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Abstract
This paper takes as its starting point the decision of the UK Government in March 2000 to re-locate a multi-million pound scientific facility in the South East of England instead of at the existing base in the North West, despite the key role that the project was to form in the North West’s Regional and Innovation Strategies.  This raised an important question over the interaction between existing scientific practice in the UK and regional needs and over the perceived tension between national science policy and regional development.  Surprisingly, however, an examination of national science policy over the last ten years demonstrates that increasing significance is being attached to the regional dimension with notions of clustering and localized innovation systems creeping up the policy agenda.  At the same time, developments in the North West of England since March 2000 are indicating that, in spite of recent Government actions, the seeds of a regional innovation system can be seen, as indicated by the establishment of a regional science council, with responsibility for the design and implementation of a regional science strategy.   

This outline paper seeks to problematise these developments and highlights a number of directions for further research.   The first part of the paper introduces the rationale and context and seeks to illustrate why recent developments might indicate that national science policy is ‘region-blind’.  The second part of the paper then moves on to examine key trends in national science policy over the last ten years and the attitude taken therein towards the regional dimension.  Next, the paper considers recent developments in the English regions in respect of the enhancement and support of the regional science base.  Finally, further areas for research will be highlighted.

The paper is based on initial indications from a one-year research project entitled ‘Making Science History: The Regionalisation of Science Policy?’ funded by the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) Science in Society Programme.  
The Question: Is National Science and Innovation Policy Region-Blind?

The Daresbury Laboratory (DL) in Cheshire, North West England, is one of two major scientific facilities run by the Central Laboratory of the Research Councils (CLRC). In 1980 the world’s first Synchrotron Radiation Source (SRS) was opened at the DL and over the course of the next twenty years, most of the UK’s expertise in the production and exploitation of SR became concentrated in the region.   The second facility under the control of the CLRC, the Rutherford Appleton Laboratory (RAL) in Oxfordshire, falls within the ‘Golden Triangle’ of research expertise constituted by London, Oxford and Cambridge.  

In 1999 the UK Government announced its decision to replace the SRS with the next generation DIAMOND synchrotron that, at a cost of £173m, was the biggest single investment in UK science infrastructure for 15 years. The new synchrotron was to be a collaboration between the UK government, the Wellcome Trust and the French Government, although the latter has subsequently pulled out.   It was originally assumed that this facility would be located at Daresbury and would form a key element in the development of the knowledge economy in the North West.  Indeed, the DIAMOND concept had been developing over a number of years at DL and the preliminary feasibility study was based on DIAMOND being located at Daresbury alongside the existing facility. This was to ensure that the necessary expertise was available for the project, that capital costs would be minimised and that there would be no break in the availability of synchrotron light to the large experimental community, which would transfer to beam-lines on the new source.   Despite initial positive indications, however, in July 1999 it was revealed that the Office of Science and Technology (OST) had developed a different strategy, which would result in the new source being located at the RAL. The arguments of co-location with the neutron source ISIS was cited as the rationale behind this shift in policy, which would create a world-class cluster of scientific excellence in the South East to enable the UK to compete on global markets. 

Following the announcement of a potential rival site for the SRS, from September 1999 to March 2000 a widespread campaign was launched in the North West region, bringing together the staff at DL, local politicians, regional agencies, the private sector, universities and the local media and supported by national and international scientific experts.  The aim was to present a coherent case for the location of the SRS in the North West on political, financial and, most significantly, scientific grounds. Table 1 provides an overview of the key arguments used in the debate.


However, despite widespread support, including from the then Secretary of State for Trade and Industry, Stephen Byers, it was announced on the 13th March 2000 that the DIAMOND SRS would be located in Oxford at the RAL in order to place British science at the forefront of global research.  The announcement was devastating for the coalition of public and private interests, including universities, industry and government, in the North West that had campaigned for the location of the synchrotron at DL and was seen as having a potentially ‘corrosive’ impact on the scientific capacity of the North West (Charles and Benneworth, 2001: 76).  This was seen as particularly damaging in light of the already unbalanced distribution of funds for research between the North and South of the country, with over 42% of Government R&D expenditure going to London and the South East of England (ONS, 1999)
.  

The official reasons for the decision, based as they were on assumptions about co-location leading to international excellence and competitiveness, demonstrate that the aim of international excellence had taken priority over regional needs, despite the fact that the Daresbury Laboratory itself had been, and was expected to remain, a key part in the regional innovation system (see Evangelista et al, 2002. Romijn and Albu, 2002. Simmie et al, 2002. Sternberg and Arndt, 2001 for literatures on regional innovation systems).  The decision was all the more surprising given the Labour Government’s stated commitment to regional development and debates over the future of the English regions (DETR, 1997. DTLR, 2002). This raised a key question for many of whether national science and innovation policy is in fact region-blind?

Table 1

	Arguments for DIAMOND at Daresbury Laboratory

	· Purposefully sites a high quality asset in the North West. 

· Is entirely in line with the Government’s regional policy. 

· Enhances the greater national interests. 

· Daresbury Laboratory is a scarce source of intellectual capital in the North West. 

· The resource represents a focus for direct and indirect employment of a highly skilled workforce. 

· Local knowledge economies require clustering if they are to survive. 

· Intellectual resources like Daresbury combine with other elements in the knowledge economies of the regional universities, related businesses and industry, small companies and NGOs to produce growth potential and refreshment of the stock of productive ideas. 

· Centres such as Daresbury act as magnets, attracting international experts to the region with a healthy ‘rub-off’ impact. 

· There are essentially no scientific synergies with existing facilities at RAL 

· Unlike RAL, Daresbury’s future is defined by the presence of a light source. 

· Daresbury it appears is destined to close if the facility goes to RAL. 

· The region would lose a major national asset. 

· Daresbury Laboratory is the national centre of excellence and is world famous for light source based research. 

· Key professional staff are located there and their networks are focused on that site. 

· The original source was located there by Harold Wilson’s Labour government in 1963 to enhance the technology base in the North West. 

· Daresbury Laboratory is the natural candidate for investment in enhanced synchrotron radiation facilities. 

· It would avoid a ‘dark period’ where the integrity of one facility was compromised before the new facility was brought on stream. 

(from www.diamond.freewire.co.uk)


The Contours of National Science Policy 

By most accounts, until recently national science policy in the UK has been piecemeal and largely uncoordinated.  Following the General Election in 1992, the then Conservative Government reviewed its arrangements for handling science and technology and created Cabinet level responsibility for the area for the first time in thirty years.  The Office for Science and Technology (OST) was established bringing together elements of the former Department of Education and Science and the Cabinet Office.  Structural and institutional change was accompanied by the 1993 White Paper Realising Our Potential, the first major review of science policy in the UK for over 20 years. It set out the structure of scientific governance and the priorities that would shape national science policy for the next 10 years.  Of particular importance, the White Paper reorganised the structure of research funding through the establishment of six new research councils, introduced the concept of technology foresight and placed an emphasis on the relationship between basic science and wealth creation (Cabinet Office, 1993). This importance of the ‘science – wealth’ relationship was subsequently reinforced by the later moving in 1995 of the OST under the auspices of the Department for Trade and Industry (British Council, 1998).  Although recognising the importance of the links between the science base and local business communities, through for instance the creation of Faraday Centres, the 1993 White Paper did not explicitly address the regional dimension to science policy. 

Table 2

	UK Science and Innovation Policies: Key Examples

	ENGLISH
	1993 White Paper, Realising Our Potential, DTI.

	
	1998 Competitiveness White Paper, Our Competitive Future: Building the Knowledge-Driven Economy, DTI.

	
	2000 Science and Innovation White Paper, Excellence and Opportunity – A Science and Innovation Policy for the 21st Century, DTI.

	
	2001 White Paper on Enterprise, Skills and Innovation, Opportunity for all in a world of change, DTI / DfEE.

	
	2001 Science and Innovation Strategy, DTI.

	
	2002 Science and Innovation Strategy, Investing in Innovation: A Science Engineering and Technology Strategy. DTI, HMT, DfES.

	SCOTTISH
	2001 A Science Strategy for Scotland. Scottish Executive.


Since the change of Government in 1997, a series of white papers and strategies have been published relating to national science and innovation policy. Table 2 highlights the main statements over the last ten years.  Several key trends can subsequently be identified:

· A general shift towards the need for clarity and strategic oversight in science and innovation policy. For instance, an umbrella organisation has recently been established to coordinate between the UK Research Councils – Research Councils UK (www.research-councils.ac.uk).  At the same time, the recent Science and Innovation Strategy 2002 can be seen as the first cross-departmental strategy for the UK bringing together the Department for Trade and Industry (DTI), Department for Education and Skills (DfES) and the Treasury (HMT).

· Increasing emphasis on the relationship between basic science and wealth creation, evidenced by the continued link of science with innovation, with a focus on universities as potential ‘units of analysis’ for innovation.  

· Increasing recognition of the ‘regional dimension’. Devolution in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland has created the framework conditions for consideration of sub-national science bases.  In particular, the Scottish Executive pre-empted the recent UK science strategy with a science strategy of their own in 2001.  At the same time, the importance of the English regional dimension to science and innovation is stressed in Government policy. The DTI Science and Innovation Strategy (2001) recognises that the requirements for and provision of science and innovation capacity vary both between and within regions and that Regional Development Agencies must therefore be supported to develop regional innovation strategies (DTI, 2001).  Perhaps of greater significance, the 2001 White Paper on Enterprise, Innovation and Skills explicitly aims at building strong regions and communities, for instance, through establishing university innovation centres and technology institutes in the regions to boost R&D and knowledge transfer, setting up a new £75m regional incubator fund and promoting the growth of regional clusters (DTI and DfEE, 2001).

· Overall, there has been a shift in Government policy from the direct support of R&D in specific industrial sectors towards a less interventionist approach targeting the spread of best practice and the creation of networks and business support services (www.britcouncil.org.uk). Current policies would seem, at least in their stated aims and objectives, to recognise the ‘systems approach’ to science and innovation: ‘increasing innovation requires a multi-faceted approach that recognises the different circumstances of different firms and sectors, appreciates the regional dimension, and recognises that firms do not innovate in isolation. Interaction with different institutions and the incentives created by the microeconomic climate are crucial to a country’s innovation performance.’ (DTI et al, 2002: 11).

This evolving policy context would seem to challenge the assumption that national science and innovation policy is region-blind.  However, it indicates that a tension does indeed exist between policies aimed at regional development via innovation and national level science policy, particularly in relation to funding and location decisions.  Regionalised systems of innovation are seen as important to the national economy and for raising regional GDP, but this is not reflected in basic allocations for science, nor can it be seen to dilute the importance of creating internationally excellent clusters. Although science and innovation are commonly dealt with together, reflecting the importance attached to the science-wealth relationship, it might be concluded that science policy at the national level may be ‘region-blind’ where innovation policy is not.  The nature of this tension and its potential resolution are issues that continued research will seek to address.  Indeed, the tension between basic science priorities and innovation policies poses a real problem at the level of the regions: as Sternberg and Arndt conclude in their study on the determinants of innovative behaviour, although firm-level determinants have a greater overall influence on innovation activity than most region-level determinants, one exception is clear: a region’s capacity for research is the most significant individual determinant of firms’ innovation behaviour (Sternberg and Arndt, 2001: 374). 

The Evolution of Regional Science Policy? 
The debate between the Daresbury Laboratory and Rutherford Appleton Laboratory for the location of the new DIAMOND synchrotron was characterised by many as emblematic of a growing North-South divide in research funding. The national allocation of funding for science has traditionally supported regions with existing successful science facilities on the assumption that strengthening the science base will benefit the national economy as a whole.  Nevertheless national science policy, as an unintended consequence, has had a highly uneven impact on the English regions by strongly reinforcing existing economic imbalances. For example in 1999 only £48m of Government R&D was located in the North West compared to £755m in London and the South East (ONS, 1999).  This illustrates how successive national policies that sought to further regional economic development have been undermined by forms of resource allocation that lack locationally sensitive criteria (Charles and Benneworth, 2001).  

However, the decision over the location of the SRS can be seen as a catalyst to the evolution of a regionalised, and potentially regional, science policy.  The role and exploitation of science became a region-wide concern in the North West for public and private sector interests and a major campaign was mounted to re-orientate national science policy capacities and resources to the region. As compensation for the loss of the DIAMOND project, the North West Science Review Team was established by the Minister for Science, Lord Sainsbury (OST), under the leadership of Bruce Smith with a mandate to enhance the science infrastructure in the North West through funding upwards of £25m of projects.  In fact, 9 big North West projects later shared in £26m following the Smith Review.  Alongside this development, in June 2000, Stephen Byers announced the establishment of a DTI review in the form of the North West Science and Daresbury Development Group, to look at how economic development in the NW could be furthered by capitalising on the region’s scientific and industrial strengths and to look at the future of the DL.    Since then, and on the recommendations of both the Smith and the Byers Committees, a number of developments have taken place in the region including the establishment of the North West Science Council which is developing a Regional Science Strategy for the region; the North West Science Forum, the North West Science Alliance and the development of a North West Science Park.  As a result, the case study can be seen as potentially emblematic of more widespread changes in the relationship between science and the economy, science and the public and science and governance:

· Science and the economy:  although the re-location decision did not result in any ‘new’ national money for the North West (rather earmarked money that had already been allocated to the Research Councils), new regional funds have been found to support the regional science base.  For instance, the North West Development Agency has dedicated £8m of funding towards the creation of a North West Science Park on land adjacent to the Daresbury Laboratory.
· Science and the Public: the Daresbury debate paradoxically led to the galvanisation of a coalition of public and private actors in support of the regional science base and brought the issue of science and science policy into the public domain.   Actors involved in the campaign included staff at DL, Trade Unions, local government, MPs, MEPs, RDA, GONW, universities and the NHS.  Regional science became a hot issue and one in which a whole range of interests had a stake.  A particular issue during the post-announcement period concerns the role of the universities in building the regional science base and in economic development in general. Partnership between the universities, the science facilities, agencies of regional governance and industry were essential to the strength of the campaign and can be seen as exemplifying the post-Dearing agenda.
  Furthermore, the draft North West Regional Science Strategy is based around building on the strengths of the universities and research in the region, in collaboration with industry.

· Science and Governance: developments in the NW science base also indicate that new forms of governance might be emerging.  On 17 September 2001 the industry-led North West Science Council was launched by bringing together public and private actors with the aim of developing, alongside the NWDA, a Science Strategy for the region in support of the development of the regional economy  and to act as a voice and advocate for science in the region.  This raises questions over how control over science policy between the national and the regional levels and the priorities which govern it might be changing (NWDA, 2001).
At the same time, ‘science in the regions’ is a theme with increasing resonance. Although centred upon unique circumstances, developments in the North West are emblematic of growing mobilisation for the regionalisation of science policy in England. In the English regions, a process of mapping and assessing the regional science base has begun, seen by many as a direct result of the developments in the North West.  For instance, the North East of England has recently announced the establishment of a Science and Industry Council. Within Yorkshire and Humberside there are moves afoot to develop a regional science and technology policy. 

These developments are, in many respects, still too fresh to be fairly and objectively assessed. The stress here remains on the potential for change and for a regionalised, or regional, science policy to arise. However, it would seem clear that in recent developments in the North West England the seeds of a regionalised innovation system and/or regionalised science policy can be seen.  Continued research over the course of the next year will follow these developments more fully.

Conclusions and Further Research
The decision to relocate the DIAMOND synchrotron to the South East was seen by many to demonstrate the inherent regional imbalances in national funding for science in the UK.  Conversely, however, at the same time an overview of the contours of UK national science policy would seem to indicate that increasing consideration is being given to the regional dimension, particularly in relation to innovation.  And, at the regional level, a series of recent events, in particular the establishment of a North West Science Council and development of the North West Science Strategy, raise the possibility of an evolving regionalised science policy. However, a number of key questions and areas for research remain.  

· Firstly, regarding the drivers behind changes in national science and innovation policy and the extent to which bottom-up regional demands have exerted any causal influence;

· Secondly, regarding the relationship between science and innovation policies and the ‘regional dimension – in particular are the aims of funding excellence, decreasing regional inequalities and developing regional innovation systems incompatible?

· Thirdly,  regarding the potentials of a regionalised or regional science policy in the UK context, in terms of content, form and participation. What would a regional science policy look like? 

The remainder of this ESRC research project will assess the changing power relations between competing levels of governance in reshaping national and developing regional science policy; analyse the process through which different actors were mobilised, involved and engaged in the design and implementation of regional science policy in the North West and build an understanding of the implications of regional needs in terms of the content and outcomes of science policy.   The methodology will integrate documentary analysis and interviews at national and regional levels to build a framework designed to identify whether, and if so which, elements of national science policy have been devolved to the region.  
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� Author’s own calculations, based on £m of UK expenditure and the percentage of this allocated to London and the South East.


� In 1996 the HE sector underwent a major review by the National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education chaired by Sir Ron Dearing. The Dearing Report (1997) made a number of recommendations on a broad number of issues, including the regional and local roles of universities and the relationships between universities, government and industry.





PAGE  
1

