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Foreword
Trust is at the core of human relations. Without trust in elections and the voting system, we
would not have democracy. Without trust between producers and consumers, there would
be no free market. Trust is a fundamental ingredient for stimulating innovation because
it enhances collaboration, stimulates co-creation, and facilitates synergies in support of a
vibrant socio-economic ecosystem. In other words, trust is a key component for a resilient
European society.
The European Union is a remarkable experiment in collective governance that requires a
huge amount of trust from its citizens: trust in the EU’s integrity, trust in its purpose and
trust in its values. It proves that trust is something that must be continuously cultivated
and shaped. It requires building on shared values and similar views of our common destiny.
All these elements of trust are studied by the social sciences and humanities. History and
philosophy, law and economics, sociology and political sciences, psychology and geography
help us interpret Europe’s past, understand our present and point out possible future
directions. This is why we have integrated topics that tackle the concept of trust from
various perspectives in Horizon 2020, under the Social Challenge: ‘Europe in a changing
world – inclusive, innovative and reflective societies’.
Research funded by Horizon 2020 will explore the EU’s historical and cultural backgrounds
and the challenges to European shared values and legitimacy. It will address how to
enhance the fairness of European policies, how to facilitate dialogue with third countries
and how to strengthen the role of Europe in tackling migration challenges and opportunities.
Research will also address the empowerment of Europe’s young innovators and innovative
collaborative models.
Building a better Europe is possible, it is largely a matter of trust: trust in people, trust in
institutions and trust among Member States.

Carlos Moedas
European Commissioner for Research,
Science and Innovation

Foreword

The purpose
This report resumes the deliberations of the high-level conference entitled Trust: European
Research Co-creating Resilient Societies that took place on the 29th and 30th of October
at the Belgian Royal Academy of Sciences in Brussels. The 400 participants from across
Europe included researchers, national civil servants, businesses, civil society organisations,
officials from national funding agencies, Commission officials and other stakeholders. The
event was hosted jointly by the EU-funded network of national contact points, Net4Society1
and the European Commission with support from HERA2 and Science Europe3.
The purpose of this conference was to explore how the existence or absence of trusting
relationships between citizens, corporate entities and legal and political institutions might
facilitate or hinder the achievement of the goals that the EU and its member states have
set for themselves and in particular: the ambitions for 2020 set out in the Europe 2020
strategy4; the Social Challenges addressed by Horizon 20205; the political guidelines
established by the Junker Commission for its period of office6 and long-term aspirations
for 2050 that are as yet nascent7. Recurring themes in all these attempts to structure
actions for the future are: employment, innovation, education, social inclusion and the nexus
between climate and energy. To achieve high employment, smart innovation, an inclusive
society and sustainable use of energy requires trust among many actors of many different
kinds.
Or does it? It is a well-established principle of liberal political thought that the main
relationship between the citizen and the state should be one of mistrust, because the state
will inevitably abuse powers attributed to it to the detriment of the citizen and that the
powers of the state should therefore be limited and carefully monitored. Similar claims
have been made for scientific research: that progress is achieved through the mistrust of
authority and some have claimed that the relative institutional weakness of the reformed
churches in Northern Europe compared to the dominant authority of the Catholic Church
elsewhere favoured new scientific thinking and the industrial revolution8. An alternative
perception is that trust is not a prerequisite for a well-ordered society, but can be substituted
by good legal and regulatory systems, begging of course the question as to whether those
systems can reasonably be trusted.
A huge amount of research devoted to the topic of trust has been performed in the social
sciences and humanities: what it means, whether it is needed, how it can be measured, how
it is evolving, what factors influence it, how it is manifest in various walks of life and how
it can be preserved and fostered9. There are at least three main conceptual approaches
1
www.net4society.eu
2
http://heranet.info
3
www.scienceeurope.org
4
ec.europa.eu/europe2020
5
ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020
6
ec.europa.eu/priorities/docs/pg_en.pdf
7
ec.europa.eu/research/social-sciences/pdf/global-europe-2050-report_en.pdf
8
e.g. Bertrand Russell, History of Western Philosophy, George Allen and Unwin, 1945
9
In 2015, a European Commission foresight expert group has analysed what kind of disrupting effects
a continuous erosion of trust could have for EU policies and institutions in the future. In their report the experts
provide insights and options on how strategic political responses for the EU could look like to bring trust back
into the European project (see European Commission, Trust at risk: Implications for EU policies and institutions,
Brussels, 2016).

7

8

TRUST: European Research Co-creating Resilient Societies

based in management science, morality and psychology. Despite the bulk of the research
there is little agreement among practitioners, possibly because of the variety of approaches
and consequently of debate conducted on conflicting premises. Much basic research is still
needed to clarify conceptual frameworks and to work towards a stronger consensus. It was
not the purpose of the conference thoroughly to review this mass of work, nor to pronounce
on contentious issues, but simply to understand what it all might mean for the European
project and in particular for the nature and conduct of research within the EU.
The conference was organised in three sections. A first section addressed the fundamentals;
it examined what is meant by the apparently simple notion of trust and it surveyed the
ambitions of Europe, the changing world in which those ambitions are to be achieved, the
possible threats to the achievement of those ambitions and how our willingness or capacity
to trust can affect the probability of success. The second section ”Research matching Society
– From visions to actions” examined how research can improve policies and practice in the
political, economic and social arenas whilst also contributing to the essential resilience of
society needed to cope with the inevitable crises that will intervene between the formulation
of strategy and its accomplishment. The crisis of the financial sector in 2008 and the
tragedy of the refugees fleeing war-zones and now at Europe’s borders are examples
of happenings that were in the peripheral vision of some, but were unexpected to most
and for which the community was unprepared. It is unrealistic to expect adequate plans
and institutions always to be in place to manage low probability events with high impact.
The most reliable element of survival is an intrinsic resilience in society and in turn this
plausibly depends on trust: trust in neighbours; trust in institutions and government; trust in
foreign partners. The third session, entitled “Let’s work together – From ideas to innovations
in Horizon 2020” largely comprised a presentation by Commission officials of the Work
Programme for 2016 and 2017 pertaining to the Societal Challenge 6 of Horizon 2020
(Europe in a changing world - inclusive, innovative and reflective societies). This material
is not covered here as it is easily available on the internet where it is accompanied by the
details on the work programme, calls and topics on «Co-creation for growth and inclusion»,
on «Reversing inequalities and promoting fairness», on «Engaging together globally» and
on «Understanding Europe – Promoting the European public and cultural space»10. Good
additional explanation on the 2016-2017 work programme of Horizon 2020 has been
published by Net4Society11. The session also addressed in minor key the question of how
research in social sciences and humanities is being deployed in Horizon 2020, whether
the approach is working well and whether there are lessons to be learnt for the future.
This report concludes with some tentative proposals for future research in Horizon 2020
where the concept of trust might play a significant role. These are necessarily tentative
suggestions and are meant to be no more than a stimulus to further reflection.
For the most part the material is discussed in the order in which it was presented, respecting
the logical structure of the programme. Occasionally passing allusion has been made to
research not explicitly discussed in the presentations; this has been done where it is thought
that to ignore alternative or conflicting views would be misleading, but as noted earlier the
intent is not to be comprehensive: this is an account of a journey across a complex terrain,
not a wide-ranging map.

10
https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/europe-changing-world-inclusive-innovative-and-reflective-societies
11
http://www.net4society.eu/_img/article/Opportunities%20Document%20for%20SSH_01.12.2015.pdf

The purpose

Europe in a changing world: Perspectives to
2050
To every great question of our time Europe is the answer
Commissioner Moedas, the EU Commissioner for Research and Innovation, shared his
political perspective of the challenges facing Europe and the vital contribution that the
social sciences and humanities can make. Quoting Vice-President Timmermans he noted,
«What ails Europe, what ails our nations today is a poisonous cocktail of a lack of mutual
trust and a lack of self-confidence.... We are slow to find common answers not because there
are no answers, but because we do not trust the word “common”. Europe, the Commissioner
asserted, has been shaken to its very foundations yet, to every great question of our time,
Europe is the answer − and the social sciences and humanities can show us how.
Horizon 2020 is constructed around a set of societal challenges that, almost as a matter
of definition, require the insights and tools of social science and humanities to manage.
Consequently, Horizon 2020 recognised in its design that skilful deployment of the
knowledge and concepts of the social sciences and humanities was imperative. A new and
conscious effort was made fully to integrate social sciences and humanities research into
each of its priorities and social sciences and humanities became a major component of
Societal Challenge 6 (Inclusive, Innovative and Reflective societies).
Citing a review of the experience of integration within projects selected for funding in
2014, the Commissioner affirmed that integration has proved broadly successful, endorsing
the view that the best research is often conducted by diverse research teams and that
innovations frequently arise where disciplines meet and ideas combine. The experience
reveals also deficiencies and failures fully to incorporate all the research resources of the
Community; most social sciences and humanities partners came from the EU-15 member
states (83%) and partner integration was highly uneven across projects. A greater effort is
needed to further strengthen the cross-disciplinary character of the research and to achieve
a more effective deployment of skills from the social sciences and humanities.
The tragic destruction of settlements and culture in neighbouring countries of the EU
has caused large movements of people seeking the safety and opportunities of Europe.
The consequences for Europe are important and diverse. In much of the media there is a
tendency to see only a humanitarian disaster and potentially huge costs to Europe. There are
though positive elements. Generally Europe needs young people to balance its demography;
many of the refugees are professional or skilled workers: there is much to gain. There
is an important task for social scientists to discredit prejudices and to provide evidence
for mature, reflective and creative response to the events. In this spirit, the European
Commission has launched the Science4Refugees initiative to help refugee scientists and
researchers find suitable jobs that both improve their own situation and put their skills and
experience to good use in Europe’s research system12. Much more effort is still required to
identify how the wider European community can assist and ultimately benefit from the
diversity of skills and talent that refugee scientists bring with them.

12

http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/jobs/science4refugees

9

10

TRUST: European Research Co-creating Resilient Societies

The Commissioner concluded by reverting to the need for trust. The EU is a remarkable,
experiment in collective governance that requires a huge amount of trust from citizens:
trust in the EU’s integrity; trust in its purpose; trust in its values.
Peter Dröll, Director at DG RTD, emphasised this point by raising several questions to the
audience: How can a culture of trust be developed? What could research do in this context?
How can we ensure trust in co-creation process? Do these processes engender collaboration
and innovation? Does society trust in science?

Place trust with discretion and trust the trustworthy
Baroness Onora O’Neill, Emeritus Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cambridge,
set out an “iconoclastic” conceptual framework for a clear and pertinent understanding of
what we mean by trust. She suggested that the conventional view is that trust is damaged;
more trust is needed and we need to rebuild trust. These thoughts hang together, but all
of these beliefs are false. The evidence for a decline in trust is weak: opinion polls indicate
a decline in trust, but inspection of what people do suggests otherwise. It would be foolish
simply to trust everyone more. It is quite obvious that some people cannot be trusted; there
are many well-documented accounts of ruthless people preying on the trust that others
place in them. Bernard Madoff operated a Ponzi scheme that is thought to have been the
largest financial fraud in U.S. history: clearly trust in such a person is misplaced. From this
simple observation it follows that we do not need to trust everyone more; we need to place
trust with discrimination and to trust the trustworthy more. In consequence, rebuilding trust
is not a sensible aim. It is rebuilding intelligent and well-placed trust that is sensible. This
is not easy. It is difficult to direct trust so as to trust the trustworthy and to mistrust the
unworthy.
The critical concern is not trust, but trustworthiness and trustworthiness for the right
reasons. Trust is the response; trustworthiness is the aim. In a complicated world, where
many people seek to be trusted for the wrong reasons and who aim to deceive, we need
criteria for where to place our trust. Trust is only useful when placed in entities and activities
that are sufficiently reliable, competent and honest. These are independent criteria: a person
or entity may be honest, but neither competent nor reliable as with other permutations.
The financial crisis was caused partly by the dishonesty of bankers, but more importantly
through their incompetence in selling products that they did not understand. In this case the
institutions were not primarily lacking in honesty, but fundamentally lacking in competence.
The case of the recent fraudulent behaviour at Volkswagen is different; there the responsible
people appear to have been competent, but severely dishonest.
Having identified trustworthiness as the central concept and proposed criteria for
trustworthiness, Professor O’Neill developed her argument to ask what social sciences had
contributed to our understanding of trust and trustworthiness. A principal line of research
has been to measure generic attitudes to trust through opinion polls and surveys and
then possibly to progress to infer or deduce what factors affect the willingness to trust.
Surveys have been developed to determine how citizens view government agencies and
other institutions and also to examine how individuals trust each other, mainly through
the idea of generalised trust: examples of this were given later in the conference. Some
researchers have strongly criticised both the theoretical basis of the approach and the

Europe in a changing world: Perspectives to 2050

questions used13. Professor O’Neill concurred in the view that such work had limitations: it
does not distinguish cases and is a blunt instrument, insensitive to the question of whether
trust is well-placed. The approach is relevant for marketing of products or being elected to
public office and in general could be useful where reputation management is fundamental.
What of the contribution of policy-making to our understanding of trust and to the creation
of a trustworthy and trusting society? Since the 1980s there has been a significant effort to
increase trust and to realign trust with trustworthiness through regulation and accountability.
The ambition has been high, but the achievement less so. A principal intervention of the state
has been to control corruption, often through enforcement of transparency. Transparency is
seen as self-evidently useful, but is it? Transparency, Baroness O’Neill submitted, is illusory:
it demands too little. Transparency simply requires putting information in the public domain
and is an antidote to secrecy, but it does not guarantee intelligibility and accountability;
it might be thought of as a necessary but not sufficient condition. The focus of concern
in policy-making should be trustworthiness. Having succeeded in creating a trustworthy
operation it is then necessary to supply intelligent and assessable evidence of reliability,
competence and honesty to allow people to judge trustworthiness and to place their trust
intelligently rather than acting on blind faith.
Trust is cognitive in the sense that it depends upon the one who trusts having relevant and
convincing knowledge about the intentions and disposition of the trusted party, in particular
about the reasons of the trusted entity to be trustworthy. A trusting relationship has three
parts: the one that trusts; the one that is trusted and the matter at risk. Some people
can be trusted for certain tasks but not for others. We trust some institutions in certain
contexts and mistrust others. Judgement of such matters is not well supported by the
forms of accountability that were introduced in the 1980s, which are characterised by
ticking of boxes, construction of league tables and other devices that encourage distortion
of activities to demonstrate apparent compliance.
Complex mechanisms of accountability have their uses, but in most cases simple measures
are preferred. For example: we trust journalists who provide evidence of sources for their
stories; we trust businesses that make accurate claims and allow a proper and usable
complaints procedure; we trust doctors and teachers who encourage questions and answer
them straightforwardly; we trust banks with clear and comprehensible terms and conditions
who do not cheat loyal customers. We even trust politicians who avoid unrealistic claims,
explain their policies with care, and visibly try to deliver. Unfortunately we vote too often for
politicians who deceive us with their fantasies.
Simple measures are preferable, but it is a complicated world and most people will not
be able to judge for themselves in certain situations, for example: in the assessment of
complex financial products; in judging esoteric scientific claims for technical appliances and
in understanding the legislative obligations of public officials and their compliance. In this
case proxy evidence can be sought. Reputation and reviews by third parties may be helpful,
although these can be falsified. Intermediaries who do not have the intention or incentive to
be misleading and whose reputations will be at risk may be good sources of advice.
Baroness O’Neill concluded with the observation that useful research on these topics must
address the whole subject and include the aspect of trustworthiness along with that of trust,
even though such work is difficult and depends on judgements that are often normative.
13

Russell Hardin, Trust, Polity Press, 2006
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Trust as a many-layered concept in research
Milena Žic Fuchs, Professor of Linguistics at the University of Zagreb shared with the
participants her analysis of the expectations of social science research in Horizon 2020 and
her perception of the reality, based on her experience as Chair of the Scientific Review Group
for the Humanities of the European Science Foundation. She began her argument from the
expectations of H2020, especially as it referred to the social sciences and humanities, and
questioned to what extent those expectations have so far been achieved. Drawing on the
voluminous and apposite publications of interested parties as to how research in social
sciences and humanities could contribute effectively to the management of the Societal
Challenges that are the focus of H2020, she distilled from these reflections what might be
the unique contributions of the humanities and again questioned whether the possibilities
were being realised in present research. Prominent among the insights available from the
humanities is an understanding of the nature of knowledge and different ways in which experts
and the wider community relate to knowledge. Social science research has an important
task to perform in mediating the transformation and communication of knowledge between
different groups and improving the manner in which that communication is performed.
Professor Fuchs then presented some examples of successful interdisciplinary research
from two contracting topics: cognitive science where the experience is of long duration and
resource management where the history is shorter. She concluded with lessons drawn from
these experiences regarding balance, assessment and particularly communication.
Two important features of Horizon 2020 are the focus on Societal Challenges, which applies
to all disciplines, and the notion of integrating social science and humanities research into
all pertinent research topics. This notion, originally styled embedding, of course applies
exclusively to social sciences and humanities. Professor Fuchs asserted her dislike of the two
terms “Societal Challenges” and “embedding”. Grand Challenges she contended is preferable
to Societal Challenges as the matters of concern are global in scope and not simply European,
although within Horizon 2020 they are dealt with from a European perspective. The idea of
“embedding” was originally intended to raise the visibility of opportunities for researchers
in the social science and humanities researchers, to extend opportunities outside the largely
dedicated topics of Societal Challenge 6 and to foster closer working with other disciplines
in the solution of problems. The term was not appreciated by many researchers presumably
as it implied a lower level of significance of the social science research; Professor Fuchs
suggested that trans-disciplinary, inter-disciplinary and multi-disciplinary were all to be
preferred as words to capture the relationship between disciplines. The word embedding
does not actually appear in the legal documentation of Horizon 2020; the preferred term
of the Commission is “integration”, but even this choice of wording also could be seen as
indicating social sciences to be somehow on a different footing to other disciplines.
Professor Fuchs suggested that the initial expectations of Horizon 2020 among the research
community were that it would:
•
•
•

Contribute to resetting research agendas
Make manifest the global dimension of the challenges
Contribute to bridging gaps between disciplines and research domains

The Commissioner, Máire Geoghegan-Quinn participating in September 2013 in the
discussions around the Vilnius Declaration on Horizons for Social Sciences and Humanities
declared:
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“..the social sciences and humanities are anchored at the heart of Horizon 2020.”
The sentiment is irreproachable, but is not clear that these expectations and ambitions are
being realised in present research practice.
Much thought and effort has been directed by several bodies to the identification of how the
peculiar insights from social sciences and humanities can best be deployed within Horizon
2020. Professor Fuchs identified three important resources namely:
•
•
•

The Vilnius Declaration – Horizons for Social Sciences and Humanities – The value and
benefits of integrating Social Sciences and Humanities (September 2013)
The League of European Research Universities document from September 2013 – The
future of the social sciences and humanities in Europe
European Science Foundation – Science in Society: caring for our futures in turbulent
times (Science Policy Briefing, June 2013)

From this very considerable effort certain fundamental aptitudes of the humanities can be
identified:
•
•
•

The humanities have an important role in the development of critical and independent
thought
Through the various disciplines of the humanities, important social and cultural values
are identified and disseminated
Humanities often challenge widely held assumptions and beliefs e. g. critically rethinking
and redefining so-called basic, “accepted” notions like sustainability or energy resources

It is not evident that these skills are being well deployed at present within Horizon 2020.
An essential aspect of inter-disciplinary research and in particular the integration of teams
from the social and physical sciences is the amalgamation and reconciliation of different
cultures of knowledge. Professor Fuchs, following Jürgen Mitellstraß14, noted a distinction
between empirical, orientational and relational knowledge. Empirical knowledge, which is the
kind most familiar to physical science, should transform into orientational knowledge which
is by definition culturally defined and socially implemented and this should result in relational
knowledge, which is central to basic mechanisms of human reasoning, such as analogy and
planning and often means reconceptualization of so-called hard facts. This implies new
ways of interpreting facts and integrating them. In other words, inter-disciplinarity within
Horizon 2020 should result in networks of knowledge which in themselves would present
innovation and can open up new possibilities for innovation elsewhere; for example in
addressing social innovation from historical, cultural, and religious perspectives or in better
understanding transitions in worldviews, life concepts, education and how they influence the
innovative capabilities of societies as well as changing mind-sets of individuals. Professor
Fuchs noted an association between wisdom and the proper use of knowledge, quoting Van
Rensselaer Potter’s work on Bioethics15:
“Wisdom may be defined as the knowledge of how to use knowledge for the social good.
(...) Humanistic biologist should be organized into interdisciplinary scientific research and
14
15

Jürgen Mittelstraß, Wissenschaft als Lebensform, Suhrkamp, 1982
Van Rensselaer Potter, Bioethics: Bridge to the Future, Prentice-Hall, 1971
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development groups with survival as their first goal. Societal competence may be defined
as a function of wisdom and knowledge.”
Once again one might question whether research practice is achieving the full benefits of
these interactions and whether the design of Horizon 2020 is capable fully to exploit the
potential synergy.
Following on this contrast of expectation and reality, Professor Fuchs turned to some
examples of successful inter-disciplinarity starting with research on the use of robots
for the diagnosis and treatment of different levels of autism being performed in many
research centres including her own University of Zagreb. The work starts form the
observation that autistic children may relate in some ways to robots more easily than
to humans. Autistic children tend to focus on the detail and have difficulty understanding
the complexity of human communication and picking up social cues. Interactions with
robots are simpler for the child, but put huge demands on the research teams across a
wide range of disciplines. The activity is a fine example of interdisciplinary research. In
Zagreb the principal participating departments are Electrical Engineering and Computing,
Education and Rehabilitation Sciences and the Institute for Brain Research, but linguists and
behavioural scientists are also involved. The research problems also spill over into law and
ethics in so far as potentially damaging applications could lead to novel legal and ethical
responsibilities. Similar interdisciplinary teams are working in a range of centres across
Europe. It is notable that the work is a product of the long-established interdisciplinary
endeavour of cognitive science started some fifty years ago and benefitting therefore from
the effective communication built up over that long period; time and communication help
establish trust among researchers.
Useful lessons for inter-disciplinary research may be drawn from this experience.
•
•
•

•
•

Inter-disciplinarity provides grounds for achieving synergy
Team is work necessary at all stages
Humanities and Social Sciences are not a desirable extra, but should be integrated
from the earliest stages of research in order to achieve orientational knowledge and
certainly before results are communicated outside the research community
Empirical and orientational knowledge should be developed in parallel
Communicating inter-disciplinary research is a possible way of building up trust.

Not all the Challenges of H2020 have a similar history of collaboration across disciplines
and domains. Recognising the special nature of cognitive science and its long-established
character of inter-disciplinarity the European Science Foundation attempted to find a novel
topic relevant to H2020 without a comparable long history of interdisciplinary work and
where it might attempt to foster new collaboration. They proposed an ESF Junior Summit
for early career researchers working on water management and brought together a highly
diversified group covering many disciplines. An initial scepticism among the researchers
was quickly dissipated and productive dialogue initiated. A principal output from the
exercise was an on-line disciplinary journal with many joint publications from the early
stage researchers.
At the time the ESF was unaware of a large inter-disciplinary research effort centred on the
University of Monash in Australia also devoted to water management. The work had begun
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with two small groups one in the Faculty of Engineering and one in the Faculty of Arts.
Participation rapidly widened and now covers twenty faculties in several universities. An
article in Nature has examined how this collaboration was achieved16. The article notes that
bridging the divide between the biophysical and the social sciences is the only way to drive
global sustainable development consistent with social inclusion and economic prosperity.
The problem of sustainability is characterized by poorly defined requirements, unclear
boundaries and contested causes that no single agency or discipline is able to address.
The authors identified five principles that enabled them help academics overcome initial
scepticism and bias: forge a shared mission; develop researchers able to cultivate both
their own discipline, and to look beyond it; nurture constructive dialogue; give institutional
support; bridge research, policy and practice. It is a useful contribution to the management
of interdisciplinary research.
Creating knowledge is one thing, but communicating that knowledge to others is a different
proposition that needs more attention than it receives at present. In particular we must
better understand how to communicate orientational knowledge from a given cultural
context so that it can be understood worldwide. The process needs to start with individuals,
progressing to the family then to social groups and the national context with the goal to
create awareness and understanding of the global implications of man’s activities; it is not
only a route to communication, but also contributes to the creation of trust.
Important lessons can be drawn for the practice of research within Europe, especially
regarding balance, assessment and communication.
In terms of balance there needs to be a more conscious exploration of the relationship
between mono-disciplinarity and inter-disciplinarity, especially with regard to funding.
The mono-disciplines should not be overlooked; without the mono-disciplines there is
no possible inter-disciplinarity. There seems to be a view that Horizon 2020 will concern
itself principally with inter-disciplinary matters leaving to national funding agencies the
task of supporting mono-disciplines. It is unclear whether this is the best approach; better
collaboration between national funding agencies and the EU programme might clarify
responsibilities. At least a dialogue on the matter would be helpful.
In terms of assessment, we need better data and understanding of the extent to which
the interdisciplinary research already funded has met expectations and the impact that it
has had. This is not an easy matter; as was noted earlier, it can take decades to establish
effective programmes.
Lastly, we need to pay more attention to communication in its many aspects:
communication between disciplines; communication between geographical research areas
and communication of knowledge between researchers and society. It is necessary to
develop mutual understanding and respect between the hard sciences and so-called soft
sciences and to educate researchers how better to communicate across disciplines and
domains. Global collaboration and communication should be strengthened to achieve a
better exchange of information and data on inter-disciplinary endeavours. Links should be
built between the practice and results of research and the diversity of societies in order to
achieve robust trust.
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Trust and data: myths and prejudices
That Europe faces huge challenges is not in doubt. Skilful policies are needed to manage
the necessary adaptations, but frequently the diagnosis of problems, the design of policies
and their implementation are all confounded by myths and prejudices that prevail in the
community and undermine trust in solutions. Professor Axel Börsch-Supan, the Director
of the Max Planck Institute for Social Law and Social Policy presented some myths and
prejudices about ageing and migration and demonstrated how adroit interpretation of data
could disperse the prejudices and build the evidence to make policies trustworthy.
Professor Börsch-Supan began with an examination of trust in and trustworthiness of pension
systems in Europe. Data from the 2009 Eurobarometer show that on average about 45%
of the population of the EU27 think that their national social welfare system will be able to
cope in 2030. There is a substantial divergence of views ranging from Portugal, which is the
most sceptical with about 32% positive, to Bulgaria, which is the most optimistic, with 73%.
The countries where trust in the pension system is significantly above average are Bulgaria,
Sweden, Greece, Denmark and Belgium. Countries with little trust are France, Germany,
Poland, Portugal and the UK. Comparison of these data on trust with an objective measure
of the trustworthiness of the pension schemes such as their implicit debt17 reveals a wide
disparity between belief and reality. The two countries with the highest implicit debt are
Greece and Spain and these are apparently highly trusted. The most sceptical countries have
on the whole reasonable levels of implicit debt; the UK, a moderately sceptical country, has
the lowest implicit debt of all. There is a significant, though not strong, negative correlation
between trust and trustworthiness. This serious contradiction between popular belief and
the reality of population change needs is disturbing. Myths and prejudices of this kind are
dangerous as they create mistrust of the systems and policies that we need. There is an
important duty on social scientists to clarify the realities and to build trust in policies that
will cope with future change.
Ageing is undoubtedly a real challenge for Europe. The old age dependency ratio is a rough
approximation to the extent to which people not in gainful employ (notionally above 60)
depend on those who are (the age group 20 to 59).
Over the 2010-2050 period, dependency will roughly double; by the standards of usually
slow demographic change this is a massive shift in a short period. It will be difficult to
reconcile the sustainability of welfare systems with adequate service. Equalising the burden
between the old and young would imply a roughly 40% increase in contributions and a 40%
decrease in benefits. As an economist, Professor Börsch-Supan recommended placing trust
in market forces and in globalisation. In an ageing society wages will rise following the
scarcity of people of working age and returns to capital will fall as the stock of capital of
older people is deployed. This will encourage investment in automation and robots, as is
already clear in the automobile industry where the input of labour in vehicle assembly has
fallen sharply in recent years. Globalisation will also alleviate the decline in the availability
of labour in Europe. The US is ageing more slowly than Europe so exchange can be mutually
beneficial. Already significant amounts of capital from Europe are invested in the US; this
is a logical transaction as the US will likely grow faster than Europe and European citizens
and companies can benefit from the higher returns to capital that are available. At an
17
Implicit debt is the gap between the cost of the state’s promise to provide welfare services to both
citizens today, and those who will be born and live in the future and the current and future tax revenues and
social insurance contributions.

Europe in a changing world: Perspectives to 2050

appropriate time in the future, towards 2030 / 2040, this capital can be repatriated and
can support consumption.
The combined effect of a shift to a more capital intensive society and the flexibility of
exchange provided by globalisation will stabilise consumption well above the level that
inspection of demographic change might suggest. Professor Börsch-Supan contended that
together they might compensate for 50% of the loss of per capita consumption from the
demographic tendency. The other 50% and more he opined might come from policy reforms,
particularly reforms of the labour market and of pension systems. If Italy, Germany and
France were to adopt the reforms of the labour market already introduced with success in
Denmark and the reforms to the pension system already introduced in Sweden then those
countries could continue to grow consumption per capita until 2050 and beyond. It is a duty
of social scientists to provide the data and analysis that can support trust in trustworthy
policies and mistrust of policies that do not work.
There are a set of myths concerning older workers that are inimical to intelligent policies
in an ageing society. Among them are: the notions that health declines rapidly after the
age of sixty, making people unfit for work; that the productivity of older workers is lower
than that of the young and that older workers take jobs from the young. None of these
beliefs is supported by evidence. The Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe
(SHARE), supported by funding from the European Commission, contains various estimates
of health for older people, including: self-rated subjective estimates; functional estimates
based upon the percent of respondents that show no sign of impairment in their activities
of daily living (ADL) and objective measurements of grip strength. These independent
estimates all show a similar deterioration with age, but the most significant characteristic
of the data is that the decline from the age of sixty to seventy is in all cases less than the
standard deviation within any age group. The implication is that there is plenty of scope for
increasing retirement age because many people at seventy are in better health than the
majority at sixty. It is the distribution of health within an age group that is perturbing, not
so much the decline with age.
Researchers from the Max Planck institute investigated also the proposition that productivity
of workers falls with age. On the basis of 1.2 million measurements made over four years
in a motor vehicle assembly plant they concluded that this was not true. Not only does
productivity not decline with age, there is a slight, but significant increase with age. Older
workers are more productive. The reason for this appears to be that although older workers
make more mistakes they make only small mistakes. The catastrophic mistakes are made
by younger workers and when this happens it is the composure and experience of older
workers that mainly contributes to the resolution of the fault. This finding was confirmed by
similar work based on 4.8 million measurements made over many years in a large insurance
company. The exercise in insurance distinguished between repetitive jobs, provision of
advice and contract negotiation. There was a distinct decline in productivity with age from
twenty to sixty-five in the repetitive jobs. For the provision of advice productivity was rather
constant, but in contract negotiation it rose with age and was still rising strongly above
sixty. The analysis gives us insights into the nature of productivity in an ageing society that
conflicts strongly with common prejudice.
The final myth in the set of myths pertaining to older workers is that they take jobs from the
young. This is a variation of the “lump of labour” fallacy that the amount of work available
is fixed. There appears to be no evidence for this, at least in the case of older and younger
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workers. Indeed, once more the opposite relationship appears to hold. Plotting the share of
early retirees in OECD countries against the unemployment rate shows a weak, but positive
correlation. If older workers displaced younger workers then high levels of early retirement
should be associated with low levels of employment, but this is not the case and even
the reverse seems to be true. The example demonstrates again how important is good
data in dispelling misunderstandings and in supporting the design and implementation of
appropriate policies.
The last erroneous belief concerning ageing that Professor Börsch-Supan explored was
the hypothesis that there is a developing lack of trust between generations as conflicts
emerge between the demands made on the state by the young for employment and the
needs of the old for welfare. SHARE was again a source of data for this investigation,
complemented by the European Social Survey. Of the twenty-two questions in the survey
apposite to the question some did indeed suggest mistrust, but in twice as many cases the
reverse was true and trust was perceptible. The only two questions that related directly to
trust were the extent of trust between children and grandchildren and the extent of trust
with family members over seventy; in both cases the answers contradicted the hypothesis
of generational conflict.
Similar deconstruction of myths is important in another pressing issue of the day which is
migration. There are formidable prejudices, well-leavened with xenophobia, that migrants
contribute little to the economy while drawing on its welfare system. Objective evidence
is badly needed to develop wise policies and to weaken prejudice. A study conducted in
Germany determined that the prevailing belief among the population was that 70% of
immigrants were unqualified workers. In fact, figures from the German government agency
dealing with migrants and refugees showed that 11% were unqualified workers and in the
particular case of Syrian refugees only 3% fell into this category.
Professor Börsch-Supan concluded that SSH research can greatly contribute to undo the lack
of information about particularly the social dimensions of the challenges we face. Social
science can dispel myths and prejudices that are detrimental to a harmonious society and
that undermine the creation of good policies. Such analysis can and will create more trust,
not only in technical systems such as pensions, but more generally in the policy process. To
do this social sciences need access in common to reliable data and infrastructures just as
much as physicists and life scientists need expensive common equipment.

Trust is a pre-requisite for the European Renaissance
The remit of the conference was to examine the relationship between trust and research
in the context of Europe’s position in a changing world. A perspective on possible futures
for the EU and the conditions under which they might emerge was provided by Dr Ricci
based on the findings of an expert group convened by the European Commission to look
into the future and elaborate contrasting scenarios to imagine what the EU might be like
in 205018. They proposed three pathways that Europe might follow. The first scenario
they entitled “Nobody Cares”. In this scenario Europe lacks intelligible actions towards a
common goal as manifest in a coherent policy framework. The societal challenge posed by
the ageing demography of Europe is not decisively addressed; to sustain growth Europe will
support increased migration – mainly from North Africa and the Near East. Europe’s Muslim
population will double by 2020 and by 2050 one in five Europeans will be Muslim. In this
18
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scenario the European market remains incomplete; consequently, economic growth remains
low across the Union. The divergence between the EU and the other main economic centres
– the USA and China – widens. There is inadequate public support to global challenges
related to natural resources and climate change, leading to a high dependence on imports
of energy and other raw materials; water supplies, land and food production are under
pressure; environmental stresses are high.
At the gloomy extreme, the scenario “EU under Threat” envisages a global economic decline,
with protectionist reactions by member states. Migratory flows are hindered by restrictive
immigration policies in EU Member States and the population of Europe shrinks. By 2050,
over ten per cent of Europeans will be older than 80. The changing role of families has an
impact on social capital and on the capacity of family life to transfer values and morality
to the next generation. The gap between the values and attitudes of older and younger
generations will widen. Protectionism increases transaction costs; infrastructure investment
declines and congestion intensifies. Serious geopolitical risks emerge; the EU heads towards
disintegration or a two-speed Europe, triggered by the possible withdrawal of one or more
leading Member States. Climate change and its implications are not addressed. Food and
oil shocks materialize. Electricity grids fail from underinvestment. Innovation declines
and productivity diminishes. Apparently the expert group initially thought this scenario
exaggerated, but there are some disturbing parallels with actual events and tendencies in
the EU at present.
In the third scenario, the “EU Renaissance” things are, needless to say, much better. In
this case global security is achieved, with the generalized enforcement of human rights
and the rule of law. The EU is enlarged both east- and southwards, and political, fiscal
and military integration is consolidated. By 2020 there is a greater proportion of older
workers in the workforce than today: both experience and work place performance are
valued. The advanced countries face a shortage of qualified labour (scientists, engineers,
medical doctors, software programmers). This leads them to plan immigration and to be
more selective in immigration policy. There is strong public support toward challenging
targets in climate change and energy efficiency. Energy grids are integrated across Europe,
which lowers costs, increases reliability and supports greater use of renewable energy.
Innovation is enhanced by better practice in user-integration, the emergence of easy-touse technological systems and services, and better oriented policies for technology and
innovation. Member States work together to make the European Research Area fully
functional, with research agendas decided in common across Europe. Productivity improves
over the period. As a result, the proportion of high qualified jobs is expected to increase
to over a third by 2020, whereas the proportion of jobs employing low qualified people is
expected to decrease to 15 %.The GDP of the EU almost doubles by 2050.
The EU Renaissance is self-evidently the most attractive of the options investigated. The
question is how to bring it about. Dr Ricci contended that a fundamental condition for the
achievement of the European Renaissance was trust. He suggested that low trust within
in Europe and falling trust globally were disquieting and cited as evidence the Edelman
trust barometer published annually for the last 15 years. The trust barometer assesses
trust in business, government, media and non-governmental organisations through surveys
and combines the results into a single index for each of the countries under study. Over
the period studies there have been understandable shifts in trust between different kinds
of institutions according to the international conjuncture in business and politics, but in
2015 the surveys appeared to show a generalised loss of trust, perhaps associated with
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the apparent inability of all institutions to deal capably with the problems of the world,
particularly with the global financial crisis, but also the spread of infectious diseases,
breaches of data, pervasive corruption, malpractice by banks. The surveys also suggest
that EU countries occupy rather low positions. The results give food for thought, but need
to be interpreted with caution. As Professor O’Neill pointed out in her opening presentation,
surveys tend to show people claiming to trust less than in the past, but the claim is not
evident from their actions. It was noted also in the subsequent discussion of this session
that many of the leading countries (cf. China or United Arab Emirates) in the league have
social and political systems that would probably not appeal to the majority of EU citizens,
so clearly the survey methodology is missing something. Finally, the criticisms that have
been made of the methodology of such surveys on trust should not be disregarded. Survey
questions are incomplete and do not recognise the complexity of trust in terms of the
matter of risk or the nature of the trusted person, this omission forces the respondent to
make their own unstated and unknown assumptions about these matters with unpredictable
consequences for the results of the survey. These personal assumptions moreover may
change with time as a consequence of social change and cause answers to survey questions
to change without there being any independent change in the underlying extent of trust.
The most recent Trust Barometer that was published in 2015 gave especial attention to the
relationship between trust and innovation. The results indicated that citizens of countries
with high levels of generalised trust tended to be more willing to trust new business
innovations and the survey concluded that “building trust is essential to successfully
bringing new products and services to market and building trust in new business innovations
requires that companies demonstrate clear personal and societal benefits, behave with
integrity and engage with customers and stakeholders throughout the process”. Particular
innovations that elicited high levels of public trust were electronic and mobile payments,
electronic and personal health trackers and cloud computing. Distrusted innovations include
hydraulic fracturing and genetically modified foods. Personal and societal benefits are the
main factors that lead people to trust innovations and most respondents agreed that profit
was not necessarily incompatible with positive personal and societal impacts. The survey
evidence showed that the attributes that cause people to trust companies were having
ethical business practices, managing risk effectively, implementing good employment
practices and developing good corporate behaviour. Making test results available for review
and ensuring third-party validation increases trust in new developments. These factors are
quite compatible with the criteria for trustworthiness proposed earlier in the conference by
Professor O’Neill.
Dr Ricci examined further the relationship between trust in innovation and trust in the
underlying science. He noted that among one factor making scientific endeavour credible
and therefore trustworthy was the excellence of the work; it has always been a priority of
the successive framework programmes to identify, assure and demonstrate excellence. But
the other dimension, demonstrated in the Edelman barometer analysis of 2015 is the merit
of an innovation in its impact on people and society. This Dr Ricci concluded demonstrated
that socio-economic impact assessment is not a desirable addition, but a fundamental
aspect of innovation and fundamental to the trustworthiness of science. Socio-economic
research and social innovation therefore assume a dual role; they make vital contributions
in combination with technological innovation to the solution of the societal challenges,
but perhaps even more importantly they help identify future research and development
priorities that are appropriate to and coherent with positive personal and societal impacts,
and that assist the management of global challenges.
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The same 2015 Edelman survey provides also some disturbing insights into which sources
are most trusted. The survey posed the question, “Below is a list of people. In general,
when forming an opinion of a company, if you heard information about a company from
each person, how credible would the information be?” There is a strong differentiation of
responses across the list. The type of person most trusted is the academic or industry
expert; then comes the interesting concept of a “person like yourself”. The expert is the only
group considered more trustworthy than the person like you. Less trustworthy than the
person like you, in decreasing order, is a representative of an NGO, an ordinary employee,
the CEO and finally a government official or regulator. The government official is about half
as trustworthy as the academic. The results are certainly heart-warming for academics –
at least someone appreciates them, but given that government is responsible for policy
formulation and regulators for much implementation, and that it is policy that directly
creates the legal environment in which we live, it is disturbing that the people responsible
for this function enjoy so little public trust.
Matters might be improved by genuine, unbiased understanding of the needs of civil society
and its aspirations. In this context, Dr Ricci was encouraged by signs of an increasing
tendency to within government to define policies jointly with stakeholders – another form
of co-creation. The ladder of citizen participation proposed in 1969 by Sherry Arnstein in
her article about power structures in society and how the interact is an especially nice way
of looking at this19. The bottom rung of the ladder is “manipulation” followed by “therapy”,
which together constitute non-participation. Then come in ascending order, “informing”,
“consultation” and “placation”, which make up tokenism and seem dangerously close to
transparency the limits of which were vividly sketched by Baroness O’Neill earlier in the
day. The last three rungs towards the top – “partnership”, “delegated power” and “citizen
control” were denoted by Arnstein as citizen power, but perhaps a more modern term would
be empowerment. The activities that pass for participation in present practice lie almost
exclusively within the bottom two-thirds of the ladder.
Research is needed to see how it is possible to move upwards, maybe not to citizen control,
but at least to include some elements of empowerment. A promising approach linked to
the practice of research is Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI). The methodology is
relatively novel and there are many definitions. In essence it is an approach that anticipates
and assesses likely impacts in comparison with societal expectations, in order to promote
inclusive and sustainable research and innovation. The six main pillars of RRI are: public
engagement; gender equality; science education; ethics; open access and governance20.
Implementation requires that stakeholders work together from inception of the process to
the final application or product to ensure that the achievements are properly aligned with
the values, needs and expectations of society; it also requires effective communication as
Professor Fuchs had already emphasised. The requirement of stakeholders to participate
in the progress of work from idea to reality through RRI can be related also to the widely
recognised notion of technology readiness level (TRL) whereby the technical work passes
from the stage of basic principles to development of concepts until proof of an adequate
concept is agreed to have been established; work then moves on to laboratory testing,
various levels of prototypes, pilot systems, commercial designs and full-scale roll-out. The
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nature of stakeholder participation and even the appropriate stakeholders to involve may
shift throughout this process. At present, stakeholder involvement begins in the upper
stages when the innovation is thought to be technically viable and management thinking
turns to the question of how to sell it t0 the public. This is not an approach conducive to trust.
To be trustworthy we need to start with stakeholder participation at a much earlier stage
– certainly at proof of concept and possibly still earlier - and there are as yet unresolved
challenges in doing this.
At the deepest level there need to be trust in the future. The European PASHMINA project
within FP7 sought to develop better exploratory scenarios of future global change options
up to 2030 and 205021. It devised scenarios based on two dimensions, one of speed in
a wide and general sense, and one of solidarity that might be conflated with the idea of
trust. In one corner lie those scenarios where rapidity of results is a priority (one extreme of
the speed spectrum) and individuality is another (one extreme of the solidarity spectrum).
These “fast and alone” scenarios lead to more consumption of mass-produced goods and to
ideas of growth without limits which is roughly akin to present practice. In another corner lie
the “fast but together” scenarios that are compatible with more care for nature and social
well-being; these can be seen as growth within limits and broadly capture where present
policies aim to take us. The “slow and alone” corner is neither productive nor caring and
is a kind of stagnation that is undesirable. There remains the “together but slow” corner
that involves less mass consumption, more dematerialization and a culture based more
on cognition than consumption. These “new welfare” scenarios might be worth exploring
through research.
Dr Ricci concluded with some personal priorities for SSH research:
•

•
•
•

•

•

Further reflection on the pervasive search for “speed” in society that was selected as a
main dimension of the work within the PASHMINA project could be instructive. It would
be helpful to know just what impacts it has on our life and out relationships with others
The concept of productivity needs further examination to understand it better and to
see how it might be modified to make it more compatible with social expectations
Self-accomplishment is a source of self-esteem and well-being; it would be rewarding
to understand better the factors contributing to this including time-use patterns
New measures of welfare “beyond GDP”, or “beyond tangibles” have value, but they will
only work if coupled with a deeper change of underlying values and there is a need for
research to see how that can be achieved
Research that focuses on inequalities of income is insufficient; it helps to identify
the poor, but it fails to provide information on the process and the experiences of
people who are poor or at risk of poverty; there is a need for better insight into “weak”
indicators of social deprivation
The use of big data is at present largely biased to marketing applications; this neglects
the potentially most rewarding applications of big data for devising better social and
human development models.

Trust fosters effective and scalable solutions to social problems
The Research Institute for Innovation and Technology (IPTI) in Brazil has a long-standing
21
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programme to engage society in defining needs for technology. Dr Saulo Barretto shared
with the conference some of the work of the Institute in social innovation, stressing how
trust and co-creation are central to its success.
IPTI is a private, not for profit, research institution, founded in October 2003, in São
Paulo (SP), with priorities in education, health and creative economy. At the heart of its
programmes is the idea of social technology; this is a concept developed in 2005 by the
Science and Technology for Social Inclusion Secretariat within the Ministry of Science and
Technology in Brazil. Social technology is not primarily concerned with equipment, but
with process. It aims to develop products, techniques and re-applicable methodologies
developed in close interaction with the community and that provide effective solutions for
social transformation”. A crucial characteristic of the approach is close interaction with
the community that is intended to benefit. The community has to be part of the research
team and this means bringing individuals of widely different backgrounds to work together;
that is why trust is so vital. Without trust it is not possible to achieve effective solutions;
the activity just becomes an external intervention that is much more costly and unlikely
to be sustainable. Interaction with the community also supports re-applicable solutions
that are scalable. Dr Barretto indicated a preference for the term re-applicable rather than
replicable because in transferring an idea to other communities 95% of the knowledge may
be relevant, but it cannot be done indiscriminately; there will always be some adaptation
that has to be taken into account.
As a practical example Dr Barretto presented the work performed under the Hb project for
the diagnosis, reduction and control of iron deficiency anaemia in schools. Iron deficiency,
and specifically iron deficiency anaemia, is one of the most severe and important nutritional
deficiencies in the world; it impairs the cognitive development of children; it damages
immune mechanisms, and increases morbidity. All age groups are at risk and it is especially
prevalent in the southern hemisphere.
The exercise conducted by IPTI started by specifying a low-cost, portable and easy to
use hemoglobinometer that was then developed by a SME partner. IPTI conducted a pilot
project in San Paulo and a second in Santa Luzia involving two hundred students in two
schools. Children found anaemic were referred to primary health care and monitored. The
results were good and the project succeeded in reducing the prevalence of anaemia from
an average of 19.8% and 24.8% respectively to 4.8% and 4.6%. At this point, Dr Barretto
emphasised, the endeavour cannot be called a social technology; it is a social innovation,
but social technology is a further step.
Funding was obtained in 2010 from the Pan-American Health Organisation to extend
the work to the whole municipality of Santa Luzia covering 4500 students, 22 schools
and nineteen rural areas. The extended application failed. Dr Barretto emphasised at this
point the importance of failure. There is nothing much to learn from success, but failure
is instructive and makes the researcher think harder how to adapt the process to make it
work. A degree of humility is necessary for this; it is understandable for a highly trained
researcher to believe that the well-thought out procedure has failed because of ignorance
or hostility in the subject group, but this is the wrong response. Dialogue with the community
is essential to develop together a procedure that works. The city of Santa Luzia is located
in Sergipe, the smallest state in Brazil; it is one of the poorest cities in Brazil; 73% of the
families receive federal assistance. To introduce novel ideas into such a culture requires
a great deal of preliminary effort and dialogue with the local community. After the initial
failure an intensive and lasting dialogue was launched covering citizens, community leaders
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and medical professionals. In monthly meetings the team discussed the problems met, the
solutions applied, the extent of success and little by little worked their way through to an
operational solution. This took three years: three years of failure, but also three years of
collecting knowledge about how to make the technology scalable. It was a fine example of
the conversion of empirical to operational knowledge and to it trust was crucial.
Dr Baretto related his experience to the presentation of Baroness O’Neill and in particular to
her citation of reliability, competence and honesty as evidence of trustworthiness; these are
qualities that the team worked hard to create. In parallel with this experience the Institute
developed a comic book for children in the local language to raise their awareness, and that
of their mothers, about healthy eating and methods of treatment for common afflictions.
In 2013, after three years the project was finally successful; it identified an average
prevalence of anaemia in the target group of 32% and 57% among children between
three and six years old. The efficacy of the treatment available was 80%. In recognition of
this accomplishment the project received the Fundação Banco do Brasil Award for Social
Technologies in 2013.
The technology is now being scaled; a new venture has been launched in the slightly larger
city of Boquim with 26.000 inhabitants also in the state of Sergipe. The scalability model
for this extension has been developed in cooperation with the community of the city and
people from Santa Luzia have been involved in the training in Boquim. This is a low cost
scalability model and also very effective because when peers see what has been achieved
they are motivated and given confidence to do it themselves.
As Dr Barretto noted at the beginning of his presentation, IPTI has also a programme in
creative economy that is intended to apply scientific and technological knowledge to build
new models for handicraft, based on a coordinated and sustainable integration between
contemporary design and traditional craft techniques, with a view to develop products with
high added value, to foster innovation and to improve competitiveness. Without economic
development in rural areas, migration to the big cities can only increase and the worst
aspect of this is that it is the most talented people who migrate. It is essential to find
models of local development using local assets, which are often intangible.
Dr Barretto briefly described a project from this programme to promote art education
and training. The ecology of the selected region was mangrove swamp and the people
mainly fisherman. The intention of the project was to create jobs through art education,
environment education and mangrove preservation. The project selected twenty individuals
with a natural drawing talent, but no formal training. Seven finished the programme; they
produced remarkable illustrations in water-colour with relatively short training; an example
of the quality of the work is shown in the Figure 4. As the project progressed some of the
participants left for unskilled work in the service sector. When interrogated as to why he
had abandoned a fine talent to take low-paid work one participant declared that he had “no
trust in himself”. This poignant confession makes an important point: to change someone
requires understanding their psychology and their perception of the world; it is necessary
to enter into their mind. The students are now working as art teachers and the project is
evolving a relationship with the commercial companies to retail fashion products based on
the artwork.
Dr Barretto concluded with some recommendations for social science researchers and
funding agencies concerned with social technology. Researchers need to remember that
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technical expertise is not enough; they need to improve skills in dialoguing with society in a
pragmatic manner and should reduce their expectations on conceptual “purism”.
In the case of funding agencies they need to understand that “failure” is an essential part
of developing social technology and they need to be willing to take on risk. Social innovation
takes time and requires commitment; it needs medium and long term research funding,
with flexibility in methodology and budget, but still with effective management. Scalability
(re-application) is a more important indicator of success than scientific publications.
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Research matching society: From visions to
actions
The dynamics and cultural basis of trust
The address of John Yfantopoulos, Professor of Social Policy and Health Economics at the
University of Athens, dealt with two groups of topics. The first group concerned social welfare
and economic growth and sought to summarise the variation across Europe in systems of
social welfare, the economic consequences of the financial crisis and the evolution of the
underground economy. The second groups of topics comprised a quantitative assessment
of trust across Europe, especially trust in political institutions, including evidence from
Greece of a shift in attitudes during and after the financial crisis.
Professor Yfantopoulos discerned a differentiation of policies of social welfare across Europe
characterised by the extent of orientation towards the approach of Beveridge (to fund
welfare through government revenues) or Bismarck (centred on insurance programmes).
The orientation towards Beveridge is found in the UK and Nordic countries and the
orientation towards Bismarck, with disparities, is found elsewhere in Europe. The different
economic conjunctures and systems inevitably give rise to different societal challenges
and objectives. Examination of the behaviour of different countries towards social welfare
in response to the financial crisis is instructive. The Figure 5 shows for the OECD countries
the percentage change in social spending before the crisis (in 2007/2008) and after
(2012/2013) compared to the percentage change in real GDP. The data suggests that in
most countries expenditure on social welfare has increased more than real GDP. Countries
in the top right hand quadrant are those for which there have been real increases in both
welfare expenditure and GDP. Countries in the top left hand quadrant have pursued counter
cyclical policies; because of perceived social risk they have increased social expenditure
despite stagnant or falling GDP. Greece is isolated at one extreme having experienced a
substantial decline both in welfare expenditure and GDP.
Professor Yfantopoulos continued his presentation with a detailed analysis of the
considerable variation among EU states in the path of economic growth following the
crisis. He drew particular attention to the role of the underground economy. He recognised
that the question of whether the underground economy contributes to or detracts from
overall economic performance is still open, but presented data from Greece that showed
a clear negative correlation, which he interpreted as demonstrating that in this instance
the underground economy is an obstacle to overall performance. Professor Yfantopoulos
presented also a cross-sectional comparison of EU states. Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain
all exhibit above average shares of underground activity in GDP and below average per
capita levels of GDP. Austria, France, Germany and the Netherlands all have low shares
of underground economic activity in their GDP and high per capita levels. Evidently there
is a strong negative correlation of underground economic activity and overall economic
performance, although the direction of causality remains debateable.
Turning to an examination of trust in political institutions Professor Yfantopoulos used survey
data from a variety of sources to draw some conclusions regarding the variation of trust
in political institutions across countries, the dynamic in time and the factors that affect it.
Among OECD countries, four out of the five member states with the lowest trust in national
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government are from Southern Europe. Trust in political parties tends to be correlated
with trust in national governments, although there are discrepancies. The Eurobarometer
can give some insight into the dynamics of trust as it is an annual exercise. The results
are interesting, although as ever, interpretation is ambiguous. The average reported trust
in government in Europe fell from 30.8% of the population with some degree of trust in
government in 2004 to 25% in 2013; in the case of Greece the decline was dramatic from
a considerably higher than average value of 47% in 2003 to a dramatically lower than
average value of 14% in 2013. OECD data indicates a strong and significant negative
relationship between confidence in national government and corruption in government.
Southern and eastern European countries tend to lie in the high corruption, low confidence
quadrant; the Nordic countries tend to lie in the low corruption, high confidence quadrant.
Complementary insights are available from the European Social Survey (ESS) covering more
than 40,000 individuals in twenty-three countries. The data appear to show significant trust
in institutions such as the police (an average score of 5.8 on a scale of 1 to 10 and the
legal system (average of 4.9). Interestingly, there is slightly more trust in the European
Parliament (4.3) than in National Parliaments (4.1) and low levels of trust in political
parties (3.4) and politicians (3.2). These averages hide a wide variation in responses for
the individual states: for example, trust in politicians was 1.6 in Bulgaria, but about 5 in
Switzerland and most Nordic countries. The extent of trust in the police, the law, national
parliaments, political parties and politicians within a single country were fairly strongly
correlated, indicating that some countries are generally more trusting in these matters
than others. Trust in the European Parliament is not obviously correlated, with trust in
national institutions, but varies according to contingent national factors. The highest trust
in the European Parliament is in Denmark (over 5) whereas the lowest in in the UK (3.3) and
Portugal (3.2). Greece was not represented in the survey.
The University of Athens conducted an independent survey based on ESS methodologies
to determine the dynamics of trust in politicians in the country before and during the
crisis. Before the crisis the average was 4.1 and after the crisis it was 2.5. The probability
distribution as two histograms differentiated by gender is shown in the Figure 6. The
collapse of trust following apparent indecision and changes of heart by the political elite is
remarkable.
Professor Yfantopoulos concluded with some suggestions for further research. He proposed
the creation of better harmonised data on trust and comparative research across EU
countries together with a stronger emphasis on the dynamic aspects throughout the course
of the crisis. He joined in the call for more effective multidisciplinary research to explain the
complex social phenomena underlying trust and trustworthiness and their dynamics.

What kind of knowledge do we need?
Research is intended to extend knowledge. Purposeful research requires an idea of what
knowledge would be useful to address the societal challenges that we face. Dr Ilaria Maselli
of the Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) proposed four areas where a deficiency of
knowledge presented a perceptible obstacle to progress. Her first proposal was to improve
our understanding of what drives innovation – the extent to which it is “perspiration” or
“inspiration”. She reminded the conference of the celebrated paper written by Paul Krugman
in the 1990s deconstructing the Asian miracle of the 20th century. He eschewed the notion
of a miracle and substituted instead a simple, but extraordinary, mobilization of resources
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based in stringent government policy, deferred gratification and free trade. More people
were drafted into the labour market, their skills were enhanced, technology was licenced
or copied, and capital was imported. This is “perspiration” and it is a viable growth model
for many decades, but at some point it ceases to work, in particular when the economy
reaches the frontier of technology. It is probable that the EU is near to this condition; growth
through the mobilisation of more inputs will be hard to achieve. At this point it is necessary
to develop new ideas, new products and process – “inspiration”. There is little consensus
on how this happens. One view is that it is mainly about skills; if the economy has enough
highly skilled people then innovation will follow. Another view is that the most important
factor is investment in research and development; this will produce knowledge that is
disseminated throughout the economy eventually leading to innovation. Yet another theory
emphasises the role of process and workplace innovation, particularly in services; the idea
is that if employees have some freedom to organise their own activities and manage their
time then they will improve the procedures for delivering services that customers want.
Probably all these factors contribute, but a complete explanation is still lacking.
It is interesting that in many respects Japan has already achieved an economic structure
that matches the ambitions of the Lisbon agenda. This suggests that if the targets in the
Lisbon agenda are well chosen then Japan should be the fastest growing economy in the
world, but it is not and it lags the US, as does Europe, in productivity and innovation. This
observation is a cause for doubt as to whether achieving the Lisbon targets will necessarily
provide the impetus to growth that is expected. The underlying problem is that there is no
reliable understanding of the origins of productivity and therefore no basis for constructing
policy to achieve it. The matter needs to be addressed with urgency, because as noted in
several earlier presentations an ageing population and stagnant productivity is a dismal
prospect.
A second area that invites attention and that is in some ways linked to high productivity
is the emergence of the on-demand economy. Dr Maselli introduced her discussion of this
topic with a quotation from social media, “Uber, the world’s largest taxi company, owns no
vehicles. Facebook, the world’s most popular media owner, creates no content. Alibaba, the
most valuable retailer, has no inventory and Airbnb, the world’s largest accommodation
provider, owns no real estate. Something interesting is happening”22. There is no satisfactory
conceptual framework for understanding this phenomenon, although it is clear that it
is facilitated by technology, increases competition and reduces transaction costs. The
on-demand economy is not at present a large contributor to GDP, nor is it a significant
employer, but it maybe has the potential radically to change the service economy as the
locus of competition shifts to the interface with the consumer. There is already an Uber of
architects and one might envisage an Uber of lawyers or of doctors. It is a difficult area to
research as there is no data. Collection of data on these activities and work on theoretical
models would be helpful.
The third area of potentially fruitful research is to improve understanding of how the
divergence of performance among European countries affects economic growth across
the Union. This concern builds on the empirical evidence for this divergence presented by
Professor Yfantopoulos. An implicit and often explicit merit claimed for the European Union
is that economic performance and standards of living across the community will converge
with benefits to all. The figures suggest that this was once true, but now maybe not. The
figures indicate a convergence for Italy from 1960 to 1980. It seems to have worked well
22
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for Spain also. In the case of Greece there has been no convergence and GDP per capita
now is a smaller fraction of GDP than it was in 1960. Romania and Bulgaria started out
well, but about eight or nine years into the trajectory during the financial crisis convergence
stalled. It is necessary better to understand the processes at work and to know whether
divergence is an obstacle or a driver of growth. There seems to be some evidence that part
at least of the responsibility lies in structural problems in the design of the Eurozone, but
this conclusion is tentative.
The last item in the set of four areas for research is the failure of policy transfer. The
idea behind much policy activity in the European Union is to compare practice across the
community, to see what combination of institutions and policies work and then to attempt
to implement this across the Union. This can be a result of community policy or of national
efforts to adopt best practice. Implementation on the ground is often disappointing and
this has a lot to do with the quality of institutions, the rule of law, corruption, perception
of corruption and trust in society. Whatever cannot be explained is commonly attributed to
“cultural differences”, but this is a most unsatisfactory recourse. Something must underlie
the cultural differences and it is a failure of social science if they cannot be decomposed
into more elementary ideas that can be remedied with well-directed policies. Research
to achieve this would be beneficial and would help in the dissemination of best practice
throughout the community. The observations of Professor Barretto on the factors conducive
to scalability might be relevant in this context.
The performance of good research is one thing, ensuring that it can have a direct impact
on economics, politics and society is another. Researchers are good at developing new
ideas; they have knowledge, but they do not exploit it well. There is much that researchers
could do to improve their performance in this respect and to communicate to a wider
public through the internet and conventional media. There are psychological obstacles to
this: it is not normally a necessary part of a researcher’s job description; it can be hard
for technical people to translate their ideas into accessible language and media people
are not easy to deal with as their priorities are rarely scientific. Similar considerations
apply to communication with policy makers. The reasons are different, but the result is the
same. A principal reason for poor communication between researchers and policy-makers
is that time-horizons are not synchronised. Policy-makers tend to think short-term and
researchers tend to think long-term. Despite the difficulties the effort needs to be made.
There is often a huge distance between scientific knowledge and policy proposals and if
research is to be useful to the community then this gap must be closed. It is noteworthy
that these preoccupations match closely the emphasis that previous speakers placed upon
communication and the shift from empirical to operational knowledge.

Is there a crisis of trust in Europe?
The European Union can be seen as originating in profound mistrust: mistrust of the
institutions of the nation state that had wrought dreadful human and economic damage
through centuries of conflict culminating in two world wars. Ever closer economic ties
between old adversaries were to banish for ever the possibilities of armed conflict within
Europe and to lay the foundations for the future prosperity of its peoples. In any discussion
of trust and the future of Europe the dynamic between the nation state and Europe-wide
institutions is crucial. It is important to understand the factors that stabilise the nationstate and to reflect on what they might mean for the development and stability of European
institutions.
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The paper by Geoffrey Hosking, Emeritus Professor at University College, London provided
a powerful analysis of these issues. Professor Hosking argued that the EU has been
outstandingly successful in its aims to avoid conflict and to foster prosperity. Possibly it has
been one of the most successful organisations in human history at achieving the aims it
set itself, but now many of its achievements are endangered: a tendency exacerbated by
the financial crisis and its aftermath, and by the migrations from the near-East and Africa.
There has been allegedly a dramatic decline of public trust in the European Union. Despite a
successful European experiment in collective governance, millions of Europeans have voted
against various legislative innovations of the Union, for a restoration of the powers of their
nation-state; the fortunes of populist nationalist parties have flourished.
To tackle these dangers Professor Hosking contended that the European Union needs to
understand the origins of trust in the nation state and its relationship to wider political
structures. We nourish trust in the natural and social orders through the medium of symbolic
systems and the institutions which sustain them. The main symbolic systems on which we
rely to stabilise our social life are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Language, which enables the articulation of complex concepts and thoughts.
Myth, which provides a narrative to explain the structure of the universe and the place
of divine and natural forces and of human beings within it.
Religion, which continues the work of myth, and also provides resources for the
maintenance of trust both in people and in contingencies.
Science, which provides understanding the natural world around us,
Law, which sustains a socially sanctioned framework within which personal and
institutional relationships can be conducted, and conflicts settled.
Culture and the arts, which establish a subjective and evaluative framework for our
perception of the world and of social relationships.
Money, which enables us to exchange goods and services with people about whom we
know nothing.

Most of these symbolic systems generate their own institutions. Religion has a church, or
a priesthood, or to a corpus of learned men. Science – in the broader sense of learning –
gives rise to schools, universities and academies. Law has its courts, judges and lawyers,
associated with both church and state, but claiming the right to judge both. Culture generates
its own artefacts and institutions. Money is channelled through markets, through banks
and through state treasuries, with their taxation systems. These institutions all have their
structures, routines and accepted practices which enable people not closely acquainted
with one another to ‘read’ with ease each other’s words, gestures and actions and hence to
interact with confidence. The essential point is that the nation-state is able to absorb those
symbolic systems and provide a home for those institutions better than any international
organisation. The only exception is science, which is inherently international although many
of its institutions are national.
A nation is a huge community, each of whose members can know personally only a tiny
fraction of its other members. Imagining the unknown members as people to whom one
can extend a preliminary presumption of trust and with whom one can engage more
readily than with those outside the nation’s borders requires a symbolic repertoire capable
of summing up the nation’s identity and projecting it to all its members. Ethnic identity
becomes a convenient cognitive shorthand for rapidly inferring a wide range of information
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about a person one has never actually met before, but what increases mutual trust within
one group of people can also intensify their distrust towards other groups, those whose
ethnicity is distinct, who have different languages and cultures. Ethnicity thus strengthens
bonds of mutual trust within the ethnos, but may intensify reciprocal distrust around its
boundaries. We see this today in the crises over refugees and immigrants. In the modern
urban world of mass communications and complex economic activity, where encounters
with unknown people are frequent, shared ethnicity enables us more readily to build
relationships with strangers and thus bolsters generalised social trust. Even when there
are serious disagreements between members of the same ethnie, it is easier than with
outsiders to negotiate over them and perhaps reach a settlement.
Religion has an ambivalent role in national identity. Sometimes it is the enemy of
nationhood; as in the case of Islam, for which the ideal community is the umma - the
worldwide community of Muslims. Sometimes it divides nations: the English identity is
divided between Anglicans and Non-conformists; the German identity is divided between
Lutherans and Catholics. But even here, religious divisions can be overcome at times of
national crisis.
It is much commoner, though, for religion to strengthen nationhood. In the 17th century
Netherlands, Protestantism in its various forms led the Dutch to overthrow Spanish Catholic
rule. In Poland, Lithuania and Ireland the population’s Catholic faith impelled them to seek
emancipation from the Russian and British empires. Sometimes nationalism becomes a
kind of religion, with the personal devotion, the collective rituals, the mythmaking and the
readiness for self-sacrifice which normally associated with religion. This was evident in
many European countries in the 19th and 20th centuries.
As well as being a symbol-bearer, the nation-state has a second important function: as
public risk-manager. In this role the state defends its citizens against invasion or internal
disorder; its legal and law enforcement system ensures that disputes are settled peacefully,
crime is minimised and criminals punished. It provides disaster management and through
national insurance protects its citizens against accident, illness and old age. These collective
provisions against risk are linked to the fiscal covenant: a citizen pays taxes and receives
protection.
There is a damaging imbalance in this structure: economies are global, but risk management
remains national. The imbalance is especially acute within the eurozone, which was
established with the opposite purpose, to internationalise money and to eliminate the risks
of uncoordinated movements of national currencies. But the euro was badly designed. It
was launched without the stabilisers which normally characterise national currencies: a
common fiscal policy, a single finance ministry, central financial supervision or a central bank
able to act as lender of last resort. In the financial crisis of 2007-8 national governments
had to find solutions within their own capacities, without being able either to devalue
their currencies or to rely on eurozone solidarity. When large banks were threatened with
collapse, nation-states stepped in to save them with subsidies, guarantees and in some
cases by nationalisation. Budgetary balance was restored by cutting expenditures and
thereby weakening the fiscal covenant. Poor and vulnerable citizens suffered serious losses
of amenity and independence and came to feel that politicians neither knew nor cared about
their plight. Badly affected nations like Spain, Portugal, Ireland and Greece, experienced
an economic catastrophe, with people left hungry, homeless and close to destitution, and
record unemployment, especially among the young.
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In reaction to these disasters, many voters have decided that they can no longer trust
either the EU or the eurozone to protect them against misfortune. Adherence to the
established parties of government and opposition has waned to the benefit of populist
parties mainly, though not entirely of the right, which offer simplified nationalist solutions
to complex problems. Those parties have attracted them by evoking the symbols of national
solidarity and using them to arouse enmity against foreigners, against alien religions and
against international institutions. Populist parties want to restore the powers of national
governments and national parliaments and to limit or end immigration. Even parties which
are right-wing on ethnic policy tend to be left-wing on economic policy. They want to build
barriers against multi-national companies and reinstate national capital controls. They
want a full restoration of the nation’s fiscal covenant and of the state’s role as public risk
manager. They demand that commercial and industrial companies should pay their fair
share of taxation and should be prevented from accumulating profits in offshore tax havens.
Recently the German political scientist Wolfgang Streeck has contended that global
economy, as currently structured, is incompatible with democracy and social justice23. This
is a fundamental challenge to the European Union, which exists precisely to promote both
global trade and the combination of democracy and social justice. If it fails in those two
aims, it has failed altogether, and will probably fall apart. According to Streeck, neo-liberal
economics leads to unsustainable social polarisation. The less fortunate can be protected
only by the ever greater accumulation of public and private debt, or by inflation, which
postpones the problem without solving it. The only way of maintaining the two incompatible
principles is through central banks’ creation of ever new “magic” money. Streeck proposes
that the euro should be dismantled and national currencies be restored in a neo-Bretton
Woods deal. The euro could run alongside them, like the bankcor which Keynes proposed
in 1944 but the USA rejected. Streeck accepts that the return to national currencies cannot
be done painlessly, but asserts that the pain will be less than that created by neoliberal
internationalism. The project of political union, pursued by authoritarian neo-liberals,
should be abandoned. Democracy cannot mean the abandonment of national political and
economic traditions, including national forms of capitalism. Genuine political unity or even
general agreement cannot be achieved while the euro is brandished over weaker nations as
an instrument of discipline.
Professor Hosking expressed his hope that Streeck is wrong, but noted that the arguments
are powerful and merit debate. If the present arrangements continue there will be another
major financial crisis (essentially a crisis of trust), probably centring on Greece; if it cannot be
satisfactorily resolved, the euro will collapse and with it possibly the EU itself. Either the euro
becomes a genuine international currency, with international risk management - through a
common eurozone fiscal policy, a single finance ministry, central financial supervision and
a central bank able to act as lender of last resort - or a remarkable experiment in creating
international trust structures will fail.
Whatever the advantages of nation-states as projectors of trust-generating symbolism, they
cannot in the modern world act effectively as public risk-managers or as guarantors of the
fiscal covenant unless they cooperate closely in regulating and restraining the international
corporations which can exploit individual states. They can arrange to pay their taxes in a
low-tax regime and to conceal many of their profits in countries with secretive banking
systems. These practices mean that some of the wealthiest corporations on the planet
23
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as Buying Time, London: Verso, 2014.
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make little or no contribution to the financing of facilities – communications infrastructure,
health care, education - from which they and their employees benefit.
Here the EU has considerable potential advantages as an enforcer of trustworthy behaviour.
Its member nation-states need to agree not to compete with one another in lowering tax
rates in order to attract international businesses which are not prepared to make their
contribution towards maintaining the social fabric in each country. They need to help each
other in collecting information about what those businesses sell in each state, in order
that corporation taxes may be fairly apportioned. The EU has begun to do this, but with
excessive caution. The EU needs to publicise its policy forcefully, for such trust-generating
agreements are precisely what is beyond the capacity of individual nations, and people
need to know of the common efforts being made on their behalf.
Finally, working together to solve common problems is the best way to increase trust
between nations, or to create it where it has previously not existed. Doing so involves first
of all taking one or more steps which are risky, in the sense that there is no certainty they
will be reciprocated. In a real sense this is “co-creation”. That is how EU was created after
the Second World War - and Europe’s problems were then far worse than they are now.
Both in studying trust-generating symbolic systems and in elaborating steps for increased
collaboration between nation-states, research in the humanities and social sciences is
crucial. That is especially true at the present moment when, without such understanding,
the EU may be on the threshold of a catastrophic breakdown of the mutual trust which has
hitherto enabled it to stay together and to achieve so much.

Trust is a prerequisite for social innovation
Chiara Davalli from the European Business Centres Innovation Network (EBN) shared with
the conference the experience and perspective of a practitioner of social innovation. EBN
exists to support the development and growth of innovative entrepreneurs, start-ups and
SMEs with the eventual aim to support, economic development, regional development
and job creation. EBN comprises is an international community of 220 smart and
specialist organisations diverse in their skills, but with a common interest in innovation,
entrepreneurship and economic development. Social innovation depends on trust, resilience,
connections and communication. For the social innovator trust is not something to be taken
for granted but is more akin to a process that needs to be faced anew and renewed each
day.
EBN supports innovative entrepreneurship in many different fields, defining better tools,
methodologies and policies to support innovation at regional, national and European level.
It works to produce tools for Responsible Research and Innovation and it is a partner in
the MIRRIS project (Mobilising Institutional Reforms in Research and Innovation Systems)
which aims to encourage a more effective participation by the EU13 countries in European
research and innovation programmes through a process of analysis, dialogue, mutual
learning among key research, innovation and institutional actors. EBN is involved in activities
to bring urban communities and businesses together with local authorities and researchers
to collaborate on developing new solutions for more sustainable and resilient European
cities and as a member of the INNO INDIGO ERA-Net, EBN works to enhance EU-India
cooperation in research.
Of especial relevance to the conference is that EBN coordinates the Transnational
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Network for Social Innovation Incubation (TRANSITION24). This important project supports
the transnational scaling-up of social innovations across Europe by means of a network
of incubators drawing on the expertise and knowledge of established partners in social
innovation and innovation-based incubation. Social Innovation Incubation is concerned with
giving social innovators access to services and tools to grow their ideas, prototypes and
projects. TRANSITION also consolidates knowledge on which scaling methodologies are most
effective in a given region and the level of impact of these methodologies when transferred
between regions. The partners in the consortium are all pioneers in social innovation and
incubation, and provide a broad geographical coverage. There are six Scaling Centres:
the Paris Region; West Ireland; Milan; Lisbon, the Basque country and the UK; the scaling
centres are complemented by additional expertise from Nesta and the Social Innovation
Exchange to ensure that diverse approaches and methodologies for social innovation will
be represented.
Together the network has developed an approach it calls the Local System. Each scaling
centre identifies and works with local social innovators: the target is 300. The centres help
the aspiring innovator by giving support in design and finance, assessment of legal issues,
feasibility and social impact plus business coaching to help them scale nationally and
internationally. If appropriate, social innovators will be passed between scaling centres as
market opportunities or availability of technical support dictates. During this process six
promising social innovations are selected for scaling up in London and the Basque country.
They will participate in the Transnational Start-ups Laboratory to take social innovations
at the ideas stage rapidly through to international implementation within the duration of
the project; TRANSITION connects them with potential funders, partners and stakeholders
in the new market, where the local scaling centre in the will assist them to develop their
activities in the new region. A second objective of TRANSITION is to provide new evidence
of the role of incubator networks in accelerating and scaling-up social innovations, testing
social innovation processes and demonstrating what works in different European contexts.
The TRANSITION project has adopted a broad definition of social innovation in order not
to exclude potentially useful idea. It aims at supporting social innovations of different
kinds including new ventures lead by existing social entrepreneurs, innovations based
within existing organisations and companies, initiatives from strategic multi-stakeholder
partnerships, voluntary actions and campaigns of advice. It regards scaling as including
any step in the development of a social innovation. From its work to date it has developed
in collaboration with its clients a model of the “Social Innovation Journey”, as shown in the
Figure 8, to serve dual audiences. The model is helpful to the social innovator to indicate
where an innovation stands in the route to market, what will need to be done next and
what support is necessary. It helps also the social incubator to define the strategy and
programmes to assist entrepreneurs, to assess what innovations are ready for support
and to tailor tools and methods to the specific needs of the technology and the catchment
area in order to maximise the social impact. The outer circle captures the early stages of
development; the inner circle captures the progress of more mature innovations and the
transition from outer to inner occurs when moving from pre-prototype to prototype.
An interesting lesson from experience to date is that the peer-to-peer learning is highly
valued: more so even that the expert coaching. The power of partnerships as a means
of de-risking transnational scaling has been amply demonstrated, both for the social
innovators and for the incubators. Operating within a network builds trust that is supportive
of successful work. Communication has proved to be critical and has been fostered by
24
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networks such as “SI live” for social innovators and the European Social Innovation
Incubation Network (ESIIN) comprising incubators, accelerators, foundations, social investor
and universities and intended to share experience on incubation of social innovation. The
project has also arranged for joint events between research institutions and incubators to
develop a joint research agenda. The exchanges within this process have been very fruitful
for both sides. There have been difficulties; the implementation of social implementation
and the completion of the TRANSITION project have different schedules and it is unlikely
that scaling will happen within the timescale of the project as was originally foreseen.
Multiple factors affect decisions to scale-up and social innovators may decide to scale-up
elsewhere and not as envisaged in the structure of the project.
Summarising the experience of TRANSITION so far, Dr Davalli emphasised the critical need
for incubators to act as a bridge between different stakeholders: to bring them together as
early as possible in the process; to moderate their dialogue and to constructs links between
policy, practice and research. Participation is vital; diversity should be seen as a resource as
it brings different skill sets and timelines. It is necessary to reach out to unlikely partners
as they bring different points of view and can de-risk implementation. Private, public and
individual stakeholders need to work and experiment together in partnership.

Inclusive, Innovative and Reflective Societies: Recurring themes
The conference provided a remarkable insight into the richness and scope of present
research within the social sciences and humanities that bears upon the co-creation of
resilient societies. The disciplines of history and foresight combine to define the opportunities
and risks of the future. Analysis of the past behaviour of the economy and society helps
dispel myths and prejudices and provides evidence on which to base better policies and
practice for future growth, productivity and innovation, including social innovation. Despite
the remarkable diversity of disciplinary activity and the grand scope of the presentations
there are certain recurrent themes pertaining to trust that bear recapitulation.
The first of these themes is the distinction between trust and trustworthiness and the
identification of competence, reliability and honesty as evidence for trustworthiness. The
validity of this distinction and the need to demonstrate trustworthiness in order that others
might trust was noted in all of the presentations dealing with interdisciplinary research,
where the need to create mutual respect and understanding between disciplines is
paramount. Trust of the user in the innovator is also critical; however good the research it
can contribute nothing to society of there is now trust in the institutions that will deploy
it. Similarly in social innovation researchers must make the effort to demonstrate their
trustworthiness towards the community with which they interact as must social incubators
with prospective entrepreneurs. In the political sphere, low trust is placed in politicians;
perhaps politicians need to work more on demonstrating trustworthiness, but the interesting
point was made that the EU has considerable potential as an enforcer of trustworthy
behaviour by the member states to thwart beggar-thy-neighbour policies. The corrosive
effects of corruption on trust were noted; corruption reduces trust in government policies
and undermines growth; the tendency of some countries to be more corrupt than others
means that corruption causes a divergence of economic performance among states that
strains the unity of Europe.
A second pervasive theme was that of participation. The need to participate operates at
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many levels; there is the participation of citizens in the governmental policy process, the
need for participation among researchers and the need for technical experts to participate
effectively with potential users or beneficiaries of innovations. The participation ladder
offers a scale for measuring participation. In the view of some participants there were
recent signs of better incorporation citizens in the policy process, but much of what passes
for participation is close to tokenism. The limits of transparency in this respect were noted;
transparency places information in the public domain, but does not ensure it is seen by
the right people nor does it ensure accountability. The highest levels of participation seem
to be achieved by social innovators where empowerment is recognised as a critical factor
of success. Closely linked to participation is communication. Several speakers observed
that to perform effective interdisciplinary research or for social innovation to prosper
good communication based in mutual respect and intelligibility is fundamental; honest
communication is the key to trust.
Discussion of knowledge provided a third stimulating theme. Knowledge is necessary for a
person to place trust; knowledge of how the trusted entity is likely to behave with respect
to the matter in trust. Careful reflection of what knowledge we need to address global
challenges is the proper basis on which to construct future purposeful research. It is not only
the content of knowledge that is important, but also its quality. The empirical knowledge
familiar to the physical and life sciences transforms into culturally defined and socially
implemented orientational knowledge and the manner in which that is done conditions
its relevance to resolution of societal challenges. The transformation can be purposefully
directed by interdisciplinary teams of physical and social scientists participating and
communicating.
Finally, there were frequent references to the need for large quantities of reliable data and
for skilful analysis that could promote more resilient societies and provide the evidence
for well-adapted policies. Much analysis of large data at present is directed to marketing
of products, but there is great scope for application in the public interest. Examples were
given of how data analysis can dispel myths surrounding ageing and migration. The need
for good evidence pervades the design of appropriate macro-economic and social policies:
examples discussed in the conference included the factors contributing to high productivity;
the consequences of diversity in growth; the factors determining the success or otherwise
of policy transfer and the spread of best practice.

Research matching society: From visions to actions

Research on trust: A tentative agenda
These are necessarily tentative suggestions because the conference did not specially
provide for this output, but some presentations and a part of the discussion touched upon
future work and the listed proposals are loosely based on that. They are meant to be no
more than a stimulus to further reflection.

Trust and the European project
There is a general perception of a “crisis of trust” in national and European institutions. The
empirical evidence does not unambiguously confirm this perception, but it is widely shared.
The constituents of this crisis cover several domains: the EU and its Member States appear
paralysed in the face of war in its neighbourhood and the massive movements of migrants
– the great achievement of Schengen is severely threatened; management of a single
currency within the Eurozone has been more difficult than many expected and has eroded
trust between countries facing different economic challenges, but condemned to a single
solution imposed it would seem by the strongest; even setting aside the internal disputes
of the Eurozone, the monetary policies adopted have not fostered growth and employment;
the EU had little contribution to solving problems of radicalisation and defining effective
policies to reconcile minority groups – some of which are now substantial – with European
values. In economic and commercial debate the assertion of national interests has become
ever more strident and opt-outs from common policies are increasingly common. There
appears also to be a loss of trust among the European polity of their own identity and
values. None of this seems sound ground for a deeper fiscal and political union. Compacts
and sanctions can go so far, but some basic element of trust between members is also
essential. Among possible research questions are:
•
•
•

To what extent is this perception of diminished trust real and if it is real what are the
true determinants?
To what extent is the loss important; how far can legal remedies replace trust?
How can trust be rebuilt between nations and between citizens and national and
European institutions of governance?

Trust in the European corporate sector
The corporate sector may be seen as a more suitable instrument than government to deliver
goods and services. The tendency is more advanced in some countries than others, but is
generally apparent. The private sector has generally replaced the state in air transport
and energy provision, less comprehensively in water and railways. The UK has probably
gone further down this path than most, with the private sector adopting an important role
in provision of infrastructure, pensions and some state services such as security. Much of
this is controversial and poses the question as to whether the private sector is entirely
trustworthy. People may not trust government a great deal, but with the private sector
there is a clear conflict because private interests have scope to gain by exploiting the
citizen. Competition and regulation are the normal remedies, but the citizen needs to trust
these mechanisms and there is some reason to doubt just how effective they are. Some
banks could serve as an example: irresponsible and incompetent behaviour, bordering on
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fraud has created enormous damage. Tax avoidance if not tax evasion by multinational
companies is disturbing. Misuse of data gathered through the internet is a concern for many
and this will become more serious as the internet of things and particularly web-connected
cars becomes the norm. The scandal of major car manufacturer and its fraudulent
circumvention of emissions testing will have done nothing to appease the concern. In the
UK the outsourcing of security services to private companies has been problematic with
allegations of fraud that led to repayments to the government. Acceptance of the shift to
delivery of what were once public services by the corporate sector cannot depend principally
on interaction-based forms of trust; it requires institutional arrangements to ensure agents
behave in a competent, reliable and trustworthy manner. Regulation is the present means
of doing this, but evidently it is not entirely satisfactory. Research is needed to provide a
better understanding of how to ensure trustworthiness through institutional means. Such
research might involve:
•
•
•

Comparative analysis of practice across the EU
Examination of strengths and weaknesses of present practice and the circumstances
that take for success or failure
Proposals for improved and refined practice

Trust between producers and users of natural resources
Imbalances between supply and demand in commodity markets can shift rapidly: in the oil
market a commodity supposedly scarce is now in surplus, nevertheless throughout the world
there is a tendency to see access to resources as a priority for states and associated with
that comes exclusive agreements, protectionism and mistrust. Important transitions from
present unsustainable practices in energy, water, food and environment are essential, but
exclusive agreements will not be globally efficient. Transition to an efficient and sustainable
use of natural resources will be facilitated by cooperation and trust expressed within
commercial contracts or international agreements. Such cooperation will only be achieved
if adequate attention is given to the unbalanced dependencies that characterise the world
and to the mistrust and insecurity that they engender. Among the critical relationships are
those between suppliers and users of commodities - largely commercial, but moderated by
diplomacy. The trustworthiness of partners originates from a state of mutual dependence
on one side for security and on the other for revenue. When phrased in terms of European
security the extent of trust among European countries becomes important and if it is not
present then individual nation-states will seek their own arrangements engendering a
destructive competition. The research questions to be addressed are:
•
•
•
•

What shared interests can be identified between Europe and the range of exporting
countries with which it deals?
Among past efforts (Euro-Arab dialogue, Energy Charter etc.) what has worked, what
has failed and why?
What enabling conditions are likely to be effective and feasible; what conditions must
be avoided?
What part of failure arises out of conflict and mistrust among EU nations and are all
relevant EU policies well-aligned?

Research on Trust: A Tentative Agenda

Trust and the changing dynamics of health
The concepts of trust and social capital have been used to explain part of the geographic
variations in mortality and morbidity. There is evidence that trust improves medical
outcomes and those patients who trust their doctors are more likely to comply with medical
advice. High levels of social capital are found in some studies to be correlated with better
health. The nature of the relationship between doctor and patient is changing profoundly.
Better standards of education and access to information through the internet have given
many patients sufficient understanding of their condition to be able to discuss treatment
options and risks, to be proactive in managing their illness and to participate in decisions on
clinical treatments and providers. These changes must have significant implications for the
nature of the relationship between the patient and professional health providers. The more
effective collection, storage and sharing of data regarding the medical history of patients
and access to that data by patients is an important part of this change, but it extends the
requirement for trust to include trust in the security of data and its proper use. Given the
ageing population of the EU and the associated demands on the health services, plus the
general intent to improve standards of health across the Union, it is desirable extend insight
into this changing relationship and to assess the potential and the risks. Research questions
include:
•

•
•

•

To what extent can variations in health care across Europe be associated with variations
in social capital or identifiable differences in the perception of trustworthiness in health
care providers?
What factors govern the creation and fostering of trust in the relationship between
patients, doctors and the healthcare institutions?
How does a high level of trust express itself in patient behaviour, (compliance and selfmanagement) and patient involvement in choice of treatments and understanding of
risks and can this be reliably associated with better clinical outcomes?
What lessons can be drawn for the better provision of healthcare.

Trust, co-creation and social innovation
Trust is fundamental to engagement in co-creation and social innovation. People will only
willingly collaborate with entities that they expect to behave well, be they corporate, notfor-profit or governmental. Different people may have different criteria for behaving well
depending upon their expectations from the collaboration. In some cases the expectation
may be that a collaborator will deliver a more reliable or more strongly personalised product;
in another case the expectation may be couched in terms of social accountability or ethical
conduct. Co-creation places a certain risk upon the weaker party as it is the more likely
to provide data and to gain nothing if things go wrong. In particular, individuals, whether
in the role of a potential consumer of a commercial innovation or a potential beneficiary
of a social innovation tend to be progressively more cautious about providing personal
information and careful about whom they give it to. Co-creation and social innovation will
only succeed if they can persuade partners to cooperate and that implies that there is a
relationship of trust. The scope of that trust is wide: it should bridge different stakeholders;
diversity of stakeholders brings different skill sets and experience; trust should lead to
participation and to impact; wide-ranging trust can help to connect research with policy and
practice.
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Research questions, following on multi-country survey, are:
•
•
•
•

Is there any correlation between the extent of social capital in a locality and the success
of co-creation?
What specific conduct of the innovator will help create trust and how far is it practical
to extend the scope of trust to diverse stakeholders?
What issues arise with respect to IPR and how are they dealt with?
What recommendations can be made for social innovation and co-creation in general?

Research on Trust: A Tentative Agenda
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Afterword
One of the objectives of the “Trust” conference was to showcase Socio-economic Sciences
and Humanities (SSH) research within the broad concept of trust and to give evidence to
the “real” impact of research highlighting the societal relevance and its usability for society,
business and citizens. However, the notion of “trust” and “trustworthiness” in the context
of EU research and innovation can be taken a step further that is often taken for granted.
The EU-funded projects and networks are all instrumental in building a European spirit and
identity, by enabling researchers, academics, policy makers and stakeholders to engage
with each other, to create and commit to a shared vision.
Successful collaboration in EU projects as elsewhere is built on trust and trustworthiness.
EU research and innovation projects not only serve the purpose of promoting excellent
research and innovation in Europe but they also contribute to the making and understanding
of Europe, to fostering trust, turning Europe’s diversity into an asset, into its strength. It is in
this context and spirit that Net4Society has been engaging in Horizon 2020.
As Commissioner Moedas has stated: “Building a better Europe is possible and is largely
a matter of trust: trust in people, trust in institutions and trust among Member States”. By
offering various platforms for critical debate and knowledge exchange, Net4Society strives
to be a small part of this process.
Net4Society was established in 2008 in the 7th European Research Framework Programme
(FP7, 2007-2013), as the network of National Contact Points for SSH. Since the start of
Horizon 2020, Net4Society is composed of National Contact Points for Societal Challenge
6 (SC 6) «Europe in a changing world: inclusive, innovative and reflective societies»,
that is largely driven by SSH research. Net4Society actively supports networking in the
European research community and SC 6 NCPs offer researchers help with all aspects of EU
proposal preparation and writing. Net4Society regularly organizes international high-level
conferences, spanning issues from social innovation, active aging to the impact of SSH
research and most recently trust as described in this report.
The network prepares EU policy briefs on SSH relevant topics and publishes “Issues” a
magazine for policy-makers and stakeholders. Another specific focus of Net4Society is
supporting the successful integration of SSH throughout Horizon 2020. Net4Society includes
European and international National Contact Points from across 50 countries.
The Trust Conference was jointly organized by the EU Commission and Net4Society and
supported by HERA and Science Europe.
Angela Schindler-Daniels, Coordinator of Net4Society
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Conference Organisers
Belgian Royal Academy of Sciences, 29 October 2015
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