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Within the last 20 years, the participation of lay-people in processes of research and innovation 
is getting the character of a guiding principle. A milestone within this debate was the study of 
Epstein (1996). He worked out that the AIDS-Activism movement in the US had an important 
influence on the ongoing process of research and its orientation by research agenda setting. The 
influence was both effective with regard to the research outcomes but also disturbing with 
regard to the order of scientific work by blurring the border between science and the public. In 
the meantime, a lot of studies were done with respect to the participation of non-academics in 
the field of scientific research, mostly in the area of healthcare (e.g. Brown et al. 2004). It is 
shown that these involvements are attractive for civil society actors due to the chance of 
research agenda setting, and for researchers due to the access to specific knowledge resources 
and human body materials. In other fields, like nanotechnology, there are also attempts for 
participation but the goals are quite different. They are mainly defined by the precautionary 
principle to avoid risk problems (e.g. Kaiser et al. 2010). Moreover, participation was 
generalized in innovation theory (Baldwin/Hippel 2011). In sum: participation of civil society 
actors is seen as a main resource for improving processes of research and innovation.  

In the meantime, the quest for participation is also integrated in the policy programs of the 
European Commission. Since the main goal of the Lisbon Strategy of the EU was to create a 
high competitive area of a knowledge-based economy, the change in the overarching 
innovation-regime by integrating different forms of knowledge and actors became a major 
project (Felt/Wynne 2007). One guiding principle articulated in this context is the one of 
Responsible Research and Innovation (e.g. von Schomberg 2013). While preparing for the next 
Framework Program “Horizon 2020”, the idea of participation gets ready to be mainstreamed in 
the whole area of EU funded research and innovation. The main idea behind is to create 
acceptance for innovation while innovating and by making transparent the functional and 
cultural foundations of a new technology and to constitute “co-responsibility” (von Schomberg 
2013:#) of civil society actors. This idea is not really new, but the long-ranging scope and the 
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specific role-definition for civil society actors is unprecedented. These strategies in the political 
arena are curtailed regarding the complex governance architecture of such processes. Therefore, 
it is important to analyze these specific strategies against the background of the complex 
governance structure. The concept of governance allows both to analyze empirically processes 
of social coordination (like the inclusion of civil society actors in research) and to evaluate these 
processes regarding specific norms of democracy (like transparency, participation or 
legitimacy).  

Against this background, the purpose of this paper is to analyze contemporary modes of Civil 
Society Organization’s (CSO) participation in the scientific research by combining an empirical 
study about the inclusion of CSOs on the basis of a survey of all European Commission FP7 
projects with a theoretically elaborated analytical grid to bring out the aspects determining the 
current landscape of participation practice. Our research problem is based on the hypothesis that 
there are a variety of practices of CSO participation in research leading to governance problems. 
The participation of CSOs in research is embedded in a set of assumptions and procedures 
which affect the achievement of internal or external expectations. The analysis of expectations 
and their fulfillment drives us to consider the relationship between research governance (as a 
way of reaching or managing expectations) and the means of expressing interest (public 
interest). 

The argumentation of this paper is based on four steps. In a first step, we discuss some main 
perspectives and results from the governance literature in general and the one focused on 
science in specific. While doing so, we want to underpin the necessity of a research doing both 
looking empirically at practices of governing of and through participation of CSOs in research 
projects and constructing an analytical grid to evaluate such practices with respect to specific 
ideas of governance (like ‘reflexive governance’). In a second step, the structure of such an 
analytical grid will be elaborated. Main aspects are firstly the structuring of a normative 
perspective and secondly the development of a normative-empirical scheme for research. In a 
third step, the specific methodological approach will be discussed and some intermediary results 
will be presented. They show that the scheme to analyze participatory governance processes 
within research is working well. Moreover, they indicate some specific governance problems. 
Therefore and within a fourth step, we will not only analyze the results of the survey, but also 
outline specific governance problems which should be made a research problem within case 
study research.  

1. Governance of research as participatory governance of research? 

After quite a long period of regulation skepticism, the idea of Governance marks an important 
reorientation of this debate (overview: Grande 2012). This career is surprising looking at the 
‘two-sided character’ of the concept; on the one hand it's a normative concept aiming at ‘good’ 
governance, on the other hand it’s an analytical concept describing the restructuring of forms of 
reigning. In analytical terms the concept focuses on the diverse and often multifaceted 
architectures of regulation between different levels of regulation (like community-level, Nation-
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state, transnational regimes), different actor fields important for regulation (such as politics, 
economy, civil society) and mediums of regulation (e.g. law, money, discourse). The idea is to 
reconstruct ‘structures of complementarity’ between the different levels or actor fields of 
regulation. Actors are intertwined by complementary relations of regulation. Against this 
background, the concept of Governance focuses mainly two aspects. Firstly, the perspective of 
Governance of research set out the position that fields of regulation are not structured by the 
dominance of one actor of regulation, but is determined by the polycentric arrangement of 
heterogeneous actors of regulation. The options to design the field of regulation in one’s own 
sense are increasing in the same extent in which the respective (collective) actors dispose of 
internal capacities to bring the own perspective into the discourse and to cope with the 
perspectives and demands for regulation of the other actors present in the field. Secondly, the 
Governance perspective looks at the forms and meanings of complex ‘architectures of 
regulation’. Within this perspective, there is a sensibility for the differences between distinct 
forms of regulative interventions. Guidance is not only realized by localizing resources 
(especially money), but also by framing of social activity within discourses.  

With regard to the field of science, the governance perspective especially focuses especially on 
new forms of regulation in the production of scientific knowledge (e.g. Lyall/Tait 2005; Jansen 
2009) and the structure of the production system of scientific knowledge (e.g. universities or the 
cooperation between different research organizations). Moreover, the debate about 
“democratization of expertise” (e.g. Maasen/Weingart 2005) or about participatory governance 
of research (e.g. Wehling/Viehöver 2013) shows that some guiding classifications and divisions 
of labor are undergoing a fundamental change. One of these classifications is the division 
between experts and laypeople. In the meantime, civil society actors are regarded as important 
for conducting problem-oriented research (e.g. Frickel et al. 2010). What are the arguments? 
Concerning functional considerations, civil society actors are seen to broaden the scope of 
analysis, because they form topics, they provide specific knowledges or objects or they allow 
mediating between knowledge and values. Concerning social considerations, civil society actors 
are seen to develop higher acceptance in innovation processes. This is why the inclusion allows 
mainstreaming of specific views on topics in the public discourse. Thus, these views get 
normalized and regulated with regard to their desirability. Concerning political considerations, 
civil society actors are seen to improve legitimacy of innovations. Their general orientation 
toward the public welfare is important here, but also the improvement of transparency through 
participation and finally participation as a form of building up legitimacy.    

One important argument to be made here is that chances of improving social coordination in 
fields of problem-centered research are depending on the fact whether the boundaries between 
the fields (science on the one hand, civil society on the other) and their institutional identity-
problems are fairly addressed. Against this background, the question for governance is not only 
a question of better coordination and regulation, but also a question of institutional identity-
politics. This can be exemplified with regard to science. To include civil society actors into 
science is not only bound up with hopeful promises, but also seen as a source for far ranging 
fundamental problems. This is founded on the fact that science is institutionally based by the 
approach not being oriented towards specific interests (locus classicus: Merton 1942/1973). By 
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including interest groups, irrespective of their specific orientation (whether economic or public 
interests), a problem of boundary-work emerges. This boundary-work has to secure the 
institutional foundation of science while open up science for the ‘productive’ parts of the 
cooperation with civil society actors. Such ‘productive’ parts can be seen in the addressed 
aspects (functional, social and political) before.  

Against this background, there are two important aspects of the problem of identity-politics to 
be discussed. First, one has to take into consideration different forms and logics of civil society 
actors participating in research. This depends mainly on the question: who are the actors 
participating? This seems to be obvious, but it is not on the viewpoint of a systematic 
perspective. It is of major importance, whether the actors included are single-person-movements 
or organizations, or whether they are dedicated to specific goals or an overarching interest. 
Another aspect is the quest for different forms of participation in research: How can these 
different forms be classified? This is why, forms of participation are mirroring the social 
dynamic behind the concrete process and uncover the logics and needs of identity-political 
strategies. Second, it is important to look at the content. What are the themes and ideas, the 
norms and values put forward in the collaboration process and why they are important with 
regard to the respect groups (scientists and civil society actors). The main point here is that 
within the collaboration process both facts and values are hopelessly intertwined. Therefore, 
analytically important, a normative-empirical framework for research about participation in 
research is needed. In this chapter we only focus on the first aspect, the second one will be 
addressed in the following chapter (chap. 2). 

Who are the actors of participation? Who is seen as a CSO, who not – and why? How can the 
different actors of participation be classified? To Euclid Network, a CSO included in our project 
team, CSOs are “defined as organizations that are non-governmental, not-for-profit, not 
representing commercial interests, and that pursue a common purpose for the public interest. In 
the EU, the concept of civil society encompasses a wide range of organizations: including all 
non-market and non-state organizations and structures in which people organize to pursue 
shared objectives and ideals. Not just NGOs, but encompassing cooperatives, associations, 
grass-roots, mutuals, not-for-profits, foundations, think tanks and umbrella organizations”. 
Looking at this definition and argumentation, one can get an insight about the difficulties 
describing the entity ‘participant’. One important aspect is the degree of being organized and the 
form of organization. We focus here on CSOs regarding two arguments: most of the 
participation activities are done by organizations, single-person participation is a really marginal 
phenomenon. Moreover, with aiming an analysis of governance structures and processes, the 
focus on organization and degrees of being organized is more useful. A second important aspect 
is connected to the question, what each CSO is representing in the concrete case. Do they 
represent specific interests or are they oriented towards public interests. In many cases, CSO 
were by definition seen as representatives for non-economic interests. But is this terminological 
fixing useful with regard to the reality of participation? We think that it is important not to start 
with such a fixing, but with an idea of the different forms of representing public relevant 
interests in the broadest sense. This can be natural conservation – but also economical welfare. 
Against this background and regarding the participation of CSOs in research, the concept of 
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CSOs should also encompass organizations that represent – in a second order – commercial 
interests. It seems to be important to engage into a conceptual framework which does not 
narrow the view on a specific excerpt of the social reality of participation (Kohler-
Koch/Quittkat 2011). 

Are there different forms of participation in research and how to classify them? In this section 
of our argumentation we would like to put forward two idealtypical distinctions. Firstly, the one 
between invited and non-invited forms of participation (Wynne 2008; Wehling/Viehöver 2013). 
This distinction addresses one important aspect of the structural dynamic. Invited forms of 
participation are aiming to include CSO with regard to a pre-defined research agenda and under 
the auspices of goals defined by scientists. These ways of participation can serve all the three 
forms (functional, social, political) of improving the outcomes of research. But it is expectable 
that scientists are the leading actors in this process. One can imagine that this form of 
participation is to be found in many cases, because it allows to improve the situation of research 
without calling into question the division of labor and governance structure (cp. Brown et al. 
2004). Un-invited forms of participation are more complicated with regard to the governance 
structure. In such cases, the CSOs themselves formulate a starting agenda for research focusing 
on specific collectively relevant problems. E.g., patient organizations were relatively successful 
in setting research agendas in the past (Frickel et al. 2010; Brown et al. 2004). In this way, new 
topics could be formulated for science, but the question of who is setting the rules becomes 
contentious. While making research in cooperation with CSOs or for a specific community, the 
process of self-defining the scientific agenda by scientists can be interrupted. Against this 
background the emergence of a multifaceted conflict-dynamic is more likely. And therefore it is 
to be expectable that the governance structure is changing.   

Secondly, a difference is to be made between typical arenas of knowledge-production (Brown et 
al. 2006). They argue against the background of empirical evidence in the field of health care 
movements that three forms of arenas are to be distinguished. The first typical arena is “Doing 
Scientific Research“. In this arena the focus lays on “how scientists choose particular topics and 
questions, how they proceed with their investigations, and how they interact with funding, 
research, and support organizations” (ibid.: 505). The second typical arena is called 
“Interpreting Science”. In this arena the question is addressed, which conclusion can be drawn 
by scientists from their empirical findings. Empirical findings are not simply facts, to the 
contrary they are part of interpretation processes more or less conflict-ridden. Therefore, in this 
arena questions of the “standard of proof” are under debate. What is the “weight of evidence” 
regarding the different findings? What are the criteria for validity and significance to evaluate 
the different studies (ibid.: 507f.). The third typical arena is called “Acting on science”. In this 
arena the main point is the question for the political consequences of research. In many cases 
this arena is highly intertwined with the first one. The agenda setting depends heavily on the 
political course behind, e.g. whether the precautionary principle is used and if yes in which way.  

Both distinctions can be seen as a heuristic tool for analyzing forms, structure, logic of 
participation processes of CSOs in research. They allow to describe and to classify what’s going 
on in research while participation of extra-academic groups are included and more or less 
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allowed to steer the direction of the endeavor. These heuristic tools allow a better description of 
participation in research, but they give no explanation why the form and structure of the 
governance process is as it is. The next important point is therefore to combine these 
considerations with ones giving an analytical structure.   

2. Analytical Grid of participatory research governance 

One important point regarding the differentiation between invited and non-invited forms of 
participation was not yet addressed. Behind most of the ideas of participation there is a 
classification pre-structuring the form of participation. This is highly influential with regard to 
setting the stage for ideas of deliberation. This can be described as follows: “Participants are 
conceptualized as citizens or laypeople, meaning that they are interpellated as individuals, not as 
members of an organization or an interest group. In addition, their main qualification is exactly 
their ignorance concerning the issue at stake and, at the same time, their amenability to 
education.“ (Braun/Schultz 2010: 409) This classification of “the participant” was used in a lot 
of participatory Technology Assessment (pTA) procedures. In the meantime the limits of such 
an approach are obvious. Moreover, with regard to aspects of governance and democracy such a 
view on deliberation is disputable. (cp.  Hess 2011). This is why, the specific qualities, 
competences, cultural capital and specific interests are not seen as a substantial part of 
participation, no matter who is the participant (individual or organization). Moreover, these 
specific capacities are seen as a barrier for an effective and legitimate participation. But to the 
contrary, these capacities have to be seen as a quality with regard to effectiveness and 
legitimacy of research. While articulating particular interests, CSOs offer a view on 
generalizable public interests.   

Obviously, there are specific presuppositions regarding the character of participatory 
governance. These presuppositions are embedded in the fundamentals of governance and 
democracy theory (Rainey/Goujon 2013). “Against this background, there is a systematic 
problem inherent analyzing processes of participation with regard to the addressed goals of 
enhancing effectiveness, legitimacy or accountability. Therefore, the construction of a specific 
tool for analyzing participation processes in research as participatory governance is needed. 
Thus, we argument for a specific form of an analytical grid. This is important with respect to the 
fact that the normative argumentation to underpin participatory measures is in many cases either 
misleading to the grounds on specific presuppositions or too abstract for being directly used for 
the evaluation of the measures under consideration (ibid.). Deliberation, transparency, 
legitimacy – these are important values, but they have to be specified for the normative and 
empirical analysis of participation processes. Such a specification is needed to grasp the 
character and quality of participatory governance and to give hints for improving such 
processes.  

Our thesis is that we have not only to direct the research question to a normative-empirical 
approach, but also to build up an analytical framework allowing to address both the normative 
side of the question and the empirical one. The specific difficulty of such a normative-empirical 
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research about the participation of civil society actors in research needs to be addressed by a 
specific presentation of the problem. To get insight into the governance effects of participation, 
the focus of research has to be oriented towards the processes of norm construction while 
participation is going on. What are the norms important while participatory conducting research, 
how are they designed and brought into action and what are the aligning orders of classification 
and justification? Against this background, we have given ourselves the following question: 
How do actors define and reach their expectations related to defining public interest when 
constructing norms in research projects?” (Goujon, Reiney, 2012) As it is the case with the 
sketched aspects of participation in research projects above in chapter 1, answering the question 
should enable us to explore how two assumingly divided societal spheres – science and civil 
society – could be incorporated in the frame of a research project. We expect that the concrete 
forms of practicing participation mirror not only the epistemic status of the respective research 
project but also the logics of the different social spheres. This process can be reconstructed in 
terms of Bourdieu’s field theory. Not to go here into a more detailed analysis of this specific 
theoretical background, in the following part of this section we would like to put forward some 
specific aspects which are mainly dedicated to the empirical analysis in the following chapter 
(chap. 3). These are: (a) the specific entrance point for this normative-empirical analysis is the 
analysis of expectations; (b) the normative differentiation of participation goals and (c) to 
develop a scheme for the empirical analysis of participatory governance in research projects.  

(a) specific normative-empirical entrance point: expectations. The sociology of expectations has 
made clear that while analyzing expectations core classifications of ordering the social spheres 
are implicitly expressed. These classifications are related to the values to be secured, the form of 
cooperation to be acceptable, the knowledge which is important and valuable and the social 
norms politically to be processed. In this sense, processes of cooperation between researchers 
and CSOs can be seen as a social laboratory to construct and re-construct specific forms of 
knowledge production while solving social pressing problems. By doing so, not only cognitive 
problems are solved but also social orders are constituted. Expectations are working like a 
burning glass to focus on both aspects in the same analysis. In our analysis, there are different 
idealtype forms of governance, from a “standard model” of governance to a “deliberative 
inclusive” one (Rainey/Goujon 2013:8f.). These are quite different with regard to the overall 
expectations expressed in it. While the first one is oriented towards ‘managing the relations with 
the public’, the second one is based on ‘processing accountability, legitimacy, fairness’. 

(b) goal of participation: which forms are dominant? While including CSOs in the research 
process different goals can be take into consideration. As research projects are divided in 
different phases, e.g. knowledge production or diffusion of knowledge, the respective role of 
CSOs should differ considerably. Depending on the stage of project the inclusion of CSOs can 
offer distinct options. At the beginning aspects of agenda setting or inclusion of knowledges are 
important and with this questions of effectiveness. At the end of a project, aspects of 
mainstreaming the findings become more important and therefore questions of fairness and 
legitimacy. In any case, the relatively abstract norms are to be analyzed empirically in their 
practical effects while governing research projects.  
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(c) scheme for the empirical analysis of participatory governance in research projects. With 
regard to the two points before, we think that a specific scheme for structuring the empirical 
work is needed. On the one hand side, such a scheme should allow us to select different cases of 
interest for an in-depth analysis. On the other hand side, this scheme should allow us to explain 
why specific forms of participation are dominant or why specific problems in participation 
occur. To explore and analyze the cooperation in research projects, two dimensions seemed 
central according to our normative-empirical entrance about expectations. This allows us to 
analyze and to create a typology that will highlight the different patterns from our fieldwork 
while relating it to main governance models coming from literature. Our first empirical data 
(quantitative survey of all FP7 projects) indicated different tendencies that we have synthesized 
in new intermediary hypothesis. The leadership dimension is central to understand the 
management style of the consortium observed. The different styles of leadership of research 
projects will be linked to different practices of CSO participation. The different leadership of 
research projects might also be linked to different presuppositions/assumptions, procedures 
which affect the formation and achievement of expectations. The other dimension, intensity of 
collaboration explores how the interacting actors are constructing norms in context i.e. how they 
communicate and discuss their roles according to their cultures and the nature of their 
knowledge. Different intensities of collaboration are linked to different governance problems 
and structures. Intensity of collaboration is also linked to the normative problems related to 
conflicts arising from different epistemic cultures. 

The empirical representation of those two dimensions of CSOs participation is then possible.  

3. Screening: Survey of all FP-7 Projects 

To understand the dynamics of CSOs participation in research we did investigate the 
characteristics of the FP7 research projects. How CSOs are currently practicing research? Our 
data collection includes two different surveys, the first one was sent to 14 000 FP7 project 
coordinators and we received 2959 completed responses. Our response rate is 21%, which is a 
good one. There are two important aspects to be discussed: (a) methodological considerations 
and the construction of the survey; (b) some elected findings from the survey analysis.  

 

3.1 Methodological Considerations – construction of the survey 

Building on the theoretical frame already presented below in this paper, that were synthesized in 
an analytical grid, the quantitative data collection was designed to allow the quantitative 
analysis to be used for exploration of the field – and identification of the main patterns of CSOs 
participation. Why using quantitative data in an explorative way rather than for validation 
purposes only?  

First the huge numbers of projects, topics and types of CSOs included in FP7 research projects 
required to get an overview about the total number of CSO-participation in FP-7 projects, and 
its main characteristics; this description of the research field validates our initial theoretical 
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framing and allows us to refine it. Thanks to that survey moreover, we get some important 
insights with respect to general aspects and forms of participation and the structure of 
cooperation. Using parameters selected thanks to the theoretical landscape and problematization 
of our research question we were able to fine tune questions to better understand the roles, 
motivations and expectations of the actors involved. We also get the well-grounded selection of 
parameters of selection criteria for further investigation (case studies).  

We surveyed all (15,000) FP7 projects across all areas of research in order to determine the 
current landscape of CSOs participation practices. It was implemented via an online survey. 
Surveying all FP7 projects instead of focusing on certain areas, this research strategy allows us 
– in a later step of the project – to develop comprehensive guidelines for the relevant 
stakeholders, only reachable through a comprehensive coverage of all projects. 

We sent two different questionnaires. The first one was very short (max. 5 questions) and was 
sent to any of the 14 000 FP7-project coordinators. Then 414 out of the 455 FP7 coordinators 
that acknowledged CSOs participation in their research project and agreed to further participate 
to the survey were sent a second questionnaire, and we received 162 responses completed. 
Finally we asked those 162 respondents if they would give us a contact of one CSO partner of 
their project. We then sent our second questionnaire to 78 FP7 projects CSOs contact and we 
have already received 20 responses. Sending the questionnaire to two different people per 
project (project coordinator and CSO member) allows us to focus on the normative construction 
of people’s expectations. It enables us to cross their social representations of CSO roles and thus 
to address the implicit normative framing issues. 

Only a few project coordinators indicated to us the contact of the CSOs participating in their 
projects (78 out of 162 respondents). This is still nearly 50% of this group. We found out that 
one of the issue was the elusiveness of the notion of Civil Society. Apart from the fact that we 
already demonstrate in chapter 1 that CSO denomination include a wide range of actors, Civil 
Society is inherently difficult to conceptualize and operationalize. According to Heidbrader 
(2012:p 4) the general definition of civil society “oscillates between a number of basic concepts. 
One school defines Civil society as an actor whose democratic role is understood as a 
counterpart and in opposition to formal governmental power”. The second conception sees civil 
society acts like a collaborator, an integrated player in political processes. Third, civil society 
might be defined as constituted by a communitarian conception of civility. Linking these 
notions to the one of participation, “the notion of civic participation is rooted in the normative 
assumption that the efficiency of any economical, management and other social system as well 
as the legitimacy of democratic political systems depend on the involvement and participation 
of the public” (Matonyte, 2004). The elusiveness of the civil society concept, along with the 
huge amount of literature available, for instance see Van Roy (1996), led us to give a general 
definition of Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) in the introduction to our first questionnaire.  

This definition is: “By CSO we mean non-governmental, not-for-profit organizations that do not 
represent commercial interests and pursue a purpose in the public interest (for example NGOs, 
cooperatives, associations, grass-roots, mutuals, foundations, think tanks and umbrella 
organizations)”. How this definition is used? This definition is not so easy to grasp as we 
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received some questions from our respondents who did not know whether their organization 
could be defined as a CSO. For instance, some universities claimed they were CSOs which does 
not fit in our definition (for us they are scientific and public entities linked to the government)1. 
We also received questions about Entities identity from private research institutes. Some of 
them thought they were part of Civil Society and some others did not. More intriguing, some 
Project coordinators answered our second questionnaire, because they claimed their project did 
include CSOs and when we got in touch with them for in depth investigation they answered that 
there was no CSOs involved, but scientific institutes. This is very important both for rethinking 
the concept of CSOs and for constructing policy guidelines definitions. What is the specific 
address of European Commission policies then? A lots of research governance rules and 
regulatory texts such as Framework programs, strategies, or Horizon 2020, are taking for 
granted the fact that CSOs are an homogenous and static group of actors. Our results show that 
there is a difference among cultural settings, linked to the public/private sectors delimitation 
that varies a lot. Typically in Latin countries where democratic regimes are well established and 
combined with a centralized vision of the state – e.g. Greece, France, Italy, Spain – CSOs are 
seen mostly as a counterpower. By contrast with Nordic countries, where a federalist vision of 
the state is more dominant and CSOs are mostly seen in a communitarian tradition.  

Are people aware of that? Identity politics are embedded in this difficulty to draw boundaries 
between private and public spheres and between actors: who’s in ? Who is in the “other part” is 
unclear for the scientists.  

2.2 Selected results from the study 

We present some of the most interesting and striking findings of the empirical research from 
Survey one and two. Interesting means: what are general patterns of participation to be seen in 
these findings, what are the differences in the expectations between the two groups (researcher – 
CSO)? What are governance problems resulting from these conflicts?  

(a) CSO involvement and role definition 

The first two questions were focused on: are there any CSOs included in research? And: What 
roles were dedicated to CSOs participating in research projects? As Figure 1 shows, 21% of the 
total number of the respondents answered they collaborate with at least one CSO. The roles of 
CSOs in the project are diverse, according to the respondent of our initial survey (multiple 
choices answer), like figure 1 shows. The main one is to provide expertise, be a member of the 
team, results discussion or contributing to publications. Compared to the CSOs involving 
project coordinator responses (questionnaire 2), CSO roles here are more focused on 
information activities (local knowledge, facilitating information, contribution to publications) 
than in the more participative research projects. The second questionnaire gives more insights 
on the role of CSOs. 

                                                 

1 We have decided to check every response we received to identify if the CSOs were actually CSOs according 

to our definitions. We found out that some 10% did not fit in our definition.  
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Figure 1 Survey 1 : “was there any CSO participation in your research project ?” (Source: 
Survey 1 CERAPS, Lille 2 University) 

 

The multiple-choice question shows clearly that CSO roles are perceived as being fundamental 
when they give their expertise and when they disseminate the project results and guidelines. 
Expertise here isn’t coming from lay people as we underlined in our sample description that 
CSO members who answered our questionnaire are well educated and skilled in research 
projects. CSO members’ value added seems to help the research project get more context-
relevant for policy or other beneficiaries (patient, children etc.) needs. 

The traditional model of roles distribution between researchers and stakeholders usually implies 
that CSOs should disseminate the results. The latter are perceived as go-between which are 
going to translate and to pass on the produced knowledge or to test the developments of R & D. 
Nevertheless, if in our case 75 % of the project coordinators, did assign the dissemination role 
to CSOs, they entrusted this responsibility to another consortium member. This can correspond 
to a professionalization of this activity which could be more and more confided to a partner 
specialist of the project management. It could also be a characteristic of the FP7 projects, the 
success of which is more and more depending on organizational and project management 
process (quality insurance plan for instance). 
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Figure 2: role definition of participation (Source: Consider Survey 2 CERAPS Lille 2 
university. 

 

Most interestingly, the mutual representation of CSO roles differs when considering CSO 
involvement in the project. According to CSO members’ responses CSOs are initiators of the 
project more often than what PC acknowledge (50% / 19% responses), as well as CSO members 
claim to be advisory board members more usually than PC mention they are (50% / 29%). This 
tends to indicate a tendency for project coordinators to assign a more passive role in the project 
to CSOs members, which does not seem to suit CSO members pointing their initiatives. These 
different perceptions of CSO involvement in research activities may indicate a normative 
framing conflict about what ought to be CSO role inside the research team.  

This conflict is not about their skills, if we refer to the fact that the first role attributed to CSO 
members is their expertise. Besides they seem to be also seen as researchers (39% of the PC 
agreed on that stance / 33% of the CSO). The tasks reserved to other members of the team are 
setting the research method and policy development, according to both respondent categories. 
This is more a governance conception discussion: should the project coordinator take the 
leadership, or should the project governance be more participative? The CSO role attribution 
also indicates that CSOs are scarcely able to discuss the research project design from its start. 
Only 30% of project coordinators indicate that CSOs are involved from the start of the project. 
The majority report that they are involved at the planning stage only which is confirmed by 
CSOs member responses to the questionnaire (second survey question 5).  
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The decision not to resort to CSOs in one consortiums of research seems to be connected to a 
positivist vision of the scientific validity, it seems also bound to the funding scheme and to the 
fact that it is doubtless even simpler for certain research teams to escape the integration of 
CSOs, because the planning of the project and the modes of collaborative work can turn out 
complicated as we are going to show in the following part 

(b) CSOs and researchers modes of collaboration 

Second question, how is the team working and meetings are organized, how do people 
communicate with each other? First of all, the ways people inside the teams meet and 
communicate with each other are relevant to understand better the way they work together. 
Main FP7 consortiums include teams from different European countries, which means long 
distance work. The consortium might also have to coordinate the work of many partners (up to 
50 in some cases). Do team members meet regularly face to face or do they work independently 
and meet once a year? Work packages structure may be designed in a taylorist way, implying 
people working independently of each other, without any common tasks, which would not allow 
collaborative work. Another characteristic of our sample is that only a few (26%) had 
experienced a prior project directly linked to the actual project (second survey question 9), 
which means less experience of working together. But project coordinators already had the 
experience of working with CSOs in a research project (58%) see table below and 96% CSOs 
members had experienced a research project before. There is a high level of pre-existing cross 
socialization. 

It appears that according to the coordinators of project including CSOs  (second questionnaire), 
51% of the teams physically meet twice a year. This is seldom occasions, which one can think 
might focus on research developments rather than collaborative work. 31% meet once a quarter, 
a frequency that makes team-work more likely. It appears that there are not so many teams able 
to actually work in a collaborative way. Is this a clue on their governance model? CSO 
involvement in research project need a minimum time spent to discuss and share research 
concern, in order to create a common language and a common vision of the project aims. 
Meeting frequency might be an indicator of the research governance model at stake in one 
project. To deliberate, people need to meet and discuss options before the decision process itself 
takes place. 

In this section we demonstrate that FP7 projects have certain characteristics that frame the 
working and communication context of each research team. There is a link between most usual 
communication means and physical meetings frequency on one part, and working organization 
on another part, especially concerning leadership and decision process: dialogue is a central 
notion in governance and suppose regular meetings. Its deployment in terms of inclusion is 
important to grasp as well as its consequences on decision-making process. Here 31% of our 
149 CSO including teams seem to be able to develop a collaborative working organization and 
thus might be able to act in a participative governance model. It gives us an idea of what 
proportion of projects could refer to participation processes, as the minimum conditions are 
present (pertinent work organization) even if we would need to go further to deepen our 
knowledge about those research projects.  
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(c) Main expectations about project achievements 

The third question was addressed to what are project coordinators and CSO members main 
expectations about project achievements. As we already demonstrated, there is a thin boundary 
between project coordinators and CSOs members backgrounds (holding phds, skilled and 
experienced in research projects). As we wonder about each partner expectations and how those 
expectations are reached through research outcomes bestowing general public good, we will 
keep in mind that categorization may lead to naturalize existing socially built categories and that 
they might even influence the way we grasp reality.  

A way of getting insights about people’s expectations is to ask them what they define as initial 
outcomes of the project, as opposed to the actual achievements reached at the end of the project. 
According to both project coordinators and CSOs members the first initial outcome of the 
project is to enhance scientific knowledge (75% and 50%). They both are also keen on policy 
outcomes. This is congruent with the expectation of project coordinators that CSOs will provide 
information that will enhance their project (see CSOs role first section  (figure 3). 

 
Figure 3: Second survey question 25 project coordinators’ responses in % (“what are the initial 
outcomes of the project”)? Source: CERAPS, Lille 2 University 

Then, what are the mostly expected final outcomes? For CSOs members the final outcomes 
should mostly enable them to give advice to decision makers (75%), then enhance scientific 
knowledge and help people not participating to solve a problem. The main beneficiaries are 
often team members themselves and industry (58%) and then European commission and their 
own organization members. Project coordinators expect to enhance scientific knowledge (67%) 
and to be able to give advice to decision makers (61%). Those differences in terms of 
expectations are important, and show that CSOs members expect to enhance scientific 
knowledge and in doing so might expect to affect the trajectory of a research project. The 
research background might also give sense to those data, in a drive to include more CSOs 
within the projects. CSOs members are also pointing at industry and European Commission as 
central beneficiaries of their research project outcomes. Their expectations are more often to 
give a contribution to societal needs than PC’s. They both (PC and CSOs) consider of great 
importance to be able to contribute or to influence decision-making processes.  



Work in progress 

 

15 

 

 
Figure 4: second survey question 26 project coordinators’ responses in % (“what do you think 
the final outcomes will contribute to?” multiple choice) Source: CERAPS Lille 2 University. 

Those who expect to help external stakeholders (80%) or to produce new scientific knowledge 
are often more optimistic about their objectives achievement, as they say they will achieve or 
have achieved their project objectives. CSOs members are less confident in the project capacity 
of reaching its objectives, they are only 25% (against 72% of PC) thinking the objectives of the 
project have been or are likely to be achieved. This underlines the fact that as leaders, project 
coordinators might be very confident, but also highlights the different ways of assessing the 
project results, linked to actors expectations and aims; and at that point values seem to differ. It 
seems more difficult for CSOs members to reach their expectations. There are different 
interpretations here of what should be the kind of knowledge produced. There are also 
alternative and a contradictory perception of the research project’s main objectives and the way 
to fulfill them. 

In this section we demonstrate that expectations are diverse. CSOs members expect to enhance 
scientific knowledge and in doing so might expect to affect the trajectory of a research project. 
This remains difficult as they do not feel their expectations are reached. The research 
background might also give sense to those data, in a drive to include more CSOs within the 
projects.  

4. Discussion research participation and governance problems 

The standard model of science is dominant in the responses we got in survey 1. It is “a 
traditional top-down approach, which is based on the knowledge of experts. Normativity here 
comes from the knowledge and opinions of the experts involved in the decision-making”. 
(Rainey, Goujon, 2012) CSOs involvement in research is still embedded in a rather classical 
normative setting of research as to their role and attribution. FP7 projects have certain 
characteristics (length, international collaboration, funding scheme, evaluation, etc) that frame 
the working and communication context of each research team. 
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CSO roles are perceived as being fundamental when they give their expertise and when they 
disseminate the project results and guidelines. Expertise here isn’t coming from lay people; as 
we underlined in our sample description that CSO members who answered our questionnaire 
are well educated and skilled in research projects. CSO members’ value added seems to help the 
research project get more context relevant, for policy needs, or other beneficiaries (patient, 
children etc.) needs. There is a clash among academic institutions and CSOs members according 
to CSOs roles. 

The CSO role attribution also indicates that CSOs are scarcely able to discuss the research 
project design from its start. Only 30% of project coordinators indicate that CSOs are involved 
from the start of the project. The majority report they are involved at the planning stage only 
which is confirmed by CSOs member responses to the questionnaire (second survey question 5). 
They seem to “slot” in a predetermined format, or be more in a position to discuss a pre-defined 
plan. Considering that CSOs claim they are sometimes initiator of the project (see above 
section); it might be that they are involved during all the lifetime of the project but that they lose 
leadership on research agenda setting, and research method.  

The project governance here is closed to a functional one: tasks division and specialization 
among partners which is supported by an implicit definition of science. Here the interaction 
between partners is more aggregative than deliberative. Project coordinators seem to see CSOs 
more as end users representatives than as equal partner. CSOs scarcely define the research 
method and agenda and are perceived as experts. There might be a norm construction process 
here about what CSOs role and researchers role ought to be, and implicit power relations. CSOs 
are valued for their expertise and their network, which will facilitate the dissemination of the 
results as well as the test of the developments. Nevertheless they are also invited to the 
academic conferences and to the meetings of project. Researchers usually master the project 
research methodology and agenda setting of the research problem. 

FP7 projects have certain characteristics that frame the working and communication context of 
each research team, and that reveals some embedded assumptions. It seems that CSOs are not 
thought as central actors because there are a few incentive schemes designed for CSOs 
participation.  The research background in terms of research governance tend to be oriented 
towards the Social research model: Civil society is consulted about its views on a public policy 
or research goal owing to its function as a non-state actor ‘representing’ public concern or 
interest in that particular issue. 

Among CSOs involving projects a few calls made CSO participation compulsory (6,45%) and 
only 16,95% proposed specific incentives of CSOs in the funding scheme. As there are only 
30% of the projects benefiting from multi-funding, the Seventh Frame Program does not seem 
to be very appealing for CSOs involvement in research project. 

There seems to appear another pattern of CSOs participation in research project as the main 
expectations are shared among researchers and CSOs members. According to both project 
coordinators and CSOs members the first initial outcome of the project is to enhance scientific 
knowledge (75% and 50%). They both are also keen on policy outcomes.CSOs members expect 
to enhance scientific knowledge and in doing so might expect to affect the trajectory of a 
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research project. 31% of our 149 CSO including teams seem to be able to develop a 
collaborative working organization and thus might be able to act in a participative governance 
model. 

When the funding scheme of the project included incentives designed for CSOs (either making 
their participation compulsory either financial incentives for them), CSOs contribute greatly 
to the project: they are more likely to contribute to the research agenda setting, they are seen as 
equal researchers or they initiate the project. 
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