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million+ response to Funding Council consultation on Science and Innovation 

Framework (30 June 2014)  

Annex A: Response template 

1. The four UK higher education funding bodies and Research Councils UK are seeking views and sources 

of evidence from the higher education sector to inform our contributions to the Science and Innovation 

Strategy. We set out the areas in which we are seeking views in this response form. Please use this form 

to respond. 

2. Responses should be sent by e-mail to S&Istrategy@hefce.ac.uk by 12 noon, 30 June 2014. 

Name and role of respondent: Pam Tatlow, Chief Executive 

Name of institution: million+ 

For each of the areas below, detail your views and any potential sources of evidence. Please also 

indicate if you consider that your institution may be able to provide a case study to demonstrate your 

argument. 

Benchmarking the UK 

• What are the key challenges the UK needs to address to maintain and develop a globally leading 

science and innovation system? 

• What indicators could be used to measure UK performance by 2020? 

million+ is a university think-tank which works with universities in England and Scotland and other 

stakeholders and we are pleased to respond to this important consultation. In recent years million+ has 

published Smarter Regions Smarter Britain (2014), Research that Matters (2011), International Higher 

Education: Missing an Opportunity (2011) and a Postgraduate Strategy for Britain (2010) all of which are 

relevant to this consultation. We shall also be publishing a report 'Growth by Research’ in September 

2014.  

million+ supports the rationale, expounded by successive governments, that public investment in 

science and innovation is an important for economic growth not only at national level but also in the 

regions. It is therefore disappointing that the UK has not kept pace with many other nations in the 

developed world and in the emerging economies in terms of the level of investment allocated to 

research and development (R&D).  

The UK continues to invest less in R&D than the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD)1 average when taken as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP). In the last 

five years, the UK has been outside of the top 10 OECD members by this percentage of GDP measure. In 

addition to being outside the OECD average, the UK is also outside the averages for the EU 15 and EU 28 

countries. 2 In 2012, the UK’s gross domestic expenditure in research (known as GERD in OECD terms) 

                                                
1
 http://www.oecd.org/  

2
 EU 15 and EU 28 refer to the average of particular groups of EU countries. EU 15 refers to the countries in the EU prior to the 

accession of 10 new countries in 2004. The EU15 comprised the following 15 countries: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, 
France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom. EU 28 refers to the 
number of countries in the Union at July 2013 

http://www.oecd.org/
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was 1.73% of GDP.3 The OECD average was 2.4%, and the corresponding figure for the EU 28 was 1.98%. 

The UK has also decreased its investment in research and development as a percentage of GDP since 

2009, while the EU averages have increased each year since 2010. The UK is now significantly behind 

other countries in terms of the publicly funded levels of investment in research and development – with 

the UK government investing only 0.59% of GDP, placing it 23rd in the OECD table.  

The Treasury target for the UK’s 2004-2014 Science and Innovation Framework was to increase total UK 

R&D from 1.9% of GDP to 2.5% of GDP by 2014. Overall the level of public spending on the science base 

was expected to grow faster than the rate of growth of GDP with increased investment by the private 

sector whose investment had fallen to 1.2% of GDP by 2002.  

In contrast to these ambitions, the Office for National Statistics (ONS) confirmed in March 2014 that the 

UK’s expenditure on research and development had decreased by 3% between 2011 and 2012. The ONS 

also confirmed that business sector spending had decreased by 2%.4 

Accordingly, a key challenge for the UK government is to reverse this trend of declining investment and 

embark on a strategy to increase the percentage share of R&D investment so that it at least matches 

that of the EU 28 country average. Ideally, the UK needs to be more ambitious and exceed this figure 

otherwise the UK risks losing its place in the global science and innovation system with wider domestic 

consequences. 

In this context, the promotion of university rankings and university league tables at both national and 

international level has not been helpful. The concept of ‘world-leading research intensive universities’ 

applies to very few institutions. However, the idea has come to dominate the global HE and R&D 

investment agenda in some countries including in the UK. As a result, national funding policies are often 

pursued to support these universities with resources for research highly concentrated by institution and 

favouring STEM at the expense of other national priorities.  

 

In contrast there are highly successful alternative ‘social’ models of higher education which lead to 

different funding regimes. Although not without a scattering of universities which score highly in the 

league tables, the Nordic countries provide an interesting alternative. With levels of investment in 

science and research which in some cases are almost double that of the UK, an emphasis on 

translational research funding and assumptions of partnership built into the funding model, this is an 

approach that UK policy makers and governments can no longer afford to ignore.  

 

To move forward the UK and its governments will need to develop a more holistic view about what all 

universities deliver and capture in their policy and investment strategy for science and innovation, the 

intrinsic links between research, teaching, innovation, university-business collaborations and graduate 

supply at both undergraduate and postgraduate level.  

 

                                                
3
 This figure is the total investment by the UK. It includes government spending and private, business, industry and other spending.  

4
 http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/gross-domestic-expenditure-on-research-and-development/2012/stb-gerd-2012.html  

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/rdit1/gross-domestic-expenditure-on-research-and-development/2012/stb-gerd-2012.html
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 There should be a significant increase in government investment in the Science and Innovation 

Framework over a ten year cycle. However, to promote growth as well as scientific enquiry and 

discovery, the allocation of this investment should not simply mimic what has gone before: a 

new strategy and new funding streams need to be developed to ensure that the research base 

across the sector is enhanced and energised.  

 

Infrastructure 

• The Department of Business, Innovation and Skills’ consultation on proposals for long-term capital 

investment invites evidence to be submitted in this area. To complement that consultation, we invite any 

further views relating to science and innovation infrastructure that are not covered by the Department’s 

consultation; for example, how could we make the most of existing research and technology 

organisations and their infrastructure, in both the public and private sectors, to strengthen science 

capability and support for businesses? 

 

Since 2010, opportunities for many universities to secure capital investment for their research 

infrastructure via the funds made available to the Funding and Research Councils have been increasingly 

difficult due to a focus on large scale projects and a requirement to provide match-funding. The lack of 

public investment in university infrastructure will impact on the capacity of institutions to maintain 

internationally recognised research and limit opportunities to compete for external funding. Research 

infrastructure is also important for other reasons: it provides a base to invest in new and emerging 

disciplines, supports the development of research staff and provides a foundation for postgraduate 

study including in areas in which many research-intensives universities are not as engaged. 

 

It is also worth noting that research funding is the biggest cause of inequity in student and university 

resource. Unless this inequity is addressed universities will have little alternative but to use increasing 

amounts of tuition fee income to support investment in research. 

 

Government policies to promote open access of research findings are also placing new requirements on 

all universities which will need to invest significantly in institutional infrastructure to develop and 

improve repositories. Continuing to concentrate investment in an increasingly small number of 

institutions runs in contradiction to the open access requirements placed on all institutions. However in 

geographic terms this policy of concentration risks creating ‘regional cold spots’ (regardless of quality) as 

more and more research funding is funnelled into a ‘golden triangle’ of centres based in London, Oxford, 

and Cambridge and to some extent Manchester. 

 
There are a number of other funding streams that support science investment and business 
collaboration. These include the Technology Strategy Board and the Higher Education Innovation Fund. 
From its highest level in the 2006-08 period of £238m, HEIF has fallen to £150m and as a result of a 
change of formula in 2011 is now available to fewer institutions with particular difficulties arising for 
institutions working with SMEs in the creative industries.  
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 As in many Nordic countries, the UK should adopt a policy of guaranteeing public investment in 

research infrastructure to all universities which have been awarded research degree awarding 

powers. 

 The HEIF allocation should be increased and the formula reviewed to ensure that all universities 

can access the fund.  

 

Research capability and impact 

• In what key ways do the strategic principles informing UK science and innovation (such as dual support 

and autonomy) support the system? 

• What factors are important in ensuring we have the right balance of different types of research (for 

example basic research, experimental research, and research directed towards application)? 

• How could we further the progress already made on maximising the impact of research? 

• Which models, and characteristics of models, of government support to catalyse innovation, 

knowledge exchange and impact work best? In what context or contexts? 

 

Following the publication of the outcomes of the Research Assessment Exercise, successive 

governments have identified priorities for the funding councils which have impacted on the benefits of 

the dual support system. As a result since 2010, the majority of universities have had their Quality 

Related research funding reduced while a small number of universities have received increases in their 

QR allocation in spite of the fact that no new assessment had been undertaken of research quality. Since 

2010, the funding has become even more concentrated as a result of government interventions. This 

risks damaging the overall sustainability of the research base and limits the contribution that university 

research from across the sector can make to economic growth. However, the approach also risks 

undermining the principle and benefits of the dual support system.  

 

The UK economy needs a wide range of excellent original research but in contrast to the Nordic 

countries, the UK has paid much less attention to funding the translational research which also supports 

businesses of all sizes, the public and not- for- profit sectors. It should also be noted that since 2010, the 

Treasury and BIS have made a series of decision to fund projects in England which have not been subject 

to any peer review or quality assessment. 

 

million+  

 supports the principle of the dual support system but believes that government in the future 

needs to consider how investment should be made available to all universities  

 

 considers that as investment in the Science and Innovation Framework is expanded as the 

economy recovers, a new stream of funding to support translational research should be made  

available and focused on institutions that currently receive lower levels of public QR research 

funding  
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Skills for science and innovation 

• What more could be done to expand the number of people available in the UK in science, technology, 

engineering and mathematics (STEM) disciplines at all levels of qualification, from technician skills to 

graduates? 

• How could we maximise the chances of people fulfilling their potential in STEM disciplines in the UK? In 

what ways can we raise awareness of science- and innovation-related careers and opportunities? 

• Have we got the right balance between skills levels and disciplines for science and innovation? Are 

there particular areas where growth needs to be encouraged? 

• Do we have master’s and postgraduate degrees that prepare graduates well to take up technological 

and managerial roles in UK businesses? 

STEM is an important area in which the UK needs to have sufficient skills and research capacity. The 

development of a wider STEM skills base needs a 20 year strategy in which the roles of universities in 

teacher education needs to be valued. However, there is also a need to ensure other areas are not 

marginalised due to a disproportionate focus on STEM disciplines. For example, the creative sector is 

one of the UK’s key assets but it is not part of the Industrial Strategy, and because of the way in which 

government departments are organised, it sits outside the remit of the Department for Business, 

Innovation and Skills. This means that the connection between research and the creative industries is 

not fully exploited. However there is also a strong argument to deliver a multi-disciplinary approach – 

simply providing more STEM graduates will not in itself suffice either in terms of the academic or wider 

workforce.  

 

Postgraduate students in the UK do not currently have access to financial support – particularly for 

taught masters’ degrees, which are often the gateway to embarking on a research degree. The majority 

of postgraduate students return to study when they are older and study on a part-time basis but this 

market has declined significantly. There is an urgent need to support UK postgraduate supply and not 

just in respect of STEM.  

 The government should use receipts from the sale of the student loan book to provide funding 

to universities for 50,000 additional postgraduate places over a 5 year period – with two-thirds 

of the latter allocated to part-time study linked to professional, industry or public-service based 

programmes.  

 

Research-business interface 

In responding to the questions in this area, institutions may want to reflect on how their relationships 

with businesses relate to the issues raised. 

• What prevents businesses in the UK from investing in research and development as much as businesses 

do in other leading economies? What more could be done to catalyse business investment in the system? 

• How could we ensure that more small and medium-sized enterprises develop new products and 



 

6 
 

services to bring business innovation performance at the level of other leading economies? How could 

the science and innovation system better support some of these enterprises? 

• How could the science and innovation system better contribute to supporting innovation in services, a 

large part of the UK economy? Are there areas that would require further consideration? 

• How should Government and partners regularly identify the technologies in which the UK should 

prioritise investment, and what evidence should that be based on? 

 

The statistics from the OECD demonstrate that the UK is not performing as well as other countries in the 

area of business investment in research and development. In contrast to those Nordic countries which 

score highly in innovation, the UK has failed to foster a partnership approach to support business R&D 

investment across a wider range of sectors and regions as part of its science and innovation strategy.  

 
UK governments have tended to emphasise the importance of research investment in some key sectors 

e.g. pharmaceuticals. This risks creating an over-dependency on a limited number of sectors and large 

global businesses which have the capacity to transfer research facilities anywhere in the world. 

Important though these sectors are, a more comprehensive approach should be developed which 

includes a positive strategy to ensure that universities are supported to use their research expertise to 

engage with small businesses.  

 

In Scotland, all universities receive a baseline investment for knowledge exchange. However as 

previously outlined, in England, the changes to the formula and funding rules for HEIF have resulted in 

some universities being excluded from accessing this funding stream. Moreover the innovation voucher 

and knowledge transfer partnerships (KTP) schemes offered by the Technology Strategy Board have 

centrally determined priorities and are not responsive to local needs.  

 

 Funding for Innovation Vouchers and KTP schemes should be expanded and transferred to 

universities.  

 

 A Small Business Agency should be established with a briefed that includes promoting 

partnerships between small business and the research, knowledge and expertise available in 

universities. 

 

In summary, a second 10 Year Science and Innovation Framework provides the government with an 

opportunity to renew and significantly expand its funding commitment to research, development and 

innovation. However, this Framework should not rely on a strategy of 'more of the same'. New 

innovative thinking needs to be developed and new funding streams made available to ensure that the 

research base is enhanced across the sector. Strategies and formulae which effectively result in ‘a closed 

shop’ in research funding are not fit for purpose in the 21st century and will only serve to undermine 

rather than enhance the dynamism of the UK’s research and innovation potential. 

 

For further information: Pam Tatlow CEO million+ via info@millionplus.ac.uk tel: 020-7717 1655 

mailto:info@millionplus.ac.uk

