

MSCA + Emphasis on gender equality  + Active consideration of gender equality and 
dimensions of research and training from first WP, 
and kept throughout 

+ Additional emphasis in NIGHT calls 

INFRA Nothing different than what is expected of other 
H2020 programme lines 

+ General mention of gender aspect in WP 2016-
2017 and WP 2018-2020 text 

No additional emphasis at call level 

Public Engagement 

Table 3: Public Engagement dimension of RRI across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, work programme, and call levels 

 Policy document level Work Programme level Call level 

ERC + ERC co-hosted public engagement held 31 May 
2018.  

No data presented No data presented 

FET Nothing different than what is expected of other 
H2020 programme lines 

+ Explicit attention given to public engagement in 
each WP 

+ Attention to all RRI keys included Flagship topics 
+ Mentioned in OPEN CSAs and in Proactive calls 

MSCA Nothing different than what is expected of other 
H2020 programme lines 

+ Requirement for public outreach activity plans 
from first WP and kept throughout 

+ Various additional emphases in certain calls, 
especially NIGHT 

INFRA Nothing different than what is expected of other 
H2020 programme lines 

+ General mention of public engagement aspect in 
WP 2016-2017 and WP 2018-2020 text 

No additional emphasis at call level 
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Science education and science literacy 

Table 4: Science Education and Science Literacy dimension of RRI across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, work programme, and call levels 

Ethics 

Table 5: Ethics dimension of RRI across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, work programme, and call levels 

 Policy document level Work Programme level Call level 

ERC + Mandatory ethics pre-screening process 
+ Provides ethics self-assessment tool 
(narrow conception of ethics focused mostly on 
scientific misconduct, privacy, and human or animal 
subject research) 

+ Ethics and researcher integrity included as 
objectives in WP 2018-2020 

No data presented 

FET Nothing different than what is expected of other 
H2020 programme lines 

+ Ethics dimension of research mentioned in some 
WPs 

+ Attention included in Flagship topics 
+ In WP 2018-2020, Proactive calls include specific 
language on ethical implications 
- Language most commonly included only at end of 
call texts 

MSCA No additional emphasis at policy level + Additional emphasis on ethical dimensions and 
research integrity added in WP 2016-2017 

No additional emphasis at call level 

INFRA (Implicit introduction of privacy, intellectual 
property, and security aspects of infrastructure) 

+ General mention of ethical dimensions in WP 
2016-2017 and WP 2018-2020 text 

No additional emphasis at call level 

 Policy document level Work Programme level Call level 

ERC (No requirements for communication or 
dissemination activities, but expectation to invest 
in public communication) 
+ Annual Report 2017 supportive of multiple 
formats of engagement 

No data presented + Two CSAs showcasing ERC-funded research 

FET + Explicit focus on next generation of science, 
technology, researchers, and innovations 

No additional emphasis at WP level + RRI keys included in Flagship call 
+ Specific foci on SE&SL in Quantum Technologies 
Flagship CSA 

MSCA + Emphasis of programme on training 
+ Emphasis on science education and science 
literacy  

+ Increased attention to multiple platforms of 
education and outreach in WP 2016-2017 

+ Various additional emphasis in certain calls, 
especially NIGHT 

INFRA + Education and training purposes of research 
infrastructure explicitly mentioned 

+ General mention of science education and 
science literacy in WP 2016-2017 and WP 2018-
2020 text 

No additional emphasis at call level 
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Governance 

Table 6: Governance dimension of RRI across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, work programme, and call levels 

 Policy document level Work Programme level Call level 

ERC No data presented No data presented No data presented 

FET Ҍ 9ȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ άŜƴǘƛǊŜ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ-
ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΣέ ŦǊƻƳ small-scale exploration to 
large flagships 

No additional emphasis at work programme level + Specific attention to scientific leadership and 
governance in Flagships in WP 2016-2017 and 
2018-2020 

MSCA + Emphasis on governance No additional emphasis at work programme level No additional emphasis at call level 

INFRA + provides a charter of principles and guidelines 
related to regulations for research infrastructure 

+ Emphasis ƻƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΩ long-term viability 
via governance and legal structures 

+ Emphasis in some calls on developing policies for 
research infrastructure use (e.g., FAIR-principle) 

Open Access / Open Science 

Table 7: Open Access dimension of RRI and Open Science dimension of Open Agenda across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, work programme, and call levels 

 Policy document level Work Programme level Call level 

ERC + Mandatory open access publication 
+ Adopted open access guidelines 
+ Provides Open Research Data and Data 
Management Plan templates to assist applicants 

+ Open access included as an objective in WP 2018-
2020 

No data presented 

FET Nothing different than what is expected of other 
H2020 programme lines 

+ Strong emphasis placed in each WP 
+ Projects default into Pilot on Open Research Data 

No additional emphasis at call level 

MSCA + Emphasis on open access  (Optional participation in Open Research Data Pilot; 
completion not considered in evaluation) 
+ Data Management Plan if participating in Open 
Research Data Pilot from first WP. 

+ Specific emphasis added in multiple calls, e.g., 
with reference to support for training models on 
culture of Open Science 

INFRA + Emphasis on supporting effective and efficient 
research infrastructures promoting open science 

+ Emphasis on open access to e-infrastructure 
environments and data sharing by default. 
+ Emphasis on creation of European Open Science 
Cloud e-infrastructure 

+ Various calls emphasize implementation of open 
science approaches and open access in WPs 2016-
2017 and 2018-2020 
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Open Innovation 

Table 8: Open Innovation dimension of Open Agenda across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, work programme, and call levels 

 Policy document level Work Programme level Call level 

ERC No data presented No data presented No data presented 

FET + Explicit reference to including range of actors and 
stakeholders 

+ Strong emphasis on cooperation across science, 
industry, citizens, and policy makers in each WP 

+ Emphasis on engagement and partnerships in 
Proactive and Flagship calls 

MSCA + Emphasis on cross-sector circulation of 
knowledge and culture of entrepreneurship 

+ Emphasis on cross-sector mobility throughout 
WPs, emphasis added on inclusion of civil society 
organizations in WP 2016-2017, and emphasis on 
entrepreneurship in WP 0218-2020 

+ Continued and specific emphasis on cross-sector 
mobility and training in several calls. 

INFRA + Emphasis on interaction and cooperation across 
spectrum of research infrastructure providers and 
users across sectors. 

+ Emphasis on leveraging use of research 
infrastructures across sectors, and based on 
stakeholder and advisory body consultation 

+ Various calls, especially in WPs 2018-2020 
emphasize open innovation 
  

Open to the World 

Table 9: Open to the World dimension of Open Agenda across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, work programme, and call levels 

 Policy document level Work Programme level Call level 

ERC No data presented No data presented No data presented 

FET Nothing different than what is expected of other 
H2020 programme lines 

+ Participation of non-EU partners invited in each 
WP introductory text 

No additional emphasis at call level 

MSCA + Emphasis on international circulation of 
knowledge and mobility of researchers 

+ Emphasis on international mobility throughout 
WPs 

+ Continued and specific emphasis on international 
mobility and training several calls. 

INFRA + Emphasis on contributing to regional, national, 
European, and global development through 
research infrastructure investment 

+ Emphasis on bridging divides between developed 
and less developed regions 

+ Minimal additional emphasis at call level, and 
only in WP 2018-202 

 



 

 25 

3.2.1.b Proposal template level 

Excellent Science programmes employ a suite of different funding actions tailored to programme-

specific needs. ERC frontier awards differ from FET large and small-scale research and innovation 

actions (RIAs). FET also funds coordination and support actions (CSAs) to advance objectives like R&I 

horizon scanning, cross-project networking, and other activities of interest to the EC unit and FET 

community. By contrast, MSCA funds individual fellowships, training networks, and other activities 

focused on knowledge exchange, engagement and communication. Similar to FET, INFRA funds a mix 

of RIAs and CSAs to establish current and future traditional and e-infrastructure objectives. At small 

scales, programmes use specifically tailored mechanisms like expert contracts to support 

monitoring, advising, or programme preparation activities. At largest scales, programmes activities 

like FET Flagships and INFRA GÉANT develop Specific Grant Agreements to involve many partners on 

large-budget, high-visibility, high-impact, high-priority efforts. We report below on a brief overview 

of how RRI and Open Agenda dimensions are featured in the proposal templates provided by the 

Commission for Excellent Science programming. 

In the H2020 Work Programme for 2014-2015, the RIA template includes a variety of RRI keys, 

without explicitly devoting attention to RRI as an overarching concept (EC 2017h). These RIA and CSA 

templates especially and specifically related to FET and INFRA projects. RIA Proposal templates 

included requirements to check a box related to ethics, for example. In addition, Section 5.1 was 

devoted to an ethics self-assessment related to compliance with national legal and ethical 

considerations of vulnerable populations, consent, and potential dual-use, environmental, or other 

undesirable impacts of research. Lƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ мΦоΣ ǳƴŘŜǊ άŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜd 

to make note, άǿƘŜǊŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘέ Ƙƻǿ gender would be taken into account in the project content. 

Further, in Section 4.1, submitters were required to indicate the gender of researcher/project 

participants. Section 2.2.a contained a section related to dissemination and exploitation of results, 

potentially connected to public engagement and / or science education and science literacy. 

Section 3.1 asked proposers to indicate participation in the Pilot on Open Research Data (related to 

open access and open science). Administrative data sections on participants offered means to verify 

commitments to interdisciplinary and cross-sector partnerships related to Open Innovation, and 

Open to the World dimensions. 

Beginning in WP 2016-2017, proposals were requested to justify decisions to opt out of the Pilot on 

Open Research Data. Whether this decision to opt-out is weighted in evaluation criteria is up to the 

discretion of individual programme lines (e.g., ERC and MSCA do not consider this point in 

evaluation). With relevance to RRI keys and the Open Agenda, the proposal template in the second 

work programme is otherwise the same (EC 2017h; EC 2017i).  

Subsequently, a significant change was made in reference to gender, elaborating the difference 

between accounting for gender balance and accounting for gender dimensions of research. The new 

proposal template language related to gender reflects a recommendation from the Interim 

9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ IнлнлΥ ά¢ƘŜ qualitative analysis of a subset of 111 projects from gender- flagged topics 

showed the 53% included the gender dimension either well or in part. The notion does not seem to 

be well understood and is often confused with gender balance in research teams ς nor is it always 

ǿŜƭƭ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘέ ό9/ нлмтŀΣ ǇΦ мто-174). Recognition of such challenges with consideration of gender 

dimensions in R&I are also illustrated in modifications to the MSCA Individual Fellowship template. 
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Such changes first appear in WP 2016-2017, in the Excellence section (EC 2016c), and were 

expanded upon in WP 2018-2019Υ άDiscuss the gender dimension in the research content (if 

relevant). In research activities where human beings are involved as subjects or end-users, gender 

differences may exist. In these cases the gender dimension in the research content has to be 

addressed as an integral part of the proposal to ensure the highŜǎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ (EC 

2018b, p.2). 

Finally, in the third work programme, several sections make explicit mention of public and 

stakeholder engagement (EC 2017i). Section 1.3.a now states: ά5ŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 

concept underpinning the project. Describe the main ideas, models or assumptions involved. Identify 

any inter-disciplinary considerations and, where relevant, use of stakeholder knowledge. Where 

ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŦƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎκǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ 

(connecting to open innovation) (2017i, p. 2). Section 2.2.b now statesΥ ά²ƘŜǊŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 

measures for public/societal engagement ƻƴ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ όнлмтƛΣ ǇΦ рύΦ 

CSA Proposal templates of 2014-2015 and 2016-2017 share similar overall structures to RIA 

templates. This similarity covers gender and ethics dimensions of research (EC 2017j; 2017k). 

However, the CSA proposal is unique in containing additional language and attention to public 

engagement and governance dimensions, respectively: 

Your plan for the dissemination and exploitation of the project's results is key to maximising 

their impact. This plan should describe, in a concrete and comprehensive manner, the area in 

which you expect to make an impact and who are the potential users of your results. Your plan 

should also describe how you intend to use the appropriate channels of dissemination and 

interaction with potential users (EC 2017k, p. 3). 

And 

Your plan should give due consideration to the possible follow-up of your project, once it is 

finished. Its exploitation could require additional investments, wider testing or scaling up. Its 

exploitation could also require other pre-conditions like regulation to be adapted, or value 

chains to adopt the results, or the public at large being receptive to your results (EC 2017k, p. 

3). 

Changes to RIA and CSA templates between 2014-15 and the 2016-2017 versions reveal the kinds 

minor modifications that can be carried out to proposal templates to emphasize cross-cutting issues. 

Examples include:  

¶ in the ethics tables, addition of language related to Environment & Health and Safety;  

¶ in section 2.2., greater prominence to inclusion of business plans where relevant;  

¶ more abundant notes to submitters regarding the Open Research Data Pilot in Horizon 2020 

(open access and open science connection);  

¶ more specific articulation of where, who, and how impact will be disseminated and 

followed-up;  

¶ in section 3.3, new prompts to articulate the specific contributions of project partners to the 

project (open innovation connection). 
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Beyond funding consortia projects, Excellent Science also funds individual researchers and training 

networks through programme activities of ERC and MSCA. ERC includes a multi-step ethics check 

and self-assessment as part of proposals, with specific attention to issues of research integrity. RRI 

and Open Agenda dimensions of templates for four of five MSCA actions are presented below. 

ω The Innovative Training Networks (ITN) and Individual Fellowship (IF) proposal templates 

include an ethics sectionτalthough fashioned as a check-boxτas well as a section for 

reflection on gender dimensions of research. In addition, applicants are asked to include 

materials on communication and dissemination (connecting to science education and 

science literacy and using open access language), as well as public engagement measures. 

ITN applicants are also encouraged to consider incorporating interdisciplinary and cross-

sectoral arrangements (connecting to Open Science and Open Innovation) (EC 2017s, p. 4; 

EC 2018b, pgs. 2, 3, 12, 13, 14) 

ω Similar to ITN and IFs, co-funding of regional, national and international programmes 

(COFUNDS) require applicants to consider each aspect of RRI except for governance (EC 

2018b, pgs. 2, 3, 7). COFUND templates include extensive attention to ethical reflection, 

stating, for example, ǿƘŜƴ ǘŀƪƛƴƎΣ άŀ ōƻǘǘƻƳ-up approach and it is often not known in 

advance if the fellowships to be funded will raise ethics issues. Therefore, it is important to 

describe how the proposal meets the European as well as the national legal and ethics 

requirements of the country or countries where the tasks raising ethics issues are to be 

ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘέ ό9/ нлмуŀ ǇтύΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǘŜƳǇƭŀǘŜ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ŜǘƘƛŎǎ 

issues must be produced by beneficiaries for each call organized by COFUND programming.  

ω Research and Innovation Staff Exchanges (RISE) template requirements on ethics, gender, 

public engagement, science education and science literacy, and Open Science and Open 

Innovation activities are similar to those found in ITN, IF, and COFUND templates (EC 2017a, 

p. 5 and p. 29). Additional attention in the RISE template is devoted to the Open Research 

Data Pilot (open access and Open Science) and international partnership development 

(Open to the World). 

The above summary of RIA and CSA templates, as well as MSCA templates, reveals how Excellent 

Science programme proposal templates may be meaningfully updated to encourage research, 

prospective anticipation of risk, management dimensions, and engagement plans to consider RRI 

and Open Agenda dimensions. Importantly, several of these proposal template changes are 

reinforced by evaluation criteriaτǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴΥ άǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ 

ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΦέ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘƛǎ criterion often carries only a minority weight in evaluation, it offers on 

potentially solid leverage point for influencing adoption of cross-cutting content into H2020 

activities.6 

3.2.1.c Evaluation level 

The H2020 framework gives programmes specific remit to modify their own proposal evaluation 

criteria. General evaluation criteria for proposals are included in Annex H of each H2020 Work 

                                                           
6
 Whether and how changes to proposal templates affect proposals and project implementation, in relation to 

evaluation criterion and scoring, would require analysis beyond the scope and permissions granted to 
NewHoRRIzon. 
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Programme (WP). Evaluation criteria are one of the most robust tools available to R&I management 

for shaping research and innovation practice. As such, whether and how H2020 evaluation criteria 

enable or hinder RRI and the Open Agenda is of central concern to this NewHoRRIzon analysis.  

RRI in H2020 General Evaluation Criteria 

No general RIA or CSA evaluation criteria explicitly reference RRI or the Open Agenda. The main way 

any action is incentivized to implement RRI or the Open Agenda is if said action lists cross-cutting 

elements as an expected impact of a WP and the Impact Criterion text references back to this WP 

text. For example: 

ω WP 2014-2015 Impact Criterion, for all types of actions, states: ά¢ƘŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻǇƛŎέ ό9/ нлмоōΣ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ IύΦ 

ω WPs 2016-2017 and 2018-2020 Impact Criterion, for all types of actions, states: ά¢ƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ 

to which the outputs of the project would contribute to each of the expected impacts 

mentioned in the work programme under ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻǇƛŎέ ό9/ нлмтŦ ŀƴŘ 9/ нлмтƎ 

Section H). 

Despite a general absence of RRI and Open Agenda language in evaluation criteria, specific, 

individual RRI keys and Open Agenda elements do gain prominence in H2020 criteria over time. 

Specifically, H2020 prioritizes gender dimension, public engagement, and open innovation elements 

in its evaluation criteria. For example: 

ω Gender: WP 2018-2020 Excellence Criterion for RIAs statesΣ ά!ǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

interdisciplinary approaches and, where relevant, use of stakeholder knowledge and gender 

ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΦέ ό9/ нлмтƎΣ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ IύΦ 

ω Public engagement, by connection to communication, exploitation, and dissemination 

requirements: WPs of 2014-2015; 2016-2017, and 2018-2020 Impact Criteria for RIAs and 

CSAs state, άvǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻΥ 9ȄǇƭƻƛǘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ 

results (including management of IPR), and to manage research data where relevant; 

/ƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜǎέ (EC 2013b, Section H; EC 

2017f Section H; EC 2017g Section H).  

ω Open Innovation, WP 2014-2015 Excellence Criterion for RIAs states, ά{ƻǳƴŘƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

concept, including trans-disciplinary considerations, where ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘέ ό9/ нлмоōΣ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ IύΦ 

Subsequently modified in WP 2016-2017 asΣ ά!ǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ 

approaches and, where relevant, use of stakeholder kƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέ ό9/ нлмтŦΣ Section H). 

Modified again in WP 2018-2020 asΣ ά!ǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ 

approaches and, where relevant, use of stakeholder knowledge and gender dimension in 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘέ ό9/ нлмтƎΣ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ IύΦ 

RRI in Excellent-Science-specific Programme Evaluation Criteria 

An in-depth study cataloguing the expected impacts of every H2020 topic, cross-referenced to type 

of action (e.g., RIA or CSA, etc.), and accompanied by the text of evaluation criteria is beyond the 

scope and purpose of the NewHoRRIzon project. However, a general sampling of modifications to 

evaluation criteria by Excellent Science programmes provides insight into the extent H2020 
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programmes choose to use evaluation criteria to support RRI and Open Agenda activities prioritized 

by the Commission and European Union. 

For ERC actions, the sole evaluation criterion for Frontier research awards is scientific excellence. 

±ƛƴƪŜƴōǳǊƎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнлмпύ ƴƻǘŜΣ άǘƘŜ 9w/Ωǎ ǇŜŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜw evaluation process has been carefully designed 

to identify scientific excellence irrespective of the gender, age, nationality or institution of the 

Principal Investigators and other potential biases, and to take career breaks as well as 

unconventional reǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǇŀǘƘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘέ όǇΦ 1). The singular nature of this ERC excellence 

criterion raises concerns not only for negative impacts on gender equality, but also in bias towards a 

status-quo orientation which, upon further reflection seems anathema ǘƻ 9w/Ωǎ ŀǎǇƛǊŀǘion of 

supporting path-breaking work at high-risk research frontiers (Lukkonen 2012). 

The FET programme has made changes to criterion that are supportive of RRIτparticularly in 

Flagship programming, where the excellence criterion, unlike in ERC, reinforce RRI interests. Use of 

RRI in the FET Flagship topic text is an example of how language within evaluation criterion text 

referencing WP text works in practice. To take one example, in WP 2018-2020 the Excellence 

criterion for the FETFLAG-01-2018 topic statesΣ ά5ŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ŀŘƘŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ C9¢ CƭŀƎǎƘƛǇ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ŀǎ 

specified in the work programmeέ (EC 2017e, p. 40). The corresponding text in the WP then states: 

ά!ƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ responsible research and innovation, in particular aspects such as 

ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭΣ ŜǘƘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎŀƭ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ό9/ нлмтŜΣ ǇΦ он, bold text 

added for emphasis). Thus, although not motioned in the box elaborating on the Excellence criterion 

for topic proposal, RRI is flagged for consideration by extension to the general WP text. 

Beyond Flagships, WP 2016-2017 and WP 2018-2020 Impact Criteria for FET Proactive topics 

demonstrate means of supporting Open Innovation and science education and science literacy 

cross-cutting activities. For example, the WP 2018-2020 text referenced by the FET PROACTIVE-01-

2018 Impact criterion calls forΥ ά9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŀ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ 

in the theme addressed from outreach to and partnership with high potential actors in research and 

innovation, and from wider stakeholder/public engagement, with due consideration of aspects such 

as education, gender differences and long-ǘŜǊƳ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭΣ ŜǘƘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎŀƭ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ό9/ нлмтŜΣ ǇΦ 

19). 

The MSCA offers an alternative to the ERC approach of funding individual awards based only on an 

ERC-directed definition of excellence. MSCA criteria are designed to incentivize various dimensions 

of RRI and the Open Agenda. The ITN excellence and impact criteria explicitly support gender, open 

access, open innovation, and open science. The IF impact criterion mention interdisciplinary and 

cross-sector work (connecting to open innovation), and the IF excellence criteria states: άvǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 

credibility of the research/innovation project; level of novelty, appropriate consideration of 

inter/multiŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎέ ό9/ нлмтǿΣ ǇΦ суύΣ ǘƻǳŎƘƛƴƎ ƻƴ public engagement 

through credibility; gender; and open innovation through interdisciplinarity.  

MSCA COFUND and RISE criteria for excellence emphasize RRI and Open Agenda elements, as well. 

For example, the criterion for COFUND, states, άvǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

programme in terms of science, interdisciplinarity, intersectorality and level of transnational 

Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅέ ό9/ нлмтǿΣ ǇΦ суύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ for RISE statesΥ άvǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŘƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

research/innovation project; level of novelty and appropriate consideration of 

ƛƴǘŜǊκƳǳƭǘƛŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅΣ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘƻǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎέ ό9/ нлмтǿΣ ǇΦ сфύΦ LƳǇŀct criteria for RISE 
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and COFUND alike also focus on open access, science education and science literacy, and public 

engagement dimensions (EC 2017w) 

Overall, the above modifications demonstrate ways that H2020 programmes have the capacity to 

shape evaluation criteria to incentivize adoption of RRI and Open Agenda activities. Further, FET and 

MSCA efforts to specifically tailor excellence and impact criteria to advance RRI and Open Agenda 

dimensions offer an example of ways programme lines can change R&I management to encourage 

cross-cutting activities in H2020, if they so choose.  

3.2.2 Analysis: RRI and the Open Agenda Across Excellent Science Programming  

This section presents narrative summaries of progress toward institutionalizing RRI and Open Agenda 

activities across Excellent Science programming. Sources include the points of evidence from sections 

3.2.1.a, b, and c, as well as the specific input annexes for each programme line. The section begins 

with a high-level observation before presenting brief programme-by-programme overviews for ERC, 

FET, MSCA, and INFRA. A summary can be found in section 3.2.5. 

The most common and seemingly effective way for H2020 programmes to institutionalize RRI and 

Open Agenda activities is through consistent inclusion across multiple programmatic levels. In 

Excellent Science programmes, RRI and Open Agenda activities are rarely framed in their complete 

forms as overarching concepts. However, some specific elements of RRI and Open Agenda 

aspirations are well covered in consistent and seemingly effective waysτwith RRI keys and Open 

elements mentioned in work programme and call texts, reinforced in proposal template language, 

and incentivized through specific Excellence and Impact criteria (except in the case of ERC).  

ERC Overview 

At first glance RRI does not seem to play a role at all at in ERC programming. ERC documents rarely if 

ever reference RRI. Further, effectively 0% of ERC projects have been flagged in the Common 

Research Data warehouse (CORDA) as RRI-relevant (EC 2017b, p. 248). While project contents, work 

programme, call, and evaluation texts do not strongly support RRI or Open Agenda Activities, ERC 

policies, in general, do support select RRI and Open Agenda dimensions.  

For example, the ERC attempts to address gender concerns through a Thematic Working Group on 

Gender Balance. This group has produced a gender equality plan for the programme. In addition, 

ERC CSA studies have been contracted to better understand gender biases in ERC evaluation. 

Application rules for Frontier awards do include provisions considerate of parental leave. Evaluators 

are provided video training to learn more unconscious biases in recruitment processes. ERC support 

of open access offers another example of programme policy support for RRI and the Open Agenda. 

ERC runs another Thematic Working Group on Open Access, and open access for peer reviewed 

articles is mandatory in the programme. Regarding ethics, ERC requires ERC Frontier applicants to 

consider research ethics and research integrity dimensions in proposals. The programme further 

provides an ethics self-assessment tool to support the process, and reviews proposals in light of a 

three-step ethical issues assessment. Regarding governance and RRI, the ERC holds a Standing 



 

31 
 

Committee on Conflict of Interests, Scientific Misconduct and Ethical Issues (CoIME) as a way to 

monitor and address ethics issues in programming as needed.7 

On the other end of the spectrum, ERC governance mechanisms to support public engagement and 

science literacy and science education are less prominent, but still present. ERC applicants are 

encouraged to include communication and dissemination dimensions of this work, but project 

proposals do not have to include such plans. Rather than standing policy-level initiatives, ERC funds 

various CSAs to accelerate science literacy and science education efforts, for example through citizen 

science initiatives. Additionally, ERC organized together with the office of Science and Technology 

Options Assessment (STOA) a Spring 2018 workshop on public engagement (ERC 2018f).  

FET Overview 

In contrast to ERC, FET employs traditional R&I management approaches to advancing RRI and Open 

Agenda elements (rather than standing, policy-level efforts). In practice, FET has altered work 

programme, call texts, and evaluation requirements to promote cross-cutting programmatic 

activities. FET adoption of RRI and the Open Agenda has increased markedly over time, presenting 

an example of how H2020 programming promotes policy learning and R&I management adaptation 

work-programme by work-programme. 

The 2014-2015 WP of FET mentions gender and public engagement explicitly (e.g., EC 2014a, p.5), 

but not in the context of RRI. By contrast the 2016-2017 and 2018-2020 FET WPs introduce explicit 

use of the term RRI in general text. Further, the introductory texts of these WPs include more 

detailed overviews of, for example, public engagement and ethics keys (EC 2017d; 2017e). Related 

to open access and Open Science, in WP 2018-2020, FET further strengthened requirements to 

promote data sharing (EC, 2017e). 

Over the course of the three WPs of H2020, FET has increasingly featured RRI not only in programme 

introductory text, but also in specific call texts. In WP 2016-2017 and 2018-2020, Open and Proactive 

ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ŜŀŎƘ ōŜƎƛƴ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ C9¢Ωǎ 

2016-2017 WP encourages exploration of micro (data protection, privacy, consent, misuse) and 

macro (desirability, socioeconomic issues) ethical dimensions in Proactive RIA text.8 Further, RRI 

dimensions have been consistently advanced in FET Flagships in each of the three FET WPs, with 

calls for FET Flagship Core Projects consistently statingΥ άtǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ 

ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŘƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŜǘƘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎέ ό9/ нлмпŀΣ ǇΦ ол ϧ омΤ 9/ нлмтŘΣ ǇΦ пм 

& 43; EC 2017e, 45 & 46). As noted above in section 3.2.1.c, in many cases, these changes to FET call 

text are reinforced by changes to evaluation criteria. 

FET support of open innovation is visible in the way interdisciplinary and cross-sector collaborations 

are encouraged, especially in Launchpad, Flagship, and CSA activities. In an uncommon move for 

STEM programming endemic to FET, the specific challenge text for the 2018-2020 WP explicitly calls 

ŦƻǊΣ άƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ƛƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŀǊȅ Ŏƻllaborations (new language 

compared to 2016-2017) (EC 2017e, p. 7). This position reflects guidance by the advisory board (FET 

Advisory Group 2016), and aligns with aspirations of Open Innovation.  

                                                           
7
 Note, the use of Thematic Working Groups to support gender and open access cross-cutting issues in ERC 

offers an additional example of applying the governance RRI key. 
8
 See Herkert 2005 for a discussion on differences between micro and macro ethical considerations. 
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MSCA Overview 

Similar to FET, MSCA attention to RRI and Open Agenda activities increase markedly in the second 

and third work programmes. This ramp-up has roots in the way constitutive elements like gender, 

science literacy and science education, open access, and open innovation have been with MSCA 

since the first WP. As part of the increased emphasis on RRI in MSCA activities, more recent WP texts 

(2016-2017 and 2016-2020) note that RRI goes beyond the basic stipulations of the European 

Charter for Researchers,9 the Code of Conduct for the Recruitment of Researchers,10 and the 

European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity11; and references the Rome Declaration on 

Responsible Research and Innovation in Europe,12 and the EC material on RRI topics.13 

Consideration of gender balance and dimensions of research are each addressed in the legal 

founding text of MSCA, as well as in the proposal template and excellence criterion for ITN, IF, and 

RISE. Science literacy and science education is similarly flagged in the founding legal text of MSCA 

(in relation to communication and dissemination), and reinforced in impact criteria of calls (being 

also of-a-piece ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ Ǌŀƛǎƻƴǎ ŘΩşǘǊŜ: promoting doctoral and post-doctoral 

education and training). Open access and Open Science are consistently prioritized through 

participation in Open Research Data Pilot activities, with additional language in work programme 

documents, calls, and proposal templates. MSCA attention to the other Open Agenda elementsτ

Open Innovation and Open to the Worldτis similarly strong. From policy and work programme 

documents to topics, proposal texts, and evaluation criteria, Open Agenda elements are indicated 

with language promoting cross-sector, inter- and trans- disciplinary collaboration, as well as 

international mobility. 

MSCA programme support for public engagement and ethics are similarly robust, although narrow 

in scope, as reflected in WP texts, templates, and impact criteria. For example, public engagement 

considerations, while present since the first WP, most often refer to unidirectional engagement, 

holding that knowledge flows from researchers to publics in communication, but not back from 

publics to researchers (an exception being the most recent scoping paper). Another example, related 

to ethics, is in the way the formal ethics table for self-assessment emphasizes microethical issues of 

researcher integrity, rather than also opening up broader macroethical dimensions of research in 

society. Unlike the previously mentioned RRI keys, governance receives much less attention in MSCA 

programming. The main mention of this key being implicit, through requirements for quality and risk 

management related to the infrastructures of IF, COFUND, and RISE applicants. 

                                                           
9
 European Commission, EURAXESS, Jobs & Funding, Charter & Code for Researchers, European Charter for 

Researchers, available at: https://euraxess.ec.europa.eu/jobs/charter/european-charter  
10

 European Commission, EURAXESS, Jobs & Funding, Charter & Code for Researchers, The Code of Conduct for 
Recruitment, available at: https://euraxess.ec.europa.eu/jobs/charter/code  
11

 ALLEA ς All European Academies (2017) The European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity: Revised 
Edition. Berlin, Germany. Accessed on 26 July 2018. Available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/hi/h2020-ethics_code-of-conduct_en.pdf  
12

 Italian Presidency of the Council of the European Union (2014). Rome Declaration on Responsible Research 
and Innovation in Europe. 21 November 2014. Accessed 26 July 2018. Available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/swafs/pdf/rome_declaration_RRI_final_21_November.pdf  
13

 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ όнлмнύ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΥ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ !ōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ wŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ {ƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ 
Challenges. Accessed 26 July 2018. Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/research/science-
society/document_library/pdf_06/responsible-research-and-innovation-leaflet_en.pdf  

https://euraxess.ec.europa.eu/jobs/charter/european-charter
https://euraxess.ec.europa.eu/jobs/charter/code
https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/hi/h2020-ethics_code-of-conduct_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/swafs/pdf/rome_declaration_RRI_final_21_November.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/responsible-research-and-innovation-leaflet_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/responsible-research-and-innovation-leaflet_en.pdf
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INFRA Overview 

Unlike FET and MSCA, INFRA programming has less robust support for RRI across the chain of R&I 

management instruments. RRI is only fully mentioned at the WP level, with none of the calls 

referring explicitly to RRI as a concept, and little evidence of the concept gaining traction in any 

specifically tailored evaluation criteria. The most common manifestations of RRI in INFRA 

programming are to be found through disaggregation into constituent cross-cutting activities. The 

most prominent and consistently addressed RRI key in INFRA is open access. While public 

engagement, governance, science literacy and science education, and ethics mentioned 

sporadically throughout programme materials, detailed elaboration of these concepts is sparse. 

Further, there is little evidence that incorporation of these RRI dimensions will be incentivized 

beyond consideration already given in H2020 evaluation criteria for RIA and CSA proposals. 

By contrast, INFRA strongly emphasizes Open Agenda elements as guiding principles on multiple 

programme levels. Open Science features most prominently, commonly referred to as an important 

enabler of efficient collaboration among researchers and industry. Open Innovation features in texts 

related to advancing user-driven approaches to R&I and increasing industry involvement. Open to 

the World is prominent at policy and work programme levels, with texts often referencing 

supporting EU strategies for international cooperation. Use of Open Innovation and Open to the 

²ƻǊƭŘ ŀǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŀǎ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊategic interests in 

research competition, rather than reshaping relationships among science and society more 

generally. 

3.2.3 Excellent Science programming: beyond the RRI keys and Open Agenda 

Researchers and research managers have given extensive consideration to notions of responsible 

research and innovation in other ways than the six keys and Open Agenda approaches advanced by 

the Commission. These other perspectives on RRI include (but are not limited to): 

ω A procedural approach to enhancing anticipation, inclusiveness, reflexivity, and 

responsiveness (AIRR) in research and innovation (Stilgoe et al., 2013). Ideas behind this 

AIRR approach are that R&I processes will be more responsible with and for society if efforts 

ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ values, diverse sets of expertise, broader 

considerations of goals, and greater consideration of long-term intended and unintended 

consequences into R&I activities. Stilgoe et al. (2013) most commonly refer to this set of 

procedures as comǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ άǊŜǎǇƻƴǎible innovation,έ as opposed to the EC terminology of the 

cross-ŎǳǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƻǇƛŎΣ άǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ research and innovationέ (emphasis added). 

ω An interactive approach advocated by von Schomberg (2013), in which procedural elements 

of AIRR concepts ŀǊŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǇǳǊǎǳƛǘ ƻŦ ōǊƻŀŘƭȅ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ άƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŎƘƻǊǎέ ǘƻ 

άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ΨǊƛƎƘǘΩ impacts that 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǳǊǎǳŜέ όǇΦ ртύΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ Ǿƻƴ {ŎƘƻƳōŜǊƎ όнлмоύΣ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ 

open and ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ wϧL ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ άǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƻǊǎ 

[to] become mutually responsive to each other with a view to the (ethical) acceptability, 

sustainability and societal desirability of the innovation process and its marketable 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎέ όǇΦ спύΦ The Societal Challenges dimension of H2020 programming is recognizable 

ŀǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŎƘƻǊǎέ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ǿƻƴ {ŎƘƻƳōŜǊƎ όнлмоύ Ƙŀǎ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ 

for, without the corresponding procedural dimensions of AIRR. 
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Procedural and interactive approaches to responsibility in research and innovation are not in 

opposition to the aspirations of RRI and Open Agenda aspirations of the Commission. Rather, these 

alternative perspectives complement and, as noted above, articulate different foci in pursuit of the 

same goal: aligning science in, with, and for broad societal interests.  

Each of the above AIRR and άƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŎƘƻǊǎέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ƛƴ 9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ 

programming. Most commonly, FET applies CSAs as part of R&I management to promote 

programme-level reflexivity and anticipation. FET also employs inclusion strategies to help build 

more responsive programme agendas. MSCA and INFRA programming ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŜ άŀƴŎƘƻǊ 

ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎΣέ ƻǊƛŜƴǘƛƴƎ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ƭike sustainability. In addition, INFRA engages 

in reflexivity regarding its overarching approach to advancing European research infrastructure. 

ERC Overview 

No data provided. 

FET Overview 

Procedural elements of the AIRR framework are visible in the ways that FET employs CSAs as part of 

its R&I management repertoire. Specifically, anticipatory activities can be seen in the 2017 FET Open 

Futures CSA, with its ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ άƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ 

stimulate and organise interdisciplinary research and innovation towards new and visionary 

technologies ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ƪƛƴŘέ ό9/ нлмтŘΣ ǇΦ млύΦ Also in FET WP 2016-2017, the FETPROACT-01-2016 

topic on future technologies for societal change, being human in a technological world, takes a 

reŦƭŜȄƛǾŜ ǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎΥ ά¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦǊŜǎƘ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 

thinking, include ethical and social aspects, reflecting on the purposes, impacts and motivations for 

the research and innovation activity, the associated uncertainties, areas of ignorance, assumptions, 

questions and dilemmas; and by this crystalize through active stakeholder engagement concrete 

ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ŀ ǿƻǊǘƘǿƘƛƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜέ ό9/ нлмтŘΣ ǇΦ мфύΦ  

Regarding inclusivity and responsiveness, there is some evidence that FET Advisory Group (FETAG) 

works to integrate diverse expertise and disciplines into FET agenda setting. While not diverse from 

the perspective of including humanities and multiple social science perspectives, the FETAG 

traditionally has included one social scientist (c.f., FET Advisory Group 2016), as well as a range of life 

and physical scientists and engineers. In a similar sprit of RRI beyond the keys, there is evidence that 

FET seeks to integrate and respond to stakeholder and public considerations in the process of WP-

development itself. The third FET WP built off of several inputs, including a public consultation 

process for the Proactive call, and a horizon scanning CSA that engaged various stakeholder groups. 

Further, industry groups are invited as primary external experts shaping FET Flagship initiatives: to 

take one example, FET established a committee of 12 industry experts to advise the strategic agenda 

of the nascent Quantum Technology flagship. Of note, there is little evidence of effort to include 

CSOs, public interest groups, or public bodies at a similar level when it comes to shaping nascent 

Flagships (still, optimistically, the inclusion of one societal interest group demonstrates how other 

groups could be included in the future). 

MSCA Overview 

In contrast to FET with its de-facto approach to AIRR, MSCA demonstrates integration of a 

άƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŎƘƻǊǎέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ wwL ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅǎΦ The regulation establishing MSCA in H2020 

discusses societal challenges, like sustainability (EC 2013a). Sustainability and other societal 
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challenges are also mentioned in work programme texts. The most recent MSCA scoping paper 

pointed out societal challenges related to migration. The most recent work programme also 

explicitly mentions the UN Sustainable Development Goals. 

MSCA takes an inherently anticipatory stance to the human capital challenge of doctoral training, 

ƴƻǘƛƴƎΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ άAlthough Europe hosts a large and diversified pool of skilled human resources 

for research and innovation, this needs to be constantly replenished, improved and adapted to the 

ǊŀǇƛŘƭȅ ŜǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀōƻǳǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΦ ώΧϐ ¢ƘƛǎΣ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ Ƴŀƴȅ ƳƻǊŜ ƘƛƎh-

quality research jobs as the research intensity of the European economy increases, will be one of the 

main challenges facing European research, innovation and educaǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƘŜŀŘέ 

(EC 2013a, p. 347/127). This attention has manifested most recently in the 2018-нлнл ²tΩǎ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ 

approach to issues of migration as well as Widening Participation concerns of the Union. 

INFRA Overview 

The most common operationalization of RRI beyond keys and beyond Open Agenda activities in 

INFRA can be seen ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ άƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŎƘƻǊǎΣέ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 

investments are often framed as a way to help address societal challengesτmost commonly related 

to sustainability. In pursuit of this goal, societal inclusion in research infrastructure is often also part 

of INFRA framings, as are FAIR (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable and Re-Usable) approaches. 

INFRA programming also explicitly engages in reflection on the limitations of FAIR approaches as 

related to national security concerns, issues of intellectual property rights, and privacy. 

 

3.2.4 Context: Conceptual Underpinnings of R&I across Excellent Science Programming  

Three overarching conceptualizations of research and innovation seem to buttress Excellent Science 

programming. To various degrees, each of these conceptualizations characterize the structure, 

language, and operations of ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA programmes. The three observed 

conceptualizationsτa linear perspective; a republic of science structure; and a deficit model of 

public understandingτare described below. After each conceptualization, points of alignment are 

illustrated between theoretical underpinnings of R&I and Excellent Science programme lines. A 

closing comment is offered on tensions between these conceptualizations and the aspirations of RRI 

and Open Agenda activities set forth by the Commission.  

Linear Perspectives on Scientific and Technological Progression   

Formalized in a philosophy of science treatment by Douglas (2009), but with much deeper roots, the 

ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ŀ άƭƛƴŜŀǊ ƳƻŘŜƭέ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƛƴ 9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ 

encapsulation of this perspective is expressed as the aphorism: science discovers, technologies 

ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΦ 9ƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ άōŀǎƛŎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣέ ŀ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŘƛǾƻǊŎŜŘ 

from context or application, is another hallmark of the linear character of Excellent Science 

programming14τthe notion that fundamental understanding must precede applied knowledge, and 

should be funded as such.15 A central perspective and increasing challenge with the linear view is the 

trap of expanding promises that often accompany arguments for R&I investmentsτas more is 

                                                           
14

 c.f., Stokes 1997 on ideas of a simplified typology of science; see McNie et al., (2016) for a more recent and 
more complete attempt at elaboration. 
15

 For just one contrasting view on the nature of technical knowledge and experiential knowledge, and the 
ways that engineering application does indeed lead to basic knowledge see Sarewitz (2016). 
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promised, more is expected, and more pressures are placed on R&I systems to deliver, stressing 

research integrity, researcher well-being, and the robustness of R&I systems. 

The ERC and FET programmes of Excellent Science offer the clearest example of a linear perspective 

in action (although it is visible as well in MSCA and INFRA, as well). ERC is the result of a well-

orchestrated political endeavour (König 2017) in which high-level scientists argued for the 

importance of basic research funding for making Europe, άThe most competitive and the most 

dynamic knowledge-based economy in the worldΣέ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŜǎǇƻǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƴ-current 

9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ [ƛǎōƻƴ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ.16 Advocates of the ERC have argued that more 

investment in curiosity driven basic research would lead in the end to more innovation and greater 

economic competitiveness. As König (2016) finds: άLƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ 9w/Σ 

frontier research was perceived as the (necessary) counterpart to a top-down approach in research 

funding, because frontier research is an investment in the European knowledge base and the 

ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎȅŎƭŜέ όp. 151). The former President of the Union best encapsulates the idealτand 

pressure of promiseτmade by the ERCΥ άǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ Ŏontinuous investment into basic research, there 

will be no radical innovation in the future, i.e. innovation that has the potential of changing the 

ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎέ όнлмлΥ сруύΦ 

At its core, FETΩǎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ŀ ƭƛnear progression of technological advancement driven by 

fundamental scientific understanding. FET brands itself an investigator-driven, basic-research arm of 

European R&I investments, and Ƴǳǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘ пл҈ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ 9¦w нΦсф ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǘƻ άōƻǘǘƻƳ-ǳǇέ ƘƛƎƘ-risk, 

άŜŀǊƭȅ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŜƳōǊȅƻƴƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŦǊŀƎƛƭŜέ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƛŘŜŀǎ through FET Open (EC 

2011b, p. 25; EC 2013a). One level more advanced in progression, C9¢ ŦǳƴŘǎ tǊƻŀŎǘƛǾŜΣ ŀ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ-

Ƴŀǎǎέ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǘƻ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ ǘŀƭŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦied science and technology 

domains. Finally, FET Flagships fund ƳŀǎǎƛǾŜΣ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ άƎǊŀƴŘ-ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜέ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ 

supported at large scale (more than 100 partners per flagship, with each flagship originally costed 

for EUR 500 billion from the Commission and EUR 500 billion matching from EU member states and 

associated countries) over the long-term (10+ years) (EC 2011c). 5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ C9¢Ωǎ ƴƻǘŀōƭŜ ŘŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ 

investigator-driven initiatives, there is a strong and visible push for funded projects to funnel toward 

industrial partnerships in support of commercialization (less so, and with less clear language, to 

addressing societal challenges). Such emphasis on a bridging function for the promise of economic 

benefit is best encapsulated the 2018-2020 WP: άLƴ ǎǇƛǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǊƛǎƪΣ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ-term impact 

can be enormous: these new technologies can become the core for new high-growth companies, for 

ƴŜǿ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎΣ ƻǊ ŦƻǊ ǊŀŘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƴŜǿ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ǘŀŎƪƭƛƴƎ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎέ ό9/ нлмтŜΣ ǇΦ сύΦ 

A Republic of Science  

¢ƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ŀ άwŜǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻŦ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜΣέ coined and championed by Polanyi (1962), may best be 

summarized as an interest of the scientific community being a self-governing, dynamic group of 

mutually supported, yet independent peoples in search of truth. In this ideal, ǘǊǳǘƘ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜǎΣ άŦƻǊ 

brevity, all manner of excellence that we recognise as the ideal of self-improvementέ όPolanyi 1962, 

p. 20). This ideal of a Republic of Science fosters a push for scientific autonomy in research agenda-

setting, execution, and evaluation, with a narrow and subjective ideal of excellence at the core 

scientific pursuits. As Jasanoff (2004) expressed, tƻƭŀƴȅƛΩǎ άƘƛƎƘƭȅ ƛŘŜŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǊŜǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 

                                                           
16

 European Parliament, Lisbon European Council 23 and 24 March 2000, Presidency Conclusions, Section 1.5, 
Accessed 27 July 2018, available at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/lis1_en.htm  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/lis1_en.htm


 

37 
 

developed its own rules of the game essentially uncontaminated by power or politics; these rules, 

Polanyi suggested, are suited to democratic governance because they deny any authority except 

that which is constituted from below by the self-critical and equally positioned ΨǇŜŜǊǎΩ of the 

ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ Ǉƻƭƛǘȅέ όǇ отύ. 

Here again, ERC and FET best express the underlying conception of having a scientific polity shape 

Excellent Science programming. The fundamental rationale for the ERC was to have an autonomous 

unit supporting basic research, insulated from ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ άpolitical influenceΦέ ¦ǎŜ ƻŦ ǉǳƻǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŀǊƪǎ 

ƘŜǊŜ ŘŜƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƛǊƻƴȅ ƻŦ 9w/Ωǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƭƻōōȅƛƴƎ for a politically un-accountable polity within 

the Commission. For example, in an interview given by the former ERC President, she recommends 

to researchers the lobbying ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΥ ά{ǇŜŀƪ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜ ǾƻƛŎŜΣ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

ǊƛƎƘǘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀōƻǾŜ ŀƭƭΣ ǊŜǇŜŀǘΣ ǊŜǇŜŀǘΣ ǊŜǇŜŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƘŜŀǊŘΦ όΧύ ¸ƻǳ have to 

ƪŜŜǇ ŀǘ ƛǘέ όNowotny 2010:658).  

Once secured as an independent body, the ERC further drew on underlying conceptualizations of a 

Republic of Science by constructing legitimacy through the concept of excellence. As Luukkonen 

ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘΣ ά¢he promotion of excellence was an important justification for the adoption of the ERC. 

Excellence (or the lack thereof) in European scientific institutions became an important concept in 

ǘƘŜ Ŏŀǳǎŀƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ όΧύ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƳǳƭǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ŀ ƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ƛŘŜŀέ όнлмпΣ ǇΦ 31, 

see also p. 34). Today, the ERC Scientific Council enjoys large autonomy and centralized control 

within a particular group of scientists, holding to specific notions of excellence and quality, exercising 

political power in the process (c.f., securing a proposed 16.6 billion in current draft of the 

Commissions draft ninth framework programme: an increase of more than 3 billion over FP8 (EC 

2018n)). 

Although at a far smaller scale than ERC, FET demarcates 40% of its budget, through Open calls, into 

a similarly autonomous zone for a polity of scientists and engineers. The second work package sees 

the introduction of C9¢ hǇŜƴ άƎŀǘŜƪŜŜǇŜǊǎΣέ as a way to demarcate the boundaries of this zone of 

autonomy (EC 2017d, p. 6). The FET WP 2018-2020 Open gatekeepers unequivocally state, when it 

comes to Open proposals: 

ω άwŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƻ advance on the roadmap of a well-established technological paradigm, even if 

high-ǊƛǎƪΣ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŦǳƴŘŜŘέ ό9/ нлмтŜΣ ǇΦ тύΦ 

ω ά.ƭǳŜ-ǎƪȅ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƻǊȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŦǳƴŘŜŘέ 

(EC 2017e, p. 7). 

ω άtǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴƭȅ ƭow-risk incremental research, even if interdisciplinary, will not be 

ŦǳƴŘŜŘέ ό9/ нлмтŜΣ ǇΦ тύΦ 

The gatekeepers do not contain any mention of RRI or the Open Agenda (beyond a weak-case for 

interdisciplinarity as being partially related to Open Innovation).  

Deficit model of public understanding of science  

The deficit model of science communication holds non-scientists to be something like empty vessels 

into which technical information can and should be poured to remedy perceived gaps in 

understanding. A common correlate of this model of interaction (to which social scientists and 

humanists fall prey as much as anyone else (c.f., Horst 2011)) is the assumption that if only people 

knew and understood the science, they would agree with the conclusions offered by experts (Sturgis 
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and Allum 2004). Among other problematic assumptions endemic to this perspective are a) 

ƘƻƳƻƎŜƴŜƛǘȅ ƻŦ άǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎέ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǾŀƭǳŜǎΣ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΣ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎΤ ōύ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘ ƻŦ ƻǾŜǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƘƛŘŘŜƴ 

agendas related to communication; c) presumption that there is nothing to be learned in the process 

of two-way communication (see Horst 2011 re: learning from objection); d) lack of understanding of 

the social context of informationΤ ŀƴŘ Ŝύ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎ ƛǎ at all settled and 

straightforward (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 2016). 

FET, MSCA, INFRA, and ERC, to the extent that ERC promotes public engagement, each advance a 

deficit model of communication. In the rare instances where FET programming mentions 

communication with and understanding of publics, it is spoken ŀōƻǳǘ ŀǎ ǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴΣ ά¢o 

ŘƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ ό9/ нлмтŘ ǇΦ плύΣ rather than to 

spur genuine two-way engagement to learn public values and values related to new and emerging 

technologies (again, as the Commission originally elaborated in EC 2014). MSCA public engagement 

and science literacy and science education efforts can similarly be seen as having a unidirectional 

model of engagement, characterizing publics as homogenous. Although in the most recent work 

programme, MSCA seems more open to dialogue and other forms of engagement, the Impact 

evaluation criterion is still framed mostly in terms of engagement as one-way communication of 

results. For its part, INFRA programme perspectives on public engagementτwhen mentionedτare 

framed as necessary in order to increase ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǘǊǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘƛƴƎ resultsτtwo 

agendas held independent of heterogeneity of audience, social context of information, or other 

dimensions of the aforementioned deficit model. 

Traditional Conceptualizations of R&I, RRI, and t he Open Agenda: Closing Comment 

The above perspectives on theoretical and underlying conceptualizations about R&I in Excellent 

Science programming do, of course, need to be taken with a measure of caution. The scientific and 

broader stakeholder communities engaged and served by ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA hold a wide 

range of perspectives more complicated and nuanced than the above caricatures afford.  

In addition, the programmes, as observed, have made genuine progress toward advancing RRI and 

Open Agenda activities. In part, uneven progress may be related to the challenges posed by the 

underlying conceptualization of R&I embodied by RRI and Open Agendaτa conceptualization 

fundamentally different than what one finds in Excellent Science Programming. For example: 

ω Where the linear-model promises progress, RRI and Open Agenda approaches are more 

reflective on the nature of goals pursued, sensitive to the consequences and pressures 

created by overpromise, and awareness of the reality of accidents and unforeseeable 

winding paths of discovery in science.  

ω Where republic of science perspectives close-down debate and reserve agenda setting and 

seals of excellence for a select few, RRI and Open Agenda approaches seek to include more 

people with diverse values, experiences, and expertise as participants in research agenda 

setting and activities.  

ω Where the deficit-model of engagement can preclude learning from publics and 

stakeholders engaged, humility and openness to alternative perspectives enable mutual, 

iterative learning that can enhance the quality and relevance of research. 

These contrasting perspectives of RRI and Open Agenda activities present novel, sometimes 

challenging ways that disrupt άōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŀǎ ǳǎǳŀƭέ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦ !ǎ potential disruptors, they may be 
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perceived as threats to existing power structures; as unknown entities and thus sources of fear; or as 

passing fads. And of course, the approaches are fallible in their own right: take for example the not 

insignificant promise made by RRI and Open Agendas of improving alignment of R&I with societal 

interests and values.  

In closing of this section, let it be said that fostering conceptual change of large bureaucratic entities, 

and the people that comprise them, is difficult. Further, understanding root-theoretical positions 

underlying R&I systems is complicated. Despite these aspects of reality, Excellent Science 

programmesτjust as they are shaped and shape themselves to advance current 

conceptualizationsτare in the process of and have the power to continue to re-shape themselves 

toward RRI and Open Agenda aspirations. 

3.2.5 Summary: Institutionalization of RRI and Open Agenda in  Excellent Science  

This section summarizes progress toward each RRI key and Open Agenda element in Excellent Science 

programming, based on the materials presented above. The summary is presented in abridged form 

in table 10 beneath the section narrative. 

Institutionalization of ethics appears to be strongest in Excellent Science programming. Each of the 

ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA programmes include language supporting ethical reflection across work 

programme, topic, proposal template, andτin casesτat evaluation criteria. Most common 

attention to ethics is paid at a micro level, related to research integrity, privacy, and data 

management; ethical reflection at a macro / societal level (for example related to dual-use, broad 

objectives of R&I, and social and cultural implications of R&I in society) is far less institutionalized.  

Institutionalization of open access and Open Science could be considered next strongest in Excellent 

Science. ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA each place emphasis in work programme, topic, and proposal 

templates, but commonly stop short of linking evaluation criteria to these considerations. A main 

tension related to full institutionalization of open access and Open Science relates to rules and 

norms about intellectual property when private-sector actors are involved in projects.  

After these three elements, institutionalization of RRI and Open Agenda elements is far more 

variable across Excellent Science programmes. Of relevance, a review of the European Commission 

/hw5L{ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ 9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŦƭŀƎƎŜŘ ŀǎ άwwLέ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘΥ 

¶ ERC: 0 out of 2931 projects (0%) 

¶ FET: 9 out of 150 projects (6%) 

¶ MSCA: 314 out of 4526 projects (6.9%) 

¶ INFRA: 18 out of 162 projects (11.11%) 

Project flagging methodologies were found, through interviews, to be ad-hoc and conducted by 

project managers as part of ticking a box, which asks whether they think their project has any RRI 

elements (yes, no, or missing (if blank)). Flagging data were not available at the level of constituent 

RRI keys or open agenda elements. 

Gender receives strong attention in ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA at policy and work programme 

levels, but only FET, MSCA, and INFRA programmes include provisions for evaluation criteria to 

consider gender dimensions. Further, gender balance is most consistently considered in Excellent 

Science programmes, with less attention paid to gender dimensions of R&I content. Open 
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Innovation receives strong attention in FET, MSCA, and INFRA programmes at all levelsτincluding 

evaluation criteria. For ERC however, this element is less relevant, as most awards focus on 

individual investigators. Additionally, as an investigator-driven, bottom-up programme, ERC is 

unlikely to require any activity that would be perceived to constrain the independence of R&I actors 

(i.e., e.g., incorporating a user-perspective; consulting across sectors; engaging in interdisciplinary 

collaboration). Attention to science literacy and science education is more variable still, with MSCA 

demonstrating the most robust institutionalization of this RRI key at all levels. By contrast FET, ERC, 

and INFRA coverage is more variable and dependent on inclusion in specific topics. 

Open to the World, governance, and public engagement are the most inconsistently addressed 

elements of RRI and Open Agenda aspirations in Excellent Science. MSCA and INFRA place strong 

emphasis on open to the world, each pointing, respectively to benefits from international mobility 

in education and training, and global engagement as advancing EU strategies and interests. Public 

engagement, when emphasized, is almost universally referenced as a unidirectional activity in ERC, 

FET, MSCA, and INFRA programmes. In this one-way form, public engagement enterprises are 

designed to push knowledge and information out into the world, rather than seek to systematically 

learn from and with broader publics and stakeholders holding diverse values. Governance is rarely 

attended in ERC, FET, or MSCA; if included, it is through implicit consideration of project 

infrastructures (as in the case of setting up MSCA COFUNDS or FET Flagships), or only at the policy 

level (as in the case of ERC Thematic Working Groups). By contrast INFRA places strong attention to 

the legal and social institutions that can support vibrant, long-term research infrastructures, but 

does not seem to relate this concept to RRI.  

Finally, a note: full institutionalization likely starts only when a programmeτeither at the EC level or 

the level of the programme committee shaping the agendaτgenuinely opens up to the potential 

contributions of RRI and Open Agenda elements. As the FET WP 2016-2017 expressed, the 

programme aspires to align with RRI cross-cutting issues, attending to gender, ethics and education 

dimensiƻƴǎΣ ά.eing convinced that this can offer new perspectives, pose new questions and open 

ƴŜǿ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ό9/ нлмтŘΣ ǇΦ пύΦ  
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Table 10: Overview of level of institutionalization of RRI and Open Agenda elements* in Excellent Science 
Programming, based on desktop research. 

 Level of Institutionalization Across Excellent Science Programmes 

Ethics (micro) Very strong: ethical reflection, mainly on research integrity, included from 
work programme through to evaluation in all four programmes. 

Gender (balance) Strong: gender balance concerns mentioned at most levels of all four 
programmes, but not considered in evaluation for ERC programme 

Open Access and 
Open Science 

Strong: emphasis placed on open access / Open Science processes and 
products at many levels of all four programmes, but not considered in 
evaluation criteria 

Open Innovation Strong: emphasis placed at all levels, including evaluation, for FET, MSCA, and 
INFRA programmes; not included at all in ERC  

Public engagement 
(unidirectional) 

Moderate: addressed most commonly as dissemination and communication in 
FET and MSCA, across all levels; supported in ERC but not at evaluation level; 
unclear support from INFRA research  

Science Literacy 
and Science 
Education 

Moderate: variable coverage in programmes, with MSCA demonstrating 
commitment at all levels; FET, and INFRA coverage is more variable and 
dependent on specific topics; ERC encouragement but not requirement or 
inclusion in criteria 

Open to the world Moderate: variable coverage in programmes, covered at all levels in MSCA and 
INFRA; but far less consideration in FET and very rarely in ERC 

Governance Weak: variable coverage, with emphasis in INFRA and some elements of 
specific FET and MSCA calls; most commonly implicit in reference to project 
organization, rather than study of / learning from ways governance 
arrangements shape Excellent Science project content 

Gender 
(dimensions) 

Weak: variable coverage, with emphasis to distinguish gender balance from 
gender dimension topics increasing in WP 2018-2020 activities, but rarely 
clearly elaborated or considered 

Public engagement 
(bidirectional) 

Very weak: variable coverage, with very little indicationτexcepting a few 
topicsτthat programmes grasp the potential for R&I learning or enhancement 
to happen through public engagement 

Ethics (macro) Very weak: variable coverage, with very little indicationτexcepting a few 
topicsτthat programmes grasp the potential for collective societal reflections 
on how R&I shape and are shaped by society in desirable and undesirable 
ways 

*RRI keys ethics, gender, and public engagement are split in two dimensions because of how 

variable coverage is in Excellent Science programming. Microethics refers to issues of research 

integrity most commonly covered on ethics self-assessments, as well as data management and 

privacy ethics. Macroethics refers more broadly to topics like dual-use, roles of technology in 

society, how diverse values shape technology, etc. See Herkert (2005) for an elaboration of micro- 

and macro-ethics. Gender balance refers to team composition considerations. Gender dimensions 

(of research) refers to whether and how projects give consideration to the way gender concepts 

shape research content, and research content affects genders differently. See EC (2017a) for the 

difference between ways programmes realize the cross-cutting gender dimension of H2020. 

Unidirectional modes of public engagement refer to R&I actors seeking to fill a deficit in public 

knowledge. Bidirectional modes of public engagement refer to R&I actors seeking to exchange 

information and values through dialogue with a variety of people. 
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3.3 RRI in Excellent Science Programmes: Interview Results  

3.3.1 Understandings of RRI  from Interviews Across Excellent Science Programmes  

This section presents key findings and patterns observed from 61 interviews conducted by 

NewHoRRIzon participants with parties connected to Excellent Science programming. Interviews are 

distributed across the four programme lines in the following way: 

ω 18 related to ERC, including former Commission officers, researchers, representatives from 

CSOs, and research funding organizations; 

ω 19 related to FET, including current Commission officers; project coordinators; programme 

committee members; advisory group members; business stakeholders; and national contact 

points; 

ω 12 related to MSCA, including current Commission officers; MSCA alumni and 

representatives from the alumni association, national contact points, and evaluators; 

ω 13 related to INFRA, including NCPs, RIs, ERICs or ESFRI, or infrastructures-users at a project 

level. 

ERC Overview 

The concept of RRI was not uniformly well known by interviewees, with the exception of the small 

number of ERC applicants and people from research funding organization (RFOs) interviewed. 

Interviewees differed in their understanding of responsibility, familiarity with RRI keys, and 

awareness of institutionalization of RRI.  

¶ Regarding public engagement, interviewee views ranged from unidirectional deficit-models 

to fully involving practitioners and stakeholders in research.  

¶ In a similar vein, science literacy and science education were most commonly pointed to as 

useful for awareness raising. Interviewees did recognize the significant logistical and 

managerial resources and expertise needed to bring people together for SLSE activities. 

¶ Awareness of gender equality issues focused on issues of gender balance, although some 

were aware, too, of the issues associated with gender dimensions of R&I. 

¶ Ethics was most commonly understood in ERC as related to dimensions of research integrity, 

be it related to experimental design and data management; issues of authorship; or exercise 

of caution against hype (see microethics discussions above). Less common conceptions of 

ethics included notions of responsibility toward society and environment, and to promote 

justice. 

¶ Open access and Open Science, were widely and commonly understood in ERC as relating to 

publication, supported by institutional policies at research organizations (e.g., to help with 

funding costs). 

¶ No data were reported on awareness of governance, open innovation or open to the world 

approaches. 

Consistent with the tensions observed in section 3.2.4 between underlying conceptions of Excellent 

Science programme and RRI and Open Agenda approaches, many interviewees expressed scepticism 

about the present and future of RRI and Open Agenda in ERC. While interviewees recognized some 

aspects of potential value of RRI and Open Agenda approaches, there was a sense that it would be 
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ŦǊƻǿƴŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ 9w/ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ƛƴ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 9w/Ωǎ ǘƛƎƘǘ 

regard for autonomy and insulation from the EC. 

FET Overview 

Awareness of responsible research and innovation (RRI) six keys was relatively high among 

interviewees associated with FET. An overall perception seems to be that larger projects, like 

Flagships, are more amenable to including RRI considerations. This perception seems to be related 

to the higher technology readiness levels of the systems involved in these projects, and as such the 

perceived proximity of the research and innovation system to end-user audiences. By contrast, 

investigator-driven, FET Open projects, were perceived to be less relevant for including RRI 

dimensions, raising the questionτŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ Ǉǳǘ ƛǘΥ άŀǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ 

new or enabling technology should citizen and stakeholder interactions occur in a way that allows 

for meaningful exchange, discussion, ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΚέ  

¶ For those projects adopting RRI, activities associated with gender equality are more focused 

on the balance of teams, work package, and task leaders, rather than gender dimensions of 

research. Interviewees were aware, too, that the gender equality dimension of RRI is a 

systemic issue that requires action before undergraduate and graduate education (i.e., at 

the point of project funding)τand that this facet may be beyond the scope of any individual 

research project in FET.  

¶ Ethics, especially related to data management issues, were often viewed as necessary 

compliance activities. In addition, some FET projects addressed microethical issues related 

to researcher integrity, and macroethical issues related to topics like dual-use technology. 

¶ Attention to open access and Open Science were held by all interviewees (including those 

from business, who noted challenges with open access and intellectual property rights), with 

parties noting various ways that projects support open publication and data management 

procedures.  

¶ Interviewees conceived of Public engagement mostly as unidirectional undertakings to 

share information about projects. In some cases, interviewees noted the importance of 

activities that break with unidirectional practices to engage in a range of two-way activities, 

from in-person and web seminars, to country-by-country stakeholder consultations. 

¶ An area of ongoing difficulty in FET (and H2020 at large) relates to open innovation and 

broader involvement of CSOs in projects and agenda setting. This challenge is often framed 

as a difficulty identifying relevant societal stakeholders when it comes to future 

technologies. Interviewees actively engaged in RRI components of FET projects noted that 

cultures of RRI take time, consistent interaction, and capacity development of teams. 

¶ Governance and science literacy and science education, as well as open to the world 

dimensions were very rarely brought up in interviews. 

MSCA Overview 

Apart from a very strong awareness of RRI held by programme officers, awareness of RRI and Open 

Agenda elements varied highly amongst MSCA interviewees. While there were interviewees who 

demonstrated a growing awareness of topics nested under the RRI label, the overarching concept 

seemed less well understood. For example, some saw the concept of RRI as ill-defined, and thus 

difficult to use effectively; they therefore resort to focusing on constitutive keys. Others noted 
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advantages with the overarching RRI label to provide coherence to the principles and objectives of 

the aspiration: a useful operational heuristic. 

¶ Perspectives on public engagement were predominantly in terms of unidirectional 

interactions designed to increase public understanding of science. Only rarely did 

interviewees note the possibility of conducting public engagement to improve public debate  

¶ Concerning gender, there was an understanding that gender balance and gender dimensions 

are each important and under consideration in the Excellence evaluation criterion for the 

programme. This emphasis on gender in the evaluation process was noted as especially 

important for encouraging researchers to think-through how it might affect their research. 

Despite these successes, it was observed on several occasions that more needed to be done 

to overcome discrimination from supervisors and other aspects hampering gender equality. 

¶ Science literacy and science education was among the most well understood RRI aspects for 

interviewees. In general, this RRI key is highly valued, although sometimes also approached 

as a form of unidirectional communication or dissemination of results. 

¶ Interviewees were also well aware of open access and Open Science issues, given the 

standard obligation to provide for some form of open access to research process and 

products. Interviewees in MSCA also noted tensions between open access and data privacy 

concerns, as well as intellectual property rights. 

¶ Interviewees were familiar with ethics, with some participants noting the utility of 

programme-provided trainings, information events, and self-assessment template and 

guidelines. Research integrity dimensions (microethics) featured most prominently in 

ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎΩ awareness. 

¶ Limited awareness of governance dimensions served as an outlier of other RRI dimensions in 

MSCA interviews.  

¶ No data were reported on awareness of open innovation or open to the world approaches. 

INFRA Overview 

In general, INFRA interviewees had some awareness of RRI as overarching concept, with awareness, 

as well, of most of the constitutive elements of RRI keys and Open Agenda elements.  

¶ Interviewees had strong views on open access and Open Science. According to interviewees, 

physical access to research infrastructures should be as open, wide, and useful as possible. 

For INFRA, an important distinction is that open access does not equate with free access, as 

infrastructureτeven openτrequires funding.  

¶ Ethics awareness seemed second highest regarding interviewee awareness. It is, however, 

understood by different parties to mean different things. Some interviewees expressed the 

position that research infrastructures (especially non-human, large-scale installations) only 

entail ethical issues when in-use. Others, especially those involved in medical research, 

social science and health care fields, noted that issues such as privacy, site selection, 

resource use, and other topics have ethical dimensions important to consider from the start. 

¶ While aware of gender issues, interviewees could not identify any efforts to mainstream 

gender equality in INFRA programming. Gender balance was the aspect most predominantly 

addressed, with female researchers interviewed still noting underrepresentation in the field, 

as well as structural discrimination and glass-ceiling barriers.  
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¶ Awareness of public engagement was split in a way similar to ethics, with some having no 

awareness of trends toward or necessity of public engagement, and others actively engaged 

in outreach at multiple levels.  

¶ INFRA interviewees were aware of science literacy and science education, and observed two 

distinct orientations to this RRI key, approaching SLSE of students, post-docs, and other 

researchers differently from publics.  

¶ There was very little mention or awareness of governance among interviewees, beyond 

needs tied to project transparency in reporting and respect for ethics and open access 

guidelines. 

¶ No data were reported on awareness of open innovation or open to the world approaches. 

3.3.2 Understandings of RRI Beyond the Keys and Open Agenda: Interview Results  

Beyond RRI Keys and Open Agenda elements, several ERC interviewees touched on issues with the 

way the programme is responsible toward applicants and grantees. Interviewees noted that the 

programme seems to disregard differences in research cultures across Europe, for example with 

regard to financial resources available at supporting institutions to help prepare applicants. As one 

interviewee noted, there is cottage industry of ERC application preparation, which can be very 

resource intensive for submitters and host institutions. Other remarked on elements included 

entrenched biases that favour traditional disciplines, English language speakers, and men. Finally, 

several interviewees expressed concern with the lack of preparation that the programme offers 

awardees, particularly of Starting Grant winners, for the change of going from precariously funded, 

ŀƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊ ǘƻ άǎǳǇŜǊǎǘŀǊέ ƻǾŜǊƴƛƎƘǘΦ 

Regarding FET, many interviewees noted ongoing difficulties in FET (and H2020 at large) in securing 

broader involvement of CSOs in projects and agenda setting. In FET, this challenge was often framed 

as a difficulty identifying relevant societal stakeholders of future technologies. Interviewees actively 

engaged in RRI components of FET projects noted that cultures of RRI take time, consistent 

interaction, and capacity development of teamsτfeatures not usually found in WPs funding 2-4 year 

projects, within FPs funded on a 7-year cycle (again, Flagships proving an occasional exception). For 

those familiar with RRI keys, hǇŜƴ !ƎŜƴŘŀΣ ŀƴŘ !Lww ƻǊ άƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŎƘƻǊέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ wwLΣ 

ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƳǇƭŜ ǊƻƻƳ ŦƻǊ άƪŜȅǎέ ŀƴŘ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ 

RRI. Such interviewees noted, for example, how foresight exercises might help identify ethical issues 

associated with R&I, and how commitments to inclusive engagement could support gender equality 

efforts. A minority of interviewees raised a larger question of whether RRI in any form should be 

expected of all projects of all programme lines all the time, or if, by contrast, more limited and 

targeted combinations would be more feasible and desirable. 

{ƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΣ ŀ ƘŀƭƭƳŀǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŎƘƻǊǎέ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻƴ wwLΣ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜŘ 

prominently in MSCA interviews. A predominant concern of these interviewees was how to improve 

knowledge transfer between scientific and more general societal spheres, whether through 

conversations with policy makers or more diverse modes of public engagement. Despite 

conversations around societal impact, MSCA interviewees expressed no sense of a common societal 

or ethical challenge that the programme addresses. Similar to ERC, MSCA programme interviewees 

also expressed concerns related to a lack of accounting for the different conditions under which 

researchers work across countries. 
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In INFRA interviewees, most people expressed the view that research infrastructures represent 

important tools that can help policy makers address societal challenges. Specific challenges noted by 

interviewees included societies, inequalities, delocalization of food production and consumption, 

data protection, and energy security. Some, however, when presented with this perspective, 

strongly objected, expressing the view that tuning research to address societal challenges involves a 

political process that would inherently and undesirably bias research. Interviewees touched on an 

ongoing redefinition of the way people perceive relationships between research and society. In this 

context, interviewees noted that research infrastructures not only represent crucial accessories to 

R&I, but also provide a foundation for generating cross-cutting insights. 

3.3.3 Summary: Awareness of RRI among Excellent Science Stakeholders Interviewed  

Across Excellent Science, the concept of RRI was less well known than the constitutive RRI keys or 

Open Agenda elements. Regarding RRI, interviewees across the four programmes had greatest 

awareness of open access and Open Science topics; ethics, most closely related to research integrity 

concerns; and gender balance, rather than gender dimensions of R&I. Least awareness was shown 

with regard to governance, with insufficient data to comment on the state of awareness of open 

innovation or open to the world dimensions. For the remaining RRI keys public engagement and 

science literacy and science education, awareness was variable across programmes: when present, 

awareness was most commonly expressed in terms of unidirectional engagement to advance 

understanding of science and technology projects, rather than in two-way dialogues on questions of 

values, responsibility, or roles of R&I in and for society.  

See table 11, on the next page, for an overview of the above summary. 
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Table 11: Overview of level of Awareness of RRI and Open Agenda elements* in Excellent Science Programming, based 
on interviews. 

 Awareness of RRI and Open Agenda across Excellent Science 
Interviewees 

Ethics (micro) Very strong: almost all interviewees across all Excellent Science 
programming demonstrated awareness of micro-ethical 
dimensions of R&I 

Open Access and Open Science Very strong: almost all interviewees across all Excellent Science 
programming recognized open access priorities and challenges 

Public engagement & Science 
Literacy and Science Education 
(unidirectional) 

Strong: most interviewees across Excellent Science programming 
were aware of and discussed public engagement and / or science 
literacy and science education priorities and activities in this way 

Gender (balance) Strong: most interviewees were aware of gender balance 
concerns, although in the case of INFRA, interviewees were more 
aware of the absence of robust action to tackle the issue 

Gender (dimensions) Weak: Only a few interviewees across Excellent Science 
programming were aware of or able to speak to priorities and 
activities about this issue. 

Public engagement & Science 
Literacy and Science Education 
(bidirectional) 

Weak: Only a few interviewees across Excellent Science 
programming were aware of and discussed public engagement 
and / or science literacy and science education priorities and 
activities in this way 

Ethics (macro) Very weak: very few interviewees across Excellent Science 
programming spoke activities or concerns related to this issue 

Governance Indeterminate: insufficient data collected / reported  

Open Innovation Indeterminate: insufficient data collected / reported  

Open to the world Indeterminate: insufficient data collected / reported 

*RRI keys ethics, gender, and public engagement (lumped with science literacy and science 

education in this case) were split in two dimensions because of how variable coverage was in 

Excellent Science programming. Microethics refers to issues of research integrity most commonly 

covered on ethics self-assessments, as well as data management and privacy ethics. Macroethics 

refers more broadly to topics like dual use, role of technology in society, how diverse values shape 

technology, etc. See Herkert (2005) for an elaboration of micro- and macro-ethics. Gender balance 

refers to team composition considerations. Gender dimensions (of research) refers to whether and 

how projects give consideration to the way gender concepts shape research content, and research 

content affects genders differently. See EC (2017a) for the difference between ways programmes 

realize the cross-cutting gender dimension of H2020. Unidirectional modes of engagement refer to 

R&I actors seeking to fill a deficit in public knowledge. Bidirectional modes of engagement refer to 

R&I actors seeking to exchange information and values through dialogue with a variety of people. 

3.4 Case Briefs: Flavours of RRI in Excellent Science Projects 
Six cases of projects within Excellent Science programming are presented below. Projects selected 

seek to showcase advanced and basic implementations of RRI and Open Agendas, alike. Data sources 

for each case draw from the CORDIS database, the Europa Webgate, and immediately available 

project web-pages. Cases were selected based on exemplifying different dimensions of RRI at the 

project level, or for contributing to larger research and innovation infrastructure conducive to RRI 

more generally. Each case heading denotes Excellent Science programme of origin (FET, MSCA, or 
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INFRA), and is pulled directly from the respective diagnosis input in the Annexes to this deliverable. 

No cases were provided by the group researching ERC. 

3.4.1 FET: Human Brain Project Flagship  

The Human Brain Project (HBP) is a Flagship Research Innovation Action started in 2013, at the end 

of FP7, with plans to continue ten years and potentially beyond. The consortium is funded through 

periodic (biennial) Specific Grant Agreements (SGAs). Project participations draw mainly from HES 

(73% of participations), with the remaining quarter from REC (26%), and the final 2% from PUB (1%) 

and PRC (1%) respectively.17 In the course of H2020, EU Net Contribution to the HBP has been EUR 

177 million, with EUR 89 million through SGA1 (from April 2016 through March 2018) and EUR 88 

million through SGA2 (information not yet available on CORDIS).18, 19 The Impact evaluation criterion 

ŦƻǊ {D!м ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎΣ άǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŜǘƘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎŀƭ 

implications, including engagement with authorities and end-ǳǎŜǊǎέ ό9/ нлмпŀΣ ǇΦ онύΦ C9¢ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ŦƻǊ 

ŜŀŎƘ CƭŀƎǎƘƛǇ /ƻǊŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƻΥ άŘŜǘŀƛƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛties in areas such as education, dissemination, ethics and 

ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎέ ό9/ нлмпŀΣ омΤ 9/ нлмтŘΣ ǇΦ поΤ 9/ нлмтŜΣ псύΦ  

The HBP has a robust infrastructure to support RRI dimensions of the project. The landing page 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘŀō ƻƴ ά{ƻŎƛŀƭΣ 9ǘƘƛŎŀƭΣ wŜŦƭŜŎǘƛǾŜέ ǎǳō-ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΤ ǘƘŜ άŀōƻǳǘέ ǘŀō ƻŦŦŜǊǎ 

ŀƴ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ άƎŜƴŘŜǊ Ŝǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ ǇŀƎŜΤ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ άŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘŀōΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀƴŘƛƴƎ 

ǇŀƎŜ ƻƴ άƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿέ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘŜȄǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜΣ ά{ƘƻǊǘ hǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ IǳƳŀƴ .Ǌŀƛƴ tǊƻƧŜŎǘέΥ 

άLƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŜǘƘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ I.tΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΦέ20  

Beyond the project webpage, social and ethical reflection is built into HBP governance. One of the 12 

ǎǳōǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛǎ ά9ǘƘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅέ ό9ϧ{ύ ŀŘǾŀƴŎƛƴƎ not just RRI within the project (relating to 

governance key of RRI), but also neuro-ethics and -philosophy as subjects in-and-of themselves. The 

project has a dedicated Ethics Advisory Board, and the leader of the Ethics and Society team has a 

seat on the Directorate of the project, helping manage the Core Project of the Flagship (relating to 

governance key of RRI),21 as well as the Science and Infrastructure Board dedicated to research 

planning and road-mapping.22 HBP address not only RRI as established by the EC keys, but also 

beyond the keys, as embodied by the Stilgoe et al. (2013) procedural dimensions of anticipation, 

inclusion, reflection, and responsiveness. 

¶ AnticipationΥ ¢ƘŜ άCƻǊŜǎƛƎƘǘ [ŀōΣέ άŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ 

of ƴŜǿ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ I.tΦέ23 Foresight lab activities have 

                                                           
17

 Participation information from Europa Webgate, accessed on 9 July 2018, ǎŜŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ άI.tΣέ available at 
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69-09fd-4ef5-889f-
b83c4e21d33e/sheet/PbZJnb/state/analysis  
18

 Project entry for HBP SGA1 in CORDIS available at: https://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/205371_en.html 
19

 Funding information from Europa Webgate, accessed on 9 July 2018, ǎŜŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ άI.tΣέ available at: 
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69-09fd-4ef5-889f-
b83c4e21d33e/sheet/erUXRa/state/analysis 
20

 HBP website page available at: https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/about/overview/ 
21

 HBP, The Directorate, available at: 
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/about/governance/boards/directorate/  
22

 HBP, Science and Infrastructure Board, available at: 
https:// www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/about/governance/boards/science-and-infrastructure-board/  
23

 HBP Foresight Lab, About Us, available at: https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-
reflective/foresight-labs/  

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69-09fd-4ef5-889f-b83c4e21d33e/sheet/PbZJnb/state/analysis
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69-09fd-4ef5-889f-b83c4e21d33e/sheet/PbZJnb/state/analysis
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/about/governance/boards/directorate/
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/about/governance/boards/science-and-infrastructure-board/
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/foresight-labs/
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/foresight-labs/
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included a range of seminars, webinars, and trans-disciplinary workshops on issues ranging 

ŦǊƻƳ ƴŜǳǊƻǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƳƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ wwLΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άŦǳǘǳǊe computing 

ŀƴŘ ǊƻōƻǘƛŎǎέΣ άŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƳŜŘƛŎƛƴŜΣέ ŀƴŘ άŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƴŜǳǊƻǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΦέ24 

¶ ReflectionΥ ¢ƘŜ άbŜǳǊƻŜǘƘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ tƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘȅ ²ƻǊƪ tŀŎƪŀƎŜΣέ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ άŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭΣ 

social, ethical, and regulatory issues, from potential privacy threats to understanding 

consciousneǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΦέ25 The work package 

Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴǎ ŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ άŜǘƘƛŎǎ ōƭƻƎΣέ26 and publishes on issues of neuroethics and 

neurophilosophy, as well as dual-use.27 

¶ Inclusion (and Public Engagement key)Υ ¢ƘŜ άtǳōƭƛŎ 9ƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 5ƛŀƭƻƎǳŜέ ǿƻǊƪ 

package organises and facilitates public dialogues on issues of potential controversy and 

ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ I.t ǘƻ άōǊƻŀŘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜǘƘƛŎŀƭΣ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀǊƛǎƛƴƎ 

ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦέ28 In-person and online consultations with publics and stakeholders 

(including scientists, other experts and decision makers), led by the Danish Board of 

Technology Foundation (DBT), constitute the majority of this work. DBT meetings for HBP 

have occurred all over Europe, and covered topics from privacy and data, among a range of 

other issues. Extensive documentation for these events is available online.29 

¶ Responsiveness (and Ethics RRI Key): HBP has a dedicated Ethics Support Team to help 

collect, address, and circulate best practices related to ethical R&I. The Ethics Support team 

conducts research on ethics, governance, and RRI; provides public outreach resources; 

supports data management; and coordinates with the independent Ethics Advisory Board. 

The team is also responsible for data privacy and protection.30 Two particular mechanisms 

for engaging ethical issues encountered in the course of HBP work include the PORE 

ǊŜƎƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƛǘŜΣ ǘƻ άwegister and identify these issues and keep track of how they are dealt 

ǿƛǘƘΦέ31 PORE issues (listed on the website) have ranged from ethics approval of research 

with human data to dual-ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘΦ {ŜŎƻƴŘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ά9ǘƘƛŎǎ wŀǇǇƻǊǘŜǳǊ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜέ 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎΣ άŀƴ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎΣ ŀ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘΣ ŀ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛǎǘ ƻǊ ŀƴ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

work of the HBP who is designated with the responsibility to communicate with the Ethics 

and Society programme about the ethics, science and technology work of the SubProject. 

Ethics Rapporteurs include senior and junior members, each possessing a unique set of 
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 YƛƴƎΩǎ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ [ƻƴŘƻƴΣ I.t CƻǊŜǎƛƎƘǘ [ŀōΥ 9ǾŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ hǳǘǊŜŀŎƘΣ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǘΥ 
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/departments/sshm/research/Research-Groups/BIOS/BIOS-Projects/HBP/HBP-
events-and-outcomes.aspx; HBP Foresight Lab: Publications & Working documents, available at: 
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/departments/sshm/research/Research-Groups/BIOS/BIOS-Projects/HBP/HBP-
Publications-&-Working-documents.aspx  
25

 HBP, Neuroethics and Philosophy, Why neuroethics and philosophy in the HBP, available at: 
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/neuroethics-and-philosophy/  
26

 Available at: https://ethicsblog.crb.uu.se/tag/neuroethics/  
27

 Publications available at: http://www.crb.uu.se/digitalAssets/445/c_445284-l_1-k_neuroethics-
philosophyofhtebrain2017.pdf  
28

 HBP, Public Engagement and Dialogue, about us, available at: https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-
ethical-reflective/citizen-engagement/  
29

 Danish Board of Technology Foundation, Citizen Meetings in the Human Brain Project, available at: 
http://www.tekno.dk/article/citizen-meetings-in-the-human-brain-project/?lang=en  
30

 HBP, Ethics Support, available at: https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/ethics-
support/  
31

 HBP; Social, Ethical, Reflective; Register an Ethical Concern, available at: 
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/register-ethical-concern/  

https://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/departments/sshm/research/Research-Groups/BIOS/BIOS-Projects/HBP/HBP-events-and-outcomes.aspx
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/departments/sshm/research/Research-Groups/BIOS/BIOS-Projects/HBP/HBP-events-and-outcomes.aspx
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/departments/sshm/research/Research-Groups/BIOS/BIOS-Projects/HBP/HBP-Publications-&-Working-documents.aspx
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/departments/sshm/research/Research-Groups/BIOS/BIOS-Projects/HBP/HBP-Publications-&-Working-documents.aspx
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/neuroethics-and-philosophy/
https://ethicsblog.crb.uu.se/tag/neuroethics/
http://www.crb.uu.se/digitalAssets/445/c_445284-l_1-k_neuroethics-philosophyofhtebrain2017.pdf
http://www.crb.uu.se/digitalAssets/445/c_445284-l_1-k_neuroethics-philosophyofhtebrain2017.pdf
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/citizen-engagement/
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/citizen-engagement/
http://www.tekno.dk/article/citizen-meetings-in-the-human-brain-project/?lang=en
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/ethics-support/
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/ethics-support/
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/register-ethical-concern/
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competencies in scienŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŜǘƘƛŎǎΦέ32 Issue arising from ethics rapporteur conversations 

have led to direct changes in HBP project structure and practice, for example establishment 

of the Data Protection Officer position and activities (FET diagnosis interview sources). 

HBP publications and deliverables are, for the most part, shared openly (see for example pages on 

publication and deliverables). HBP has devoted initiatives for RRI keys on Gender and on Education: 

¶ Gender: HBP has a devoted set of Gender Equality Activities, including development of a 

Gender Action Plan, career building opportunities for female PhDs and Postdocs, and sharing 

best practices and stories about career models and considerations.33 The Executive Director 

of the HBP is an active participant of the Gender Advisory Committee. 

¶ Education: HBP has dedicated efforts related to interdisciplinary brain science curriculum 

development, short-courses, an annual student conference, as well as other young 

researcher events.34 Educational materials are made available after events on an e-library.35  

3.4.2 FET: Levitate Project Case 

[ŜǾƛǘŀǘŜ Ŧǳƭƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƛǘƭŜΣ άLevitation with localised tactile and audio feedback for mid-air 

ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣέ ƛǎ ŀ C9¢ ht9b wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ нлмт ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ 

2020 for approximately EUR 3 million.36, 37 The topic announcement was FETOPEN-01-2016-2017 - 

FET-Open research and innovation actions, and explicitly called for public engagement, Open 

{ŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭ ǘŜȄǘΣ άLƳǇŀŎǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ƛƴ terms of the take up of new 

research and innovation practices for making leading-edge science and technology research more 

open, collaborative, creative and closer to society. [[See also the discussion on public engagement in 

the introduction to this FET ǿƻǊƪ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜϐϐΦέ38 

[ŜǾƛǘŀǘŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜΣ ά¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜΣ ǇǊƻǘƻǘȅǇŜ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ŀ 

radically new human-computer interaction paradigm that empowers the unadorned user to reach 

into levitating matter, see it, feel it, manƛǇǳƭŀǘŜ ƛǘ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀǊ ƛǘΦέ39 The project website gives no 

indication of any RRI keys of ethical reflection, open access planning, science education initiatives, 

gender, or governance elements. Videos of participation at science festivals, publications, and a 

Twitter account constitute visible efforts at public dissemination.40 

3.4.3 MSCA: NextGenVis Project Case 

Training the Next Generation of European Visual Neuroscientists for the benefit of innovation in 

health care and high-tech industry also known by its acronym NextGenVis (NextGenVis, 2018) is an 
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 HBP; Social, Ethical, Reflective; Ethics Support; Ethics Rapporteur Programme, available at: 
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/ethics-support/ethics-rapporteurs/  
33

 HBP, About, Gender Equality, available at: https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/about/gender-equality/  
34

 HBP, Education, available at: https://education.humanbrainproject.eu/  
35

 HBP, Education, E-Library, available at: https://education.humanbrainproject.eu/web/hbp-education-
portal/documents  
36

 Project entry in CORDIS available at: https://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/207474_en.html 
37

 Funding information from Europa Webgate, accessed on 9 July 2018, searching for project acronym 
άƭŜǾƛǘŀǘŜΣέ available at: https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69-09fd-4ef5-889f-
b83c4e21d33e/sheet/erUXRa/state/analysis 
38

 Topic text available at: https://cordis.europa.eu/programme/rcn/700831_en.html 
39

 Project entry in CORDIS available at: https:// cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/207474_en.html 
40

 Levitate project page; Videos, available at: https://www.levitateproject.org/videos/  

https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social-ethical-reflective/ethics-support/ethics-rapporteurs/
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/about/gender-equality/
https://education.humanbrainproject.eu/
https://education.humanbrainproject.eu/web/hbp-education-portal/documents
https://education.humanbrainproject.eu/web/hbp-education-portal/documents
https://www.levitateproject.org/videos/
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ITN coordinated in the Netherlands and funded through the 2014 ETN call. The project provides 15 

Fellows with a place to do their doctoral studies in a network of organisations located in Germany, 

the UK, Denmark, Italy, The Netherlands and Israel with organisations from both the public and the 

private sector. The total costs are approximately EUR 3.8 million and it runs from 2015 until February 

2019. 

The ITN uses university courses and workshops to enhance science literacy and science education. 

Analysis of the mid-term report shows that ESRs and PIs have contributed to various local and 

international outreach and dissemination activities such as presentations to patient groups (with 

vision loss and from vision support organisations) and participation in the Long Night of the Sciences 

in Germany (NextGenVis, 2017). Based on the available documentation it was deduced that most 

activities consist of one-way engagements only. 

Even though the project appointed an external Equal Opportunities Coordinator, there are more 

males than females taking part in the network (which means that Gender equality is absent). Next to 

this, all publications are online (which means it should score on Open Access). Moreover, a quick 

search in the midterm report showed that Ethics are not only taken care of by the appointment of a 

special Ethics Adviser, but also in interesting novel ways. E.g., it is taking place at the Lundbeck in 

5ŜƴƳŀǊƪ ǿƘŜǊŜΣ άgeneral policy is to have high focus on the 3Rs ς For example every year a price is 

awarded to the group that has implemented new routines that reduce the number of animals used 

and/or implemented better methods to reduce the number of animals. In general, all animals at 

Lundbeck are housed according to Danish law with ad libitum access to water and food. Animals are 

provided wooden blocks and nest materialέ (NextGenVis, 2017). 

Responsible Research and Innovation as a concept was not addressed in the available report. 

3.4.4 MSCA: CLoSER Project Case 

The Italian project Cementing Links between Science and society toward Engagement and 

Responsibility also known by its acronym CLoSER (CLoSER, 2018a) involves Public Engagement, 

Gender Equality, Ethics, and Governance dimensions of its work. It was a NIGHT project funded by a 

/{! ƛƴ нлмс ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ р Lǘŀƭƛŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜ ŀ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ bLDI¢Υ  

which aims at establishing an alliance between researchers and the various societal 

actors by bringing them closer to one another, using the RRI approach to encourage 

them to take responsibility and work together to design a sustainable, ethically 

acceptable and socially desirable future. For this purpose, specific actions will be devised 

to actively engage citizens, schools and young people, policy makers and industries, who 

ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǘŀƎƻƴƛǎǘǎ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ ! ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ 

programme will particularly target young people to foster their interest in scientific 

careers. In addition, CLOSER aims at strengthening the European citizenship feeling of 

the public involved as well as increasing their awareness of the importance of the 

European dimension in researcƘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψ9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ {ǘŀƎŜ 

ŦƻǊ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ Ψ! ǘŀƭƪ ǿƛǘƘ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΗΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ¢ƘŜ IǳƳŀƴ CŀŎŜ ƻŦ 

wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩΦ ¢ƻ ǊŜŀƭƛǎŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀƴ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻǳǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜΣ ǘǊŀƴǎ-

disciplinary, gender-balanced community of researchers committed to public 

engagement will be vital: CLOSER will provide them with innovative, creative formats of 

communication that will strengthen their capability of communicating their research. 

(CORDIS, 2018) 
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RRI-themed questions were asƪŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎΣ άWho should communicate the 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƻǿŜǊ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜǘ ǘƘŜm take part in the R&I 

ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΚέ (CLoSER 2017). Many of activities conducted aligned with a one-way approach to public 

understanding of science (CLoSER 2017). 

3.4.5 INFRA: OpenAIRE 2020 Project Case 

OpenAIRE 2020 started at the beginning of 2015 and finishes at the end of June 2016. In this period, 

a large scale initiative has been set up to promote open scholarship and substantially improve the 

discoverability and reusability of research publications and data. It offers much support and 

information and services and is thus a key infrastructure itself. The amount is for more than EUR 13 

million supporting also a pilot on gold-level open acess. 

Open Access is the main key word throughout all descriptions and project activities. In its objectives 

ƛǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ƛǘǎ Ƴŀƛƴ Ǝƻŀƭ ǘƻ άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ Iнлнл ±ƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǇŜƴ ŀŎŎŜǎǎέ όhǇŜƴ!Lw9 ǿŜōǎƛǘŜύΦ 

Accordingly, the project provides a support kit for open research, legal frameworks and services on 

the portal. Apart from this RRI dimension only ethical issues are mentioned, concerning data 

protection and privacy law. No reference (process; mention; method) to downstream societal 

engagement could be identified.  

In terms of better embedding the research process into society, one of the project objectives is 

described as to support evidence-based decision-making. Furthermore, the project takes the view of 

Open Access as a public good, ǘƻ ƻǇŜƴ ǳǇ ŦƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΥ ά¢ƘŜ ǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ ƻǇŜƴ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǊŜƭƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘ ƻƴ 

the characterization of scientific knowledge as a global public good, which should be disseminated 

ŦǊŜŜƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘŜǊ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅέ όhǇŜƴ!Lw9 5 рΦоΦΣ ǇппύΦ 

3.4.6 INFRA: vre4eic Project Case  

¢ƘŜ ǾǊŜпŜƛŎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ όǾǊŜпŜƛŎ нлмуύ ƛǎ ŀ ά9ǳǊƻǇŜ-wide interoperable Virtual Research Environment to 

Empower multidisciplinary research communities and accelerate LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ /ƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΣέ41  

and should thus offer a solution for easier collaboration within research communities. Project 

related material lacks explicit references to any of the RRI keys or the concept of RRI at a more 

general level.  

In terms of down-streaming societal engagement, societal involvement is not foreseen. However, for 

piloting and beta-testing the use of ambassadors and beta users has been set up. This should ensure 

ŀ ΨǇȅǊŀƳƛŘΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ƛƴǾƛǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘŜŀƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƳ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ 

setting up specific user groups. These user groups (end-users) are integrated in impact assessment 

and usability checking activities. References or methods to better embed the research process into 

ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŀōƭes and other materials. 

With regard to further RRI issues, Open Access was mentioned in terms of interoperability and open 

source. Open science for example is explicitly mentioned in the evaluation plan, stating that a 

άƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ±w9п9L/ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ōƭƻŎƪǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǳǎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎέ ŀƴŘ 

ŀƭǎƻ ŀ άƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ŝ-VRE ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ά ό5 нΦнΦΣ ǇΦ мфύ. In terms of Ethics, the 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ά¢ǊǳǎǘΣ {ŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ tǊƛǾŀŎȅ ŀǿŀǊŜΦέ 

                                                           
41

 Information available at: https://www.vre4eic.eu/  

https://www.vre4eic.eu/
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4. Conclusions 

4.1 Bright Spots  
Excellent Science programming adopts RRI and Open Agenda approaches to varying degrees of 

success. Most comprehensive institutionalisation can be found for particular, individual RRI and 

Open Agenda elements. By contrast, there is far less evidence of institutionalization on a conceptual 

level (i.e., with reference to overarching concepts of RRI and the Open Agenda in an way that 

reflects systemic, strategic intent). This disparity illustrates the distance still to travel on the way to 

building an ΨŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƛŎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩ in European R&I capable of fulfilling the EC and Union Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ άa 

Research and Innovation policy driven by the needs of society and engaging all societal actors via 

inclusive participatory approacheǎέ ό9/ нлмпΣ ǇΦ оύ. 

Regarding successfully institutionalized RRI and Open Agenda elements, four in particular can be 

found across ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA. Most notably, (micro) ethics considerations (e.g., related 

to researcher integrity and data management), open access and Open Science, and gender balance 

concerns are integrated in work programme documents and traceable all the way to proposal 

template and evaluation materials (excepting ERC). Open Innovation efforts also often find 

emphasis in such programme documents, particularly in FET, MSCA, and INFRA. 

In addition to programming documents, Excellent Science programmes have taken various 

approaches to practicing R&I management in line with RRI and Open Agenda approaches at the 

policy level. The ERC stands-up Thematic Working Groups for Gender Balance and Open Access; 

these work groups have developed specific plans to improve programme performance in these 

areas. Furthermore, ERC offers applicants guidelines for science literacy and science education; 

assessment tools and governance mechanisms for ethics topics; and has begun to engage more 

seriously on advancing of public engagement. In similar fashion, MSCA has an active Working Group 

on Policy and Gender that reflects and seeks to respond to implicit biases in evaluation; and the 

programme separately offers trainings on science literacy and science education as well as public 

engagement. 

For its part, FET has made efforts to practice Open Innovation in agenda setting practice. The FET 

Advisory Group (FETAG) works to integrate diverse expertise and disciplines into FET agenda setting. 

While not diverse from the perspective of including humanities and multiple social science 

perspectives, the FETAG traditionally has included one social scientist (c.f., FET Advisory Group 

2016), as well as a range of life and physical scientists and engineers. In a similar sprit, the third FET 

WP built off of several inputs, including a public consultation process for the Proactive call, and a 

horizon scanning CSA that engaged various stakeholder groups. Further, industry groups are invited 

as primary external experts in shaping FET Flagship initiatives. In INFRA, similar programme-level 

policy can be seen related to open access and the concept of FAIR (Findable, Accessible, 

Interoperable and Re-Usable) protocols. 

4.2 Challenges 
Despite the above successes at institutionalizing RRI and Open Agenda activities, high variability of 

adoption points to several areas where Excellent Science programming might improve. 

Consideration of macro-ethical, gender dimension, and governance issues were not well 

institutionalized across Excellent Science, rarely included in work programme text, and more rarely 
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still considered in evaluation criteria. Regarding public engagement and science literacy and science 

education, efforts at one-way communication and dissemination seem far more entrenched in 

Excellent Science programming (as opposed to more rare, two-way, dialogue-based and reflective 

engagements). Although institutionalization of unidirectional public engagement is a fair start to 

bridging divides among R&I and society, it comes with potentially undesirable consequences of 

fostering alienation, lack of accountability, and lack of critical reflection on the scientific process.  

In the case of ERC programming, RRI and Open Agenda aspirations associated with gender, public 

engagement, ethics, and even open innovation are at times interpreted as conflicting with 

programme objectives to pursue a self-defined course of excellence. As the former president of the 

programme statedΥ ά¢ƘŜ 9w/ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ŀƴŘ ōƻƭŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ 

community in charge. It must safeguaǊŘ ǘƘƛǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴέ όbƻǿƻǘƴȅ нлмтΣ ǇΦ 997). RRI and Open Agenda 

elements seem to be viewed, in this light, as a burden on researchers and perceived as a threat to 

9w/Ωǎ ŎƻǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΦ  

For FET, adoption of RRI and Open Agenda activities is contingent on activity line. Most research and 

innovation actions of the programme (e.g., in FET Open, most Proactive and HPC topics) devote less 

attention to cross-cutting priorities (the exception being Flagship RIAs). Opportunities for 

programme-level reflection in the spirit of RRI seem lacking, too: there are few chances to reflect on 

how and why programme elements (like Open) are fenced-off as investigator-driven projects but the 

programme also pushes, overall, to advance commercialization.  

In MSCA programming, analysis has revealed that Impact and Excellence criteria, as currently 

conceived, may hinder a fuller realization of RRI. Inclusion of RRI and Open Agenda considerations 

into MSCA evaluation criteria is among the most advanced across Excellent Science. Nevertheless, 

analysis seems to hint that by privileging narrow conceptions of public engagement and ethical 

reflection, broader conversations related to RRI and Open Agenda activities are being prematurely 

closed-down, or pre-empted entirely. 

Related, observations across Excellent Science points to inconsistencies in the way the Excellence 

criterion gets defined from programme to programme. In ERC Frontier awards, gender 

considerations are excluded from evaluation based on an objection to interference with the 

άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƻƴƭȅέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ .ȅ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘΣ a{/! ƻŦǘŜƴ considers gender in 

Excellence; FET has begun noting the importance of Open Innovation in its Excellence criterion. 

More confoundingly still, key criteria for Excellence from the perspective of the H2020 regulation 

and Interim Evaluation of H2020 relate to number of patents and publication in peer-reviewed 

journals per millions of euro invested (EC 2013a; EC 2017a). 

4.3 Recommendations  
The above successes and challenges point to several concrete, evidence-based actions with the 

potential to help Excellent Science programming better realize European Union aspirations for open, 

inclusive, and responsible research and innovation.  
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4.3.1 Institutionalize with greater strategy, commitment, and clarity  

Part of the challenge facing Excellent Science vis-a-vis RRI may relate to a lack of clear, legitimate 

strategy.42 Different Excellent Science programmes adopt different approaches to RRI and Open 

Agenda institutionalization without evidence of clear, strategic-level coordination or learning from 

experiences. Cultures of RRI take resources to foster: they require time, consistent interaction, clear 

incentives, capacity development, ŀƴŘ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎΦ 9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŀ άǇƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻ 

ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘέ ǘƻ wwLΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀƭƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ certain RRI and Open Agenda 

dimensions more fully, but the resource intensity of other RRI activities might be distributed (e.g., 

single CSAs tackling science literacy and science education or governance efforts). Excellent Science 

could consider investing in collaborative workshops across ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA to strategize 

such a portfolio approach in conversation with immediate and broader stakeholders. 

Related, and as the above analyses illustrate, the most effective way for Excellent Science to advance 

RRI and Open Agenda aspirations is through consistent inclusion in Work Programme documents 

down to evaluation criterion. Any meaningful strategy would have to help shape WP and evaluation 

criterion to promote full-meanings of RRI and Open Agenda activities which, as the above analyses 

reveals, is a non-trivial act. Currently, micro-ethical concerns are more strongly emphasized than 

macro-ethical concerns; one-way public engagements more strongly emphasized than two-way 

engagements; gender balance issues more strongly emphasized than gender dimensions of R&I. 

Such variable and selective reinforcement diminishes the capability of Excellent Science 

programming to fully realize RRI and Open Agenda elements, and creates confusion. For example, A 

study by ERC CSA, GendERC (2016), noted that vague and non-standardized definitions of excellence 

leave space for individual, subjective, and de-contextualized interpretations of excellence to bias 

selection processes.  

Finally, and not unique to Excellent Science, EC guidance on RRI are incomplete and difficult to 

access. To investigate RRI elements, one must search for keywords associated with gender, ethics, 

and disseminationτthere as of yet being no central portal for guidance on RRI or Open Agenda 

elements from the EC. As discussed in the next section, this lack of clear guidance presents a missed, 

but relatively easy-to-remedy opportunity for the EC to leverage major and robust investments in 

research on RRI and the Open Agenda from the Science with and for Society programme (SwafS) of 

H2020.  

4.3.2 Invest in capacity building of the R&I community on RRI  

Excellent Science programmes are already investing in capacity-building of the research community 

on select aspects of RRI. As noted, ERC and MSCA independently offer guidelines for science literacy 

and science education; and assessment tools and governance mechanisms for ethics topics. Much 

more could be done across the program to raise awareness of and experiences with all RRI and Open 

Agenda elements. Now that the SwafS programme of H2020 has invested in an RRI Toolkit,43 

Responsibility Navigator,44 and RRI Indicator System,45, 46 Excellent Scienceτas part of a strategy on 

                                                           
42

 Legitimate in terms of representing the interest of parties with immediate and broad stakes in the R&I, as a 
publicly funded entity. 
43

 RRI Tools project, available at: https://www.rri -tools.eu/  
44

 Res-AGorA project, Responsibility Navigator, available at: http://responsibility-navigator.eu/  

https://www.rri-tools.eu/
http://responsibility-navigator.eu/
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institutionalization of RRIτcould prioritize funds to sustain and augment capacity by leveraging 

existing tools, and fund studies of such training implementation efforts. Incentives could be designed 

to encourage participation across Excellent Science programming, and even the other two priorities 

of H2020 (e.g., contingent appropriations; supplemental awards; modified evaluation or proposal 

review mechanisms, etc.).  

Indeed, advancing this recommendation beyond Excellent Science could connect the programme to 

larger networks and deeper resources from across H2020 and other EC activities. Existing EC R&I 

management infrastructures such as European Innovation Partnerships, National Contact Point 

Networks, Coordination and Support Actions, individual tenders, and ERA-Net Co-funds provide 

robust examples to learn from, partner with, and / or tailor to the purpose of tackling systemic 

issues related to RRI. Such initiatives could be vital to promoting networking, across the scientific 

community and beyond, and help to collect and share best practice sources and resources. 

Advancing cross-H2020 coordination in this fashion would align with a long-term action item for 

H2020 effectiveness highlighted by ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜǊƛƳ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΥ άCƻŎǳǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ 

interest for the EU which are relevant to society, and where multiple impacts are expected, for 

ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŀǊŜŀǎέ ό9/ нлмтŀΣ ǇΦ носύΦ {ǳŎƘ ŀ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘǊŀƴǎŎŜƴŘǎ Iнлнл ŀƴŘ 

would relate to future Horizon Europe activities, as well. 

4.3.3 Involve more diverse perspectives and expertise  

In the process of developing more advance strategy to continue transforming European R&I systems, 

Excellent Science programming could take steps to ensure that more diverse perspectives, values, 

and areas of expertise are included. As R&I promise more, more will be expected and more steps will 

be taken to demand that promises are delivered upon. If and as expectations of impact from 

Excellent Science programming increase, engaging more stakeholders from a range of societal 

sectors (beyond industry, to include NGOs, CSOs, labour and consumer groups, as well as public 

regulatory bodies) can help to increase the relevance, legitimacy, and quality of R&I (c.f., Cash et al., 

2003). Creating spaces for broader constituencies to have a meaningful voice in shaping agendas, 

work programmes, projects, evaluations, and assessments could help build genuine appreciation of 

and support for EC investments in R&Iτand do so in a fashion that present-day one-way approaches 

will likely never realize.  

 

We noted ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŦƛǊǎǘ bŜǿIƻwwLȊƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ōǊƛŜŦΥ ά!ǎ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎΣ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ /ƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

European Commission continue to aspire to smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, remaining 

H2020 work programme efforts and future initiatives such as Framework Programme 9 (FP9) could 

ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ wwL ŀǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΦέ47 

Opening up Science and Innovation processes in the ways listed above cŀƴ ŀǾƻƛŘ ΨŎƭƻǎŜŘ-ƭƻƻǇΩ 

feedback of scientists, engineers, and ethicists rating their work as societally relevant without 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
45

 Indicators for promoting and monitoring Responsible Research and Innovation; Report from the Expert 
Group on Policy Indicators for Responsible Research and Innovation, 2015, available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/swafs/pdf/pub_rri/rri_indicators_final_version.pdf  
46

 MoRRIτMonitoring the Evolution and Benefits of Responsible Research and Innovation, available at: 
http://www.technopolis-group.com/morri/  
47

 NewHoRRIzon, Policy Brief #1, Responsible Research and Innovation in H2020: Current Status and Steps 
Forward. Posted 1 June 2018. Accessed 27 July 2018. Available at: https://newhorrizon.eu/policy-brief-1/  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/swafs/pdf/pub_rri/rri_indicators_final_version.pdf
http://www.technopolis-group.com/morri/
https://newhorrizon.eu/policy-brief-1/
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external validation from a more diverse and representative range of societal actors. Pursuit of such 

openness aligns with several Interim Evaluation action items for better ensuring the relevance and 

effectiveness of European R&I framework programming in the long-term. Most notably, the Interim 

Evaluation stated need toΥ άLƴǾƻƭǾŜ ŜƴŘ-users and citizens in co-designing the R&I agenda and co-

create solutions, which should also stimulate user-ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴέ ό9/ н017a, p. 235).  

Science, research, and innovation are central to the European strategy for smart, sustainable, and 

inclusive growth. European Commission vision and Horizon 2020 investments in RRI and Open 

Agenda elements have helped point the way toward smart, sustainable, and inclusive R&I. If 

strategic, clear guidance; broad-based capacity building; and genuine resourcing and commitment of 

RRI and Open Agenda activities are sustained, Excellent Science programming (legacy institutional 

forms) will be well positioned to champion the co-design of R&I with and for European society and 

beyond.  
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6. Annex: NewHoRRIzon Diagnosis Report, Social Lab 1, European 

Research Council (ERC) 
Erich Griessler and Tamara Brandstätter 

Institute for Advanced Studies (IHS), Austria 

6.1 Executive Summary  
¢Ƙƛǎ 5ƛŀƎƴƻǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ {ƻŎƛŀƭ [ŀō І м ά9w/ ŀƴŘ .ŀǎƛŎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΥ όмύ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ 

the self-definition of European Research Council (ERC)? (2) How does the ERC perform in terms of its 

self-definition? (3) What is the status and practice of RRI at the ERC? 

In order to address these questions, the research team did desk research, studied relevant research 

literature, analysed websites, policy papers and working documents as well as evaluation studies. In 

addition, we did interviews with relevant stakeholders from research funding organisations (RFO) 

and research performing organisations (RPO) as well as civil society organisations (CSO). 

Unfortunately, ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŀŎǘƻǊΣ ǘƘŜ 9w/ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿΦ ¢ƘŜ 9w/Ωǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ 

had to be concluded solely from documents. 

The ERC is a research funding organisation committed to several key principles: open for all 

researchers and all disciplines; strictly bottom up, curiosity driven research without thematic 

priorities; providing long-term, individual grants for ground breaking, high risk research. In its 

definition funding decisions are based on peer review evaluation and scientific excellence as sole 

criterion. The ERC stresses its autonomy from the EC. 

In the literature and reports the ERC is in many ways considered a successful institutional innovation. 

This includes its attractiveness for research applicants, its recognition and prestige within the 

scientific community, its ability to identify cutting edge research and its scientific impact. However, 

the ERC is not unchallenged because of potential conservativism and gender biases in peer review, 

skewness of grantees towards prestigious institutions and a few countries, problems to address 

interdisciplinary research and little societal impact. 

Although the ERC in its documents never uses the term RRI, it deals with all RRI keys to different 

degrees and uses lesser or stronger means of governance to address them. The comparison of ERC 

documents and interviews shows similarities and differences how various keys of RRI are addressed: 

¶ Both, ERC documents and interviews show a high awareness for Open access. ERC 

documents and interviewees also show some awareness for Science Education and Science 

Literacy and no awareness of Open Innovation. 

¶ There is higher awareness in interviews than in ERC documents for the topics of Ethics, 

Gender Equality, Public Engagement and reflexivity/anticipation  

¶ There is higher awareness in ERC documents than in the interviews for Governance. 

The central question, whether, how and to what extent the ERC is ready to take up RRI issues is a 

ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƻƴŜΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ŦǊƛŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ƘŀƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ 9w/Ωǎ ǎŜƭŦ-image and its 

tasks, its understanding of how to do proper science, of what constitutes a right relationship 

between science and wider society, about the autonomy from the European Commission it strives 
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for, and, on the other hand, its understanding of RRI and its perceived implications for science and 

the ERC. 

! ǎǘǊƻƴƎ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƻƴƭȅέ ƛǎ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ōŀǎƛŎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ς and this is not 

limited to the ERC - to reject the call for RRI; this is in particularly the case deeper forms of Public 

Engagement (PE), Gender Equality (GE) that is not limited to counting numbers of staff and ethics 

assessment that is not only understood as research ethics and research integrity but looks at the 

societal and environmental impact of research and its applications. Elements of RRI such as GE, PE, 

ŀƴŘ 9ǘƘƛŎǎ ό9¢ύ ŀǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƛƳŜǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ŀǎ ƛƴ ƛƴ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ƻŦ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƻƴƭȅέ ŀƴŘ 

άŀǳǘƻƴƻƳȅ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέΦ hǘƘŜǊ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ wwL ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ [ƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ ŀƴŘ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ό{[{9ύΣ 

ET, Governance (GOV) are considered at times as burden for researcher. 

The analysis showed numerous openings for RRI: 

RRI can contribute to scientific excellence. As case study research showed, introducing RRI into 

research can have a positive impact on science, e.g., PE and asking gender sensitive research 

questions can lead to new research questions and insights, PE can provide access to previously 

unavailable data, diversity in research groups might increase performance (Wuketich et al. 2017). 

Also, a survey amongst European researchers showed a high share of researchers who either 

observed or expected scientific benefits of applying RRI keys in their work (Bührer et al. 2018). 

The evaluation suggests that interdisciplinary research can be a way to increase societal impact. 

Interdisciplinary research can also be a means to assess societal impact of research. However, 

challenges to evaluate interdisciplinary research mentioned in interviews and the literature should 

be addressed. 

At the ERC, several initiatives exist that address keys of RRI. There are Thematic Working Groups for 

Gender Balance and Open Access (including respective plans). Furthermore, there are guidelines for 

SLSE and, in addition, assessment tools and governance mechanisms for ET. 

There already exist a number of projects which deal with the question of Public Engagement (citizen 

science, stakeholder engagement). There are signs for certain awareness for citizen science within 

the ERC on institutional level. 

Already today, applicants and grantees are active in PE activities such as lectures, interviews, and 

popular articles. These are already supported by the ERC. These efforts could be strengthened, 

receive support by research institutions and recognition in evaluation. RRI should not create 

additional pressure and burden for researchers (who are already heavily burdened by administration 

and teaching) and funders. 

6.2 Scope of this document  
In this report we address several questions: (1) what is the European Research Council (ERC) in terms 

of its self-definition? (2) How does the ERC perform in terms of its self-definition? (3) What is the 

status and practice of RRI at the ERC? 

The report is structured in the following way. The first section explains the methods used and 

material collected as well as the selection of interview partners. The next chapter explains the 

general objectives and performance of the ERC and reports from the literature about its 
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accomplishment and critical points. This is followed by a chapter elaborating the status of RRI as it 

can be concluded from documents. We start with the six key of RRI (Public Engagement, Gender 

Equality, Science Literacy and Science Education, Open Access, Ethics, Governance) and are looking 

then for notions of responsibility in research and innovation beyond the six keys. The chapter 

concludes with a description of challenging issues within the ERC as well as an overall assessment of 

RRI in the ERC. The next chapter is dealing with the understanding of RRI as it emerged in the 

interviews. 

The chapter starts with the interviews perspective on how they think RRI is taken up in the ERC and 

continues with challenging issues of the ERC from their perspective. Again, we are looking of the 

perception of the six key by the interviewees. This is followed by issues of responsibilities raised by 

the interviewees that are not connected to the six keys. The chapter is concluded by a short 

assessment of RRI within the ERC based on the interview findings. The last chapter presents 

conclusions from document analysis and interviews. 

6.3 Methods  
We started our inquiry into the ERC with doing desktop research. We explored literature on the ERC 

and searched the Internet for policy papers and working documents as well as studies and 

evaluation reports in order to generate a basic understanding about the ERC, its mission, structure, 

processes, actors and their functions, its performance as well as the role RRI does and could play 

within the ERC. 

At the same time, we did exploratory expert interviews in order to supplement our desktop 

research. Criteria for being considered an expert within this context was intimate knowledge about 

the formal and informal structures and processes of the ERC, its performance and/or societal impact. 

At the beginning of our research we defined the following list of expert as relevant: 

¶ applicants and grantees of the ERC, 

¶ representatives of the ERC and the ERC Executive Agency (ERCEA), 

¶ researchers studying the ERC, 

¶ representatives of organisations acting as National Contact Points (NCP). 

In the beginning we identified and recruited interviewees via snow-ball system. Later in our 

research, Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS) from Leyden University identified 

potential interview partners via keyword - search an analysis of the CORDIS data base. 

In the first interview we tried to learn how ERC panels work, we tried to understand the meaning of 

excellence within the ERC and the role RRI currently plays. In the second conversation we 

interviewed a NCP to gather knowledge about the requirements applicants have to fulfil in order to 

receive an ERC grant and how the ERC addresses RRI issues. Finally, we interviewed a researcher 

who did an ERC commissioned study. 

After gathering first knowledge we wanted to start interviewing ERC representatives. We contacted 

the President, the Vice President, the members of the Scientific Council, the Heads of relevant 

Thematic Working Groups and the Head of the ERCEA asking for interviews by separate letters. After 

a few days we sent a reminder, this time carbon copying all addressees. Thereupon the press office 

declined our request arguing that there were too many interview requests and that we therefore 
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should refer to the website for further information instead. Also, the former President refused our 

interview request. Therefore, it was not possible to learn about the perception and situation of RRI 

from interviews with ERC and ERCEA staff. 

This situation forced us to rethink our approach towards setting up and populating the Social Lab 

and gathering insights about the ERC.  

Facing the fact that it would be impossible for us to involve the ERC at this moment we decided to 

ōǊƻŀŘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ƻŎƛŀƭ [ŀō ŦǊƻƳ άwwL ƛƴ 9w/έ ǘƻ άwwL ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9w/ ŀƴŘ ōŀǎƛŎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

meant that we not only invited to our Social Lab actors with direct connection to the ERC and the 

ERCEA but, more broadly, actors who are concerned with funding of basic research. 

In a next step, we selected interviewees for the diagnosis, which later on could become members of 

the Social Lab by using different strategies. 

First, we asked a NCP we already interviewed to recommend colleagues from other countries. These 

NCPs should provide hands-on experience with the funding of the ERC; on the one hand because 

they are involved in negotiations with the ERC on a political level, on the other hand because they 

support researchers when applying for grants. 

Second, we interviewed two representatives of an Academy of Science which addresses the issue of 

societal relevance of basic research in two funding schemes. Since the direct avenue to the ERC was 

blocked, we wanted to better understand how a research organization that is dedicated to funding 

and performing excellent basic research, perceives and addresses societal relevance of its research, 

RRI and the ERC. 

Third, we asked a basic research funding organisation in Austria for participation, an organization 

whose mission, like the ERC, is to fund excellent basic research. This contact led to an interview with 

a representative from Science Europe, an association of European Research Funding Organisations 

(RFO) and Research Performing Organisations (RPO), based in Brussels. Again, this should remedy 

the lack of access to the ERC. 

Fourth, with the help of a consortium partner we have identified several Civil Society Organisations 

(CSO) which are dealing with issues of research and innovation (R&I). Interviewing them should 

provide us information how they perceive R&I and RRI. The recruitment of CSOs was difficult 

because of their limited resources. Even when we explained that we would cover their travel costs 

for workshops, two CSO were unable to participate because they lacked staff and time. 

In contrast, contacting applicants and grantees of the ERC turned out to be relatively easy, though 

work intensive. We started with interviewing several applicants and grantees we already knew in 

person from previous projects. An important source of information for identifying additional 

interviewees and Social Lab participants was the keyword research on CORDIS of ERC-projects our 

colleagues from CWTS did. A first search covered key words related to the six keys of RRI and 

resulted in eight top projects with regards to the key. We contacted all of them and interviewed 

many of their principal investigators. 

We also asked our colleagues at the CWTS to identify ERC-projects which an emphasis on inter- and 

transdisciplinary. We asked the ERC press office for data about such projects. Our request was 
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declined, this time because of issues of data protection. The CWTS key word search on inter- and 

transdisciplinary projects resulted in a list 195 projects. We hand selected the abstracts and 

identified 39 projects which might be particularly RRI relevant. We contacted all project leaders or 

project members and received two replies.  

Both of them joined our Social Lab and participated in the workshop. We speculate that the low 

turnout of our request was related to the fact that we sent out the mail in late April, only three 

weeks before the workshop 

By the end of April, we had interviewed 15 people who either had direct experiences with the ERC 

(as grantee, applicant, evaluators, NCP, researcher studying the ERC) and/or with basic research in 

general (RFO). Grantees came from the natural and social sciences as well as humanities; they either 

hold a Starting, Consolidator or Proof of Concept Grant. We interviewed applicants who so far were 

not successful in getting a grant, NCP´s, representatives from funding agencies, representatives from 

EuroScience, CSO and one ERC panellist. 

6.4 General scope of the program  
The ERC was established in 2007 in the 7th CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άLŘŜŀǎ 

tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜέ όCŜǊŀǊǊƛ нлмпύΦ Lƴ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнлΣ ǘƘŜ 9w/ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇƛƭƭŀǊ 

ά9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέΦ48 

6.4.1 What is your program a bout? 

¢ƘŜ 9w/Ωǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ άŦǳƴŘ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜ ƛŘŜŀǎέ ό9w/ нлмуŀύΦ ¢ƘŜ 

ERC strongly emphasizes a funding philosophy that differs in vital aspects from other Horizon 2020 

program lines. This philosophy can be summarized as: 

¶ ¢ƘŜ 9w/ ƛǎ άƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ǘƻǇ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅΣ ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƴŘŜǊΣ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴȅǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ 

ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜέ ό9w/ нлмуŀύΤ 

¶ ƛǘ ŦǳƴŘǎ άōƻǘǘƻƳ ǳǇΣ ŎǳǊƛƻǎƛǘȅ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέΤ 

¶ Lǘ Ƙŀǎ άƴƻ ǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΤ ŀƴȅ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ όƭƛŦŜ science (LS), physical sciences & 

ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ όt9ύΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘƛŜǎ ό{Iύύέ ƛǎ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜΦ 

¶ it provides long-term, individual grants for ground breaking, high-risk (high gain research) 

research; 

The ERC stresses several principles of its governance49 (ibid.) 

¶ ǎƻƭŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǎƻ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜέΤ 

¶ selection of proposal is based on international high-quality peer review; 

¶ ǘƘŜ 9w/ ƛǎ ŀ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ άŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎΣ ōȅ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎέΤ ƛǘǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊ, 

this includes the President, Vice Presidents and its Scientific Council; 

¶ the ERCEA is responsible for the management applications and grants. 

¢ƘŜ 9w/ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘȅ ŀƴŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜ άƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ 

community in the governanŎŜέ ό[ǳǳƪƪƻƴŜƴ нлмпΥ орύΦ ¢ƘŜ 9w/ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ άǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǊŜǘǎ 

                                                           
48

 For the history of the ERC see later parts of this report. 
49

 For a concise overview of the governance of the ERC see König 21016: 152 or its website 
https://erc.europa.eu/. 

https://erc.europa.eu/
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ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎέ ό9w/ нлмуΥ нύ ƻǊΣ ǘƻ Ǉǳǘ ƛǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅΣ Ǿƛǘŀƭ άŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ 

ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέ ό[ǳǳƪƪƻƴŜƴ нлмпΥ орύΦ 

The ERC provides five different forms of Grants 

¶ {ǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ DǊŀƴǘ όǳǇ ǘƻ ϵ мΦр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴύ άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎŀǊŜŜǊǎΣ 

with the aim of providing working conditions enabling them to become independent leading 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎέ ό9w/ нлмуƘύΦ 

¶ /ƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘƻǊ DǊŀƴǘ όǳǇ ǘƻ ϵ н Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴύ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ άǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ŎŀǊŜŜǊǎ ōǳǘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ƎǊƻǳǇέ όƛōƛŘΦύ 

¶ !ŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ DǊŀƴǘ όǳǇ ǘƻ ϵ нΦр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴύ άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ 

by providing them with the resources necessary to continue the work of their teams in 

ŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέ όƛōƛŘΦύ 

¶ tǊƻƻŦ ƻŦ /ƻƴŎŜǇǘ DǊŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƴƎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƻŦ ƛŘŜŀǎ ǎǘŜƳƳƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ όΧύ 

existing ERC grants, helping (ERC grantees) bridge the gap between research and social or 

ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴέ όƛōƛŘΦύΦ 

¶ {ȅƴŜǊƎȅ DǊŀƴǘ όǳǇ ǘƻ мл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴύ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ αǎƳŀƭƭ ǘŜŀƳǎ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ǿƘƻ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ Ƨƻƛƴǘƭȅ 

address ambitious research problems at the frontiers of knowledge, bringing together 

complementary skills, disciplines anŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎά (ERC n.d.) 

The ERC is entirely funded by Horizon 2020 of which it is a key component (ERC 2018a). It represents 

мт҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ нлнл ό9w/ нлмуōύΣ ƛΦŜΦ ϵ мо ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ όнлмп-2020). In 2018 has an 

ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵ мΦф billion. 

6.4.2 Distribution by Funding Schemes  

The main shares in term of numbers of grants are Starting Grants and Advanced Grants, followed by 

Consolidator grants. In ten years of its existence the ERC funded  

¶ 3,853 Starting Grants, 

¶ 2,678 Advanced Grants (2008-2017), 

¶ 1,629 Consolidator Grants (2013-2017). 

There are significantly less Proof of Concept Grants as well as Synergy grants in comparison. The ERC 

funded 

¶ 778 Proof of Concept Grants (2011 to 2017), 

¶ 24 Synergy Grants (2012 to 2013) (ERC 2018a: 14). 

6.4.3 Distribution by Scientific Domains  

The main share of 8,160 Starting, Consolidator and Advanced Grans went to the Physical Science and 

Engineering domain (3,687 grants); followed by the life sciences (2,825 grants) and the Social 

Sciences and Humanities (1,648 grants). 

6.4.4 Distribution by Host Countries  

In the allocation of grants to host countries there is an imbalance in favour of a small number of 

Member and Non-Member States. 
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Figure 2: Number of grants per host country, ERC. Total 8,160 

 

(Source: ERC 2018a) 

This imbalance is criticized frequently, but regularly defended by advocates of the ERC with the 

ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƻƴƭȅέΦ IŜƭƎŀ bƻǿƻǘƴȅΣ ŜΦƎΦΣ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀōƻǳǘ Ŝǉǳŀƭ 

distribution, but despiǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎƪŜǿƴŜǎǎΣ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ Ƴǳǎǘ ǇǊŜǾŀƛƭέ όнлмтΥ ффтύΦ 

Nowotny does not address the questions why such a bias exists and whether conscious or 

unconscious systematic mechanisms exist that disadvantage researchers from Central and Eastern 

European countries.50 We will return to this issue later in this text. 

6.4.5 ! ȰÓÕÃÃÅÓÓ ÓÔÏÒÙȱ 

The ERC considers itself and is considered by many of its observers as success story. Already as early 

ŀǎ нллф ŀ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ άǎƛȄ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ άǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘ 

successes of the ERC in attracting both large numbers of grant applications and outstanding 

ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜƳέ ό9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ нллфύΦ 

Luukkonen (2014: 36) reports based on qualitative interviews carried out in 2010 with European 

stakeholder groups51 ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9w/ άŜƴƧƻȅǎ ǿƛŘŜ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ 

ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀƴŜƭǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘ ǘƛƳŜέ όΧύ {ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎΥ ά9w/ ƎǊŀƴǘǎ ŎŀǊǊȅ ƘƛƎƘ ǇǊŜǎǘƛƎŜ ŀƴŘ 

are regarded as symbols of excellence and as a benchmark for quality among individuals, 

organisations and sub-ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳƴƛǘǎέΦ  

                                                           
50

 We will return to this question later in this paper. 
51

 She interviewed 25 representatives of the ERC Scientific Council members and officials, ERCEA, other 
European funding organisation as well as interest organisations. 
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However, she also mentions that the ERC was little known outside Europe. Luukkonen also did a 

quantitative survey among ERC Starting Grant recipients and a control group. She found that the ERC 

ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƎǊƻǳǇ άƛǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǊŜǎǘƛƎƛƻǳǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƘƛƎƘ-quality peer review 

and appropriate grant sizes to enable innovative research and the achievement of significant 

research ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎέ όнлмпΥ осύΦ52 

Similarly, to give another example for the high appreciation of the ERC among researchers, the 

/ƻƳƛǘŞ ŘΩŞǘƘƛǉǳŜ Řǳ /bw{ ό/ha9¢{ύ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9w/Ω Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ 

άƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜŘƭȅ ΨŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘΩ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ Ƙŀǎ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘέ ό/ha9¢{ нлмпύΦ53 

¢ƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ά9ƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ōȅ 9w/-ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎέ 

ό9w!/9tύ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ άǘƻǇƛŎŀƭ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ όŀƴŀƭȅǎƛƴƎύ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ 

activities, supported ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9w/ ŎƻǾŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǊŜŀǎέ ό9w!/9t нлмоύΦ Lƴ 

other words, ERACEP tried to verify whether ERC grants really do research in cutting edge areas. The 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9w/ ƛƴŘŜŜŘ άƛǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ǘƻǇƛŎǎέ όƛōƛŘΦύΦ However, the study 

also uncovered substantial differences across thematic fields in terms of the actual coverage of 

emerging research areas identified by ERACEP by ERC grants and success rates of proposals. In order 

to better understand these differences ERACEP suggested exploring ERC procedures in subsequent 

research using qualitative expert-based approaches. 

!ƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9w/ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŜǎΩ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 

Commission (EC) addressed two questions: (1) does the funding provided by ERC help grantees to 

improve their altimetric54 visibility? (2) Do ERC grantees perform better than researchers sponsored 

ōȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŀƴŘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΚέ ό9/ нлмрΥ мтύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά9w/-

funded applicants, both junior and senior, systematically obtained higher altimetric scores than 

unsuccessful ones, and that these results are observed in each of the panels, application years and 

9{L ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜέΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƻƴŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŀŘŘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿƘŜǘher their higher scores 

were caused by their excellence as researchers or by the fact that they received an ERC grant that is 

considered highly prestigious. 

wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƳƛȄŜŘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΥ άLƴ ŀƭƭ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŘƻƳŀƛƴǎΣ 9w/-funded 

researchers obtained higher Mendeley scores than their international comparison groupsτexcept 

for the group of junior researchers in the Social Sciences and Humanities, who scored below their 

NSF peers. For other indicatorsτand especially Twitterτ NSF and NIH groups typically score higher 

ǘƘŀƴ 9w/ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ŀ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ¦{ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŦŀǾƻǳǊŀōƭŜ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 

ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ƛǘ ǘƻ ǇǳōƭƛŎƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪ όΧύΦ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ 

which might play a role is the faŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ b{C ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜ ŀƭƭ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎΩ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΣ 

ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ Ƨǳǎǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ όΧύέ ό9/ нлмрΥ мтύΦ 

Since 2015 the ERC carries out annual ex-Ǉƻǎǘ άǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻǳǘǇǳǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ 

ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ 9w/ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎέ ό9w/ нлмсΣ нлмтΣ нлмуύΦ  

                                                           
52

 Since the surveyed group applied for ERC grants they were obviously aware of the ERC and therefore were 
not representative of European junior researchers. 
53

 We will return to critical comments from COMETS later in this paper. 
54

 !ƭǘƛƳŜǘǊƛŎ άŎŀƴ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ Ǿƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎέ ό9/ нлмрΥ мύΦ 
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In 2017 expert evaluators nominated by the Scientific Council55 assessed 223 completed and 

randomly selected projects. Evaluators were asked to rank the projects as 

(A) Scientific Breakthrough; 

(B) Major scientific advance; 

(C) Incremental scientific contribution; 

(D) No appreciable scientific Contribution (ibid: 4). 

In addition, ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ƴƛƴŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ 

scientific and societal impact (ERC 2018: 6). 

The evaluators assessed 19% of the projects as scientific breakthroughs. A share of 60% was 

considered as major scientific advances; 20% as incremental scientific contribution and only 1% 

achieved no appreciable scientific contribution. These results were consistent with ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ȅŜŀǊǎΩ 

ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜǎΥ άǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ тф҈ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ŀ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ōǊŜŀƪǘƘǊƻǳƎƘέΦ 

9ǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘΥ ά¢ƻ ǿƘŀǘ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ resulted in new important scientific 

ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΚέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǇŀǊŀƳƻǳƴǘ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9w/ 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘ άул҈ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƴŜǿ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ 

exceptional or significant extentέ ό9w/ нлмуΥ сύΦ 

²ƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ άIŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻǇŜƴŜŘ ŀ ǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ŦƻǊ 

a particular field (i.e. a set of new research questions, new hypotheses to be tested) or a possible 

ǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳ ǎƘƛŦǘΚέ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άŀǊƻǳƴŘ ср҈ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƻǇŜƴŜŘ ŀ ǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 

ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŦƛŜƭŘ ƻǊ ŀ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳ ǎƘƛŦǘέΦ 

Regarding the development of new research methods56Σ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άƻǾŜǊ ул҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ άƳƻŘeratelyέ new research methods or instruments, 

ǿƘƛƭŜ ƻǾŜǊ рл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŜȄǘŜƴǘέ 

(ibid. 7). 

In summary, the ERC is considered by many observers and itself a successful institutional innovation 

in terms of attractiveness for research applicants, esteem and recognition within the scientific 

community, its ability to identify cutting edge research and its impact. However, there are also issues 

to ponder with regards to different biases to which we will return later chapters of this paper. 

6.5 Current situation of RRI in the program  

6.5.1 RRI in brief  

The ERC is a basic research funding organization that attempts to fund frontline basic research. The 

paramount question in the context of RRI is whether, to what extent and under what circumstances 

a RFO that is committed to this goal is able to implement RRI.  

                                                           
55 Evaluation involved 76 panel members and 65 remote evaluators. 
56 Has the project developed new research methods or instruments? 
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Is it possible to implement GE, not only in terms of securing equal numbers of male and female 

researchers/evaluators/administrators, but also in terms of funding projects that pose gender 

sensitive research questions? Is it possible to promote PE in basic research, and if yes, how can this 

be done? What are its potentials and limits? How ET is practiced in basic research and is it possible 

to leave the narrow limits of research ethics and research integrity and also to anticipate and reflect 

on potential societal and environmental impact of basic research? What is the notion of SLSE in a 

program funding basic research? What are the potentials, challenges and limits of OA and what are 

governance mechanisms for in a RFO that is dedicated to ground breaking research and scientific 

excellence? 

6.5.2 Desktop findings  

6.5.2.1 General use of RRI 

Looking at documents and reports, RRI at first glance does not seem to play a role at all at the ERC: 

The ERC does not use the term RRI in documents. EC project officers and from executive agencies 

who manage different parts of H2020 have flagged those project, they consider RRI-relevant in the 

Common Research Data warehouse (CORDA) (European Commission 2017). Within the ERC almost 

no project (99, 9%) was flagged as RRI relevant (ibid: 248). 

On second look, however, the ERC addresses some RRI keys with different intensity: 

¶ The Thematic Working Groups on Gender Equality (GE) and Open Access (OA) addressed RRI 

keys. 

¶ Applicants have to address issues of ethics (ET) in their grant proposals and the ERC supports 

them to identify issues it considers relevant in this context. 

¶ Open Access (OA) is a policy within the ERC. 

¶ A workshop the ERC organized together with Science and Technology Options Assessment 

(STOA) in spring 2018 addressed the issue of Public Engagement (PE) (ERC 2018f). 

¶ The ERC encourages its applicants to disseminate their findings. 

¶ Bibliometric research carried out by CWTS within this project identified several projects, 

which related to the five keys as well as interdisciplinary research. Furthermore, a number of 

projects practice citizen involvement (ERC 2018f). 

In the following sections we will look at different keys of RRI as presented in documents. 

6.5.2.2 Public Engagement 

¢ƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘ άLƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΣ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ Ƨƻƛƴǘƭȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘ ōȅ 

STOA and ERC on May, 31st 2018 indicates certain openness of the ERC for public engagement 

ōŜȅƻƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ό9w/ нлмуŦύΦ !ǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ŀ ǇŀƴŜƭ άScience policy, 

communication and global networkingέ ǿŀǎ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ 

ά{ŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ŎǊŜŘƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΤ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ 

enough to be credible beyond the scientific community. Social media and new communication 

platforms are driving those attitudes, despite the fact that a scientific and technological revolution is 

changing profoundly our lives.  
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At the same time, a new trend is emerging: ordinary citizens, regardless of literacy or education, are 

actively engaging in scientific work, in numbers and at a scale that is only possible thanks those same 

digital communication platforms. How should science engage with society? What should be the role 

of society in order to reap the benefits from scientific advances and to drive them to where they 

want? Must all new technologies be adƻǇǘŜŘΚ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŎƛǘƛȊŜƴ 

ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΩΚέ(ERC, 2018f). 

Speakers at this event were ERC grantees from projects from various disciplines which include 

elements of PE in their research. Apart from this activity we did not find any documents hinting at 

deeper public engagement. 

6.5.2.3 Gender Equality 

Gender Equality and avoiding discrimination is an important objective of the ERC. The ERC Scientific 

/ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǇƻǎǘǳƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǿƻƳŜƴ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƴ ŀǊŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ǊŜǎearch. It 

continues its efforts to avoid gender bias and to encourage more female top scientists to apply for 

9w/ ƎǊŀƴǘǎέ ό9w/ нлмуŀύΦ bŜǾŜǊǘƘŜƭŜǎǎΣ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ нлмпΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ 

differences in ERC applications and success rates (Boyle 2014: 351). The ERC recognizes indeed that 

άƛƴ ŀƭƭ 9w/ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ǳƴǘƛƭ нлмсΣ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ нс҈ ƻŦ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ но҈ ƻŦ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǿƻƳŜƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǊ 

ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǿƻƳŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9w/ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ƳƛǊǊƻǊǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜέ ό9w/ нлмуŀΥ моύΦ 

Vinkenburg et al. also perceive gender differences in application and grants. They observe 

άǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ƛƴŜǉǳŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ όΧύ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƳŜƴ ŀƴŘ ǿƻƳŜƴ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ƛƴ 9w/ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎέ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ 9w/Ωǎ ǇŜŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎess has been 

carefully designed to identify scientific excellence irrespective of the gender, age, nationality or 

institution of the Principal Investigators and other potential biases, and to take career breaks as well 

as unconventional research career patƘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘέ ό±ƛƴƪŜƴōǳǊƎ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нлмпύΦ57 

What are the reasons for gender differences and are the caused by systematic biases? The project 

GendERC was funded by the ERC as Coordination and Support Action (CSA) aimed at explaining the 

άƭƻǿŜǊ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ 9w/ ƎǊŀƴǘǎέ όDŜƴŘ9w/ нлмсύ58. The research team 

collected performance data of applicants of Starting and Advance Grants and did qualitative 

interviews with 32 panel members about selection criteria that were practiced in general and 

άǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǊ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƭŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎέ όƛōƛŘΦύΦ Finally, the study included a survey of applicants. 

Data analyses revealed a gender bias and ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǳōƻǇǘƛƳŀƭΣ 

leading to some gender-ōƛŀǎŜŘ όƎŜƴŘŜǊŜŘύ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦέ DŜƴŘŜǊ ōƛŀǎŜǎ ŜȄƛǎǘǎ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ directions; most 

often, however, they favour men. 

.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǾŀƎǳŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƻǇŜƴ ǇǊƻcess how to apply different 

ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜέ όƛōƛŘΦύ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ άŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǿƘŀǘ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƳŜŀƴǎ 

                                                           
57 
¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ά/ŀǇǘǳǊƛƴƎ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǇŀǘƘǎ ƻŦ 9w/ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎΥ tǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎŀǊŜŜǊǎέ ό9w/!w99wύ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘȅ άǳƴŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǊŜŜǊǎέ ǇŀǘƘǎ ƛƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ 
impact on gender differences in application and success rates between male and female researchers 
(Vinkenburg 2014). 
58

 It was not possible to find the study in full length, but a project summary is available online. 
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ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ 9w/έ ŀƴŘ άǘƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎέ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ άǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ 

individual interpretations and improǾŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎέ όƛōƛŘΦύΦ59 

¢ƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ DŜƴŘ9w/ ǘŜŀƳ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ǳƴŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎ άƎŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ 

practices ς ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƭŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅέ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ 

ǎǘŜǊŜƻǘȅǇŜΣ ƛΦŜΦ άǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŀǎǎǳmptions and attributions on how men and women are or should be 

(ibid.). Examples for such stereotypes and different standards for men and women are: 

¶ independence and mobility as a researcher, which are checked in some panels for female 

applicants whereas not for questioned for males; 

¶ the GendERC researcher point out that the notion of excellence so widely used in the ERC is 

ƴƻǘ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭΦ άaŀƭŜ-ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŎǊǳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎέΣ 

¶ female applicants because of care responsibilities and unpaid work have less time to 

generate the necessary number of publications/citations which are used to measure 

excellence; 

¶ Women might be less inclined to overselling their research proposal during the presentation 

to the evaluation panel. 

The authors of GendERC mentioned a number of suboptimal processes within the peer review 

process such as: 

¶ panel members apply non-binding guidelines differently and 

¶ employ guidelines selectively; 

¶ reviewers make no differences in evaluation between Principal Investigator and the project, 

άŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜΤ 

¶ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎ ŀǇǇƭȅ άƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜέ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άƳƻōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜ όǇǊŜǎǘƛƎŜ ƻŦ Ƙƻǎǘ 

institution, collaboration networks; 

¶ the aim to bring researcher back-to-Europe (from US) plays a role; 

¶ personal characteristics like assertiveness are considered as well as; 

¶ ǘƘŜ ǿŜƭƭ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎŜƭƭ ƛǘέ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ όƛōƛŘΦΥ тύΤ 

¶ ŦƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊǎ ŀǇǇƭȅ άƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜέ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ άƎǳǘ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎέ 

ƻǊ άƛƴǘǳƛǘƛƻƴέ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜΣ ŀǎ ŀ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƻǊ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ άŀǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ 

ǿŜ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ Řƻέ όƛōƛŘΦύ 

The GendERC project mentioned that some of the ERC staff members were interested in their 

research, whereas panel members were only marginally interested. There was also a lack of 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀǎǇŜŎǘΦ ! άŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎέ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŀƴŜƭ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ 

ŜȄƛǎǘŜŘΣ άōǳǘ ƴƻ ŎƭŜŀǊ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳέ ǿŀǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9w/Φ ¢ƘŜ DŜƴŘ9w/ ǎǘǳdy 

ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ άǊŀƛǎŜ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ƎŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέ ōȅ άǳƴŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ōƛŀǎ ŎƘŜŎƪǎ ƻǊ 

ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎǎΣ ŦƛƭƳǎέ ŦƻǊ άǇŀƴŜƭ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΣ 9w/9! ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ 9w/έ όƛōƛŘΦύΦ 

                                                           
59

 The observation that the notion of excellence is not standardized, but is defined by each and every panel 
anew is also shared by an interviewee from a research funding organizationΦ ά9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎe is what the panellists 
say. It is quitŜ ǎƛƳǇƭŜέ ό01). However, this interviewee who has a keen knowledge of evaluation processes 
perceives this rather as an advantage of the ERC evaluation process and considers the moment, when the 
panel arrives at a shared understanding about the excellence oŦ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǎ άƳŀƎƛŎέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
excellence disappears after each and every panel session (01). 
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Already in 2008, the ERC installed a Thematic Working Group on Gender Balance and drafted a 

gender equality plan. The ERC Gender Equality Plan (2014-2020) aims at:  

¶ άǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 9w/ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ 

¶ working towards improving the gender balance among ERC applicants and within the ERC 

funded teams 

¶ identifying and removing any potential gender bias in the ERC evaluation procedure 

¶ embedding gender awareness within all levels of the ERC processes 

¶ striving for gender balance among the ERC peer reviewers and ERC decision-ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ōƻŘƛŜǎέ 

(ERC 2018a: 13) 

The establishment of this working group, the changing of application rules60 as well as CSAs such as 

ERCAREER and GendERC indicate awareness and certain openness towards the RRI key gender 

equality. 

6.5.2.4 Science Literacy and Science Education (SLSE) 

Project proposals do not have to include planned communication and dissemination activities. 

Nevertheless, ERC grantees are expected to communicate their research and findings (ERC 2018g), 

to 

¶ show the value of basic research for society and how public money is spent; 

¶ promote the visibility of EU research funding and the ERC; 

¶ improve the researchers own scientific assessments, as this would increasingly include 

ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ άƛƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻƻƭǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀ ŀƴŘ ǿŜō нΦл ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎέΤ 

¶ create new collaborations and opportunities; and, finally, 

¶ άƛƴǾŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘέΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ άƳƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƻǊǎΣ 

ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŜŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ƻƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέ ό9w/ нлмуƎύΦ 

The ERC website provides some suggestions when, what and how to inform the public and a special 

Project Promotion team provides support for grantees. 

The ERC is open for activities promoting SLSE. The annual report 2017 mentions several activities 

such as: 

¶ stories in various online formats; 

¶ thematic brochures; 

¶ engaging social media content; 

¶ By means of a new dedicated webpage and information sessions, the ERC encouraged 

grantees to promote their work independently; 

¶ ά¢ǿƻ /ƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ !Ŏǘƛƻƴǎ ό/{!ύ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƛƭƭŀǊΣ ǎƘƻǿŎŀǎƛƴƎ 

ERC-funded research to a wider audience through innovative communication. One CSA, 

ERCcomics, produced eight different web-comics and organized illustrated talks at science 
                                                           
60 άTo help female scientists who are mothers, the ERC has established a set rules regarding parental leave. It 

allows them to have their eligibility window extended by 18 months per child. For example, if a scientist has 

one child, and she obtained her PhD 8 years earlier, she can still apply for a Starting Grant (although the 

general rule is that only those who received their PhD between 2 to 7 yŜŀǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜύέ ό9w/ нлмуŀύΦ 
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events. The other, ERC=Science2, engaged in activities such as events in science museums, 

talks, science-cafés, workshops, videos, articles, social media posts focusing on the themes 

ƻŦ ƭƻƴƎŜǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜǎΦέ ό9w/ нлмуƘΥ суύέΦ 

6.5.2.5 Open Access 

¢ƘŜ 9w/ ƛǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άƛŘŜŀ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǎǘŜƳƳƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ publicly funded research ς 

including publications and primary data ς ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŦǊŜŜƭȅ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜǊƴŜǘέ ό9w/ 

2018j). For grants received from 2014 onwards open access for peer reviewed publications is 

mandatory. 

¢ƘŜ 9w/ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ hǇŜƴ !ŎŎŜǎǎ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀge the use of discipline-specific 

repositories and in particular recommend the use of Europe PMC and arXiv, for the LS and PE 

ŘƻƳŀƛƴ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦέ Lƴ ǘƘŜ άǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ Ƴŀȅ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ {I ŘƻƳŀƛƴέΦ 

Lǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ άh!t9b ƭƛōǊŀǊȅ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƻǊȅ όΧύ ŦƻǊ ƭƻƴƎ-text publications (such as 

monographs or book chapters) in any discipline (ibid.). 

aƻǊŜƻǾŜǊΣ άǘƘŜ 9w/ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎ ŀƭƭ 9w/ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŜƪ ǘƻ 

establish and practice good research data management in accordance with the current best 

practices in their respective fields, and to share their data with other researchers in a responsible 

ǿŀȅέ όƛōƛŘΦύΦ 

¢ƘŜ 9w/ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ άhǇŜƴ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 5ŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ 5ŀǘŀ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴǎέ ǘƻ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ƛǘǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀƴǘǎ ό9RC 

2018k). 

6.5.2.6 Ethics 

The ERC frames ethics narrowly as research ethics (RE) and research integrity (RI). The former 

President and Vice-President defined ethics at ERC in a joint article in these terms (Nowotny/Exner 

нлмоύΦ LǎǎǳŜǎ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ άŦǊŀǳŘΣ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƳƛǎŎƻƴŘǳŎǘέΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ 

provide examples of plagiarism in proposal writing and conflicts of interests for evaluators if 

applicants are from their own organisation or in close personal relationships. They promise that the 

9w/ άǿƛƭƭ ǎǳŎŎŜŜŘ ƛƴ ƴƻǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘƛƴƎ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέΦ Also, a ERCEA official 

ǇǊƻŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ά9w/ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ŦƛǊƳ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ƛƴ ŜǘƘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ 

ƛƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅ ŀǎ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέ όCŜǊrari 2014: 22). 

As regards research ethics, since 2009 the ERC analyses all research proposal in a three-step 

procedure. First, all proposals are pre-screened within the ERCEA whether they raise ethical issues or 

not. If ethical issues are identified, proposals are forwarded in a second step to ethical screening by 

ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƻ άǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 

is in compliance with the fundamental ethics principles as laid down in the EU treaty and related 

ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴέ όCŜǊǊŀǊƛ нлмпΥ ннύ ƻǊ ŀǎƪ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳōƳƛǘ 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ǎǘŜǇ ǘƻ ŀƴ άŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǇŀƴŜƭ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴ-ŘŜǇǘƘ 9ǘƘƛŎǎ wŜǾƛŜǿέ όƛōƛŘΦύΦ 

CŜǊǊŀǊƛ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άŀǊƻǳƴŘ рл҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜd to the ERC present some inherent 

ethics issues which can be resolved at Ethics Screening level (e.g. animal and or/ human 

experimentation, privacy and data protection issues, research in developing countries and/or with 

vulnerable population, etc.), with around 10-15% of them requiring a more in-depth ethics review. 
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9ǘƘƛŎǎ ǎŎǊǳǘƛƴȅ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ōǳǘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎΣ ǿƘŜƴŜǾŜǊ ƴŜŜŘŜŘΣ άŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŦŜǘƛƳŜ 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀƴǘέ όƛōƛŘΦύΦ 

The ERC assists applicants to identify sensitive issues of research ethics with an ethics self-

assessment tool (ERC 2018e). Issues covered in this text include whether human embryos/foetuses, 

human subjects, human cells/tissues or animals are used for research, personal data is sufficiently 

protected, concerns which appear whŜƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ 

countries where participants may be more vulnerable due to economic or political reasons, and a 

ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛǎǇŀǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇƻǿŜǊ Ƴŀȅ ŜȄƛǎǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎέ όƛōƛŘΦ Υ т). In 

addition, questions of environmental protection and safety as well as malevolent use of research 

results are raised. 

RI is considered a guiding principle in proposal writing, selection of projects, carrying out projects 

and publications. The ERC set ǳǇ ŀ ά{ǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƻƴ /ƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ƻŦ LƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ 

aƛǎŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ŀƴŘ 9ǘƘƛŎŀƭ LǎǎǳŜǎέ ό/ƻLa9ύ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ нлмн ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻƴ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƳƛǎŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ό9w/ 

2012). The CoIME investigates allegations of scientific misconduct (e.g. plagiarism, conflicts of 

interest, fraud) after they have been brought forward by the ERC or the ERCEA. The annual report 

publishes the number of cases brought up and dealt with. 

In summary, questions of ethics in research and innovation are limited to, and governed at the ERC 

in terms of RE and RI. They are not broadly framed as societal or environmental impact/risks of 

research or as contribution to the solution of societal challenges. 

6.5.2.7 Governance 

As already described in the previous chapter, despite the absence of RRI in ERC documents, a 

number of different governance mechanisms exist that address some of the RRI keys. 

6.5.2.8 Societal Challenges 

!ǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǘƛƳŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ 9w/Ωǎ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƛǎ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƻƴƭȅέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƻ 

the role of societal needs or grand challenges within the ERC, as the former President explained in 

2010: 

ά9ȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΤ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ 

ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƘŜƴ ŦŀŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨƎǊŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΩΣ ƭƛƪŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅΣ 

health, climate change, that the EC [European Commission] wants to tackle. We trust that the 

scientists know best where the frontiers of research are. We are also convinced that a number of 

very interesting scientific developments will emerge from basic research and hopefully new scientific 

and technological breakthroughs that will indirectly, but significantly, contribute to the grand 

challenges. But we are not setting any thematic priorities. Our approach remains based on 

excellŜƴŎŜ ƻƴƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǘǊǳǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ tL ώtǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ LƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƻǊϐέ όbƻǿƻǘƴȅ нлмлΥ сррύΦ 

In this line of argument, scientific excellence, a strict bottom up approach and scientific autonomy 

will eventually lead to scientific breakthroughs and indirectly to innovation and thus contribute to 

the solution of societal challenges. 

The ERC, however, also seems to be aware to address societal challenges and to document its 

contribution toward solving them. The Working Group on Science behind the Project develops a 

ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ 9w/ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ άŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 
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ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ϥǘŀƎǎϥΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǎƻŎƛŜǘŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎέ ŀƴŘκƻǊ άŎǊƻǎǎ-ŎǳǘǘƛƴƎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎέ ό9w/ нлмуƛύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ 

certain awareness for the topic. 

6.5.3 RRI beyond the keys 

6.5.3.1 Theoretical framework of RRI applied in the program line  

In order to grasp the notion of RRI within the ERC it is necessary to understand its self-conception, its 

history and its relationship to the EC as well as to other program lines of H2020. 

¢ƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9w/ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ άǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴέ ό[ǳǳƪƪƻƴŜƴ нлмпΥ 

орύ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƴǊƻƭƭŜŘ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ άǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀƴŘ 

scholarly communities that initiated the process, European industries, member state-level politicians 

who were decision makers at the level of the Council, the European Parliament, and key persons 

from the European Commission. The creation of the ERC was a well-orchestrated political endeavour 

(König 2017) in which elite actors from science and research policy successfully campaigned for a 

new funding instrument that was based on a different rationale and legitimation. In essence the 

rationale of the ERC is autonomous self-governance of basic research, independent from political 

influence as much as possible. 

Advocates of what later became the ERC took initiative because they were dissatisfied with the EU 

Framework Programmes and were inspired by the model of the US National Science Foundation.61 

This initiative was also supported by the European Commission and various Member States 

(particularly the Nordic countries) (Ulnicane 2018, König 2017). 

König (2017) distinguishes three phases in the political campaign for the ERC. In a first phase (2000-

2003) an elite network of scientists self-organized to campaign in conferences and ad-hoc meetings 

for an alternative way of research funding by the EC. They linked their objective of creating a funding 

organisation that would only focus on basic research with the Lisbon StrateƎȅ άǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜ ǘƘŜ 

most competitive and the most dynamic knowledge-ōŀǎŜŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘέΦ !ŘǾƻŎŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ERC argued that more investment in curiosity driven basic research, like in the US, would lead in the 

end to more innovation and greater ecƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ άLƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ 

up the ERC, frontier research was perceived as the (necessary) counterpart to a top-down approach 

in research funding, because frontier research is an investment in the European knowledge base and 

ǘƘŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎȅŎƭŜέ όYǀƴƛƎ нлмсΥ мрмύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ Ǉǳǘǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ 

link the ERC to the objectives of the European Union in the nutshell: 

ά¢ƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΥ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻǊ ǎcience, without 

continuous investment into basic research, there will be no radical innovation in the future, i.e. 

innovation that has the potential of changing the technological paradigm of how the economy 

functions. This is what ICT, biotech and nanotech are all about now and we do not yet know what 

opportunities await us in the future. This message has to be conveyed loudly and clearly and we will 

need the voices from the scientific community to make it heard. The discussion has already started 

and we neŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜΦέ όнлмлΥ сруύΦ 

                                                           
61

 At the beginning EMBO, an organisation of life scientists, was particularly important in lobbying (König 2017: 
42, Luukkonen 2014: 34). 
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From 2003 to 2005 European Commission actors took over to advocate for such a funding body and 

from 2005 to 2007 the institutional structures were set up as they exist today. 

Being able to construct, sustain and defend a funding organisation is not only a matter of having the 

right arguments, but also of possessing the knowledge, prestige and capability to wield political 

power and the power of definition. In an interview the former ERC President recommends to 

researchers a lobby strategy for the ERC: 

ά{ǇŜŀƪ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜ ǾƻƛŎŜΣ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀōƻǾŜ ŀƭƭΣ ǊŜǇŜŀǘΣ 

ǊŜǇŜŀǘΣ ǊŜǇŜŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƘŜŀǊŘΦ όΧύ ¸ƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ ŀǘ ƛǘέ όнлмлΥсруύΦ 

During and by political campaignƛƴƎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀŎȅ ǿŀǎ ōǳƛƭǘΦ [ǳǳƪƪƻƴŜƴ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎ άǘƘŜ 

promotion of excellence was an important justification for the adoption of the ERC. Excellence (or 

the lack thereof) in European scientific institutions became an important concept in the causal 

aƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ όΧύ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƳǳƭǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ŀ ƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ƛŘŜŀέ όнлмпΥ омΣ ǎŜŜ ŀƭǎƻ опύΦ 

European research funding departed with the establishment of the ERC from several of its former 

principles, i.e. focuses on collaboration and applied research, mobility and coordination of national 

efforts (Table 12). 

Table 12: Outcomes of principles of EU research support 

¶ Changes in ERA agenda (strengthening of excellence agenda) 

¶ Changes in the definition of European added value in research support (in addition to 
international collaboration and competition at European level) 

¶ Changes in other traditional principles in EU research support (support of individuals vs. 
organisations, no juste retour, no pre-allocation of funds to fields or specific areas, and 
targeted research vs. fundamental research) 

¶ Examples of delegation of strategy formulation and implementation of strategies to external 
stakeholders (but only that which is fully based on EU money) 

(Source: Luukkonen 2014: 35) 

The ERC added the focus on Europe-wide competition and support for basic research as well as the 

promotion of excellence (Ulnicane 2018: 230). The ERC is committed towards investigator-driven 

ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΩ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ 

aim to stimulate scientific excellence. With the adoption of the ERC the EU moved away from 

targeting organisations towards targeting individuals. The ERC Scientific Council enjoys large 

autonomy; it is composed of scientists. The ERC considers these elements essential for achieving its 

ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ άŀǳǊŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9w/έΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ άǿŀǎ ŎŀǎǘΣ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ŀƴŘ 

ǊƻǳǘƛƴƛȊŜŘέ ό¦ƭƴƛŎŀƴŜ нлмуΥноуύΦ 

¢ƘŜ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎ ƻŦ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9w/Ωǎ ǎŜƭŦ-presentations and in many descriptions by others 

(Ferrari 2014: 22, Nowotny 2017: 997, ERC 2018a). The ERC considers several factors as decisive for 

this success, i.e. strict Bottom-Up approach, high level evaluators, excellence as sole evaluation 

criterion, self-governance by scientist and scholars, scientific and financial independence of 

grantees; the size of the grants, simplicity of the scheme and the procedures. This rational is 

ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘŀǘ DƭŜǊǳǇ ŀƴŘ IƻǊǎǘ όнлмпύ Ŏŀƭƭ άŘŜƳŀǊŎŀǘƛƻƴ Ǌŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅέ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ Ƙƻǿ ŀ 

particular group of scientists perceives responsibility in research, i.e. keeping it within the control 

and autonomy of the scientific community by exercising internal norms: 








































































































































































































































































































































