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Res-AGorA - A brief project overview

The EU seeks to become a genuine Innovation Union in 2020 striving for excellent science, a
competitive industry and a better society without compromising on sustainability goals as well
as ethically acceptable and socially desirable conditions. Europe thus needs to develop a nor-
mative and comprehensive governance framework for Responsible Research and Innovation
(RRI). This is the major goal of Res-AGorA.

The Res-AGorA framework will build on existing RRI governance practices across and beyond
Europe. It will be reflexive and adaptable to enable the inherent tensions in all governance of
RRI to be actively addressed by procedural means aiming to facilitate constructive negotiations
and deliberation between diverse actors.

The project will achieve these objectives through a set of work packages providing an empiri-
cally grounded comparative analysis of a diverse set of existing RRI governance arrangements
and their theoretical/conceptual underpinnings across different scientific technological areas
(WP2 and WP3), a continuous monitoring of RRI trends and developments in selected coun-
tries (WP5) and, based on the cumulative insights derived from these work packages, co-
construct with stakeholders the central building blocks and procedures of an overarching fu-
ture governance framework for RRI (WP4).

This governance framework will deliver cognitive and normative guidance that can be applied
flexibly in different contexts. Res-AGorA will thus have direct impact on RRI practices (science,
industry, policy), and strategic impact in terms of the political goals (Horizon 2020) and com-
petitiveness (Lead Market through growing acceptance of new technologies).

Res-AGorA will ensure intensive stakeholder interaction and wide dissemination of its tangible
and intangible outputs in order to maximise impact, including comprehensive and interactive
stakeholder engagement, liaisons with other ongoing RRI activities funded by the SiS Work
Programme, and a final conference.

For more information and updates on Res-AGorA’s activities, please visit Www.res-agora.eu.

R
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1. Preface: Objectives of the deliverable

This deliverable documents the first phase of the development process of the monitoring tool

(Monitoring Responsible Research and Innovation, MoRRI) within the Res-AGorA project. This

process started in the first project months and included the following steps:

Selection of countries to be monitored (based on analysis of MASIS data);

Selection of national correspondents (based on an open call for tender published on
the Res-AGorA website and mailing lists);

Workshop of national correspondents in December 2013 in Vienna, in which the group
came together for the first time, conceptualized the monitoring and organized data
collection;

Construction of an online tool for data collection;

1* exploratory phase in which each national correspondent provided 10 key docu-
ments characterizing the state of RRI in his/her country and a 1* short country report
(minimum 2 pages);

Systematization of exploratory data, and completion of missing data (2" round of data
collection);

Construction of an easy to use interface (multiple filter option) for stakeholders and
the interested public (www.morri.res-agora.eu/).

At the moment the MoRRI data base illustrates the state of RRI in Europe by providing 16 short

country reports on RRI and altogether 162 key documents, which are categorized along a

number of variables and explicated by accompanying short abstracts.

The data base will be twice expanded and updated during the life time of the project the

MoRRI.

Vienna/Aarhus, July 2014

Res-AGorA D5.12 6
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2. Objectives of WP 5 “MoRRI"”

MoRRI (Monitoring Responsible Research and Innovation; http://www.morri.res-agora.eu/) is

a web application for monitoring and visualizing data and information on Responsible Research
and Innovation (RRI) in 16 European countries. MoRRI is part of the Res-AGorA project and
provides the opportunity to create custom-made reports on RRI activities in Europe.

MoRRI provides an overview of current European developments in and experiences with RRI. It
monitors recent activities in RRI in a number of European countries such as Austria, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Lithua-
nia, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain and the UK.

MoRRI informs the interested public, stakeholders from research, industry, civil society, as well
as policy makers at the European and national levels about recent developments in RRI and
about instruments promoting RRI. It provides statistical data, country reports and key docu-
ments about RRI in selected European countries.

MoRRI will be regularly updated to provide up-to-date information.

3. Selection of Countries

In order to achieve the overall objective of Res-AGorA to develop a governance framework for
RRI, the project studies different de facto governance situations. Res-AGorA applies an exten-
sive programme of empirical research that involves case studies across different techno-
scientific domains and governance situations. The specific contribution of MoRRI in this regard
is a cross-country perspective with collection of comparable data on RRIl across 16 European
countries.

Previous studies, particularly the MASIS project on which MoRRI builds, have shown significant
variation in national approaches to issues concerning the roles and responsibilities of science
in society. The aim of MoRRlI is to capture European heterogeneity in order to achieve as rich
in understanding of RRI in Europe as possible. The selection of countries for MoRRI has been
tailored to this end.

The choice of countries to include was based on development of an initial screening database,
in which available secondary data from several sources were compiled. The main source was
the MASIS database, which provided national-level information on citizen involvement in sci-
ence, patterns of science communication, and use of science in policy-making. Eurostat and
World Economic Forum data on innovation capacity, research intensity, and gender equality in
science were also compiled. Finally, indicators of research excellence and interaction of public
and private research institutions were added to the screening database. In total, 37 countries
were included in the screening database which contained 20 specific indicators on issues relat-
ed to research and innovation in society.

Res-AGorA D5.12 7
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Based on cluster analyses (using selected indicators with minor data gaps and hence inclusion
of as many countries as possible — 31 in total), countries were separated into six groups. With-
in each of these, countries shared similar characteristics — they were similar in terms of their
observed values on the selected indicators. In order, then, to ensure that the MoRRI monitor-
ing activities would be able to harvest broad and diverse examples of the governance of re-
sponsible research and innovation in national settings, the MoRRI countries were selected
from across the six clusters.1

Table 1: Cluster membership based on screening indicators

Austria Bulgaria Ireland Cyprus Croatia Greece

Belgium Czech Re- Luxembourg Iceland Latvia Lithuania
public

Denmark Hungary Spain Poland Turkey

Estonia Macedonia Slovakia

Finland Romania

France

Germany

Italy

Netherlands
Norway
Portugal
Sweden
Switzerland

United King-
dom

Source: Own Research

However, the seven countries represented in the Res-AGorA consortium were pre-selected for
inclusion in MORRI, along with Finland, which was also pre-selected due to collaboration with

the sister project GREAT. An interesting observation was that these eight countries (marked in
green in table 1 above) were all members of the same cluster out of the six emerging from the

1 For details about country selection see Annex 1

Res-AGorA D5.12 8
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analysis. Their ‘science in society’ profiles were, in other words, quite similar, which empha-
sized the need for selecting the remaining eight countries from across the other clusters.

The eight additional countries (marked in red in table 1 above) were thus selected from across
the other clusters, and the final list of countries included in MORRI is presented here:

Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ire-
land, Italy, Lithuania, Netherlands, Poland, Spain, United Kingdom.

4. Selection of National Correspondents

The call for tender for “8 National Correspondence on RRI” was published in July 2012 on the
mailing list 'eurograd@lists.easst.net' of the “European Association for the Study of Science
and Technology” and a few days later on the website of the Res-AGorA project (http://res-
agora.eu/news/).2

Altogether 16 applications were received until the deadline: Spain (4), Ireland (3), Poland (2),
Hungary (2), Greece (2), Czech Republic (2), Lithuania (1). Since no application was received
from an Icelandic researcher we extended the deadline until August 30" and invited the Res-
AGorA partner University of Manchester on August 16" to send an application until August
30™,

Based on call for tender the following criteria for selection were defined and applied:

2 For details about the call text see Annex 2

Res-AGorA D5.12 9
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Table 2: Selection criteria for national correspondents
Score
Social Scientist yes/no

Excellent knowledge of Science and Society score 1to 5°
issues in their resident country

Experiences with large-scale international scorelto5
research projects

Experience in research in the area RRI and scorelto5
"Science in Society"

Completeness of Documents List of Publication, CV, Brief outline of re-
search interest

The applications have been individually assessed by Niels Mejlgaard and Erich Griessler and
subsequently decided in consensus.

The following applications have been selected: Adolf Filaczek (Czech Republic), Lena Tsipouri
(Greece), Laszlo Csonka, Annemarie Inzelt (Hungary), Padraig Murphy (Irland), Thordis
Sveinsdottir (Iceland), Loreta Tauginiene, Saule Maciukaite-Zviniene (Lithuania), Jan Kozlowski
(Poland), Gema Revuuelta (Spain).

3 Scores: 0 = The proposal fails to address the criterion under examination or cannot be judged
due to missing or incomplete information; 1 = Poor: The criterion is addressed in an inade-
qguate manner, or there are serious inherent weaknesses; 2 = Fair: While the proposal broadly
addresses the criterion, there are significant weaknesses; 3 = Good: The proposal addresses
the criterion well, although improvements would be necessary; 4 = Very Good: The proposal
addresses the criterion very well, although certain improvements are still possible; 5 = Excel-
lent: The proposal successfully addresses all relevant aspects of the criterion in question. Any
shortcomings are minor.

Res-AGorA D5.12 10
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5. National Correspondents Workshop

The aim of the National Correspondents Workshop organized in Vienna in December 2013 was
to:

e form a team of National Correspondents (NC) to carry out the tasks of WP5;

¢ introduce the NC into the Res-AGorA project in general and

include the NC in the monitoring of RRI (MoRRlI) in particular;

discuss the concept of RRI and to get additional input to the Res-AGorA project;
e clarify the roles and responsibilities in WP5 and to-fine tune the monitoring.

Participants of the workshop included representatives of consortium partners (FhG-ISI, UT,
UNIPD, DBT, IHS, UNIMAN, UPEMLV, AU) as well as NC from the Czech Republic, Finland,
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Lithuania, Poland, and Spain.

The emphasis of the workshop was to encourage exchanges between participants about the
concepts of, and experiences with, RRI in different European countries. Plenary presentations
were kept to a minimum and discussions mainly took place in small groups (World Cafe) and
the plenum.

The discussions showed that RRI is a not well known and an opalescent concept with different
meanings in different national contexts. It covers other concepts as ethics, safety, sustainabil-
ity, etc. Dominant narratives about RRI differ between countries. In some countries economic
growth is dominant whereas others emphasize, e.g., different societal needs as well. RRI is
playing a role to different extent and in different ways in different technical areas. This also
varies across countries. There is a multitude of instruments which might promote RRI. Howev-
er, their meaning has to be looked at their effects verified. Challenges of RRI mentioned in the
discussion were using RRI only as legitimizing concept, closing down critical public discussion,
the meaning and practice of public participation therein.4

6. 1stRound: Exploratory Phase

Given the plurality of meanings of and the diversity of experiences with RRI across Europe,
which became apparent in the workshop, it was decided to start the monitoring with an open
and exploratory approach.

4 For a detailed report of the Vienna Workshop see Annex 3

Res-AGorA D5.12 11
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In this first monitoring phase each national correspondent was asked to select 10 key docu-
ments from the last ten years which exemplify and characterize the national policies on RRI in
his/her country. Such documents can include (but are not limited to) national research or in-
novation strategies, laws and their supporting documentation, communications / declarations
/ resolutions and other means for soft regulation, contracts between state and universities,
white papers etc. Each document was to be accompanied with a short abstract.

In addition each correspondent was asked to prepare a short report (2 pages minimum) about
the state of RRI in his/her country. The report, which should be based on the selected docu-
ments should address the following questions:

® What characterizes national policies towards RRI in my country?

® What are the most prominent dimensions of RRI that materialize in these documents?
Which are the aspects of RRI addressed?

® What major mechanisms exist to support national goals related to RRI?

7. Online tool for Data Collection

In order to ease data collection the IHS created an online tool for NCs to upload country re-
ports and key documents. The first data mask provided a tool to upload and categorize original

VN (] YN}

documents along the categories such “country”, “author”, “year of publication” (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Dataset list

)N ResAGorA Reports  Database  Abeut Contact  nikolaus
Monitaring RF R e v PR
WoRRI
Dataset List
Bebow you find a list of all avadable datassts. You can start entering your dsta by clicking on the table entry or . After you entered your
data, you can o m the uploaded data. If you just save your data it is sl possible for you to change it. After your data is

relessad, no mor edting i possible. You can also m your dats immadiatety without saving

If you click © you £an sea all the data you upioadad so far. If you want 1o edit your saved data, your expand the list. go in the Est and cick
Fomn

If you uploaded a file and want to change it just upload the new one. The new file will be saved automatically.

Titke Startdate Enddate

gy DOCUMENIE (BN0 ALSUIACIE) on Natiorsl RR) 2014-02-25 2014-05-02
Poldes

RRI Resources Site Map mprassum & Seftwara
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Figure 2: Data upload country reports

) ResAGorA Roporis  Datbase Aot
Manitoring AR ol g . mbear el

Short Overview on National Policies towards RRI

Description

damensions of RRI that materialise in these documents? Which are the aspects of RRI
support national goals related to RRI?

Insert the title of the document

Please select the country the report relates to

® Austria Gasch Repubiic Denmark

Finkand Franes Garmany

8. 2nd Round: Systematizing and Completing Data

When the NCs had finished uploading their data it became apparent that the material was very
heterogeneous. This was to be expected since it was decided to start with an exploratory
strategy. This had the benefit that the collected data was deeply rooted in the distinct under-
standing of RRI in each monitored country and revealed the richness of understanding and
practices of RRI in Europe. However, it also had the expected difficulty of producing data that,
because of its variance, was hard to compare from the outset.

The short reports gave a good impression about the state of RRI in each country. Nevertheless
the need for systematization and harmonization was obvious and will be tackled in the next
round of monitoring.

The uploaded 162 documents covered very different areas of RRI and ranged from laws to
strategies, letters and newspaper articles.

Given their diversity it was important to create an overview on the documents to enable com-
parison. Therefore the IHS extracted from the material a number of variables.5 These included:

e Country;

® RRl aspects addressed in the document;

5 For more details about variables and categories see Annex. 4

Res-AGorA D5.12 13
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e R&D area addressed in the document;

¢ Type of author;

e Document type;

® Policy instrument suggested to promote RRI.

Analysis of the data base showed that most data sets failed to provide information all these
variables. Consequently the IHS modified and expanded the online data mask and, in a second
round of data collection, asked the NCs to provide missing information.

9. Creating a User Interface for Country Reports and

Documents

Once the upload of reports and key documents was completed the IHS developed a user inter-
face. This interface provides easy access to information about RRI in general, MoRRI, key doc-
uments, country reports, the Res-AGorA project and other European research projects dealing
with RRI.

The home page of MoRRI (http://www.morri.res-agora.eu/) explains the objectives of MoRRI

and introduces the basic functions of the website, i.e. country reports, exploring data base and
giving information (link) about Res-AgoRA. In “RRI Resources” a link is provided to other Euro-
pean RRI projects. Moreover, the page provides a “log in” for NCs and contact details.

Figure 3: MoRRI homepage

‘(7 >RetAGorA Reports Database  About Contact  Login

What is MoRRI?

MOoRRI (Monitoring Responsible Research and Innovation) is & web application for mon
and Innovation (RRI) in
he apportunity to create your own custom-mad

Browse

RRI Resources Site Map Impressum & Software
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The web site on reports (www.morri.res-agora.eu/reports) explicates the concept of the re-
ports. It explains that these first versions will be further expanded and deepened during the
project’s lifetime. The reports can be downloaded as .pdf formats.

Figure 4: Short country reports

Reports Datab: About Contact L
3 2> ResAGorA oo oaabsse Ao it toan

ot ” - Lo How b ged Ao
Monitoring RRI shortreporls  MOKlgata  aboutMoRKI  iniouch or Vempers

MoRRI

First Overview on National RRI Policies

This part of the database provides short national reports that the correspondents delivered in the first, exploratory monitoring phase. The
reports are based on the key documents on national RRI policies which the correspondents selected. The reports address the following
questions:

« What characterizes national policies towards RRI in the specific country?

* Whal are the most prominent di of RRI that materialize in these

* Which aspects of RRI are addressed?
« What major mechanisms exist to support national goals in regards to RRI?

These reports will be expanded and decpened during the lifetime of the Res-AGorA project. You can filter and sort the reports by country,
fitlo and filename.

Reports

Country Title Filename 16 Reports
Hungary Responsible Research and Innovation in Hungary: Review of national policies. RRI in Hungary 1st Report_final.pdf

leeland Respensible Research and Innovatien in Iesland: Review of national policies RRI in leeland 1st Report_final. pdf

Poland Respansihle Research and Innovation in Poland: First Results RRI in Poland 1st Report_final pdf

Denmark Brief analysis of national policies towards RRI in Denmark

RRIin Denmark 1st Report_final.pdf

The data base website allows for multiple filter searches of key documents
(http://www.morri.res-agora.eu/explore#t/). Users can filter the documents by country (16),
RRI aspects (12), R&D areas (18), type of author (9), document type (16) and policy instru-
ments (15). The multitude of variables and categories allows for a fine grained search.

Res-AGorA D5.12 15
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Figure 5: Document data base

&> ResAGorA Mot Owine dot Goaa e
i toring AR ut A=) e 1= Marban

MoRRI

Selected Key Documents on National RRI Policies

spect me

cuments from the last ten years the
charactarize the national polics 5 re not limited to) nats
and the E f tion of soft

axemplify and

- the MoRRI ¢ ocuments.
“ou can fiter and sort the documents by author, year, titla and fenama o fiter tha documents by the cstegories balow:
Filters
Cauntry B Aspects RAD Areaz Trpe af Author Dacumert Type Bacy Ingruments

Bustria Greece Netheriands

Canch Republic Mungary Baland

Benmark icatand Spain

Finkand koland UK

France naly

Germany Lithuania

Documents

Filtering the data creates a list of relevant documents which can be again sorted by author,
title and file name.

Figure 6: Document list

@ MoRRI| Monitoring Responsible Research and Innovation - Mozilla Firefox

€ > wearns. ot res-agora.eu/explore

18 Most visited [ 1HS [21 1HS Betrisbsrat @5 IHSIT-Support 8 IHS Library @ THS WA

m

Documents
162
Author Year Title Filename Documents
Filter by Author Ye Filter by Title Filter hy Filename
Parliament 2013 Act No. C3<XIV of 2004 on Research and InnovTy._CHE0v_2004 rif —+ Details
Development and Technological Innovation
(latest revision: Act CLXI of 2013, 29.§)
Ministry of Econory 2011 Mew Széchenyi Plan: Science-Innovation 005_Tudomaryinnovacio pdf =+ Details
Program
Parliament 2013 Fundarmental Law of Hungary fundamental_law.pdf =+ Details
Ministry of Public 2011 24/2011 (Il 9.) Decree of the Ministry of 24_2011_Kim_hatasvizsgalat pdf —+ Details
Administration and Public Admiristration and Justice
Justice
Parliamert 2013 ActCXIl of 2011 an the Right of Infarmational  Privacy_Act-CxI-0f-2011_EN_201310 pef = Details
Seli-determination and on Freedom of
Information

Next, the user can enter into the details of each data set. A fact sheet contains information
about the title and different variables (author, year of publication, document type, RRI aspect,
R&D area, type of author, policy instruments). Moreover, the original document can be down-
loaded.

Res-AGorA D5.12 16
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Figure 7: Fact sheet example

@ MoRRI| Monitoring Responsible Research and Innovation - Mozilla Firefox SN

Ele Geit Wiew Higtory Bookmarks Tools Help

{7 MoRRI | Monitoring Responsible Researc...

&)1

18 Most visited [ 1HS [21 1HS Betrisbsrat @5 IHSIT-Support 8 IHS Library @ THS WA

A0 Fes-agaraeuexplore L 2§ - Google PN

MoRRI - Database

Der Weg zum Innovation Leader. Strategie der Bundesregierung fir
Forschung, Technologie und Innovation (The Path to Innovation Leader.
Strategy of the Federal Government for Research, Technology and
Innovation)

Abstract

The government's research, innovation (R&I) and technology strategy is a central position paper that was prepared by six ministries, which share responsibility in this policy area
It is based on several preceding documents such as the Austrian Research Dialogue, the evaluation of the research promotion system as well as recommendations of the
Austrian Council. The strategy formulates the goal to turn Austria into an “innovation leader” by 2020. Against the background of the financial crisis, it defines R&I as the critical
engine to accomplishing economic growth and employment. Furthermore, R&l should address the grand societal challenges. The strategy's sections cover the following topics:
hasic vision; the education system; hasic research; industry research; governance as well as funding by public and private sector. The strategy mainly addresses RRI issues
under the heading stience and society in its section on governance (42 ff). The strategy demands participation of the public, transparency and responsinility in research. People
should turn into scientific citizens, which means, they ought to have a right of information and participation in decisions about R&l but also an ohligation to stay informed on these
issues. The strategy also mentions that R&I raise guestions ahout ethics and demacracy and that the field of "science and society” is litde developed in Austria. Science is said ta 57

10. Next Steps

The WP participants and the NCs so far have successfully completed the first phase of the
monitoring exercise. The next steps include:

e Feedback from NCs (What worked? What did not work? Which direction should MoRRI
take?)

® As already mentioned, the initial exploratory approach chosen to produce country re-
ports necessitates in the next phase expansion, systematizing, and harmonization. This
will allow for systematic comparison.

® Graphical presentation describing the data set of documents. This will allow users of
the web site to get an overview on the documents available as well as cross country
comparison.

e Graphical presentation of existing (updated) MASIS indictors and new indicators.

®  Further development of indicators.

Res-AGorA D5.12 17
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Introduction

This report addresses Task 5.2 in the Res-AGorA project, which aims to obtain country specific background
information for EU27 and associated countries, relating to the overall role and responsibilities of science in
society. It aims to provide an initial point of departure for the selection of 16 countries for further, targeted
monitoring on dimensions of Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI). While the data collection
procedure for the purposes of the initial scanning presented in this report is based on secondary data
emerging particularly from the previous Monitoring Policies and Activities on Science in Society in Europe
(MASIS) project, the envisaged consecutive data collection in the selected 16 countries will be tailored
according to the conceptual and empirical work done in the Res-AGorA project. The anticipated outcome of
Task 5.2 is, then, to provide a basic presentation of available information on Science in Society in Europe,
which will function as a platform for the selection of a subset of countries for targeted RRI monitoring (Task
5.3) based on the development of a common template for collection of data (Task 5.1) relating to
dimensions of RRI and reflecting the conceptual work in WP2 of the Res-AGorA project. In addition to the
instrumental aim of providing a platform for selecting a subset of countries for further monitoring, the
country scanning results of Task 5.1 will feed into WP2, WP3, WP4, and WP6 as background contextual
information, it may be presented at the MORRI website envisioned in Task 5.3, and it will be made available
to the 16 national experts who will be responsible for the continued RRI monitoring.

Two main elements are covered in this report. First, it provides a presentation of background information
for a total of 38 countries, which is referred to as a country scanning. Second, it performs a cluster analysis
based on selected background information, which provides a platform for the selection of 16 countries for
targeted successive monitoring.

Country scanning

In accordance with the Res-AGorA DoW, in WP5, specifically under Task 5.2, a scanning of countries based
on collection of available cross-country comparable information on the location, role and responsibility of
science in society has been performed. As specified in the DoW, results from the MASIS project partially
provide such comparable information, but for the purpose of the initial scanning of countries, MASIS
indicators and data have been complemented by other available R&D figures. Below, we (1) specify the
data sources that have been employed for the scanning purposes, (2) describe the specific indicators that
have been harvested from these sources, and (3) present the basic descriptive statistics, aggregated and by
country.

Data sources and thematic dimensions

The main data source feeding into the scanning exercise is the MASIS database. The MASIS project was
initiated by the European Commission with the purpose of mapping national developments and activities
related to science in society. It ran from 2010 through 2011 and involved 38 countries; 27 EU member
states and 11 countries associated to FP7. The project was an extensive ‘follow-up’ on the report
‘Challenging futures of science in society: emerging trends and cutting-edge issues’, which was drafted by



an expert group (Siune et al)* and published by the Commission in 2009. The report examined European
trends, but lacked empirical data on national policies and activities, in order to arrive at a more fine-grained
picture of science in society in Europe. The subsequent MASIS monitoring activities® were designed to fill
the gap by collecting comparable information, based on a common template, across 38 countries, covering
a variety of thematic dimensions of Science in Society including:

‘National context’, which describes current and recent debates concerning the relationship between
science and society in the respective countries, national trajectories with regard to the place of science in
society, recent policy developments concerning science in society, and the saliency of ‘Science in Society’
compared to other policy issues

‘Priority setting, governance, and the use of science in policy-making’, which focuses on the different
actors involved in shaping the relationship between science and society, formal and informal procedures
for public engagement with science, and national processes and procedures for using science-based
knowledge and scientific advice in policy-making processes

‘Science in Society-related research activities’, describing the scale and scope of research efforts in
the respective countries, including emerging themes, targeted areas, strategies for embedding Science in
Society issues in mainstream research, and funding structures and opportunities within this area

‘Communication activities related to Science in Society’, which aims at monitoring the variety of
different activities particularly concerned with public communication of science and technology, the
intensity and complexity of science communication in the respective countries, training activities and the
actors involved

A selection of indicators of Science in Society based on the MASIS project is presented below and thus
included in the Res-AGorA Task 5.2 country scanning. Specifically, we have chosen indicators which have
been developed for analytical purposes and have been academically validated in peer review processes.
These include v1, v2, and v3 concerned with models and degrees of citizen involvement in science and
technology, v4 and v5 concerned with patterns of science communication and public debate related to
science and technology, v6 concerned with the use of science in policy-making, and v7 concerned with the
vibrancy of SiS as a research field. These have been influential dimensions in the European Commission’s
Science in Society schemes, and they also remain relevant towards the emerging elements of Responsible
Research and Innovation. Citizen involvement in science and technology is, e.g., clearly captured or at least
echoed in the ‘Engagement’ key component of the European Commission’s conceptualisation of RRI?, in the
‘Interactional’ processes of innovating responsibly in Von Schomberg’s definition”, or in the core ideas of
deliberation and the ‘opening up’ of innovation processes in the framework of RRI proposed by Owen and

! Siune, K., Markus, E., Calloni, M., Felt, U., Gorski, A., Grunwald, A., Rip, A., de Semir, V. Wyatt, S. 2009. Challenging
Futures of Science in Society — Emerging trends and cutting-edge issues. European Commission.

e Mejlgaard, N., Bloch, C., Degn, L., Ravn, T., Nielsen, M. W. 2012. Monitoring Policy and Research Activities on
Science in Society in Europe (MASIS) Final synthesis report. European Commission.

3 European Commission 2012. Responsible Research and Innovation — Europe’s ability to respond to societal
challenges. European Commission.

*Von Schomberg, R. 2013. A vision of responsible innovation. In: Owen, R., Heintz, M., Bessant, J. (eds.) Responsible
Innovation. London: John Wiley, forthcoming.



colleagues. Similar linkages can be found between other MASIS based constructs and the developing RRI
programme, so in this way the MASIS national indicators can be used as one entry point to the area of RRI.
The above chosen seven specific variables have all been developed for papers published as part of a special
issue of Science and Public Policy in late 2012°.

For the country scanning, MASIS based indicators have been supplemented by other indicators from
different sources, which have likewise been selected with an eye to their contribution to an overall
understanding of the place of science in society, as well as potential relevance towards emerging
dimensions of RRI. It should be stressed, however, that the theoretically and conceptually based data
collection on RRI foreseen in Res-AGorA WP5 is dependent on the prior conceptual work in other work
packages and in Task 5.1 on the development of the template for data collection.

In order to tap into issues related to innovation capacity, the scanning includes data from the Innovation
Union Scoreboard, which is an annual comparative assessment of the research and innovation performance
and relative strength of the innovation systems in the 27 EU countries and a number of additional both
European and non-European countries. The Innovation Union Scoreboard is one out of a number of
innovation oriented monitoring schemes under the umbrella of the EC’s Directorate General for Enterprise
and Industry (e.g. Inno-Policy Trendchart on research and innovation policies, European Cluster
Observatory on innovation clusters, and Innobarometer on public sector innovation). We use, as v8
presented below, the Innovation Union Scoreboard score as an indicator of innovation capacity, and
include as well in the country scanning two composite measures of innovation (v9) and technological
readiness (v10) that both emerge from the World Economic Forum. The latter draws its data from national
organisations and data archives and combines these with data emerging from annual surveys among
business executives. The main attention in the World Economic Forum’s global competitiveness report is on
the relevance of such measures of innovation capacity towards national productivity.

To add indicators of R&D intensity, we include the commonly used EUROSTAT measures on actual
expenditure on R&D relative to national production, GERD as percentage of GDP, as v11, as well as
budgeted government expenses on research and development relative to the overall government budget,
GBOARD, as v12. Also as a measure of volume or intensity, the OECD Main Science and Technology
Indicators on number of R&D personnel and number of researchers respectively per thousand members of
the labour force are added as v13 and v14. For the interaction of public and private research, we include a
measure from the Mobility and career paths Of Researchers in Europe (MORE) project on the share of
researcher indicating that they have been employed in both the public and private sector as v15, and a
measure based on the relative proportion of public sector researchers with formal collaboration with the
business sector as v16. The two MORE indicators have been harvested from the recent Deloitte
‘Researchers’ Report 2012,

Since issues pertaining to gender equality have played an important role in the Science in Society scheme
(and remains a key component of the EC’s RRI concept), we add to the scanning database indicators on
women in science, including the relative proportion of women in top academic positions as v17, and as v18

> Owen, R., Macnaghten, P., Stilgoe, J. 2012. Responsible research and innovation: From science in society to science
for society, with society, Science and Public Policy, 39(6): 751-60.
® cf. Mejlgaard, N., Bloch, C. 2012. Science in Society in Europe, Science and Public Policy, 39(6):695-700.



the ‘glass ceiling index’ that illustrates the difficulties women have in gaining access to the highest
hierarchical levels by comparing the proportion of women in grade A academic positions to the overall
proportion of women in academia. These emerge from She Figures, while a third indicator (v19) on the
relative proportion of new female doctoral graduates is extracted from the multi-sourced report from
Deloitte.

Finally, even though bibliometrics is no exhaustive measure of research performance and impact, we add as
v20 the so called ‘PPtop10%’ indicator which expresses the proportion of scientific publications in the top
10% most cited publications worldwide as percentage of total production in each of the countries, which
does provide an indication of research excellence in each of the countries.

Combined, the 20 indicators thus composing the scanning database cover the thematic dimensions
presented in table X below:

Table 1: Thematic areas and selected indicators in the scanning database

Thematic area Indicators in scanning database
Citizen involvement in science and technology V1, v2,v3

Science communication V4, v5

Use of science in policy-making V6

Science in Society as a research field V7

Innovation capacity VS8, v9, v10

R&D intensity V11, v12,v13,v14

Public — private interaction V15, v16

Gender equality V17, v18,v19

Research excellence V20




Data presentation

Below, we present each of these 20 indicators in turn, noting the source, the measurement level, and the

response categories when appropriate, along with notes facilitating the use of the scanning database. In
addition, we give the raw data (basic descriptives) for each indicator, which also serves as a demonstration
of the incomplete coverage of countries on many of the individual measures. Details of the first indicator,

v1, are presented over this and the following page, while one page is reserved for each of the remaining 19

indicators.

(v1) Participatory performance

Reference:

Rask, Mikko, Saule Maciukaite-Zviniene, Jurgita
Petreauskiene (2012): “Innovations in public
engagement and participatory performance of the
nations”, Science and Public Policy, vol 39, issue 6,
pp. 710-721

Notes:

- Rask et al develop a typology of national
performance with regard to public
participation in S&T. The article has divided
countries into six groups. (These groups
are placed within three collapsed
categories).

- The article notice the development in each
country (weather participatory performance
is reported to go forward or backward) —
this has not been include in the dataset.

- There is a divergence between figure 1 and
the text (p. 717) in the article — thus,
Slovenia has not been included in the
scanning dataset.

(ordinal scale)

Active and innovative in developing public
engagement activities:

- AAA=6

- AA=5

Willingness to develop and invest in public
engagement activities:

- A=4

- BBB=3

Inactive in developing their public engagement
activities:

- BB=2

- B=1

Missing
- =99

(Rask et.al. (2012): pp. 716-718)




Participatory performance
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(v2) Models of public involvement in science
and technology decision-making

Reference:

Mejlgaard, Niels, Carter Bloch, Lise Degn, Mathias
W. Nielsen, Tine Degn (2012): “Locating science in
society across Europe: Cluster and consequences”,
Science and Public Policy, vol 39, issue 6, pp. 741-
750

Notes:
- Measure combines degrees of
formalization and degrees of actual
involvement

(nominal/ ordinal scale)

Formalized/high involvement =4

Formalized/low involvement = 3

Not formalized/high involvement = 2

Not formalized/low involvement = 1

Missing = 99

(Mejlgaard et.al. (2012): pp. 745-746)

Models of public involvement in S&T
decision-making
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involvement

formalized/high
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12
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6 ]

4 |

2
2 —
0 —
Mot formalized/low MNot Formalized/low Formalized/high

involvement

Not formalized/low Not formalized/high Formalized/low Formalized/high
involvement involvement involvement involvement
Bulgaria Austria Albania Belgium

Cyprus Iceland Croatia Denmark

Czech Republic Estonia Finland
Hungary Greece France

Ireland Latvia Germany

Israel Montenegro Italy
Liechentenstein Poland Lituania
Luxembourg Portugal Netherlands
Macedonia Slovakia Norway
Romania Slovenia Sweden

Serbia Turkey Switzerland
Spain United Kingdom




(v3) Direct citizen involvement

Reference:

Tsipouri, Lena (2012): “Comparing innovation
performance and science in society in the
European member states”, Science and Public
Policy, vol 39, issue 6, pp. 732-740

(ordinal scale)
SiS-top performers =3
SiS-average performers = 2

SiS-developing capabilities = 1

Notes: (Tsipouri (2012): pp. 737-738)
- Composite measure of involvement.
- The values was assigned on basis of table
2 (p. 738) — the country abbreviated “EL”
was assumed to present Greece.
Direct citizen involvement
12
10 -
8 7 7
6 -
4 -
2 -
0 T
SiS-developing capabilities SiS-average performers SiS-top performers
SiS-developing capabilities SiS-average performers SiS-top performers
Bulgaria Austria Denmark
Cyprus Belgium Finland
Greece Czech Republic France
Hungary Estonia Germany
Latvia Ireland Netherlands
Lituania Italy Sweden
Luxembourg Portugal United Kingdom
Poland Romania
Slovenia Slovakia
Spain




(v4) Science communication culture

Reference:

Mejlgaard, Niels, Carter Bloch, Lise Degn, Mathias
W. Nielsen, Tine Degn (2012): “Locating science in
society across Europe: Cluster and consequences”,

(ordinal scale)
Consolidated =3

Developing = 2

Science and Public Policy, vol 39, issue 6, pp. 741- | Fragile =1
750
Notes: Missing = 99
- Composite measure of SciCom based on 6
underlying dimensions, see paper (Mejlgaard et.al. (2012): pp. 744-745)
Science communication culture
18 17
16
14
12
10
8
e
a
>
0 T T
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Serbia United Kingdom
Slovakia
Slovenia
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(v5) Activity in SiS environment and debate

(ordinal scale)

Reference:

Tsipouri, Lena (2012): “Comparing innovation
performance and science in society in the
European member states”, Science and Public
Policy, vol 39, issue 6, pp. 732-740

SiS-top performers =3

SiS-average performers = 2

SiS-developing capabilities = 1

Notes: (Tsipouri (2012): pp. 735-737)
- The measure is constructed on the basis of
debates, evaluation and validation, and
formal institutions
Activity in SiS environment and
debate
12
10
8 7 7
6 -
4 —
2 -
0 -
SiS-developing capabilities SiS-average performers SiS-top performers

SiS-developing capabilities SiS-average performers SiS-top performers
Bulgaria Austria Denmark
Cyprus Belgium Finland

Greece Czech Republic France
Hungary Estonia Germany
Ireland Italy Netherlands
Latvia Poland Sweden
Lituania Romania United Kingdom
Luxembourg Slovakia

Portugal Spain

Slovenia
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(v6) The use of science in policy-making: (nominal/ ordinal scale)

Reference:

Mejlgaard, Niels, Carter Bloch, Lise Degn, Mathias
W. Nielsen, Tine Degn (2012): “Locating science in
society across Europe: Cluster and consequences”,
Science and Public Policy, vol 39, issue 6, pp. 741-
750

Highly formalized/high impact = 4

Less formalized/considerable impact = 3
Formalized/low impact = 2

No formalized/low impact =1

Missing = 99

(Mejlgaard et.al. (2012): pp. 743-744)

The use of science in policy-making
15

No formalized/low Formalized/low Less formalized/considerable | Highly formalized/high
impact impact impact impact

Croatia Albania Austria Denmark
Cyprus Montenegro Belgium Estonia

Czech Republic Romania Bulgaria Finland

Greece Spain Israel France
Hungary Luxembourg Germany
Iceland Switzerland Ireland

Latvia Italy
Liechentenstein Netherlands
Lituania Norway
Macedonia Portugal
Poland Sweden

Serbia United Kingdom
Slovakia

Slovenia

Turkey
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(v7) SiS research situation

Reference:

Anichini, Giulia & Suzzene de Chveigne (2012):
“Overview of research related to science in society
in Europe”, Science and Public Policy, vol 39, issue
6, pp. 701-709

Notes:

(nominal/ ordinal scale)

Major players in SiS research =4
Smaller-but-active players in SiS research =3
Countries with dispersed SiS research =2

Countries building a new research system =1

- The category "Major players in SiS
research” is subdivided into two groups —
Germany, Netherlands, and UK is
described as “outstanding active countries”
while Switzerland, Austria, and Norway is
described as “close runners-up”.

However, the countries have been coded

with same value.

Missing = 99

(Anichini (2012): p. 703)

SiS research situation
10
g -
s -
7 -
6 -
5 4
a -
3 -
2 -
1 -
0 —
Countries building Countries with Smaller-but-active Major players in SiS
a new research dispersed SiS players in SiS research
system research research

Countries building a new | Countries with Smaller-but-active Major players in
research system dispersed SiS research | players in SiS research SiS research
Albania Denmark Croatia Austria
Bulgaria France Ireland Germany
Cyprus Iceland Portugal Netherlands
Lituania Israel Slovenia Norway
Luxembourg Italy Switzerland
Poland Spain United Kingdom
Serbia Sweden

Slovakia

Turkey
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(v8) Innovation Union Scoreboard (2011)

Reference:

European Commission (2012), Innovation Union,
Scoreboard 2011, Research and Innovation Union
scoreboard,
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/fil

es/ius-2011 en.pdf

Notes:
- Average performance in 2011 reflects
performance in 2009/2010 due to a lag in
data availability.

(metric scale)
Score 0-1, score of 1 indicates highest level

Missing = 99
(European Commission (2012): p. 70)

(Subsequent categorization in IUS):
e Innovation leaders = 20% or more above the
average of the EU27

e Innovation followers = less than 20% above
but more than 10% below the average of the
EU27

e Moderate innovators = less than 10% below
but more than 50% below the average of the
EU27

e Modest innovators = below 50% the avarage
of the EU27

(European Commission (2012): p. 12)

Innovation Union Scorehoard (2011)
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http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/files/ius-2011_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/files/ius-2011_en.pdf

(v9) Innovation (metric scale)

Description: Score 1-7, score of 7 indicates best possible outcome
The World Economic Forum draws its data from

two sources: international organizations and Missing = 99

national sources, and its own annual Executive

Opinion Survey (Survey) (WEF (2012): p. 69). (WEF (2012): p. 20)

Innovation consist of:
- Capacity for innovation
- Quality of scientific research institutions
- Company spending on R&D
- University-industry collaboration in R&D
- Government procurement of advanced
technology products
- Avalilability of scientists and engineers
PCT patent applications
ONEF (2012): pp. 512-518)

Reference:

World Economic Forum (2012), The Global
Competitiveness Report,
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF GlobalCompe
titivenessReport 2012-13.pdf
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http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2012-13.pdf
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2012-13.pdf

(v10) Technological readiness

Description:

Measures the agility with which an economy adopts
existing technologies to enhance the productivity of
its industries (WEF (2012): p. 6).

The World Economic Forum draws its data from
two sources: international organizations and
national sources, and its own annual Executive
Opinion Survey (Survey) (WEF (2012): p. 69).

The measurement of Technological readiness is
constructed by:

Availability of latest technologies
Firm-level technology absorption

FDI and technology transfer

Internet users

Fixed broadband Internet subscriptions
Internet bandwidth

Mobile broadband subscriptions

(WEF (2012): Pp. 487-497)

Reference:

World Economic Forum (2012), The Global
Competitiveness Report,
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF GlobalCompe
titivenessReport 2012-13.pdf

(metric scale)

Score 1-7, score of 7 indicates best possible outcome

Missing = 99

(WEF (2012): pp. 18-19)
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http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2012-13.pdf
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2012-13.pdf

(v11) Total R&D expenditure - % of GDP in 2011

Description:

The indicator provided is GERD (Gross domestic
expenditure on R&D) as a percentage of GDP.
"Research and experimental development (R&D)
comprise creative work undertaken on a systematic
basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge,
including knowledge of man, culture and society
and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise
new applications" (Frascati Manual, 2002 edition, §
63).

(Eurostat:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/web/table/des

cription.jsp)

Reference:
Eurostat,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=t

able&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tsdec
320

(metric scale)
Scores reflect % of GDP
Missing = 99

Flags and footnotes:
A number of the observations were marked with a
note. These flags and footnotes are available in the
excel datasheet.

- s = Eurostat estimate

- e =estimated

- b =break in series

- p = provisional

- | =see metadata

Total R&D expenditure - % of GDP in 2011

40

/ 38
35 34
30

N
P L
')
L ) 1 4
i)

v

15 _,C’__,J”‘II
,U r— 1o~ oo o~ o ~—— o — 1 — b T v 1 — 1 ‘1 ‘1 ‘T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
. A
o&o*'\ow%\@W’@HMHHWVM £ an\w@&@é@ PRrepopdd
%%&’O'D’b X «,,x@ ¥ QR S A G A RN
FLESITGIIE VIS EIEIFIFIEES S ¢ S d FEFEEF8
¢ F @
N & & \\’b 5@@\@ 9
R g

17



http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/web/table/description.jsp
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/web/table/description.jsp
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tsdec320
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tsdec320
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tsdec320

(v12) Share of government budget
appropriations or outlays on research and
development - % of total general government
expenditure in 2011

Description:

Data on Government Budget Appropriations or
Outlays on Research and Development (GBAORD)
refer to budget provisions, not to actual
expenditure, i.e. GBAORD measures government
support for R&D using data collected from budgets.
The GBAORD indicator should be seen as a
complement to indicators based on surveys of R&D
performers, which are considered to be a more
accurate but less timely way of measuring R&D
activities. In this table, total GBAORD is expressed
as a percentage of total general government
expenditure (Eurostat:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/web/table/des

cription.jsp)

Reference:
Eurostat,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=t

able&init=1&language=en&pcode=tsc00007&plugin

=1

(metric scale)

Scores reflect % of total general government
expenditure

Missing = 99

Flags and footnotes:
A number of the observations were marked with a
note. These flags and footnotes are available in the
excel datasheet

- s=Eurostat estimate

- p=provisional

- b=break in series

- e=estimated

- i=see metadata

Share of government budget appropriations or outlays on research and development - % of
total general government expenditure in 2011
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http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/web/table/description.jsp
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/web/table/description.jsp
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=en&pcode=tsc00007&plugin=1
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=en&pcode=tsc00007&plugin=1
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=en&pcode=tsc00007&plugin=1

(v13) Total R&D personnel per thousand labour
force

(metric scale)

Missing = 99

Reference:
OECD,
http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?Queryld=33210#

Notes:
- Notice that data reflects the year 2011
Total R&D personnel per thousand labour force
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http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?QueryId=33210

(v14) Total researchers per thousand labour
force

(metric scale)

Missing = 99

Reference:
OECD,
http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?Queryld=33210#

Notes:
- Notice that data reflects the year 2011
Total researchers per thousand labour force
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http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?QueryId=33210

(v15) Researchers indicating they have been

emploved in both the public and private sector,

2009 (%)

Description:

Reference:

Data: MORE Study (Mobility and career paths Of
Researchers in Europe),

(Deloitte (2012): P. 83)

(metric scale)

Missing = ()99

Notes:
- The data has been obtained directly from
“‘Researchers’ Report 2012” prepared by
Deloitte.
Researchers indicating they have been employed in both the public and private sector,
2009 (%)
350 VED
300 7
150 1250
p O !
e P
10,0 ﬂ1u,u1 S
I
0][] T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
) N LN o«@abw 0 d R I SRR
\L\’od@&%@\\@H«@@@b%o\ QORI @\(\&‘\‘Q@‘z‘o‘ NN
5\0%%\\,0 ¢ (é;@ ¢°°° Q § ¢ o"*-o(? 0@@ ¥ /\0 & o\:@ab&& N @7' ((\Q\ & & (:\Q S e‘ J é° w\@ @% & %‘504“ w‘\% &o&
§ &
(‘f\ Q,b \\Qr Q.Q * @ 0 %ﬁ
& & g '

21




(v16) Public sector researchers with formal

(metric scale)

collaboration with business sector researchers

from the country where they principally work, Missing = 99

2009 (%)

Description:

The measurement was constructed on basis of the
following question: “Does your current work as a
researcher involve some form of formal
collaboration (i.e. contractually based collaboration)
with business sector researchers from the country
where you principally work as researcher”?

(Deloitte (2012): P. 85)

Reference:
Data: MORE Study (Mobility and career paths Of
Researchers in Europe),

(Deloitte (2012): P. 83)

Notes:

The data has been obtain directly from
“Researchers’ Report 2012” prepared by Deloitte
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(v17) Proportion of women in grade A,
academic positions 2010 (%)

(Metric Score)

Missing = 99

Description:
The proportion of women in “grade A” academic
positions.

Reference:

She Figures 2012,
http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-
society/document _library/pdf 06/she figures 2012

en.pdf

Notes:

- She Figures 2012 final report was not
available but the measurement was
constructed on preliminary results of the
data collection.

Proportion of women in grade A academic positions, 2010 (%)
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http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/she_figures_2012_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/she_figures_2012_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/she_figures_2012_en.pdf

(v18) The Glass Ceiling Index, 2007

Description:

The Glass Ceiling Index (GCI) better illustrates the
difficulties women have in gaining access to the
highest hierarchical levels.

The GCI compares the proportion of women in
grade A positions (equivalent to Full Professors in
most countries) to the proportion of women in
academia (grade A, B, and C), indicating the
opportunity, or lack of it, for women to move up the
hierarchical ladder in their profession.

(She Figures (2009): P. 68)

Reference:
(She Figures (2009): p. 78)

(Metric score)

The GCI can range from 0 to infinity. A GCI of 1
indicates that there is no difference between women
and men being promoted. A score of less than 1
means that women are over-represented at grade A
level and a GCI score of more than 1 points towards a
Glass Ceiling Effect, meaning that women are
underrepresented in grade A positions.

(She Figures (2009): P. 68)

Missing = 99

Notes:
- The measure covers the year 2007
- Updated She Figures 2012 has not been
available
The Glass Ceiling Index, 2007
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(v19) New women doctoral graduates (ISCED 6) | (metric scale)
per thousand population aged 25-34, Europe,
2009 Missing = 99

Description:

Reference:
Data: UNESCO OECD Eurostat education survey,
Deloitte (2012): Pp. 115-116)

Notes:
- Notice that the data is from 2009
New women doctoral graduates ISCED 6) per thousand population aged 25-34, Eurape,
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(v20) Scientific publications in top 10% most- (metric scale)
cited publications worldwide as percentage of
total scientific publications Missing = 99

Description:

Reference:
Data: Science Metrix / Scopus,
(Deloitte (2012): Pp. 118-119)

Notes:
Scientific publications in top 10% most-cited publications worldwide as percentage of total
scientific publications
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The above 20 indicators, stretching across nine thematic areas relating to the location, role and
responsibilities of science in society have been collated in a database, available in both Excel and SPSS
formats.
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Clustering and selection of countries for continued monitoring

The background country information presented above provides a point of departure for selecting a reduced
number of countries for further monitoring on dimensions of RRI in Res-AGorA WP5, Task 5.3. In order to
capture European heterogeneity — as also observed in the MASIS project - in the continued monitoring
exercise, we aim to select a variety of countries that are dissimilar in terms of ‘RRI in the making’ or
emerging governance frameworks for RRI. Acknowledging, however, that we do not at this point have a
well-established concept of RRI, nor, indeed, existing indicators of RRI, we rely on the indicators described
above to capture initial traits of the notion of RRI, and we base our selection of countries to monitor on
analysis of the cross-country variation on the 20 indicators presented above.

In the following, we explore how the individual countries cluster up in relatively similar groups with regard
to their observed values on the indicators. The purpose of the cluster analysis is to provide a platform for
the subsequent procedure of selecting a sample of countries from different groups. The scanning database
contains a total of 38 countries, but as Table 2 shows, many indicators only apply a valid score to a
subgroup of the 38 countries. In order, then, not in advance to exclude too many countries from being
monitored, the cluster analysis was performed using only indicators with at least 34 valid observations.
These, eight in total, are marked in bold in Table 2.

Table 2: Total number of valid observations on each indicator

Valid Missing
Participatory performance 36 2
Models of public involvement in science and technology decision-making 37 1
Direct citizen involvement 26 12
Science communication culture 37 1
Activity in SiS environment and debate 26 12
The use of science in policy-making 37 1
SiS research situation 26 12
Innovation Union Scoreboard (2011) 34 4
Innovation 37 1
Technological readiness 37 1
Total R&D expenditure - % of GDP in 2011 28 10
Share of government budget appropriations or outlays on research and 28 10
development - % of total general government expenditure in 2011
Total R&D personnel per thousand labour force 21 17
Total researchers per thousand labour force 20 18
Researchers indicating they have been employed in both the public and private 22 16
sector, 2009 (%)
Public sector researchers with formal collaboration with business sector researchers 23 15
from the country where they principally work, 2009 (%)
Proportion of women in grade A academic positions, 2010 (%) 27 11
The Glass Ceiling Index, 2007 29 9
New women doctoral graduates (ISCED 6) per thousand population aged 25-34, 32 6
Europe, 2009
Scientific publications in top 10% most-cited publications worldwide as 34 4
percentage of total scientific publications
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These eight indicators were used as a basis for the cluster analysis, which then excluded only 7 countries
from the full scanning database (Albania, Israel, Lichtenstein, Malta, Montenegro, Serbia, and Slovenia),
leaving 31 countries included in the model.

There are multiple approaches to cluster analyses, and criteria for choosing an appropriate clustering
method include at least the size of the data matrix (number of observations / cases and variables in the set)
and the properties of the variables, specifically measurement level. Considering that our analyses will
include a limited number of observations, and that a subgroup of the included variables are, at best, at the
ordinal level of measurement (at least v2 and v6 are strictly speaking nominal variables), we choose an
average linkage, hierarchical cluster analysis with standardization (0-1) of the measures to make it less
sensitive to outliers and measurement scales.

Figure 1 below graphically summarizes the agglomerative constitution of clusters. Moving from left to right
on the horizontal axis, we see how each country from the outset constitutes its own clusters, and how
countries progressively cluster together based on the average linkage algorithm, resulting in continuously
fewer clusters. There are different ways of deciding on the right ‘cutting point’ that will yield a useful and
interpretable cluster solution with an acceptable degree of loss of intra-cluster homogeneity (fewer clusters
reduces overall complexity but also increases within-group dissimilarity).

Figure 1: Dendrogram presenting cluster formation

Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups)
Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine
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We explore four options involving 3-6 clusters of countries. Below, in Table 3, the individual

countries’ cluster membership is marked (using different colors) for the four solutions respectively.

Table 3: Cluster membership in four different cluster solutions

6 Cluster solution

5 cluster solution

4 cluster solution

3 cluster solution

Austria

Belgium

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Italy

Netherlands

Norway

Portugal

Sweden

Switzerland

United Kingdom

Bulgaria

Czech Republic

Hungary

Macedonia

Romania

Ireland

Luxembourg

Cyprus

Iceland

Spain

Croatia

Latvia

Poland

Slovakia

Greece

Lithuania

Turkey

Even if we allow a relatively high degree of intra-cluster variation by choosing the 3 cluster solution, the

inter-cluster differences are quite clear and statistically significant on all of the eight indicators involved.

Analyses are presented below, however, it is worthwhile noticing here that independent of which of the

cluster solutions is preferred, the 14 countries listed from the top of the table consistently form a single

cluster. We direct attention towards the fact that all of the seven countries (marked in bold) that are

represented in the Res-AGorA consortium, and therefore are preselected for continued monitoring in Task

5.3, along with Finland (also marked in bold) which has also been preselected due to preferences within the
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GREAT consortium, are part of this first cluster of countries. In order to capture European heterogeneity,
we therefore propose that the remaining eight countries that will be included in the continued monitoring
are selected across the other clusters that emerge from our analyses’. It would appear reasonable, e.g., to
select 1-2 countries from each of the remaining clusters in the 6-cluster solution.

As variation is not the only legitimate concern in the selection procedure, the final decision on the
additional eight countries needs to take into account the anticipated value to the overall study of
governance frameworks for RRI that each national monitoring would imply, and would presumably also
take into account mundane criteria concerning geographical coverage and availability of national experts,
who would be willing and capable of engaging in the Res-AGorA project as national rapporteurs /sub-
contractors. By marking eight countries in bold red in Table 3, we make an initial proposal that in our
opinion meets the mentioned criteria.

The complete proposed sample of countries for further monitoring thus includes:

Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy,
Lithuania, Netherlands, Poland, Spain, United Kingdom

Post hoc validation of cluster solutions

The three-cluster solution yields three groups of countries which are quite distinguishable. Comparison of
mean scores on the constitutive continuous variables shows that countries belonging to cluster 1 tend to
have significantly higher innovation capacity (as measured by v8, v9, and v10) as well as significantly higher
scientific impact as measured by v20 on the relative proportion of scientific publications in top journals
than the other two clusters of countries. Countries belonging to cluster 3 tend to have the lowest score on
all dimensions, while countries in cluster 2 are on average in between. So, on innovation capacity and
scientific excellence, there is a perfect ladder with cluster 3 on the lowest rung, cluster 2 halfway up, and
cluster 1 on the top.

’ Note that WP5 initially promised to include 15, not 16, countries in the continued monitoring towards dimensions of
RRI. As the GREAT consortium has, however, decided to contribute monitoring of Finland at no extra expense to the
Res-AGorA consortium, we propose to aim for a total of 16 countries instead.
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Table 4: Mean scores on interval variables used for the cluster analysis

Innovation Union Innovation Technological Scientific
Scoreboard (2011) readiness publications in top
10% most-cited
publications
worldwide as
percentage of total
scientific
publications
Cluster 1 ,6104 4,9729 5,7236 11,8600
Cluster 2 ,4237 3,7440 4,9850 7,1480
Cluster 3 ,2789 3,2057 4,5771 4,8871
Total ,4753 4,1774 5,2265 8,7655

Note: p<0,01 for all variables

Comparison of clusters on the remaining categorical variables also reveals discriminating patterns. On the

dimension of citizen involvement in science and technology, v1 as an indicator of national commitment to

public engagement procedures shows that countries belonging to cluster 1 are moderately more

committed to public engagement, and v2 that taps into the properties of participatory procedures also

shows that degrees of actual citizen involvement is higher in cluster 1, but provides an additional

interesting differentiation between cluster 2 and cluster 3 in the sense that countries belonging to cluster 2

tend not to have formalized procedures for public involvement while countries belonging to cluster 3 tend

to have a certain degree of formalization of procedures for public involvement (such as legal requirement

for citizen inclusion or certain degrees of institution-building in the area) which do, however, tend to have

limited success in actually getting people engaged. Tables 5 and 6 give the cross-tabulations.

Table 5: Distribution on ‘Participatory performance’; pct.

B: Inactive in BB: Inactive BBB: A: AA: Active AAA: Active
developing | in developing | W.illingness Willingness and and
their public their public to develop to develop innovative in | innovative in
engagement | engagement | andinvestin | and investin developing developing

activities activities public public public public
engagement | engagement | engagement | engagement
activities activities activities activities
Cluster 1 7,1% 21,4% 28,6% 28,6% 14,3%
Cluster 2 10,0% 70,0% 10,0% 10,0%
Cluster 3 85,7% 14,3%
Note: p<0,05
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Table 6: Distribution on ‘Models of public involvement in science and technology decision-making’; pct.

Not formalized/low

Not formalized/high

Formalized/low

Formalized/high

involvement involvement involvement involvement
Cluster 1 7,1% 14,3% 78,6%
Cluster 2 90,0% 10,0%
Cluster 3 14,3%
Note: p<0,01

With regard to the thematic area of science communication, the cross-tabulation of v4 and the cluster

variable clearly shows that cluster 1 countries stand out with a significantly more consolidated science

communication culture. Cluster 2 and 3 are rather equal on this dimension. See Table 7 below.

Table 7: Distribution on ‘Science communication culture’; pct.

Fragile Developing Consolidated
Cluster 1 21,4% 78,6%
Cluster 2 30,0% 60,0% 10,0%
Cluster 3 28,6% 71,4%
Note: p<0,01

Finally, regarding the particular governance issue of using science-based knowledge in policy-making, we
can see that all countries in cluster 3 are characterized by having no or only limited formalized mechanisms
for feeding scientific knowledge into decision-making processes, and to the extent that it does find its way
through non-formalized channels, it tends to have a moderate impact on actual political decisions. Cluster 2
countries are dispersed across the categories, while cluster 1 countries to a large degree are characterized
by having well-developed infrastructures for interlinking between scientific evidence and political decision-
makers, who do in fact tend to put some emphasis on science-based knowledge as a platform for making
decisions. This does not imply an instrumental use of science in policy-making, but it signals a general
commitment to science-based governance in the countries belonging to cluster 1.

Table 8: Distribution on ‘Use of science in policy-making’; pct.

No Formalized/low Less formalized/considerable Highly
formalized/low impact impact formalized/high
impact impact
Cluster 1 21,4% 78,6%
Cluster 2 50,0% 20,0% 20,0% 10,0%
Cluster 3 100,0%
Note: p<0,01
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In sum, there are significant and interpretable differences between clusters 1, 2, and 3, which imply that
even with a relatively high degree of tolerance of intra-cluster variation in the 3-cluster solution, the
analyses provide some useful patterns that may qualify and inform the Res-AGorA selection of countries for
further monitoring on issues related to RRI.

We would expect even finer segregation and cluster differences at lower levels of intra-cluster dissimilarity,
i.e.inthe 4, 5, and 6 cluster solutions. Below, we provide the details of the 6-class solution for
exemplification. Itis interesting, e.g., that the two subgroups that - at lower levels of agglomeration —
constitute cluster 3 are very similar on all measures of innovation capacity, but rather dissimilar on
research excellence, where cluster 3A (Croatia, Latvia, Poland, Slovakia) has the lowest average score, while
3B (Greece, Lithuania, Turkey) is higher, even if still slightly below the overall European average. As tables
10-13 reveal, the two subgroups of cluster 3 are quite similar on dimensions related to public involvement
in S&T, science communication, and the use of science for policy-making, so the main differentiator
identified here is really the international impact of the countries’ research production (as measured by
citations).

Table 9: Mean scores on interval variables used for the cluster analysis

Innovation Union Innovation Technological Scientific
Scoreboard (2011) readiness publications in top
10% most-cited
publications
worldwide as
percentage of total

scientific

publications
Cluster 1 ,6104 4,9729 5,7236 11,8600
Cluster 2A ,3084 3,2300 4,3380 4,1740
Cluster 2C ,5885 4,7400 6,0150 10,2950
Cluster 3A ,2853 3,1500 4,5525 3,1400
Cluster 3B ,2703 3,2800 4,6100 7,2167
Total L4753 4,1774 5,2265 8,7655

Note: p<0,01 for all variables

The three subgroups constituting cluster 2 form their own three-tier structure with regard to innovation
capacity and research excellence. The light-pink group 2A (Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary,
Macedonia, Romania) has the lowest average score on these dimensions, while group 2C (Ireland,
Luxembourg) has the highest score among them. Looking at the innovation and research excellence
dimensions, group 2C and 2B would appear to be slightly more similar than 2B and 2A, but looking at the
remaining indicators in tables 10-13, it becomes clear that 2B and 2C differ significantly in other ways, e.g.
with regard to impact that science-based knowledge has on political decision-making.
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Table 10: Distribution on ‘Participatory performance’; pct.

B: Inactive in | BB: Inactive BBB: A: AA: Active AAA: Active
developing | in developing | Willingness Willingness and and
their public their public to develop to develop innovative in | innovative in
engagement | engagement | andinvestin | andinvestin developing developing

activities activities public public public public

engagement | engagement | engagement | engagement
activities activities activities activities
Cluster 1 7,1% 21,4% 28,6% 28,6% 14,3%
Cluster 2A 20,0% 80,0%
Cluster 2C 100,0%
(Custer28 | [ 333% [ 383 [ &3 [ | ]

Cluster 3A 75,0% 25,0%
Cluster 3B 100,0%

Note: not significant at p<0,05

Table 11: Distribution on ‘Models of public involvement in science and technology decision-making’; pct.

Not formalized/low | Not formalized/high Formalized/low Formalized/high
involvement involvement involvement involvement

Cluster 1 7,1% 14,3% 78,6%
Cluster 2A 100,0%
Cluster 2C 100,0%
Cluster 3A 100,0%
Cluster 3B 66,7% 33,3%
Note: p<0,01

Table 12: Distribution on ‘Science communication culture’; pct.

Fragile Developing Consolidated
Cluster 1 21,4% 78,6%
Cluster 2A 60,0% 40,0%
Cluster 2C 100,0%
Cluster 3A 25,0% 75,0%
Cluster 3B 33,3% 66,7%
Note: p<0,01
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Table 13: Distribution on ‘Use of science in policy-making’; pct.

No Formalized/low | Less formalized/considerable Highly
formalized/low impact impact formalized/high

impact impact
Cluster 1 21,4% 78,6%
Cluster 2A 60,0% 20,0% 20,0%
Cluster 2C 50,0% 50,0%
Cluster 3A 100,0%
Cluster 3B 100,0%
Note: p<0,01
Conclusion

The internal report at hand relates to Task 5.2, WP5 of the Res-AGorA project. It presents an overview of
indicators related to Science in Society as well as data for 38 European countries. We have argued that

these are relevant towards the emerging concept of Responsible Research and Innovation. The scanning of

countries provides a background for the work implemented in the Res-AGorA project and a platform for the

selection of 16 countries, in which continued monitoring - tailored to meet the needs of the project and

reflecting the conceptualisation of Responsible Research and Innovation in WP2 - will be performed.

Based on cluster analyses and with the intention of capturing European heterogeneity on aspects of

Responsible Research and Innovation, the report suggests including the following in the sample of countries

for further monitoring:

Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy,
Lithuania, Netherlands, Poland, Spain, United Kingdom
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Call for Tender D

8 National Correspondents on RRI
ResAGorA

Governance frameworks
for Responsible Research
and Innovation

July 08, 2013

The EU funded FP 7 research project Res-AGorA develops a normative and compre-
hensive governance framework for Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI)
(www.res-agora.eu). To this end it also monitors RRI in selected European countries.
For this purpose the Res-AGorA consortium calls for applications for the position as
national correspondent in each of the following 8 countries: the Czech Republic,
Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Iceland, Lithuania, Poland, and Spain.

Applicants should be social scientists with an excellent knowledge of “Science and So-
ciety” issues in their resident country. Previous experiences with large-scale interna-
tional research projects and research in the area RRI and “Science in Society” are pre-
ferred.

Based on a common template and guidelines provided by the consortium, applicants
will collect information about RRI in their resident country and present it in three con-
secutive reports, scheduled to be delivered in March 2014, January 2015, and Novem-
ber 2015. Given that it is unlikely that the RRI landscape within a country will change
radically over the duration of the project, the three reports will have a different struc-
ture, addressing particular topics which will arise from the overall Res-AGorA project.
Reporting will be online based and consist of 20 to 30 pages of text as well as a num-
ber of qualitative and quantitative indicators describing RRI activities in the respective
country. The reports will be quality checked and commented on by senior researchers
from within the consortium. The country correspondents will need to revise reports ac-
cordingly before they will be accepted. In addition, correspondents will provide docu-
ments about RRI in their respective country for a project repository. Correspondents
have to participate in a training workshop in late autumn 2013 and a final workshop
planned for autumn 2015. In total the Res-AgorA project is expected to run from Feb-
ruary 2013 to January 2016.

A lump sum payment of € 16.000 covers all costs (incl. operating expenses related to
research, and travel and accommodation costs related to workshops). 20% of the fee
will be paid when the contract is signed (expt. September 2013), 20% following ac-
ceptance of the 1st report, 30% following acceptance of the 2nd report, and 30% fol-
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lowing acceptance of the 3rd report. Signing individual contracts with the national cor-
respondents is preferred.

Applications should consist of a brief outline of research interests and experience with-
in the fields of “Science in Society” and “RRI”, a CV, and a list of publications.

Deadline for application: 15. August 2013

Please address questions and send your application to erich.griessler@ihs.ac.at and
bianca.brandl@ihs.ac.at

Res-AGorA Call for Tender: National Correspondents 2
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1. Workshop Objectives and Participants

This workshop was organized within the Res-AgorA Project and in the context of WP5, the goal
of which is to monitor responsible research and innovation (RRI) in selected countries of the
European Union and one nonmember state of the EU. The objectives of the workshop within
this context were:

e to form a team of national correspondents (NC) to carry out the tasks of WP5;
e tointroduce the NC into the Res-AGorA project in general and
e include the NC in the Monitoring of RRI (MoRRI) in particular;

e todiscuss with the NC the concept of RRI and to get additional input to the Res-AGorA
project;

e to clarify the roles and responsibilities in WP5 and to-fine tune the monitoring exer-
cise.

Participants of the workshop included representatives of consortium partners (FhG-ISI, UT,
UNIPD, DBT, IHS, UNIMAN, UPEMLYV, AU) as well as NC from the Czech Republic, Finland,
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Lithuania, Poland, and Spain, which were selected for this
purpose following an open call for tender.1

The emphasis of the workshop was to encourage an exchange between participants about the
concepts of, and experiences with, RRI in different European countries. Plenary presentations
were kept to a minimum and discussions mainly took place in small groups (World Cafe) and

the plenum.2

Berghotel Tulbinger Kogel and seminar room

1 For a detailed list of the participants see Annex

2 For a detailed schedule see Annex.

Res-AGorA : WP5 - National Correspondent Workshop Vienna 2
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Discussants

2. December 3rd

2.1 Welcome and Introduction

Ralf Lindner, Niels Mejlgaard and Erich Griessler welcomed the participants and asked them to
introduce themselves. After a first round of introductions, Ralf Lindner presented an overview
of the Res-AgorA project and its research objectives.3

At the moment the first wave of case studies (Pilot Cases, WP3), the research heuristics (WP2)
and first monitoring activities (WP5) of the project are being worked on. Research heuristics
are in a preliminary state and will be further developed in accordance with empirical results
and insights. During the discussion, Ralf mentioned other European projects that are currently
focusing on RRI as well.

In his second presentation, Ralf presented emerging concepts of RRI and first suggestions for
research heuristics.4 He said that the concepts framed as “RRI” emerged for the first time
around 10 years ago. Today there are several different and more or less normative definitions
of RRI. It is still an open question, whether RRI is a novel or a combination of existing concepts.
Within the Res-AgorA project, the goal of WP3 (Case Studies) is to support the conceptual and
governance framework of RRI. They will identify “seeds” and the “building bricks” of RRI gov-
ernance structures. The case studies will take two different perspectives. First, they will look
into different techno-scientific domains such as, e.g., health and energy. Second, they will in-
vestigate different entry points for RRI such as public policy initiatives, multi-national players,
RRI in training of scientists, country comparisons, etc. Ralf pointed out that the Res-AgorA pro-
ject will take a broad perspective on different actors e.g. companies/universities/government.

3 see Res-AGor-Intro&Overview_Vienna-03-12-2013.pdf
4 see Power Point presentation (Res-AGorA-Concept&Heuristic_Vienna-03-12-2013.pdf
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Niels Mejlgaard presented the results of a cluster analysis of MASIS data in which the selection
of countries for monitoring was empirically based.>

In his presentation, Erich Griessler introduced the goals and concept of the monitoring exercise
(MORRI). He also expanded on the goals of the present kick-off workshop.6

2.2 World Café

The workshop participants discussed three questions in the next phase:

e What does RRI mean in my country?
e  Which aspects of RRI are important in my country?

e  Which instruments exist in my country that promote RRI?

These questions were discussed in the format of a so-called World Café. The participants
formed several small groups of four to five people and discussed the aforementioned ques-
tions for about 20 minutes. After that time, the small groups stopped and formed new groups
with different people. Participants were specifically asked to form groups with new people. To
transfer the main results of the group discussions from one group to another, one participant
from each group was asked to act as a “host”. He/she took notes on the discussion and in-
formed their new group about the main points of discussion in their previous group. After
three rounds of group discussion, a plenary session was held and the hosts presented their
notes to the plenum. The participants discussed these results in the plenary panel.

The following section summarizes the main findings of the World Café.

World Café Discussion (left) and a participant presenting his group’s results (right)

5 see http://prezi.com/rl ke 3uv60j/morri-indicators/

6 see WP5 MoRRI Tulbinger Kogel.pptx

Res-AGorA : WP5 - National Correspondent Workshop Vienna 4
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2.2.1RRI as an Opalescent Concept

It turned out that the concept “Responsible Research and Innovation” (RRI) is not well known
in some countries. Instead, other related terms are used to describe and discuss issues that
might be covered by the concept. This includes terms such as:

e ethics

e national independence and autonomy

e research integrity

o safety

e standardization

e sustainability

Several participants perceived RRI as a concept that might break up barriers between various
actors and make research and innovation, respectively science and technology more interdis-
ciplinary and open to society.

The fact that several perspectives on and different aspects of responsibility exist poses a con-
ceptual challenge to RRI. There are several open questions such as: Who is responsible? For
what issues are they responsible? To whom are they responsible? What can be considered a
positive or negative development in research and innovation? What are legitimate values and
objectives to strive for and to defend in RRI? For example, values and objectives could include:

e economic competitiveness
e societal challenges
e sustainability

e etc.

The term responsibility might have different meanings at different levels and might therefore
vary at the regional, national, EU and international levels.

Moreover, it was pointed out that RRI might mean something different for different actors
such as researchers, workers, consumers, different publics, etc.

2.2.2 Dominant narratives differ across countries

The discussions showed that the dominant RRI narratives differ between countries. One dis-
cussant pointed out that competitiveness and growth are more dominant in Poland than they
are in Germany, for example. In Germany, on the other hand, another discussant added that
societal needs are often addressed in public discussion. In addition, the European Commission
introduces a kind of mission orientation with it goals in Horizon 2020.

Res-AGorA : WP5 — National Correspondents Workshop Vienna 5
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2.2.3 Socio-Technical Issues and Contexts make a Difference

The small groups identified a variety of socio technical issues in which RRI plays a role. This
includes areas such as energy, security, transport, ICT, neuro-/human enhancement, GM food,
and inclusive society (horizontal not vertical). To what extent RRI is discussed in this context,
however, differs between countries.

2.2.4 Multitude of instruments

The participants identified a number of instruments that have the potential to promote RRI.
These include:

e corporate social responsibility (CSR),
e ethics committees/councils,

e legal instruments/frameworks,

e ombudsman,

* (p)TA,

e public procurement,

e safety guidelines,

e research funding schemes,

e taxregulation,

e training/education

Although funding schemes that promote research and innovation to some extent include RRI
issues, the actual effect of this approach is uncertain. What, e.g., is the actual impact of ethics
councils on RRI?

Tax regimes: Are there tax credits/ is there tax exemption to promote certain activities in the
field of R&D and innovation?

In some countries there is only limited experience with (p)TA. In many countries there is not
much (p)TA happening; TA in these countries is expert oriented and hardly geared towards
public participation. It is often an open question how to involve and integrate the general pub-
lic.

Research councils could in principle act as mediators between political objectives and research
interests. Attention should be paid not only on their official funding criteria (which might in-
clude aspects of RRI) but on actual decision making process and how they recognize the pro-

Res-AGorA : WP5 - National Correspondent Workshop Vienna 6
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motion of RRI. Participants pointed out that RRI could be used for window dressing (“RRI-
washing”) or, in other words, simply as a buzzword without actual meaning and effects.

Several questions were raised concerning the instruments promoting RRI:

e How are they structured?
e Who do they engage?

e What values are incorporated into the instruments?

2.2.5 Challenges for RRI

Discussants pointed out that, similar to Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), the danger exists
that RRI will become an empty buzzword and effects such as “green washing” might occur.
“RRI-washing” might label processes and products responsible without any deeper meaning
and effect. Therefore, it is necessary to look into actual processes of RRI and how it is promot-
ed and not just at how it is written down in strategy papers.

In relation to this effect of improper legitimation, the discussants pointed out that the institu-
tionalization of RRI might shut down public debate since institutionalized processes to safe-
guard RRI are in place anyway. According to this logic, public engagement and controversy may
become redundant.

Another problem that was mentioned was how to institutionalize procedures linked to RRI
when issues with short lifecycles, e.g. research hypes, are concerned.

A general question raised in the World Café was who will participate in the promotion of RRI?
Who actually participates in participatory processes? What if representatives of industry
and/or politics refuse to cooperate and participate in events promoting RRI?

Political short-termism was another problem that was raised.

2.2.6 Preliminary conclusions for research methodology

Participants concluded that, among others, the very particular social, political, and cultural
contexts in which a technology is situated are important. For example, it is important how R&D
is assessed, e.g., whether as a public or a private good. There might be different implicit or
explicit core values in different countries. This includes questions such as: Are there particular
core values, which are central for national identity? Is there a certain normative ethos, e.g.,
towards a beautiful, pristine, and cherished nature, self-sufficiency and autarky or specific
societal structures and norms (“the way things are done in this country”)?

It was also discussed whether a working definition of RRI was needed in order to analyze and
monitor RRI in different countries. The group was diverse in its opinion about these issues and
discussed the pros and cons. On the one hand, a working definition is necessary to know what
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to capture. On the other hand, it helps not to have a working definition or at the most a loose
definition in order to maintain flexibility and to give credit to the co-constructive approach of
the Res-AGorA project.

Another methodological issue related to the role of the NC. Since the concept of RRI is ambig-
uous, not well defined and not well known in many countries, should the NC act as activists of
RRI or solely as observers?

The group also pointed out the difference and necessary distinction between research and
innovation. How should the NC take into account the specifics of these areas? What do they
have to look at? Are there different funding rules, e.g., for research (rule of state) and for in-
novation (rule of the market)?

Moreover, the question was raised whether there is also something like irresponsible research
and innovation as an antithesis to RRI? Should the NC look for such worst case examples?

In addition, the question of variety vs. uniformity was raised. Does MoRRI look at differences
or similarities between countries/techno-scientific domains? It was agreed that a balance be-
tween variety and uniformity might be the best (depending on the issue). How to keep contin-
gencies in the variety? A combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches might be
favorable. (Also to reduce indicators RRI could go both ways: open up a variety or produce
uniformity (in regulatory practices for R&D, values, etc.)

As an immediate response it was stated that the working definition of von Schomburg of RRI
might serve as a useful starting point. MoRRI wants to capture diversity but by using a uniform
instrument when it comes to its entry points, e.g., research councils could be captured with
uniform indicators that are able to capture variety.

In summary, the World Café discussion showed, that RRI is a not well known and opalescent
concept with different meanings in different national contexts. It covers other concepts as
ethics, safety, sustainability, etc. Dominant narratives about RRI differ between countries. In
some countries economic growth is dominant whereas others emphasize, e.g., different socie-
tal needs as well. RRI is playing a role to different extent and in different ways in different
technical areas. This also varies across countries. There is a multitude of instruments which
might promote RRI. However, their meaning has to be looked at their effects verified. Chal-
lenges of RRI mentioned in the discussion were using RRI only as legitimizing concept, closing
down critical public discussion, the meaning and practice of public participation therein.

In order to continue the discussion in the evening and over the next days, the participants
were asked to think about three questions:

e What aspects of RRI in particular are addressed in my country?
e Which central institutions deal with this task?

e What are the most important mechanisms/procedures which are applied to promote
this?

Res-AGorA : WP5 - National Correspondent Workshop Vienna 8
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3. 4thDecember 2013

3.1 RRI in different countries

The second day of the workshop started with a discussion in which the participants reflected
on the three questions posed in the last plenary meeting of the previous day.

Erich Griessler started this part of the workshop with an introduction to the Austrian case. The
Austrian situation in the context of RRI can be characterized by a number of conservative val-
ues, which many people feel connected with. One of them is the promotion of a nuclear ener-
gy free Europe. This has at times led to conflict with other, particularly neighboring, member
states of the EU. Another issue many Austrians feel strongly about is genetically modified or-
ganisms (GMOs). Many Austrians believe that the country should remain free of GMOs. An-
other important issue relates to the idea of energy autarky and renewable energy. In general,
there is a strong sentiment of having to protect the pure and pristine nature and an emphasis
on traditional (mountain) and organic farming. A recent example of this attitude is the Europe-
an debate about prohibiting pesticides that are suspected of contributing to colony collapse
disorder in bees. The Austrian minister for agriculture lost public support (and finally his office)
because he voted against a ban at the European level. The attitude that many Austrians hold
towards red biotechnology is another example of conservative values. In general, life-sciences
in the area of human medicine are regarded positively. However, as soon as they affect tradi-
tional family structures and come into conflict with the protection of human embryos, serious
public debates ensue.

Institutions that might be concerned with the promotion of RRI hardly seem to be aware of the
concept. It seems that only a few mechanisms exist to promote RRI and that these are not very
formalized. Although there is an extensive advisory system in the government, their advice is
often non-binding and their procedures of recruitment, finding evidence, decision-making and
expression of conflicts of interests are little formalized. The Austrian advisory system is based
on a closed and small elitist network of researchers and people close to politics. Since Austria
is still a neo-corporatist country, affiliations of this network of political parties are strong and
there is not much room for civil society and NGOs. Another instrument to promote RRI might
be environmental impact assessment. These are highly formalized legal procedures with little
public participation. When it comes to research funding as a means of promoting RRI, there
are only very few big funding organizations. It is unclear how they integrate the promotion of
RRI into their funding processes.

The rationale of research funding organizations for basic research is bottom up and it is un-
clear how they incorporate RRI into their procedures. Research ethics committees exist at
medical universities but it is unclear whether their activities can be considered to be more
than window dressing. Participatory exercises in pTA remained laboratory experiments until
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today. They were often promoted by social scientists and had not impact on policy-making
whatsoever. Regarding RRI throughout the entire business cycle, Fairtrade is getting stronger
in Austria and has entered regular retail shops.

Niels Mejlgaard pointed out that Austria could be perceived as a “gaelic village”, like in the
cartoon Asterix, which defends itself against the rest of the world. This draws attention to the
fact that although RRI has strong national aspects in the concrete framing of RRI, it continues
to mainly be an international issue because of the globalization of science and innovation.

Annemarie Inzelt pointed out that Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is different from cor-
porate responsibility in R&D. We should make sure not to define RRI too broadly.

Gemma Revuelta introduced the situation of RRI in Spain, which she portrayed as entirely dif-
ferent from Austria. For many years Spain has been closed from the rest of Europe by an au-
thoritarian regime. This resulted in a closed and very small R&D system, which only started to
open in the mid-1980s and is therefore still young. To portray the situation, Spain has been
awarded several Nobel Prizes in literature but only one in science. Ethics committees and laws
concerning RRI were created from the 1980s onwards. The relevant legislation is therefore
more flexible and liberal in general than in other European countries. The reason for this is, as
already mentioned, that the issue of R&D is relatively new to Spain. Although Spanish society
in general has been strongly influenced by religion and the Catholic Church for many years, the
new laws and ethics committees are generally liberal and pragmatic. The laws on reproductive
medicine, e.g., are amongst the most liberal in Europe. The attitude towards GMOs, e.g., is
liberal and Spain was among the early adopters of GMOs. The government strongly supports
industry. In general, there is little public debate on issues of R&D and “citizenship” has so far
only developed few instruments for debate in Spain. There are very few NGOs in Spain and
those that do exist only started to work around 20 years ago. In Spain, Greenpeace, e.g., is not
as big as it is in other countries. In the case of nuclear power, Spain has about ten nuclear
power plants and there was not much discussion until two or three years ago (Fukushima inci-
dent). However, this seems to be changing and a debate is slowly starting. When it comes to
renewable energy, there is more research and development in this area because of favorable
natural circumstances but, unlike other countries, the development is not strongly supported
by the government. One explanation for this lack of support is that the government does not
acknowledge the “fact” of global warming.

Regarding institutions and instruments, political decisions are made in general without much
scientific advice.

There are three national ethics committees in the area of (1) S&T in general; (2) biomedical
issues and (3) issues related to reproductive medicine. These committees consist of a mixture
of conservative and liberal members. In general, the committees work well and have some
influence on political decisions.

Res-AGorA : WP5 - National Correspondent Workshop Vienna 10
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There are some organizations that deal with CSR. The concept of CSR is pretty new to Spain
(around 5-10 years ago). These organizations are not very strong and recently started. Howev-
er, many companies want to be involved in this organization promoting CSR.

In the area of societal participation there has been a foundation in place for the last ten years
that supports different institutions like universities, hospitals, etc., in carrying out activities
such as the promotion of scientific culture and citizen participation. However, the small exper-
iments in citizen participation have so far had no practical influence on policy-making.

Lena Tsipouri pointed out that there is a strong push in the EU to increase R&D spending to a
3% target and to involve industry in R&D more and more. Is this push threatening efforts to
consider RRI particularly in the case of countries that currently spend far less than 3%? She
also asked whether society accepts this tension between a basic conservative attitude and
liberal laws, as demonstrated by the case of reproductive medicine. Gema responded that
Spanish society is basically Catholic but also pragmatic. The parts of the Catholic Church that
are most outspoken against stem cell research and who are also most present in the media do
not represent the opinion of Catholic laypeople and Spanish society.

Miriam Hufnagl asked if, in the actual monitoring, the NC should only list existing values that
might be relevant for RRI in a country or whether they should pay attention to the historical
contexts to explain why those particular values are important in that country. In Germany, e.g.,
values are always important when reproductive medicine is discussed because of its history of
National Socialism. Gema responded that she would prefer to take the historical context into
account because in science there is not only a shared perspective on a topic but also a cultural
perspective in which a particular topic is framed and shaped.

Mika Nieminen pointed out that we should also take into account the European level because
in some countries, like Finland, there is no valid legislation other than the European in cases
such as that of GMOs.

After some discussion that an in depth presentation of all countries would take too much time,
it was decided that only a few country cases would be presented and that some would be left
out in this workshop. It was pointed out that to discuss central points of RRI in European coun-
tries should be the priority and that comments should add to this discussion.

Adolf Filacek continued with the presentation of the Czech Republic. The Czech Republicis a
relatively new member state. A main difference to Austria, as a neighboring country, is its very
recent totalitarian past and the fact that at the moment it only has 20 years of democratic
development. The Czech Republic has nuclear power plants and GMOs. Its society is also con-
servative, but the result in terms of content is entirely the opposite. For example, it is argued
that if GMOs and nuclear energy were allowed in the past, why shouldn’t they be allowed to-
day?

The understanding of RRI as a concept will be different in basic and applied research and in
innovation processes. In contrast to public research centers and universities, businesses have
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their own understanding of all these aspects. In the area of basic research it is clear for most
grants funding agency in the Czech Republic that RRI is necessary. In this area ex-ante evalua-
tion exists, which evaluates the ethical aspects of research. There is also ex-post evaluation,
which looks at the real results of research projects not only at the research output. Unlike oth-
er countries there is no central institution that deals with TA in the Czech Republic and it is not
likely that TA will be institutionalized in the near future. According to survey results, research
has steady and high levels of prestige in society. Professions with the highest prestige are med-
ical doctor, scientist and university professors). There is mainly a problem with public financing
of research. It is an aim of this project to formulate RRI so that it can be understood in basic
basic/applied research, by businesses/enterprises and by the general public interested in this
agenda.

Simone Arnaldi commented on the Czech Republic case by providing examples from the Italian
case. His first observation was about the relevance of informal or spontaneous societal pro-
cesses in assessing responsibility in science and technology. The monitoring should not only
look at formalized procedures of public participation but also at spontaneous efforts of partici-
pation. This will allow identifying conflicts of interpretation in responsibility issues. An example
in the Italian case was a small NGO in the area of red biotechnology which literally forced the
Italian government to spend millions of Euro in research which from the research community
was considered as unethical and not rigorous from scientific point of view. In this case a con-
flict existed between the right to health and research integrity. We should therefore look also
look at conflicts between interpretations of RRI. Simone also highlighted that the agendas of
the grand challenges of Horizon 2020 are used as a template and start to influence the re-
search strategies in Member States.

Padraig Murphy recognized many similarities between Austria and Ireland based on their
Catholic history. This Catholic influence remains strong. However, there was a radical change in
the late 1990s regarding R&D. Major national investments were made in science, technology
and innovation. These were mainly in the life sciences and ICT. At the turn of the century, en-
ergy became the third most important strand of research in this respect. These heavy invest-
ments in R&D were made without much reflection on the big changes that had come along
with science, technology and innovation. Padraig also perceived interesting similarities with
Spain. When it comes to issues of governance, whether RRI or ethics, the governance structure
is relatively poor and the government almost takes on a promotional role. However, the
Catholic aspect of Irish society is still strong. When it comes to the issues of stem cell research
and abortion, the country’s Catholic past is strongly reflected. Catholic groups often run hospi-
tals in Ireland. Consideration of RRl is not centralized. In the case of health care reflection hap-
pens in hospitals and their ethics committees. Higher education institutes and/or universities
have their own ethics committees. Some of them will try to push the boundary a little bit by
drafting their own guidelines to allow for some stem cell research. Most of them, however, will
try to stay away from this research. At the moment there is a legal vacuum for stem cell re-
search; there is no regulation. There are intergovernmental committees who work on such
issues, but their results are not made into law by government. There is still no legislation on
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stem cell research in Ireland today. Legislation in the environmental sector is strong, e.g. envi-
ronmental impact of emerging technologies (because regulation tends to come from the EU).
There is a contradiction between a new emphasis on science, which stands in contrast to the
old Ireland. The Irish Council of Bioethics was a promising space for a discussion of the issues
of RRI. In the recession, however, when government considered which councils to discontinue
so as to save money, the Irish Council of Bioethics was the very first to be cut. This sends the
message that science, technology and innovation, in a broad sense, do not require these kinds
of reflective spaces. The Science Foundation Ireland and Irish Research Council are the main
funding bodies of research and innovation. Within their calls you can see quite similar to Hori-
zon 2020 not the words RRI but public engagement, civic engagement. All these kinds of con-
cepts are coming through and there seems to be a kind of change. At the same time there is a
lack of space for this kind of discussion. Ireland does not have much of a culture of reflection in
this area. Instead, there is a culture of litigation, as demonstrated by lawsuits in cases of health
damage in hospitals or environmental law.

Mika Nieminen asked whether other countries have impact assessment institutions. In Finland,
the Finnish Agency for Research and Innovation and the Academia of Finland recently set up a
new integrated impact assessment framework. It mirrors a kind of balanced ideal of impact
assessment and includes aspects of social, cultural, environment, development, and sustaina-
bility. It is quite new.

There is a strong economic orientation in Finnish R&D policy, behind which but behind that
there is also an idea that there should be a balanced social development. This is idea that we
have to take care of all people is associated with Nordic countries and is a kind of welfare state
inheritance. The Finish research and innovation system has several specialized councils for
different branches of science. In addition, there is a notion of open innovation and involving
people which is getting stronger. A fundamental motivation for this is of course economic in
the sense of avoiding the production of innovations that people don’t accept. But there are
also ethical aspects involved. Niels Mejlgaard raised a question about the institutions, format
and the framework of the impact assessment mentioned. Is it a document? Mika responded
that it is on its way to being institutionalized. It was made by the two institutions mentioned
and is now going to be developed in the form of a public service. By means of this service, eve-
rybody can check what impact a certain technology will have on the basis of certain indicators.
At the moment, this impact assessment is not mandatory but it might become obligatory
something eventually.

In the case of Hungary, Laszlo Csonka explained that there are hardly any TAs, evaluations, or
impact assessments. The only pressure for such procedures comes from the European Union. If
they require such mechanismes, it will be done. The problem in Hungary is not only that the
system is young, but also that it is constantly changing. They system is in a fluid state and there
is not really any time for institutions and mechanisms to become established. There are many
problems in the R&D system and RRl is not a priority. There are only a few topics in R&D that
are discussed in public; these include: GMOs and food chain safety, consumer safety issues
and, in a less structured manner, energy issues such as the enlargement of the Hungarian nu-
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clear power plant. Civil society organizations are not really strong yet and there are no central
institutions for RRI. However, national institutions for food safety. The funding agencies incor-
porated some aspects of ethical questions, evaluation and monitoring processes in the applica-
tion. But this is on the level of basic research. Until recently the office of a so called “Ombuds-
man for future generation” existed. However recently this office was discontinued and the
system of ombudsmen was merged. Now there is only one ombudsman who is responsible for
all different issues, which lessens the significance of the institution in comparison to the past.

Miriam Hufnagl raised the question whether there are some kinds of patterns that can be ob-
served: One pattern might be conservative societies (with a basic Catholic background), anoth-
er type might be post-communist countries with catching up processes. Germany is very much
focused on whether the economy is doing well. However, there is also a strong civil society,
e.g., in the cases of fracking and GMOs. There is the historical context to take into considera-
tion, which was previously discussed. There are also current economic structures in place that
make a difference (small economy, large economy, open, ...). Country size might also make a
difference in the sense that small countries might want to protect their identity and this may
play a role when it comes to issues of science and technology.

Thordis Sveinsdottir reports that Iceland is a very small state. In Iceland, a lot of things that
might be connected to RRI are taken for granted (e.g. most energy in Iceland is renewable en-
ergy). lceland wants to be self-sufficient and sustainable. This is a major factor in national iden-
tity. What RRI means in Iceland will have to be investigated in the project.

According to Morten Nielsen, national identity does not play a large role in Denmark at the
moment. In terms of R&D, Denmark sees itself more international than national. What is spe-
cial in the Danish case is the mixture of a fairly strong state, a fairly strong civil society, but also
a strong business sector. And you can see negotiations taking place between them. There is
often a close connection between business and civil society. The idea for windmills, e.g., initial-
ly came from civil society and windmills are now a big business. The relationship between the
three actors is very specific in particular areas. In some areas, like cars, you have a strong civil
society and business sector. The government is reluctant to push anything through against the
will of either one or both of them. In other sectors, like smart housing, the government sets
targets and both the civil society and business sector pick this up. There is this constant nego-
tiation between the three. This is a bit different from other countries.

With regard to national identity and regimes of accountability/responsibility, Niels added that
there has been a significant change in regimes in this area in recent years. In the 1970s there
were huge discussions in Denmark about nuclear power and new institutions were created to
handle public debate. For a long time, a kind of Danish model for handling controversial topics
in science and technology existed. It was a responsibility regime that emphasized dialogue,
public participation, and consensus. It was a participatory regime of accountability. An institu-
tion like the Danish Board of Technology (which was part of parliament) stood for this idea.
This changed in last 15 years, particularly since the turn of the millennium. In 2001 there was a
first attempt to shut down the DBT but this did not succeed. The attempt to close down the
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DBT was not only made by its board but also because of a change in the accountability regime
from a consensus and participatory regime to a fiscal regime. This is something that other par-
ticipants in the workshop also talked about; in this fiscal regime the emphasis should be on
economic competitiveness, growth, creating a strong link between universities, knowledge
production in the public sector and private enterprises. That has made a huge change in the
Danish model, which is now less participatory. To a certain extent the Danish case was a model
for participation in R&I. It is a bit of an irony, that this approach lost some of its significance
recently because since the so called Danish system was some sort of a successful export issue
in the past (e.g. consensus conferences). These ideas shaped the ideas and found their way
into the FP6 and FP7 Science and Society, Science in Society schemes.

Miriam pointed out that we should not forget to look at the question of who is promoting the
idea of RRI and with what motives? Who is actually doing the agenda setting? Who is pushing
RRI? What are the dominant narratives and what is their cognitive proximity to the EU?

Saulé Maciukaité-Zviniene pointed out that business is the main player when it comes to R&D
but that this is not always very visible. Sometimes it is possible, however, to name certain firms
and people who promote a technology. Like Ireland, Lithuania is very Catholic and the Church
plays an important role. Addressing Mike’s question, Saulé explained that there is an official
framework for assessment in Lithuania but that this works very slowly. There have not been
any results so far but hopefully the assessment with bear fruit in the future. Shale gas is an
R&D topic that was recently the subject of public debate in Lithuania. This is still a hot topic in
Lithuania. Research was conducted, a lot of thought was put into this topic and the public was
involved in the debate. Another hot topic in Lithuania is nuclear power. It is also a big topic in
its neighboring countries. Nuclear plants are surrounded by natural resources. The public, re-
searchers, and political actors are involved in this debate. There is an advisory system in Lithu-
ania that more or less works the same way in all areas, with a few exceptions. Operational
programs for R&D policy are one of the instruments that are employed. They seem to be effec-
tive and mention RRI. There are concrete documents (2002-2010; 2020) in which references to
RRI can be found.

Adri Albert de la Bruheze pointed out in that funding agencies play an important role for RRI
as a mediator between the government and civil society. He also liked the discussion about
European roots of national legislation and the discussion of small and big countries. We have
to keep national and transnational/European developments in mind. The Dutch situation is
quite similar to the Danish. Regimes of responsibilities are very important. What are the rules?
What are the practices? And that is indeed changing in the Netherlands at this moment. The
Netherlands are in transition in the sense that although the system of deliberation between
various societal groups works, there is a loss of faith in public demonstrations (protest) as an
effective tool. Citizens are starting to experiment with other tools to bring about change. They
build organizations and firms to make a transition towards responsible, e.g., energy produc-
tion. Social scientists and scientists, scientific communities/funding agencies are important for
the promotion of initiatives in terms of spin-offs. Engagement should include involvement by
NGOs. In the Netherlands NGOs are involved and take initiative.
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3.2 MoRRI website

Nikolaus Péckhacker presented the current state of the MoRRI website.”
Q&A:

e User friendliness for correspondents (and for visitors) is important

e Abstracts for uploaded original documents are necessary, especially for texts not in
English.

e “Full report” button might be helpful for some users,

e How should citations be dealt with?

e How should different templates be dealt with? Will there be one common template,
even for graphs, etc.?

e theidea is that raw data will be inserted by the correspondents and that graphs, etc.

will be produced automatically.

3.3 Organizational matters

A report on the meeting should be available before the holiday season.

Padraig raised the idea that we should try to produce publications from the monitoring exer-
cises. Erich supported this idea and Annemarie proposed that we have a publication workshop
in Budapest. Erich said that he would look into funds to determine whether such a workshop
could be financed.

3.4 Feedback from Participants

At the end of the Workshop, participants were asked to provide some advice on what they
think WP5 should take into consideration. The following section categorized this feedback and
eliminated redundancies.

3.4.1 RRI concept and methodology

Clarify the relationship between RRI and beliefs/religious issues.

7 See Res-AGorA_WP5_MoRRI Monitoring website_Poechhacker.pdf
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Focus a bit more on the RRI relationship between EU and national level.
Think about EU discourses and local discourses in terms of power relations (imposing consent).

Focus on governance instruments that create interactions with companies and civil society
(arenas, platforms).

Look at social innovation.

Small part on the political system, the government/governance patterns (How are decisions
made and legitimized) of each country.

CSR is now a buzz word with some financial support. How does it interact with RRI? Should RRI
be an additional dimension to CSR?

Bear in mind that RRI is / may become politicized — “RRI wash”.
How to guarantee the involvement of citizens in RRI?

Address the contribution of science and humanities to the solution of the societal issues, not
just S&T

Consider different languages and how RRI is present in them.

Consider the multidimensional character of RRI = e.g. responsibility in research may mean
different issues than in innovation

Create glossary of RRI terms

The different meanings of “responsibility” or their consequences be presented in an analytical
framework for countries comparison. There we mainly focused on the responsibility towards

choice of the topics of research of this research
the consequences of this research

but not at all on the processes of research (responsibility towards providing good working
conditions to scientists, ethical experiments, no cheats, etc.)

Those processes are important to look at because scientists are more and more controlled —
meaning de-responsibilized — and there will be a tension between asking them to be responsi-
ble on topics and choices and consequences while considering them irresponsible on the pro-
cesses.

3.4.2 MoRRI

A system that can do cross-comparison, e.g. countries, regions, RRI sectors, RRI technologies,
by agencies...
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there must be both common indicators suitable to all countries and local indicators related to
regional/local potential

Use as much as possible interactive mind maps and multi-level analysis.

make very clear how you can leave the program/site without problems and without losing data
stored/uploaded

provide space for asking questions/reporting operational problems
give overview/table of content, so you can see what has been fill ins and still needs to be done

could be interesting to have an special section of the website devoted to feedback, to know
opinions and commentaries of our users

Distinguish quantitative data (able to be abstracted in xIs) from qualitative.
allow for diversity in research design / methodology

Take into account the heterogeneity of countries (indicators = one size does not fit for all
sectors/disciplines).

However, a more or less clean template for country comparisons is needed due to this variety.

Use well defined questions for country reports to avoid lengthy texts and the confusion of
various topics.

Think of some indicators of dominant, national discourses (RR)Innovation
Detailed format of quantitative data (texts)

There are some issues that are common to groups of countries (e.g. Nordic, southern, German-
ic) and totally irrelevant for others. Try to clarify thin in the indicators / instructions

Use as much as possible internet analytics tools so that users could individually process data.
variety vs uniformity

Maybe a part which contains a sort of “what’s happening on RRI”

in the academic world

in business

in the policy world

concerning conferences, special issues, any highlight events would be interesting for the users
(kind of an event calendar

3.4.3 Organizational
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National correspondents want to be kept informed about the overall Res-AGorA output, par-
ticular, if it is affecting their own work (e.g. working definitions)

Circulation of draft template for comments

Some pre-readings would be useful, especially on the project (website wasn’t too helpful)
Reasonably fast technical support (given everyone’s time limitations).

Will there be a newsletter? (something new on the MoRRI page)

Use of social media:

Should we use social media, like Twitter, LinkediIn,...?

We should use social media and be present in google!

take news media on board (though non systematically) for dissemination / visibility purposes
(WP6)

Make it fun

4. Appendix

4.1 Schedule

Tuesday 3™ December

12.00-13.00 Welcome lunch buffet

13.00-15.00 Introduction into Res-AGorA and MoRRI (Chair: Niels Mejlgaard)

e Welcome (Ralf Lindner, Niels Mejlgaard, Erich Griessler)
e Introduction. Res-AGorA. Overall project aims and content (Ralf Lindner)

e QandA
e ‘Emerging’ concept of RRI and the Res-AGorA research heuristic (Ralf Lindner)
e QandA

e Country selection, ‘background’/screening indicators (Niels Mejlgaard)
e MoRRI aims and plans (Erich Griessler)

e QandA
15.00—15.30 Coffee break
15.30-18.00 National contexts and preliminary ideas about RRI in European countries (Chair:

Erich Griessler)

e  World Cafe
e  Plenary Discussion
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18.00-18.30 Break

18.30-20.30 Working Dinner

20.30 open end Continued informal discussion:

e Experiences with RRI in Europe
e ‘Candidate’ indicators for MoRRI website

Wednesday 4™ Dec

9.00-10.30 MOoRRI website (Chair: Niels Mejlgaard)

e Reflection Round about 1* day

e Introduction into MoRRI website (Nikolaus Péchhacker, Erich Griessler)

e QandA
10.30-11.00 Coffee break
11.00-12.30 Organizational Matters (Chair: Erich Griessler)

e Contractual Questions (Bianca Brandl, Erich Griessler)
e Schedule of MoRRI deliverables
e Quality Management (Q&A)

e  Farewell

12.30-14.00 Lunch buffet
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Name Institution Contact
ARNALDI, Simone | University of Padua simonearnaldi@gmail.com
BRANDL, Bianca A IHS Bianca.brandl@ihs.ac.at
CSONKA, Laszl6 H IKU Innovation Research Centre, Buda- csonka.laszlo@penzugykut
pest ato.hu
FILACEK, Adolf (o4 ,l?:::ademy of Sciences of the Czech Repub- filacek@kav.cas.cz
GRIESSLER, Erich A IHS Erich.griessler@ihs.ac.at
Miri-
HUFNAGL, Miriam D FhG-ISI am.Hufnagl@isi.fraunhofe
r.de
INZELT, Annaméria H IKU Innovation Research Centre, Buda- inzelt.annamaria@penzug
pest ykutato.hu
.Kozl ki isw.
KOZLOWSKI, Jan PL Ministry of Science and Higher Education J;_F ozlowski@mnisw.gov
LANG, Alexander A IHS Alexander.lang@ihs.ac.at
LINDNER, Ralph b EhG-ISI rjg.llndner@|5|.fraunhofer
MACIUKAITE- LT Research & Higher Education Monitoring macsaule@gmail.com
ZVINIENE, Saulé & Analysis Center SUE
MEJLGAARD, Niels DK | Aarhus University nm@cfa.au.dk
hool of icati Dublin Ci
MURPHY, Padraig IRL 3¢ .00 (.) Communications, Dublin City padraig.murphy@dcu.ie
University
NIELSEN, Morten DK DBT mvn@Tekno.dk
NIEMINEN, Mika FIN | VTT Technical Research Centre of Finland Mika.Nieminen@vtt.fi
POCHHACKER, Niko- A HS Niko-
laus laus.pdchhacker@ihs.ac.at
REVUELTA, Gemma SP Universitat Pompeu Fabra gemma.revuelta@upf.edu
SVEINSDOTTIR, Thordis | UK | The University of Manchester _.thord'- .
is.sveinsdottir@mbs.ac.uk
lo-
. R h & Higher E ion Monitori -
TAUGINIENE, Loreta LIT esearc .& Igher Education Monitoring ratauginiene@hotmail.co
& Analysis Center m
N . | K . . . . f —
TSIPOURI, Lena J. GR ational and Kapodistrian University o Itsipouri@gmail.com
Athens
Adri Albert DE LA . . a.a.albertdelabruheze@ut
BRUHEZE NL University ofTwente wente.nl
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MoRRI Variables and Categories developed from Material sent by national
correspondents in 1* Round of Monitoring

Variables | Why is the Categories Explanation
category of
interest

Statement (Non-binding)
expression of

intention (e.g. by
policy makers)
without necessarily




Variables

Why is the
category of
interest

Categories

Explanation

providing a detailed
strategy how this
intention is going to
be implemented.

Discussion Paper

Provides information
and invites
discussion about RRI
and/or related
activities in this area.

Report

Analytical document
dealing with RRI
related topics. (This
category also
includes conference
reports)

Advice/Opinion

Analytical documents
with additional
recommendation for
certain RRI related
actions without
binding character

Bill

Binding regulation
which has not (yet)
been passed by
Parliament and thus
has not become a
law.

Law

Binding regulation
(either normal or
constitutional law)
passed by
Parliament.

Decree

This category
“decree” includes
documents from all
bodies on
governmental level
which in a respective
country have the
legal right to issue a
legally binding
document (e.g.




Variables

Why is the
category of
interest

Categories

Explanation

Ministry)

Strategy

Detailed plan how to
achieve RR],
including
instruments how the
plan is implemented.

Funding Program

Financial plan which
allocates money to
RRI related activities.

Guidelines/Framework/Code of

Conduct/Standards

Non-binding set of
rules which guide
behavior towards
RRI. (soft regulation).

Public Hearing

Official debate in
which parties (e.g.
citizens, neighbors)
have a legal right to
attend, ask questions,
make a request etc.

Letter

Document written by
a certain person
without binding
character.

Event

Public happening in
which RRI issues are
discussed.

Scientific publication

Research article,
monograph,
contribution to
edited volume

Newspaper article

Article in
newspapers or (non
scientific) magazines

Others. Please describe the

category in a short term.

Residual category

Policy
instrument
applied

Policy
instruments
vary in their
approach as
well as in their
significance in
terms of

In this category
multiple categories
are possible




Variables Why is the Categories Explanation
category of
interest
achieving RRI.
Conference Public event which

brings together
different
stakeholders in RRI

Defining statutory and binding
values and procedures

Binding definition of
certain values of RRI
or procedures how to
safeguard them (e.g.
by constitutional
law)

Deliberation/Dialogue

Public event
specifically organized
to promote/structure
public discussion
between
stakeholders on RRI
related topics.

Data
collection/Evaluation/Monitoring/

Collection and
documentation of
RRI related data and
activities
(monitoring of their
development over
time), evaluation or
RRI instruments and
monitoring of their
success.

Guidelines/Standards/Certification

Development of RRI
guidelines, standards
to be followed and
procedures how to
certificate RRI in an
organisation.

Impact Assessment

Assessment of the
influence of certain
measures (research,
innovation, laws) on
RRI related issues
(including
environmental-,
technology- and




Variables

Why is the
category of
interest

Categories

Explanation

regulatory impact
assessment)

Information/Education/Training

Measures which
promote the
information,
education and
training of different
stakeholders or the
general public
(youth) about RRI.

National Ethics Council

Installing or running
a particular
institution which is
responsible for the
ethics aspect of RRI.

Ombudsman

Installing and
running a particular
institution
responsible for RRI,
i.e.an Ombudsman
who has the right to
question and
evaluate decisions
taken by public
administration.

Planning/Priority Setting

Setting up a plan how
to arrive at RRI.

Quotas

Defining a certain
percentage of public
funding (or posts) to
RRI related topics
(particularly in
gender).

Recommendation

Giving a non-binding
advice how to arrive
at RRL

Research Funding Programme

Defining a program
which allocates
financial means for
funding research
which follows the
principles of RRI




Variables Why is the Categories Explanation
category of
interest

Research Project Single research
project which deals
with RRI as a concept
or how to realize it

Others. Please describe the Residual category

category in a short term.

Type of Significance,

authors impact and
possibilities of
actors will vary.

Parliament

Government

Regional Government

Expert Advisory Body Permanent or ad-hoc
bodies of experts
which advise
government or public
administration.
Bindingness of this
advice might vary.

Funding Body Organisation which
funds research and
innovation.

Research Institution Research
organisation in the
natural and social
sciences of various
size and affiliation.

Enterprise Firms

NGO Non-governmental
organisation which is
a stakeholder in RRI.

Others. Please describe the Residual category

category in a short term.

RRI RRIas a In this category
aspects concept multiple categories
addressed | includes are possible

(according to
EC documents)
certain aspects.
Stating them
allows an




Variables Why is the Categories Explanation
category of
interest
overview
whether
differences
exist between
these aspects
and to localize
areas of
interest.
Corporate Social Responsibility
Cultural heritage
Education
Environment
Ethics
Gender
Health
Open access
Participation
Societal Challenges
Sustainability
Others. Please describe the Residual Category
category in a short term.
R&D areas | User might In this category

want to search
via R&D area.
This allow to
detect
differences by
technology
area.

multiple categories
are possible

Climate change

Energy

Engineering

Environment

Food

General

Technology is not
specified

Geoengineering

ICT

Land-Use Systems

Life Science

Including the terms:
health, biomedicine,
life sciences,




Variables Why is the Categories Explanation
category of
interest
synthetic biology,
genomics, GMO
Mobility
Nanotechnology

Organic farming

Others. Please describe the
category in a short term.

Residual Category

Security

Social innovation

Sustainability

Urban Systems
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