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Conceptions and expectations of resear ch collaboration
in the European Social sciences.

Research policies, institutional contexts and the autonomy of the scientific field

Dr Yann L ebeau (School of Education, University of East Anglia) and Dr Vassiliki Papatsiba

(School of Education, University of Sheffield

Abstract:

This paper investigatethe interactions between policy drivers and academic practice in international
research collaboratioft draws on the case of the Open Research Area (ORA), a fundiegedh the
social sciences across four national research agersgeking to boost collaboration by supporting
“integrated” projects. The paper discusses the scham@vernance and its place within the European
policy spacebefore turning to awarded researchers’ perceptions of its originality and impact on their
project’s emergence and development. Drawing on Bourdieu’s field theory, we analyse the scheme’s
capacity to challengessearchers’ habitual collaborative practice as well as the hierarchical foundations of
the social science field. We relate the discourses of researchers, located de, FBammany, the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom, to such structural dimensionsecfddédemic profession as,
disciplinary cultures, institutional environments and national performanaeagement of research
careers. The paper argues that the ORA introduces novel mechanjongeofsharing and answerability

in social sciences research capable of unsettling the autonomy of the scientifithigldnalysis offera

new perspective on the often unquestioned superiority of the rmbuhéérnational collaboration induced

by schemes such as ORA.
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Introduction

Policies aiming to stimulate research collaboration are not a new phenofaenaee Sonnenwald, 2007
for a review). In Europe, large scale cooperation programmes have Xistimgesince the 1950s (e.g.
CERN, EURATOM) and in the 1970s, several intergovernmental fundihgnses were introduced,
driven by the ideas of networking and transnational cooperatiomtasfp “common project” (Lawn and
Grek 2012: 31). However the context of the collapse of commumisBuiope, of increased economic
competition within and outside Europe, and of the rise of‘knewledge-based economy” paradigm in
international organisations (OECD, World Bank) from the early019Robertson 2008), contributed to a
shift in the implementation of this project. A ‘soft’ approach to governing knowledge production (in
education and research) gradually imposed itself in Europe, involvietgvorks, professional
associations, public/private partnerships, and other enabling arrangemeatie of producing “new
stratedc geographies” (Lawn and Grek 2012: 67). The launch of the European Research Area (ERA)

strategy by the European Union (Eld)2000 illustrates this process of strategic construction of European



policy spaces. larguably accelerated the emergence of networks, empowgisting ones (Breschi and
Gusmao2004) and extended support for international research collaboration beyond reistemse/e
disciplines. SucltU-led initiatives have haddefining structuring impact on the collaborative practice of
academic researchers in Europe and beyond (Gusmao 2001; Delanghe,avidi@arete 2009).

Yet policy research in Europe and internationally is certainly not the onlgtwting factor of
collaborative practice, particularly in a profession for which collaboration inattm 6f co-authorship,
peer reviewing and academic visits has “always existed as a form of social organisation and inquiry”
(Papatsiba, 2013: 436). Incidentally, studies have also shown hetwofrthese EU strategies and policy
schemes promoting research co-operation and collaboration were champiaesdarghers themselves
(Nedeva 2013), and in particular those already enjoying dominaittopesat the core of established
networks within a fiercely competitive profession. Finally, policy agsenat the European level also
come to life in the context of organisations (universities, research centres) misggens and practice
are evolving under multiple forces and steering models(Deem 2006; Haz@B0® Gornitzka and
Maassen 2000), and in which research careers are increasingly drigeartiifiable indicators of esteem
and impact (Henkel 2000; Lucas 2009; Musselin 2007). Within thigexbrof converging policy
processes and New Public Management reforms, we studied the interdetiareen policy drivers and
academic practice in research collaboration using the case of the Open Research ArgalfiBRA
multilateral research funding scheme brings together four Europeanatatieearch councils, and seeks
to boost collaboration by supporting “integrated” projects in the social sciences. The paper highlights the
place of the scheme within the European policy space and tHedaed underpinnings of its governance
before turning to awarded researchers’ perceptions of its originality and impact on their project’s
emergence and development. Drawing Bourdieu’s field theory (Bourdieu 1977), we analyse the

scheme’s capacity to challenge social scieneesearchers’ habitual collaborative practice as well as the



hierarchical foundations of the social science field (Bourdieu 1999) apdsitsonal autonomy vis a vis

external forces and cognate fields (Maton 2005; Camic 2011).

Field inter sections

The autonomy of the scientific field, once established by Bourdieu as a prins&deration in
understanding the academic profession, is being discussed here tergsdtions with research policy
promoting collaborationResearchers’ strategies to enhance and mobilise their reputational captite
most important of all in that field according to Bourdieu (2004are increasingly constrained if not
aligned with institutional strategies themselves in competition to secure fuadihgeputation (Henkel
2000). It is therefore likely that renewed conceptions of fund#dbayation expressed in schemes such
as ORA and their expectations regarding the impact of collaboration on resw@otation and
productivity will further undermine the autonomy of the academdfegsion in its regulatioaf research

practice and outputs (Musselin 2007)

ORA was introduced in 2009 with the aim to promote cross-national resigasdtial sciences. The
scheme was developed outside EU supported schemes, buildingollggenal schemes between the
United Kingdom, France, Germany and the Netherlands. In this paper, wemontextual information,
policy documents and oh8 interviews conducted in 2013 with the principal investigators of thirteen
funded projects from an early round of the scheme. Wehsdaginderstand how conceptions of research
collaboration among European social scid¢stiticipate and accommodate the changes induced in their
professional practice by changing policy and institutional environmenss.initlally carried out a
mapping of those projects using publicly available data such as ppogsentations on the participating
research councils’ websites, grantees” CVs posted on their institutions’ website, bibliometric information

available from Scopus and Google Scholar. Alongside information about coshighdetween or



among collaborating researchers, we focused on data reporting their mamaal links such as
academic invitations, but also joint participations in conferences/symposia, editor&aiaus advisory
boards, as well as connections through networks or large EU projetetsiidws were conducted by
Skype or telephone. Our aim was to collect discourses on the meaniogsitasiswith collaboration in
research, its constraints and opportunities, and to relate these to thereogef their ORA funded
project from the bidding stage to its current point, against #ekdsop of disciplinary traditions

intuitional and national contexts, as well as individual careers.

Conceptually, our dis@gion conceives of academic researchers as actors whose practice is influenced
‘both by strategic calculation (...) and by reference to a familiar set of moral or cognitive templates, each

of which may depend on the configuration of existing institutions.” (Hall and Taylor, 1996: 955). They

are also agents competing for positions in a field govebyeé@ompetitive struggle” for the “monopoly

of scientific authority (Bourdieu, 1999 19).Their ideas of collaboration and expectations of the scheme
are therefore related to the dynamics operating at the intersection of polieyiveka and local research
spaces (primarily institutional and national) with that scientific fiehé &ocial sciences in this case). The
focus on a policy scheme allows to transcend the false dichotomy beimteenalist and externalist
perspectives on the academic profession and the higher education atificstiedds (Bourdieu 2004;
Maton 2005; Cami2011) Most researchers interviewed for this study work in universities and are
therefore operating at the intersection of fairly aotaous yet largely shared sets of “values and makers

of achievements(Maton 2005: 689). National higher education sectors, scientific netwsclentific
collaborative schemes, constitute the main fields of social practice that diiveweryday interactions

But it is in the scientific field that they have acquired and cultivated the symbditiordy, (that is the
“scientific capital” as “product of recognition by competitors” (Bourdieu 2004: 55) which traditionally
has mattered the most to their career and social prestige. It is thereforethigtliiald that we locate our

concluding discussion



The Open Research Area (ORA) : A funding scheme and a political statement

European research funding and governance at the turn of the 2usycen

Although firmly set at the heart of the European research landscapeis@Rta programme initiated or
financially supported by the European Union. As discussed tindinction its emergence has to be
understood aa “non EU-driven” contribution to the “Europe of knowledge” (Elken et al. 2011) by the

research councils of four core members of the European Research Area.

From the 1970sthe EU policy, driven by the principle of subsidiary, had alwayshheestimulate
cooperation between member states, including science cooperation. However, iResalbecame a
Community policy in 1986, leading the Commission to take a camding role in the coordination of
national policies from the mi@990s By then, the Framework Programme (FP) had become an important

source of funding for most member states (Guzzetti 2009).

The formalisation of the European Research Area (ERA) is comnadtliputed to the 2000 Lisbon
Strategy aiming to transform Europe into a world-leading Knowledge-lsaméety. The Open Method of
Coordination‘based on principles of voluntary convergence of States and reciprocahdepracess
though diffusion of best practitgGuzzetti 2009: 74) signalled a cultural change in the mode of
collaboration between national agencies involved, as well as in the coordindgirng tlee E.U. To some

extent, the flexible steering championed by the ORA scheme (discirssadre detail below) is a



reflexion of this new approach to research governance, but takethérfby bypassing the necessarily

normative role played by the European Commission as coordinator.

ORA also emerges in the context of the launching of the EuropesgaiRb Counkt (ERC) in 2007,
which indicates a move in European research away from the princifjlestd retour or formal criteria

of multinationality (Guzzetti 2009) andaims insteado ‘stimulate scientific excellence in Europe by
supporting the very best, creative researchers of any nationality andryosniantific domain, including

the social sciences and humanities’ (ERC 2010). As limited as it is in terms of volume compared with
core EU funding schemes (i.e. the ERC represents 17% of the oMerddlon 2020 budget), the
launching of the Council denotessignificant change in the delegation mode of European research
funding. Great emphasis is being placad incentive-type instruments for funding, awd a more
“indirect steering” (Poti and Real®007 Luukkonen 2014)lso observed in an increasing number of

natioral contexts at the same time.

The ERC, and to some extent the broader policy reconceptualisation otheselfaboration in Europe
discussed above, are undoubtedly the result of tensions and lobbgmgniember states and research
organizations within the Uan (Nedeva2013 Luukkonen 2014)The active role played by the European
Science Foundation (ESF) and the European Union Research Organisatiop®oHeadearch Councils
(EUROHORCSs) who initiated the ORA scheme, is specifically worth ndterg. The ESF in particular
believed that an ERC would employ simple and flexible managemewtusas and procedures that

would not be ‘burdensome for the scientific community titaterves’ (ESF 2003: 1p

ORA within the new European research landscape



At the time of its introduction, ORA supped social science cross-national research in four European
countries, using the procedures for research funding allocation of #sgieative national research
councils. In many respects, this model replicates joint frameworks ilmk$cas following the
‘condomhiun’ model (e.g. Schmitter 1996)f decentralised integration, aimed at national partners
working togetheron a specific funding scheme, without delegating decisions concepniiges to a
supranational body(Lepori et al.2014: 393). National agencies were therefore key actors in the
launching and management of ORA. The scheme is primarilytayomoting strong collaborative ties
amongst excellent researchers and addresses the social sciences in their greaségt without

promoting particular research programmes.

The financial commitment of participating countries in ORAnodest. However the initiative carries far
more significance when considered in its policy dimensions. Bilateralsamal scale multilateral
schemes had been existing before but very few saw the light after thiercadahe ERA when the EU
became the central orchestrator of public research fun@lig is not to say that states became irrelevant,
but their role changed as “the European Union focused on initiatives with a higher level of
institutionalization in the coordination-integration logics, whereas National States transttiolngluter

initiatives aiented toward collaboration” (Lepori et al. 2014398)

Most joint programmes in Europe therefore became either Eurefexhior coordinated (ERA-NETS) or

benefited from a European financial top-up. According to Lepori ef28l14), cases of small-scale

1 In the first round, 132 applications were received, of whichvig¥® accepted; 15 projects were successful and
received funding. In the second round, 157 applications reestved, of which 142 were accepted; 10 of these
projects were funded (FAQ ORA Plu2012-2013). The overall success rates of the first three calls svéykoavs:
1st call (2010): 12 per cent ; 2nd call (2011): 7 per cent ; 3rd2HlB): 8.5 per cent
[http://www.esrc.ac.uk/_images/ora-2015-call-document_tcm8-32d#% Agcessed March 2015). With the largest
number of projects c@inded (13 out of 15) , the ANR (France) invested a total of €2.35M in the first call. The
second call of the programme @awhole saw €9M invested in the 10 projects by the 4 partners. The third round
incorporated the US National Science Foundation to the original consortium and provided a total funding of €15M
http://www.nwo.nl/en/documents/magw/er@ress-release3jaccessed March 2015).



http://www.esrc.ac.uk/_images/ora-2015-call-document_tcm8-32161.pdf
http://www.nwo.nl/en/documents/magw/ora---press-release-r3

multilateral schemes emerging in Europe after the creation of ERA andutvEU support have been
rare and those who survived normally involve non-ERA partrigiatéral schemes with China or India
for examples From that perspective, ORA offers an original case of intra-Eurofmah initiative

bypassing the EU normative environment.

ORA also illustrates a new type of set up within national contexts of researetngnce. States not only
delegate the operational control of the schesri@heir” research council, but also the decision regarding
the extent of their financial commitmemthereby “research councils are becoming an actor on their own”
(Lepori et al. 2014399). This agencyled scheme therefore implies a relative similarity of structure of
agencies (i.e. the research councils) in participating countries. In the case otHeRs&heme became

possible for the existing four partners after France had launchestidgeal research agency in 2007.

Yet ORA brings together well documented contrasting variants of the academéssof (e.g. see
Teichler and Hohle2013) as well as different higher education systems as far as their opdoness
international and dynamic competition is concerned (Marimon et al. 2@&1Echeme thatims to

integrate research across such diverse national academic contexts is necessafibompromise.

Nevertheless, ORA sent a political signal to Europe regarding the gaphoiational agencies to act as
autonomous policy drivers of research collaboratiknom its second call launched in 2011, the scheme
also attempdto emerge as a broker for research involving collaboration outside E@&#e plus). In

this respect, ORA can be classified as a niche programme (Lepori2étl4).symbolising a move by
research councils towards forms and frameworks of elective collaboratibreavitpatible counterparts

in other parts of the world.

A Showcase of the EUROHORCSs and ESF ‘vision’



As suggested earlier, the scale and financial commitments of ORA have batad.liln each
participating country, the level of funding allocated per project is capped amdertsurate with what is
made available through standard national open calls. The scheme itselfubjaot ® agreed budgetary
commitments by partner agencies. Thus, ORA (borne out of establlslateral agreements) poses
limited budgetary risk to participating countries and requires limited amountisif @dmong agencies.
This suggests that the initiation of programme was more instruhianshowcasing good practice in
research managementt national research funding, than attempting to impel social sciencesdpeEinr
new directions. The scarcity of data on the first two calls of therse contrasts with the great number of
references made to ORA in national agencies communications, and confirntkethaivelty of the
concept is the key message that agencies seek to convey. Assessicgeime in 2011, Paul Boyle,

Chief Executive of the BHSC, the UK research council, said:

The success of the ORA scheme is a testament to the close working relasiomsitch have
developed in recent years between the ESRC and its partner agenciexpie. Eogether we have
demonstrated that national research funding agencies working in pliineas make significant
strides towards the establishment of bureaucracy free methods of uimderitaternational

research, without the need for excessive restrictions (ESRC Press releasz031)0

Whatever theaual ‘success’ of the scheme and thégnificance of those ‘strides’ are, the message of
ESRC is a celebration of a selective approach to collaboration among leadipg&uagencies. It is a
message of realisatioof the ‘vision” and ‘Road Map of actiorisdefined by the councilsumbrella

organisations back in 2088 These programmatic actions were geared towards instituting common

2 The Heads of European Research Councils (EUROHORCS) and the Eurojeeae Soundation (ESF) produced
the EUROHORCSs and ESF Vision on a Globally Competitive ERA and tleeid Rlap for Actions. The document

10



approaches to refereeing and evaluating funding schemes, streamlining theratdiabbetween
research organisations, promoting ‘money follows researchersprinciples andlead agency procedures

facilitating collaboration with researchers outside Europe (EUROHORCs dn@®s).

The proposed approach to grant selection and managem#m Road Map (EUROHORCs and ESF
2008) is not only appealing to governments and agencies keetaito more control over these processes
within collaborative schemes; researchers themselves, generally dissatisfigoragedures in public
research funding (Marimon et al. 2011) are being attracted by discafrtegdom and flexibility. A
funding scheme promoting support to the very best researehihisut ‘bureaucratic constraints on
personal and financial mobility’ (EUROHORCs and ESF 2008: 3) was always going to appeal to a
profession torn between the doxa of collegiality and the fierce individnabetition both characterising
the scientific field (Bourdieu 1999). Its appeal is further amplified kg itidividuation induced by
performance and career management approaches which have beercédtroduesearch institutions

across Europe since the mid-1980s (Bleiklie et al. 2011; Mus@(0B).

Researchers’ perceptions and responses to the scheme

We now turn to ORA funded researchepgrceptions of the scheme and hibuneets, accommodates,
allows for adjustments or perhaps collides with their conceptions apdctations of research
collaboration. By international research collaboration we refer toetese ‘stronger forms of scientific

interactiori involving a‘joint research activity with a common aim or shared objective amoagtists

based at public researchtitutes in different countries’ (Ulnicane2015 434).

outlines in 10 points the EUROHORCS and ESF’s planned contribution to a “ globally competitive European
Research Area (ERA)”(p.3)

11



Accordingto funding partners, the early ORA calls attracted a lot of interest froneskearch community

(see figures in note 1T his helped establishing the reputation of the scheme as competitive and of high
standards, while further consolidating the largely shared assumption ig pinlites that collaborative
research is by definition of higher quality (Beaver 2004; He 2069gality, the number of applications
received by the Councils and their success rates were consistentswithfigures for open calls at
national levels. Furthermore, our analysis of awarded researéh&titutional positions and publication
records from one of the early calls revealed high concentrationsiofigeand esteem in project teams
that tended to bring together, in some combination, researchers with usreshared collaborative

experiences (joint supervisiotg-investigations, co-publications).

A convergence of interests seems to emerge between those hightykeetwesearchers and a funding
scheme claiming to offer them a platform for developing genuitegiation in collaborative research.
Also, the scheme appeared to move away from past policy compmifointerdisciplinary as a
“programmatic value tantamountto innovation” (Weingart 2000: 26) and allow the unashamed
development of nichereas firmly set within disciplinary competences and boundaries”®. Yet, and
perhaps unsurprisingly, researchers' discourses give insighta johtwality of expectations of research
collaboration as well as more nuanced perceptions of the scheme alnitititso ensure greater scientific
impact. They reveal in particular how individsialviews — even among such de-territorialised
collaborations- remain deeply anchored in institutional contexts amipldiary cultures Relating
individual discourses to such structural dimensions of the academic ofass epistemic identities,
institutional environments and national performance management of aeseaeers offers a new

perspective on the often unquestioned heuristic novelty and supenbrihe model of international

* Of the fifteen funded in the first ORA call, fourteen were led by Ple fitee same broad discipline (according to
their PhD subject specialism).
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collaboration induced by flexible sames such as ORA. This approach also permits to reveal multiple
interpretations of the “collaborative value” of the scheme by researchers, reflecting both aligned and
contradictory logics of action of institutions and actors, rather timanogenous adaptive behaviours of

agents to structural environments.

Another scheme, another opportunity: researchers' agendas first

Most Pls involved in the early calls of ORA were mid-career to well-bsietdl academics. Most also
had a track record of research grants as Principal (Pl) or co-iratestig(Cols) nationally or
internationally. Such profiles tend to attract research collaboration requestsegrahthrely on wide-
ranging networks to monitor and seize funding opportunitiegypical illustration of the ‘Mathew effect’
(Merton 1968). Networks certainly played a key role in the wagtr@iRA Pls heard about the scheme,
which in most cases, happened to map onto existing common research interesitaborative funding

pursuits.

A funding complement

A typical scenario, illustrated below, places the ORA call at the opportueisticof a chain of joint
projects A Professor of Psychology from the Netherlands had been invohva&deries of EU framework
projects and bilateral initiatives as Pl or Col and was seeking funds tal éritelatest project when he
heard of ORA That project was not necessarily conceived in terms that assumednatiossi

collaboration:

Yes, the XXX study was first there, and collaborating with international colleagaeslso as

a follow up of a private study | did here we thought it would be interesting to do a more

13



extensive study of basic changes due to treatmentAnd then my German colleague
discovered this funding possibility and we collaborated on writing thatgpplication. So
that was first things first, but we were just in time to sort ofhysat them up in parallel. It
was quite complex. But we were lucky to win the grant and to be abledadit@te the two

studies... (psychologist, Netherlands)

Elsewhere, an international research team seizes the opportuaityatifthat matches their immediate

needs and offers the possibility of a speedy submission process:

Really just by chance, it was two weeks before the deadline of the eallere searching for
possibilities for funding [additional case studies for an existing project] because that’s indeed a
problem to get funding for a specific bi-national project in Europk arell, we found the
ORA scheme and thought “that fits perfectly” and we submitted this proposal.(psychologist

Germany)

In other cases, the search for funding had yet to start in a partingetion, butan operational network
was in place at the tail end of collaborative experisncesuch cases, ORA came as a providence to re-

energize the collaboration:

It was only when that European Commission money started to coameetad that both Denny
and | wanted to continue thisllaboration, said “OK let’s see what’s out there”. And I can’t
remember if he or I...I believe DM (UK Col) found it and said “hey, take a look at this thing”

— | think. But there must have been a website, there must have beerkisal of information

on the ESRC, I don’t remember to be perfectly honest (psychologist, France).

14



A springboard call

Different is the case where no on-going project was keepingdtveork activebut colleagues were on

the lookout, ready to react at short notice:

we had a meeting in Toulouse in France and were coming from The lHets®erUuK and
Germany, and therefore it’s something like a nice coincidence that we then heard about this
call for tender and realised this kind of opportunity there. Soagehlad already some kind of
contacts before but were not able to do joint research because we didn’t have the suitable

funding for this type of research thing (geographer, Germany)

ORA came, T (PI) told me that V (other PI) had approached hihtreare was just an idea in a
pub “why don’t we do something on XXX”. XXX was my research focus and the fact that I
had been involved in a lot of research projects and managingtgrbjeink, made me open to
this possibility, and immediately | had ideas of with whom we cowdtvork (political

scientist , Netherlands)

In all these scenarios, respondents have either a strong experiencergf fadgroject funding (and of
tying projects to one another as in a chain), international research ketovoa relationship built over
years of professional collaboration and friendship. The ORA opportoaine in at a time when they
were more or less ready to apply for new research funding. Theaplogal data collected confirm
existing links of various types between members of a team: contrazypectations, co-authorship of

research publications was not the main expression of these links, while ahfooitaboration, joint

15



research projects, training networks or research unit-level formal p&imersre frequently mentioned.
Therefore, the scheme appears to have had little command over the compfsitams which were
actually the offshoots of existing transnational networks. Analysesvalf/ing networks have already
shown how highly connected nodes increase their connectivity fasterhiariess connected peers
(Wagner and Leydesdor2005) the strong reputational capital of the Pls interviewed here increased both
the size of the mobilised network and the speed at which informatiofutaling opportunities) was
being shared within the network. Often this enabled them to subnpibgats at short notice, as if they
had been on the lookout for the appropriate funding source. Thygosition of project teams put forward

for ORA often met the requirements and prescriptions of the schéimeutvchallenging the epistemic

identities of researchers and their pre-existing collaborative and investigapesitions of Pls.

“Local orders” and idiosyncrasies: on the weight of institutional and system interferences

As suggested earlier, Pls of ORA projects tend to operate at the dhedradcientific area, as strategic
nodes capable of efficiently drawing together partnérsll-networked academics have a great deal of
personal control over their associations, yet they are agents operaliffgrient institutions in which the
changing modes of knowledge production have created new imperativegriariles which keep
evolving. Our interviews revealed different forms of institutional infees over the ways in which Pls
approached collaboration. The prospect of holding a grant bearing leokabtl of a national research
council and an international outlookuadoubtedlyappealing to universities and departments in search of
resources and visibility but thieinfluence over the bidding process varies according to national contexts

and governance arrangements.

The institutional factor

16



Most countries around the world are now developing strategies to enharicéethational visibility of
their most reputed research institutions. A manifestation of this can beinsélem diversification of

countries represented in international leagues tables of universities (Altbach 2011pHhe2@1K )

In terms of academic career, this is suggesting that the reputatemm iaftitution is a crucial add-on
(what Merton refers to as “the institutional version of the Matthew effect”) (Merton 1968: 7) for
academics operating in competitive and stratified higher education systenme WKt for instance,
universities positioned at the top of research league tables contribute to d@hghlgibility and appeal
of their researchers as collaborative nodes. In other countries involved in GébAas France,
universities may not secure such reputational capital, and memberstépuéd CNR&accredited
laboratories or capital city location often provide a better platform for buildiddcatering international
networking capacity. Thus, although most researchers interviewegedhaterest in the material and
symbolic rewards of their successful ORA application, these did not inkatimdude institutional
recognition. Our interpretation of discourses therefore needs to rensaindgd in the idiosyncrasies of
national higher education systems and their capacities to affect pattermskoftwthe individual level
(Kogan 2002; Musseli2008). Most comments made about reputation-driven institutional incentives and
injunctionto collaboraé came from the UK. Elsewhermstitutional factors were much more commonly

associated with internal politics or with direct pressure on academics to generate.incom

Institutional versus individual research reputation

* Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique. CNRS laboratories (or research units) inCINRS1
intramural labs: fully funded and managed by CNRS (called UPR, or unitgsgs de recherche, in
French) and 2) Joint labs: partnered with universities, other researclivatigars, or industry (called
UMR, or unités mixtes de recherche, in French). The latter may be hosted/bssities even if they are
largely staffed with CNRS tenured researchers.

17



Unsurprisingly, UK-based interviewed Pls work at research rigige universities, themselves well
postioned in global institutional rankings. Mid-career respondents were the aores occasionally
referring in interviews to thénstitutional factotr as enabling greater personal visibility. They woird,
particular, hint & the importance of being part & well-connected research grouping, centre or

department in terms of accessing collaborative opportunities internationally

It’s essentially evolved through working with XXX, who had already had some networi¢e
collaborated on a paper and then this colleague said “actually this work aligns with work that
I’ve been talking to colleagues in France and The Netherlands about” and it sort of evolved from
there. So it was sort of initially a lodgl based collaboration, but through kind of connecting
with that colleague and his networks it sort of evolved into a Eunopaéaboration (geogrageh

UK)

In the above case, a mid-career reseaarkdtated at an internationally reputed unit is benefiting from the
PI’s willingness to hand over the leadership of the project. Elsewtherenit’s reputation applied more
directly: the department of a prestigious university was approactedhanmessage passed on to the

researcher by senior colleagues:

And meanwhile my director also came to me and said “hey, I've received this e-mail, | think you

should participate, it’s interesting” (political scientist, France)

In such cases, the researcher is therefore delegated the responsibilitgll¢otivameputational capital of
the department. Howevein highly competitive and successful environmers ORA grant is not

necessarily seen as panacea:
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I would have expected bringing in the best part of half a million pounijht have been
somewhat more appreciated than it was. There was no buy-out, sbatfssto my workload

rather than take away from it .... (political scientist, UK).

Other references were made here and there to the fact that having the UnivetsityYobn a bid could
be perceived by others as a booster but no respondent of moreraakioonsidered this as influencing
their own individual reputation. If anything, senior academics were genatadlgsing that their own
reputation was contributing to the reputation of their institution. They felg grimarily owed their
success in ORA to their longstanding track-record in the field. y&uRls meanwhile tended to invoke
the primacy of their growim personal reputation for their involvement in an ORA te&towever,
whether this involvement resulted from a first approach to the departmémm a personal initiative
drawing on the credentials of the place, the common perception of collaboratitiegas one building

primarily on trust and mutual recognition did not change.

Research reputation as an authority-capital built on social and professiooghitier, allows and
requires renewed endorsement by péerspeer competitorsto use Bourdieu’s expression). Although
known to be of great value itonsolidating agents’ positions in the field (Bourdieu 1999), the catalytic
effect, so to speak, of institutions rarely surfagesesearchers’ discourses. This resonates with the
conclusions of a recent qualitative stuofyacademic reputation b®'Loughlin, MacPhail and Msetfi
(2015) which highlights the divergent understandings of research reputetiseen institutions, drawing
on new evaluation and measurement systems, and their acad&nthes.heart oficademics’ subjective
perception—variable according to the strength of subject identification and socialisationthe is
‘recognition of a common or shared research perspective between acadethicg,vidich affect how

peers view and rate each other (and theirtingihs) in terms of reputation’ (O'Loughlin, MacPhail and
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Msetfi 2015: 813). This points to the persistence of norms and evaluation criteria sHaped
professionalisation systems that are still operating alongside, or in §pitstitutional strategies. Yet the
most senior figures in the most “recognised” areas of research, have more leeway to disfranchise
themselves from institutional factors and injunctions to collaborate, wigle younger colleagues, who
need the support of their institution or centre’s reputation to insert themselves in “strong” international
networks, may be-whether they express it openly or not - more exposed to the reeguit®rof

institutional strategies.

The collaborative injunction

Institutional strategies playing out in research collaboration were mentionBds iy reference of the
circumstances of the bidding process. For most, the ORA projew ea relief (one more grant, one
more box ticked) and as a let-off i@nvironments increasingly defined by ‘mission definition,
prioritization, research concentration and the neebluild teams and partnerships’ (Henkel 2008: 96).

Yet some distinctive patterns of institutional circumstances are worthy ohate

More cases of direct institutional injunction to apply for research funding repoeted in the UK than
anywhere else. The introduction of the full economic costing bydbearch councils in 2005 (whereby
the research time of permanent staff involved is effectively subsidisttelgrant) along with pressures
related to the quantification of research income for nation-wide research evaluation execisasd to

be largely responsible for this climategem 2006) .
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In the case below, the financial contribution of the grant overshaitsgmbolic value for a department
located at a prestigious university in which similar achievements are ptré ctandard expectations

about academic performance. The announcement of the grant generated aneémesissse:

....one senior member of the department said “well done”, the other senior member of the
department said “well done, that’s going to be a lot of work”. The School was very positive about
the amount of money that I’d brought it, but it doesn’t affect anything. (...) and it doesn’t enhance

my position at all as far as | can see (political scientikd),

In this case, the grant is just one of many, and is welcome lastauds not offering much comfort to the
individual recipient (mid-career academic), as the institution is not preparedeasadner research time
beyond the standard allocation that her position already entailed before theugrass. In this case, it is

down to the researcher to fit it in. Yet the university is content to promisteetv addition to its awards

cabinet:

I was asked yesterday, the ESRC apparently are visiting this month, and asked “could you do a

little impact study for us- if you think you’ve got an impact” (political scientistUK)

Intuitional logics operatdifferently according to the universities’ positioning in the UK market. Here, a
professor of Economics feels the pressure of an institution’s managerial approach to research strategy
where activities are more centrally directed and narrowly determined by catisideof income

generation and other quantifiable outputs.
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I had this big VC or whatever saying “do the project, you must apply for the project” and so on
and so forth. OK so | did it. | spent 6 or 7 months doing ingtbut preparing this bid. | got the
project. And then they summoned me again and said “OK where are your publications, why are

you not submitting anything” (economist, UK)

The case above illustrates the limitations of the protective value of a resear@tioepn management

contexts where institutions’ research income depend directly on their staff” productivity.

In other participating countries, where academic positions are not so closely tied up to institutions’
research income and where evaluation is used as a performance managennathtetotilan a resource
allocation instrument, the pressure was more likelye associated with “getting something” in order to

get going with one’s research while enhancing the reputation of the institution.

Well I would say it’s informal, there’s no formal incentives like you’re getting more money and
so on, but yes informally the feedback and stuff is highpreqiated, and for example the head
of my department says that it’s good for our department and the whole institution because
international projects are highly regarded. So I would say it’s a bit more appreciated than normal

DFG funding so to say, which is already very highly appreciated” (psychologist, Germany)

I don’t feel pressure from my Dean for example to become more collaborative or get more
funding, although it has become more or less the implicit rule that yeuthealopportunities that

you see. (sociologist, Netherlands)
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In the above situations the grants were welcome by institutions forsymaivolic and financial value.
International collaboration operates as capital enhancer for universities, and reseaeclearsected to
show an international profile commensurate with their seniority. Inteedgsvfrom France, Germany the
Netherlands were all prompt to stress the value of ORA for the visibilityeputation of their university
and to acknowledge how getting the funding consolidated their own posittioin it, without reporting

the forms of direct injunction revealed above about the UK cantext

Overall, the forms of institutional pressures reported tended to reflect distinct paiferasearch
governance and incentivisation. Institutions either embraced the integrativeption of collaboration
expressed in the ORA call or encouraged their staff to bypass it in favtle ‘@fonsortium” types of
projects that fit more readily in their organisational culture and in theional research council’s
requirements. In seeking alliances and partnerships for their propessdrchers preparing ORA bids
had to anticipate those institutional expectations as well as juggle with the diffebeteesn national
research councils brought together around a loosely defined collaborativévebjEew saw these as
obstacles requiring well planned and clearly articulated strategies. Rather, interviewa bomf highly
established researchers draw on the register of experience and implicit knowledgeasfinonment to

explain the success of their collaborative enterprise.

Ownership beyond leadership: trust in collaborative project management

ORA is somehow disrupting the usual habits of conducting furekshrch in social sciences because the
scheme does not define in any prescriptive ways the type of collaboratiectex beyond stating that
projeas “must involve integrated collaboration between partners” (ORA 2009), and requesting one

principal investigator per country, who in the main reports to their natiesa@arch agency.
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Unusual in social science funding schemes across Europe, the requedtipé iRls in ORA is close to
the multiple-PD/PI model typically applied in Health and Science subjeéfadititate multidisciplinary
and other types of team science projects that are not optimally servée tsingle-PD/PI modél
(National Institutes of Health 2011). In the case of ORA though, thene iguidance related to the

multiple PI model apart from the fact that each Pl is accountable to their nétiodizlg agency.

While unanimously expressing their satisfaction with a scheme ingpdesss interference and steering
than many, researchers acknowledged that they had not experienced this nwdehribthat it implied
some adjustments to their usual practice of one overall leader and a singlataitity channel.
Consequently, the ORA leadership model seemed to be challenging expattezds of authority. In
particular the multiple Pl model disrupts the conscious act of role-playiptied in large- and often
interdisciplinary - collective bids where a Pl is identified - who may @y not be the most authoritative
voice in the team - to whom, however, all others temporally agrbe gubordinated. This is where the
question of trust and shared values surfaces, expressed in differeriywagearchers, but always linked

to this unusual model of governance:

you don’t have to be best friends of course, but still there must be a lot of trust, a lot of
confidence, a lot of...yeah, you must just be....I mean each project partner in the way we have
set this up could have ruined a lot for the others. And we trustedatheh we knew what

everybody would ddlinguist, Germany)

What | really remember was that things were very helpful bynkthall the partners being very
clear about the value of the project, | think that was a very thiag, that we all knew that this
was something that we were really keen to do, we had a verpkaitbng idea of the proposal

(geographer, UK) .
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In the only four-country interdisciplinary project, bringing togetRts with significant influence in their
field, the resulting tensions revealed the high level of instrumentality thriowthe collaborative
enterprise. One of the researchers explained how he felt he led the researda dpptioation, seeing

himself as natural Pl up to a slip of the tongue:

The project is basically a federated project, this means basically it’s a network of national
projects, and as a principle investigator I don’t have a lot of influence on the real work that is

being done in the other (teams) (sociologist, NL)

Returning to the issue later in the interview:

| think | made maybe a bit of a shortcut in claiming that | wagticiple investigator of the
project, and so I didn’t mean to play down the role of S, but what | mean is that what | expect
from a principle investigator is an attempt to also intellectually make oatibns from the

different traditions, and in this project this is not so easy becausetthdgmns are really very

different (sociologist, NL)

This leads us to the issue of preserving national models of accountabilitypss-national research

funding schemes aiming to stimulate high levels of interactionj@inthess'.

With no lead agency, and a multiple Pl model with separate funding andrdaabilities, ORA poses a
challenge to traditional expressions of leadership authority in resedl@botation, and in the process,
tends to magnify differences, particularly in larger and more interdisciplbeams. Here the frictions
and misunderstandings do not arise from imposing a unifornda@em leadership on individuals from

different cultural backgrounds and epistemic traditions as often report&t)Handed “framework”
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projects ; on the contrary, researchers turn to the moressestablished, rigid cultural assumptions

associated with national types prevailing within epistemic communities:

But then of course there is also the kind of broader intellectual acaddtniedssue in that

people tend to frame different things, you know, French hasyadigrent way of framing a

kind of a problem or approaching the framing of a problem ffagrthe more pragmatic English
or Dutch framing. | mean the English and the Dutch in some wayhaidosest | think on this

project in term of intellectual approach or understanding of what’s involved, and the French

are probably the most removed in a way from the English unaeliata(sociologist, UK)

The reflections collected clearly show how a multiple PI funding schemeirtsattle relationships in
teams, particularly where leadership of research grants counts as mucHicetipod in performance
indicators and career progression. The model of the single Pl indaurgocial sciences has long been
established asne of those “crystallising agents” (Luukkonen and Nedeva 2010) that contribute to the
regulation of the scientific field, or more sp@eally for our focus, to the ‘forced agreemehiBourdieu
1999 33) deemed necessary to the integration of international interdiscypliesearch teams. While
aiming to stimulate integrated collaboration (ORA 2012), ORA has ttentia to disintegrate those
‘forced agreements' by allowing individual researchers to control edogilyrtant dimensions of the
research, in the absence of mechanisms of agreed subordination. Yet, desgtesitins and frictions
reported above, this disintegration did not occur in the projectexamined. For many of these, the
reason is to be found in the socio- epistemic cohesiveness of warkwebut of which the bidding teams
were constituted. By cohesiveness, we refer to the level of cognitive intagoétiwoject teams as well
as the social cohesion of these groups made of reputed scholars in theindigstablished academics in
their institutions. Even in the most competitive collaborations (ORA also lsti@su intra-project

competition with this multiple Pl approach), collaboratergven the most frustrated by the lack of
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vertical integration in their projeet had no interest of derailing a collective enterprise associating them
with internationally reputed colleagues and/or organisations and thderc&ig their own scientific
authority. In most cases, despite its challenges, the multiple Pl systaan as generating freedom and
allowing organisational innovation. In others, the scheme suppdlitsices of minimum common
expectations of utility among individuals competing for scientific aitthoAs Luukkonen and Nedeva

(2010: 677) put it:

The extent to which the entity is cohesive depends on the clarity, commumieatiolevel of
acceptance of the dominant expectations of utility. Respectively, thet ¢atevhich members
integrate successfully into the entity depends on whether their expectatiotitity and the

expectations of utility of the entity are similar or compatible

General conclusion

The paper sought to shed light on the conception of research collabaratlerpinning a particular
funding scheme in the social sciences, and on its interpretation dgdfuesearchers in order to ascertain

the current permeability of the scientific field to policy incentives and pressure

After reviewing the context of emergence and broad orientations ofRiAesGheme, the paper presented
awarded researchers’ reflexions on their collaborative experience within the scheme, and tbst ¢a
which they felt it differed from their previous experiences of internaticolhborative research. We
sought to illustrate how collaboration - presented by funders and acadeik@casaproxy for research

excellence and as a core value to the profession - remains hightempolus across a diverse European
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social science field as well as deeply rooted in local models of public goveraadcesitutional

configurations (Thoenig@003 Paradeise and Thoenig 2013).

First the scheme itself, as we have shown, can be understood as a pdétmalest on research
governance by key European science national self-governing furadjencies in the context of the
European Research Area. For this reason, we suggested that the origirthié scheme lay essentially
in its timing, its integrative ambitions (expressed in the 2008 ESF EUR@4@&ad map) and in its
governancedthe “condominum model”, as expression of the increasingly proactive role of institutions

and funding agencies in research processes).

While the scheme undoubtedly supports transnational collaborative expermmtesetworks, the
collaborationit induces maintains participating researchersstate of answerability to ‘largely localised,
mainly nationally bound, resech spaces’ (Nedeva 2013: 221), thus allowing space for local social orders
within the international nature of the call. For instance we have showrte researchers’ comments on
their ORA experience revealed contrasting work cultures and institutioyalties. Universities and
research organisations (including national councils) are in particular impadtinig significant national
variability on the scheme’s operationalization with the introduction of workload allocation and other cost
—consciousness measures such as the full economic costing, ompbgsinm rules on the contractual
position of principal investigators. Variable levels of institutional recognitioresearch collaboration
were also perceptible in the contrasting suppsahted to researchers’ collaborative efforts. Finally,
despite well documented isomorphic trenBteiklie et al., 2011; Shore and Taitz, 2012ational higher
education funding models continue to influence the level of incentivisatioresearch and research
collaboration within universities and to steer research activities more generallghtaamombination of
economic and political controls (Paradeise and Thoenig 2013). They ftoenge the formation of

research collaboration networks and their level of integration.
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It would be tempting to read academics’ responses to these pressures in terms of adaptive strategies but

this would hide the richer, more nuanced and subtle experiences andadgplrencountered in this
research. Interviews revealed that the scheme either funded rather establispedbfjomilaborators or
collaborations that partially branched out of these groapd that teams initially approached ORA the
way they would consider more familiar funding sources (suchasisnal agencies, EU framework of
bilateral schemes). The specificities of the scheme usually unfolded at ddgéeosthe bidding process.
If oranything, researchers’ first encounters with and initial reading of the scheme reddakt, the key
role of research networks in horizon scanning for funding oppitigsiand second, the autonomy granted
by ‘reputation’ (within the scientific field) in relation to funding strategies. Respondents often referred to
ORA as a funding scheme introducing requirements minimally itmgaon their research idea and
choice of partners (to dowhat we wanted to do”, to complement some existing funding, to work with
people they liked, to ease temporary institutional pressure, etc). In thisetited to reduce the value of
the scheme to a tool at their disposal to help them consolidate collaboraticsteamitheir research in a
particular direction.

Yet, accounts of actual collaborative practices, especially from participants in the langestore
interdisciplinary foureountry projectsrevealed how much the scheme disrupted established patterns of
collaboration, and in particular the principle of a negotiated subordination assogititetie single Pl
policy. All principal investigators admitted to being insecure within the multipleamework, whether
perceiving it as an obstacle to integration, or seeing in it as opportunitevidy defined terms of what

counts as cross-national collaboration.

As limited as it is in terms of budgetary commitment, the ORA funding sclesraplifies significant
trends of policy directions in the European social sciences. Fiitstffers a concrete illustration of the
key role of leading European national funding councils in the steerimgevhational research practice

through the construction of (highly visible) collaborative models. Secondl &fReals to researchers
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by claiming back the primacy of research excellence Biktype redistributive policies and bureaucratic
interference. In doing so, the scheme does not signal the cétaotlaborative practice of old, but rather
reveals more subtle interdependencies between the fields of scienceiesme policy, where controls
and power operate at baitstitutional (performance management), national (funding), and intemahtio
(partnerships, peer review) levels. As such, this is not novel, asifscieollaboration somehow always
occurs‘within the larger social context of science, which includes elements symgreaseview, reward
systems, invisible colleges, scientific paradigms, and national and intealaience policies, as well
as diciplinary and university norms’ (Sonnenwald 2007: 646However and most importanthyy
reinforcing the networking capacity of established researchers, aptirmda much commended non-
bureaucratic rhetoric, the scheme is playing a deceiving game: it abhewdidtribution of power and
monopolies operating within the field of social sciences to express itse# application stagand later
on introduces patterns of cooperation and accountability that chalientre doing so it favours the
“ ‘central’ players, the orthodox, the continuers of normal science” (Camic 2011: 279) but ultimately
destabilises them, at least temporarily, with unorthodox managemetitgsabat appear to better suit
those least endowed with capital (by offering status equivalence and vidibiftks of each projedter
highly complementary teams in their methodological expertise or accedatdo Hence a certain
ambivalence in theesearchers’ views about a‘“non-interventionist scheme that although ostensibly
embracing their collaborative doxa, introduces mechanisms of powénghad answerability which in
turn challenge their capacity to regulate internally the individual roles elationships at work in
research collaboration.
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