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Framing of Science Diplomacy

“It is time for the scientific community to increase its role in diplomacy -
and maybe even take the lead. Nongovernmental scientific
organizations are more credible, more nimble, and - as honest brokers -
IN Many cases more respected than the U.S. government overseas.”
(Lord and Turekian 2007, 770).

“When traditional forms of diplomacy have been exhausted and
conflicting sides have not reached a common understanding, science
diplomacy may offer a breakthrough, bonding them through a shared

goal.” (European Commission 2019, 75)



Framing of Science Diplomacy

+If we understand public diplomacy in these terms, the role of
S&T is pivotal. Scientific education creates citizens with the
critfical thinking skills necessary for successful participatory
governance and competition in the global economy.”
(Lord and Turekian 2007)

“[A]s a geneticist and molecular biologist [...], | was invited to
serve as the Science and Technology Adviser to the US
Secretary of State. My position is not a political one.”
(Fedoroff 2008)



The Mainstream Actions of Science
Diplomacy




First wave of governmental 10
discourse and programs

>

2000 — GB: Launch of the Science and Innovation Network (SIN) under the Millennium
Agenda for Global Change, (2006) foundation of the inter-ministerial Global Science
and Innovation Forum. Strategic planning with bi- & multilateral funds for science,
technology and innovation

2006 — 2009 — DE: Federal Hightech Strategy (2006), German Science and Innovation
Houses (2007), Internationalisation Stratgegy (2008), Initiative on Foreign Science
Policy (2009), founding of bilateral universities and DAAD Excellence Centers etc.

2007 — CH: Swiss Strategy on Education, Research and Innovation 2008-2011; Defining
international science and technology agreements with partners outside Europe & US
for the first Swiss time ever; since 2000 SWISSNEX houses

2008 - JP: Council for Science and Technology Policy; dissemination of the Denkschrift
Toward the Reinforcement of Science and Technology Diplomacy; similar activities as
the European reference countries

2008 — 2009 — USA: NSB International Science and Engineering Partnerships: A Priority
for U.S. Foreign Policy; strengthening the Presidential Office of Science and
Technology Policy; founding of AAAS Center for Science Diplomacy (2008),

new priorities and positiongs created in the Department of State



Instruments of Science Diplomacy I

» Ahaché- and Counselor-Networks in embassies and liaison offices

» Bi- and multilateral ISTA (International Science & Technology Agreements),
mostly MoUs on collaboration, logistics, funding conditions)

» Bi- and multilateral programs to support science, technology, innovation
and higher education (projects, people, institutions)

» Events (all sorts of topics intersecting science, technology and foreign
affairs, e.g. on international standards of good scientific practices,
research ethics, actual topics of cross-border concern etc.)

» Track-2 diplomacy (secret/unofficial support of international science
collaborations, science envoys, risk-containment and espionage)

» Science Advice Mechanisms (from ad-hoc/permanent; personalized/
institutionalised forms)



3 Logics of Action
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Overall objectives and preferences
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Example: Britain

Tasks:

« Coordination of SIN,
and reflexive feedback

« Quarterly exchange with all
governmental and science
organisation to provide strategic
planning for SIN

« Theme-country-matrix (,,ousiness
plans®) of priorities for actions,
annual assessment and adjustment

Flink/Schreiterer 2009; 2010; Flink/RUffin 2019
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Instrument's example: the British 15
Network i
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Coordination in the British case 16

»[S]o the Chief Scientific Advisors, but also the Research Counclls,
Innovate UK, the Department for International Trade, and you know
[...] all of them have a chance fo say what they think SIN should and

shouldn’t be focusing on. Therefore, we established a quarterly
meeting in London, in fact, quite difficult convening this large group of
senior people. But at least, you know [...] in terms of a very clear means
of commenting or agreeing or objecting to what's in the SIN’s strategy,
that’s, you know, one route through that structure.” (BEIS Interview)

,»And we say fo SIN teams, ‘you can choose to work on a few of those
[strategic themes].’ So they generally work on between three and six of
those. And we will on the whole agree with whatever themes they
choose. But for some countries we may ask that they either do or don'’t
do a particular theme, because we feel it's important for the UK, you
know, the UK's infernational priorities.” (FCO Interview)



Infermediary conclusion 17

» SD has a European standard model, featuring diplomacy for
science (international S&T funding) and science in diplomacy
(advice)

» Standard model geared toward promotion and access for the sake
of policy/scientific collaboration and market competition

» Increasing discourse making solutionistic promises in the name of
SD, especially from North-American, Anglosaxon and EU context

» SD a catch-phrase to address any problem related to international
relations and science/higher education

» Increasing discursive focus on values and science for diplomacy



The Limits of Talk and Action
pertaining to sclience diplomacy
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When talk about collaboration is 19
to Justity technological competition
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Abstract

Science diplomacy supposedly builds international cooperation through scientific and technical exchange. In
practice, however, there are important but often overlooked instances where it might create conflict instead —
as with accusations of espionage surrounding the US Naval Medical Research Unit 2 (NAMRU-2) in

Abstract - Indonesia. Did American science diplomacy backfire in Indonesia and, if so, why? Most literature fails to
anticipate this possibility, let alone explain it, since science diplomacy is rarely subject to critical analysis.
Rather than shun politics or, similarly, simply blame the demise of NAMRU-2 on the military or avian

influenza, | consider both the successes and failures of this research unit in the context of Indonesia’s
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How dare you call us diplomats

Amaya Moro-Martin is furious about Spanish government attempts to
brand her and other exiled scientists as strategic partners.

14 March 2017
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| never considered myself a diplomat, so it came as a surprise to be labelled as one last month by

the Spanish government. Officially, Spanish emigrant scientists like me, forced to leave Spain

because of the dire circumstances surrounding research at home, did not previously exist. We
were told we were an ‘urban legend’. Now, | learn, not only am | real but | am also part of a
deliberate and cunning political strategy by the Spanish government to send scientists overseas to




When science diplomacy is utilitarian

,Yeah good question - what is science diplomacy, righte
You know, it's really hard to say. If you‘re asking me...erm...
| don'‘t see myself as a science diplomat. Sometimes it's not
bad having this kind of talk. It can open doors and...l think it
creates some sort of common ground. But mostly during my
post here [country], | organise bilateral funding between our
government and our partner country here. And this is clearly
about hedging the nuggets abroad vis-a-vis our German or

French colleagues. In some couniries, it's more about security
issues, In some it's more about energy, climate, or nano-
medicine. We sometimes join forces with our European
colleagues, but mostly it's about bilateral funding in
technologically promising fields* (FCO interview, UK)
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Abstract

Science diplomacy has caught remarkable attention in public policy and academic research over the last fifteen years. However, the concept is
plagued by a huge talk—action discrepancy: its public discourse has reached a problematic state of dazzling self-adulation, while it is unclear if and
how the actual policies and associated organizations live up to these expectations. The article reconstructs three structural causes to explain
the recent hype about science diplomacy. It further encourages actors to organize evaluations that ask whether and how actions of science
diplomacy can be valuable. In this regard, a first set of fundamental principles is proposed for setting up an evaluative framework. In conclusion,
the article advises science diplomacy actors from democratic states and institutions, from both academic research and public policy, to stop
dreaming about soft power influence on authoritarian states and regimes but rather face new geopolitical realities.

Key words: science diplomacy; governance of science; critical discourse analysis; international relations; evaluations.
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Summary

For almost twenty years, the concept of science diplomacy has gained momentum in
a public discourse that brings together science policy and international affairs. While
some policy actions were newly established and others got into the stride of science di-
plomacy, the public discourse kept proliferating and has greatly enlarged the concept’s
meaning. Reviewing one of its most common definitions, this contribution critically
reflects on the sensational promises made by advocates and endorsers of science di-
plomacy. Their framing bears on a popular and romantic image of science that would
hold salutary capacities to solve problems no matter how complex and that goes into
rhapsodies about scientists as cosmopolitans who would eagerly collaborate with
kindred spirits regardless of national and cultural contexts. Apart from the fact that
science tends to get instrumentalised for particularistic purposes, these reveries are
problematic, as they overbook expectations about science and foreign politics that can

hardly be fulfilled.



Conclusion: what is not science 24
diplomacy?¢

>

Science diplomacy as an action and an increasing talk at the intersection of
international science and foreign policy

Unclarified on how to distinguish competitive and collaborative actions

A formula of maximum inclusion and call for engagement:
everyone can be a science diplomat!

Strongly affirmative discourse about the political functions of scientific
collaborations across borders

Little empirical evidence and weak levels of critical self-assessment
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