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1. Executive Summary

As part of itgesearch and innovatiorR&) strategy, theEuropeanCommissionKG is in the process

of funding its eighth framework programme, Horizon 2020 (H2020},/fobillion from 20132020

Mans for the ninth framework programmere rapidly taking shapewithin H2020, approximately
one-third of programming is caied out under the Excellent Science priorigkcellent Science

activities are divided among four autonomous programmes: The European Research Council (ERC);
CdzidzNE FyR 9YSNHAY 3 ¢S OKyCuieAdidn$S(@MSCAL &nd Bufopeant NA S { |
Reseech Infrastructures (including-ifrastructured (INFRA)These Excellent Science programmes,

like all H202Qprogrammesare requiredto attend to a range of crossuttingissuedn R&l One of
thesecrosscuttingissue areass to advance responsible eerch and innovation (RRI) (EC 2013a,

SEC 14.1.1This 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 thisdimentiss Y NAT SR FNRBY AYRAGARdzZ f G5Al
presented in full ifour annexes. We find that Excellent Science programming adsglect

elements, rather than the overarching conceptsRRI andhe Open AgendaFurther, some

elements are itegratedsuccessfully, while progress on othéags.Excellent Science programs

seem toadopt different approaches to RRI and Open Agenda institutionalization without evidence of
coordinated strategic planning or learning from experiences.

EuropeanCommission vision and Horizon 2020 investments in RRI and Open Agenda elements have
helped point the way toward smart, sustainable, and inclusive R&I in EuFbpaugh various

tactics ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA each aduhitag¢@mnsiderations (e.g.getated 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 tR#gkand Open Agenda elemewss deemed

effective whentraceablefrom work programme documentsll the way to proposal templagand
Excellence and Impaetaluationcriteria (the exceptiorbeingERCwhich evaluates the majority of
proposals using onlg narrow definition ofexcellence, created in aad-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. Considerfiragender

dimensions ethics beyond privacy or researcher integrity, godernancdassues araot well

supported acrosg&xcellent Science programmirigfforts atpublic engagemerandscience literacy

and science educatiomost often practice on@vay communicatn and disseminatiorgs opposed

to two-way, dialogiecnodesdesired by the @nmission (EC 2014d).is possible that

institutionalization of these narrow fornaf ethics and public engagemeptematurelyclosedown

or pre-emptentirely broader conversatisabout RRI and the Open Agenda. Finally, and rekated

G NRFOATfAGE AY LISNF2NXYIyYyOS:s RSTAYyAGAZ2YyE 2F 4SEOS
the Excellent Sciengaiority, with ERC definitiongor exampé, excluding gender considerations.

Investments in RRI aride Open Agendaould be continued in the remainder of H2020 and beyond
with greater attention to strategy and clear commitmennvestment in capacity buildingnd
inclusionof more diverse perpectives and expertis&Rcommendation®ffered relate directlyto

ways that theH2020Interim Evaluation indicated current and future EC R&I programming oeauld
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&bntribute directly and indirectljo many beneficial advances in how
we live and how we support our societies. Indeed, R&l feature centrally in the European strategy for
smatrt, sistainable, and inclusive growth (EC 20¥Q)the same time, scientific and technological
developmentgesulting from R&l contribute taindesirable or unsustainable impadtsour lives,
societies, and the environment. Evidence of unedpgaiefits and burdens of Ré&te visible in many
spheres of our daily livefrom transportationsystemsto agriculture, from he built environmentto
health care water and energy systems.

The European Commission (EC) supde&sio expand the scientific and technological base of the
European economy and industry, fostering broader benefits for society and tackling pressetglso
challenges, while also upholdikgiropean values of inclusiveness and democratic po{ECs

2013a) One of the tactics taken by the EC to create and disseminate socially and economically
beneficial knowledge and drive gsperityhas been to incluelcrosscutting requirements intoits
multi-year, largescale research framework programmesost recentlythe £77 billionHorizon 2020
(H202Q the eight framework programme, running form 2026820 (EC 2013a).

Oneof these crossutting requirementsncludesthe concept oResponsible Research and
Innovation (RR(EC 2013a). RRI activiteespireto more open, accountabl@nd democratidR&|
culturesand processs, strengtheringthe ways groups of people think about and respond to new
opportunitiesin 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 innovatisodally desirable,
economically vibrant, and sustainable socie(E€ 2014d}or the Commission, this mearms,
particular, focusing on

1 Gender equality including gender balance of R&I teams, and accounting for gender
dimensions of R&I projects

1 Publicengagement envisioned as a twavay communication and learning process to
include in R&l industry and SME, policymakers-governmental organisations (NGOSs), civil
society organisations (CSOs), and citizeing would not namally interact with each othe
on matters of science and technolggy

1 Science education and science litera¢y nurture modes of scientific inquiry, curiosity, and
creativity;

1 Open access and Open Scientemake data and results of research more accessible,
earlier to improve R&l

1 Ethics going beyond legal compliance and researcher integrity to include also reflection on
questions of how R&l do and do not relate or respond to societatests

1 Governanceto ensure effective, inclusive, and sustainable ways edegigning agerabs
and activities to achieve the above and broader objectives of European R&I.

10
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More recentlythe Commission has made additiomaimmitments to Open Science, Open
Innovation, and Open to the Worl&C 2016a3s part of its continuegrioritization of fostering
alignment among science and societyR&l The EC Open Agenideludesthree dimensions

f Openlinnovatiomr ¢ GANB | GA2y ¢ GKI G dzyF2ft Ra | ONRaa Ayy2:
knowledge exchange and innovation capacity oéetbrs involved, be they financial
institutions, public authorities or citizens, businesses, or acadda@a?016a, p.}2

1 Open Science a concept of transformed scientific practice, wherein the foci of researcher
FOGAGAGE AKATOHAG FINRBYLIBABAOO AEKAYA GAKFNRY I V:
L2aadaArAofSxé Ay YFIYyySNB GKIFIG FNB O00S&aaArofsS G2
possible EC 20164, p. 34

 OpentotheWorldt hC2&a G SNAY3I AYGSNYIFGA2ylf O22LISNI (A2
SylrotsS 00Saa G2 aiKS ftFdSaid 1yz2¢6tSR3IS FyR 0l
challenges more effectively, create business opportunities in new and emerging markets,
YR dzaS aOASyOS RALX 2YIFO& | & | (ECROGRipdaS)y G A

2.1.2 The NewHoRRIzon Project
The NewHoRRIzon project (European Commission Grant Agreement No 741402) seeks to promote
integration ofRRland Open Agenda approachi@so national and internationaR&lmanagement
To do sothe projectengagesa wideranging group of R&I stakeholders fr@oross Horizon 2020
programmingn order to cocreatetailor-Y I RS & LJA £ sBpportingBRIargDpen Agenda
aspirations. Through such engagement, pilot actions cdpalsed on key needs of Europeand
national research ahinnovation funding programmeb S ¢ | 2 w wspdcificgb@ctivesinclude

1 bring together different stakeholders to aeate social experiments that foster the uptake
of RRI;

9 develop narratives and storylines on how to implemeRiIR

9 provide recommendations on how to better integrate RRI into the next European
Framework Programme and beyond,;

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

1 develop and disseminate a concept of Societal Readiregsls (SRbJ technology; and

1 create a sustainable RRI Network and RRI Ambassador Programme.

To achieveéheseobjectives NewHoRRIzohas organized 9 Social Labs, where interventions will be
co-created for pilot implementation, evaluation and cressctor learningpne for each Horizon 2020
programme line geeFigurel). Social Labs build on a tradition of participatory action research to
bring together people with common intests 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 tiegito crosssectioral exchange eventgfter the second and

third Social Lab workshops.

11
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Figurel: NewHoRRIzon Social Ladnsd corresponding H2020 programme lines

SOCIALLAB1

European Research Council
SOCIAL LAB 2

Future and Emerging Technologies
SOCIALLAB 3

Marie Sktodowska Curie Actions
SOCIAL LAB &

Research Infrastructures, including
e-Infrastructures

SOCIALLAB S

Leadership in Enabling Industrial Technologies
SOCIAL LAB 6

Access to Risk Finance & Innovation in SMEs.

SOCIETAL CHALLENGES
SOCIALLAB7
Health, Demagraphic Change and Wellbeing
SOCIAL LAB 8
Food security, sustainable agriculture and
3 forestry, marine and maritime and inland water
g [N FRAMEWORK PROGRAMME g research and the bioeconamy
FOR RESEARCH AND INNOVATION SOCIAL LAB 9

y Secure, Clean and Efficient Eneri
HORIZON 2020 i ] SOCIALLAB 10 *

- smart, Green and Intergrated Transport

SOCIAL LAB 11

Climate Action, Environment, Resource Efficiency

and Raw Materials

SOCIAL LAB 12

Europe in a changing world - Inclusive, innovative

and reflective societies

SOCIAL LAB 13

Secure societies - Protecting freedom

and security of Europe and its citizens

DIVERSITY OF APPROACHES

SOCIAL LAB 14

Spreading Excellence and Widening Participation
SOCIAL LAB 15

Science with and for Society

SOCIAL LAB 16

European Institute of Innovation and Technology
SOCIAL LAB 17

Non-Nuclear direct actions of the JRC

SOCIAL LAB 18

Instruments of H2020

SOCIAL LAB 19

EURATOM

2.1.3 NewHoRRIzon Deliverable 2.1
Deliverable 21 presents, summarizeand analyses the results tife first phase of project research,
related specifically tohe Excellent Science priority of H20@®oject work package 2Yhe diagnosis
phase of the project included two intertwined tasks. First, to analyse the spedifies ourrent 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 dmpilots cadeveloped 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 follagmnugid
reports, each available in ftds Annexedo this deliverable

1 NewHoRRIzon Diagnosis Report, Social Lab 1, European Researci Goessliér and
Brandstatter

1 NewHoRRIzon Diagnosis Report, Social Lab 2 grandrEmerging Technologi@ernstein)

T bSé1 2wwlLi 2y 5AF3IYy2aA4 wSLI2 MIriE AcfiodgGahentand] + 6 o0 X
Loeber)

1 NewHoRRIzon Diagnosis Report, Social Lab 4, European Research Infrastructure (including e
InfrastructuresYMarschalek, Seebacher, and Unterfrauner)

Material presented iDeliverable2.1 issynthesizedrom 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 #nfounding regulation of Horizon 2020 (EC 2013a), and narrowed to

scoping documents of H2020, the European Commissionirimtevaluation of Horizon 202§eneral

Annexes to each H2020 Work Programme, and the specific Work Programme texts for ERC, FET,
MSCAand INFRA. dzLJLX SYSy (G NB Ay LJziada 6SNB I GKSNBR FNRY
research manual (various proposal templates, ethics guidelines, gender FAQs, proposal templates

and evaluation guidance, ej¢ Commission documents, and broader acaddit@cature. 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 additon to desktop research, a combined 61; #560-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 NewHoRRIzogo@tarm as a point of
departure(please see, for examplEET Annex, Appendix 7.8.Ihterviews were recorded for

future reference in order to validate findings and quotations indicaedmportant but not
transaibed. Notes were taken in the course of the interview to guide subsequent review and
analysis. All interviews were conducted witiidrmed consent of participants accordance with the
General Data Protection Regulation, Eégulation 2016/679 (GDPR) aimdthe case of the Norway
based research tearior Social Lab 2 (FEU¥ing a consent form reviewed and approved by the
Norwegian Centre for Research Data.

2.2 Putting Excellent Science into P erspective

TheCommissiorstates diverseationales for Uniorevel intervention in resarch and innovation
Reasons for funding include: supporting trarational mobility, career training and development;
initiating highrisk longterm research and development; raising the profile of excellent research;
addressingdentified societal challenges; and fostering economic and commercial gaingQq11c, p.
3).Indeed, R&I makes up a central aspect of the Europe 2020 Innovation Union Stritegthree
priorities of H2020 Excellent Science, Industrial Leadership, and Societal Challecgeprise a
broad response of the Union to stabilize the financial and economic systems of Europe following
economic recession in 2008 and open Europe to fuaa@nomic opportunities (EC 2011a).

Within Horizon 2020the Excellent SciendeINJA 2 NA (i & n tReh€xtgansratibn ofistience,

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

Union and associated cgul NA Sa 3 | & ¢ &€ 2013k, 4347 12MIcdRinst R $é 6

Industrial Leadership and Societal Challenge priorities of H2020, Excellent Science priorities are
demarcated by placing much greater emphasis on investigdigen funding. As the redation
SalGloftAaKAY3I | Hnun & G-drives dafre énd Mrge® o&tgmpz2 T G KSA NJ & OA
investigatordriven funding arrangements, the European scientific community will play a strong role

in determining the avenues of research followed undeNdol 2 y  H2013ay 1£1474 28/

With some exceptios, elaborated in section 2t#&low, themain target group of the Excellent
Science priority of H2020 is the scientific community (EC 2013a p. 187). Excellent Science projects
SYLKI&AATS aTFTUyNRKYSYOI t uNBmdEEX LId mMmpnoX Ay Of dzRAyY 3

! European Commission, Research and Innovation, Strategy, Innovation Union, About, Action Points, available
at: https://ec.europa.eu/research/innovatiofunion/index.cfm?pg=actiopoints
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Level 4 (EC 2013a, p.194)verall, the Excellent Science priority, consisting of approximately one
third of the total budget of H2020, produces more than half of the prestewed publiations of
H202G (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); iMEnreskaCurieActions
(MSCA); and European Research Infrastructures (INFRA). Despite overarching commonalities in
targeting the scientific community through investigatdniven research funding, each of these
programmes implement a different strategy related to the é&bant Science objective of supporting
next generation science and technology researchers and innovatabde 1 presents an overview of
total approved budgets, current expenditures, signed grants, contribution per project and general
participation statisics of Excellent Science activities to date.

Tablel: Proposal and funding information for Excellent Scierfégority and F?ogrammes4

European  Future and  Marie European Excellent
Research  Emerging { 1 02 R2 Research Science
Council Technologies Curie Infrastructures Total
(ERC) (FEY Actions (INFRA
Programme Programme (MSCA Programme
Programme
Total approved budget (in million 13,094 2,696 6,162 2,488 24,441
EURSs), based on EC 2013a,
L347/173
Total approved budget as 53.57% 11.03% 25.21% 10.18% 100%
percentage of Excellent Science
Total
EU contribution as of 23 July 201¢ 6,430 1,090 3,370 1,190 12,080
(in million EURS)
Signed grants as of 23 July 2018 4,100 240 6,249 200 10,789
Average EU contributiomper 1.57 4.56 0.538 5.94 1.12
project as of 23 July 201@n
million EURS)
Average participationi per project 1.18 9.28 2.87 19.39 2.67

as of 23 July 2018

% For example, focusingn basic principles, technology concepts, and experimental proof of con@avestal

exceptions in this regard are elaboratbdlow and in Anex reports.

® Based on Interim Evaluation data, eoff date 1 January 2017

‘51 0F FTNRBY 9dzNRLISIY [/ 2YYA&daAzy 9dNRPLI 2863108 t2NIIf s
available athttps://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69fd-4ef5-889f
b83c4e21d33e/sheet/erUXRa/state/analysis

® Definitionof participant and participations, from European Commission (2B{CfRIZON 2028 full swing

Three years orKEY FACTS AND FIGURES2POEE 9 dzNR LIS y ! y A 2 yParticipdhtzEng St a & t | 3¢
legal entity carrying out an action or part of an action an&egulation (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 imvolved i

multiple Projects through multiplparticipations® &
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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)

¢KS 9dzNBLISHY wS&aSINOK /2dzyOAt FdzyRa GEREOSt t Syl 3
20180 ®@ 9w/ Q& BtNdEdreg dniphasizéx@efldnde and independente ensure

achievement of programmatic objectivéSRC 2018, 2; Luukkonen 2014, 85). Four principles
governER@perations(ERC 2018afirst, the sole selection criterion evaluated in funding projests
GAOASYUATAO SEOSttSyO0SéeT aSO2yRI LINRuatypeet a St SO
review; third scientists represent and determine the direction and organization of fund#iRC is

Nbzy QF @Wi Radas oPeesiderdViceRfdsidleatindSciensfic Gokincpositionsheld

by scientists; fourth, an independent ERxzcutive Agency (ERCE@nhagesapplications and

grants.

In total, at EUR 13 billion, ERfpresents 17% of the Horizon 20B0dget(ERC 2018bERC provides
awardsfor five main activities:

| Starting Grant (up tEURL.5 million)to & & dzLJLJ2 NIi NB a S| NOKSNBR |4 G4KS SI
with the aim of providing working conditions enabling them to become independent leading
NB a S| NERK 304ghé¢ 0o
f Consolidtor Grans (UptoEUR YA f £t A2y 0 FT2NJ NBaSI NOKSNAR agK2 |
OF NBSNE o0dzi 2FGSy FEtNBIRe ;42NJAy3 6A0GK GKSANI 2
f  Advanced Grast(up toEUR2.5 million)to & & dzLJLJ2 NIi 2 dziadl yRAYy3I FyR Sail
leaders by proning them with the resources necessary to continue the work of their teams in
SELI YRAYI FNRYGASNA 2F a0ASYyGATAO |yz2eét SRISE 6
1 Proof of Concept Granfsr establishingi K S A y yL22AII SyAUAS fad 2F ARSI A &aGSY
existing ERC grants, helpifieRC grantees) bridge the gap between research and social or
O2YYSNDALFE Ayy20FiA2yé O6A0AR®POT
f Synergy Grastupto9 ! w mMn YAt  ‘s@afl teams &f sciemtitd ddNdish t@ jointly
address ambitious research problems at the frontiers of knowleldgeging together
complementaryskf f 8> RAAOALI AYyER | YR NBaz2dzaNOSaé¢ 69w/

Themajority of someB,160 Starting, Consolidator and Advanced @&avent to the Physical Science
and Engineering domain (3,687 grants); followed by the life sciences (2,885)grad the Social
Sciences and Humanities (1,648 gramsyoss ERC funding, a small number of Member and Non
Member States receive the vast majority of awards, creating a controversial imbal2esgite
frequent criticism for such ambalance ERC isegularlyand staunchidefended by advocates
favourof the argumentfor the excellence criteria trumping all other possible considerations (e.g.,
equitable distribution of excellent projects across Europe)ielga Nowotnyformer ERC president
states> xcelent science is not about equal distribution, but despite the politically sensitive
41Ss6ySaas SEOStI08YPO®). Ydza i LINB Ol Afé o

2.3.2 Future and Emerging Technologies (FET)

Future and Emerging Technologies (FET) programmiBgoeflenSciencd 8 LIANB A a¢2 F2ad
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 2 dzy’ R | BCA281y8& £347H.RFET programming is divided
into three main lines: Open, Proactive, and Flagship.

1 FET Open projects foster eadiage investigation into new ide@®sitionedto challenge
scientific and technological paradigms.

1 FET Proative projects support more mature but still emerging research communities, with the
32t 2F KSEfLAYy3 O2yazfARFGS dal 9dz2NRBLISIYy LkR2f 2
(EC 2011b, p. 36

1 FET Flagships are larggale initiatives to address majscience and technology grand
OKIftSy3asSa G2 LINRPGARS al adNRy3a YR ONBIR o0F &A
SO2y2YAO I LIIX AOF (A 2y oddETIRAED, pyBE DSt 0SYySFAGA FT2N

These thred-ETactivities are supplemented by calls devotedhe topic of HighPerformance
Computing (HPCEFET programming is thus in part an outlier of Excellent Science Programming.
Although Open programmingcomprising 40% of FET by law (EC 2G18aan investigatedriven
initiative, Proactive projects are exgitly top-down. Proactive topics argrouped by scientific and
technological themes to fostdR&l communities and ecosystems aamtelerate the advance of
knowledge from foundation to application. In additidopic-directed HPC investmengnd Flagship
investments are each more strongly tojpwn 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 withother Excelnt Sciencgrogrammes). As an example, the report praised a responsive

research project on economic and societal needs from privacy, security, and financial concerns of
emerging biotechnologie€C 2017a The Interim Evaluation also noted tHaET has been true tait

open, nonprescriptive callsbf 2 a4 SNAyYy 3 + NI y3IS 27F al LIWNRBF OKSa Iy
emerging technology researcBC 2017c FET was also noted for making a large percentage

contribution to the Europe 2020 Digital Ageril®2 NJ 9 dzZN2 LJS YR GKS a5A3IAGI €
(EC 201p 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 Ag€hgal(7a

FET has three main gls: 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 ecesystand 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, highech SMEs, and, less commonlytgutial users of new ideas or developmerEC
2017c, p. 88 Stakeholders frolSOs, SSH, general publics, andaoonmercial partnersire less
commonly engagediccording to the Interim Evaluation assessment of the logic model underlying
FET programmingn emphasis on fostering future economic applicatidreyondscientific capacity
buildingt also makes FET stand out among Excellent Science initiatives of the Com(&Ssion
2017c, p. 77, Figures 36 and)37

2.3.3 Marie 3 Endowska -Curie Actions (MSCA)

¢ KS a | oddwskaCurie BctiongMSCApPf H2020seek to strengthen career oppanmities of
promising academidsy enabling worldide and crossector mobility. In addition, MSCA supports
researcler and staff training in innovatioand other skillsThelnnovation, International
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Cooperation and Sport Unit withthe European Commission Directora®eneral for Education,
Youth, Sport and Culture (Dir @)responsible fodesign and content aspects thie MSCAalthough
the programmeis executed by the Rearch Executive Agency and implemented with the help of
external disciplinangpecific evaluatorand experts.

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

i K I Highlytrained researchers are necesgdo advance science and business competitiveness,

which, in turn, are important factors in attractingandz&d G F A YAy 3 Ay OIECRMBY. G Ay 9
133). Related, MSCA is the main EU programme supporting doctoral trafimagcingsome 25,000

PhDs Further, the programe A & nddwéhg researchers with new skills and a wider range of

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

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

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

etc. in doctoral and posR 2 O i 2 NJ f ECREBLIE)S I NOKE 0o

There are five main MSCA award activities

91 Innovative Training Network$ring together employees of universities, research institutions,
research infrastructures, businesses (among them SMEBdpther relevantpartiesfrom
different countries to foster crossector training of doctoral students.

1 Individual Fellowshipoffer support for experienced researchers to move between countries,
with the option to work outside academia.y RA @A Rdzl f FStf 26aKALA | NB | F
great option if you are an experienced researcher looking to give yoaeca boost by workig
I 6 NR(ECR®L8h). Unlikennovative training networksapplicants must hold a doctoral degree
andhaveat least fouryears fulltime research experiend® be eligible for individual
fellowships.

1 Research and Innovation Staff Excharfgaeds shortterm movementsof personnelamong
academicjndustrial, andcommercial organisatiorsround the world The staff exchangeelps
people develop their knowledge, skjlesd careers, whilalsobuilding linksamong
organisations working in fierent sectors of te economy(EC2018r). Higibility of Staff
members in managerial, technical administrative roless unigue to the Exchange topic

1 Cofunding of regional, nationgland international programmesupport cefinancing of
doctoral research training or felleships for experienced researchers. $hextra funds are
made available for training researchdérsm abroad and across various sectors.

 9dzNB LIS Y wSa SuhddXuppSriv&ydnalb natdiad] international partners and
other legalentitiesfrom an EU Member State or associated coumdrgrganize eventthat
G LINE Y 2 ( S EG 2018§)ihénkain gazdf Night funding iso show the positive impact of
European funded researclyo G KS RI Af & Ahye@eStihatdobstsPiblic’alateysa Y d
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 hasah Y LJ- OG 2y LIS2EXP38p RI Af & f A@Saté

In addition to the E@un programmingof 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
GOYKIYyOS GKS Ft2g 27T | yepstchR & the dcdhdh®,zand stehtficF S NB y
disciplines; Encourage networking, cooperation, and mutual understanding among MCAA members,
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and external stakeholders; Serve as a forum of debate forresaxch I YR OAGAT Syaé¢ 6al
The MCAAs funded bythe Directorate General for Education and Cultur¢hafEC.

2.3.4 European Research Infrastructures (INFRA)

European Research Infrastructures (includiFigfeastructures) is a funding programme within the
ECthat aimsto foster the development, usanddistribution of research infrastructure3he INFRA
work programmedefines research infrastructures:as

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

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

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

resources such as collections, archives or scientific date#r&structures, such as datand 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 'sit§IR 4 = W@A NIidzt £ Q 2NJ UR
(EC 2017Ip. 4)

TheNRP INI YYS SYLKI &Al Saim sastamabilitbolldesgaich inflaSructures/ 3

OAYOf dzZRAY3I GKNRdIzZAK (GKS 2LIiAYAaldGAz2y 2F | aasSaayvySy
FYR AYLI OG 2F NBaSIFNOK Ay TN aliNbzg theaBoiationyf (6 KS Ay
RFEGF LINPRdAzZOSR | yRk2N) O2f f B@QAAHR o6& NBaSI NOK Ay TFNI
INFRA funding helpéTo structure the scientific community and play a key role in the construction

2F Ly STFFTFAOASY G NIB &SI Nibdtdedtofddterihg gege@dpmient, 2isé, asdy A NB y
distribution of research infrastructureédditionally,INFRA justifies investments as contributihg

national, regional and European economic developrdamdasd | S& Ay KSf LAy 3 9 dzNP LJ
global movementowards open, interconnected, daidiven and computeintensive science and

engineering ¢ L y-RifadtrRciure $ivestments made by the prograre meant to make

European reeachers,d Wital, increasing creativity and efficiency of research andgimigithe

divide between developed and less developed reggda€£2017).

The INFRA programme is administrated jointhywvby DirectorateGenerals (DGs) of the European
Commission, namely the DG for Communications Néta,aContent and Technology (EZT®YNNECT)
and the DGQor Research and Innovation (BRI D). Bsearch infrastructure project®iost commonly
take place in the physical sciences and engineering (17%), environmental sciencesi(13%)
biological and medical sciences (12Rgsearch infrastructurdaa social sciences and humaes
(7%).energy (3%)andmaterial sciences and analytical facilities (3%) or edogsain sciencealso
receive INFRA suppdiiRICH Observatory, 2017b).

3. Current state of RRI in Excellent Science Programmes

3.1 RRI in Horizon 2020 Policy Documents

As noted in the introductionniaddition to the three distincH2020priorities of Excellent Science,

Industrial Leadership, and Societal Challenges, the Commrssjoinesall H2020programmego

GF1S I 002 dzy (i iBputd provided By@hilePehdent disory 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 intigsciplinary and crossectoral perspeaves, taking

I O02dzy i 2F NBf SOyl SEAAGAYI Ay EGC203BADBRE G ! yA?Z
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H2020 therefore includes a variety of crasgting issues ash other mechanisms to foster such,

Griformed engagement of citizens and cidl OA S & Ay NB a SIENRHE3alARXIA Yy 2 @
Ly LI NIOAOdz F NE |ff LINPINIVYYSA HKedsadrbhahdinnddtiazh NB Y Sy
owwL 8 Ay Of dzRA y-clitting B8sid¥S RE3alséc. I1.1.ONP & a

As articulated in the foundg regulation of H2020, RRI consists of attending to six-cuisag
issues: gender, ethics, science literacy, stakeholder and public engagement, open access, and
governancdEC 2013asee also EC 20lBeyond these RRI Keys, then@ussion has since
prioritized fosteringan alignment among science and society through ideas of Open Innovation,
Open Science, Open to the worttid Open Agenda)HC 2016a The following sectiongport on

the current state of RRI and Open Agenda activitfdexaellentScience programmingccording to
document research

3.2 RRIin Excellent Science Programmes : Document Research

Excellent Science programmes are modelled as investigien basic research investments with
priorities on supporting the current and futureuman, physical, and digital infrastructure of
research and innovation in Europe. Whether supporting distinguished researchers through ERC
awards or investing in larggcale cloud infrastructures through INFRA, Excellent Science
programmingshould stand tdoenefit from application of RRI and Open Agenda approaches.

As vital sources of funding for scholars at every stage career, working at the frontiers-agkigh
research, ERC, MSCA, and FET offer a proving ground for addressing conceyeisdsitimequality

in STEM fields. Similarly, research infrastructuredth their longlived footprints in R&I sectors

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 \@pkkn accesand Open Sciencapproaches would
alsoseem to fit naturally with Excellent Science programming. Rapid and early access to knowledge
and research infrastructure@snot only to researchers and innovators but also to wider networks of
stakeholders ad publics could accelerate diffusion and testing of innovative, potentially paradigm
changing research.

Public engagemenand foci onscience literacy and science educatioauld make for natural
priorities to programmes like ERC and MSCA, keenltivate a curious, capable, and responsible
community of future researchers in Europe. For FET and INFRA, RRI dimensions of public
engagement andcience literacy and science educataffer transparent and dynamic ways sghare
lessons and benefisf cuttingedgeR&I. These RRI elements also offer Excellent Science
programmes ways ttearn fromdiversecommunitiesand publicaabout potential needs, impacts,
and values that shape technological systeBthicalreflection could help ensure that EREET,
MSCA, and INFR&ke these diverse values into account anglore the frontiers of research and
innovation in sustainable, societally responsive ways.

Adequategovernancestructures 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 pu@pergto the Worldand
Open Innovation Excellent Science programs each stamdenefit from international, crossector
collaborations to harvest and brirtg-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 bedgplore how ERC, FET, MS@ndINFRA
programmesare progressingn these aspirations of RRI atite Open Agendaasset forth by the
Commissiorof the European Union.

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

This section summarises the keyntent ofthe Deskop Findings sections of Annexes ERC

(Section 6.5)FET (Section 7.4MSCA (Section 8.49ndINFRA (Section 9,3h which NewHoRRIzon
partnerspresened evidence of RRI af@pen Agendanplementation Based on the data available

from each Annex diagnosis inptitve of seven levels amimmarized belowpolicy document; work
programme; call; proposal template; and evaluation. Insufficient data were collected to comment on
the scoping levels. Project level exammespresented insection3.4 Selected Projects

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

Open Agada dement, with Open Acess and Open Scierglementspresented togeher. These

data are presented as highS @St G L2 Ay i a 23 RédeksRi®eoredtothes (I 6f S &
relevant sections of each programeseecific annegs (noted abovejor complete tables antextual

excerpts Resultson RRI and Open Agendapimposal template and evaluation levels are presented

in aggregateA narrative summary of desktop findings is presenteskirtion 3.2.2
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3.2.1.aPolicy document, work programme, and call levels by RRI key and Open Agenda element

Gender
Table2: Gender dimension of RRI across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, work progrananeel! levels
Policy document level Work Programme level Call level
ERC + ERC Scientific Council statement supporting | + Gender balance included as an objective in W| No data presented
gender equality 20182020
+ Presence of a Thematic Working Group on
Gender Balance
+ Flexible rules regarding parental leave
(Peer reviewevaluation processes blind to gendle
FET Nothing different than what is expected of other | + Eplicit attention given to gender issues in each + Attentionto all RRI keys includeéd Flagship
H2020 programme lines WP topics
+ Mentioned, additionally, inther topic texts
(e.g., FETPROAGI-2016)
+ In WP 2018020, Proactive calls include specif
language on gender
MSCA | + Emphasis on gender equality + Active consideration afender equality and + Additional emphasis in NIGHT calls
dimensions of research and trainifrgm first WP,
and kept throughout
INFRA | Nothing different than what is expected of other | + General mention of gender aspect in WP 2016| No additional emphasis at call level

H2020 programme lines

2017and WP 2018020 text

Public Engagement

Table3: Public Engagement dimension of RRI across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, work programme, and call levels

Policy document legl

Work Programme level

Call level

ERC + ERC chosted public engagement held 31 May | No data presented No data presented
2018.

FET Nothing different than what is expected of other | + Explicit attention given to public engagement in| + Attention to all RRI keys included Flagship topi
H2020 programme lines each WP + Mentioned in OPEN CSAs and in Proactive cal

MSCA | Nothing different than what is expected of other | + Requirement for public outreach activity plans | + Various additional emphasén certain calls,
H2020 programme lines from first WP andept throughout especially NIGHT

INFRA | Nothing different than what is expected of other | + General mention of public engagement aspect i No additionalemphasis at call level

H2020 programme lines

WP 20162017 and WP 2013020 text

21




NEW
HORRIZON

Science education and science literacy
Table4: Science Education and Science Literacy dimension of RRI across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, aorkg@ragd call levels

Policy documaet level

Work Programme level

Call level

ERC (No requirements for communication or No data presented + Two CSAshowcasing ERfOnded research
dissemination activities, but expectation to invest
in public communication
+ Annual Bport 2017 supportive of multiple
formats of engagement
FET + Eplicit focus on next generation of science, No additional emphasis at WP level + RRI keys included Flagship call
technology, researcherand innovations + Specific foci on SE&SL in Quantum Technolog
FlagshipCSA
MSCA | + Enphasis of programme on training + Ihcreased attention to multiple platforms of + \arious additional emphasis in certain calls,
+ Enphasis orscienceeducationand science education and outreach in WP 202617 especially NIGHT
literacy
INFRA | + Elucation and training purposes of research + General mention of science education and No additional emphasis at call level
infrastructure explicitly mentioned sciencditeracy in WP 201:2017 and WP 2018
2020 text
Ethics
Table5: 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 pracreening process + Ethics and researcher integrity included as No data presented
+ Rovides ethics selfssessmentool objectives in WP 2018020
(narrow conception of ethics focused mostly on
scientific misconduct, privacy, and human or anin
subject research
FET Nothing different than what is expeaef other + Ethics dimension of research mentioned in son| + Attentionincludedin Flagship topics
H2020 programme lines WPs + In WP 2012020, Proactive calls include specifi
language on ethical implications
- Language most commonly included only at erfid
call texts
MSCA | No additional emphasis at policy level + Additional emphasis on ethical dimensions and| No additional emphasis at call level
research integrity added in WP 202617
INFRA | (Implicit introduction of privacy, intellectual + General mention of ethical dimensions in WP | No additional emphasis at call level

property, andsecurity aspects of infrastructuye

20162017 and WP 2018020 text
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Governance

Table6: Governance dimension of RRI across Excellent Science Progragrat 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 b 9ELX AOAG F20dzA 2y- & S Noadditional emphasis at work programme level| + Specific attention to scientific leadership and
RNA @Sy Ay Yy z@distaleypbratiorifdy governance in Flagships in WP 2@18.7 and
large flagships 20182020

MSCA | + Enphasis on governance No additional emphasis at wogkogramme level | No additional emphasis at call level

INFRA | + provides a charter of principles and guidelines | + Enphasi2 y A Y T NJ langrteiiz@iabidifNJ | + Enphassin some calls on developing policies fq

related to regulations for research infrastructure

viagovernance and legal structuge

research infrastructure use (e.g., FAlfciple)

Open Acess / Open Science
Table7: Open Access dimension of RRI and Open Science dimension of Open Agenda across ExcellenP&geamwening at policy document, work programme, and call levels

Policy document level

Work Programme level

Call level

ERC + Mandatory open access publication + Open access included as an objective in WP-2( No data presented
+ Adopted open access guidelines 2020
+ Rovides Open Resear@ata and Data
Management Plan templatdo assist applicants
FET Nothing different than what is expected of other | + Strong emphasis placed in each WP No additional emphasis at call level
H2020 programme lines + Projects default into Pilot on Open Resedbetta
MSCA | + Enphasis on open access (Optional participation in Open Research Data Pi| + Sgcific emphasis added in multiple calls, e.g.,
completion not considered in evaluatipn with reference to support for training models on
+ Data Management Plan if participating in Open| culture of Open Science
Research Data Pilot from first WP.
INFRA | + Enphasis on supporting effective and efficient | + Bnphasis on open access tardrastructure + \arious calls emphasize implementation of ope

research infrastructures promoting open science

environments and data sharing by default.
+ HEnphasis on creation of European Open Scieng

Cloud einfrastructure

science approacheand open access in \WR016
2017 and 2018020

23



NEW
HORRIZON

Openlinnovation

Table8: Open Innovation dimension of Open Agenda across Excellent Science Programming at policy document, work programme levelsall

Policy document level

Work Programme level

Call level

ERC No data presented No chta presented No data presented
FET + Eplicit reference to including range of actors ar + Strong emphasis on cooperation across scienc| + Emphasis on engagement and partnerships in
stakeholders industry, citizens, and policy makers in each WP | Proactiveand Flagship calls
MSCA | + Enphasis on crossector circulation of + Emphasis on crosector mobility throughout + ntinued and specific emphasis on crestor
knowledge and culture of entrepreneurship WPs, emphasis added on inclusion of civil societ] mobility and trainingn several calls
organizations in WP 2018017, and emphasis on
entrepreneurship in WP 0213020
INFRA | + Enphasis on interaction and cooperation acrosy + Enphasis on leveraging use of research + \arious calls, especially in \WPE0182020

spectrum of research infrastructure providers ang

users across sectors.

infrastructures across sectors, and based on
stakeholder and advisory body consultation

emphasize open innovation

Open to the World
Table9: Open tothe 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 Nothingdifferent than what is expected of other | + Participation of no#EU partners invited in each | No additional emphasis at call level
H2020 programme lines WP introductory text

MSCA | +Emphasis on international circulation of + Emphasis on international mobility throughout | + Catinued and specific emphasis on internation
knowledge and mobility of researcise WPs mobility and trainingseveral calls

INFRA | + Enphasis on contributing to regional, national, | + Emphasison bridging divides between develope( + Minimal additional emphasis at call level, and

European, and global development through
research infragucture investment

and less developerkgions

only in WP 201802
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3.2.1.b Proposal template level
Excellent Science programmes emplaguée of different funding actions tailored to programme
specificneeds.ERC frontier awards differ frofET large and smaitale research and innovation
actions (RIAs)FETalsofunds coordination and support actions (CSAs) to advance objectives like R&
horizon scanning, crogwoject networking, and other activities of interest to the EC unit and FET
community. By contrast, MSCA fundslividual fellowships, training networks, and other activities
focused on knowledge exchange, engagement and commtimicesimilar to FET, INFRA funds a mix
of RIAs and CSAs to establish current and future traditional dnfilaestructure objectives. At small
scalesprogrammes use specifically tailored amanisms like expert contractis support
monitoring, advising, gprogramme preparation activities. At largest scales, programaeésities
like FET Flagships and INFRA GEANT develop Specifidg@eements to involve many partners on
large-budget, highvisibility, highimpact, highpriority efforts. We report belovon 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 202015, the RlAemplateincludes a variety of RRI keys,
without explicitly devoting attention to RRI as an overarching concept (EC 20hé&sg RIA and CSA
templates especially and specifically rethte FET and INFRA projects. Ri#posal templates
included requirementsto check a box related tethics, for exanple. In addition, Section 5\ias
devoted to an ethics selissessment related to compliance with national legal and ethical
considerations of vulnerable populations, consent, and potential-deal environmental, or other
undesirable impacts of researdn.y & SOGA2Y M®PoX dzy RSNJ a 02y @S LJi
to make noted 6 K S NB NB fgéhderwgulddbe téled ito account in the projectontent.
Further, in Section 4.1, submittengere required to indicate the gender of researcher/project
participants Section 2.2.a contained section related to dissemination and exploitation of results,
potentially connected tgublic engagemenand / orscience education and science literacy
Section 3.Jaskedproposers to indicate participation in thelétion Open Research Datieelated to
open accesandopen sciencg Administrative data sections on participants offdimeans to verify
commitments to interdisciplinary and crasgector partnerships related t®pen Innovation and

Open to the Worlddimenrsions.

Beginning in WP 2018017, proposalsvere requested to justify decisions to opt out of the Pitot
OpenResearch Data. Whether this decistoropt-out is weightedin evaluation criteria is up to the
discretion of individugbrogrammelines(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 saneC 2017h; EC 2017i)

Subsequently, a significant change was madeference togender, elaborating the difference
between accounting for gender balance and accountimgyénder dimensions of researchhe new
proposal template language related to gender reflects a recommendation from the Interim

9@ fdzZ GA2Y Qilitativeianalysisvof absgbkeSof 111 projects from gentiegged topics
showed the 5%6 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 eamss it always
gStt S@I t dzr (S R£74)dRecognitiom of suthThallelyesmvithaconsideration of gender
dimensions in R&I are aldtustrated inmodifications tothe MSCAndividual Fellowshigemplate.
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Such changes first appear in \2®P162017, in the Excellence secti¢BC 2016¢cpndwere

expanded upon in WP 201819y Discuss the gender dimension in the research content (if

relevant).In research activities where human beings are involved as subjects arsemns, gender

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

addressed as an integral part of the proposal to ensure thewghi f S@St 2 FEGOASY(GATA
2018h p.2.

Finally, in the third work programme, several sectiorakeexplidt mention of public and

stakeholder engagemerEC 2017i)Section 1.3.aowstates:d 5 SAONA6S | yR SELI I Ay |
concept underpinning the project. Describe the main ideas, models or assumptions involved. Identify

any interdisciplinary consideratianand, where relevant, use of stakeholder knowledge. Where

NEf SOFyias AyOfdzZRS YSIFada2NBa GF 1Sy F2NJ Lzt AOkazOA
(connecting toopen innovatior) (2017i, p. 2). Section 2.2rowstatesY G2 KSNB NBt SO y i =
measures fopublic/societal engagemeng y A &d&adzSa NBEF ISR (2 G4KS LINR2S

CSA Proposal templates of 262@15 and 201&€017 share similar overall structures to RIA
templates. This similarity covegenderand ethics dimensions of research (EC 2017j; 2017k).
However, the CSA proposal is unigue in containing additional language and attenpioblito
engagementandgovernancedimensions, respectively:

Your plan for the dissemination and exploitation of the projeessilts 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 seuhe appropriate channels of dissemination and
interaction with potential users (EC 2017k, p. 3).

And

Your plan should give due consideration to the possible falfpef your project, once it is
finished. Its exploitation could require additional inveshts, wider testing or scaling up. Its
exploitation could also require other pcenditions 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).

Changego RIAand C8 templates between 20145 andthe 20162017 versiongeveal the kinds
minor madifications that can be carried out to proposal templates to emphasize-cubidsg issues.
Examples include:

1 intheethicstables, addition of language related toBronmert & Health and Safety

9 insection 2.2., greater prominence to inclusion of business plans where relevant;

1 more abundant notes to submitters regarding the Open Research®iatian Horizon 2020
(open accesandopen scienceonnection)

1 more specifiarticulation of where, who, and how impact will be digeeated and
followed-up;

1 insection 3.3new prompts to articulate the specific contributions of project partners to the
project (open innovationconnection)

26



N NEW
HORRIZON

Beyond funding consortia projects, Ehert Science also funds individual researchers and training
networks through programme activities BRC anMSCAERC includes a muftiep ethicscheck

and selfassessment as part of proposals, with specific attention to issues of research integiity.
and Open Agenda dimensions efiiplates forfour of five MSCA actionare presented below

w Thelnnovative Training Network$T(N and Individual Fellowship (Ipjoposal templates
include arethicssectiort although fashioned as a chebkxt as well as aection for
reflection ongenderdimensions of research. In addition, applicants are asked to include
materials on communication argissemination ¢onnecting tascience education and
science literacyand usingopen accestanguage), as well gaiblic enqagementmeasures
ITN applicants are also encouraged to consider incorporating interdisciplinary and cross
sectoralarrangements (connecting ©©pen SciencandOpen Innovation (EC 2017s, p; 4
EC 2018b, pgs. 2, 3, 12, 13) 14

w Similar to ITN and IFs,-fending of regional, national and international programmes
(COFUNDS) requirgpplicants toconsidereach aspecbf RRI exceptor governance(EC
2018b, pgs. 2, 3, 7LOFUND templates include extensive attentioettucal reflection,
stating, for exampleg KSy i | 1 A y-@Zppioach an@ ifiisioeyf 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
requiremerts of the country or countries where the tasks raising ethics issues are to be
OF NNASR 2dzi¢ 09/ Hnanmyl LIT0®d CdzZNIKSNE GKS LINEI
issues must be produced by beneficiaries for each call organized by COFUND programming.

w Research and Innovation Staff Exchan@¥SE) template requirements athics gender,
public engagementscience education and science litergand Open Sciencand Open
Innovation activitiesare similar to those found in ITN, IF, and COFUND temla@2017a,
p. 5 and p. 29)Additional attention in the RISE template is dead to the Open Research
Data Rlot (open accessand Open Scienceandinternationalpartnership development
(Open to the World).

The abovesummary of RIA and CSA templagswédl as MSCA templatesevealshow Excellent

Science programmproposal templatesnay bemeaningfully updated to encouragesearch,

prospective anticipation of risknanagement dimensionand engagement plarie considerRRI

and Open Agenddimensions Importantly, several of thesproposal templatechangesare

reinforced byevaluationcriteriat & LISOA FA Ol f f 83X GKS ONARGSNAZ2YY aljdz €
AYLX SYSy il AaQitgridroften dakids Snlyainknbriy weight in evaluation, dfferson

potentially solidleveragepoint for influencing adoption of crossutting content into H2020

activities®

3.2.1.c Evaluation level
TheH2020framework giveprogrammesspecific remit to modifgheir own proposal evaluation
criteria. General evaluation teria for proposals are included in Annex Heath H2020 Work

® 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 permissiotesidoan
NewHoRRIzan
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Programme(WP) Evaluation criteria arene of the most robust tools availabie R&l management
for shaping research and innovation practiée such, whether and how H2020 evaluation criteria
enable or hider RRI and the Open Agenda is@ftral concerrto this NewHoRRIzon analysis

RRI ilH2020GeneralEvaluationCriteria

No general RIA or CSA evaluation criteria explicitly reference RRI or the Open Agenda. The main way
any action is incemtized to implement RRI or the Open Agenda is if said actiorcisdscutting

elements as an expected impact o8P andthe Impact Criterion texteferencesback to this WP

text. For example:

A 2 4 A x

Ay GKS ¢2N] LINBINIYYS dzyRSNJ §KS NBf S@Iyid G2L
w WPs 201017 and 2012020Impact Criterionfor all types of actionsstates:a ¢ KS SE G Sy i

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

mentioned in the work programme undérK S NBf S@Fyid G2LIA0CE 69/ Hnam

Section H).

Despite a general absence of RRdl Open Agenda languageevaluation criteria, specific
individualRRI keys and Open Agenda elements do gain prominence in Ei2@2@ over time.
SpecificallyH2020 prioritizes gender dimension, public engagement, and open innovatioemem
in its evaluation criteriaFor example:

w Gender WP 20182020Excellence @erionfor RIAs states & ! LILINR LINA F 6 S O2y aAf
interdisciplinary approaches and, where relevant, use of stakeholder knowledge and gender
RAYSYaAz2y Ay NBaSIENOK FyR Ayy2@0FGAz2y 02y (iSyi:

w Public engagementby connection to commication, exploitation, and dissemination
requirements:WPs of 20142015; 20162017, and 2012020 Impact Criteria fdrRl1As and
CSAstategvdzk f AGe 2F GKS LINRPLRASR YSIadNBa (2Y 9E
results (including management of IPR), ameénanage research data where relevant;

I 2YYdzy AOF S (GKS LINR2SOG | OU(E@218k, Sectionil2 EQRA FF S NJ
2017fSection HEC2017gSection Bl

w Open Innovation WP 2014015 Excellence Criteridar RIAs statesy { 2 dzy Ry Saa 2F (K
concept, including trandisciplinary considerations, wheB t S@F yié¢ 069/ HAnmMo00Z
Qbseqently modified in WP 2018017 a& & ! LILINB LINA F §S O2y aARSNI (A2
approaches and, where relevant, use of stakeholgé2kg f SRI S ¢ Seat®d H).H nmMT T =
Modified again in WP 2032020a& & ! LILINRLINA I GS O2yaARSNI GA2Yy 2
approaches and, where relevant, use of stakeholder knowledge and gender dimension in
NEASIFNDODK |yR Ayy2@0FGA2y O2yaSydé 69/ wamt3IZ |

RRI inExcellentSeéencespecific Programme Evaluatid@riteria

An indepth study cataloguing the expected impacts of every H2020 topic,-oeém®nced to type
of action (e.g., RIA or CS#c), and accompanied by the text ef/aluation criteria is beyond the
scope and prpose of the NewHoRRIzon pgoj. However, a general samplingmbdifications to
evaluation critericby Excellent Sciengarogrammegprovides insight into the exteridi2020
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programmeschoose touse evaluatioreriteria to support RRI and Open Agenda activipiesritized
by the Commission and European Union

For ERC actions, the s@ealuationcriterion for Frontier research awards scientific excellence.
+AYy1Syodz2NB Si |t ® 0Hnwevaluayo® pioBess hasibées ca@efully degsignedS S NJ N
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 r& S NOK OF NB S NJ LI1{iTKesinghlaf fiaure of (hERCBKdEENC® LID
criterion raises concerns not only for negative impacts on gender equality, bundisas towards a

statusquo orientationwhich,upon further reflectionrseems anathemé 2 9 w/ @aofl & LJA NI
supporting pathbreaking work ahigh-risk research frontiers (Lukkonen 2012).

The FET programme has made changes to criterion that are supportivetgp&itularly in

Hagship programming, where thexeellence criterionunlike n ERC, reinforcBRI interestdJse 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 WRZIABthe Excellence

criterion for the FETFLA®@-2018 topic stateE ¢ 5 SINBS 2F | RKSNBy OS G2 GKS
specified in the work programné¢EC 2017e, p. 40). The corresponding text in the WP then states:

G!y I LILINE I @GekpornisiBle resBarRcN&hd idnovatiomn particular aspects shas

SRdzOF GA2y s 3IASYRSNI FalLlSoGa yR a20ASgboliEext SGKAOL €
added for emphas)sThus, although not motioned in the box elaborating on the Excellence criterion

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

BeyondFlagships, WP 20417 and WP 2018020Impact Criteria for FET Proactive topics

demonstrate means of supportirgpen Innovationandscienceeducationand sciencditeracy

crosscutting activities. Foexample the WP 2018020 text referenced by thEET PROACTIWVE

2018 Impact criteriomallsfoY a9 YSNHSYy OS 2F |y Ayy20FGA2y SO2ae:
in the theme addressed from outreach to and partnership with high potential actors in saad

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

as education, gender differences and laing NY a2 OAS{Gl > SGKAOFE |yR f S3I
19).

TheMSCAoffers an alternativeo the ERC approach of funding individual awards based only on an
ERdirected definition of excellence. MSCHhteria are designed to incentivizarious dimensions

of RRI andhe Open AgendalhelTN excellence and impact critegaplicitlysupportgender, open

accessopen innovation andopen scienceThelF impact criterion mention ierdisciplinary and
crosssectorwork (connecting tcopen innovatior), andthe IFexcellence criteristates a v dz £ A 1 & | y R
credibility of the research/innovation projedevel of novelty, appropriate consideration of

inter/multiRA 8 OALJX Ayl NE | YR 3ISYRSNJ I apibliOéngageménd / HAMT &3
through credibility;gender, andopen innovationthrough interdisciplinarity.

MSCACOFUND and RISE criteria faretbence emphasize RRI and Open Agenda elements, as well.

For examplethe criterion forCOFUNDstates,G v dzl f AGié 2F GKS NB&ASFNOK 2 LI A
programme in terms of science, interdisciplinarity, intersectorality kewel of transnatioal

Y20AfA08¢ 69/ HnwvioRBSEtaidy cywdel ¢ KBS OINKR SOIRRRA O AT A
research/innovation project; level of novelty and appropriate consideration of

AYGSNXkYdzZ GARAAOALI Ayl NBEZ Ay USNASOGdterinetiafor ISER I SY RS
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and COFUND alike alrus on open access, scieremucationand sciencditeracy, and public
engagementimensions (EC 201jw

Overall, theabove modifications demonstratgays that H2020 programmes have the capacity to
shape evaluatin criteria to incentivize adoption of RRI and Open Agenda actiiigther, FET and
MSCA efforts to specifically tailor excellence and impact criteria to advancedRpan Agenda
dimensions offean exampleof ways programme linesanchangeR&l mamgementto encourage
crosscutting activities in H2020, they so choose

3.2.2 Analysis: RRI andthe Open AgendaAcross 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 highlevelobservatiorbefore presenting brief pgrammeby-programme overview for ERC,

FET, MSCA, and INFRA. A sumiempbe found isection 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 muystipggammaticevels. In

Excellent Science programmes, RRI and Open Agenda activitiesedyéraaned in their complete
formsas overarching conceptslowever,somespecific elements of RRI and Open Agenda
aspirations are well covered in consistent and seemingly effectivewaith RRI keys and Open
elements mentioned in work programme and deltts, reinforced in proposal template language,
and incentivized through specific Excellence and Impact crifexizept in the case of ERC)

ERCOverview
At first glance RRI does not seem to play a role at all at in ERC programming. ERC documahts rarely
ever reference RRFurther, effectively @ of ERC projects have been flagged in the Common
Research Data warehouse (CORDA) asdRRhnt (EC 2017b, p. 248Y¥hile project contents, work
programme, call, and evaluation texts do not strongly supp&t & Open Agenda ActivitidsRC
policies,in generaldo support select RRI and Open Agenda dimensions.

For example, the ERC attempts to addrgssderconcerns through a Thematic Working Group on
Gender Balage. This groupas produced a gender equaliplan for the programmen addition,

ERC CSA studies have been contracted to better understand gender biases in ERC evaluation.
Application rules for Frontier award® include provisions considerate pdrental leave. Evaluators
are provided video traiimg to learn more unconscious biases in recruitment proce$de€. support
of open accessgffers another example of programnpmlicy support for RRI and the Open Agenda.
ERC runs another ThematVorking Group on Open Access, and open adoegeer reviaved

articles is mandatorin the programmeRegardingthics, ERC requires ERC Frontier applicants to
consider research ethics and research integrity dimensions in proposals. The programme further
provides an ethics sefssessment tool to support the process, and reviews proposals in light of a
three-step ethicaissues assessmerRegardingjovernanceand RRIthe ERC holds$tanding
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Committee on Conflict of Interests, Scientific Misconduct and Ethical Issues (@sl&l@py to
monitor and address ethics issues in programming as neéded

On the other end of thepectrum, ERC governance mechanisms to sugpditic engagemenand
science literacy and science educatiare less prominentbut still present ERC applicants are
encouraged to include communication and dissemination dimensiottasafvork, but project
proposalsdo not have to include such plarRather than standing polidgvel initiatives, ERC funds
various CSAs to accelerate science literacy and science education, éffioessample through citizen
science initiativesAdditionally ERC organizedgether withthe office ofScience and Technology
Options Assessment (ST@A$pring 2018 workshop qublic engagementERC 2018f).

FETOverview
In contrast to ERC, FET employs traditional R&l management approaches to advancing RRI and Open
Agenda elemets (rather than standing, polidgvelefforts). In practiceFET has altered work
programme call texs, and evaluation requirements promote crosscutting programmatic
activities. FE&doption of RRI anthe Open Agendaas increased markedly over tiggresenting
an example of how H2020 programming promotes policy learning and R&|l managadagration
work-programme by worlprogramme.

The 20142015 WP of FET mentiogenderand public engagemengexplicitly (e.g., EC 2014a, p.5),
but not in the contexbf RRI. By contrast the 202817 and 2018020 FET WPs introduce explicit
use of the termRRI in general textFurther, the introductory texts of these WPs include more
detailed overviews of, for example, public engagement atiicskeys (EC 2017d; 20d)/ Related

to open accesandOpen Sciencgn WP 2018020, FET further strengthened requirements to
promote data sharing (EC, 2017e).

Overthe course of the three WPs of H2QZEET has increasingly featur@®l not onlyn programme

introductory text, but alsan specific caftexts.In WP 2016017 and 2018020, Open and Proactive
G2LIA0Oa SIHOK 06S3aAay (2 SELXAOAGEE YSyidAazy NBaLRyaaA
20162017 WP encourages exploration of moi¢data protection, privacy, consent, misuse) and

macro (desirability, socioeconomic issues) ethical dimensions in Proactive RiKuekier, RRI

dimensions havéeen consistently advanced in FET Flagshipsch of the three FET WPs, with

callsfor FET Flagship Core Projects consistently stitingdt NP L2 & f & aK2dzZ R RSGI Af
4dzOK a4 SRdZOFiA2y> RAAASYAYylLGA2yTX SiKAOa IyR azc
& 43; EC 2017e, 45 & 48)s noted above isection 3.2.1.cin many cases, these changes to FET call

text are reinforced by changes to evaluation criteria.

FET support apen innovationis visible in the way interdisciplinary and cragstor collaborations

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

STEM programming endemic to FHhE, specific challenge text fahe 20182020 WP explicitly calls

F2NE GAYyOfdzZRAY3I GKS &a20Al t a0 Adofaiidhsi(nel amyuafedzY | y A G A
compared to 201€017) (EC 2017e, p. 7). This position reflects guidance by the advisod/(FET

Advisory Group 2016), and aligns with aspiration®pé&n Innovation

"Note, the use of Thematic Working Groups to support gender and open accessuitirsg issues in ERC
offers an additional example afpplying thegovernanceRRI key
8 See Herkert 2005 for a discussion on differences between mietbraacro ethical considerations
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MSCAQOverview
Similar to FET, MSCA attention to RRI aneinOygenda activities increase markedly in the second
and third work programmes. This rarup has roots in the way constitutive elements lgender,
science literacy and science educati@pen accessandopen innovationhave been with MSCA
since the first WPAs part of the increased emphasis on RRI in MSCA activities, more recent WP texts
(20162017 and 201€020) note that RRI goes beyond the basic stipulations of the European
Charter for Researchef¢he Code of Conutt for the Recruitment of Researchéfand the
European Code of Conduct for Research Integriydreferences the Rome Declaration on
Responsible Research and Innovation in Eufdpad the E@naterial onRRI topicg?

Consideration ogenderbalance ad 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
RISEScience literacy and science educatisnsimilarly flagged in the founding legal text of G#S
(inrelationto communication and disseminatirand reinforced in impact criteria of callseing
alsoof-a-pieceg A (i K (1 KS INNI F NIy YarerfR@®g dodidsal and postioctoral

eduation and training)Open accesand Open Sciencare consstently prioritized through
participation in Open Research Data Pilot activities, with additional language in work programme
documents, calls, and proposal templatB$SCA attention to the other Open Agenda elements
Open Innovationand Open to the World issimilarly strong. From policy and work programme
documents to topics, proposal tex@nd evaluation criteria, Open Agenda elements are indicated
with language promoting crossector, inter and trans disciplinary collaboration, as well as
internationalmobility.

MSCA programme support fpublic engagemenandethicsare 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, traften refer to unidirectional engagement,
holdingthat knowledgeflows from researchers to publiaga communication but not back from

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

to ethics, is in th way the formakthics tablefor selfassessment emphasizescroethical issues of
researcher integrity, rather thmalso opening up broader ma@ihical dimensions of researdh

society Unlike the previously mentioned RRI keysyernancereceives muchess 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.

° European Commission, EURAXESS, Jobs & Funding, Charter & Code for Researchers, European Charter for
Researchers, available &ttps://euraxess.e.europa.eu/jobs/charter/europeaitharter

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

Y ALLEA All European Academies (2017) The European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity: Revised

Edition. Berlin, Germany. Accessed on 26 July 2018. Available at:
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BOdzNR LISHY [/ 2YYA&d&a4A2Y O6HAMHU wSaLRyarofsS wSasSlkNOK FyR
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INFRAOverview
Unlike FET and MSCA, INFRA programha@rdess robust support for RRI across the chain of R&l
management instrumerst RRI is only fully mentioned at the WP level, with none of the calls
referringexplicitly to RRI as a concept, and little evidence of the concept gaining traction in any
specifcally tailored evaluation criteria. The most common manifestations of RRI in INFRA
programming are to be found through disaggregation into constituent ecaftsng activities. e
most prominent and consistently addressed RRI key in INFip&nsaccessWhile public
engagementgovernance science literacy and science educaticendethics mentioned
sporadically throughout programme materials, detailed elaboration of these concepts is sparse.
Further, there is little evidence that incorporation of thal&I 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 levelsOpen Sciencéeatures most prominently, commonhgferred to asan important

enabler ofefficient collaboratioramong researchers and indust@pen Innovationfeatures in texts

related to advancing usedriven approaches to R&I and increasing industry involven@pén to

the Worldis prominent at policand work programméevelk, with texts often referencing

supporting EU strategies for international cooperatitdse of Open Innovation and Open to the

22NI R FNB Y2aG O2YY2yfte LIRAAIA agokhteresissinSy Kl yOAy 3
research competition, rather thareshaping relationships among sciera®l societymore

generally

3.2.3 Excellent Science programming: beyond the RRIkeys and Open Agenda
Researchers and research manadgeage given extensiveonsideation to notions of responsible
research and innovatiom other ways tharhe six keysand Open Agendapproactes advanced by
the CommissionThese other perspectives on Ridlude(but are not limited t9g:

w Aprocedural approach to enhancing anticipationclusiveness, reflexivity, and
responsiveness (AIRR) in research and innovation (Stilgoe et al., R@h3hehind this
AIRR approactrethat R&I processes will be more responsible with and for society if efforts
FNE AYyONBI &SR ( valdes, dvarbElst\af efipertise)Braddir S Q &
considerations of goals, and greater consideration of {tmmg intended and unirgnded
consequences into R&I activitieStilgoe et al. (2013) most commaonly refer to this set of
procedures as colINA & A Yy JibledinNdvatididRayg Gpposed to the EC terminology of the
crossOdzii G A y3 § 2 L¥esearch anddbavatidg(emphadis &dded).

w Aninteractive approach advocated by von Schomberg (2013), in which procedural elements
of AIRRconcept NB | LJLJX ASR Ay LlzNEdzZA G 2F oOoNRIF Rf& NBO:
GLINEGARS I fSAAGATIUSLI® F AR aA FRNRRSHEA NIy K & KW N
NBaSINOK YR Ayy2@0FGA2y aK2dzZ R LlJzNBdzZSE oO0LIDP p-
openadA Y1 SNI OGA GBS | LILINRIF OK (2 waslL SyKFIyOSa (GKS
[to] become mutually responsive to each other with a view to the (ethical) acceptability,
sustainability and societal desirabiliythe innovation process and its matiable
LINE R dzO (i &rke Socleid Clealiengds dimension of H2020 programming is recognizable
4 FRRNBaaAyd (GKS aGy2NXNIGAGS | yOK2NBEE LISNAE LIS
for, without the corresponding procedural dimensions of AIRR.
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Procedurabnd 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 difféoei in pursuit of the

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

Each othe aboveAIRRanda Yy 2 NXY' I G A @S | yOK2NE£¢ | LILINRF OKS& | NB @
programming Most commonly, FET applies CSAs as part of R&l maeagéo promote

programmelevel reflexivity and anticipation. FET also employs inclusion strategies to help build

more responsive programme agenddSCA and INFRpogramming2 LISNI G A2y f AT S al y O
F LILINR F OKS&azé 2NASYGAyYy3 ikelsdsthidabiliy2imddditiBn, INFRA én§agdst OK I
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 way§HEilemploys CSAs as part of
its R&l management repertoire. Specificafigticipatory activitiexan be seen ithe 2017 FET Open
Futures CSA, withilsy G SNBad Ay AGARSY(GAFEAY3a A0GNFrdS3e 2LIGA?2
stimulate and organise iatdisciplinary research and innovation towards new and visionary
technologie ¥ | y& 1 AY Ré Afs®ih FEF WR20B617, thadFETPROAQIF2016
topic on future technologies for societal change, being human in a technological world, takes a
reFt SEAQOS &ailyOS: adGlaGdAy3aY a¢KS g2N)] &aKz2dzZ R LINE JA
thinking, include ethical and social aspects, reflecting on the purposes, impacts and motivations for
the research and innovation activity, the associated uncetigsnareas of ignorance, assumptions,
guestions and dilemmas; and by this crystalize through active stakeholder engagement concrete
2LIA2Yya F2N) AKFLAY3 | g2NIKgKAES yR NBalLlRyaAof S

Regardingnclusivity and responsivenegbgere is some evidence th&ET AdvisoryrGup (FETAG)

works to integratediverse expertise and disciplinggo 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 2818l as a range life

and physical scientists and enginedrsa similar sprit of RRI beyond the keys, there is evidence that
FET seeks to integrate and respond to stakeholder amdigpconsiderations 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, industy groupsare invited as primary external experts shapkigFlagshipnitiatives: to

take one example, FET established a committee of 12 industry experts to advise the strategic agenda
of the nascent Quantum Technology flagsinote, there is little ®idence of efforto include

CSOs, public interest groups, or public bodiea 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 the future).

MSCA Overview
In contrast to FET with its €acto approach to AIRR, MS@&monstratesntegration of a
GY2NXI GADS | yOK2NBE¢ | LILIN@régQdiion@éRablishmg MSTA @ B2OR (1 KS |
discusses societal challenges, like sustainaljiiy 203a). Sustainability and other societal
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challenges are also mentioned in work programme tekke most recent MSCA scoping paper
pointed out societal challgges 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,
y2iAy3as 7TAtNGugh EdropddstSadlargé and diversified pool of skilled human resources

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

NI LARf & S@2t@dAy3a ySSRa 2F (GKS tF02dzNJ YI N SGP X8
quality research jobs as the research intensity of the European economy increases, will be one of the

main challenges facing European research, innovation and édicay d&aGSvya Ay GKS @&
(EC 2013a, p. 347/127his attention has manifested mo®centlyinthe 20184 nH A 2t Q&4 Ay Of d:
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 Ag¢ndesin
INFRAcanbeseeénA 1 K NBFTSNBYyOS (2 ay2NXIGADBS | yOK2NRAZE |
investments are often framed as a way to help address societal challemgest commonly related
to sustainability. In pursuit of this goal, societal inclusion in researcasinircture is often also part
of INFRA framings, as are FAIR (Findable, Accessible, InteroperableldsabiRéapproaches
INFRA programming also explicitly engages in reflection on the limitations of FAIR approaches as
related to national security coneces, issues of intellectual property rights, and privacy.

3.2.4 Context: Conceptual U nderpinnings of R&l across Excellent Science Programming

Three overarching conceptualizations of research and innovation sebnttr@ssExcellent Science
programming. @ various degrees, each of these conceptualizataresacterizehe structure,
language, and operatis of ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA prograifimedisree observed
conceptualizations a linear perspective; a republic of scierstricture and a deficit modl of

public understanding are described belowAfter each conceptualizatigpoints of alignmenare
illustratedbetweentheoretical underpinnings dR&land Excellent Sciengerogramme linesA

closing comment is offered on tensions betwdbaseconceptualizations 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

ARSE 2F F af AYySI NI Y2RSt ¢ LISNBLISOUABS Aa OSNEB adn
encapsulation of this perspective is expressed as th@agim: science discovers, technologies
FLILJX ASas FyR a20ASG@ o0SySFAaida a I NBadzZ 6o 9YLKLE

from context or application, is another hallmarktbé linear character oExcellent Science
programming’t the notionthat fundamental understanding must precede applied knowledge, and
should be funded as suchA central perspective and increasing challenge with the linear view is the
trap of expanding promises that often accompany arguments for R&I investmastsnoreis

¢ f., Stokes 1997 on ideas of a simplifigdology of science; see McNie et al., (2016) for a more recent and
more complete attempt at elaboration.

15 Forjust one contrasting viewn the nature of technical knowledge and experiential kiexige, and the

ways that engineering application doesleed lead to basic knowledge sBarewitz(2016).
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promised, more is expected, and more pressures are placed on R&l systems to deliver, stressing
researchintegrity, researchemwell-being, andhe robustness of R&ystens.

TheERGnNd FET programmes of Excellent Science offer the clearest exampiresrgespective

in action(although it is visible as well in MSCA and INFRA, asER({d} the result ofa welt

orchestrated politicaéndeavour(Kénig 2017) in whichigh-level scientists argued for the

importance of basic research funding for makifurope dThe most competitive and the most

dynamic knowledgéased economy intheworldé | YIF 22 NJ 202S Ol u@rént S & LJ2 dza S
9dzNR LISy [/ 2dzy OAf Q& .I°Adwodateyof thelER@Vesgaad that yhord N2 ¢ ( K
investment in cuosity driven basic researatould lead in the end to more innovation and greater

economic competitivenes&sKonig(2016 finds:a Ly GKS AYyAGALFf NBFaz2yiy3a 7T
frontier research was perceived as the (necessary) counterpart to-daem approach in research

funding, because frontier research is an investment in the European knowledge base and the

AYyy 2@ G Ap21g1). The forin& Presientf the Union best encapsulates the ideand

pressure of promise made by the ERC & ¢ A antih@odsiinveStment into basic research, there

will be no radical innovation in the future, i.e. innovation that has the potential of changing the
G§SOKYy2t23A0It LI NIRAIY 2F K2g (GKS SOz2y2Ye Fdzy Ol A

Atits coreFER & & ( NXUzO (i dediBprott&Jion &f @chaologicalfadvancement driven by

fundamental scientific understanding. FBfands itself an investigatadriven, basieesearch am of

European R&l investments, altddza & O2 YYA G nm: 2F Al &dzZl9¢8 wiski3IRe o 0 dzF
GNT e SELX 2Nl GA2y&a 2F SYONE2YAOthoygRFEFQerdBGE S¢ & OA
2011b, p. 25; EC 20138&ne level more advanced in progressiond ¢ Fdzy Ra t NRBI OO A @S>
YId&dé 0dzZAf RAY3 LINPINFY G2 Iici&danditéchnoldgy Sy d | yR C
domains. Finally, FET FlagshipsfMrid 8 3 A @S> & COSHYIGIASFHYATS ¢ ANF FRE A YA G A |
supported at large scale (more than 100 partners per flagshih each flagship originally costed

for EUR 500 billion from theo@imission and EUR 500 billion matching from EU member states and
associated countrigover the longierm (10+ years) (EC 20116)S &4 LA GS C9¢ Q& y2il ot S
investigatordriven initiatives, there is a strong and visible push for funded projedisnioel toward

industrial partnerships inupport of commercializationléss soand with less clear language,

addressing societ@hallenges)Such emphasis on a bridging function ttee promise of economic

benefit is best encapsulateithe 20182020 WPa LY & LA GS 2 F G K S -teknhirApct A Yy A G A |
can be enormous: these new technologies can become the core for nevglroghh companies, for

YS6 AYRAZAGNASESE 2N F2NI N} RAOHfte ySg glea 2F Gl

A Republic of Science
¢KS ARSI 2F | dooiktdazkiahpibne? By Poladyi @ 962), Inasstbe
summarized aaninterestof the scientific community being seltgoverning, dynamigroup of
mutually supported, yet independemieoplesin search of truth. In this ideafi NHzi K O2 YLINA 4 S& X
brevity, all manner of excellence that we recognisdlze ideal of selfmprovement Potanyi 1962,
p. 20).This ideal of &epublic of Sciendestersa push forscientific autonomy in research agemd
setting, execution, and evaluation, withrearrow and subjective idealf excellenceat the core
scientific pursut. As Jasanoff (2004) expressed2 f Y8 A Q& aKA3IKE& ARSIFEAT SR

16 European Parliament, Lisbon European Council 23 and 24 March 2000, Presidency Conclusions, Section 1.5,
Accessed 27 July 2018, availableh#tp://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/lisl_en.htm
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developed its own rules of the game essentially uncontetdd 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 seffitical and equally positioned LJS &f M Q
AOASYGATAO LRtAGEE 6L oTO

Here again, ERC and FET best express the underlying conception of having a scientific polity shape
Excellent Science programmifthefundamentalrationalefor the ERGvasto haveanautonomous

unit supportingbasic researchinsulatedfrom 2 dzii apolfcal influenceb¢ ! &S 2F ljdz2 GF G A 2
KSNE RSy203Sa GKS ANRye @riapditwallysaccdaatéblepd|ity witid t A G A O f
the CommissionFor example fi an interviewgiven by thormer ERC Presidergherecommends

to researchershe lobbyingd G N> 6 S3e8yY a{LISI{1 6AGK 2yS @2A0S3x aLlS|
NAIKG LIXFOSAa YR Fo2@S ffx NBLSHGET NBhaghol s NIB LIS
1 S S LI Mowotngk AD¥0:658)

Once secured as an independent botthe ERC further drew on underlying conceptualizations of a

Republic of Science by constructing legitimacy through the concept of excelfentaukkonen

2 0 & S NIeSppomotion ®f excellence was an important justification for the adoption of the ERC.
Exellence (or the lack thereof) in European scientific institutions became an important concept in

GKS Oldzalt lFylfeara 2F (KSBOILNE o Syy2z NG R AR SrdE
see alsm. 34).Today, he ERC Scientific Council enjoysdagtonomyand centralizedcontrol

within aparticular group of scientistdiolding to specific notions of excellence and quaéiggrcising

political power in the process (c.f., securing a proposed 16.6 billion in cudrafttof the

Commissions draftinth framework programmean increase of more than 3 billion over FP8 (EC

2018n).

Although at a far smaller scalean ERCFET demarcates 40% of its budget, through Open iratis,
a similarly autonomous zone forpmlity of scientists and engineershe second work ackage sees
the introductionofC9 ¢ h LISy & =hs aiway t& demaschitd thecboundaries of this zone of
autonomy(EC 2017d, p. 6JheFET WP 20180200pen gatekeepers unequivocally statehen it
comes to Open proposals:

w &awSa S latianke oi the roadmap of a weltablished technological paradigm, even if
highNA a1z Attt y20 0S FdzyRSRé 69/ HAMTSI LId 10O

w &. tadgS® SELX 2N} G2NB NB&ASI NOK gAlGKz2dzi + Of S NJ
(EC 2017e, p. 7).

w at NB 2SOl aw-riskincrémentsl fegeardh, even if interdisciplinary, will not be
Fdzy RSRé 09/ HAMTSI LI 10O

Thegatekeeperslo not contain any mention dRRI othe Open Agenda (beyond a weessefor
interdisciplinarity as beinpgartiallyrelated to Open Innovation).

Deficit model of public understanding of science
The deficitmodel ofsciencecommunicatiorholdsnon-scientiststo be somethinglike empty vessed
into which technical informatioecanand shouldbe pouredto remedy perceived gapa
understandingA common correlate of this model of interaction (to which social scientists and
humanists fall prey as much as anyone else (c.f., Horst)R&¥lthe assumption that if only people
knew and understood the science, they would agree with the conclusioesedfby experts (Sturgis
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and Allum 2004). Among other problematic assumptiendemic tothis perspective are a)
K2Y23SySAade 2F aiGKS Lzt A0 Ay (GSNxa 2F @l tdsSasz
agendas related to communication; c) pregotion 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 informatioh ' YR S0 GKIF i (GKS d&aéalBeitlédsad 2F & OA
straightforward(National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine.2016)

FET, MSCA, INFRA, and ER@etextent that ERC promotes public engagementh advance a

deficit model of communicatiorin the rare instances where FET programgmmentions

communication with and understanding of publics, itis spokem 2 dzi ' a &ASNIBAY 3 | Fdzy
RAAASYAYIGS GKS LINRP2SO0G NBadzZ Gaz | yriheitantd GG NI O
spur genuine tweway engagement to learn publicalues and values related to new and emerging
technologieqgagain, as the Commission originally elaborated in EC 2B Apublic engagement

and science literacy and science education efforts can similarly be seen as having a unidirectional

model of eng@gement, 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 criterionis still framed mostly in terms @nhgagements oneway communicatia of

results For its part, INFRA programme perspectives on public engageméren mentioned are

framed as necessary inordertoincrea3d G AT Sy aQ (G NHzA (G A yesdt®mBy OS | yR
agendas held independent of heterogeneity of audience, social context of informatiother

dimensions othe aforementioneddeficit model

Traditional Conceptualizations of R&l, RRI, and t he Open Agenda: Closing Comment
The above perspects on theoretical and underlying conceptualizations about R&I in Excellent
Science programming do, of course, need to be taken with a measgeutbn The scientific and
broader stakeholder communities engaged and served by ERC, FET, MSCA, and tNEFRiéldnol
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 activitietn part, uneven progress may be relatedthe challenges posed likie

underlying conceptualization of R&l embodied by RRI and Open Agendanceptualization
fundamentally different tharwhat one findsn Excellent Science Programmikgr example:

w Where the lineaimodel promises progress, RRtaDpen Agenda approaches are more
reflective on the nature of goals pursued, sensitive to the consequences and pressures
created byoveipromise, and awareness of the reality of accidents and unforeseeable
winding paths of discovery in science.

w Where repultic of science perspectives cledewn 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 valuesxperiencesand expertise as participants in research agenda
setting and activities.

w Where the defichimodel of engagement can preclude learning from publics and
stakeholders engaged, humility and opennesalternative perspectives enable mutual,
iterative learning that can enhance the quality and relevanceséarch.

These contrasting perspectives of RRI and Open Agenda activities present novel, sometimes
challenging ways thatisruptd 6 dza A y Saa | a dmtadiafdsruptdgdheyimayiieS a @ | &
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perceived ashreatsto existing poweistructures as unknavn entities and thus sources of fear; or as
passing fads. And of courgbe approachesre fallible in their own right: take for examplee not
insignificant promisenade by RRI and Open Agendasrgdrovingalignment of R&I with societal
interests and alues.

In closing of this section, let it be said tliastering conceptuathangeof large bureaucratic entities,
and the people that comprise them, is difficult. Furthenderstandingoot-theoretical positions
underlying R&I systems is complicatededpite these aspects of realjtExcellent Science
programmes just as they are shaped and shape themselves to Boh/aurrent

conceptualizations are in the process of and have the power to continuegtshape themselves
toward RRI and Open Agendspiratbns

3.2.5 Summary: Institutionalization of RRI and Open Agenda in Excellent Science
Thissection summarizes progress toward each RRI kePard Agenda elemeint Excellent Science
programming, based on the materials presented above.stih@enmary is premnted in abridged form

in table 10beneath the section narrative.

Institutionalization ofethicsappears to be strongest in Excellent Science programming. Each of the
ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA programmes include language supporting ethical reflectisor&cros
programme, topic, proposal template, andn cases at evaluation criteria. Most common

attention to ethics is paid at a micro level, related to research integrityapyivand data
managementgthical reflectionat a macro / societal levé¢for exanple related to dualise, broad
objectives of R&Il, and social and cultural implications of R&I in society) is far less institutionalized.

Institutionalization ofopen accesandOpen Scienceould be considered next strongest in Excellent
Science. ERC, FBISCA, and INFRA each place emphasis in work programme, topic, and proposal
templates, but commonly stop short bhkingevaluation criteria to these considerations. A main
tension related to full institutionalization of open access and Open Scientesétarules and

norms about intellectual property when privatector actors are involved in projects.

After these three elements, institutionalization of RRI and Open Agenda elements is far more
variable across Excellent Science programm@éselevancea review of the European Commission

/ hwsL{ RFdGFolI&aS FT2NJ 9EOSttSyid {OASyOS LINeeaSOia

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%)

=A =4 =4 =4

Project flagging methodologies were found, through interviews, to ba@dand conducted by
project managers as part of ticking a bahich asks whether they think their project has any RRI
elements (yes, no, or missing (if blankfagging data were m@vailable at the level of constituent
RRI keys or open agenda elements.

Genderreceives strong attentioin ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA at policy and work programme
levels, but only FET, MSCA, and INFRA programmes include provisions for evaluatiotocriteria
consider gender dimensions. Furthgender balances most consistently considered in Excellent
Science programmes, with less attention paidjemder dimension®f R&l contentOpen
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Innovationreceives strong attention in FET, MSCA, and INFRA progrsuat all levels including
evaluation criteria. For ERC however, this element is less relevant, as most awards focus on
individual investigators. Additionally, as an investigatdwven, bottomup programme, ERC is

unlikely torequireany activity that waild be perceived to constrain the independence of R&l actors
(i.e., e.g., incorporating a useerspective; consulting across sectors; engaging in interdisciplinary
collaboration). Attention tescience literacy and science educati@more variable stillyith 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 andpublic engagementre the most inconsistently addressed

elements of RRI and Open Agenda aspirations in Excellent Science. MSCA and INFRA place strong
emphasis oropen to the world each pointing, respectively to benefits from international mobility

in education and training, anglobal engagement as advancing EU strategies and inteFagbic
engagement when emphasized, is almastiversally referenced as a wliviectional activity in ERC,

FET, MSCA, andARA programmes. In this omey 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 stakeholdeoddingdiverse valuesGovernancads rarely

attended in ERC, FET, or MSCA,; if included, it is throygdttiinconsideration 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 ititutions that can support vibrant, lonterm research infrastructures, but

does not seem to relate this concept to RRI.

Finally, a note: full institutionalization likely starts only when a programmi¢her at the EC level or

the level of the programme eomittee shaping the agendagenuinely opens up to the potential
contributions of RRI and Open Agenda elements. As the FET WR@DA éxpressedhe

programme aspires to align with RRI crogfting issues, attending to gender, é&h and education

dimensk y a &ing @onvinced that this can offer new perspectives, pose new questions and open

YySg FNBlLA 2F AYy@SailtAdalidArzyasd 69/ HAMTRI L nood
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Table10: Overview of level of institutionalization of RRI and Open Agenda elementsExcellent Science

Programming, based on desktop research.

Ethics (micro)

Gender (balance)

Open Access and
Open Science

Open Innovation

Publicengagement
(unidirectional)

Level of Institutionalization Across Excellent Science Programmes
Very strong: ethical reflection, mainly on research integrity, included from
work programme through to evaluatian all four programmes.

Strong: gender balance concerns mentioned at most levels of all four
programmes, but not considered in evaluation for ERC programme
Strong: emphasis placed on open access / Open Scjgocesses and

products at many levels of all foprogrammes but not casidered in
evaluation criteria

Strong: emphasis placed at all levels, including evaluation, for FET, MSC/
INFRA programmes; not included at all in ERC

Moderate: addressed most commonly as dissemination and communicati
FET and MSCA, across all levels; supported in ERC but not at evaluation
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 orspecific topics; ERC encouragemieut not requirementor
inclusion incriteria

Open to the world

Moderate: variable coverage in programmes, covered at all levels in MSC
INFRA; but far less consideration in FET and very iarERRC

Governance Weak: variable coverage, with emphasis in INFRA and some elements of
specific FET and MSCA calls; most comynianplicit in reference to project
organization, rather than study of / learning from ways governance
arrangements shape Egllent Science project content

Gender Weak: variable coverage, with emphasis to distinguish gender balance fro

(dimensions)

gender dimension topics increasing in WP 2Q080 activities, but rarely
clearly elaborated or considered

Public engagemen
(bidirectional)

Very weak: variable coverage, with very little indicatiaexcepting a few
topicst that programmes grasp theotential for R&I learning or enhanceme
to happen through public engagement

Ethics (macro)

Very weak: variable coverage, with very little indicatiaexcepting a few
topicst that programmes grasp the potential for collective societal reflectig
on how R& shape and are shaped by society in desirable and undesirable
ways

*RRI keys ethicgiender and public engagemeiaire split in two dimensions because of how
variable coverage is in EXeglt Science programming. Miathics refers to issues of research
integrity most commonly covered on ethics saffisessments, as well as data masragnt and
privacy ethics. Macethics refers rore broadly to topics like dualse, roles of technology in
society, how diverse values shape technology, etc. See HéRKEH) for anelaboration of micre

and macreethics. Gender balance refers to team composition considerations. Gender dimensions

(of research) refers to whether and how projects give considerdatidhe way gender concepts
shape research content, and reseantent affects genders differently. See Q173 for the
difference between wayprogrammegealize the crossutting 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 6Vietes conducted by
NewHoRRIzon participantgth parties connected to Excellent Science programming. Interviews are
distributed acros the four programme lines in the following way:

w

w

18 related to ERC, including former Commission officers, researchers, representatives from
CSOs, and research funding organizations;

19 related to FET, including current Commission officers; progmtinators; programme
committee members; advisory group members; business stakeholders; and national contact
points;

12 related to MSCA, including current Commission officers; MSCA alumni and
representatives from the alumni association, national contaxints, and evaluators;

13 related to INFRA, including NCPs, RIs, ERICs or ESFRI, or infrastismtsaea project

level

ERC Overview

The concept of RRI was not uniformly well known by interviewees, with the exception of the small
number of ERC appénts and people from research funding organization (RFOs) interviewed.
Interviewees diffeed in their understanding of responsibility, familiarity with RRI keys, and
awareness of institutionalization of RRI.

1

Regardingublic engagementinterviewee viewsanged from unidirectional deficmodels

to fully involving practitioners and stakeholders in research.

In a similar veinscience literacy and science educatiarere most commonly pointed to as
useful for awareness raising. Interviewees did recogrieestgnificant logistical and

managerial resources and expertise needed to bring people together for SLSE activities.
Awareness oflenderequality issues focused on issues of gender balance, although some
were aware, too, of the issues associated with gandimensions of R&lI.

Ethicswas 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 miathics discussianabove). Less common conceptions of
ethics included notions of responsibility toward society and environment, and to promote
justice.

Open accesandOpenSciencewere widely and commonly understood in ERC as relating to
publication, supported by institional policies at research organizations (e.g., to help with
funding costs).

No data were reported on awarenessgdvernanceopen innovationor open to the world
approaches.

Consistent with the tensions observed in section 3.2.4 between underlying jgioee of Excellent
Science programme and RRI and Open Agenda approaches, many interviewees exgesgEsim
about the present and future of RRI and Open Agenda in ERC. While interviewees recsgnize
aspects of potential value of RRI and Open Ageapmproaches, there wassense thait would be
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FNRogYSR dzLll2y (2 NBAaALRYR (2 9w/ OFLfta Ay gl ea
regardfor autonomy and insulation from the EC.

FET Overview
Awareness of responsible research and innovafiRRI) 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 techntngy readiness levels of the systems involved in these projects, and as such the
perceived proximity of the research and innovation system to-eser audiences. By contrast,
investigatordriven, FET Open projects, were perceived to be less relevantcfading RRI
dimensions, raising the questior & 2y S AYUSNBASSGSS Lizi AdGY al i
new or enabling technology should citizen and stakeholder interactions occur in a way that allows
for meaningful exchange, discussipny R Ay i SN} OG A2y K§

1 For those projects adopting RRI, activities associatedgetiuerequality 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 gendquality dimension of RRI is a
systemic issue that requires action before undergraduate and graduate education (i.e., at
the point of project funding) and that this facet may be beyond the scope of any individual
research project in FET.

1 Ethics espeally related to data management issues, were often viewed as necessary
compliance activities. In addition, some FET projects adddasgcroethical issues related
to researcher integrity, and macethical issues related to topics like duede technology.

1 Attention toopen accesandOpen Sciencgvere 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 dethagement
procedures.

1 Interviewees conceived @¢fublic engagemeninostly as unidirectional undertakings to
share information about project$n some cases, interviewees noted the importance of
activities that breakvith unidirectionalpractices toengaye in a range of twavay activities,
from inperson and web seminars, to countoy-country stakeholder consultations.

1 An area of ongoing difficulty in FET (and H2020 at large) relatgsetoinnovationand
broader involvement of CSOs in projects and agesetting. 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, consistentdraction, and capacity development of teams.

1 Governanceandscience literacy and science educatices well a®pen to the world
dimensions wereery rarely brought up in intefews.

MSCA Overview
Apartfrom a very strong awareness BRheld by programme officergwareness of RRI af@pen
Agenda elements variegaighly amongsMSCA interviewee$Vhilethere wereintervieweeswho
demonstrated a growing awareness of topics nested under the RRI label, the overarching concept
seemedesswell understood. For example, soreawthe concept of RRI alé-defined and this
difficult to use effectively; they thereforeesort tofocusing on constitutiviéeys Others noted
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advantages with the overarching RRIdHi provide coherence to the piciples and objectives of
the aspiration: a useful operational heuristic.

1

1

Perspectives opublic engagementvere predominantly in terms of unidirectional
interactions designed to increase public understanding of science. Only rarely did
interviewees note e possibility of conducting public engagemémimprove public debate
Concerningyender, there wasan understanding that gender balance agehderdimensions
are eachimportant and undeiconsiderationin the Excellencevaluation criteriorfor the
programme Thisemphasis on gender in the evaluation process noted as especially
important forencouraging researchers to thitkrough howit might affect their research
Despite these successétswas observed on several occasions timatre needed tobe done
to overcome dscrimination from supervisors and other aspects hampering gender equality
Sciencditeracy and science educatiowas among the mosivell understoodRRI aspect®r
interviewees In generalthis RRI keis highlyvalued although somethesalso approached
asa formof unidirectional communicatio or dissemination of results.

Intervieweeswere also well aware afpen accesandOpen Sciencéssuesgiven the
standard obligatiorio providefor some form of open access research procesand
products Interviewees in MSCA also notehsiors betweenopen access and data privacy
concerns, as well as intellectual property rights

Interviewees were familiar witkthics, with someparticipantsnoting the utility of
programmeprovidedtrainings, information eventsandselfasessment template and
guidelines. Research integrity dimensions (méthicy featuredmostprominently in

Ay U S NIZawsen&ss a Q

Limited awareness @overnancedimensions served as an outliei other RRI dimensioris
MSCA interviews

No data were reported on awarenessopien innovationor open to the worldapproaches.

INFRA Overview
In general, INFRA interviewees had some awareness of RRI as overarching concept, with awareness,
as well, of most of the constitutiveahents of RRI keyand Open Agenda elements.

T

1

Interviewees had strong views apen accesand Open ScienceAccording to interviewees,
physical access to research infrastructures should be as open, avidaiseful as possible
For INFRAgn important distinction is thabpen access does not equate with free access
infrastructurer even open requires funding.

Ethicsawareness seemed second highest regarding interviewee awareness. It is, however,
understood by different parties to meanftlirent things.Some intervieweesexpressed the
position that research infrastructures (especially Haman, largescale installations) only
entail ethical issues when-imse.Others,especiallythose involved ilmmedical research,

social science and hehltae fields,noted that issues such as privacy, site selection,
resource use, and other topics have ethical dimensions important to corfsaerthe start
While aware ofjenderissues, interviewees could not identify any efforts to mainstream
gender equality in INFRA programmin@ender balance was the aspect most predominantly
addressed, witliemale researchermterviewed still noting underrepresentation in the field,
as well astructural discrimindon and glasseiling barriers.
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1 Awareness opublic engagementvas 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.

1 INFRA interviewees were aware of science literacy and sceshaation, and observed two
distinct orientations to this RRI key, approaching SLSE of studentsjqusstand other
researchers differently from publics.

1 There was very little mention or awarenessgyjolvernanceamong interviewees, beyond
needs tied to poject transparency in reporting and respect for ethics and open access
guidelines.

1 No data were reported on awarenessopen innovationor open to the worldapproaches.

3.3.2 Understandings of RRIBeyond 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 grantee=viewees noted that the
programme seems to disregard differences in research cultures detomepe, for example with

regard to financial resources available at supporting institutions to help prepare applicants. As one
interviewee notedthere is cottage industry of ERC applicatwaparation which can be very

resource intensive for submittend host institutions. Other remarked on elements included
entrenched biases thdavourtraditional 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
Fy2yeyY22dza LINPFSaa2N) 02 aadzZSNRGEFNE 23SNYAIKGD

Regarding FET, many interviewees noted ongoing difficulties in FET (and H2020 at large) in securing
broader involement of CSOs in projects and agenda setting. In FET, this challenge was often framed

as a difficulty identifying relevant societal stakeholdef$uture technologies. Interviewees actively

engaged in RRI components of FET projects noted that culturRRIabke time, consistent

interaction, andcapacity development of teamsfeatures not usually found in WPs funding 3ear

projects, within FPs funded on ay@ar cycldagain, Flagships proving an occasional exceptfem)

those familiar with RRI keys,LJSy ! ASYRI X | yR ! Lww 2NJ ay2NXI GA @GS
GKSNB 6SNB aidNpy3a FSStAay3a SELINBaasSR KFiG GKSNB
RRI. Such interviewees noted, for example, how foresight exercises might help identifyisthiea

associated with R&I, and how commitments to inclusive engagement could support gender equality
efforts. A minority ofintervieweesraised darger question of whether RRI any formshould be

expected of all projects of all programme lines adl time, or if, by contrastmore Imited and

targeted combinationsvould be more feasible and desirable.

{20ASGFE AYLI OG O2yOSNyasz I KFEEEYEFEN] 2F GKS day2N
prominently in MSCA interviews. A predominant concerrhee interviewees was how to improve

knowledge transfebetweenscientific and more general societal spheres, whetheough

conversationsvith policy makers omore diverse modes of public engagemebéspite

conversations around societal impact, MSQAririewees expressed no sense of a commatietal

or ethical chdenge that the programme addresses. Similar to ERC, MSCA programme interviewees

also expressed concerns relatiedalack of accourihgfor the different conditionsunder which

researchers wrk acrosscountries.
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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 challegesific challenges noted by
interviewees included societies, inegjities, delocalization of food production and consumption,

data protection, and energy securitgome, 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 peopleerceiverelationships between research and society. In this
context, interviewees noted that research infrastructures not only represent crucial accessories to
R&l, but also provide a foundation for generating crosting insights.

3.3.3 Summary: Awareness of RRlI among Excellent Science Stakeholders Interviewed

Across Excellent Science, the concept of RRI was less well known than the conRRlitkes's or
Open Agenda elements. Regarding RRI, interviewees across the four programmes had greatest
awareness obpen accesandOpen Scienc#opics;ethics most closely related to research integrity
concernsandgenderbalance, rather than gender dimensions ofIR&ast awareness was shown
with regard togovernance with insufficient data to comment on the state of awarenessyén
innovation or open to the worlddimensions. For the remaining RRI kpyblic engagemenand
science literacy and science educati@wareness 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 invitap dialogues on questions of
values, resposibility, or roleof R&l in and for society.

See table 11, on the next page, for an overview of the above summary.
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Table11: Overview of level of Awareness of RRI and Open Agenda elements* in Excellent Science Programmidg, base
on interviews.

Awareness of RRI and Open Agenda across Excellent Science
Interviewees

Ethics (micro) Very strong: almost all interviewees across all Excellent Scienc
programmning demonstrated awareness of micethical
dimensions of R&l

O[Sl WAL e MO SRS llale: \ery strong: almost all interviewees across all Excellent Scienc
programming recognized open access priorities and challenge!

SV o] I[o=Tos Yo [Taq el e ST [Ta (=0 Strong:most interviewees across Excellent Science programmi
Literacy and Science EducatiofWEIE=R=\E1(=No) = 1alo No ({0 S1{=To B o]U]o] [[eN=Talo =T =1a¢: :1 () WA (Ko [1g (o]
(unidirectional) literacy and science educatigmiorities and activities in this way

Gender (balance) Strong: most interviewees were aware of gender bata
concerns, although in the case of INFRA, interviewees were m
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 priestand
activities about this issue

Public engagement & Science| Weak: Only a few interviewees across Excellent Science
Literacy and Science Educatig programmingwere aware of and discussed public engagement

(bidirectional) and / or science literacy andience education priorities and
activities in this way

Ethics (macro) Very weakvery 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 casayere split in two dimensions because of how variable coveragsin

Excelent Science programming. Mi@thics refers to issues of researciegrity most commonly
covered on ethics sedssessments, as well as data masragnt and privacy ethics. Maathics

refers more broadly to topics like dual use, role of technology in society, how diverse values shape
technology, etc. See Herkd®005 for an elaboration of microand macreethics. Gender balance
refers to team composition considerations. Gender dimensions (of research) refers to whether and
how projects give consideratido the way gender concepts shape research content, and research
content affects genders differently. See 20173 for the difference between waysrogrammes

realize the crossutting gender dimension of H2020nidirectional modes of engagement refer to

R&I actors seeking to fill a deficit in public knowledge. Bidoeat modes of engagement refer to

R&l 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

Sixcases of projects within Excellent Science programmiagegsented 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 webpages. Cases werelscted basean exemplifying different dimensions of RRI at the

project level, or for contributing to larger research and innovation infrastructure conducive to RRI

more generallyEach case heading denotéxcellent Science programme of origin (FET, M&ICA
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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 Reseaostation Actiorstarted 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 participtions), with the remaining quarter from REC (26%), and the final 2% from PUB (1%)
and PRC (1%) respectiv&lyn the course of H2020, EU Net Contribution to the HBP has been EUR
177 million, with EUR 89 million through SGAL1 (from April 2016 through March 2018) and EUR 88
million through SGAZr{formation not yet available on CORDfSY The Impact evaluation ¢erion
F2NJ {D!'m SELI AOAGEE OFftfSR F2NJ I LILINRI OKSa&asz a2 |
implications, including engagement with authoritiesandelzd SNE ¢ 09/ wHAamnl X LIJP oH
S OK Cfl 3aKALJ / 2 NBiestindia® SuChias ed@cationgdis&imihakion, ethics érd @ A
a20ASGKt awLsSoGasg 09/ wamnlIZ omMT 9/ HAMTRI LJd noc

The HBP has a robust infrastructure to support RRI dimensions of the project. The landing page

Ay Ot dzRSa + RS RAKG KiASHR (i3 ow SRIgE ST IGE Sadizoi A SAT G KS
FYy AYYSRAFGS 2LWA2y F2NJ I a3SYRSNI Sljdzr t Adeé LI IS
L3S 2y Ga20SNWBASGE AyOfdzRSEa GKS F2ft2aAgAyHR@SPié A
GLY FTRRAGAZYS GKS t N22SOUG a&aidzRASa &KS SGKAOLTE |y

Beyond the project webpage, social and ethical reflection is built into HBP governance. One of the 12
adzo LIN22SO0a Aa a9 i KA OdotjusyRRI within@he frajetdreladiryo{ 0 I ROl y C
governance key of RRI), but also neetbics and-philosophy as subjects-snd-of themselves. The

project has a dedicated Ethics Advisory Board, and the leader of the Ethics and Society team has a

seat on theDirectorate of the projecthelping manag¢he Core Project of the Flagship (relating to

governance key of RRhas well as the Science and Infrastructure Board dedicated to research

planning and roagmapping®* HBP address not only RRI as establishetidEC keys, but also

beyond the keys, as embodied by t8&lgoe et al. (2013)rocedural dimensions of anticipation,

inclusion, reflection, and responsiveness.

f Anticipatony ¢KS GC2NBaA3IKG [FoX¢é aF20dzaSa 2y AR
ofySg 1y26f SRAS I yR (SOKy FFraaightlab adiitigshae (G SR

o Uy
o<

o Participation information fronEurgpa Webgate, accessed ord@ly 20183 S| NOK A y Javaflabldlat a | . t X €
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69fd-4ef5-889f
b83c4e21d33e/sheet/PbZJnb/state/analysis

8 project enty for HBP SGAIh CORDIS available https:/cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/205371_en.html

'® Funding information from Eupa Webgate, accessed onl@ly 20184 S NO K A y Savaflabl®lat:a | . t = ¢
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69fd-4ef5-889f
b83c4e21d33e/sheet/erUXRa/state/analysis

*°HBP website page available https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/about/overview/

#LHBP, The Directorate, available at:
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/about/governance/boards/directorate/

#HBP, Science and Infrastructure Board, available at:

https:// www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/about/governance/boards/scienraadinfrastructure-board/

2HBP Foresight Lab, About Us, availabl&tps://www.humanbrainprojecteu/en/sociatethicat
reflective/foresightlabs/
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included a range of seminars, webinars, and trdisgiplinary workshops on issues ranging

FNRY ySd2NPAOASYOS Y2RStfAy3d (2 wewdolputingg 6 St ¢
YR NRPo20GAOaAEéE GFdzidzNB YSRAOAYS=Zé | yR & Fdzi dzN.

f Reflectory ¢ KS dabSdz2NBPBSUGKAO&E YR t KAf2a2LIKe 2 2NJ

social, ethical, and regulatory issues, from potential privacy threats to understanding

t

consciousn@ & FyR GKS YSIyAy3a 27F *KhHeWorkpatkgg® LISNE 2 Y |

YEAYGFAYA Fy |2ddpdished éhissuasdeneudobtisca and
neurophilosophy, as well as duase?’

f Inclusion (and Public Engagementk¥y) ¢ KS &t dzof AO I I R2AIBEIYFEMN] I YR

package organises and facilitates public dialogues on issues of potential controversy and

NBEt S@FyOS G2 GKS 1.t G2 daoNRFRSYy GKS RSol GS

FNRY (K & Inpiigreaddoilide consultations wigublics 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 frowapy and data, among a range of
other issues. Extensive documentation for these events is available Shline.

1 Responsiveness (and Ethics RRI KENBP has a dedicated Ethics Support Team to help
collect, address, and circulate best practices related kocal 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 prafection® Two particular mechanisms
for engaging ethical issues encountered in the course of HBP work inbleldRIRE
NB 3 A a i NI ( aghtgr arid MdéntfEthesedssuésvand keep track of how they are dealt
g A (PHPORE issues (listed on the wigd) have ranged from ethics approval of research
with human datatoduatiza S | yR O2yaSyide® {SO2yR Aa (KS

GKAOK Ay@2t@dSaz aly FOFRSYAOZ | aoOASyidArad:

work of the HBP who is dggiated 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 unigue set of

“YAy3dQa [/ 2t€83S [2yR2ysZ | .t C2NBaA3IKG [+oY 9@Syida
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/departments/sshm/research/Reseai@noups/BIOS/BIGBrojects/HBP/HBP
eventsand-outcomes.aspxHBP Foresight Lab: Publications & Working documents, available at:
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/sspp/departmentsshm/research/Researeroups/BIOS/BIGBrojects/HBP/HBP
Publications&-Workingdocuments.aspx

#HBP, Neuroethics and Philosophy, Why neuroethics and philosophy in the HBP, available at:
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/sociakthicatreflective/neuroethicsand-philosophy/

% pvailable athttps://ethicsblog.crb.uu.se/tag/neuroethics/

" pyblications available atttp://www.crb.uu.se/digitalAssets/445/c 445284 1-k_neuroethics
philosophyofhtebrain2017.pdf

“HBP, Public Engagent and Dialogue, about us, available latps://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/social
ethicatreflective/citizenrengagement/

# Danish Board of Technology Falation, Citizen Meetings in the Human Brain Project, available at:
http://www.tekno.dk/article/citizen-meetingsin-the-humanbrain-project/?lang=en

' HBP, Etits Support, available atitps://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/sociakthicatreflective/ethics
support/

*'HBP; Social, Ethical, Reflective; Register an E@dradern, available at:
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/sociakthicatreflective/reqgisterethicalconcern/
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competencies in sciéhS |y R ¥ ISsiiekalisthé febsh ethics rapporteur conversations
have led to direct changes in HBP project structure and practice, for example establishment
of the Data Protection Officer position and activiti€&{diagnosis interview sources)

HBP pblications 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:

1 Gender HBP has a devoted set of Gender Equality Activitidsidimg development of a
Gender Action Plan, career building opportunities for female PhDs and Postdocs, and sharing
best practices and stories about career models and consideratidiise Executive Director
of the HBP is an active participant of the Genéldvisory Committee.

9 Education HBP has dedicated efforts related to interdisciplinary brain science curriculum
development, shorcourses, an annual student conference, as well as other young
researcher eventd! Educational materials amadeavailableafter events on an4ibrary *®

3.4.2 FET: Levitate Project Case
[ SGAGI GS T deevtatidMiEh BEalisad tattieiarfid &ukio feedback for +aiid
AYGSNI OGAz2zyasze Aa | C9¢ ht9b wSaSINOK FyR Lyy2gl
2020 for approximately EUR 3 milliéh®’ The topic announcement waZE TOPEDI1-2016-2017-
FETOpen research and innovation actipasd explicitly calletbr public engagement, Open
{ OASYyO0Ss IyR 3ASyRSNI RAYSyaA2y aterrhsyof the kase uddfiely (G SE G 3
research and innovation practices for making leaeddge science and technology research more
open, collaborative, creative and closer to soci¢ffgee also the discussion on public engagement in
the introduction to this FEF 2 NJ  LINE NI YY S8 8 d¢

[ SOAGIGS LRardAaz2ya AdaStF a || LINBa2SOO GKIFG oAff
radically new humatomputer interaction paradigm that empowers the unadorned user to reach

into levitating matter, see it, feel it, manLJdzt | G S A U The pfdiect Websitddivasine ¢

indication of any RRI keys of ethical reflection, open access planning, science education initiatives,

gender, or governancelements Videos of participation at science festivals, publications, and a

Twitter account constitute visible efforts at public disseminafidn.

3.4.3 MSCA: NextGenVis Project Case
Training the Next Generation of European Visual Neuroscientists for the benefit of innovation in
health care and higkech industry also known by its acronyextGenVigNextGen\s, 2018) is an

¥ HBP; Social, Ethical, Reflective; Ethics Support; Ethics Rapporteur Programme, available at:
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/sociatthicatreflective/ethicssupport/ethicsrapporteurs/

¥ HBP, About, Gender Equality, availablehtps://www.humanbrainproject.eu/en/about/gendeequality/
*HBP, Education, availatié https://education.humanbrainproject.eu/

*HBP, EducationEbrary, available ahttps://education.humanbrainproject.eu/web/hbpeducation
portal/documents

% Project entry in CORDIS availablehdtips://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/207474 _en.html

% Funding information from Europa Webgate, accesse@ duly 2018searching for project acronym
G f S @ AavnilakiléSaEhétps://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69fd-4ef5-889F
b83c4e21d33e/sheet/erUXRa/state/analysis

% Topic text available ahttps:/cordis.europa.eu/programme/rcn/700831_en.html

% Project entry in CORDIS availablehditps:// cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/207474 _en.html

0 L evitate project page; Videos, availablelgtps://www.levitateproject.org/videos/
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ITN coordinated in the Netherlands and funded through the 2BTHI callThe 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 t@l costs areapproximately EUR 3.8 milli@md it runs from 2015 until February
2019.

The ITN uses university courses and workshops to entenieece literacy and science education
Analysis of the miderm report shows that ESRs and Pls have contribtdedrious 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)sBd on the available documentatiorwiasdeduced that most

activities consist obne-way engagemerstonly

Even though the project appointed an external Equal Opportunities Coordinator, there are more
males than females taking part in the network (whichans 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 Ethig Adviser, but also in interesting novel ways. E.qg., it is taking pléoe Btindbeck in

5SY Yl NJ] génkr8l pdficy is t have high focus on the 8Rsr example every year a price is
awarded to the group that has implemented new routines that rezlttee number of animals used
and/or implemented better methods to reduce the number of animalgdneral,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 nesiakk (NextGenVis, 2017).

Responsible Research and Innovation as a concept was not addressed in the available report.

3.4.4 MSCA: CL0OSER Project Case
The Italian project Cementing Links between Science and society toward Engagement and
Responsibility alsknown by its acronyn€LoSERCLOSER, 2018ayolvesPublic Engagement,
Gender Equality, Ethics, and Governance dimensions of its work. It was a NIGHT project funded by a
I {! AY Hnmc YR FdzyRSR p LOGFtAlLY 2NBIYAAlI0A2Yya ¢

which aims at establishing an allianeetween 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. Bos purpose, specific actions will be devised

to actively engage citizens, schools and young people, policy makers and industries, who

g2y QG 0SS 2dzaldG GKS I dzRASYyOS odzi GKS LINRGF3I2yArAada 27
programme will particularly taet 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 inresedc G KNR2 dz3 K aLISOATFAO | OGAGAGASAa &dzOK | a
F2NJ wSaSINOK YR LYyy20FiA2yQs W! GFft]1 6AGK &2dzy3 N
wSaASENOKQd ¢2 NBIFIfAAS &ddzOK +y | YOA(UAZ2dza LINRPINI YYSZ
disciplinary, gendebalanced ommunity 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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RRithemed questionswerad SR Ay (KS LINBEsBoOId comniuicate telRA y 35> &
NE&SIFNDOKQa NB&adzZ a4z (G2 SYLR 6SN Qilakeparthyhe R& y R | f ¢
LINE2 O $CLESER 2017). Many of activities conducted aligned witle-avay approachto public
understanding of sciend€€LoSER 2017).

3.4.5 INFRA: OpenAIRE 2020 Project Case
OpenAlRE 202§1arted 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 scéloifaiand substantially improvéne
discoverability and reusability of research publications and data. It offers much support and
information and services and is thus a key infrastructure itself.aifeuntis for more thanEURL3
million supporting also a pilobn goldlevel open acess.

Open Accesis the main key word throughout all descriptions and project activities. In its objectives

AG Oft SINITe aidlisSa AGa YIFIAy 3F21f (2 aadz2l2 NI (GKS
Accordingly, the project prodes a support kit for open research, legal frameworks and services on

the portal. Apart from thilRRIdimension only ethical issues are mentioned, concerning data

protection and privacy lawNo 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 teupport evidencebased decisiomaking Furthermore, the project takes the view of

Open Accesas a publicgood] 2 2 LISy dzLJ F2NJ 420ASGeyY a¢KS NI GAzZ2yl
the characterization of scientific knowledge as a global public good, which should be disseminated
FNESfe& T2NJGKS GgARSNIOSYSTAG 2F a20ASGe¢ ohLISy! L

3.4.6 INFRA:vreddc Project Case
¢KS @NBnSAO LINE 2SOl -witledndsopeSabl©Virwai RegearchiEavirdnmeat3odzNE LIS
Empower multidisciplinary research communities and acceldrayey 2 @1 G A2y | yY"R / 2t | 0
and should thus offer a solution for easier collaboration within research commuritigigct
related material lacks explicit references to any of Riekeys or the concept dRRlat a more
general level.

In terms of downstreaming societal engagemersocietal involvement is not foreseen. However, for

piloting and betatesting the use of ambassadors and beta users has been set up. This should ensure

' WL NI YARQ | LIINRIOKI Ay@AGAy3d LINR2SO0G GSIFyYa | yF
settingup specific user groups. These user groups{gets) are integrated in impact assessment

and usability checking activities. References or methods to better embed the research process into
a20AS0G8& O2dA R y2i KI @S 0SS¢sandRtief matefiadlsSR Ay (KS LI

With regard to furthelRRlissuesOpen Accessas mentioned in terms of interoperability and open

source. Open science for example is explicitly mentioned in the evaluation plan, stating that a

Gy dzYoSNI 2F O2dzy (WA BaA6REANE GREOIEOMNE | S Afl ot S
Ffaz2 | aydzyoSNI 2-VRE & yA@d 88506 {i.8nlteimsofititos it ®> LIP MO
LINEP2SOG Aa faz2z a¢NHm&is { SOdzNAGE |yR t NA@GIO& gl

L Information available athttps://www.vre4eic.eu/
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4. Conclusions

4.1 Bright Spots

Excellent Science programmiadoptsRRI and Open Agenda approactesarying degrees of
successMost comprehensiveénstitutionalisationcan be foundor particular, individualRRI and

Open Agendalements By contrastthere is farlessevidence of instutionalizationon a conceptual
level(i.e., with referencdo overarching conceptsf RRI and the Open Agenda in an way that

reflects systemic, strategic intenf)his disparity illustratethe distance still to travel on the wayg
buildinganW S LJA & (i S Y A On BD@péan i kapabtdfulfilling theEC and Unio@A a A ay 2 F
Research and Innovation policy driven by the needs of society and engaging all societal actors via
inclusive participatory approache¢ 069/ HnAamMn I LIJ® o0

Regarding suassfully institutionalizedRRI and Open Agendéements four in particular cate
found across ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA. Most notatiy) ethicsconsiderationge.g., related
to researcher integrity and data managemermpen access and Open Scienamdgender balance
concerns arentegratedin work programme documents and traceable all the way to proposal
template and evaluation materia{excepting ERGPpen Innovationefforts also often find
emphasis irsuchprogramme documents, particullgrin FET, MSCA, and INFRA.

In addition to programming documents, Excellent Sciggrogrammeshave taken various

approaches to practicing R&I management in line with RRI and Open Agenda approaches at the
policy levelThe ERC standgp 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 scidacatien;

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 resporithplicit biases in evaluation; and the
programme separately offers trainings on science literacy and science education as well as public
engagement.

For its part, FEfas made efforts to practic®pen Innovationin agenda setting practicdhe FET

Advisay 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 scierftis=ET 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 @Shat engaged various stakeholder groups. Further, industry groups are invited

as primary external experts in shaping FET Flagship initiatives. In INFRA, similar prolgnaghme

policy can be seerelated to open access artde concept oFAIRFindable Accessible,

Interoperable and R&Jsable) 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.
Corsideration ofmacro-ethical, gender dimensionandgovernanceassueswvere not well

institutionalized across Excellent Science, rarely included in work programme text, and more rarely
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still considered in evaluation criteriRegardingublic engagemenandscience literacy and science
education, efforts at oneway communication and disseminatieseemfar more entrenched in
Excellent Science programmifas opposed to more rare, twway, dialoguebased and reflective
engagements). Although institutionalizati@f 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 sdifined course of excellence. tke former president of the
programmestatedY G ¢ KS 9w/ Kl & 0SSy | dzyAljdzS I'yR o02tR SE
community in charge. It must safegd® (G KA a LJ2 &aA (A 29978.RRVdan@ @p2niAge H A MT I
elements seem to be viewe(h thislight, as a burden omesearches and perceived as a threat to

ow/ Qa O2NB ARSylGAGed

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 ProactivéR@dopics) devote less
attention to crosscutting priorities (the exception being Flagship RIAs). Opporturiiies

programmelevel reflectionin the spirit of RRI seem lacking, too: there are few chances to reflect on
how and whyprogramme elements (lik®pen) are fenceaff as investigatodriven projects but the
programmealsopushes overallto advance commercialization.

In MSCA programming, analysis has revealed that Impact and Exceliit@dea, as currently

conceived, may hinder a fuller realiimm 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
closeddown, or preempted entirely.

Related, observations across Excellent Science points to inconsistencies in tine &agellence

criterion gesdefined fom programme to programme. In ERC Frontier awards, gender

considerations are excluded from evaluation based on an objection to interference with the
GSEOSttSyO0S 2yftéé I LILINRIF OK 2F confidergedd®id@3 NI YYSod . @
ExcellenceFET habegun noting the importance of Open InnovationtsrExcellenceriterion.

More @mnfoundinglystill, key criteria for Excellence from the perspective of the H2020 regulation

and Interim Evaluation of H2020 relate to number of patents and publicatipeénrreviewed

journals per millions of euro invested (EC 2013a; EC 2017a).

4.3 Recommendations

The above successes and challenges point to several concrete, evishserbactions 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 Sciens@-visRRI may relate to a lack of clear, legitimate

strategy?? Different Excellent Science prograres adopt different approaches to RRI and Open

Agenda institutionalization without evidence of clear, stratdgiel coordination or learning from

experienes. Cultures of RRI take resources to foster: they require time, consistent interaction, clear
incentives, capacity developmet Y R Y2 yAG2NAy3Id 9EOStt Syid { OASyOS
F LILINRF OKé G2 wwLX GgKSNB | ff cadd@RBRINMhdOWed Agendh & a G Af ¢
dimensions more fully, but the resource intensityotifier RRI activities might be distributed (e.qg.,

single CSAs tacklisgience literacy and science education or governafifmts). Excellent Science

could consideimvestirg incollaborative workshops across ERC, FET, MSCA, and INFRA to strategize
such a portfolio approach in conversatiafith immediate and broadestakeholders.

Related, and athe above analyses illustrate, the most effective way for Excellent Sciencedocel
RRI and Open Agenda aspirations is through consistent incinsfidark Programme documents
down to evaluation criterionAny meaningful strategy would have to help shape WPeadluation
criterion to promote fulmeanings oRRI and Open Agenda iidies which, as the above analyses
revealsjs a nontrivial act.Currently,micro-ethical concerns are more strongly emphasized than
macra-ethical concerns; onvay public engagemesmore strongly emphasized than tweay
engagements; gender balancelies 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 corffasierample, A
study byERC CSA, GendERC (2016), notedvite and nosstandardized definitions of excellence
leave space for individual, subjective, andatmtextualized interpretations of excellence to bias
selection processes.

Finally,and not unique to Excellent Scien&; guidance on RRI are ingoete and difficult to
access. To investigate RRI elemeotge must search for keywords associated wigmder, ethics,
and dissemination there as of yebeingno central portal for guidance on RRI or Open Agenda
elementsfrom the EC As discussed in the next section, this lack of clear guidance preseiigsed,
but relatively easyto-remedyopportunity for the EC to leverage major and robust investments in
research on RRind the Open Agendaom the Science with and for Socigisogramme(SwafS) of
H2020.

4.3.2 Invest in capacity building of the R&l community on RRI

Excellent Science programs@re already investing in capacityilding of the research community

on select aspects of RRI. daed, 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 RiRkea
Agenda elements. Now that the SwafS programme of H2020 has invested in an RRf*Toolkit,
Responsibility Navigatdf,and RRI Indicator Systeth!® Excellent Scienceas part of a strategy on

*? Legitimatein terms of representing the interestf parties with immediate and broad stakes in the R&l, as a
publicly funded entity.

“®RRI Tools project, available https://www.rri-tools.eu/

* ResAGorA project, Responsibility Navigator, availabldtf://responsibility-navigator.eu/
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institutionalization of RRIcould prioritize funds to sustaiand 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.,antingent appropriations; supplemental awards; modified evaluation or proposal
review mechanisms, etc.).

Indeed, advancing this recommendation beyond Excellent Sc@ndd connect the programme to

larger networks andeeperresourcedrom across H2020ral other EC activities. Existing EC R&l
management infrastructures suasEuropean Innovation Partnerships, National Contact Point

Networks, Coordination and Support Actions, individual tenders, aneNeRE&efunds provide

robust examples to learn fronpartner with, and / or tailor to the purpose of tackling systemic

issues related to RR3uch initatives could be vital to promotingetworking, across the scientific

community and beyond, and help to collect and share best practice svarmresources.
AdvancingrossH2020 coordinatiorn this fashion would aligwith a longterm action item for

H2020 effectiveness highlightéyi KS LY GSNAY S@I fdzr GA2yY aC20dza Ay
interest for the EU which are relevant to society, and vehewltiple impacts are expected, for

SEFYLX S GKNRBdZAK F20dza FNBIF&¢ 69/ HaAmMTI I LIP HocLC
would relate to future Horizon Europe activities, as well.

4.3.3 Involve more diverse perspectives and expertise

In the proces®f 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 nmooee will be expetedand more steps will

be taken to demand that promises are delivered updand as expectations of impact from

Excellent Science programmiimgrease, engaging more stakeholders from a range of societal
sectors (beyond industry, to include NGOs, CSOQOs, labour and consumer groups, as well as public
regulatory bodiestan help to increase the relevance, legitimacy, and quality of R&I (c.f.eCalsh
2003). Creating spaces for broader constituencies to have a meaningful vel@ping agendas,

work programmes, projects, evaluatigrand assessmentouldhelp build genuine appreciation of
andsupport for EC investments in R& nd do so in agshionthat presentdayone-way approaches

will likely never realize.

WenotedAy 2dzNJ FANEG bSgl 2wwLi 2y LRfAOE ONRSTY al! a
European Commission continue to aspire to smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, remaining

H2020 work programme efforts and future initiatives such as Framework &rwge 9 (FP9) could
0SYSTFAG FTNRY AaGNBYy3IGKSYyAy3a AyOSyiGA@dSar 2 AYLI SYS
Opening up Science and Innovation processes in the ways listed dbgte d @2 A-R2 IO 2 4 SR
feedbackof scientists, engineers, and ethicists ratiteir work as societally relevamtithout

*® Indicators for promoting and monitoring Responsible Research and Innovation; Report from #re Exp
Group on Policy Indicators for Responsible Research and Innovation, 2015, available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/research/swafs/pdf/pub_rri/rri_indicators_fihaversion.pdf

**MoRRt Monitoring the Evolution and Benefits of Responsible Research and Innovation, available at:
http://www.technopolis-group.com/morri/

*"NewHoRRIzon, Policy Brief #1, Respong&teleearch and Innovation in H2020: Current Status and Steps
Forward. Posted 1 June 2018. Accessed 27 July 2018. Availdtitpsat/newhorrizon.eu/policybrief-1/
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external validatiorfrom a more diverse and representative range of societal acRussuit of such
opennessaligns with several Interim Evaluation action itemsketter ensuring theelevance and
effectivenes ofEuropearR&l framework programminigp the longterm. Most notaby, the Interim
Evaluation statesieed toY & L y @asér&eBd c8izems in etesigning the R&I agenda and-co
create solutions, which should also stimulagesR NA @Sy Ay y@Zypi28y ¢ 69/ H

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 towardaginsustainable, and inclusive R&l.

strategic, clear guidance; brodmhsed capacity building; and genuine resourcing and commitimient
RRI and Open Agenda activities sustained Excellent Science programmifegacy institutional

forms) will bewell positioned to champiorthe co-design of R&Wwith and forEuropean society and
beyond
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6. Annex: NewHoRRIzon Diagnosis Report, Social Lab 1, European
Research Council (ERC)

Erich Griesslaeand Tamara Brandstatter

Institute for Advanced Studies (IHS), Austria

6.1 Executive Summary

CKAA S5AlF3dy2aira F2NI {20AFf [0 | M a9w/ IyR .l aac
the selfdefinition of European Research Council (ERC)? (2Jdbesvthe ERC perform in terms of its
seltdefinition? (3) What is the status and practice of RRI at the ERC?

In order to address thesguestionsthe research team did desk research, studied relevant research

literature, analysedwvebsites, policy papersd 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,i KS YF Ay FOG2NE GKS 9w/ RAR y2d |3INBS G2
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 disciplinestistly bottom up, curiosity driven research without thematic
priorities; providing longerm, individual grants for ground breaking, high risk research. In its
definition funding decisions are based on peer review evaluation and scientific excellendée as so
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 tthin t

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 institmé@nd 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 governaregdiess them. The comparison of ERC
documents and interviews shows similarities and differences how various keys of RRI are addressed:

1 Both, ERC documents and interviews show a high awareneSgpéor accessERC
documents and interviewees also show soaveareness fo6cience Education and Science
Literacyand no awareness @pen Innovation

1 There is higher awareness in interviews than in ERC documents for the topics of Ethics,
Gender EqualityPublic Engagemerdandreflexivity/anticipation

1 There is higheawareness in ERC documents than in the interview&ésernance

The central question, whether, how and to what extent the ERC is ready to take up RRI issues is a
KAIKEe LREAGAOIET 2ySd ¢KSNB A& I &S NhagedadditF NA Ol A 2
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 ofl RRd its perceived implications for science and
the ERC.

I AGNRy3 OFLtt F2NI aSEOStt SyOS 2 ydaddihisisaot F NBIj dzSy ¢
limited to the ERCto reject the call for RRI; this is in particularly the case deeper formsticP

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 andjiplications. Elements of RRI such as GE, PE,

FYR 90GKAO& 69¢0 FINB 4 GAYSAa AYOGSNIINBGISR a Ay A
Gl dzizy2ye 2F aOASyOSé¢d hiKSNI StSYSyida 2F wwL adz
ET, Govmance (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 scienag, €E and asking gender sensitive research
guestions 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 amngst European researchers showed a high share of researchers who either
observed or expected scientific benefits of applying RRI keys in their work (Buhrer et al. 2018).

The evaluation suggests that interdisciplinary research can be a way to increadal sageact.
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 ERGseveral initiatives est that address keys of RRhere are Thematic Working Groups for
Gender Balance and Open Access (including respective gramt)ermore there are guidelines for
SLSE and, in addition, assessment tools and governance mechanisms for ET.

There already @gt 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 granteeg 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 slf-definition? (2) How does the ERC perform in terms of itsdedlhition? (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 wellsathe 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 ofitRRI as

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 innovati@yond 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 chaptestarts 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 logssef 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 analysisdainterviews.

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 generatebasic 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 samdime, we did exploratory expert interviews in order to supplement 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 flofowing 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,

9 representatives of organisations acting as National Contact Points (NCP).

= =4 =4

In the begining we identified and recruited interviewees via snball system. Later in our
research, Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS) from Leyden University identified
potential interview partners via keywordsearch an analysis of the CORDIS dase.ba

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 requiremepdieants have to fulfil in order to
receive an ERC grant and how the ERC addresses RRIFsmlswe interviewed a researcher

who did an ERC commissioned study.

After gathering first knowledge we wanted to start interviewing ERC representativesoit&cted

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 carbonying 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 insteatllso,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 abothe ERC.

Facing the fact that it would be impossible for us to involve the ERC at this moment we decided to

ONBI RSy G(G(KS a02L)S 2F (GKS {20AIf [l 06 FNRBY awwlL Ay
meant that we not only invited to our SociallLactors 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 usilifferent strategies.

First, we asked a NCP we already interviewed to recommend colleagues from other countries. These
NCPs should provide handa experience with the funding of the ERC; on the one hand because

they are involved in negotiations with thdRE 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 s@®r8ince 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 assaxiaif European Research Funding Organisations
(RFO) and Research Performing Organisations (RPO), based in Bkgsselhis should remedy

the lack of access to the ERC.

Fourth, with the help of a consortium partner we have identified several Civétgdarganisations
(CSO) which are dealing with issues of research and innovation (R&I). Interviewing them should
provide us information how they perceive R&l and RRI. The recruitment of CSOs was difficult
because of their limited resources. Even when wel@red 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 staed 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 CORD | mij&fRCur
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 #leagues at the CWTS to identify ERRGjects which an emphasis on intemd
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 wordearter 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 ofApril,we had interviewedl5 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;gthey eith
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 inth€ N YS62N] t N2E3INF YYS YR 46+ & LI |
t N2ANF YYSE OCSNINNR HAMNnO® Ly adzoaSljdzSyd 1 2NRT 2y
G9EOStt Sl aOASYyOS¢éd

6.4.1 What is your program a bout?

¢tKS 9w/ Qa 202SO0GA@S A& G2 aFdzyyR SEOSttSyid aOASyl
ERC strongly emphasizes a funding philosophy that differs in vital aspects from other Horizon 2020
program lines. This philosophy can be summarized a

T ¢KS 9w/ Aad 2Ly G2 (G2L) NBASINOKSNER 2F lyeée Yyl
GKS g2NIR (G2 LISNF2N)XY NBaAaSINODK Ay 9dzNRBLIS:E 069w/
f A FdzyR&a do2002Y dzZLJs OdzNA2aAdeé& RNAGSY NBaSI N2
f LG KIFHa ay2 GKSYF GAO LINFs@eNde (LS)ShyTicalsgiethicesFt8A St R 2 F
SYIAYSSNAYy3 o6t9u0z &a20AFf aOASYyOS |yR KdzYl yAi:
9 it provides longterm, individual grants for ground breaking, higbk (high gain research)
research;

The ERC stresses several principles of its goveefidibid.)

QX
No
O

T 42tS aStSOGA2y ONRGSNRZ2Y F2NJ Fdzy RAy3 A&
9 selection of proposal is based on international heglality peer review;

T GKS 9w/ A& | FdzyRAy3 a0KSYS GaF2N) aOASy (A
this includes the President, Vice Presidents and its Scientific Council,

1 the ERCEA is responsible for the management applications and grants.

QX
[«tN
Q)¢
™M

CKS 9w/ LKAf242LKe FyR 325Nyl yOS &G NHOGdNBE SYL
community inthe governad S ¢ 6 [ dzdz]l 1 2y SY HamnY op0O® ¢KS 9w/ O2)

“8 For the history of the ERC séer parts of this report
*° For aconciseoverviewof the governance of the ER€e Konig 21016: 158 its website
https://erc.europa.eul
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2T (KS adz00Saa¢ 09w/ HAamMyY HO 2NE G2 Lidzi AG RATFT
202SO00AQPSa¢ oO0[dzdz] 12YSY HAmMnY oplL®

QX
m

The ERC provides five different forms of Grants

T {GFNIAY3 DNFyYyd 6dzld 62 € mMdPp YAffAZ2Yy0 &&dzLILI2 N
with the aim of providing working conditions enabling them to become independent leading
NBaSI NOKSNBRE 09w/ HAMYyKO D

T /2yaz2f ARF{2N) DNI y (a SN KiSNE ¢ K2R 1 MR yIoG FiRKNS NI
OF NBSNE odzi 2FiGSy FENBFIRe 2Nl Ay3d sAGK (KSANJ

T ' RGFyOSR DNIYyd 0dzld G2 € Hdp YAfEA2Y 0 @& &dzLILI2 NJ
by providing them with the resources necessary to awme the work of their teams in
SELI YRAYI FNRYGASNER 2F aO0OASYGATAO l1y26f SR3ISE

T tNR2F 2F /2yOSLIWi DNYyd F2N) SadlofArAakKAy3a aidKS
existing ERC grants, helping (ERC grantees) bridge the gap between resdactiaror
O2YYSNODAIE Ayy20lFGA2yé O6AO0ARDO O

T {@8ySNHe& DNIyl o6dzd G2 mn YAffA2y 0 (2 &dzJdll2 NI
address ambitious research problems at the frontiers of knowledge, bringing together
complementary skills, disciplinesn NB & AERSIH.$ & &

The ERC is entirely funded by Horizon 2020 of which it is a key component (ERC 2018a). It represents
MT2 2F GKS 2@SNItf 06dzZRISG 2F | 2 NBIORIY2088Mmasan 0 9 w/  H
Fyydz- £ o6dzRISdbillignF | NRPdzyR € mMPp

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

1 3,853 Starting Grants,
1 2,678 Advanced Gran{20082017),
1 1,629 Consolidator Grants (202817).

There are significantly less Proof of Concept Grants as well as Synergy grants in comparison. The ERC
funded

1 778 Proof of Concept Grants (2011 to 2017),
1 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 Humaras (1,648 grants).

6.4.4 Distribution by Host Countries
In the allocation of grants to host countries there is an imbalandéaviourof a small number of
Member and NorMember States.
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Figure2: Number of grants per host countrfeRCTotal 8,160
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(Source: ERC 2018a)

This imbalance is criticized frequently, but regularly defended by advocates of the ERC with the

I NBdzYSyid 2F 4SEOSttSyO0S 2ytéeéd | St3IF bzszliyes Sd
distribution, butdespi S G KS LRt AGAOIffe aASyaaiargsS ailSeySaasz
Nowotny does not address the questions why such a bias exists and whether conscious or

unconscious systematic mechanisms exist that disadvantage researchers from Central amd Easte
European countried? We will return to this issue later in this text.

AN A_A_ A _s

Fa wnnd I NBOASSG 2F GANEYSHRSBYA:{AKARRESAKOBRLIAL
successes of the ERC in attracting both large numbers of grant applications and outstanding
a0ASyuAalta FNRY I NPdzyR GKS @¢g2NIR (2 NBOASSG (KSYE

Luukkonen (2014: 36) reports based on qualitativteriviews carried out in 2010 with European

stakeholder group8d K 4G GKS 9w/ aSya22ed 6ARS | LIWINBOAIFIGAZY
2LISNF GA2ya YyR LIYySta gAGKAY | aK2NI GAYSE o6X0 |
are regarded as symbof excellence and as a benchmark for quality among individuals,
organisatonsandsuB NHI YA Al A2yt dzyAdaé o

*%\We will return to this question later in this paper.
* She interviewed 2Bepresentatives 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
guantitative survey among ERC Starting Graripieots and a control group. She found that the ERC

Ay GKAA& 3INRPdzL) aAd& NBIFNRSR & {KSquXlity peérredNnG & G A I A 2
and appropriate grant sizes to enable innovative research and the achievement of significant
researciF A YRAY 348 0unmnY ocO®

Similarly, to give another example for the high appreciation of the ERC among researchers, the
/| 2YAGS RQSGKAIdzS Rdz /bw{ é/ha9¢{0 aidliSR Ay AGa
GARSYGATEAY T &dzLILRENERf R 4V StEIONH § £S8/ (A0S IS aNEB INDMKS R ¢

CKS &dzLIR2 NI | OGA2y A9YSNEAY3I NRAIRNDIKS R NINRE SIOMR
69w! /9t 0 IAYSR |4 ARSyiGATFeAy3d ali2LAOFE SYSNHAY3
activities, supported @ G KS 9w/ O2@SNJ YR O2y(iNROdziS (2 (KSa
otherwords,ERACEP tried to verify whether ERC grants really do research in cutting edge areas. The
LINEP2SO0 aK2¢6SR GKIFIG GKS 9w/ AYRSSHewevek thestudyt S G2 |
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 differencdSRACEP suggested exploring ERC procedures in subsequent
research using qualitative expdrased approaches.

Ly |aasSaaySyd 2F 9w/ 3INIYyGESSaQ LISNF2NXIyOS Ay 4?2
Commission (EC) addressed two questions: (1) deedutiding provided by ERC help grantees to

improve theiraltimetric™ visibility? (2) Do ERC grantees perform better than researchers sponsored

08 20KSNJ 9dzNRBLISFY FYR ' YSNARAOIY Fdzy RAy3a + 3ASyOASak
funded applicants, bih junior and senior, systematically obtained higldiimetric scores than

unsuccessful ones, and that these results are observed in each of the panels, application years and

9{L RAAOALI AYSéd | 26SOSNE 2y S YAl@Kher HigReRstores i A a
were caused by their excellence as researchers or by the fact that they received an ERC grant that is
considered highly prestigious.

wSadzZ Ga 6SNB Y2NB YAESR NBIFNRAY3I {dukddd a SO2y R j dzf
researches obtained higher Mendeley scores than their international comparison groegsept

for the group of junior researchers in the Social Sciences and Humanities, who scored below their
NSF peers. For other indicatorand especially Twitter NSF and NIH groupgpically score higher

GKFYy 9w/ NBaSHNDKSNEX ¢gKAOK YAIKG 0SS | 02y aSldsSy
a20AFf YSRAIF FYyR GKS FIFOG GKFG dKS@ FNB tA1Ste

which might play aroleisthe@i G KIF G GKS b{C RSOARSR (G2 NBO23yAa
NI GKSNJ GKIy 2dAal Lidzof AOFGA2Yy&S 4 AYRAOIG2NE 27

Since 2015 the ERC carries out annudl® & G aljdz- t AGF GA BS

b a aysSyida 2
O2YLX SGSR 9w/ LINR2SOGa¢ 69w/ HAMCI HA

asa
MTZ HAMYyOUOO®

*2Since the surveyed group applied for ERC grants they were obviously aware of the ERC and therefore were

not representative of European junior researchers.

*3We will return to critical comments from COMETS later in this paper.

IEGAYSUNRO aOFYy 068 O2Y&aARSNBR AYRAOFG2NB 2F GKS 2yfA
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In 2017 expert evaluators nominated by the Scientific Collrmasessed 223 completed and
randomly selected projects. Evaluators were asked to rank the projects as

(A) Scientific Breakthrough;

(B) Major scientificadvance;

(C) Incremental scientific contribution;

(D) No appreciable scientific Contribution (ibid: 4).

Inaddition,S @I t dzr G2NB 6SNB &A1 SR yAyS |jdSatdizya O2yOSN
scientific and societal impact (ERC 2018: 6).

The evaluators ssessed 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 consistentdNtB A 2 dza & S| N&
FAYRAY3Iad ¢KS S@lfdzad dA2y NBLR2NI GKSNBEFT2NBE adzyyl N
FdaSdasSR a KFE@Ay3a LINBRdAzOSR | YI22NJ &0ASYGATAO |

9@ tfdzr G2NR | faz2 ¢SNB | al Séstedintndw impkrtart scrifiicSy i K| a
FROIFyOSa 2F (1y26ft SRISKE ¢KAA ljdzSadAz2y A& LI NI Y2o
NELR2 NI aym: 2F LINRP2SOGa NBadzZ SR Ay ySé AYLRNIL Yy
exceptional or significantexteit 6 9w/ HAMYyY c 0O ®

2 A0K NBIFNR (2 GKS [jdzSadAz2y al @S GKS LINR2SO0 T
a particular field (i.e. a set of new research questions, new hypotheses to be tested) or a possible

LI N} RAIY AKATUOKEGHEKBIdZNBLEMNE ATl WSAR28@hGa 2LISYSR |
F3ASYRF F2NJ I LI NGAOdzZE F NI FASER 2NJF Ll2aaArof S LI NI

Regarding the development of new research methifds § KS NBLR2 NI adl dSa (KL
SOl fdzad SR LINRP2SOGa KeraeenBS&&ic2mdthdts dr istrdm@ritsa & G Y2 R
GKAES 20SNI prs 2F GKS LINR2SOGa KIFEGS | OKASOGSR (KA
(ibid. 7).

In summary, the ERC is considered by many observers and itself a successful institutionabimnovati
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 whiale 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 Wier, to what extent and under what circumstances

a RFO that is committed to this goal is able to implement RRI.

%5 Evaluation involved 76 pahmembers and 65 remote evaluators.
*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 alé 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 potent@is)lenges 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 glances cha¢ 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 considegIBRint in the
Common Researchaa 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:

1 The Thematic Working Groups on Gendeudity (GE) and Open Access (OA) addressed RRI
keys.

1 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.

1 Open Access (OA) is a policy within the ERC.

1 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).

1 The ERC encourages its applicants to disseminate their findings.

9 Bibliometric research ceaed 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 affidirent keys of RRI as presented in documents.

6.5.2.2 Public Engagement

¢tKS S@Syild aLy@SailAy3a Ay e2dzy3d NBaSINOKSNARIZI akKl LA
STOA and ERC on May] 2018 indicates certain openness of the ERC for publicgamgant

0S@2YR AYT2NXAY3A | 02dzi NBaASI NOK ¥ BoeRck goicy, 0 9w/ H s
communication and global networkibag ¢ & | yy2dzyOSR a F2fft2g4ay
G{OASYOS A& y2 t2y3SNI ONBRAGES F2NJ YEye AYRADARC
enough to be credible beyond the scientific community. Social media and new communication

platforms are driving those attitudes, despite the fact that &stfic 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 olipleahanks 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 bead Ji SRK 2 KI 4 Aa GKS LRGSYidGAlFf | yR
a OA S yEAS, QU &f).

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 daagrhinting 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

[ 2dzy OAf LlailidzA iSa GKIG ag2YSYy YR YSearch NB Sl dz- €
continues its efforts to avoid gender bias and to encourage more female top scientists to apply for

9w/ 3IANXylaé¢ 09w/ HamylOd bSOHSNIKStfSaasx a Ly 203
differences in ERC applications and success rates (Balde 351). The ERC recognizes indeed that

GAYy Ftf 9w/ OFftfa dzyGAf HnamcI FNBdzyR Hc: 27F F LILI
AKINB 2F 42YSYy Ay GKS 9w/ OFftfa YANNBNBR (GKS 2@SNH
Vinkenburg etl. also perceive gender differences in application and grants. They observe
GLISNEAAGSY (G AySldadftAaAagASa ox0 0SisSSy YSYy [yR 42)Y
20KSNJ OF NBSNJ 2dz2i02YSa¢ RSaALIAGS GKS essBha®bieeni KI G & (K
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 careerffad@ Ay G2 | O02dzyi(ié¢ B+Ay{1Syodz2NB Si

What are the reasons for gender differences and are the caused by systematic biases? The project

GendER@as funded by the ERC as Coordination and Support Action (CSA) aimed at explaining the

Gt 26SN) 4dz00S54aa NI GSa 2F FSYI t S8 Thededeakchteani @ Ay 9w/

collected performance data of applicants of Starting and Advance Grandidugdalitative

interviews with 32 panel members about selection criteria that were practiced in general and
ALISOATAOIft & F2NJ TSY Fifalythe study inclidedsa slirdeyt of applidanfsi &4 ¢ 6 A

Data analyses revealed a gender biasarid 2 &
leadingto somegendes A SR 03SYy
often, however, they favour men.

SR GKFdG aOdZNNBYyd SgFfdzt GAzy
RSNBRUO LINI Ol Add&tiodsimosD SY RS NJ 6

LS80 dAS 2F (KS a@l 3dzS RSTA ydess havyo aglf dife@d St t Sy 08 F
8t SYSyida 27 SEOSTESYOS Ay LN} OGAOSE O0AGARDY (KS

¢KS LINB2SOd a4/ b LXidNAy3 OFNBSNI LI GKa 2F 9w/ 3INryidsSSa
NBaSINOK OF NESNEE¢ 0 Qwzy!OYy ey (dl2wid §R OF NBSINazRe LI G Ka Ay
impact on gender differences in application and success rates between male and female researchers

(Vinkenburg 2014).

*8 |t was not possible to find the study in full length, but a project sumnsayvailable online.
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Ay GKS O2yGSEG 2F 9w/ é |yR aiéi2 0SGGSNI adGl yRINRAZ
individual interpretations and imp@S &St SOGA 2y LINPOS&a4dSa¢ O0A0ARDPO D

¢KS Fylfeara 2F AYyiSNBASsa OFNNASR 2dzi 6@ (GKS D€
practicescg KA OK | FFSOG FSYIfS IyR YIFHES FLIWLX AOFyidia RAT
A0SNB2G@eLIST nptidrsd andl hiiBNEDEs Yt hbw rhed @ndavomen are or should be

(ibid.). Examples for such stereotypes and different standards for men and women are:

1 independence and mobility as a researcher, which are checked in some panels for female
applicants whereasot for questioned for males;
1 the GendERC researcher point out that the notion of excellence so widely used in the ERC is
y2i 3ISYRSNI-RSWAWF i ®SRaSi 82N a | NB NBft SOyl ¥
1 female applicants because of care responsibdited unpaid work have less time to
generate the necessary number of publications/citations which are used to measure
excellence;
1  Women might be less inclined to overselling their research proposal during the presentation
to the evaluation panel.

The authes of GendERC mentioned a number of suboptimal processes within the peer review
process such as:

1 panel members apply nehinding guidelines differently and
1 employ guidelines selectively;
1 reviewers make no differences in evaluation between Principal Imagsti and the project,

Gl f 0K2dAK GKSaS FNBE NIUGKSNI RATFTFSNBYG RAYSyaa
T SOl tdzZ G2NB FLILX & aAyTF2NNIE StSySyia 2F SEOST
institution, collaboration networks;
the aim to bring researcher bat&-Europe (from US) plays a role;
personal characteristics like assertiveness are considered as well as;
GKS 6Stt oNARGOISY yFddz2NBE 2F | LINRLRalf FyR (K
FAYILIftex a2YS S@FfdzZ §2NB | LIOKSE I GA YiKENIND & I840 S
2N) GAYyUGdAGAZ2YE 0SOFdzaSxs +ta + S@LfdzZ G6§2N YSY (A
S 1y26 6KIFIG 2 R2é OAOARDO

=A =4 =4 =

The GendERC project mentioned that some of the ERC staff members were interested in their

research, whereas peel members were only marginally interested. There was also a lack of
A2PSNYFyOS 2F GKS ISYRSNI FaLISOGd ! GOSNIIFAY f S@€
SEAAGSRE adodzi y2 Ot SINI AyadNHzOGA2y & TF2N dyYLX SYSy
NBEO2YYSYRSR (2 aNIXA&S |41 NBSySaa FT2N) 3SYyRSNBR LN
GNI AyAy3as FAEYaeg F2N aLIySt YSYOSNARZ 9w/ 9! &dl 7

**The observation that the notion of excellence is not standardized, but is defined by each and every panel

anew is also shared by an interviewieem a research funding organization & 9 EeQsSahdt the/panellists

say. It$ quitS & A YOLJH&weven 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 excellefce ¢ LIN2 2SO0 & aYlI IA0¢é ® ¢KS
excellence disappears after each and every panel session (01).
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Already in2008,the ERC installed a Thematic Working Group on Gender Balancieadtet! a
gender equality plan. The ERC Gender Equality Plan-@ZPI}) aims at:

T aNIAaAy3d ¢ NBySaa Foz2dzi GKS 9w/ 3ISYRSNJI L2 A
9 working towards improving the gender balance among ERC applicants and within the ERC
funded teams
1 identifyingand 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 eédisiorh Yy 3 062 RA S a ¢
(ERC 2018a: 13)

=

The establisment of this working group, the changing of application rfflas 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 proposalglo not have to include planned communication and dissemination activities.
Nevertheless, ERC grantees are expected to communicate their research and findings (ERC 2018g),
to

1 show the value of basic research for society and how public money is spent;
promate the visibility of EU research funding and the ERC;
9 improve the researchers own scientific assessments, as this would increasingly include
LJdzo £ AOF GA2ya aAy O2YYdzyAOFdAz2zy (22ftaz adzOK | :
9 create new collaborations and pprtunities; and, finally,
1 aAy@Said Ay LlzoftAO Sy3alr3asSySyidés AAYyO0OS aY2NB |\
LINEY2U0AY3 GKSANI NBadzZ 6a yR FSSRAYy3I GKS LJzo f ;

=

The ERC website provides some suggestions when, what antbhioferm 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;

engaying social media content;

By means of a new dedicated webpage and information sessions, the ERC encouraged

grantees to promote their work independently;

T da¢g2 [/ 22NRAYFGA2Y YR {dzZLJLI2NI ! OdA2ya o/ {!0
ERcfundedresearch to a wider audience through innovative communication. One CSA,

ERCcomics, produced eight different wadimics and organized illustrated talks at science

=A =4 =4 =

0 dro help female scientists who are mothers, the ERC has established a set rules regarding parental leave. It

allows them to have their eligilitiy 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 ®7WHA | NB St A3JAo0f S0¢ 69w/
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events. The other, ERC=Science2, engaged in activities such as events in science museums,
talks, sciencecafés, workshops, videos, articles, social media posts focusing on the themes
2F f2y3SoAte YR (KS aSyaSaoé o609w/ HAMyKY cy

6.5.2.50pen Access

¢tKS 9w/ A& O2YYAGGSR (2 GKSpublklyBubded résdrcl; G K S
includng publications and primarydatgi K2 dzf R 6 S YIRS FTNBSte& | 00S
2018j). For grants received from 2014 onwards open access for peer reviewed publications is
mandatory.

P
Q¢ bj>
o
N

QX
> Qx
(@]}
—

¢KS 9w/ FR2LIWGSR hLISy ! O0S 34 agebhezisR& disciglifepecific KA OK & &
repositories and in particular recommend the use of Europe PMC and arXiv, for the LS and PE
R2YIAYy NBaLISOGA@GStedsd Ly GKS aGKS /2dzyOAf Yl & NE
LG Aa NBO2YYSYRSBNI AR dza & & h NEaBublisatiodNguchésX v T2 NJ f z
monographs or book chapters) in any discipline (ibid.).

a2NB2@OSNE GaGKS 9w/ {OASYUGATAO /2dzy OAf aiGNRBy3Aft & ¢
establish and practice good researchaatanagement in accordance with the current best

practices in their respective fields, and to share their data with other researchers in a responsible

gl &8¢ OAOAR®O O

¢KS 9w/ LINBRAZOSR ahLSy wSasSkNDK 5FaGF FymRC 54k al
2018k).

6.5.2.6 Ethics

The ERC frames ethics narrowly as research ethics (RE) and research integrity (RI). The former

President and Viceresident defined ethics at ERC in a joint article in these terms (Nowotny/Exner
HAMOU® LaadzSa WRSe OeyyFimnDyw al BRF AFNISNBAG | yR a0A!
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 promiskeeh

9w/ agAfft adzOOSSR Ay y2i I OO0S LI Misch ERGERA dfficialy 3 t Sa 3
LIN2Of FAYa GKIFG GKS da9w/ KFa | FANY O2YYAGYSyd G2
AYGSaANARGe a Fdzy Rl YSyY (r&ri2014R. Yy OA LK S& F2NJ NBaSIH NOF
As regards research ethics, since 2009 the ERC analyses all research proposalistephree

procedure. First, all proposals are pereened within the ERCEA whether they raise ethical issues or

not. If ethical issues are identified, pragals are forwarded in a second step to ethical screening by
SELISNI&E 6KAOK GF1S I RSOA&A2Y SAGKSNI (2 aNBI dzSa
is in compliance with the fundamental ethics principles as laid down in the EU treaty and related
fSaIAatrdAz2yé OCSNNINR wAamMnY HHO 2NJ Fal F2N FdzNIK
GKS LINRPLRAlIf AY | GKANR RESIKIBIKK OAaSHWEIBNIS sEI ¢ & &

CSNNI NXA adlrdSa GKIFG &l NP dzydRo tie£RC peeFentNdina iHemidd K LINE L
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.), witaround 1615% of them requiring a more-gtepth ethics review.
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9 KAOa aONHziAye R2Sa y20 SYyR 6A0GK S@Ifdza G§GA2Y 0 dz
2F (KS INIYyié O6AGARDO D

The ERC assists applicants to identify sensitive issues of resedostwdth 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 8y NB &SI NOK A& OF NNASR 2dzi Ay 4R
countries where participants may be more vulnerable due to economic or political reasons, and a
AAIYATAOFY G RAALI NRGE 2F LRSSNI YIe SEA&LINOS(6SSy
addition, questions of environmental protection and safety as well as malevolent use of research

results are raised.

Rl is considered a guiding principle in proposal writing, selection of projects, carrying out projects

and publications. The ERCdetd | a{ GF yRAY3I [/ 2YYAGGSS 2y [/ 2y Ff A0l
arhaO2yRdzOG YR 90GKAOIf L&aadzSa¢ o6/ 2La90 FYR AY HT
2012). The ColME investigates allegations of scientific misconduct (e.g. plagiarism, adnflicts

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 RRC documents, a
number of different governance mechanisms exist that address some of the RRI keys.

6.5.2.8 Societal Challenges

l'da YSYGA2ySR a4SOSNIf (G4AYSax GKS 9w/ Qa FdzyRIYSyil
the role of societaheeds or grand challenges within the ERC, as the former President explained in

2010:

GOEOStfftSy0S A4 GKS 2yfeé ONARGSNRA2Y (KIFG YIFIGGSNA |
AYyGSyYyR (2 KI@GS yé RNI'YIGAO ORKYBESEYISHOY BKEE §
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 developmenwill 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

excelBy 08 2ytd& FyR GNHAGAYI GKS AYRAGARIAEt tL ot NRK:

In this line of argument, scientific excellence, a strict bottom up approach and scientific autonomy
will eventually lead to scientific breakthroughs and indirectlyntrovation 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

Ot 4aATAOIGA2y a2adsSYy 27 9w/ TdzyRSR LINR2SOGa (K
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G NA2dza UGl 34403 &adzOK | & -CdaiiONS0 [Ata aQ@ieSlatet HyOIS & v nlmy
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 understanddtmselbtion, its
history and its relationship to the EC as well as to other program lines0#0-2

¢tKS SadGlrofAaKYSyld 2F GKS 9w/ A& |y 2dzio2YS 27F |
op0 GKFIG SYyNRffSR YIFI22N) aidl1SK2ft RSNJ INRdzLJa 2F NE
scholarly communities that initiated the process, Europestustries, member statéevel 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-araledistrated political endeavour

(Kdnig 2017) in whicelite 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 ggif/ernance of basic research, independentf 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 Foutidation.
This initiative waslao supported by the European Commission and various Member States
(particularly the Nordic countries) (Ulnicane 2018, Kénig 2017).

Kdnig (2017) distinguishes three phases in the political campaign for the ERC. In a first phase (2000

2003) an elite networkbf scientists selbrganized to campaign in conferences andhad 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 St&ate a 12 Y I 1 S 9 dzN2 LJ
most competitive and the most dynamic knowledgd 8 SR SO02y2Y@& Ay (KS 42 NI R:
ERC argued that more investment in curiosity driven basic research, like in the US, would lead in the

end to more innovation and greatergg/ 2 YA O O2YLISGAGA GBSy Saad aLy GKS
up the ERC, frontier research was perceived as the (necessary) counterpart td@ao@mpproach

in research funding, because frontier research is an investment in the European knowledgedbase a

0KS Ayy2@8lFGA2y OO0t Sé¢ O0YI YA HamcY MpMODP ¢KS F2N
link the ERC to the objectives of the European Union in the nutshell:

G¢KS | NBdzYSyid Aa adNIAIKGF2NIBI NRY digadefwBhoyt2 G | f f
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 nanotahall 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
andwen& R (12 Ay¥FfdzsSyOS (GKS RSolIGSPE O6HnAnmnanY cpyov®

®1 At the beginning EMBO, an organisation of life scientists, was particularly important in lobbying (Kénig 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 andfeled 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

reseachers a lobby strategy for the ERC:

G{LISIFH] ¢AGK 2yS @2A0Sx aLIsSI] & GKS NRIKG GAYSE:
NELISFGZ NBLISIG GKS YSaalr3asS |yR e&2dz gAff 0SS KSI NF
During and by political campaigrny 3 L}2 €t AGAOFt € SAAGAYI O& 41 & odzAf G«
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
aylfeara 2F GKS LINRofSY o0X0 |yR aAayvydzZ GFyS2dzate o
European research funding departed with the establishment of the ERC from several of its former
principles, i.e. focuses on collaboration and applied reseancijlity and coordination of national

efforts (Tablel2).

Tablel2: Outcomes of principles of EU research support

1 Changes in ERA agenda (stthieging of excellence agenda)

1 Changes in the definition of European added value in research support (in addition to
international collaboration and competition at European level)

1 Changes in other traditional principles in EU research support (suppordisfdnals vs.
organisations, nguste retour, no preallocation of funds to fields or specific areas, and
targeted research vs. fundamental research)

1 Examples of delegation of strategy formulation and implementation of strategies to exts
stakeholdergbut only that which is fully based on EU money)

(Source: Luukkonen 2014: 35)

The ERC added the focus on Eurap@e competition and support for basic research as well as the

promotion of excellence (Ulnicar#918: 230). The ERC is committed towards investigdtioen
WFNRBYGASNI NBaSINOKQ Ay |ff FAStRa 2F aOASyOSzI Ay
aim to stimulate scientific excellence. With the adoption of the ERC the EU movedramay f

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
Fdzy RFYSYydlf 202S00AJSadKAKKA ad ilaa GGKSA (03 dAN & RATG daikAS
NRdziAYAT SRé 6! tyAOlLYS HAMyYHOYO ®

¢tKS NXKSG2NARO 27F &dzO O SpresentRtdns And In indhwi dedeyptiofiskopothersy / Qa 3
(Ferrari 2014: 22, Nowotny 2017: 997, ERC 2018a). The ERC considers severatfdetoss/e for

this success, i.e. strict Bottellp approach, high level evaluators, excellence as sole evaluation

criterion, selfgovernance by scientist and scholars, scientific and financial independence of

grantees; the size of the grants, simplicifytlee scheme and the procedures. This rational is
O2yaraitSyid 6A0GK ¢gKF{G DfSNHzZLI FyR |1 2N&RG o6nwnmno OF f
particular group of scientists perceives responsibility in research, i.e. keeping it within the control

and autanomy of the scientific community by exercising internal norms:
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