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Interview #1 Steinar Krogstad. 
Professor in Social Epidemiology, Head of the North-Troendelag Health Study (HUNT), and the HUNT-project HODEBRA: a mental health promotion project in partnership with local, regional and national authorities.

Interview conducted 12.06.2020 (phone conversation, not recorded)




Marit: What does RRI mean to you?
Quote#1
A nice initiative, “the competition in research has a potential for unintended side effects”. 
Marit: How would you describe “governance” in the context of research and innovation? 
Unsure
Marit: Network-based approaches to governance is a mode of governance that seems to make sense, given the network-characteristics of R&I networks. Network-based governance involves among other things granting R&I networks a great extent of autonomy, whilst providing a regulatory framework that provides direction, clarifies expectations, and rules of conduct. In your view, what would network-based approaches to governance imply in practice? 
Change funding criteria to fund networking

Marit: If R&I networks are to take up RRI as an integral part of the research and innovation process, how can it best be encouraged and facilitated at institutional, or structural, level?  
· value mobilization?
Quote#2
“Values are difficult to influence directly, they come as a result of change in practice forced by changes in context”
· financial and other incentives?
· other measures?
There is something wrong with the current incentive structure. For instance,
· Only the number of academic journal articles counts, preferably in reputable journals, but quantity seems to count the most. Then you get points. [Akademia] is competition, and you compete for money.
· Contributions into education do not pay off
· External communication does not pay off
· There is a need for a more nuanced incentive system, at the same time what you get points for must be countable.
Marit: Seeing that your research group has been quite successful in engaging the broader public in the R&I processes that you are involved in, what measures do you think would be needed at management level to spread the practice of your research group to other research environments in the organization?


Quote#3
“Attitude change perhaps? But to achieve that you have to force through a change in behavior first” 
(Krokstad refers to The Norwegian anti-smoking act. A change in attitude in the Norwegian people against smoking in public place came only after it was prohibited by law). It is necessary that the goal one seeks to achieve – e.g. that of greater extent of public engagement in R&I – is included in strategic documents. Requirements must be made of researchers, of e.g. user dialog throughout the R&I process. In other words, structural changes are necessary to achieve a change in behavior, and thereby a change in attitude. Must be rooted in strategy.
In addition, it would be wise of the management to recognize and applaud the environments that work as desired; that it supports, demonstrates and communicates that "this is in line with our strategy".
So, the need to involve stakeholders in R&I processes must be clearly included in strategic documents, and followed up.
Marit: How can one avoid a situation where in practice you leave the RRI to the individual researcher, who spends time on different coping strategies to meet the requirements for RRI from management or funding institutions?
Quote#4
“Require that it [the management] describe how RRI will be taken care of by the institution and research group in application portals”
Marit: A possible solution to the problem of 'individualization' of RRI is to introduce a so-called 'meta’-governance system, which has been introduced in the governance literature as an intermediary between traditional, hierarchical forms of governance and market-based forms of governance where the actors are largely self-regulating.  
· What are your thoughts on this mode of governing for the R&I sector?
Promising concept
· What would such a meta-governance system look like in practice in the R&I sector? Put another way: How can one manage complex, dynamic, diverse networks, without resorting to hierarchical forms of governance, while at the same time avoiding placing the responsibility for goal attainment on individual actors in the networks?
Unsure
Marit: In your opinion, what would characterize an 'exemplary' meta-governance system in the RRI context?
Unsure
Marit: Can you name examples of forms of governance in the RRI context (in the EU / EEA) that can serve to illustrate meta-governance as you understand this concept?
No, sorry

Marit: Who do you propose I talk to next, to illuminate these questions further?
[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]Prof. Berge Solberg, Professor in Medical Ethics, NTNU, and Deputy Head of the National Committee for Medical and Health research ethics (NEM).

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 
research and innovation programme under grant agreement No 872360.[image: ]
image1.png
ETHNA




image2.png




