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The paper presents the proceedings of the Workshop on “Support to Research Infrastructures in the 6th Framework Programme: New opportunities for Social Sciences and Humanities”. The workshop was held in Brussels on 4 February 2004. The European Commission, DG Research, unit B3 - Research Infrastructures organised this meeting in collaboration with the respective Programme Committee for Research Infrastructures. 

The main purpose of the meeting was to help better prepare social sciences and humanities for the research infrastructures activities in the 6th Framework Programme (2002-2006). In the perspective of the European Research Area (ERA), the meeting also aimed to promote European dialogue and encourage understanding of, and enable knowledge sharing for, matters of strategic concern in research infrastructures for social sciences and humanities. 
The workshop proved to be a very interesting and inspiring event. It  brought together approximately 50 participants to discuss what types of European activities can be best addressed using the support mechanisms of the 6th Framework Programme and how European collaboration can be best developed in the ERA. The participants comprised some members of the Programme Committee, National Contact Points, national and European managers of research infrastructures, national and European managers of research activities in social sciences and humanities, researchers, one member of the European Research Advisory Board (EURAB) and members of the working group on research infrastructures in social sciences and humanities (RISSH) of the European Strategy Forum for Research Infrastructures (ESFRI).
The report is divided into two sections. The first section makes a short summary of the presentations and the discussions and outlines the main conclusions of the meeting. A more detailed description of the presentations and discussions is made in the next and last section of the report. 


The presentation of Marco Malacarne set the scene, pointed to earlier efforts to integrate social sciences and humanities in the infrastructure action and outlined the situation of these fields in FP5. Marco explained the changes introduced by FP6 to this activity and, notably, the new support schemes and gave an overview of the results of the first call (2002). Community funding supported in FP5 the following activities: access of researchers to research infrastructure (libraries, archives); networks on education and training matters; and networking of economic and social science infrastructures in Europe. The action acts as the focal point for the funding of infrastructures in FP6 and is open to all fields of science and technology. The first call (2002) for Integrating Activities and Access has demonstrated the wide interest of the scientific community in a very wide range of fields and over-subscription was the over-riding issue. One project was selected in the area of humanities (cultural heritage/art restoration). The remaining calls are envisaged for 2004 and 2005 and thus, offering possibilities for funding of projects in social sciences and humanities. 
Priority 7 acts as the focal point for the funding of research in social sciences and humanities. The focus of the presentation of Peter Fisch was on what has happened so far in terms of instruments used, topics and results of the first call (2003). It seems that the over-subscription for the new instruments, Integrated Projects and Networks for Excellence, was also the over-riding issue in the first call for this activity. The discussion on the implementation of the second call is underway. In an effort to reduce over-subscription for new instruments, there is a strong move towards two-stage submission mechanisms.  How to balance new and traditional instruments is another important issue. Examples of FP5 funded projects enhancing data availability and comparability were also outlined in this presentation. There is an infrastructure element in the new instruments and more attention will be paid to this element in the remaining calls for this activity.

The presentation of Vanessa Pike put emphasis on the efforts required by potential applicants to present a successful proposal to the Infrastructure programme for a new support scheme in FP6 such as an Integrating Activity (I3). In short, Vanessa made clear with her presentation that preparation of such an application requires time and serious reflection and prior negotiation of all partners involved in an I3. The ideas and conclusions resulting from access and networking activities funded by FP4 and FP5 formed the basis of this new application for an I3 in FP6.  Thus, continuity of the Community funding has played an important role in the building up of this new field of Community infrastructure activity. Regrouping complementary expertise and complementary national data collections across partners involved in this project has proved to be also important for the success of this application and indeed good for the structuring of the ERA. Perhaps, as the example of Vansessa has shown, the challenge facing the infrastructure programme is to develop some types and/or models of infrastructure activity to which will refer to at the end of its implementation in FP6.  
Maria Kristina Jepsen presented the recent report and recommendations of EURAB on "Social Sciences and Humanities in the ERA". The EURAB report emphasised the vital role of SSH disciplines in addressing key issues for the future development of the European Union. The report recognises that the situation of social sciences has been improved in the various FPs, notably, from FP4 onwards. This had occurred on a much more limited and recent basis with humanities disciplines and the EURAB report draws particular attention to the important and relevant contributions to be made by the humanities in FP6 and beyond. There is need to develop further a data policy for Europe to facilitate high quality of European comparative research in social sciences and humanities. EURAB strongly recommends widening the coverage of the programme for social sciences and humanities (SSH) to include contributions from humanities and an increased share of future FP budgets for the SSH disciplines. The EURAB report has formulated a specific recommendation based upon its view that the definition of research infrastructures in the current infrastructure programme suits better natural sciences than social sciences and humanities. Therefore, the EURAB report recommends the need for adopting the widest possible definition of the term “research infrastructure” to encompass the specific needs of SSH. They have given the task to RISSH to discuss a concept of research infrastructures with which the SSH would feel more comfortable with.  

Niels Plough presented the objectives of RISSH on "research infrastructures for Socio-economy and Humanities". The working group was established by ESFRI in July 2003. Current shortcomings in infrastructure were outlined in this presentation. There is plenty of national data, but access to data is restricted due to many reasons including juridical, linguistic and institutional. Progress has been made at the European level, bur research projects are running for a limited number of years. There is need to ensure comparative data at the European level in a European perspective. The group will deliver within a year two interim reports and a final report in this area. 
Mario Campolargo presented the work administered by DG INFSO to develop e-infrastructure for all researchers in Europe. GEANT is a world leading Research Network connecting more than 3900 Universities and R&D centres across Europe. Connectivity has expanded to Japan. Grids, the “super-machinery” for information processing, is able to allocate to the users the necessary recourses and delivering to them secure and inexpensive and thus, exchanging data and information in social sciences and humanities. As mentioned above, for European comparative research in social sciences and humanities to take advantage of the communication tools, it is needed to overcome many barriers including linguistic, juridical and institutional.  
The workshop gave a good opportunity for exchanging views among participants. The interaction between the researchers and policy makers active at the European and national level proved to be very fruitful. The discussions and the roundtable discussion addressed many issues and raised many questions. What are the issues, needs and specificities of social sciences and humanities? What can be done at the European level? What can be considered as European infrastructure in social sciences and humanities?  Do the social sciences need a special set of support schemes, which might differ from the natural sciences? How to combine proposals in humanities with information technology (IT)? How to increase possibilities and means? To what extent the co-ordination between European research policies with national science policies can be improved? In developing a European Strategy for Infrastructures, what lessons can be drawn from infrastructure policy in Japan and the United States?
Mapping the needs for research infrastructures in SSH requires understanding the logics of the different national systems of infrastructures. Future strategic discussions about infrastructure in SSH should avoid concentrating mainly on quantitative approaches. Qualitative approaches need to be equally addressed. There is plenty of national statistical data and micro-data. There is also a lot of Eurostat data. The Council of European Social Science Data Archives (CESSDA) has facilitated access to existing national data across borders and European culture of data sharing. Access to data is a necessary but certainly not a sufficient prerequisite for good research. Easily accessible comparative databases create new and exciting opportunities as well as challenges. The integration of a European database calls for a generation of social scientists trained in the logic of comparative methods as well as data analysis. The Network of Economic and Social Science Infrastructure in Europe (NESSIE) accumulated a lot of experience on what is available and how to improve data comparability in social sciences. To ensure standardisation and quality of data in humanities is equally important. It is also important for humanities to benefit from developments of instruments and software that takes advantage of electronics, modelling and nanotechnologies. 

One of the important issues addressed was how to enhance European infrastructure for European comparative research. Comparability cannot be obtained only by putting data from different national sources together. Comparability starts in the planning stage of the data gathering process. There is need for a priori coordination of new data collection to develop European comparable data. The funding of metadata is often beyond the interests and capabilities of a single country. Progress has been made and many good examples of European projects exist. There is need to map these developments and make them survive. Continuity of the funding of a European infrastructure for social sciences is very important. Social sciences, in common with the natural sciences, aim for generalisations and indeed measurement of change across time and space.  There have been many references to the example of the European Social Survey (ESS) during the meeting. The ESS is a model, but an extremely fragile model depending on the funding of 24 national funding agencies and some European funding. To apply round by round to all these funding agencies makes the very notion that the project is continuous elusory. 
Another issue raised by the participants several times during the meeting was the need for more collaboration between the European Commission and the national bodies and/or research councils in social sciences and humanities. In FP6, the ERA-NET scheme stimulates and supports programme co-ordination of the national funding agencies and the European Commission with a view to a coherent development of policies. An ERA-NET scheme was formed and tries to organise better co-operation in a systematic way in social sciences.  This is the task of NORFACE (New opportunities for Research Funding Co-operation in Europe: A strategy for social sciences).The possibility of establishing such a scheme in the field of humanities would be welcome. 

The focus of funding in FP6 is on structuring and integrating. The discussion has moved from individual projects in FP5 to programmes and policies in FP6. The time scale has also moved from three years in FP5 to 5 years and beyond in FP6. It seems that this tendency will continue in future FPs. It is now time to reflect on all these issues and this is a responsibility for all actors involved, researchers, and national and European policy makers. This workshop was a first step to discuss possibilities of a concept of research infrastructures with which the SSH would feel more comfortable with. In this direction, the contribution of ESFRI in mapping the needs and making recommendations for the development of European infrastructure in SSH would be very welcome. 

The meeting started with the intervention of Marco Malacarne, head of the DG Research, B4- Research Infrastructures unit until the end of January 2004 
.  Thus, this was the last time for Marco Malacarne to give a speech for the research infrastructure action, his favourite subject of activity for which has worked and/or managed over a number of years.  His presentation set the scene and began by pointing to earlier Community efforts to integrate better social sciences and humanities in the infrastructure action. Earlier Community efforts to explore better the needs for research infrastructures in social sciences date back in the mid 1990s when the Community set up five study panels with the purpose of assessing how the Community provision of free access to large-scale facilities could be relevant to five different scientific fields. One of these study panels was on social sciences and published their report in 1995
 . The report put special emphasis on the quality, the unique features and value of these facilities – particularly in advanced training - for potential users. As a result of these earlier efforts, Community support in this area has increased in the fourth and fifth Framework Programmes (FP)
. Community funding supported the following activities: access of researchers to existing research infrastructures (libraries, archives); networks on education and training matters; networking of economic and social science infrastructures in Europe
; and activities in the field of art restoration.   
The major changes introduced to this activity by the FP6 were outlined in this presentation. The budget has increased from EUR 180 million in FP5 to EUR 655 million in FP6. The budgetary increase for this activity looks considerable in FP6, but is not real. If one takes into account the funding for research infrastructures in the specific programmes, the Community budget for infrastructures was EUR 570 million in FP5. There is no budget specified in the thematic priorities for infrastructure. Therefore, this increase means more that this activity acts as the focal point for the funding of research infrastructures in a wide number of fields in FP6 than a considerable increase in the budget of this activity in FP6. On the other hand, this might help to move from a segmented approach in the past to a more coherent framework in FP6 to focus the debate and discuss priorities and means for action for research infrastructure in various scientific fields in future FPs. 
While this activity is open to infrastructures in all fields of science and technology, i.e. without any preference for one field over another, it pays special attention to the support of communication network development for all researchers in Europe. A budget of up to EUR 200 million was earmarked out of the EUR 655 million available for this activity for the further development of GEANT and GRIDs. In effect, the workprogramme in FP6 reflects the collaborative efforts of DG Research and DG Information Society
 in this area. The Community infrastructure action has paid always considerable attention in the past to the needs of the users and continues in FP6 to ensure access to state-of-the art-facilities for scientists and engineers to conduct their research, irrespective of the location of the infrastructures. The activity promotes also the coherent use and development of existing infrastructures through new forms of support, the so-called Integrated Infrastructure Initiatives. Furthermore, new forms of support such as construction studies and design studies aim to promote the optimum development of new and/or upgraded research infrastructures of European significance
.
Within the total budget for this action (EUR 655 million), an indicative amount of EUR 410 million has already been made available to the calls published in 2002-2003. Marco Malacarne made an overview of the results of the first call (2002) for Integrating Activities (I3) and Access with an indicative budget of EUR190 million. The over-riding issue was the over-subscription by a factor of five in the funding requested compared with the indicative available budget (EUR 1billion compared to EUR 190 million). The call has demonstrated the wide interest for this action shown by the scientific community in a very wide range of fields. The call has demonstrated also the interest for the new I3 instrument: more than 80% of the participants (in terms of requested funding) have chosen this type of instrument. In the field of humanities (cultural heritage), an I3 proposal has been selected supported as a network in FP5. Proposals from facilities in social sciences supported either for access or networks in FP5 have been rejected. In the light of these results, Marco Malacarne reiterated that this meeting was seen as a means to facilitate understanding of the new forms of FP6 support and highlight the possibilities offered to social sciences (and humanities) by the remaining FP6 calls envisaged for the 2004 and 2005.
Research infrastructures are very important for the establishment and structuring of a European Research Area (ERA)
. The European Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures (ESFRI), composed of members appointed by Research Ministers of Member States and the Community, explores ways to facilitate better use and development of research infrastructures. This is true also for its working group in social sciences and humanities (RISSH). On the other hand, the European Research Advisory Board (EURAB) had already published their recommendations on “Social Sciences and Humanities in the ERA”.  Marco Malacarne pointed to the presentations of the members of these high-level advisory groups which would help to stimulate further discussion later in this meeting on the strategic issues for social sciences and humanities in the ERA.    
Marco Malacarne gave the floor to Peter Fisch (in the absence of Andrew Sors)
 to present the research activities in social sciences and humanities supported under priority 7 in FP6. The presentation of Peter Fisch addressed the following issues: Which are the objectives of priority 7 in FP6? What has happened so far in terms of instruments used, topics and results? What are the ideas under discussion now, at the second half of the implementation of Priority 7 in the FP6? What has happened in terms of infrastructures in Priority 7?
Priority 7 acts as a focal point for research in social sciences and humanities in FP6 and has two major objectives: to support high quality research and structure social sciences and humanities in a way that can really exploit the emerging opportunities of the ERA. The structuring objective is an important objective in Priority 7. Knowledge based society and Citizens and Governance is the two overarching areas to support research activities and form together the title of the work programme for this activity
. The Lisbon strategy (2000) and the Barcelona objectives (2002) are underpinning the objectives of the work programme. The focus is on the emerging knowledge based economy, the complex transition of society into knowledge based society and their implications to education strategies, working and living conditions
.  European integration, enlargement and governance are the other important topics addressed also by the workprogramme with special emphasis on new forms of European governance, European Constitution and new forms of citizenship and cultural identities.
The overall budget for this activity is EUR 225 million in FP6. New support schemes to implement this action include Integrated Projects (IP) and Networks of Excellence (NoE). Applicants are asked to build infrastructures within the new instruments, which should be open and accessible to every body. Thus, there is an element of building infrastructures in these new instruments. Traditional support schemes such as Specific Targeted Research Projects (STREPs) and Concerted Actions (CAs) are used also to implement Priority 7. It has been spent already almost half of the budget for this activity, EUR 100 million in the first call (2003), of which EUR 65 million on the new instruments and EUR 35 million on the traditional ones. With 7 per cent success rate for the new instruments, the over-riding issue was over-subscription. Another issue was the fact that in the first call one project (and new instrument) per topic was funded (the “winner takes it all”- approach). The success rate was 20 per cent for traditional instruments, a quite normal success rate. The amount of EUR 100 million will be allocated to the second call envisaged to cover the budgetary years 2005 and 2006. The discussion on the implementation of the second call is underway. In an effort to reduce over-subscription for new instruments, there is a strong move towards two-stage submission mechanisms.  How to balance new and traditional instruments is another important issue.
Finally, this presentation outlined some examples of projects with a strong infrastructure element supported by the key action on the “socioeconomic knowledge base” in FP5. Some efforts have been made particularly in relation to the European Social Survey. Some other projects funded in FP5 include, for example, Metadater, EPUNET, MADEIRA and ECHO, which will enhance data availability and comparability

.  Some support to the European Social Survey was given in FP6 and there is an infrastructure element in some of new instruments funded under the first call (2003). There is intension also to do more for infrastructures in the second call for Priority 7. 
Following the intervention of Peter Fisch, Vanessa Pike presented an example of a successful I3 infrastructure project selected under the first call (2002) in the area of natural history. The aim of this presentation was to describe the efforts required by potential applicants to present a successful I3 application to the Infrastructures action in FP6. This SYNTHESYS project is in natural history, a field of activity unknown to the Infrastructure programme until up to FP3. Earlier work of the one of the above mentioned five study panels in environmental (and biological) sciences had stimulated Community support to this area in FP4 and FP5. A core group of institutions (partners) participating to this new I3 project have received funding for access activities in FP4 and FP5 and a couple of large networking activities in FP5. Some of the conclusions and themes of this collaboration formed the basis for this new application for an I3 in FP6. This clearly demonstrates the importance of continuity of the Community funding for the building up of this activity.   
SYNTHESYS regroups 19 European institutions, members of the Consortium of European Taxonomic Facilities (CETAF), museums of natural history, zoology, botany, botanical gardens and a culture collection in nine Member States and two new members from the Accession Countries. The Community funding for this project will be EUR thirteen million and a half (13, 5) of which nine million and a half (9, 5) will be spent for access activities and three million and a half (3, 5) for management and networking activities.
SYNTHESYS aims to create a single ‘virtual” collection comprising many physical collections and an integrated database of information about collections. It aims also to significantly enhance operational transparency/accessibility to European researchers. Therefore, in a certain way, there is synergy with social sciences because of the fact of a lot of pieces of existing data and the need to create integrated database (s) comprising information about those pieces of data. Fragmentation in expertise was another major issue addressed by this project, a very important issue to be addressed also by social sciences in the ERA.   In preparing the application, partner selection was arranged through an audit undertaken by CETAF.  Emphasis was put on the high quality across partners, complementary expertise, complementary collections and inclusion of new partners. The consortium spent seven or eight months talking about their application. A lot of time was spent on the management plan. For example, it was unambiguous in the application where the EC funding will be spent and indeed the good value for money to be spent for this activity. In short, Vanessa Pike made clear with her presentation that preparation of such an application requires time and serious reflection and prior negotiation of all partners involved in an I3. 

Maria Kristina Jepsen, member of the European Research Advisory Board (EURAB), presented the work of EURAB, their recent report and recommendations for "Social Sciences and Humanities in the ERA".  Following the initiative of the Commissioner for Research Philippe Busquin, EURAB was established in 2001 to advise the Commission on the design and implementation of Community RTD policy. The membership of this high level advisory group included 45 members, twenty proposed by the European Science Foundation, twenty proposed by the Union of Industrial and Employers Confederations and five by the Commission services
. 

EURAB set up a working group in social sciences and humanities (SSH) composed by 10 EURAB members (out of 45 EURAB members). By doing so, clearly they have demonstrated their big interest in SSH. Half of the members of this working group had a background in SSH while half had a background in natural sciences
. On the one hand, the composition of the group stimulated interesting discussions and generated different views as to what should be done and not to be done in SSH. On the other hand, EURAB was sensitive to the fact that its membership did not cover the breadth and diversity of SSH disciplines and the working group sought for external advice from the SSH research community in the Member States including the new Member States. 
The mandate from the EURAB plenary was very broad and the working group felt that should produce a focused set of recommendations that would be targeted mainly towards the European Commission. Maria Kristina Jepsen made an overview of the EURAB recommendations grouped under four headings in the EURAB report
. The recommendations are intended to have a practical impact on the preparation of the remaining calls for proposals in FP6. The principal thrust of the recommendations look towards FP7 and contribute to the emerging debate on the development of a European policy for SSH in the building of the ERA.

The EURAB report emphasised the vital role of SSH disciplines in addressing key issues for the future development of the European Union. The report recognises that the situation of social sciences has been improved in the various FPs, notably, from FP4 onwards. This had occurred on a much more limited and recent basis with humanities disciplines and the EURAB report draws particular attention to the important and relevant contributions to be made by the humanities in FP6 and beyond. The EURAB report has noted that 10% of all expressions of interest (EOIs), submitted to the European Commission in anticipation of FP6, were directed towards Priority 7. Given the high demand for European level research opportunities in these fields, EURAB strongly recommends widening the coverage of the SSH programme to include contributions from humanities and an increased share of future FP budgets for the SSH disciplines. 

With respect to how to better organise SSH and make better use of existing SSH knowledge in Europe, the EURAB report paid particular attention to the crucial importance of the further development of research infrastructure facilities for SSH. Good quality European comparative research in SSH might have been inhibited by the lack of high quality European comparable data. Although research infrastructures in SSH have improved substantially over the last twenty years, there is need to develop further a data policy for Europe to facilitate high quality of European comparative research.  The EURAB report has formulated a specific recommendation based upon its view that the definition of research infrastructures in the current EU infrastructure programme suits better natural sciences than SSH. Therefore, the EURAB report recommends the need for adopting the widest possible definition of the term “research infrastructure” to encompass the specific needs of SSH. This recommendation has been integrated also within the EURAB report on “Recommendations on Research Infrastructures”
.  EURAB recommended the establishment of an expert “task force” to discuss further a suitable definition. They have given the task to RISSH, the working group of ESFRI
, to settle what can be considered as European infrastructure in SSH.  
Following an initiative from Commissioner for Research, Philippe Busquin, the EU Member States established the ESFRI in 2002. ESFRI brings together members appointed by Research Ministers with the objective to support a coherent and strategy-led approach to policy making in research infrastructures; and facilitate multilateral initiatives leading to a better development, construction and use of research infrastructures in Europe
. The idea for the establishment of a working group on SSH came from the Danish delegation at ESFRI. The Danish delegation put forward a proposal to set up an Expert Group in this area and ESFRI decided to form the RISSH group in July 2003
.  

Niels Plough, the co-ordinator of RISSH, member of the Danish Social Research Council, highlighted the objectives of the working group in mapping and evaluating the needs for infrastructures in SSH. This working group was given the task to identify precise strategic needs to be tackled at a European level. Current shortcomings in infrastructure were outlined in this presentation. There is plenty of national data, but access is restricted due to many reasons, for example, juridical, linguistic, and institutional. The situation has improved at the European level, but research projects are running for a limited number of years. Five years is a short time to try to manage and develop infrastructures in SSH. There is need to ensure the establishment of truly comparative data at a European level in a European perspective. There is also need to ensure standardisation and quality of data including organisation, documentation and validation of data. RISSH will reflect on these issues and deliver within a year two interim reports and a final report with recommendations from the scientific community.
The infrastructure activity in FP6 puts special emphasis to the development of communication network development for all researchers in Europe and powerful tools to link and exchange data and information in all fields of science and technology including social sciences and humanities. Mario Campolargo
, the head of unit DG Information Society, F3-Research Infrastructures, made an overview of the work to develop e-Infrastructures. With the work on GEANT and GRIDS, the European Commission expects to deploy an e-infrastructure for all research communities, thus contributing to the fast deployment of the European Research Area. GEANT is a world leading Research Network connecting more than 3900 Universities and R&D centres across Europe. Connectivity has expanded to Japan. Grids, the “super-machinery” for information processing, is able to allocate to the users the necessary recourses and delivering to them secure and inexpensive. Grids provide the tools to dig into the information of the others and use it and thus raising the important question what policies to develop in Europe to facilitate transnational access to existing data and information. 
The discussions and the roundtable discussion gave the opportunity for exchanging many interesting views and ideas. Many participants raised important points during the discussions, to name few: Ekkehard Mochmann, Hinnerk Bruhns, Peraube, Alois Pichler, Henry Scott, Georg Thurn, Marcus Uneson, Arnoud Visser and Rojer Jowell. Many others intervened and raised various issues. It is difficult to name all participants because some people did not introduce themselves especially at the beginning of the meeting
. What follows is merely a short description of the main points of the discussions. There might have been omissions of many interesting points and these omissions are mine 

Mapping the needs for research infrastructures in SSH requires understanding the logics of the different national systems of infrastructures. Future strategic discussions about infrastructure in SSH should avoid concentrating mainly on quantitative approaches. Qualitative approaches need to be equally addressed. There is plenty of national statistical data and micro-data. There is also a lot of Eurostat data. The Council of European Social Science Data Archives (CESSDA)
 has facilitated access to existing national data across borders and European culture of data sharing. Access to data is a necessary but certainly not a sufficient prerequisite for good research. Easily accessible comparative databases create new and exciting opportunities as well as challenges. The integration of a European database calls for a generation of social scientists trained in the logic of comparative methods as well as data analysis. In this respect, the Network of Economic and Social Science Infrastructure in Europe (NESSIE) accumulated a lot of experience on what is available and how to improve data comparability in social sciences. To ensure standardisation and quality of data in humanities is equally important. It is also important for humanities to benefit from developments of instruments and software that takes advantage of electronics, modelling and nanotechnologies. 
An important issue addressed by the discussions was how to enhance European infrastructure for truly comparative research. Comparability cannot be obtained only by putting data from different national sources together. Comparability has to start in the planning stage of the data gathering process. Data will be become comparable only if they include the same questions and the same criteria. There is need for a priori coordination of new data collection to develop truly European comparable data. The funding of metadata is often beyond the interests and capabilities of a single country. Progress has been made and many good examples of European projects exist. There is need to map these developments and make them survive. Continuity of the funding of a European infrastructure for social sciences is very important. Social sciences, in common with the natural sciences, aim for generalisations and indeed measurement of change across time and space.  The example of the European Social Survey (ESS) has been discussed in the meeting. The ESS is an important element in the European infrastructure for social research. The essential features of the ESS are in line with the ERA, some European funding and some national funding. It is a model, but an extremely difficult model depending on the funding of twenty four national funders. To apply round by round to twenty four funding agencies makes the model very fragile for an infrastructure aiming to measure change. It proves to be very difficult in terms of co-ordination. Lack of continuity of funding is, therefore, a disincentive and the very notion that the project is continuous is elusory.  
Another issue, which was raised by the participants several times during the meeting, was the need for more collaboration between the European Commission and the national bodies and/or research councils in social sciences and humanities. In FP6, the ERA-NET scheme stimulates and supports programme co-ordination of the national funding agencies and the European Commission with a view to a coherent development of policies. An  ERA-NET scheme was formed already and  tries to organise better co-operation in a systematic way in social sciences
. This is the task of NORFACE (New opportunities for Research Funding Co-operation in Europe: A strategy for social sciences)
. The possibility of establishing such a scheme to increase collaboration of the national research councils in the field of humanities will be welcome. 
In his concluding remarks, Marco Malacarne, outlined the current tendency in infrastructures to play an increasingly important role in practically all areas of research. Infrastructures become bigger and bigger in financial terms. They become also complex in organisational terms. Building up infrastructures requires many collaborators, complex structures, long time scale and thus continuity is a very important issue. It is continuity that their users are looking for. The focus of funding in FP6 is on structuring and integrating. The discussion has moved from individual projects in FP5 to programmes and policies in FP6. The time scale has also moved from three years in FP5 to 5 years and beyond in FP6. In his view, this tendency will continue in future FPs. It is now time to reflect on all these issues and this is a responsibility of all actors involved in this discussion. This workshop was a first step to discuss possibilities of a concept of research infrastructures with which the SSH would feel more comfortable with. In this direction, the contribution of ESFRI in mapping the needs for European infrastructure and making recommendations for SSH would be very welcome. Marco thanked the participants for their interesting contributions to this meeting. Ekkehard Mochmann, the executive manager of the ZA-EUROLAB, the Central Archive for Empirical Social Research in Germany, thanked Marco for the open spirit that exercised in managing this activity and all the efforts that he made to integrate better social sciences and humanities in the EU infrastructure action. 
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� 	Following recent re-organisation in DG Research, Marco Malacarne moved to the unit managing space research activities. B4-research infrastructure became unit B3-research infrastructure. Daniel Pasini is acting now as the head of unit B3, � HYPERLINK "mailto:daniel.pasini@cec.eu.int" ��daniel.pasini@cec.eu.int�. Herve Pero will take over responsibility for the management of this action on May 1st 2004, � HYPERLINK "mailto:herve.pero@cec.eu.int" ��herve.pero@cec.eu.int�. 


� 	European Commission, Access to large-scale facilities, Study panel report 12, Social Sciences, Training and mobility of researchers 1994-98, Human capital and mobility 1990-94, Large installations plan 1989-92. 


� 	For more information on infrastructure projects funded under FP4 and FP5 visit: http://www.cordis.lu/improving/infrastructure/funded.htm


� 	For more information on the Network of Economic and Social Science Infrastructure in Europe (NESSIE) visit the webpage : http://nessie.essex.ac.uk


� Workprogramme, Support for Research Infrastructures in the FP6 Specific Programme on” Structuring the European Research Area”, European Commission, Directorate General for Research, unit B4 “Research Infrastructure” and Directorate General for Information Society, unit F3 “Research Infrastructure”, 2002-2003.  	


�    For more information on Research Infrastructures in FP6 visit:    


       �HYPERLINK "http://www.cordis.lu/fp6/infrastructures.htm"��http://www.cordis.lu/fp6/infrastructures.htm�





� 	For more information on ERA and FP6 visit: www.cordis.lu/fp6 


� 	Following the recent re-organisation in DG Research, unit K4 was split into unit K1 and unit K3.  Andrew Sors is now head of unit K1, strategic and policy aspects, � HYPERLINK "mailto:andrew.sors@cec.eu.int" ��andrew.sors@cec.eu.int�.  Unit K3 is responsible for the implementation of Priority 7, research in social sciences and humanities. Peter Fisch is acting now as the head of the K3 unit, peter.fisch@cec.eu.int.


� 	For more information on Priority 7 visit: www.cordis.lu/fp6/citizens.htm


� 	See also the Third European Report on Science and Technology Indicators 2003, Towards a Knowledge-Based Economy, European Commission, Directorate General for Research, Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, 2003, EUR 20025 EN


� 	For details of the projects funded by the key action on “the socio-economic knowledge base” in FP5 visit: http://www.cordis.lu/improving/socio-economic/home.htm


� 	See also for discussions about data needs in the key action on “ageing population” in FP5: European Commission, Directorate General for Research, Key action 6-Ageing Population, Proceedings of the EC-US workshop on “Preparing for an Ageing Society: Data needs and the benefits of cross-national research to public policies, 13 July 2001, Brussels, Edited by Alexandr Hobza (CEPS) and Maria Theofilatou (EC, DG Research). Examples of projects funded by the key action on Ageing include the building of the first EU “Panel Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe” (SHARE). For details contact the project co-ordinator � HYPERLINK "mailto:axel@boersch-supan.de" ��axel@boersch-supan.de�. Another example is the analysis based on a systematic collection of existing national data by the project AGIR (Ageing, Health and Retirement in Europe). For details contact the project co-ordinator, � HYPERLINK "mailto:daniel.gros@ceps.be" ��daniel.gros@ceps.be�.   For details  see the catalogue of projects in social sciences funded by key action 6: http://www.cordis.lu/life 





� 	For further details of EURAB members, activities and advice visit: http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/eurab/index_en.html 


� 	EURAB Working Group 10 Membership: R. Sohlberg (Corporate Center, Norsk Hydro ASA, Norway, Chair); L. Amancio (Professor of Social Psychology, Instituto Superior de Ciencias do Trabalho e de Emresa, Portugal); P. Blasi (Prof of Physics, University of Florence, Italy); G. Davies (Head of the School of Engineering, The University of Birmingham, UK); J. Grimson (Vice-Provost, Trinity College, Ireland); M. Hatzopoulos (Director of the Research Center for Greek and Roman Antiquity, National Hellenic Research Foundation, Greece); M. Jepsen (Senior researcher, European Trade Union Institute, ETUI); G. Mirdal (Professor in Transcultural Clinical Psychology University of Copenhagen, Denmark); R. Tarrach (Professor of Theoretical Physics, University of Barcelona, Spain); F. Uggeri (Director, Centro Ricerche Milano – Bracco Imaging S.p.A); R. Vinhko (President and Director General of the Academy of Finland); L. Walloe (President of the Norwegian Academy of Sciences and Letters; Professor of Physiology, Faculty of Medicine, University of Oslo; Research Director at the Institute of Marine, Bergen); J. Smith (Rapporteur) 


� 	European Research Advisory Board (EURAB), Recommendations on the European Research Area (ERA) and the Social Sciences and Humanities (SSH), EURAB 03.076- final, January 2004. 


� 	EURAB doc.03.053 on “Recommendations on Research Infrastructures”


� 	See note 15.


� 	For further details of ESFRI members, activities, final reports and advice visit: http://www.cordis.lu/era/infrastructures_forum.htm


� 	Draft Report to be circulated for comments of the working group on infrastructures to socio-economy and humanities, Blueprint for the European Research Observatory for the Humanities and Social Sciences, Danish Social Science Research Council, Lars Christensen, 09-02-04


� 	mario.camplolargo@cec.eu.int


� 	For contact details see the list of participants, attached to the report.


� 	For details of CESSDA and more information on European Cooperation in Social Science Data Dissemination including information on EUROBAROMETERs, the European Social Survey, the European Socio-Economic Household Panel Studies, the International Social Survey Programme visit: http://www.ifdo.org/archiving_distribution/eudd_cfr.htm


� 	For details on the co-ordination of national research activities/ERA-NET Scheme visit: http://www.cordis.lu/coordination/home.html


� 	For more information contact the co-ordinator, Ervela-Myreen (Academy of Finland): eili.ervela-myreen@aca.fi
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