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Introduction

While Horizon Europe, the ninth European Union’s Framework Programme for Research and
Innovation (EU-FP), is about to start its third year, the participation of researchers based in the
United Kingdom (UK) remains uncertain. This uncertainty, which can be dated back to June 2016
with the success of the Brexit referendum, led overall to less participation in and coordination of
EU-funded projects.'

The EU-UK Trade and Cooperation Agreement, in late 2020, seemed to clear the way towards UK
access to Horizon Europe.? Unfortunately, over a year and a half later, the UK is still not associated
to the Programme because the EU is not willing to finalise the agreement as long as the Northern
Ireland Protocol dispute is ongoing.

While hopes for a full association are fading, the Department of Business, Energy and Industrial
Strategy (BEIS) has provided further details on transitional measures and a long-term alternative
to Horizon Europe, the so-called Plan B.? Indications about the budget can be found in the 2021
Spending Review, which set aside £6.9 billion for the association or an alternative until 2025.* This
situation takes place in a context where policymakers have frequently stated an ambition to make
the UK a’science and technology superpower’. Concerns were however raised by a House of Lords
Committee on the lack of concrete plans to make such aspirations become reality.> Maintaining
strong research ties with the EU through concrete measures, regardless of whether the UK is
associated or not, can only contribute to the UK Government’s aim.

Even though a full association to Horizon Europe remains preferable, given its size and relatively
simple framework for cross-border and multi-sectoral collaboration, setting up a new research
and innovation programme from scratch is also an opportunity to address the flaws associated
with EU-FPs and propose even more attractive conditions for researchers.

In this Policy Note, | provide a series of recommendations that could best align Plan B with the
ambition to maintain and strengthen the UK's position as a global science and technology
superpowetr.

1. What is lost in the case of non-association?

Before going further into details, it is worth clarifying what is lost for UK-based researchers if
the UK does not get associated to Horizon Europe. A non-association is expected to result in the
demotion of the UK to the status of ‘Third Country’- in other words, the same status as the United
States, Canada and Japan. Although participation in most of the Programme remains possible,
third country-based researchers are usually not eligible for the following:
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i Research institutions based in third countries are not eligible to host European Research
Council (ERC) and Marie Sktodowska-Curie Actions Postdoctoral Fellowships (MSCA-PF)
grantees, except for the outgoing phase of an MSCA-PF Global Fellowship.

ii Researchers from third countries can participate in most Horizon Europe calls but must seek
alternative sources of funding, sometimes offered by their respective governments.

iii Researchers based in third countries cannot coordinate collaborative projects, as their
institutions cannot sign grant agreements with the European Commission.

2, Foreseen transitional measures and the long-awaited Plan B

In its communication of July 2022, BEIS proposed specific transitional measures to minimise
immediate losses in the event of a non-association, such as:

i the commitment to fund all UK-based participants involved in successful Horizon Europe
consortia signing grant agreements before 31 March 2025;

i the organised evaluation of ERC and MSCA-PF proposals submitted before the point of non-
association;

iii additional funding for enhancing existing talent schemes from UKRI and National Academies;
and

iv formula funding for institutions that are the most affected by the barriers to participation in
Horizon Europe.

Most importantly, BEIS shared a first peek into an alternative to Horizon Europe if the UK is not
associated. It is structured into the four following pillars:

i Top Talent: Funding of long-term fellowships hosted by UK universities, as alternatives to the
ERC grants and MSCA-PF.

ii End-to-End Innovation: Investments in industrial research and innovation, notably through
domestic and international collaboration.

iii Global Collaboration: Bottom-up funding for international collaboration within and beyond
Europe. This includes continued Third Country participation in Horizon Europe.

iv Research and Development (R&D) System: Support for the development of research
infrastructures, digital research capabilities, and R&D clusters across the country.

BEIS stated that Plan B would build upon the best features of Horizon Europe and propose more
attractive funding schemes with less bureaucracy than the EU programme.

3. How to make the best out of Plan B

Designing such an ambitious programme implies determined policy choices, from the allocation
of funding across the various components of the programme to the size and length of grants and
the consideration of different trade-offs. We build upon insights from the public research funding
literature and experiences from other countries to develop a series of recommendations for a
Programme that is attractive to researchers within and outside the UK.

Excellence, cohesion and inclusion

When EU-FPs are discussed at the EU Parliament, debates often centre around the trade-off
between rewarding ‘excellence’ and reducing the gap between the western and eastern regions.®
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Excellence remains an ill-defined concept, often associated with citation-related metrics.” Its use
as an international standard to allocate funding and privileges tends to concentrate funding in a
limited number of organisations, which are often the ones with the highest capacities and most
resources.

This occurs noticeably in EU-FPs, where funding is concentrated in ‘closed clubs’ of regular
participants. It is also salient at the UK level, where about one-third of the funding acquired by
UK universities in Horizon 2020 was obtained by only four universities: the University of Oxford,
the University of Cambridge, University College London and Imperial College London. Former
polytechnics collect only about 5% of all UK universities’ participation. As a transitional measure,
BEIS proposed introducing formula funding to compensate universities that are the most
affected by access limitations to Horizon Europe. However, those that are the most affected are
the ones that participate the most and thus benefit from cumulative advantages linked to the
continuous accumulation of EU-funded projects. Therefore, we also recommend introducing
support schemes for universities that tend to participate less to mitigate their cumulative
disadvantages and favour their integration into the European research and innovation
landscape. The MSCA Staff Exchange scheme, in which UK universities can still participate, fosters
knowledge exchange and networking of research and administrative staff between organisations,
independent of their size and status. The participation of less resourced UK universities in
such staff exchange schemes should be encouraged and / or incentivised.

It has also been shown that the ‘excellence regime’ may encourage questionable and even
fraudulent research practices and discourage replication studies, which are critical for the
continued process of science.’ By introducing specific rules and adapting evaluation processes,
funding programmes can contribute to improving research environments and reducing individual
and institutional bias. To make access to funding fairer and less reliant on performance metrics,
the Australian Research Council introduced the Research Opportunity and Performance Evidence
(ROPE) criterion. This enables researchers to explain their career trajectories and mention
potential career interruptions due to family obligations when applying for funding. A recent study
also demonstrated how status bias affects peer review. In this study, thousands of researchers
were invited to review the same paper, jointly written by a Nobel Laureate and an early-career
researcher, but were shown either a version with only the Nobel Laureate’s name, a version with
only the early-career researcher’s name or an anonymised version. Only 23% recommended
‘reject’ when the prominent researcher was shown, 48% did so when the paper was anonymised,
and 65% when only the early-career author was shown.'® To minimise such bias, some funding
authorities have introduced anonymised applications, in which evaluators do not have access
to the applicant’s name and publication record and can therefore focus solely on the project
idea. This was implemented by the Swiss National Science Foundation’s Spark Programme. We
suggest that Plan B also include pilot experiments to reduce or eliminate bias and make the
allocation of funding more inclusive.

Top-down versus bottom-up

Funding opportunities in research and innovation either have pre-defined topics (top-down) or
leave the choice of the research topic and methods to the applicant (bottom-up).

Top-down calls can address the most urgent needs for society, as identified by the funding agency
and other stakeholders. When the scope of the call is too specific, however, it narrows researchers’
perspectives and possibilities.' Concerns have also been raised about their tendency to promote
incremental thinking rather than fostering scientific breakthroughs.'? The identification of
research problems and methodologies suggested in top-down calls can be seen as a negotiation
process between the funding agency, which holds the resources and aims to achieve policy goals,
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and researchers, who possess relevant scientific knowledge and competencies but who generally
strive to pursue their own research agendas.” This opportunity to shape the content of top-
down calls is usually reserved for a few elite researchers who are in a position of authority in their
respective communities.” Applicants then need to adapt their proposal and / or methodology
if they wish to compete. When opting for top-down calls, we recommend being as broad as
possible to enable a sufficient level of flexibility for applicants to develop their research
ideas and methodologies. Broader calls are likely to reduce the chances of success, as they usually
lead to a higher number of applicants. However, they enable a more diverse set of approaches on
how to solve research problems. Lower success rates may also be better tolerated by applicants if
the proposal preparation process is less time-consuming.

Giving ‘carte blanche’ to applicants may be perceived by some as a risky investment of public
funding. However, the COVID pandemic has shown how society can benefit from bottom-up and
flexible research. The co-founder of the vaccine producer BioNTech used part of its work funded
by the strictly bottom-up ERC to develop the first COVID-19 mRNA vaccine. | recommend giving
higher priority to bottom-up calls, but with the opportunity for applicants to highlight the
societal relevance of their proposed project.

Basic versus applied research

When it comes to basic research, the UK higher education system is one of the most reputable
in the world. Despite the current situation of uncertainty regarding its association with Horizon
Europe, the UK remains the preferred destination for MSCA-PF applicants.”> However, the picture
for applied research is mixed. This is a result of deliberate policy choices to de-emphasise applied
research in favour of basic science, along with an underinvestment of the private sector in R&D.'®
Plan B, which includes a pillar dedicated to industrial research, can be an occasion to foster
private investment in applied research. In applied research projects, the UK government could
cover a certain percentage, such as 50% or 70%, of large companies’ budgets. Further, as
in some European partnerships in Horizon Europe, such as the Circular Bio-based Europe Joint
Undertaking or the Innovative Health Initiative, there could be funding schemes co-funded by
the UK government and the private sector.

Individual versus consortia

Some funding agencies provide support for both individual and relatively large teams of
researchers, i.e. research consortia. In Horizon Europe, most calls require the building of
consortia, including a minimum of three partners from three different EU member states or
associated countries. Since two of the major losses resulting from non-association are the
loss of eligibility for prestigious individual grants and the coordination of consortia-based
projects, Plan B should come to include sufficient funding opportunities for both types of
settings.

Both approaches have advantages and disadvantages. In individual-led projects, applicants are
relatively free to choose their approach and methods, but the lack of diverse perspectives may
limit the impact of research outcomes.” Consortium-led projects, on the other hand, have the
advantage of integrating a variety of perspectives, notably from sectors outside of academia.
However, the risk of scientific conservatism is higher, and some partners may be selected to
maximise the chances of getting funded rather than for their expected contribution.'® To alleviate
such risks, we suggest limiting the size of consortia. When it comes to conducting potentially
disruptive research, smaller teams have proven to be more effective.” Some calls may require
larger consortia, for example, to conduct clinical studies in several hospitals or to test a certain
technology in multiple real-life settings. In these cases, we also recommend that relevant funding
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authorities set limits: first, because applicants may otherwise build unnecessarily large consortia
and core partners would become underfunded; and secondly, because this would leave more
resources for funding more projects.

Funding of third countries

An alternative UK funding programme that supports international collaboration within Europe
and beyond raises questions about the funding of non-UK entities. The UK alternative must not
only be attractive to UK-based entities but also to potential non-UK partners. The funding of
non-UK participation by the UK government would ensure less bureaucracy for the projects than
having multiple governmental sources of funding. Nonetheless, the UK alternative must, above
all, benefit the UK, and allocating a significant amount of funding outside the country may be
controversial. To compensate for the loss of coordination in Horizon Europe projects, UK-
based partners must be in the lead. In most of Horizon Europe, project consortia are required
to be composed of at least three partners from three different EU member states or associated
countries. The UK alternative should establish similar requirements for international
collaborations; for example, one-third of the consortium must be based in the UK.

If non-UK participants are not funded by the UK government, negotiations with other governments
to ensure co-funding are necessary. Convincing EU member states to allocate funding for
collaboration with the UK, on top of their contribution to Horizon Europe, may be challenging.
Guaranteeing EU-based entities’ eligibility for UK funding, at least in specific areas, could
circumvent such challenges, partly compensate losses due to non-association to the EU
Programme and potentially pave the way to regaining full association. In Horizon Europe,
entities based in the United States (US) are eligible for EU funding in health projects, as EU-based
researchers are also eligible for funding in the US National Institute of Health (NIH) programme.

Proposal length and administration

The length and complexity of grant proposals vary substantially across and sometimes within
funding programmes. From Horizon 2020 to Horizon Europe, the European Commission reduced
the page limit in most calls for collaborative projects from 70 to 45 pages. In the same programme,
the page limits for the European Innovation Council’s Pathfinder Scheme and for the MSCA
Doctoral Networks are 17 and 34 pages, respectively.

Proposal length can be an indicator of the effort required by applicants. Shorter proposals alleviate
the burden on applicants and also make their evaluation less time-consuming for reviewers.
On the other hand, funding agencies must ensure that reviewers have enough information
to make informed decisions. Aside from the core part of the proposal describing the proposal
idea, methodology and impact, applicants often need to complete other documents, such as
administrative information, researchers’ curricula vitae (CVs), support letters and details of the
predicted budget. Such requirements can also influence the amount of time and energy required
by applicants throughout the proposal preparation process.?

The ERC Starting Grant, for example, requires applicants to submit a short proposal including a
summary, a five-page extended synopsis, their CV and track record and a detailed proposal of
a maximum of 15 pages, including the objectives and methodology. ERC applicants, therefore,
spend a significant amount of time on this, knowing that about 90% of them will be rejected.
For Plan B’s top talent schemes, we advocate for a single short and simple proposal - for
example, a maximum of 10 pages with applicants’CV, track record, and the possibility to describe
their journey.

In Horizon Europe, the proposal evaluation process has either a single stage, with a proposal
length of up to 45 pages, or two stages, with the submission of a pre-proposal of 10 pages and, if
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successful, a full proposal of 45 pages. The submission of single-stage proposals by R&D consortia
requires intensive coordination work that is often likely to be in vain. To alleviate applicants’
time burdens, large-scale proposals should follow a two-stage evaluation procedure.

Other funding agencies, such as the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council (EPSRC)
and the US National Science Foundation’s Division of Earth Sciences Directorate, have eliminated
application deadlines. This may relieve researchers from deadline pressure and increase the
quality of applications. However, some scientists may prefer having deadlines to plan their work
better.?' This can be debated and is perhaps worthy of experimentation.

Peer review process

Grant peer review is often heavily criticised and, in certain cases, generates distrust and frustration
among unsuccessful applicants.?? Funding authorities also struggle to attract motivated and
competent reviewers willing to serve as gatekeepers of science, a role that is all the more
important when it comes to funding research with public money. How the peer review process
is perceived by applicants can strongly influence the attractiveness of a funding scheme. Hence,
it is important to set up grant-writing processes that are deemed acceptable by both applicants
and reviewers.

Even in funding schemes that are meant to target ‘innovative research, the outcomes of grant
peer-review processes have often been associated with scientific conservatism, as they discourage
novel and interdisciplinary approaches and instead provide strong incentives for incremental
research that follows established canons within disciplinary domains.?®* According to some studies,
this even applies to ERC grants, which are supposedly targeted at exploratory and potentially
ground-breaking research.** To foster interdisciplinary and novel research, we suggest
guaranteeing disciplinary / methodological diversity within panels, while making sure that
panellists share enough competencies to discuss the key ideas of the proposed projects.

Ideally, an evaluation report should help applicants improve aspects of their research projects
in view of resubmissions to the same or other funding schemes. This is difficult to achieve when,
in some cases, evaluators contradict each other. The appointment of a moderator among
the panel members is key to ensuring a coherent and constructive evaluation report. In
UK'’s fellowships and ERC grants, pre-selected applicants are interviewed by a panel of experts.
This may add further stress to both applicants and reviewers and be subject to bias linked to
applicants’ personal traits (such as gender, ethnicity, and extroverted or introverted personality).
In other funding schemes, rebuttal procedures have been introduced to allow applicants to
respond to the first draft of evaluations. As in Horizon Europe, we suggest testing a right-to-
reply procedure in specific funding schemes, while keeping the applicants’ level of effort at
a minimum, perhaps introducing a one or two page limit.

Conclusion

Establishing a valid alternative to Horizon Europe that is attractive to both UK and non-UK
applicants requires both the consideration of researchers’ needs and substantial investments.
Plan B can draw on lessons from existing funding schemes and how these affect researchers’ well-
being and, subsequently, research outcomes and their impact on society. We believe that this
could be done by making application processes lighter for both applicants and reviewers and
more sensitive to status and other biases. Funding authorities also need to ensure that reviews
are constructive and coherent.

Currently, the UK has a low R&D intensity, as measured by private and public R&D expenditure as
a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP). In 2019, this was less than 1.8%, while the OECD
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average was close to 2.7% in 2020. The UK Government has the ambition to increase total R&D
investment to 2.4% of GDP by 2027. Considering that 2.4% is still lower than the OECD average
and the R&D intensity of other leading nations such as Israel and South Korea (both over 4%) or
Japan and Switzerland (over 3%), much more investment is needed for the UK to maintain and
strengthen its position as a science superpower.” If well designed, notably by offering enhanced
support to basic and applied research, Plan B is a unique opportunity to progress, as it can
also enhance private investment in applied research and provide an attractive framework for
international collaboration to tackle current and future societal challenges.

Endnotes

1 Cavallaro, M., & Lepori, B. (2021). Institutional barriers to participation in EU framework
programs: contrasting the Swiss and UK cases. Scientometrics 126, 1311-1328.

2 HM Government (2020, December 24). “Trade and cooperation agreement between the
European Union and the European Atomic Energy Community, of the one part, and the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, of the other part”.

3 UK Department of Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy (2022, July 20). Supporting UK R&D
and collaborative research beyond European programmes. Policy paper.

4 HM Treasury (2021, October 27). Autumn Budget and Spending Review 2021: A stronger
economy for the British people.

5 House of Lords (2022, August 4). “Science and technology superpower”: more than a slogan?.
1st Report of Session 2022-2023. Published by the Authority of the House of Lords.

6 Kelly, E. (2018, Oct. 23). Excellence versus cohesion: Parliament at odds over the vision for
Horizon Europe. Science|Business.

7 Jong, L., Franssen, T. P, & Pinfield, S. (2021) ‘Excellence’in the research ecosystem: A literature
review. RoRI Working Paper No. 5., September 2021.

8 Enger, S. G. (2018). Closed clubs: Network centrality and participation in Horizon 2020. Science
and Public Policy, 45, 884-896.

9 Moore, S., Neylon, C,, Eve, M. P, O’'Donnell, D. P, & Pattinson, D. (2017). “Excellence R Us":
University research and the fetishisation of excellence. Palgrave Communications, 3, 16105.

10 Huber, J., Inoua, S., Kerschbamer, R., Konig-Kersting, C., Palan, S., & Smith, V. L. (2022). Nobel
and novice: Author prominence affects peer review. SSRN.

11 Meirmans, S., Butlin, R. K., Charmantier, A., Engelstadter, J., Groot, A. T, King, K. C., Kokko, H.,
Reid, J. M., & Neiman, M. (2019). Science policies: How should science funding be allocated? An
evolutionary biologist’s perspective. Journal of Evolutionary Biology, 32(8), 754-768.

12 Geman, D., & Geman, S. (2016). Science in the age of selfies. Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences of the United States of America, 113(34), 9384-9387

13 Lepori, B., & Reale, E. (2012). S&T indicators as a tool for formative evaluation of research
programs. Evaluation, 18(4), 451-465.

14 Glaser, J. (2019). How can governance change research content? Linking science policy studies
to the sociology of science. In Simon, D., Kuhlmann, S., Stamm, J., & Canzler, W. Handbook on
science and public policy. Edward Elgar Publishing.

September 2022 7



https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11192-020-03810-0
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11192-020-03810-0
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/948119/EU-UK_Trade_and_Cooperation_Agreement_24.12.2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/948119/EU-UK_Trade_and_Cooperation_Agreement_24.12.2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/948119/EU-UK_Trade_and_Cooperation_Agreement_24.12.2020.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/supporting-uk-rd-and-collaborative-research-beyond-european-programmes/supporting-uk-rd-and-collaborative-research-beyond-european-programmes
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/supporting-uk-rd-and-collaborative-research-beyond-european-programmes/supporting-uk-rd-and-collaborative-research-beyond-european-programmes
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1043688/Budget_AB2021_Print.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1043688/Budget_AB2021_Print.pdf
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/23309/documents/169960/default/
https://sciencebusiness.net/framework-programmes/news/excellence-versus-cohesion-parliament-odds-over-vision-horizon-europe
https://sciencebusiness.net/framework-programmes/news/excellence-versus-cohesion-parliament-odds-over-vision-horizon-europe
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/178509/1/RoRI_WP_No5_Excellence_in_the_research_ecosystem_litreview_final%20WRRO.pdf
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/178509/1/RoRI_WP_No5_Excellence_in_the_research_ecosystem_litreview_final%20WRRO.pdf
https://academic.oup.com/spp/article-abstract/45/6/884/4982651?redirectedFrom=fulltext
https://www.nature.com/articles/palcomms2016105
https://www.nature.com/articles/palcomms2016105
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4190976
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4190976
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31215105/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31215105/
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1609793113
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1356389012460961
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1356389012460961
https://www.elgaronline.com/view/edcoll/9781784715939/9781784715939.00033.xml
https://www.elgaronline.com/view/edcoll/9781784715939/9781784715939.00033.xml

15 Cavallaro, M. (2022, April 7). No agreement on the Horizon — a no-win situation for the UK, the
EU and European research. HEPI blog.

16 Jones, R. (2022, May 19). An index of issues in UK science and innovation policy — part 2: some
overarching questions. Soft Machines.

17 Bammer, G. (2017). Should we discipline interdisciplinarity? Palgrave Communications, 3(30);
Ledford, H. (2015). Team science or How to solve the world’s biggest problems. Nature,
525(7569),308-311.

18 Geman, D., & Geman, S. (2016). Science in the age of selfies. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 113(34), 9384-9387 ; Ulnicane, I. (2021).
Self-Organisation and Steering in International Research Collaborations. In K. Kastenhofer, S.
Molyneux-Hodgson (eds.), Community and Identity in Contemporary Technosciences, Sociology
of the Sciences Yearbook 31.

19 Wu, L., Wang, D., & Evans, J. A. (2019). Large teams develop and small teams disrupt science
and technology. Nature, 566, 378-382; Aagaard, K., A. Kladakis and M.W. Nielsen (2020).
Concentration or dispersal of research funding? Quantitative Science Studies, 1, 117-149; Bloch,
C., Kladakis, A., & Sorensen, M. P. (2022). Size matters! On the implications of increasing the size
of research grants, in: Lepori B., Jongbloed B. & Hicks D., Handbook of public research funding,
Edward Elgar Publishing, forthcoming in 2023.

20 Meirmans, S., Butlin, R. K., Charmantier, A., Engelstadter, J., Groot, A. T, King, K. C., Kokko, H.,
Reid, J. M., & Neiman, M. (2019). Science policies: How should science funding be allocated? An
evolutionary biologist’s perspective. Journal of Evolutionary Biology, 32(8), 754-768.

21 Bendiscioli, S., & Garfinkel, M. (2021). Dealing with the limits of peer review with innovative
approaches to allocating research funding. EMBO Science Policy Programme.

22 Langfeldt, L. (2021). The many dilemmas of grant peer review. R-QUEST Policy Brief no. 6.

23 Bromham, L., Dinnage, R., & Hua, X. (2016). Interdisciplinary research has consistently lower
funding success. Nature, 534(7609), 684-687; Guthrie, S., Rodriguez Rincon, D., Mclnroy, G.,
loppolo, B., & Gunashekar, S. (2019). Measuring bias, burden and conservatism in research
funding processes. F1000Research, 8, 851.

24 Luukkonen, T. (2012). Conservatism and risk-taking in peer review: Emerging ERC practices.
Research Evaluation, 21(1), 48-60; Veugelers, R., Wang, J., & Stephan, P. (2022). Do funding
agencies select and enable risky research: Evidence from ERC using novelty as a proxy of risk
taking. NBER Working Paper, 30320.

25 OECD Data. Gross Domestic Spending on R&D.

~ v O>
Higher Education Policy Institute

99 Banbury Road
Oxford OX2 6JX

admin@hepi.ac.uk

www.hepi.ac.uk



https://www.hepi.ac.uk/2022/04/07/no-agreement-on-the-horizon-%E2%88%92-a-no-win-situation-for-the-uk-the-eu-and-european-research/
https://www.hepi.ac.uk/2022/04/07/no-agreement-on-the-horizon-%E2%88%92-a-no-win-situation-for-the-uk-the-eu-and-european-research/
http://www.softmachines.org/wordpress/?p=2754
http://www.softmachines.org/wordpress/?p=2754
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599<2010>017<2010>0039<2010>7
https://doi.org/10.1038/525308a
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1609793113
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-030-61728-8_5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586<2010>019<2010>0941<2010>9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586<2010>019<2010>0941<2010>9
https://direct.mit.edu/qss/article/1/1/117/15557/Concentration-or-dispersal-of-research-funding
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31215105/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31215105/
https://www.embo.org/documents/science_policy/peer_review_report.pdf
https://www.embo.org/documents/science_policy/peer_review_report.pdf
https://www.r-quest.no/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/R-QUEST-Policy-Brief-6-2021.pdf
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature18315
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature18315
https://academic.oup.com/rev/article-abstract/21/1/48/1643858?redirectedFrom=fulltext
https://www.nber.org/papers/w30320
https://www.nber.org/papers/w30320
https://www.nber.org/papers/w30320
https://data.oecd.org/rd/gross-domestic-spending-on-r-d.htm

