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Executive Summary

Increased globalization of science and improved communication capabilities
coupled with recommendations from the OlIA-ISE Advisory Committee for International
Science and Engineering and the Office of Management and Budget prompted the
National Science Foundation (NSF) to ask the IDA Science and Technology Policy
Institute (STPI) to systematically evaluate the role, function, and value of its overseas
offices, and to consider the implications of an expanded NSF presence internationally.
The NSF Office of International and Integrative Activities, International Science and
Engineering (OlIA-ISE)! section operates three overseas offices, one each in Europe
(NSF/E, initiated in 1984), Japan (NSF/J, initiated in 1960), and China (NSF/C, initiated
in 2006).

The STPI team used a multi-method approach to data collection, synthesis, and
analysis to assess the primary office functions and goals. These methods included
interviews, site visits, and a request for information. Data collection also added historical
documentation, budget information, travel data, and knowledge and impressions of NSF
and office staff members and other stakeholders. The task specified that an expert panel
be assembled to advise the STPI team on relevant literature, assessment strategies, design
and analysis, and data limitations.

Following a detailed examination of the origins and missions of the overseas
offices, the STPI team developed a generic logic model to guide the assessment of the
offices’ facilitation, representation, and reporting activities and goals. Based on the
results of the logic modeling process, the activities and goals were operationalized as
shown in the table that follows.

1 The name of the organization in which the overseas offices are housed has changed, as well as its
location in the NSF organizational structure. Throughout the document, the current name (OIIA-ISE) is
used.



Operationalized Goals of NSF Overseas Offices

Facilitation Representation Reporting
Supporting existing or Liaising with counterparts Reporting to NSF staff on
developing new Assisting counterparts in highlights of
programs between NSF developing NSF-like trips/meetings attended
and counterpart structures Reporting to NSF staff on
agencies Attending meetings on the science and
Facilitating contacts behalf of NSF technology landscape or
between U.S. and Representing the U.S. to research in country or
international researchers international region of interest
Facilitating visits by U.S. organizations Reporting/translating
researchers or students highlights of publications
Facilitating visits by NSF in country or region

staff

Following extensive data collection and analysis, the STPI team convened the
expert panel on February 21, 2013 to discuss the alignment of each overseas office’s
activities with its mission, goals, and priorities, and the differences observed across the
offices. Consistent with its tasking, the panel provided findings and recommendations:

Overarching Findings identified the need to develop and implement a strategic
international vision to define the role and function of the NSF overseas offices,
especially in an era of budgetary austerity. The panel viewed overseas offices
located in countries and regions where NSF has active, large-scale
collaborations as important to the NSF mission.

Strategy Recommendations focus on collaboration between OIIA-ISE and the
NSF Directorates to develop a year-to-year, region-by-region strategic plan for
international engagement that includes the overseas offices and OIIA-ISE’s
strategic vision in that region.

Office Location Recommendations identify Brussels as the optimal location for
NSF/E, Beijing for NSF/C, and Tokyo for NSF/J with this office developing a
regional focus on North Asia. The panel suggested an additional office in SE
Asia, perhaps Singapore, and that NSF explore other low-cost models to expand
NSF’s international presence.

Facilitation Recommendations highlight expanded collaboration between
overseas offices and NSF Divisional leadership in the development of
international research programs and in planning and executing in-country and
regional travel. The panel also endorsed an annual operational plan for each
overseas office that specifies facilitation-related priorities and goals and a small
budget for events that support program development.

Representation Recommendations suggest increased emphasis on representation
activities that facilitate program development and inclusion of priority



representation activities and goals in each overseas office’s annual operational
plan.

e Reporting Recommendations focus on conveying information that is only
obtainable by having an in-country presence or of specific interest to the NSF
Directorates. The panel confirmed the importance of the Office Head trip
reporting function and recommended wider dissemination of these reports
throughout NSF and across the U.S. Government, as appropriate. S&T news
clippings of publicly available information should be eliminated and detailed
reports reinstated if valuable to the broader scientific community.

e Staffing Recommendations emphasize the need for an Office Head with deep
knowledge of NSF who would be given a longer term appointment than the
current 2 years. The panel proposed that the Science Assistant focus on
facilitating program development and that the Administrative Assistant be
responsible for reporting functions. AAAS Fellows could fill the role of Science
Assistant or supplement current office staff. OlIA-ISE should engage in defining
the requirements for locally employed staff and in selecting them.

e Other Recommendations identify improvements in coordination of overseas
offices with Embassies and other U.S. Federal agencies’ overseas offices,
revision of the budgetary approval process to give Office Heads managerial
oversight, and improved IT systems administration.

To assist the NSF in its strategic analysis of the STPI review, the panel’s
recommendations, and the agency’s international mission, multiple approaches to
international engagement, four potential business models, and criteria and metrics to
establish and monitor overseas commitments are provided.
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1. Introduction

A. Background

The National Science Foundation (NSF) Office of International and
Integrative Activities, International Science and Engineering (OIlIA-ISE) section
seeks to ensure that U.S. institutions and researchers are globally engaged, are able
to advance their research through international collaboration, and are maintaining
U.S. leadership within the global scientific community. As part of its efforts to
achieve these goals, OIIA-ISE operates three overseas offices: the NSF Japan
Office (NSF/J) opened in 1960; the NSF Europe Office (NSF/E), originally
affiliated with the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO), opened in 1984;? and the NSF China Office (NSF/C) opened in 2006.

NSF has reviewed its overseas offices individually; however, simultaneous,
systematic evaluation of the role and function of the offices in the current context of
global science and improved communication capabilities has not been done.
Additionally, the OIIA-ISE Advisory Committee for International Science and
Engineering (NSF 2005, 17) and the Office of Management and Budget strongly
recommended that NSF assess the value of its overseas presence and consider the
implications of an expanded international presence.

NSF currently defines the goals of the overseas offices as:

e Facilitation: Promote collaboration between the science and engineering
communities of the United States and the respective country/region.

e Representation: Serve as a liaison between NSF and agencies, institutions and
researchers.

e Reporting: Monitor and report on science and engineering developments and
policies.

2 NSF/E evolved from a longstanding relationship with UNESCO and was formalized as NSF/E in 1987

(NSF 2007). More detail on the history and origins of the Office are in Chapter 2.



B. Task

In August 2012, NSF tasked the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) Science and
Technology Policy Institute (STPI) to conduct a 9-month review of NSF’s overseas
offices. The study questions included:

What types of activities are conducted?

Who are the stakeholders that may benefit from those activities?
How and why are the specific activities accomplished?

How often are activities carried out?

What are the possible alternative or complementary sources for those activities
in the U.S. Government?

The study statement of work required historical, process, comparative, and
stakeholder reviews, described as follows:

1.

Historical Review: This review will include a history of each individual foreign
office, the dates and rationale for the establishment of those offices, and a
summary on how the mission of those offices have changed over time.

Process Review: This review will include an effort to measure and categorize
tasks/activities that are performed in each of the foreign offices, the proportion of
time spent on a weekly basis on these tasks/activities, a report of who the primary
clients and customers are for those set of activities, and a report on current and
past staffing levels, budgets, and expenditures.

Comparative Review: This review will examine the role of NSF offices in the
countries/regions where they are located. This review will identify the locations of
foreign offices of NSF’s foreign counterpart agencies around the world and of
other U.S. scientific agencies. The purpose of this review is to determine whether
NSEF’s foreign offices are well placed to best serve the strategic goals of U.S.
scientific interests and goals.

Stakeholder Review: This review will provide information gathered from
stakeholders (e.g., NSF staff, other U.S. Government personnel, foreign
government science agency personnel, U.S. and foreign academics). It will
identify how adequately served stakeholders are with the services and functions of
the foreign offices and whether there are alternative methods of providing these
services in a more efficient and/or effective manner.

These reviews were incorporated into STPI’s methodology and are discussed in this
report in the context of NSF’s three primary functions for the overseas offices.



C. Expert Panel

The task specified that a group of four to five consultants would be assembled to
advise the STPI team on relevant literature, assessment strategies, design and analysis,
and data limitations. These consultants were to be selected on the basis of their expertise
in at least one of the following areas: science and technology evaluation; China, Japan,
and Europe or emerging economies; or science diplomacy.

The STPI team selected five senior academics and policy experts (Susan Cozzens,
David Mowery, Norm Neureiter, Denis Simon, and John Walsh) to serve on the panel.
Appendix A gives biographical information for the panel members.

On February 21, 2013, the expert panel was convened at STPI’s facilities in
Washington, D.C. by the NSF sponsor and current OlIA-ISE Director. The panelists were
asked to review the alignment of each office’s activities with its mission and goals, as
well as the similarities and differences across offices. The STPI team facilitated the
discussion and provided clarification as needed.

The panel provided comment on existing activities and goals, guidance on new
activities and goals, and recommendations for improvements in individual offices and
across all three offices.

D. Data and Methodology

The study team used a multi-method approach to data collection, synthesis, and
analysis.

1. Domestic Interviews

The STPI team conducted interviews with relevant staff within OIIA-ISE (four
regional coordinators and program staff responsible for Europe and East Asia), retired
staff, former Office Heads, and program staff. These interviews were intended to provide
clarity as to the current functioning of the offices. Appendix B lists all stakeholders
interviewed for the assessment.

Parallel interview protocols were developed for NSF staff based in Arlington who
are not part of OIIA-ISE, OIIA-ISE staff based in Arlington, and 3) non-NSF Federal
employees. Appendix C details the questions that guided the interviews for these three
types of stakeholders.

Data were analyzed without attribution using a content analytic approach where
similar ideas, concepts, and themes were grouped together iteratively. Once individual
interviews were coded, the data collected was reorganized thematically to characterize
office function.



2. Site Visits

The STPI team visited each of the three overseas offices to better understand the
offices and their activities. Stakeholders interviewed during site visits include home-
country and in-country science agency personnel, other government personnel,
investigators, students, industry staff, or university staff. Individual interviews with office
staff provided detailed information relevant to each person’s specific office. Discussions
with the Office Head described that role as well as the Office Head’s perspective on the
roles of the office staff with respect to the office’s goals and context. Interviews typically
lasted two hours.

Following the completion of the three site visits, the STPI team scheduled a fourth
visit to the University of California, Santa Barbara (UCSB), as context for the analysis of
the overseas offices. As described later in this review, UCSB was chosen because it
participates in an NSF international fellowship program, the Partnerships for
International Research and Education (PIRE).

a. NSF/E

The first site visit took place in Europe from December 3 through 14, 2012. The
STPI team worked with the current Office Head in Paris, Dr. Carmen Huber, to develop a
list of potential interviewees based on current and previous NSF/E interactions. The two
types of stakeholders beyond the three office staff in Paris were (1) other U.S. Federal
employees working overseas and (2) foreign counterpart agency/scientific organization
staff. The STPI team conducted interviews with stakeholders in France, Belgium,
Germany, and the Czech Republic as a contemporary example of an emerging economy.
Prior to each visit, the STPI team sent a letter of introduction explaining the goals of the
assessment and asking for participation as interviewees. At least one interview was
scheduled with individuals from each of the organizations. These persons were identified
through consultation with NSF.

b. NSF/C and NSF/J

The site visits to China and Japan occurred in tandem. The STPI team traveled to
Beijing, China January 21-29, 2013, and then to Tokyo, Japan, January 30—February 7,
2013. The STPI team worked with the Office Heads and Science Assistants in both
offices to determine the stakeholders to be interviewed in each country. Three sets of
stakeholders were interviewed in addition to the office staff: (1) U.S. Federal employees
working overseas, (2) foreign counterpart agency staff, and (3) academic personnel who
are counterparts to U.S.-based and NSF-supported principal investigators (PIs). In Japan,
in addition to the office staff, the STPI team interviewed: (1) U.S. Federal employees
working overseas, (2) foreign counterpart agency staff, and (3) academic personnel who
have used the office in Tokyo in any capacity over the course of their careers.



c. University of California, Santa Barbara

During the site visit to University of California, Santa Barbara in March 2013, the
STPI team interviewed Chemistry Department members who are affiliated with its NSF-
sponsored PIRE award, that is, the PIRE award Pl and co-Pls and a group of graduate
students who had traveled to China to conduct research. The purpose was to better
understand the role of NSF/C in facilitating collaborative research between U.S. and
Chinese Pls after the signing of the memorandum of understanding (MOU) between
OIIA-ISE and the Chinese Ministry of Science and Technology (MOST) at the May 2012
Joint Commission Meeting in Beijing.

The schedules for each of the three site visits are in Appendix D. The interview data
collected at each site visit was coded and subsequently organized thematically.

d. Site Visit Data

Data collection from the site visits focused on current activities of the overseas
offices, although some aspects of the review (e.g., budget and staffing analyses) included
historical data to identify recent changes in administrative processes. An aim of this
aspect of the assessment was to identify similarities and differences in the activities
carried out by each overseas office, and to analyze whether, given the differing context of
each individual overseas office, these activities are appropriate.

STPI team members used the Microsoft Excel-based template provided in Appendix
E to collect data. Staff members interviewed at the overseas offices were asked to fill in a
set of percentages to indicate the time spent on specific activities carried out during
calendar 2012 in support of the three primary functions of the overseas offices, as well as
in other (predominantly administrative) activities.>

3. Historical Review

The historical analysis assessed the evolving role and context of the overseas
offices. For this portion of the assessment, the STPI team reviewed archival data from the
U.S. National Archives and historical documents collected in collaboration with OIIA-
ISE and overseas office staff, including approximately 200 documents produced by the
overseas offices and foundational documents detailing the creation of and rationale for
the offices. Reports were characterized by type (e.g., internal reports, memoranda)®,

% The intent was to provide a one-year snapshot, recognizing that individuals’ activities may vary from

year to year.

* NSF Japan Office reports back to the mid-1990s were publicly available on their website; a small
number of NSF Europe Office reports were also available from the NSF publications database. STPI
team members also collected copies of older reports not publicly available.



content was analyzed, timelines detailing the evolution of the offices developed, list of
previous overseas Office Heads made, and so forth. In cases where documents were not
available, the STPI team conducted in-depth interviews to reconstruct as much of the
historical record of the offices as possible.

4. Request for Information

NSF posted a Request For Information (RFI) in the Federal Register from
December 20, 2012, through January 18, 2013,° to elicit responses from stakeholders who
are knowledgeable about the primary functions of the NSF overseas offices and/or have
interacted with them. It consisted of a set of open-ended questions and was disseminated
by OIIA-ISE through listservs, a link was placed on NSF and overseas office websites,
and emails were sent to likely users inside and outside of NSF. The RFI yielded a total of
37 responses, most of them from within the NSF. Figure 1 provides a breakdown of
respondents by type. A public RFI was used in lieu of an NSF-only survey because it was
unknown at the initiation of the assessment whether the stakeholder community extended
far beyond the NSF.

Other NSF, 3
Foreign PI, 1

Other, 2

USPI, 7

OISE Staff, 3

NSF Program
Staff, 21

Figure 1. RFI Respondents by Type

® The RFI is included in Appendix F and, as posted on the Federal Register, at

https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2012/12/20/2012-30697/request-for-information-rfi-use-of-
national-science-foundation-overseas-offices-in-paris-tokyo.
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RFI responses were coded inductively to determine relevant themes and topics and
codes are not mutually exclusive. Given this process, combined with the open-ended
nature of an RFI, it is possible for a single response to be inclusive of more than one
office. The NSF/C was discussed in the greatest number of RFI responses (21), followed
by Japan (16) and Europe (13) (Figure 2).

25 ~
21
20 A

10 -

Number of specific Office references

Japan Europe China
Overseas Office Location

Figure 2. Overseas Offices Discussed in RFI Responses

Scientific programs were identified specifically in the RFI response were collected
and are displayed graphically in Figure 3.

12
10
10 9
8
£
s 6
S
4
2
2 1 1
. 1 1 ]
Geosciences International Antarctic Program International Ocean East Asia and Pacific
(unspecified) Research Experience Discovery Program  Summer Institutes
for Undergraduates (IODP) for US Graduate
(IREU) Students (EAPSI)

Figure 3. NSF Programs Discussed in RFI Responses



5. Budget Analysis Data

The STPI team collected overseas office budget information from NSF for the
previous 5 to 10 years to understand trends in spending by category (e.g., cost of
space/office rental, travel, housing, and compensation/salary). While previous
assessments had been able to collect budget information by NSF accounting category
(e.g., OlIA-ISE research and related activities funds, NSF central funds, OIIA-ISE central
funds) for each office, for this study the budget information by accounting category was
available neither from the overseas offices themselves nor from OIIA-ISE.

6. Calendar Year 2012 Travel Data

OII1A-ISE coordinates the process by which NSF staff members receive approval for
overseas travel. These approvals (called “country clearances™) are stored in an NSF data
system. From this data system, OIIA-ISE provided a spreadsheet of country clearances
for calendar year 2012 that contained records (one record per trip) of the travelers’ names
(manually entered), NSF Directorate and Division affiliation, countries visited, the dates
of the trip, and a text field in which the traveler enters information regarding the purpose
of the visit. The spreadsheet included 481 trip records; 477 were included in the analysis
(three trip records were blank and one trip occurred in 2013).° It should be noted that the
spreadsheet was assumed to be a complete record of NSF 2012 overseas travel; however,
it was not possible to identify the cities to which NSF staff traveled or code the purpose
of the trips.’

STPI team members cleaned the data by standardizing the entry of staff member
names and affiliations; (2) flagged OIIA-ISE staff and senior NSF management (NSF
Director and Assistant Directors); and (3) identified the region of the country visited
(e.g., Oceania, North America, Europe, East Asia, South/Southeast Asia, Latin America
and the Caribbean, Sub-Saharan Africa, North Africa and the Middle East).

Of the 477 analyzable trips, 442 (93%) were to a single country, 33 were to two
countries, and 2 involved three countries. Four of the multiple-country trips involved
multiple regions (trips to Canada and Sweden; Ethiopia and Taiwan; Japan, Korea, and
Singapore; and Germany and Japan), while 31 involved trips to multiple countries in the
same geographic area. The team used trip-country and trip-region pairs in the analysis

It should be noted that there were additional NSF staff trips in calendar 2012 that were not included in
the database provided. For example, NSF/J staff identified a trip by the CISE Assistant Director to
Tokyo in 2012 that was not listed. It was not feasible to determine the number of “missing” trips.

Inability to code the purpose of trips with confidence meant that it was not feasible to assess the number
or percentage of trips that involve scientific conference attendance as compared with those that involved
meetings with academic counterparts or government officials.



rather than trips (e.g., if an NSF staff member went to both China and Japan each country
would be credited with a full trip rather than a fractional trip). This choice was made for
two reasons. First, trips that cross regions’ territories (e.g., a trip to China and Japan)
should involve multiple overseas offices independently, as both the NSF/J and NSF/C
would receive a country clearance notice for that visitor and might interact with the
individual independently. Second, overseas office staff members receive clearance
notification only for the country in which they are located—the NSF/E receives
clearances only for France and the NSF/J, for Japan. Using trips (rather than trip-country
pairs) would therefore underestimate the number of trips to served countries that each
overseas office addresses. Therefore, 514 individual trip-country pairs were contained in
the data set, broken out by region as shown in Figure 4.

South and

Southeast Africa and
Asia, 17 Middle East,
Oceania, 17 17

North East Asia, 69

America, 96

Latin America,
44

Europe, 254

Figure 4. Regional Distribution of Trip-Region Pairs, 2012

E. Organization of the Report

The next chapter, Chapter 2, summarizes the origins and missions of the overseas
offices and provides additional information related to the historical review. Chapter 3
explains the logic model the STPI team developed and applied to the analysis of the
activities and goals of the overseas offices. The logic model guided the assessments
provided in Chapters 4 through 6 of NSF’s primary functions for the overseas offices:
facilitation, representation, and reporting. Chapter 7 presents considerations outside the
three primary functions, including roles and responsibilities of overseas office staff,



budget issues, information technology considerations, and integration of the overseas
offices into embassy activities.

Chapter 8 provides a comparative review of the NSF overseas offices with the
overseas offices of other U.S. Government agencies as well as with the overseas offices
of French, British, German, and Japanese science-funding agencies. Chapter 9 interprets
the data presented in the previous chapters by summarizing the expert panel’s findings
and recommendations. Chapter 10 explores four possible scenarios for NSF’s
consideration in strategizing for the future of its overseas offices. Supporting
documentation for all the assessments is presented in a series of appendixes.
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2. History of NSF Overseas Offices

A. Introduction

NSF has supported eight overseas offices since 1960, of which five were primarily
created to support particular programmatic collaborations. Four of the program support
offices were closed once the programs were completed, and one remains active in support
of ongoing NSF programs. The following sections provide an overview of each NSF
overseas office from information gathered from the U.S. National Archives and OIIA-
ISE historical documents. The names of the overseas Office Heads and their years of
service are included as Appendix G.

B. NSF/J

1. Origins

The NSF officially began efforts to establish a regional office in Tokyo in June 1959
(Joyce 1959) after exploratory conversations with and visits to the U.S. Embassy in
Tokyo. Multiple other science agencies and members of Congress discussed the potential
for creating a U.S. science office in Japan (Joyce 1960), including the Secretary of the
Navy requesting permission from the State Department to establish an office in 1959
(Waterman 1959). State Department correspondence at the time indicates that Japanese
scientists preferred a non-military U.S. science officer (Joyce 1960; MacArthur 1959),
which provided support for NSF to initiate a science office rather than a Department of
Defense entity such as the Office of Naval Research. During initial discussions with
officials of the Department of State, NSF management indicated that it would be willing
to assist other agencies in developing basic science relationships with Japanese
counterparts (Waterman 1960). Following these discussions, the NSF Tokyo Regional
Office was officially established within the U.S. Embassy in October 1960 (Blanpied,
Loretz, and Dilworth 2007).2

8 Reports vary on the establishment date of the Tokyo Office. An FY 1961 Annual Report from the Office
of Special International Programs lists the office establishment date as September 20, 1961 (Office of
Special International Programs 1961). However, this is believed to be a typographical error given
previous language in the report stating that the office opened after the first Office Head arrived in Tokyo
after approximately 6 weeks of training that began on August 1, 1960. Given this rationale and the
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2. Mission
In 1959, the NSF Director outlined the mission and goals of the Tokyo Office in a

letter to the State Department (Waterman 1959). The stated mission of the Tokyo Office
was:

1. To collect, translate, and disseminate published scientific information,

2. To generate scientific information and exchange same based on face-to-
face contact between U.S. and Far East scientists (Section V3),

3. To support on occasion meritorious research problems submitted by
Japanese scientists to NSF, and

4. To provide logistic support for NSF-related activities (i.e., Foreign
Fellowships, Special Studies, Research Grants).

The document also stated the purpose of the office as follows:

1. To provide for better implementation of NSF’s responsibilities as spelled
out in the National Defense Education Act of 1958 (Section 1X).

2. To provide internal support for basic science divisions within the NSF with
specific reference to:

a. Evaluation of outstanding research in the Far East,
b. Evaluation of proposals for grants received from foreign scientists, and

c. Evaluation of research resources in terms of their contributions to the
basic research effort of the United States.

An NSF program report for fiscal year 1961 indicates that the NSF/J provided
information to the United States about Japanese research activities, supported translation
of Japanese documents, and met with university and government officials. The Office
Head provided monthly reports to the Ambassador on NSF/J activities and attended
Embassy-wide staff meetings. The science attaché also received copies of all NSF reports
generated by the NSF/J (Office of Special International Programs 1961).

The 1961 NSF report also indicates that the Tokyo Office liaised with the “State
Department’s Secretariat for the U.S. National Commission for UNESCO and the NATO
Backstopping Committee” and worked with a variety of State Department offices as a
liaison for science issues (Office of Special International Programs 1961). However, no

historical record compiled by the Tokyo Office in 2007, October 1960 was selected as an appropriate
date.
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evidence indicated that support to the Embassy or the State Department more generally
was an NSF/J objective.

3. Regional Focus

During FY 1961, NSF/J staff visited universities and government agencies in
Australia, the Philippines, Hong Kong, and Taiwan (Office of Special International
Programs 1961). Through the 1980s, the Office focused on Japan, China, Korea, Taiwan,
and Southeast Asia (Perrolle et al. 1994). Increasing programmatic responsibilities
through new programs being initiated in the late 1980s led the NSF/J to stop its efforts to
visit and report on other countries (Perrolle et al. 1994, 4). In 1994, NSF convened an
internal NSF task force to examine the activities of the NSF/J. The task force’s report
considered whether there was a need for a wider NSF presence in East and Southeast
Asia and whether it should play a larger role in the region. The report offered various
solutions and suggested that expanding the NSF/J’s role to have a regional presence was
not the best option. If the office were assigned these expanded responsibilities, the task
force recommended that the office focus on Taiwan and South Korea. The task force
believed that Southeast Asian countries were too dispersed and far away to be handled
adequately by the NSF/J. The report also recommended against focusing on China as it
“is too large” to cover other than through sporadic visits for highly important events. The
group also believed that regional representation activities could only be performed by the
Office Head, not the local staff (Perrolle et al. 1994).

A 1995 management review of the NSF Tokyo Office supported the 1994 task
group recommendation that the Office Head play a regional role. However, the
management review recommended that Japanese activities are of such high importance
that regional issues should be a small part of the Office Head’s role (Perrolle 1995).
Interviews with NSF/J Office Heads revealed that the office’s expanded focus to become
a regional office began during the 2009-2011 Office Head tenure.

4. Personnel

The NSF/J was originally staffed by 3 NSF personnel and 3 Japanese nationals. The
original NSF senior staff member held the title of “Chief Scientist,” which was renamed
“Office Head” (Office of Special International Programs 1961). There was also a
“Deputy Chief Scientist” position, later renamed “Deputy Head,” that was filled for only
the first 15 years of the office. The third NSF position appears to have been filled only
during the first few years of the office’s existence (Perrolle et al. 1994).° In 1969 the

° The 1994 Tokyo Office Task Group report and an FY 1961 annual report on activities of the Office of

Science International Programs disagree about the third American position. The 1994 report indicates
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American staff included two professionals and a secretary (Haworth 1969). By 1994 the
NSF/J had 4 local employees, including 1 employee who was hired on a contract basis
(Perrolle et al. 1994). The number of locally employed staff declined to the current two
(the Science Assistant and the Administrative Assistant) as the postdoctoral researcher
and faculty mobility programs were phased out.

C. NSF/E

1. Origins

In 1961, when the United States became a full member of the newly developed
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), the State Department
requested that the NSF establish an office in Paris to provide U.S. scientific support to
OECD. During the 3-year existence of the Office, it was staffed by a U.S. science advisor
and a U.S. administrative assistant with two locally recruited employees serving as a
special assistant and secretary. This office was closed in 1963 (Haworth 1969)

In August 1970, in response to urging by the State Department and the White House
Office of Science and Technology (OST), NSF dispatched a science liaison attaché to
UNESCO, also located in Paris. The State Department had been unable to fill the post,
and NSF had witnessed several missed opportunities for scientific collaboration due to a
lack of U.S. presence (Owen 1970). When the United States withdrew from UNESCO in
1984, the NSF science liaison stayed in Paris to become in effect the NSF representative
for Europe and a detailee to the State Department. In this role the NSF liaison was
responsible for reporting to NSF on broad European science developments and to the
Embassy Science Counselor (NSF 2011) on a variety of niche science areas even if they
were of no interest to NSF. Because of these conflicting responsibilities, NSF pressed the
State Department to allow its representative to be a direct NSF employee and to be
relieved of responsibility to the Embassy. After initially resisting the change, the embassy
acquiesced in 1995 in response to State Department mandated reductions in staff sizes. A
1997 Office of the Inspector General (OIG) report notes that this change has allowed the
NSF/E to focus more on its international mission (OIG 1997).

2. Mission

Documents describing the original mission of NSF/E could not be located. Citing an
internal NSF report from 1994, the 1997 NSF OIG report indicates the mission of the
NSF/E at that time was:

that the third American position was never filled; however, the 1961 report indicates that three American
staff members were stationed at the Tokyo Office during FY 1961.
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e Information Gathering—preparing formal reports and brief news items sent to a
mailing list of almost 400 people.

e Representation—attending meetings and assisting NSF management in
arranging visits in Europe.

e Programmatic Assistance—providing initial connections between American and
European scientists (OIG 1997).

The report notes that the NSF/E’s role in developing new programs was limited to
making initial connections (OIG 1997).

3. Regional Focus

In the early 1990s, the NSF/E focused on former Eastern bloc countries as they
achieved full political and military independence from the former Soviet Union. In the
late 1990s, the focus on the office shifted back to Western Europe as European-wide
organizations were being developed (OIG 1997). Interviewees noted that the focus of the
NSF/E shifted again to Eastern Europe in the last decade as many of these countries
joined the European Union.

4.  Proposed Alternate Locations

In 1970, NSF considered expanding its presence in Europe beyond its UNESCO
role. Due to the locations of and responsibilities for bilateral programs, Rome, Madrid,
and Paris were suggested, as was Geneva given its central location in Europe (Owen
1970). In 1994, an internal NSF review determined that Paris was the “most suitable
location” because of the relationships developed at the Embassy, proximity to
international organizations, and convenient transportation hubs. The 1997 OIG report
recommended that NSF periodically consider moving the NSF/E to Brussels,
headquarters to the increasingly active European Union (OIG 1997).

5. Personnel

From 1995 to 2012 NSF/E was staffed by two NSF personnel (Office Head and
Science and Administrative Assistant); a locally employed staff member was added as the
Science Assistant in 2012.

D. NSF/C
1. Origins

In 1994 an NSF task force examining the NSF/J Office recognized growing interest in
East and Southeast Asia but recommended against establishing a new office in the region at
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that time (Perrolle et al. 1994). Subsequent NSF internal discussions indicated continued
interest in China but recognized the difficulty in covering China from the NSF/J.

NSF, responding to the changing role of China in science in the twenty-first century,
opened the NSF China Office in May 2006 (Blanpied, Loretz, and Dilworth 2007).

2. Mission
The mission of the Office is to:

e Monitor science, technology and education developments, particularly in
basic research in science and engineering, and report back to the relevant
government and scientific communities,

e Represent NSF in contacts with agency counterparts,
e Pursue programmatic requirements,
e Assist visiting NSF officials and scientists in pursuing their objectives, and

e Assist in the needs of the Embassy as called upon by the Counselor for
Environment, Science, Technology, and Health (NSF 2010).

3. Personnel

NSF/C was established with 1 NSF staff member as Office Head and 2 locally
employed staff as Science Assistant and Administrative Assistant.

E. Comparison of Goal Statements

Historical records on the offices are limited. Available documents discussed in the
previous sections indicate that the roles of the offices have changed over time especially
for NSF/J. Past activities carried out by the offices can be characterized by the current
goals and definitions (facilitation, representation and reporting). In order to further
understand the differences between current and past office goals, the assumption was
made that each office’s reported activities are an acceptable proxy for its actual goals.

Table 1 provides a summary of the original goals for each office.'® It could be
argued that the variations in goals from office to office indicate shifting priorities for all
offices over time. For example, providing logistical support, defined as assisting NSF
staff and U.S. scientists with trips in the region, was not originally part of NSF/J’s
mission. Logistical support has since become a responsibility for all the offices and is

10 The founding document for NSF/E could not be located; therefore, the list of goals for NSF/E was taken
from the 1997 Inspector General report.
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noted throughout multiple historical reports but not cited as an original goal for the NSF/J
or reason for its creation.

Representation was also not an original goal of the Japan office; however, the 1995
management review indicated that representation had been integrated into each office’s
functions. The NSF/E and NSF/C both cite representation as a core function of their
offices.

Reporting, a core goal of each office, has taken many forms. Originally, NSF/J’s
reporting consisted of translating Japanese publications and library catalogs into English.
For example, NSF/J compiled an annual status report on activities conducted under the
Cooperative Science Program. By 1995, monthly reports describing the activities of the

office and key documents were written (NSF 1995).

Table 1. Comparison of Original Goals of NSF/J, NSF/E, and NSF/C

Goal Type NSF/J NSF/E2 NSF/C
Facilitation: — Assisting NSF Assist visiting
Logistical Support management in NSF officials and

arranging visits in scientists in
Europe (listed pursuing their
under objectives.
“Representation”)
Facilitation: To generate scientific Through providing —
Researcher-to- information and initial connections
Researcher exchange same based between
on face-to-face contact American and
between U.S. and Far European
East scientists scientists
Facilitation: To provide logistic — Pursue
Program Support support for National programmatic
Science Foundation requirements
(NSF) related activities,
i.e., Foreign
Fellowships, Special
Studies, Research
Grants
Representation — Through Represent NSF in
attending contacts with
meetings agency
counterparts
Reporting To collect, translate, Making formal Monitor science,

and disseminate
published scientific
information

reports based on
site visits and
sending brief
updates to NSF
staffers

technology and
education
developments,
particularly in
basic research in
science and
engineering, and
report back to the
relevant
government and
scientific
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communities

Other Goals To support on Assist in the
occasion meritorious needs of the
research problems Embassy as

submitted by Japanese
scientists

called upon by
the Counselor for

Environment,
Science,
Technology, and
Health.

& Because an original NSF/E document was never found, 1997 OIG report is used as a proxy

The overseas offices have expanded their duties over time. The 1997 OIG report on
NSF/E indicated that the office’s goals were “information gathering,” representation,”
and “programmatic assistance.” While “programmatic assistance” could be considered
synonymous with the current definition of “facilitation,” the OIG report indicates that

e NSF/E was focused on a narrow definition of facilitation, that is, research-to-
researcher connections, but did not provide logistical support to American
scientists visiting the region,

e Trip support was provided to NSF staff and leadership as part of their
“representation” function but does not indicate supporting trips of non-NSF
staff, and

e NSF/E did not provide direct support for programs, citing instead that the
Directorate for Geosciences had its own program officer devoted to being an
international liaison.

Some office functions are not included in the current definitions of facilitation,
representation, and reporting. For example, NSF/J’s founding document indicates that the
office should occasionally fund Japanese scientists. The founding document for NSF/C
and the NSF/E OIG report do not indicate any similar responsibilities for their offices.
While further reports do not provide evidence for NSF/J funding, the current lack of
focus on assisting Japanese scientists represents a shift in the stated goals for that office.

NSF/C cites in its founding document the desire to assist the Environment, Science,
Technology, and Health (ESTH) section of the Embassy when called upon. There is no
documentary evidence that this was also a goal for the NSF/E. NSF/J has provided
reports to their embassy but there are no indications that they have focused on assistance
to the Embassy ESTH section as part of their core mission.

F. Program Support Offices

Over the years, NSF has supported a variety of structures intended to provide
support to specific programmatic initiatives. These support offices, however, are not
intended to fulfill the facilitation, representation, and reporting goals of the NSF overseas
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offices, and therefore are not considered in this study. For completeness, brief
descriptions of each program support office are provided below.

1. New Zealand

A 1970 report on NSF representation abroad noted that NSF funded an office for six
months each year to support Antarctic programs run through Christchurch, New Zealand.
The total costs for office and personnel were $29,800 in 1970 (Owen 1970, 3). The report
also recommended that this office help facilitate bilateral programs with New Zealand
and Australia (Owen 1970, 5). This office is still maintained today to serve the Antarctic
program.™*

2.  India

The NSF established an office in New Delhi in 1966 in order to implement a new
collaborative program with the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) and
the government of India on science education (Owen 1970). This program built upon a
large summer science institutes program USAID had run for training 8,000 science,
technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) teachers in India (Roe 1966). The
Science Education Improvement Project (SEIP), known at NSF as the Cooperative
Programs for the Improvement of Science Education in India, focused on curriculum
development, teacher training, institutional development, and development of teaching
aids (Owen 1970). The New Delhi Office was set up after the USAID requested NSF to
support development and administration activities. NSF recognized that this office could
also serve a regional function if neighboring countries increase their focus on science and
science education (Haworth 1967). However, there is no indication that the office
ultimately served a regional function.

By 1969 the office had nine professional staff members, a secretary, and an
Administrative Assistant who were all Americans. In addition to the American staff,
several local Indian employees also served the office (Haworth 1969).*> A 1970 internal
report recommended that the New Delhi Office should “supplement activities of NSF-
Tokyo in Indonesia and Indochina” as long as the office is in existence to support the
AID program (Owen 1970, 5). The report suggested that if the New Delhi Office were

1 The christchurch outpost mainly serves to supply Antarctic research mission. See the USAP website
(http://www.usap.gov/aboutUSAPParticipants/) and a recent Blue Ribbon Panel report
(http://www.nsf.gov/od/opp/usap_special review/usap_brp/rpt/antarctica 07232012.pdf) for references
to the office.

12 A 1970 NSF report indicates that the office had only 7 staff members (Owen 1970); however, it is not
clear whether number represented all staff or simply American staff.
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closed, a new office should be considered if the USAID program ends, a new office in
Bangkok should be considered (Owen 1970, 4). The New Delhi Office closed in 1972
(Blanpied, Loretz, and Dilworth 2007).** However, one local employee remained on staff
through at least 1976 (NSF 1976).

3. Bucharest

An internal NSF program management report in 1976 indicates that NSF had an
overseas office in Bucharest starting in 1974 and existing for at least two years (NSF
1976). No further information was provided on the structure, activities, or mission of this
office.

4. Rio de Janeiro

The NSF/Rio Office was opened in 1962 within the U.S. Regional Science Office in
the U.S. Embassy in Rio (NSF 1964). NSF originally wanted to place its office in Buenos
Aires, Argentina but was blocked by the State Department due to their interests in
creating a regional science hub in Rio (Owen 1970). In 1963, NSF had 2 professional
staff members and 2 administrative staff members stationed in the Rio Office (Mills
1963). Monthly reports from 1963 indicate that the primary role of the Offices was to
travel regionally (including Chile and Argentina) and report on their findings. In addition,
the Office supported visiting scientists from the United States and provided advice to
local scientists and government agencies (Mills 1963).

The Office was closed in 1964 after a decision by the NSF Office of International
Science Activities that there was not enough NSF-related work in Rio to justify the staff
and cost expenditures. When the Office was established in 1962, NSF believed that it
would invest more in “grey area research™** but this did not materialize. Resources were
shifted to San Jose to support developing activities in Costa Rica (NSF 1964).

5.  San Jose

The San Jose Office was established in 1962 to support an NSF/USAID program
with Central American universities. It was also tasked with absorbing some of the
activities of the recently closed Rio de Janeiro Office (Haworth 1969). The Office was
intended to act as regional office for all of Latin America but program responsibilities
limited staff travel to about 10% of their time. NSF asked the overseas offices, including

13 A 1976 internal NSF report indicates that the New Delhi Office closed in 1973 (NSF 1976).

14 Grey area research (also called “science for diplomacy”) refers to research that is funded in part due to
relevance to NSF and in part due to supporting foreign policy objectives.
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San Jose, in 1967 to pay attention to regional developments and advise NSF on potential
opportunities for collaboration (Haworth 1967) but it not clear whether this request
altered San Jose’s activities.

The San Jose Office was expected to be closed once that program was completed.
However, in 1967 increasing diplomatic relations between the United States and Costa
Rica led NSF to suggest an expansion in the San Jose Office to support its current
activities to support new programs (Haworth 1967). However, new programs did not
materialize and San Jose was recognized as a poor logistical base for operating as a
regional post. The Office closed in June 1968 when the program in Costa Rica was
defunded (Owen 1970).
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3.  Generic Logic Model

A. Introduction

As described in the preceding chapter, the NSF overseas offices have a rich history
that reflects the complexity of the environment in which the overseas offices operate.
Therefore the STPI team developed a generic logic model as a tool that would organize
this complexity into framework for evaluation and provide context for describing the
activities, outcomes and impacts of each NSF overseas office. Each of the NSF overseas
offices could be considered a special case of the generic logic model.

The generic logic model was developed from STPI analysis of the activities and
goals of the NSF overseas offices, as well as the activities and goals of other agencies’
overseas offices identified in the comparative review (see Chapter 7). A draft of the logic
model was presented at the Expert Panel meeting in February 2013 and refined based on
the feedback received during the discussion.

One methodological caveat to note at the beginning of this analysis is that the
generic logic model, because of its breadth, should not be interpreted as a standard
against which to judge any particular overseas office. Given the limited size and budget,
and the different contexts for the overseas offices, it is incorrect to assume that every
office should be expected to fulfill all of the functions included in the model outcomes.
Rather, the generic logic model is intended to serve two purposes. First, it is a starting
point for the analysis of each NSF overseas office. STPI’s analysis identifies which of the
activities and Office Goals are germane to each NSF overseas office and uses this
identification to assess which of the downstream outcomes and impacts potentially apply
to that Office. Each NSF overseas office, therefore, is assessed against the applicable set
of outcomes and impacts, rather than to the whole. Second, the generic logic model
provides a common language and approach through which to describe similarities and
differences between the NSF overseas offices and the other science agencies’ overseas
offices included in the comparative review. It should be noted that this analysis is purely
descriptive, rather than evaluative, in nature. Because of the differences in overseas office
goals among the agencies studied—and the differences in context especially between the
overseas offices of U.S. science agencies and the overseas offices of the Japanese,
German, and U.K. science agencies included in the study—one cannot assess whether the
NSF overseas offices are “better” or “worse” than their counterparts based on the
activities they conduct and the outcomes they have achieved. The purpose of the
comparison is to describe how the NSF overseas offices are different from other
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agencies’ overseas offices, and to suggest modifications to existing models or new
models and approaches, should NSF choose to assign new goals and/or activities to its
overseas offices (Chapter 10. Options for the Future).

B. Generic Logic Model: Concepts and Terminology

The overseas office generic logic model (Figure 5) follows a standard logic
modeling format and is intended to be read from left to right as a series of if...then...
statements. For example, if this activity is completed, then this output will occur; if this
output occurs, then this outcome can be anticipated.

Terminology
Several conventions used in the generic logic model are defined here.

e [Home country] refers to the country of the science agency sponsoring the
overseas office

e [Agency] refers to the science agency sponsoring the overseas office

e [Country] refers to the country in which the overseas office is located or
other countries in the region that the overseas office serves

Concepts

The Inputs box identifies a set of contextual factors governing a particular overseas
office. Inputs are particular to the combination of home-country and local-country
contextual issues, so no two overseas offices—even those supported by a single science
agency at a particular time—are expected to operate in the same context. Relevant input
factors are:

e staffing context (number, nationality, and skills of office staff);

e funding context (funds for personnel as well as other direct costs such as
travel, office rental, and programmatic support);

e country context (how the office fits into the broader goals of the science
agency and the home country more generally, as well as cultural issues in
the country where the office is located, such as language skills and cultural
similarities and differences between the home country and the country
where the office is located);

e administrative/organizational context (whether the overseas office is part
of an embassy or in a separate location, the underlying goals and strengths
of the embassy, and concerns about physical or cybersecurity at the
overseas office); and science management in the overseas country.
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EXTERNAL
INFLUENCES

[COUNTRY] SCIENCE
ESTABLISHMENT
CHARACTERISTICS

Level of funding
Complexity of
organization
Similarity of
practices to [home
country]

[COUNTRY]
CHARACTERISTICS

Language
knowledge/ cultural
commonalities
between [country]
and [home country]

Pre-existing
connectivities (e.
overseas diasporas)
of researchers
between [country]
and [home country]
[Country] strategy
with respect to
placing overseas
offices in [home
country]

Diplomatic issues/
considerations
underlying relations
between [country]
and [home country]
(and/or third
parties)

INTERACTION

State of

communications
technologies
Ease of travel

INPUTS

ACTIVITIES

Staffing Context
Office Head[s] (roles,
responsibilities)
Other [Agency] staff
Local Foreign Nationals

Funding Context
Staff salary and benefits
Administrative Costs (Rent/
office space, IT)
Travel
Other programmatic funds

Attend Meetings

Site visits to universities/research
facilities

Participation in workshops/
conferences

Participation in roadmapping
exercises/ strategic planning efforts
Discussions with individuals (e.g.,
government officials, academics,
students)

Country/Regional Context
[country] S&T agency
organization/ complexity/
culture
[home country] international
science policy strategy and
goals
[Agency] international
science policy strategy and
goals

Travel

Within [country]
Regionally

Back to [home country]

FINAL VERSION

June 2013
OUTPUTS INTERMEDIATE OUTCOMES LONG-TERM
OUTCOMES
Attend Meetings Knowledge Research Collaborations Formed

Number of meetings attend, by
type/location
Seniority/importance of
individuals met

Diversity of individuals met
Minutes of meetings taken
Information exchanged

Travel
Number of trips taken within
[country], regionally
Number of trips to [home
country]

Convene
Meetings/workshops/scientific
symposia

Meetings of stakeholders (e.g.,
government officials of [country]/
[home country], academics

Support trips by [home country] staff

Convene
Number of meetings held
Number of participants
Importance of participants
Diversity of participants
Number/importance of [home
country] staff supported

Enhanced knowledge by [agency] staff
of [country] counterparts and vice versa
Enhanced knowledge by [agency] staff
of policy issues in [country]

Enhanced knowledge by [agency] staff
of research conducted in [country]
Enhanced knowledge by [country] staff
of practices at [agency]

Enhanced knowledge by [home
country] researchers of [country]
researchers

Enhanced knowledge by [home
country] or [country] students of study
aboard opportunities

Enhanced understanding by [agency]
staff [and home country academic
community] of S&T policies and
technology capabilities in [country]

Administrative/

Organizational Context
Location (e.g., at [nome
country] Embassy,
independent location, co-
located with [country]
governmental agency
Security (e.g., difficulty of
accessing location, restrictions
on movement of Office Head/
staff, IT/cybersecurity
concerns, level of trust of
LFNs)
Diplomatic goals of [home
country] Embassy
Strength of [home country]
Embassy’s science section

Fund

Programs (e.g., grants)

Individual researchers/investigators
Independently commissioned
research (e.g., consultant reports

Communicate

Written reports/formal
memoranda/diplomatic cables
Public communication (op-ed pieces,
blog posts, speeches)

Informal communication (Email,
telephone)

Speak

For [home country]; for [agency]
To governmental officials, students,
university researchers, industry,
public

Fund
Number of grant applications
reviewed
Number/percentage funded
Number of investigators who
receive follow-on funding from
line organizations
Reports received

Communicate
Number of formal/informal
written reports completed
Number of publication
communications completed
Number of informal
communications

Speak
Number of individuals involved,
by type
Number of times speaking on
behalf of [home country],
lagency]

Attitude
Change in proclivity of [nhome country]
researchers to collaborate with
researchers in [country]
Change in proclivity of [home country]
students to study abroad in [country]
Change in proclivity of [country]
students to study abroad in [nhome
country]
Change in proclivity of [country]
researchers to collaborate with
researchers in [home country]
Change in attitude of [country] public
toward [home country]

Behavior

New MOUs or research agreements
negotiated between [country] and
[home country]

Discussions regarding initiation of
(collaborative) [research] programs
initiated between agencies

[Agency] staff participate in research
roadmapping/ strategic planning
processes
New research collaborations initiated
Additional [home country] students
trained in [country] OR vice versa

FACILITATION

REPRESENTATION

Overseas Office Goals
REPORTING

PROGRAM SUPPORT VISIBILITY

Sustained research interactions
between [country] and [home
country] scientists

New collaborative research awards
between [country] and [home
country] scientists

Scientific Breakthroughs
Major research results stemming
from internationally collaborative
projects

Programmatic Implications
[Collaborative] [research] programs
implemented and funded
Research roadmaps/strategic
planning documents account for
[agency] / [country] perspective

Globally connected and engaged
academic workforce
Increased number of scientists/STEM

professionals interested in and
competent to conduct internationally
collaborative research

Increased number of scientists/STEM
professionals engaged in
internationally collaborative research

Situational Awareness of S&T in
[home country]
Avoidance of technological surprise
[Home country] maintains
leadership in scientifically/
economically vital research/
technological areas

Capacity Development in [country]
[country] creates new science-
funding agency along [agency] lines

[country] uses [agency]-derived
processes for review, accountability,
etc.

[ Foreign Policy Goals Achieved |
Enhanced diplomatic relationships

between [country] and [home

country]

Enhanced commercial relationships

between [country] and [home

country]

Figure 5. Generic Overseas Office Logic Model



The Activities boxes identify generic categories of activities in which overseas
offices can engage. These boxes describe both the types of actions in which offices
engage as well as the stakeholders with which they engage as they do so.

Attend Meetings captures the range of interactions that office personnel may
have with others. Meetings could include site visits to particular locations,
participation in conferences and workshops, or discussions either with
individuals or groups. Meetings could be either in person or virtual, via
teleconference or videoconference.

Travel captures the range of places to which office staff might go in the
course of their official duties. While overseas office staff may conduct
business in the location in which the office is housed, they also may travel
within the host country or regionally. Traveling back to the home country
may also be an important element of the duties of overseas office staff.

Convene captures the role that the office itself might play in bringing
together stakeholders, as opposed to attending meetings organized by
others. Convening meetings implies the use of office resources, whether in
terms of staff time, location space, or funding.

Fund captures other uses of programmatic resources by the overseas office
beyond those described under the “convening” activities. Examples
include providing funding to foreign investigators, including through direct
grants, as well as spending on reporting, such as commissioning research
to be conducted by parties external to the overseas office staff.

Communicate captures a range of types of formal and informal
communications that overseas offices may conduct. They include formal
reporting in written form, as well as press releases, speeches, or blog posts.

Speak captures a range of interactions and stakeholders that govern the
variety of communications in which the offices engage. The overseas
offices may speak to a variety of stakeholders, including country science
agencies, investigators, and students; they also may speak for a variety of
organizations, including the agency itself or the home-country government
more generally. To whom—and for whom—the office speaks will vary
depending upon the nature of the activity.

The Outputs boxes capture tangible products that are associated with each of the
identified overseas office activities. For example, associated with the “Attend Meetings”
activity are outputs such as the number of meetings attended (and where they are
located), the seniority and importance of the individuals met, as well as the extent to
which attendees represent a variety of stakeholder groups (e.g., government, academia,
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industry). Minutes of meetings represent documentary evidence of what was discussed,
although additional information could be discerned through interviews with participants.

As part of the logic modeling process, a set of Intermediate Outcomes and
Downstream Impacts were extrapolated from the current NSF overseas office goals based
on the process, stakeholder, and comparative reviews.

The Intermediate Outcomes boxes follow a knowledge/attitude/behavior
framework intended to describe the varieties of influence that the overseas offices may
have (W.K. Kellogg Foundation 2004, 8).

e Knowledge describes results of activities intended to change the
knowledge state of target stakeholders. The examples in the box identify a
variety of potential stakeholders, as well as the types of knowledge that
may be conveyed.

e Attitude describes changes in proclivities of target stakeholders to act
(rather than the actions themselves). It can presuppose a change in
knowledge (e.g., researchers in the home country become more likely to
collaborate with researchers in the local country because they receive new
information about researchers in the local country) or a change in how
target stakeholders react to existing knowledge (e.g., researchers in the
home country become more likely to collaborate with researchers in the
local country because an overseas office is facilitating the collaboration,
thereby removing barriers to action).

e Behavior describes specific actions that are taken by target stakeholders.
These behaviors, again, can result from changes in knowledge or changes
in attitude by the target stakeholder population, or they can be independent
of either.

The identification of intermediate outcomes of the overseas offices, as described
here, is challenging. There are relatively simple causal chains from the overseas office
goals to the knowledge and attitude intermediate outcomes. Particular target stakeholders
who can be identified based on the nature of the activity may become more
knowledgeable or otherwise change their attitude regarding a particular subject. At the
same time, such outcomes are difficult to observe—and attribution may still be
confounded by external influences. There are no easily measurable proxies for knowledge
and attitude measures. Survey/interview-based methods are a way to query stakeholders
directly, but these approaches rely upon self-reporting, which may produce biased
estimates of the true value of overseas offices’ activities. Behavior-related outcomes are
easier to identify, as they produce identifiable artifacts (e.g., collaborations and formal
documents such as memoranda of understanding). At the same time, the contribution of
the overseas office to those outcomes may be difficult to assess. If, for example, an
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overseas office facilitates the development of a particular collaborative research program,
there will be a record of that program (in program documentation such as a memorandum
of understanding), but the relative role of the overseas office, and the counterfactual
result—what might have occurred in the absence of that office—may not be amenable to

analysis.

The Downstream Impacts boxes identify longer-term, larger-scale influences to
which overseas offices might contribute and may represent synergies across multiple
activities of the overseas offices. At the same time, the attribution challenges associated
with assessing the contribution of the overseas offices’ activities to these downstream
impacts may be insurmountable. The identified impacts are:

Research collaborations formed between scientists includes both
identifiable instances of researchers in the home country and local country
working together and the formalization of that collaboration through
jointly funded or other awards made to those researchers.

Scientific breakthroughs include the knowledge gained by research that
involves international collaboration, the dissemination of that knowledge
(e.g., by publication), and the importance of that knowledge (whether
measured by expert judgment, bibliometric techniques, or other
approaches). As scientific breakthroughs would occur as the result of
research collaborations, new programs, or a globally engaged scientific
workforce, this category of impacts is dependent upon the realization of
one or more of these other impacts.

Programmatic implications include new funding programs created that
involve research (and researchers) in both the home country and local
country as well as strategic planning documents or other types of research
roadmaps.

Globally trained and engaged scientific workforce includes changes both
in the number and nature of researchers with the skills and interest to
collaborate internationally as well as changes in the actual number of
collaborative researchers.

Situational awareness of S&T in [home country] include both the ability of the
home country to avoid instances of scientific or technological surprise by
researchers in the local country, as well as the ability more broadly of the home
country to remain at the forefront of research.

Capacity development in [country] include changes in the structure of the
science-funding agencies in the local country, including the creation of wholly
new organizations along home-country science agency lines or the incorporation
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of processes (e.g., peer review processes, grants management approaches)
modeled on the home-country science agency in the local country’s science
funding apparatus.

e Foreign policy goals achieved refers to influence the overseas office may
have on the broader foreign policy goals of the home country, whether
improved diplomatic relationships or enhanced commercial ties.

While the NSF overseas office goals are listed at the bottom of Figure 5, they are
not included in the logic model itself. “Facilitation,” “Representation,” and “Reporting,”
as well as the STPI-identified categories “Program Support” and “Visibility,” are broad
concepts that require more specific operationalization in order to include them in a logic
model. Rather than simply accept the current NSF overseas office definitions of
“Facilitation,” “Representation,” and “Reporting,” STPI conceptualized them as:

e Facilitation describes a range of situations whereby the overseas office works as
an intermediary between stakeholders, or to assist on behalf of stakeholders.
Stakeholders could include both home-country and country actors, who may be
science agency personnel, other government personnel, investigators, students,
industry staff, or university staff.

e Representation describes a range of situations whereby the overseas office
speaks on behalf of the home country, whether in formal or informal situations.

e Reporting describes a range of situations whereby the overseas office conveys
information back to the home country—whether to stakeholders inside the
agency or more broadly.

STPI further defined Program Support and Visibility as:

e Program Support describes situations whereby the overseas office itself
conducts programmatic functions, rather than facilitating programs run by
others.

e Visibility describes situations whereby the overseas office is engaged in efforts
intended to increase knowledge in the local country of scientific efforts, results,
or investigators of the home country. These activities may be scientific in
nature—to raise the profile of home-country science and scientists—or they may
have a general “science diplomacy” aspect, whereby the purpose is to present
the home country itself in a positive light.

Tables 2A—-2D operationalize aspects of each of these five concepts for the purpose
of this study. The first column of each table identifies specific ways in which the three
NSF overseas office goals may be interpreted and realized. The second column of each
table identifies whether each specific statement is considered relevant to the NSF
overseas offices. The third column fits each statement into the generic logic model. It is
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important to note that in a logic modeling context, aspects of “Activities,” “Outputs,”
“Outcomes,” and “Impacts” are incorporated into each of the NSF overseas office goals.

In general, the NSF “Facilitation” goal is related to the generic convening function
of overseas offices (Table 2A). The role of the overseas office is to bring persons
together—whether government  personnel, academics, students, or industry
representatives, from the home country or the country in which the overseas office is
located. Few of the statements identified under “Facilitation” involve directly identifiable
intermediate outcomes or downstream impacts—although depending upon the purpose of
a meeting and the stakeholders present there likely would be potential outcomes related
to knowledge and attitude that might occur.

Table 2A. Operationalizing Facilitation

Applicable to
NSF
Overseas Logic Model Activity = Logic Model Outcome
Statement Offices? Categories and Impact Categories
Facilitating visits by [agency]  Yes Convene; Attend Varies based on
staff to [country] Meetings purpose of visit
Facilitating contacts between  Yes Convene Varies based on
[home country] and [country] purpose of contacts
researchers
Supporting existing or Yes Convene MOU signed
development of new (intermediate outcome);
programs between [country] program developed
and [home country] (impact)
Facilitating visits by [home Yes Convene Varies based on
country] researchers or purpose of visits
students to [country]
Facilitating negotiation No Convene, Speak; Foreign policy goals
position of [home country] Attend Meetings achieved (impact)
Facilitating coordinated No Convene; Attend Depends on purpose of
actions by [home country] meetings) actions
science agencies/foreign
service
Office builds networks of No Convene; Fund Change in proclivity to
expatriate researchers/ collaborate (outcome);
students in [country] increased number of
STEM professionals
(impact)
Office supports [home No Convene Varies based on
country] university overseas purpose of support
offices
Office supports [home No Convene Varies based on

country] industry

purpose of support
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The “Representation” goal (Table 2B) is grounded in the “attend” and “speak” activity
categories. Representation occurs in meeting-related settings, and the overseas office is in
some cases speaking for an agency or even the home country’s science establishment.

Similar to the “Facilitation” goal, the “Representation” goal requires clearly defined
activities that lead to specific intermediate outcomes and downstream impacts.

Table 2B. Operationalizing Representation

Applicable to
NSF Overseas Logic Model Activity Logic Model Outcome

Statement Offices? Categories and Impact Categories
Liaising with Yes Attend meetings Enhanced knowledge by
counterparts in staff of counterparts
[country] (outcome)
Assisting counterparts  Yes Attend meetings; Change in knowledge
in [country] in Convene regarding agency policies
developing [agency]- (outcome); capacity
like structures development (impact)
Attending meetingsin ~ Yes Speak Varies depending on
[country] on behalf of purpose of meeting and
[agency] office role
Representing [home Yes Speak Varies depending on
country] to purpose of international
international organization,
organizations in representation activities
[country]
Playing active role in No Speak Foreign policy goals
negotiating achieved (impact)
agreements

The “Reporting” goal (Table 2C) is grounded in the communication activity of
overseas offices, though the reporting on highlights of trips and meetings necessarily
includes the “attend meetings” and “travel” activities of overseas offices as well. The
type of report and content determine if the report contributes in general to intermediate
outcomes, more specifically to knowledge and attitude, or to the downstream impacts of

situational awareness.
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Table 2C. Operationalizing Reporting

Applicable to Logic Model Outcome
NSF Overseas Logic Model and Impact
Statement Offices? Activity Categories Categories
Reporting to [agency] Yes Communicate, Varies based on nature
staff on highlights of attend meetings, of trip/meeting
trips/meetings attended travel
Reporting to [agency] Yes Communicate Enhanced knowledge
staff on S&T landscape of S&T policy issues
in [country] (outcome)
Reporting on [country] Yes Communicate, Enhanced knowledge
research in travel of research (outcome);
scientific/technical areas situational awareness
of interest (impact)
Reporting/translating Yes Communicate Enhanced knowledge

highlights of publications
in [country]

of research (outcome);
situational awareness

(impact)

“Program support” and “Visibility” are not primary goals of the NSF overseas
offices; these categories were developed by STPI based on the activities of other offices
identified in the comparative review. The program support-related activities are grounded
in these offices’ abilities to fund activities — whether conferences, overseas trips, or
grants to researchers. The visibility-related activities combine communicating with
convening (Table 2D).

Goals are achieved through a combination of activity, outputs, and outcomes (either
explicit or implicit) of that activity. For example, “Reporting to [agency] staff on
highlights of trips/meetings attended” encompasses multiple of the generic activity
categories (e.g., attend meetings, travel, and communicate). It implicitly identifies outputs
(for example, formal or informal reports), although the specific intermediate outcomes
depend on stakeholders being addressed (Is the purpose to provide information to agency
staff or others?) as well as the intended use by those stakeholders (Is the purpose of
reporting purely informational or is it to provide information that might support the
development of future programmatic activities or collaborations?). Because of the
complex nature of the overseas office goals, it is difficult to identify whether individual
activities, or even portfolios of activities, contribute to meeting any particular outcome.
This result suggests that as NSF plans for the future of its overseas offices, it would be
valuable to specify outcomes in greater detail and, to the extent possible, identify
linkages from activities to outcomes and goals.
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Table 2D. Operationalizing Program Support and Visibility

Applicable to Logic Model Logic Model
NSF Overseas Activity Outcome and
Statement Offices? Categories Impact Categories
Program Support
Funding activities in [country] No Fund Varies based on
activity
Funding students from [home No Fund Increased
country] to visit [country] knowledge, proclivity

to collaborate
(outcome); globally
engaged workforce

(impact)
Funding students from No Fund Increased
[country] to visit [home country] knowledge, proclivity

to collaborate
(outcome); globally
engaged workforce

(impact)
Funding researchers in No Fund Research
[country] collaborations

initiated (outcome)
Scientific impact,

research
collaborators
(impact)
Visibility
Presenting [home country] No Convene, Outcomes vary
research/researchers/students Communicate based on form of
to [country] presentation; foreign
policy goals
achieved (impact)
Presenting [home country] in No Convene, Outcomes vary
positive light to [country] communicate, based on form of

speak presentation;
Foreign policy goals
achieved (impact)

C. Use of Logic Model in Balance of the Study

The next three chapters (Chapters 4-6) assess each of the primary goals of the NSF
overseas offices—facilitation, representation, and reporting. The specific logic model
categories guide the analysis for the NSF/J, NSF/E, and NSF/C.

Chapter 7 presents considerations outside the three primary goals, including roles
and responsibilities of overseas office staff, budget issues, information technology
considerations, and integration of the overseas offices into Embassy activities. For
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Chapter 8, the STPI team used the logic model to facilitate the comparison of the NSF
overseas offices with the overseas offices of other U.S. Government agencies as well as
with the overseas offices of French, British, German, and Japanese science-funding
agencies. The logic model was also used to construct the future management models
described in Chapter 10.
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4. Facilitation Goal

The original STPI statement of work defined the NSF overseas offices’ facilitation
goal in terms of promoting ‘“collaboration between the science and engineering
communities of the United States and the respective country/region.” Based on the data
collection and logic modeling processes used in this analysis, the facilitation goal was
operationalized as having four distinct dimensions:

e Supporting existing or developing new collaborative programs between NSF
and counterpart agencies

e Facilitating contacts between U.S. and international researchers
e Facilitating visits by U.S. researchers or students
e Facilitating visits by NSF staff

This chapter is organized around these four activities and describes them for each
overseas office in turn. In the final section of this chapter, the study team aggregated the
descriptive data and independently analyzed the results to suggest potential options for
the future as an input to the expert panel’s deliberations.

A. Summary of Activities

Each of the NSF overseas offices has conceptualized its facilitation functions within
its operational context. Differences between offices in time spent on facilitation were
identified in the STPI-developed template by staff in each NSF Overseas (Figure 6).
Overall, NSF/C staff reported spending the most time on facilitation-related activities,
and the NSF/E staff the least. Evaluation of each position demonstrated that the NSF/C
Office Head reported spending a substantially larger percentage of time in facilitation-
related activities than did the other two Office Heads, whereas the NSF/C and NSF/J
Administrative Assistants reported similar percentages that are quite different from that
of the NSF/E Administrative Assistant. The Science Assistants, on the other hand,
reported spending 30-35% of their time on facilitation. Specific activities conducted as
part of the facilitation goal and explanations for differences in self-reporting of time are
discussed below and align with the four operational dimensions.
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Figure 6. Self-Reporting of Facilitation Activities, by NSF Overseas Office and Role

B. Supporting Existing or Developing New Programs between NSF
and Counterpart Agencies

The National Science supports research by U.S scientists, however it has developed
several mechanisms to partner internationally. One approach is to coordinate science
programs with other countries. NSF and counterparts identify topics of mutual interest
and align the timing and content of calls for proposals and the criteria and schedule for
review. NSF then funds the meritorious proposals submitted from the U.S., and the
collaborating partner funds proposals submitted by their Pls. Coordinated funding
programs are considered valuable because they leverage the scientific investment of NSF
and provide a mechanism for investigators to develop international collaborations. The
OIIA-ISE web site includes collaborative calls in its lists of NSF program solicitations,
and as of April 2013, 8 collaborative programs were identified (Table 3, number of
projects per program is provided in the footnote). An additional 11 collaborative calls
surfaced during interviews and supplementary STPI searches of the NSF Internet site. Of
the 19 solicitations, 13 involved at least one country in Europe, including 3 where more
than 10 European countries were participating. Six calls involved Japanese funding
agencies; and three involved Chinese funding agencies. Other countries in Asia also
participated; two calls included Taiwan, one New Zealand, one Australia and one India.
Nine programs included countries in other regions, especially Canada, Israel, and
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Brazil.™ In the sections that follow, the facilitation-related activities of the NSF overseas
offices are compared against this list to identify the number and fraction of these
programs that involved the overseas offices in their initiation and ongoing operations.

13 Brazilian participation is through the state government of Sao Paolo state (Fundagdo de Amparo a
Pesquisa do Estado de S&o Paulo) rather than the Brazilian national government.
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Table 3 List of Collaborative Program Solicitation and Countries Included, April 2013

Solicitation

Asia

Europe

Other
Countries

Identified from OIIA-ISE Internet Site

Collaborative Research in Computational
Neuroscience (11-505; 12-114)2

Dimensions of Biodiversity FY 2013 (13-536)

George E. Brown, Jr. Network for Earthquake
Engineering Simulation Research (13-544)

International Collaboration in Chemistry (ICC)
(12-562)"

Materials World Network (12-593)°

Metabolomics for a Low-Carbon Society (11-527)°
Plant Genome Research Program (PGRP)
(13-522)¢

Surpassing Evolution: Transformative Approaches
to Enhance the Efficiency of Photosynthesis
(NSF 10-559)'

China

Japan, China

Japan, Taiwan

China, Japan, Taiwan

Japan

New Zealand

Germany, France

Austria, France,
Luxembourg, Russia

16 European countries

13 European countries

United Kingdom

Brazil

Brazil, Israel

Kenya, Tunisia, Brazil,
Chile, Mexico

Israel

Other Collaborative Programs Identified from Interviews or STPI Searches

DCL: U.S.-China Collaborative Research in
Advanced Sensors and Bio-inspired Technology
(NSF 11-024)

Ecology and Evolution of Infectious Diseases
(12-587)

DCL: Digging Into Data Challenge (13-069)

DCL: Clean Water: A Challenge for Researchers
(13-082)

Nitrogen: Improving on Nature (12-579)

DCL: Wireless Innovation between Finland and
United States (12-110)

China

United Kingdom

Netherlands

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

Finland

Canada
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Other
Solicitation Asia Europe Countries

DCL: US-China Collaborative Software Research China — —
(12-096)

DCL: NSF-Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft — —
(DFG) Collaborative Research (11-053)

DCL: Belmont Forum: G8 Multilateral International Australia, Japan, India Austria, France, Brazil, Canada, South

Opportunities Fund Initiative (12-072) Germany, Norway, Africa
Russia, United Kingdom

DCL: G8 Multilateral Funding Initiative Japan France, Germany, Canada

“Interdisciplinary Program on Materials Efficiency: A Russia, United Kingdom

First Step Towards Sustainable Manufacturing”

(11-068)

DCL: Collaborative Cyberinfrastructure Proposals — All EU countries9 —

with European Groups (12-016)

International Collaborations in Organismal Biology — — Israel

Between the United States and Israeli Investigators

(12-577)

U.S.-Israel Collaboration in Computer Science — — Israel

(12-603)

& CRCNS has funded approximately 10 projects/year 2008-2012.

b |cC has funded approximately 15 projects/year 2008—2012. The NSF/C was a collaborator in previous iterations of the ICC solicitation, but not in the current one.
€ MWN has funded approximately 30 projects/year 2008-2012.

d The single Metabolomics solicitation funded four projects.

€ The most recent PGRP solicitation’s call dates and review schedules were coordinated with proposals submitted to the European Research Area’s Coordinating Action in Plant
Sciences (ERA-CAPS) call. While PGRP encourages international collaboration with researchers in any country, 16 countries specific countries are participating in ERA-CAPS.

f The single Surpassing Evolution solicitation funded 5 projects.
9 This program links U.S. investigators with European counterparts funded through Framework 7 cyberinfrastructure programs.



In addition, certain NSF program solicitations encourage collaboration through
funding for U.S. investigators for work with international counterparts. These funding
supplements do not specify a particular country or counterpart funding organization.
Examples of such programs include:

e Basic Research to Enable Agricultural Development (NSF 11-579)
e Catalyzing New International Collaborations (NSF 12-573)
e Centers for Chemical Innovation (NSF 12-572)

e Domestic Nuclear Detection Office-National Science Foundation
Academic Research Initiative (NSF 11-530)

e NSF-USAID Partnerships for Enhanced Engagement in Research™®
e Research Collaboration Networks (NSF 13-520)
e Research Networks in the Mathematical Sciences (NSF 10-584)

An additional avenue for international collaboration lies in joint development of
large facilities. International collaboration can be important both in the initial design and
funding of the building and equipment, and in the ongoing management and operations of
the facility. Of the approximately 30 NSF-supported large facilities, six contained
international partnerships, which include telescopes, the Laser Interferometer
Gravitational Wave Observatory (LIGO) and its follow-on facility, and ocean drilling
ships (Table 4). Four of the facilities have European collaborators, two have collaborators
in Japan, and one has Chinese partners. Several additional Asia-Pacific countries
(especially Australia) are involved in four of the six facilities, and two include partners in
the Americas.

18 This international collaboration is open to 90 developing countries.
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Table 4. List of International Partnerships in Funding of NSF Large Facilities

Name Asia Europe Other Source
Advanced Laser Australia U.K., Germany — https://www.advancedligo.mit.edu/partners
Interferometer .html
Gravitational Wave
Observatory (AdvLIGO)
Atacama Large Japan, Taiwan European Canada http://www.almaobservatory.org/en/about-
Millimeter/ submillimeter Southern alma/global-collaboration
Array (ALMA) Observatory
countries
IceCube — Sweden, — http://icecube.wisc.edu/collaboration/fundi
Belgium, ng
Germany
Integrated Ocean Japan, China, — — http://www.iodp.org/funding-agencies
Drilling Program (IODP) South Korea,
Australia, New
Zealand, India
Gemini Observatory Australia — Argentina, Brazil, http://www.gemini.edu/about#partnership
Chile, Canada
Laser Interferometer — U.K., Germany http://www.ligo.org/funding.php

Gravitational Wave
Observatory (LIGO)
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1. NSF/J

a. Historical Context

For the majority of the NSF/J’s existence, its primary role has been to facilitate
international programs and collaborations in Japan. In 1962, the State Department asked
NSF to serve as the U.S. implementing agency for the new Cooperative Science Program
between the United States and Japan. This program was initiated to help improve
relations between Japan and the United States after World War 11 (Blanpied, Loretz, and
Dilworth 2007). It was expanded to include research and student exchange programs and
remained active through the early 1990s.

An internal NSF report indicates that the NSF/J provided support to NSF staff who
visited Japan and during the 1990s, facilitated programs for postdoctoral researchers and
visiting faculty. NSF/J advised visitors on which organizations and officials with whom it
would be most valuable to meet (Perrolle et al. 1994).

Interviewees noted that NSF/J currently supports the graduate student program that
is part of the NSF East Asia and Pacific Summer Institutes (EAPSI). These programs
require two additional, locally recruited staff members.

b. Recent Activities

Both NSF/J staff and the Japanese government officials who were interviewed in
science agencies such as Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and
Technology (MEXT), Japanese Science and Technology Agency (JST), Japan Society for
the Promotion of Science (JSPS), and Japan Agency for Marine-Earth Science and
Technology (JAMSTEC) agreed that the NSF/J, especially the Office Head and the
Science Assistant, played an active role in facilitating the development and
implementation of collaborative research programs. For example, NSF/J often serves as
the initial point of contact for Japanese government officials interested in exploring an
idea for a new program. Japanese interviewees mentioned that the NSF website and
awards database often do not clearly indicate the best NSF contacts for particular
interests, and it is more effective to query the NSF/J staff. In this facilitation role, NSF/J
will identify and initiate contact between Japanese staff and NSF program staff. As
programs are being developed, Japanese government officials also use the NSF/J to
resolve difficulties about process and content of a collaboration. Working with their
counterparts in the NSF/J (at least two of whom speak Japanese) helps Japanese officials
to overcome barriers of language and distance. NSF/J staff, U.S. RFI respondents, and
Japanese government officials identified specific programs for which the NSF/J’s
assistance was invaluable. These include the Integrated Ocean Drilling Program (I0DP),
Japanese participation in the Atacama Large Millimeter/Submillimeter Array, U.S.-Japan
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Joint Optoelectronic Program, Metabolomics, George E. Brown Jr. Network for
Earthquake Engineering Simulation Research, Materials World Network, International
Collaborations in Chemistry. Currently NSF/J is facilitating discussions for a new
initiative on the use of “big data” in disaster management. One Japanese government
official estimated that probably 80% of programmatic collaborations begin with
discussions with the NSF/J, while in the remaining 20%, program staff in the two
countries interact directly. Of the four active collaborative research program solicitations
shown in Table 2, all four were identified as receiving direct NSF/J support.

In discussing the origin of the IODP specifically, interviewees and RFI respondents
identified NSF/J as critical to the negotiations between Japan’s MEXT Agency and NSF
in initiating the planning and co-leadership of the IODP. The NSF/J was described as
having provided fundamental “boots-on-the-ground” support and knowledge that proved
essential to overcoming legal, cultural, and national issues associated with MEXT and
NSF co-leadership. Also the program was initially designed to be a trilateral partnership
among the United States, Japan, and Europe. Because the European Union had no
corresponding liaison office function in Japan, their participation lagged and European
science agencies had to be added to the program at a later date. While they did not
attribute the full development of the program to the NSF/J, U.S. and Japanese
interviewees attributed the timeliness of the development process to the work of the
NSF/.

NSF/J also participates in the maintenance of established scientific programs, in
particular, those that are complex and long term. In most cases, interviewees related that
once a collaborative program is underway, discussions typically involve program staff in
Tokyo and headquarters staff in Arlington, however, there have been examples in which
the NSF/J plays an ongoing facilitation role. The IODP program was mentioned by
representatives of JAMSTEC, RFI respondents, and the NSF/J staff as a program in
which the NSF/J serves as a continuing resource both for NSF Arlington staff and for
JAMSTEC. U.S. RFI respondents mentioned that the NSF/J continues to provide insights
that are crucial in understanding MEXT and Japanese Ministry of Finance budgets,
practice, and behavior- insights that have prevented NSF from making decisions based on
misinformation or misunderstanding. While formal negotiations and programmatic
discussions occur between the NSF Directorate for Geosciences and JAMSTEC, the
NSF/J continues to facilitate informal, day-to-day communications. Approximately twice
a year, the NSF Geosciences program director meets with NSF/J staff and participates in
a joint, 2-way briefing on most trips to Japan, as well as interacting with the NSF/J
regarding IODP on a monthly or bimonthly basis.

Stakeholders described the origin of the Metabolomics program similarly. In late
2008 the head of the NSF/J facilitated discussions between NSF program staff and
counterparts at MEXT to discuss the potential for collaboration on a new budget initiative
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on biotechnology for low-carbon energy sources. This led to a nine-month effort by the
Directorate for Biological Sciences, working with the NSF/J, to develop a formal MOU
governing the program. As there are substantial differences between JST and NSF
practices with respect to review (e.g., conflicts of interest, confidentiality), complex
negotiations were required. Having an overseas office meant that these discussions could
be carried out in Japanese, in person, and without scheduling issues caused by time
differences. Stakeholders mentioned that the differences in review and other
programmatic processes between NSF and JST required levels of direct support and
contact that can only be accomplished by an overseas office whose staff can build the
long-term, trusted relationships necessary to complete negotiations successfully.

A final role described by RFI respondents and NSF/J staff is performed by the
Science Assistant in support of the National Center for Science and Engineering
Statistics. The Science Assistant has provided NCSES staff with translations of data on
Japanese higher education that included several tables on degrees and enrollment by
field, level of degree, and citizenship. These data, used in the preparation of the Science
and Engineering Indicators report, would otherwise not be available to NSF.

Both NSF/J staff and JST and JSPS staff described the role of the Japanese
government’s own overseas offices in Washington, D.C. that serve as an alternate
channel for information exchange between Arlington and Tokyo. All sides agreed that the
multi-layered system improved communication. From the NSF perspective, having an
overseas office in Tokyo allows the NSF to be proactive in communicating with Japanese
counterparts, while from the Japanese perspective NSF’s overseas office allows staff to
ask questions directly of individuals with deep NSF knowledge who can properly route
queries or discuss concerns without the possibility of losing information in translation.

2. NSF/E

As shown in Table 3, there are 13 cooperative programs that allow European and
U.S. investigators to submit proposals jointly to NSF and to one or more European
science funding agencies. Several of the programs were initiated recently, while others
have been established for a decade or more. In no case, however, did interviewees
identify an integral role for the NSF/E in program development. Instead they described
negotiations as occurring directly between the European agency and the NSF.
International Collaborations in Chemistry is an exception that NSF/E supported the
program officer’s efforts to add new partners. In this facilitation role, the NSF/E helped
to coordinate meetings, provide information on the relevant representatives, and navigate
the agencies/meetings. NSF/E trip reports identified a similar role for the NSF/E in
expanding the Collaborative Research in Computational Neuroscience program to
include ANR. No RFI respondents identified facilitation of program development efforts
in their description of the support provided by the NSF/E, with the exception of the
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Materials World Network where the NSF/E was involved in identifying contacts for the
initial Europe regional implementation workshops but was not involved in the genesis of
the program or the generation of corresponding MOUSs. Stakeholders found collaboration
with European counterparts required less direct facilitation support than working with
researchers in Japan or China. They also reported that the proposal format and review
process for U.S. and European science agencies are very different and assistance
navigating those steps is helpful.

Stakeholders identified U.S.-European collaborative research programs as an area
for expanded interaction and named an effort to foster researcher mobility, the European
Research Council (ERC) travel program (described below), as a proof-of-concept for
U.S.-European collaboration that could be applied to future collaborative research efforts.

3. NSF/C

Stakeholders expressed the opinion that because China’s bureaucracy is complex
and difficult for U.S. Pls to understand, there is a significant need for a knowledgeable,
on-the-ground presence to help navigate an otherwise impervious system. NSF/C has
proven valuable to U.S. agencies and PIs on multiple occasions in this regard.

NSF/C staff, and the Office Head in particular, had a significant role in the
development of a Memorandum of Understanding between MOST’s Department of
International Cooperation and OIIA-ISE that improved collaboration in the NSF
Partnerships for International Research and Education (PIRE) program. Several U.S. Pls
observed that the PIRE funding model required international collaborators to obtain
funding from their home agencies, something that was historically difficult to obtain.
Under this MOU, NSF identifies meritorious PIRE projects that have collaborators in
China for MOST to consider funding.

RFI respondents identified three additional efforts that the NSF/C facilitated. During
2006-2007 the NSF/C supported the Office of Polar Programs in meetings with the Polar
Research Institute of China and the Chinese National Oceanographic Administration to
advance cooperation between China and the United States in Antarctic Research prior to
the International Polar Year (IPY). This facilitation helped to launch a collaborative IPY
project in Antarctica’s Gamburtsev Province (AGAP), which is part of a major
international collaboration to investigate the East Antarctic Ice Sheet. Secondly NSF/C
provided substantial assistance to the Directorate for Geosciences to facilitate China’s
membership in the International Ocean Discovery Program (IODP). RFI respondents
identified meetings at the NSF/C that provided essential scientific and cultural context for
the Chinese position on IODP. Thirdly, NSF/C facilitated collaborative program
development in cyberinfrastructure and computing. RFI respondents mentioned meetings
that helped to set the course for the NSF Office of Cyberinfrastructure (OCI)’s
international networking strategy and software development programs. Resulting
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collaborative programs include the Advanced Sensors and Bio-inspired Technology
(ASBIT) Dear Colleague Letter referenced in Table 3. Beyond the examples identified by
RFI respondents, stakeholders also mentioned that the NSF/C was directly involved in
facilitating the participation of Chinese agencies in the Dimensions of Biodiversity
program.

4. Common and Dissimilar Themes

All three overseas offices were identified as contributing to the development of new
programmatic efforts by NSF Directorates. As would be expected given the differing
lengths of time the two overseas offices have been active, the NSF/J has also provided
longer-term support to programs such as the IODP.

C. Facilitating Contacts between U.S. and International Researchers

While collaborative partnerships often emerge informally through participation in
scientific meetings, more formal mechanisms involving the overseas offices may be
useful with research communities that do not traditionally collaborate. Over time, the
overseas offices have adopted divergent approaches to facilitating new partnerships.

1. NSF/J

Historically, NSF/J staff, primarily through the Office Head, have met with
Japanese and American researchers asking for assistance to initiate collaborations. One
Japanese academic described working with successive NSF/J Office Heads to create
collaborations with U.S. investigators; in particular, the office provided advice on such
topics as ways to build relationships, which eventually resulted in successful joint
projects. Interviewees from the NSF/J, Japanese government agencies, and other U.S.
science agency overseas office personnel all mentioned that NSF/J is hampered in its
facilitation role by its lack of funds to support workshops and symposia in Japan. JSPS,
for example, often co-sponsors workshops with the overseas offices of other government
agencies as a means of bringing together Japanese researchers with foreign research
communities. On rare occasions, such as the NSF/J’s 50™ anniversary symposium, U.S.
researchers were invited to write NSF workshop grants to obtain travel funds to
participate in activities of the NSF/J in country. While identifying collaborative
partnerships remains an activity of the Office Head, stakeholders are currently less
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dependent of this mechanism because the Internet has facilitated direct researcher-to-
researcher communication that often leads to collaboration.'’

2. NSF/E

At present, facilitating contacts between U.S. and international researchers is not a
significant aspect of the NSF/E’s portfolio of activities. Like the NSF/J, the NSF/E
provides assistance as requested by investigators, visits universities, and attends meetings
that involve academic researchers.

3. NSF/C

The major current facilitation activity of the NSF/C is strengthening existing
relationships between Chinese researchers and their current U.S. collaborators. This
effort builds upon an MOU that was signed in May 2012 between MOST and the NSF to
“provide a framework to facilitate international research collaboration supported
respectively by both MOST and NSF” (Letter of Invitation provided by NSF Office
Head). One approach to strengthening existing projects is for the NSF/C to work with
Chinese funding agencies on expanding them. For example, NSF/C, in response to a
request from a Chinese PI, approached MOST to discuss holding a joint workshop on the
NSF-funded Lake Taihu reclamation project.

In addition to project-specific efforts, NSF/C is also engaged in wider efforts to
encourage funding from Chinese agencies to Chinese researchers with existing U.S.
collaborations. NSF/C convened a workshop in early 2013, whose goals were to:

e Discuss current joint projects with MOST and NSF officers;
e Share procedures and process for applying for 2013 MOST program funding;

e Seek input on processes and mechanisms to inform Chinese researchers selected
about future joint funding opportunities.

Chinese Pls invited to the workshop were selected by OIIA-ISE and MOST
leadership, using existing collaborations as the primary selection criterion. This was the
first time several of the invited participants had either been contacted by the NSF/C or

7 in the past, the NSF/J also assisted Japanese researchers or government officials who required assistance
with their visas to visit the United States. In such cases, one of the NSF/J locally employed staff (who
had previously worked in the Consulate Visa Section) worked to expedite the process. Currently, the
Embassy does not allow the NSF/J to inquire regarding visas, so this facilitation function no longer is
relevant to the NSF/J. No mention of such assistance was made in discussions related to the NSF/E and
NSF/C.
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applied for funding from MOST. Following the workshop, Pls were given four weeks to
submit proposals for funding.

The Office Head also participates frequently in visits to the Chinese partners in U.S.
collaborations, occasionally accompanied by the U.S. Pl or on site visits with a
counterpart from the Chinese government. The central purpose of joint trips to field sites
IS to introduce NSF, promote collaborations with U.S. scientists, and reinforce
collaborative research relationships.

The Chinese PIs whom STPI interviewed generally felt that these actions by the
Office Head would provide a better understanding of the state of research and the
opportunities for collaboration to agencies and scientists.

4. Common and Dissimilar Themes

The role played at present by the overseas offices in facilitating collaborative
opportunities between U.S. and foreign researchers varies significantly among offices. In
Western Europe, for example, with long established partnerships and fewer cultural or
language barriers, there is less need for direct involvement on the part of the NSF
overseas office in fostering new relationships and programs. One exception may be with
countries in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union where established collaborative
partnerships may not be mature. In Japan and China, given greater cultural,
organizational, and language barriers, there is potentially greater value-added by the
offices in developing new relationships.

D. Facilitating Visits by U.S. Researchers or Students

Facilitating visits by U.S. researchers and students occurs on both a formal
(program) and informal (opportunity) basis. The involvement of the offices varies with
the type of visit and region. In Asia, for example, where the offices play a large role in
facilitating student fellowships through the East Asia and Pacific Summer Institutes
(EAPSI), a considerable amount of staff time at all levels is devoted to program support.
In Europe, where there is no dedicated EAPSI-like fellowship program, there is less
direct staff involvement in facilitating visits by either researchers or students. Table 5
provides details on current NSF programs that support international research options for
graduate students and junior investigators (mobility programs).

49



Table 5. List of Collaborative Program Solicitation and Countries Included, April 2013

Countries in Countries in Other
Solicitation Asia/Pacific Europe Countries
Identified from OIIA-ISE Internet Site
East Asia and Pacific Australia, China,
Summer Institutes for Japan, South Korea,
U.S. Graduate New Zealand,
Students Singapore, Taiwan
(NSF 12-498)
Graduate Research Japan, South Korea, Denmark,
Opportunities Singapore Finland,
Worldwide France,
(NSF 13-022) Norway,
Sweden
Partnerships for China , Japan Russia, United Inter-
International Kingdom American
Research and Institute
Education (NSF 11- for Global
564)2 Change
Research
member
countries

Identified from Interviews and Supplementary STPI Searches

Research Any award
Opportunities in with ERC
Europe for CAREER funding
Awardees (NSF 13- (predominantly
050) EU)

Research Any award
Opportunities in with ERC
Europe for funding
Postdoctoral (predominantly
Researchers (NSF EU)

13-051)

PIRE awards can have collaborators in any country, but only in these countries is the opportunity for
collaborative funding available.
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1. NSF/J

Student exchange through EAPSI is a signature NSF-JSPS collaborative program.®
Every summer approximately 65 U.S. graduate students are hosted by Japanese faculty
for a two-month summer research experience. The NSF/J staff—especially the
Administrative Assistant—are heavily involved in the administrative details and logistics
surrounding the acceptance, arrival, and stay of the EAPSI fellows. The NSF/J plays a
small but time-sensitive role in the application process. The Administrative Assistant
translates the names and institutions of the students and host faculty into Japanese for
JSPS recordkeeping purposes and, once NSF has selected the fellows for each year’s
Institute, identifies hosts are a match for the program.*® The Administrative Assistant also
attends the EAPSI orientation, answers questions from the host universities before
students arrive, and during the summer, as time and budget permits, visits EAPSI
students in the Tokyo area and other hubs to check on their progress. In cases of
emergency, the NSF/J is called upon to provide assistance to students and their families.
The burden on the NSF/J associated with running EAPSI is substantial. Approximately
40% of the Administrative Assistant’s time is devoted to EAPSI on an annual basis, and
most of her time leading up to and during the summer. NSF/J staff mentioned that
developing mechanisms to ease this administrative burden might be valuable—although
there was no time scheduled during the site visit to discuss the specific administrative
aspects of the program with the JSPS administrative staff who manage the program from
the Japanese side.?

The NSF/J is peripherally involved in other student exchange programs. The
National Institute for Materials Science (NIMS) runs a program similar to the NSF
Research Experiences for Undergraduates (REU) program whereby approximately 10
U.S. undergraduates are given summer research experiences in Japan. The NSF/J has
been involved in facilitating the relationship between NIMS and the U.S. institutions, but

18 This program, originally titled the “Summer Institute,” began in Japan in 1990. In subsequent years,
South Korea (1995), Taiwan (2000), China (2003), Australia (2004), New Zealand (2007), and
Singapore (2008) joined what is now known as EAPSI.

19 Host professors must be the equivalent of tenured U.S. faculty.

20 As described, some of the processes followed by the NSF/J during the EAPSI process appear arcane. As
explained to us, Ms. Chiba (the NSF/J Administrative Assistant) currently types the student and host
information into a spreadsheet in English, and then manually translates it into Japanese. While it was not
feasible to delve deeply into these process details during the site visit, one might imagine opportunities
for process improvements (e.g., NSF Arlington providing an English-language spreadsheet to the NSF/J,
using Google Translate to perform a first approximation of translation with checking/editing by the
Administrative Assistant) might relieve some of this burden during the application and review process.
Alternatively, in all countries except for Japan and China the host country handles these logistical
details, and NSF could explore JSPS’s willingness to undertake them.
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this program links NIMS directly to the U.S. participating universities and is funded on
the U.S. side through standard NSF awards. Similarly, there was a summer exchange
program between the University of Tokyo and the University of Illinois, Urbana-
Champaign for graduate students in earthquake engineering. NSF/J was cognizant of the
program, and always met with students when they are in Japan for their summer research
activities. This program expanded its scope and now includes students from Korea,
China, and India, as well as Japan.*

2. NSF/E

There are currently no student exchange programs that require significant support
by the NSF/E staff. There are, however, two researcher mobility programs in which
Europe plays an important role. The first is the recently-announced Research
Opportunities in Europe program that is conducted through the ERC. This initiative of the
NSF Director was negotiated directly by the OIIA-ISE Director and with the ERC rather
than working through the NSF/E—although in this case OIIA-ISE Director was the
immediate past NSF/E Office Head. The second program, the Graduate Research
Opportunities Worldwide (GROW), is an expansion of a program between NSF and the
Nordic countries and allows NSF Graduate Research Fellows to conduct research abroad.
Stakeholders did not mention a role for the NSF/E either in the original program or its
initial expansion, however the NSF/E had an integral role in discussions that led to an
agreement in May 2013 to add the Netherlands to the program.

3. NSF/C

The initial NSF/C Office Head was instrumental in bringing the EAPSI student
exchange program to China by securing funding, primarily from MOST. This
development is widely cited as a major success for the Beijing office. Chinese funding
agencies and researchers both place great value on capacity building and are very
enthusiastic about the EAPSI program. The NSF/C Administrative Assistant, like the
NSF/J Administrative Assistant, devotes considerable time to the program.

In contrast to EAPSI, the NSF/C is not directly involved in facilitating PIRE student
exchanges, although NSF/C staff have been called upon for assistance in emergency
situations. Despite having institutional support for their travel through their participation
in PIRE, students are left to grapple with many bureaucratic details on their own. Notable
examples include finding housing and importing/exporting chemicals, samples, and
equipment. Similarly, U.S. academic interviewees suggested that support in obtaining

21 Through NSF award for multi-lateral summer school (NSF award 1110375).
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visas for periods longer than 60 days would be useful, since two months is not long
enough to do meaningful research and a second international trip may impose a barrier to
timely degree completion.

4.  Common and Dissimilar Themes

The three NSF overseas offices differ in the level of effort devoted to facilitating
student exchange, with NSF/J and NSF/C having the most established activities and
programs. Several interviewees thought that NSF and more specifically NSF/E might
play a larger role in facilitating STEM graduate student exchange between the United
States and Europe.?? Extending the EAPSI program model to Europe would require the
NSF/E to become more involved in facilitating student mobility.

E. Facilitating Visits by NSF Staff

Facilitating visits by NSF staff frequently involves support by the Office Head as
well as logistical assistance from other office staff to set up meetings or provide visa- or
travel-related recommendations. Visits by senior NSF management require more
intensive efforts.

The number of NSF staff who travel to the regions supported by the three offices
varies considerably. Analysis of NSF country clearances in calendar year 2012—the only
year for which OIIA-ISE had data considered complete and reliable?*—shows that there
is nearly an order of magnitude difference in the number of trips made to the countries
and regions of the overseas offices (Figure 7).

22 See http://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=504876 for more information.

2% |nterviews with NSF/J Office Head who had served a second term in the position identified that the
number of NSF visitors to Japan was lower in the more recent terms that it had been during the previous
term, but could not quantify the extent to which the number of trips had declined.
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Figure 7. Number of Distinct Trips by NSF Staff to
Territories of Overseas Offices, Calendar 2012

NSF staff made 38 trips to France, 27 to Japan, and 29 to China. For NSF/J and
NSF/E, the two regional offices, travel to the home country is a small percentage of the
total NSF travel to the region. This is most evident for the NSF/E, with 216 NSF staff
trips made in 2012 to 25 other European countries (that is, not to France), including 39 to
Germany and 29 to the United Kingdom (Figure 8). In the East Asia-Pacific region
supported by the NSF/J, there were 47 NSF staff trips made in 2012 to 10 other countries
(Figure 9), mostly to Australia, South Korea, and India.
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Figure 8. NSF Staff Trips to NSF/E Countries, Calendar 2012
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Figure 9. NSF Staff Trips to NSF/J Countries, 2012
Another approach to analyzing the country clearance information is to consider the

trips taken by NSF senior management—the NSF Director and Assistant Directors—who
are most likely to require in-depth support. In calendar year 2012, no senior management
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trips were taken to China, while several trips were made to Europe and the East Asia-
Pacific region (Figure 10). Europe was the region with the largest number of trips. The
NSF Director, for example, traveled to Europe four times—to Ireland and then to
Germany in July 2012, to Greece in August, and then to France in October. Trips to East
Asia included a trip by the NSF Director to Japan and South Korea in early June, another
trip by the Director to Singapore in June, and a trip by the Assistant Director for
Biological Sciences to Japan in late May.?*

24 Note that the NSF/J identified that support was provided for a trip by the CISE Assistant Director in
January 2012 that was not included in the country clearance dataset. It could not be determined whether
this was the only Assistant Director-level trip that was not included.
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Figure 10. NSF Senior Management Trips, 2012

1. NSF/J

The NSF/J provides logistical assistance and support to NSF senior staff and other
visitors. The amount and nature of assistance varies with respect to needs of the visitor.
Support to the NSF Director may include making appointments, booking hotel and car
services, providing advance briefing information, and working on the language of formal
prepared statements and press releases. The NSF/J may also provide some support to
senior Japanese science officials visiting NSF Arlington, helping to facilitate meetings.
Historically, the Science Assistant or Administrative Assistant were often called upon to
serve as translators at meetings, but given the increasing facility of Japanese officials
with English, this occurs less frequently today. On rare occasions, the Science Assistant
or Administrative Assistant provides logistical support for visiting U.S. academic
researchers.

The NSF/J Office Head noted that they only receive country clearances for NSF
staff traveling to Japan, and not for staff traveling elsewhere in the Asia-Pacific region
covered by the NSF/J.
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A few RFI respondents specifically mentioned the role played by the NSF/J in
facilitating their trips to Japan. These support functions included scheduling meetings
with counterparts in Japanese science agencies, providing transportation, hotel, and
related logistical advice, cultural and translation assistance. All respondents considered
these services valuable and to have directly contributed to the effectiveness of their
interactions in Japan.

2. NSF/E

The NSF/E assists in coordinating visits to Europe by NSF leadership and staff.
While many individual NSF staff travel to Europe who do not seek assistance, the NSF/E
is often tasked to help senior management with in the administrative and logistical
support. A specific example concerned NSF/E support for the visit by the NSF Director
in October 2012 as part of a U.S.-France Joint Consultative Meeting (JCM). For example,
NSF/E participated in the preparations for the NSF Director to participate in the JCM,
working with colleagues in the U.S. Embassy, providing lists of contacts and potential
invitees and in preparing materials—including a presentation—for the meeting. Although
the Office Head was unable to attend the JCM, the Science Assistant represented the
NSF/E at the JCM and at all follow-on meetings where the NSF Director was present.

A few responses to the RFI specifically identified NSF/E facilitation of travel to
Europe as valuable, specifically in scheduling meetings with counterparts and provision
of background information regarding European counterparts and organizations.

The NSF/E Office Head mentioned that they only receive country clearances for
NSF staff traveling to France and are not aware of NSF staff traveling to other European
countries.
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1. NSF/C

The NSF/C Office Head reported frequently travels with NSF teams when they
come to China in order to facilitate good relationships which, in her view, are especially
important in China. Sites are selected based on joint NSF-China projects, increasing
importance of a region to China’s S&T system, and partnership with PIRE-funded U.S.-
based Pls. The Office Head noted, however, that there are insufficient resources for
adequate travel, so she cannot always accompany NSF teams or respond to invitations
from the U.S. Embassy to visit sites. In advance of high level visits from NSF leadership,
the Office Head develops a list of project sites of interest to the delegation and creates an
initial agenda for specific meetings.

Multiple RFI respondents mentioned the value of the NSF/C in helping to schedule
meetings, provide assistance with visas and other entry/exit requirements, assist with
cultural issues, and provide suggestions regarding transportation and lodging. NSF/C
staff also provided guidance on security and
translation support.

The trip would never have gotten

off the ground if the Beijing office

was not involved....They organized L
3. Common and Dissimilar Themes

everything on the Chinese side, ] .
The three overseas offices currently provide

logistical support to NSF staff traveling to the
countries in which the office is located that
improves the quality of the science visits.
Stakeholders expressed appreciation for these
services, however praise was most effusive for
—RFlrespondent | NSF/C. Whether this reflects differences in the
perceived difficulty of navigating China, actual
differences in the level of service provided by the overseas offices, or the vagaries of self-
reporting through an RFI cannot be determined.

including business cards for all the
NSF staff in both English and
Chinese! The quality of service and
information received from the office
was unwaveringly outstanding.

The number of NSF staff traveling to each of the overseas office countries—
approximately 30 NSF staff per year—is comparable, although not all require logistical
assistance. Office staff related that supporting one or two visits per month, even if some
of those visits are from NSF senior management, does not pose a large burden on the
resources of the overseas offices.

Providing the NSF/E and NSF/J with regional, rather than country-level, clearance
information would increase the situational awareness of the Office Heads. Overseas
office staff conveyed that increasing the logistical support role has the potential to
enhance their facilitation and representation activities. Additionally, awareness of trips by
and communication with NSF staff within their regions regarding the purpose of those
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trips and the individuals who are involved, may allow the Offices to build connections
with their regional counterparts more effectively.

Tasking NSF/E and NSF/J with logistical support for regional visitors will increase
the workload for the office staff. Only approximately one-seventh of the trips by NSF
staff to Europe in 2012 were to France, so if NSF began to provide country clearance
information for all visitors to the NSF/E it might result in a substantial increase in
expectations for logistical support that could require substantial additional office
resources. Balancing resources against the value of the activity would be necessary.
Fewer trips by NSF staff to the East Asia-Pacific region suggest that the NSF/J might be
able to accommodate regional and local visitors. In 2012, there were 13 trips to Northeast
Asian countries that are within NSF/J’s regional responsibilities (South Korea and
Taiwan) as compared with 27 trips to Japan. Moving further afield geographically, there
were 17 trips to countries in Oceania and 17 to countries in South and Southeast Asia.
While there were nearly twice as many trips outside Japan than to Japan itself, it might
still be possible for the NSF/J to provide assistance to some or many of them without
unduly straining resources.

F. STPI Analysis

1. Collaborative Program Development

The stakeholder and process reviews identified a range of activities that may
augment collaborative program development. In Japan, where funding agencies are
already involved in collaborative programs (e.g., IODP and ALMA), NSF/J could be
encouraged to work regionally. South Korea has a growing S&T enterprise, however,
Northeast Asia or the emerging economies in Southeast Asia might be of strategic
scientific interest. Stakeholders viewed the United States and NSF in particular, as having
the ability to facilitate mutual scientific activity among countries in these regions.

The NSF/E, in contrast, was not identified as playing an integral role in several NSF
collaborative programs, with the exception of its recent role in the GROW expansion to
the Netherlands. Stakeholders identified very different considerations for enhancing the
role of the NSF/E in collaborative program development. One target of opportunity
mentioned by multiple stakeholders is to involve the NSF/E in negotiating joint funding
efforts with EU-level research programs, whether those of the ERC or Horizon 2020,
successor to the EU’s current Framework 7 program. Individual agreements have been
negotiated, such as the PGRP and ERA-CAPS (and ERC postdoctoral researcher and
junior faculty travel program) that have gone through the line Directorates or the Office
of the Director without involving the NSF/E. Given the precedents for EU-level
agreements and collaborative efforts, tasking the NSF/E to assist in identifying and
fostering additional opportunities is one possible future focus area. Another approach
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would be to target a limited set of countries as participants in existing programs. Given
the sheer number of European countries, the NSF/E cannot be expected to build
relationships that might lead to each nation joining every existing collaborative program,
but there are some European regions that currently rarely participate in existing efforts.
One possible target is Nordic countries whose participation in the current collaborative
research programs is limited and whose financial situation is relatively sound. A potential
second, longer-term target is Central European states with emerging science-funding
capabilities.”

It was more difficult to identify specific opportunities and recommendations for the
NSF/C because the Chinese science establishment is growing so rapidly. Certainly the
NSF/C and its three Office Heads to date have been successful in helping to facilitate
collaborative research opportunities. Yet the efforts of the first Office Head were most
often mentioned by stakeholders in the NSF’s line Directorates; while efforts of the
current Office Head to create a collaborative funding for the PIRE program supports the
goals of OIIA-ISE. As a new office, NSF/C has the opportunity to develop additional
new programs with Chinese funding agencies.

It is important to note that overseas offices can only advance collaborative programs
of interest to NSF’s Directorates. Alternative mechanisms for international collaboration
include: (1) master agreements allowing for jointly reviewed and funded projects at an
agency level; (2) direct funding by NSF of international investigators (either as Principal
Investigators or as sub-awardees); and (3) funding of U.S. scientists with international
partners in the absence of coordinated call for research. There is less need for overseas
offices to facilitate collaborative program development if NSF chooses to adopt either of
these three models. Nineteen current collaborative research programs and six jointly
funded large facilities were identified, and in these efforts the overseas offices can, and
often do, support both the upfront negotiations and any required efforts to maintain the
collaboration over time.

2. Focus on Researcher-to-Researcher Collaborations

Researcher-to-researcher collaborations are not currently an area of focus for the
NSF/J or the NSF/E. NSF/J staff and other U.S. science agency overseas office personnel
suggested that the overseas offices maintain databases of U.S. investigators collaborating
with counterparts in Japan or the region. This information could be shared across the
Federal agencies. This idea is explored in greater detail in Chapter 7.

2% There are already training collaborations with Nordic countries (e.g., GROW program highlighted in
Table 5), as well as SAVI projects. The existence of these collaborative relationships suggests that this
group of countries may be valuable future partners for more formal research ties.
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The NSF/C is the most heavily invested of the three overseas offices in researcher-
to-researcher connections and in building long-term relationships with Chinese funding
agencies. In a country as large and diverse as China it should not—and cannot—be
expected that the Office Head possess knowledge of the investigator community across
multiple research areas and a diverse group of institutions. This is the role of the Pls
themselves, and the “role” of the overseas offices should be to facilitate partnerships
more systematically at the funding agency and programmatic level. Rather than focus on
researcher-to-researcher connections, the suggestion was made that there is a need for the
NSF/C to expand the kind of work that has already been accomplished with the PIRE
program, specifically the development of additional collaborative MOUs between the
NSF and counterpart agencies to expedite collaborations that are high quality, targeted,
and systematic.

To the extent to which the NSF/C currently focuses on researcher-to-researcher
collaborations, it should take as its primary focus the facilitation of new connections
between U.S. and Chinese researchers in addition to strengthening existing relationships.
A need was identified, for example, for the NSF/C and the NSF Directorates to play a
larger role in reaching out to early career Pls to help connect them with potential U.S.
collaborators. Particular attention could be paid to junior researchers coming back to
China from the United States who are struggling to establish themselves and acquire
funds from Chinese funding agencies. These researchers may be very open to developing
collaborations with U.S. scientists. Helping junior researchers to build new connections
and then facilitating their efforts in gaining support from Chinese funding agencies could
be an effective way to foster new researcher-to-researcher collaborations.

3. Focus on Student Mobility

Overseas offices may also facilitate the travel of U.S. students to the territories for
which they are responsible. Currently the NSF/J and NSF/C are heavily involved with the
EAPSI students, but they do not see themselves as being responsible more broadly for
U.S. students in Japan and China—even those supported by NSF awards. Stakeholders
identified a range of benefits that might be provided by more extensive overseas office
support for such travel. The overseas offices might, for example, facilitate the formation
of U.S. student communities at overseas universities. This has the potential to simplify
students’ logistical burdens when preparing to travel to their host countries and could
help to catalyze the formation of U.S. student networks. Other stakeholders mentioned
visa and other logistical hurdles that could have interfered with the completion of their
research and were unaware that NSF overseas offices could have provided assistance.
Stakeholders argued that even if there is no increase in the level of service devoted to
facilitating student mobility, increasing the visibility of the overseas offices to students,
especially NSF/C and NSF/J, would be valuable.
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The current diplomatic priorities in China and Japan have elevated student exchange
programs to an ambassador-level priority. NSF support for EAPSI clearly is important for
this priority, so additional overseas office support for U.S. students could further enhance
the prospects for success in these diplomatic science efforts.
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5. Representation Goal

The original STPI statement of work defined the goals of the NSF overseas offices’
representation function as, “liaison between NSF and agencies, institutions and
researchers.” Based on the data collection and logic modeling processes followed by
STPI during this task, the scope of representation extends beyond a liaison role and
describes a range of formal and informal situations whereby the overseas office speaks on
behalf of the NSF, other Federal agencies, and the U.S. Government. Furthermore, the
NSF Office Head is seen internationally as the representative of the NSF and the personal
representative of the NSF Director, and therefore is accorded substantial status and
prestige. While the value of representation activities may be difficult to quantify,
stakeholders view the representation function as central to the mission of the offices.

For the purpose of the analysis, the representation goal was operationalized as
having five distinct dimensions:

e Liaising with counterparts

e Assisting counterparts in developing NSF-like structures
e Attending meetings on behalf of NSF

e Representing the U.S. to international organizations

e Playing an active role in negotiating agreements

As in the previous chapter, data are presented by representation function and
overseas office, followed by STPI’s analysis.

A. Summary of Activities

Each of the NSF overseas offices has conceptualized its representation functions to
be consistent with the particular context in which it operates. At NSF/E, the Office Head
reported spending 39% of time in these activities and at NSF/J, the Office Head reported
a 35%, time investment (Figure 11). NSF/J and NSF/E Science and Administrative
Assistants indicated substantially smaller allocations of time. In the NSF/C, on the other
hand, representation was reported by all three staff to be a subsidiary role, with no staff
members reporting spending more than 15% time conducting representation activities.
Specific activities conducted as part of the representation goal are discussed below,
following the logic model categories.
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Figure 11. Self-Reporting of Representation Activities, by
NSF Overseas Office and Role

B. Liaising with Counterparts

Liaison with staff at science agencies is a common representation function across all
three of the NSF overseas offices. The Office Heads and Science Assistants identified
liaison activities as part of their responsibilities.

1. NSF/
Historical Context

Representation was not explicitly included in the original charter of the NSF/J. In
1994, representation activities were estimated to take up more than half of the Office
Head’s time and approximately half time for one of the local staff. However, the report
also recognized that it was difficult to disentangle representation activities from program
support activities, so the estimates are open to interpretation (Perrolle et al. 1994).

Recent Context

Both the NSF/J Office Head and Science Assistant meet regularly with counterparts
in sister science agencies in Japan, predominantly with MEXT ministry and sub-ministry
staff. It was reported that these liaison activities, while still important, have declined in
relative frequency since the late 1990s. This decline is concurrent with the creation of
Washington, D.C. offices by several the Japanese science agencies. These D.C. offices
now share some of the liaison activities previously carried out solely by the NSF/J. NSF/J
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staff and Japanese sister agency staff mentioned that they meet approximately 1 to 2
times per month to maintain relationships. The Science Assistant accompanies the Office
Head to most meetings but attends alone if the meetings or seminars are conducted in
Japanese. During the early 1990s, these meetings included regular discussions with the
MEXT R&D bureau, which handles large facilities, and JST and JSPS staff. (For
example, NSF was invited to give a presentation at a JSPS Future Vision committee
meeting.) Additionally, the Science Assistant and Office Head sometimes help to
maintain connections between NSF Arlington (OIIA-ISE as well as Directorates) and
Japanese government officials who have transitioned into new positions within the
Japanese science agencies.

International science agency staff and academics highlighted the need for a set of
NSF Directorate and program-specific presentations (“NSF 102” presentations in
addition to more general “NSF 101”-type briefings), that would include detailed
information on new initiatives and points of contacts. For example, NIMS researchers
worked closely with program staff in the NSF Directorate for Engineering on
nanotechnology but had little knowledge of relevant research in the Division of Materials
Research.

Following the precedent set by previous Office Heads, the current NSF/J Head has
begun to embrace a regional role, meeting with science agencies across the Asia Pacific
to cultivate relationships for NSF/J and for NSF more broadly. A trip is planned to the
Philippines to meet with the Asian Development Bank, the Department of Science and
Technology, and faculty at several universities, should travel funds remain available.

The regional meetings of the Global Research Council (GRC) offer an opportunity
for the NSF/J Office Head to meet with counterparts from multiple countries in a single
trip. The most recent GRC-Asia meeting in Sendai, Japan included participation by the
NSF/J Office Head, an NSF OlIA-ISE Program Manager headquartered in Arlington, and
personnel from approximately 10 science-funding agencies including representatives
from Thailand, Vietnam, South Korea, India, Indonesia, Singapore, Australia, and New
Zealand. GRC meetings are considered a cost-effective means to meet with staff from
Asia Pacific sister agencies, however they do not allow for the depth of interaction
associated with more formal trips to individual countries.

2. NSF/E

The NSF/E stakeholders also mentioned the importance of maintaining strong
relationships with officials at sister science agencies in Europe. There was a significant
emphasis by the Europeans on the value of proximity and physical presence to preserve
strong institutional ties. Given the regional nature of the NSF/E, however, regular liaison
activities with science agencies across Europe have become more difficult to organize
under current budget constraints. At present, the Office Head meets regularly with
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counterparts locally in Paris, including staff with international responsibilities at CNRS
and Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR, the French National Research Agency) and
in the Netherlands with Nederlandse Organisatie voor Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek
(NWO, the Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research). As of late 2012, the Office
Head had not yet met with counterparts at Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, the
German Research Foundation) or the Research Councils UK (RCUK) in the United
Kingdom. The NSF/E’s Paris location and insufficient travel budget hamper regular in-
person meetings with EC science counterparts in Brussels, the headquarters for the EC.
The Paris location was also identified as a barrier to establishing and maintaining
ongoing liaison relationships with science agency representatives from European capitals
who travel regularly to Brussels, and less often to Paris.

European science agency representatives also commented that they rely on their
agency’s Washington, D.C. office for liaison purposes rather than on the NSF/E. At the
same time, they consider the NSF/E liaison function to be important to European science
agencies. Given the term-limited details of NSF rotators in Arlington and the frequency
with which staff change positions inside NSF, some interviewees mentioned the
usefulness of having a person available in Europe to answer questions about NSF and
provide contacts at NSF in Arlington.

3. NSF/C

The NSF/C Office Head meets regularly with counterparts in sister science agencies
in China, predominantly with MOST and NSFC. The NSF/C Office Head also meets
regularly with the International Relations bureau staff at the Chinese Academy of
Sciences (CAS) and coordinates visits to CAS institutes in the provinces through them.

Interviewees in China also mentioned that NSF/C is valuable in determining
specific points of contact at NSF in Arlington, because program staff changes regularly.
Others noted that the difficulty of communicating over long distances was often a
stumbling block (waiting for a response due to time zone differences, for example), and
NSF/C can reduce this impediment as well.

One person from the Chinese government suggested a standing meeting between the
NSF/C, NSFC, MOST, and CAS 2-3 times a year. These meetings could provide a
platform to discuss new policy developments, state planning initiatives in China, new
NSF initiatives, and opportunities for collaboration. The suggestion was made that the
NSF/C should coordinate these meetings, so that there were no “turf issues” among the
Chinese counterparts. It is also possible that the new MOU signed by OIIA-ISE and
MOST and existing agreements between the U.S. and China may offer additional ways
for the Chinese partners to collaborate with U.S. PlIs.
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4.  Common and Dissimilar Themes

Liaison activities are valuable in maintaining connections between NSF and science
agencies in regions supported by each of the three offices. Because NSF relies heavily
upon program officers who rotate through NSF every few years, overseas offices provide
continuity and a single point of contact for international science agencies. Interviewees
also cited communication in person and in the same time zone as highly beneficial. As
noted previously, several countries and agencies have established their own overseas
offices in Washington, D.C., however, they still consider the NSF overseas offices
valuable in-country assets. Currently, the NSF/C is the single point of contact for Chinese
science agencies that do not have Washington offices.

NSF/J and NSF/E both consider regional in-person liaison activities challenging.
Regional GRC meetings were identified by NSF overseas office staff as a useful
mechanism for establishing and sustaining contacts if they occur regularly and NSF
office travel budgets support attendance.

C. Assisting Counterparts in Developing NSF-like Organizations

Interviewees identified two assistance activities for overseas offices. First, overseas
offices provide advice and expertise to newly-founded science funding agencies. NSF is
seen as a model agency internationally, and the NSF overseas offices serve as a resource
on NSF policies and procedures. While this activity is especially important for emerging
or transitional economies, new science-funding organizations in developed nations may
also benefit from expert advice on their initial procedures and funding processes. Second,
overseas offices also reported that they assist well-established organizations interested in
improving their operations. This function generally is the responsibility of the Office
Head, though the Science Assistants in both the NSF/C and NSF/J identified such
activities in their self-reports.

1. NSF/J

Although well-established, Japan’s science agencies are constantly working to
improve their procedures. The NSF/J Office Head is often asked to give presentations
about NSF’s peer review system, the FastLane data system, and the roles and
responsibilities of NSF program officers. Similarly, the Office Head is asked specific
questions about NSF administrative practices and staff contacts in Arlington. Some
Japanese science agency staff participated in NSF introductory program officer training.
This participation seems to have been arranged through NSF Arlington contacts with
NSF/J in a facilitation role.

NSF/J was directly responsible for the development of a quick-response proposal
process corresponding to the NSF Rapid Response Research (RAPID) mechanism, which
in Japan is called J-RAPID. After the Tohoku earthquake, NSF initiated a call for
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proposals that used the RAPID mechanism, and JST worked closely with the NSF/J
Office Head to develop their corresponding J-RAPID. The mechanism was first used to
fund collaborative research with U.S. investigators in the aftermath of the earthquake,
and has since been used to work with the government of Thailand to fund collaborative
research in the aftermath of the 2012 Thailand floods.

Stakeholders also noted that several countries in Southeast Asia, such as Indonesia,
Vietnam, and Thailand are just beginning to develop science-funding agencies. NSF sent
an Embassy Science Fellow?® to Malaysia to assist the national government in developing
its science-funding apparatus. It was mentioned by NSF interviewees that the NSF/J
could use short in-country visits to develop an ongoing consulting and support role
through the Embassy Fellows program.

2. NSF/E

NSF/E Office Heads and other interviewees reported capacity-building activities in
Europe, specifically in Polish science agencies and the Grant and Technology Agencies
of the Czech Republic. Staff at ANR in France worked closely with the NSF/E Office
Head during ANR’s formative years to develop the agency’s internal mechanisms,
including development of a quick-response proposal process corresponding to the NSF
RAPID mechanism that was used by ANR after the Haiti earthquake.

3. NSF/C

China has well-established science agencies that serve as counterparts to the NSF,
and few if any capacity-building activities have been undertaken thus far by NSF/C.
NSF/C has been working with MOST to implement the MOU signed by MOST and
OIlIA-ISE for the express purpose of generating collaborative funding opportunities for
PIRE awardees and their collaborators.

4. Common and Dissimilar Themes

The three NSF overseas offices have dissimilar capacity building roles. Currently,
the NSF/E has the most sustained role building capacity in the science agencies of
emerging economies of Eastern Europe and previous Soviet bloc nations. Given the
regional mandate of both the NSF/E and NSF/J, there are opportunities to expand this
role, depending on NSF priorities and resources. Similarly, in China, there may be
potential to help shape the development of the merit review system.

26 The Embassy Science Fellows program is described in detail in Chapter 8C.
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Historically, all three offices have been involved in assisting French, Japanese, and
Chinese science agencies. The expansion of the RAPID mechanism to JST and ANR is a
concrete example of program development directly attributable to the NSF overseas
offices, and stakeholders in both countries considered interactions on broader issues such
as peer review, research management, and the role of the program officer to be of value.
In China, the MOST-OIIA-ISE MOU is an example of capacity development that may
serve as a model for future activities.

D. Attending Meetings on Behalf of NSF

Two distinct activities are included under this general heading: (1) the Office Head
is asked to give a presentation on an NSF-specific topic that a presenter from
headquarters is not able to give or it is more cost-effective to send the NSF Office Head;
or (2) the NSF Office (either the Office Head or the Science Assistant) is asked to attend
a major meeting or conference as part of an NSF delegation or as the sole representative
of NSF or the U.S. Government. In such cases the staff member both is representing the
NSF as well as observing the meeting in order to collect insights that are shared with
headquarters.

1. NSF/J

There have been few opportunities in recent years for the NSF/J Office Head to
represent NSF and the U.S. Government more broadly at international meetings. The
NSF/J supports the State Department in planning and conducting Joint Committee
Meetings (JCMs) and Joint High Level Committee meetings with Japan but does not
officially represent NSF at these meetings.

2. NSF/E

The NSF/E Office Head is regularly asked by NSF headquarters to formally
represent the agency. The Office Head was recently asked to give presentations on NSF-
supported collaborative activities at a December 2010 U.S.-Italy JCM and at a November
2011 OECD Workshop on Transferable Skills Training for Researchers. Multiple times
each year, the NSF/E Office Head is asked to serve as a member of the U.S. delegation to
a large meeting in Europe, such as the 2011 launch of Science Europe, the meeting of the
OECD Global Science Forum, a Belmont Forum Collaborative Research Action
workshop on Coastal Vulnerability, a U.S.-EU Joint Consultative Group Meeting, and the
World Science Forum.

The Office Head may also select conferences for their relevance to other ongoing
activities of the NSF/E. These meetings are informational, promote networking, and
increase NSF visibility. Nearly all the interviewees discussed the importance of
conferences in building personal and institutional relationships and cited the presence of
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the NSF/E Office Head at two 2013 conferences in Prague as examples of increased NSF
visibility in the country.

A concern noted by NSF/E Office Heads is that the U.S. generally, and NSF
specifically, are often weakly represented at many important European meetings, and that
often the NSF/E Office Head may be the only American in attendance. In such cases, the
Office Head not only represents NSF’s interests, but also provides the U.S. perspective
during discussions. Budget-related limitations on the Office Head’s ability to travel
diminishes the U.S. voice in European deliberations.

3. NSF/C

There have been few opportunities in recent years for the NSF/C Office Head to
represent NSF and the U.S. Government at international meetings. On one occasion the
Head was able to attend a meeting in Shanghai at the request of an NSF staff member
who was unable to attend.

4. Common and Dissimilar Themes

Representation at international meetings appears to be predominantly an NSF/E
role. There are no Asian counterparts to the EU and worldwide organizations such as the
OECD or the Belmont Forum, groups that are currently more likely to host meetings in
Europe than in Asia. At the same time, as discussed in the previous chapter, NSF
headquarters personnel are substantially more likely to travel to Europe than to Asia, so
there may be a greater need for the NSF/J or NSF/C Office Head to have a representation
role in their regions.

E. Representing the United States to International Organizations

NSF/E may also directly represent NSF (or the U.S. science establishment) to
international organizations. For example NSF/E Office Head, at the request of OSTP and
OIIA-ISE, serves as the U.S. representative to the OECD Global Science Forum. The
NSF/E Office Head attends meetings, writes detailed reports, and the NSF/E coordinates
the transfer of funds from NSF headquarters to the OECD in support of this activity.
Budget restrictions on travel by NSF headquarters personnel mean that they are less able
to attend OECD meetings. This restriction is not well received by multiple stakeholders
as U.S. involvement in OECD is considered valuable.

One question raised during discussions is whether the NSF overseas office Heads
could participate more actively in future activities of the GRC, especially in their regional
meetings. Currently, an OIIA-ISE representative from Arlington attends the GRC
regional meetings, however, it may be valuable for the NSF/J and NSF/E Office Heads,
as regional offices, to attend in order for them to liaise with their counterparts.

72



A specific stakeholder recommendation supports a more active NSF representation
role for the Office Head within the EU and its science-funding activities. NSF has
opportunities to participate actively in EC/EU research road-mapping efforts and in its
science activities more generally. Participating in these discussions on behalf of NSF or
the U.S. science and technology enterprise could advance the interests of both sides and
foster more cooperative funding efforts. A similar theme emerged in discussions with
Japanese stakeholders. With the exception of nanotechnology priority-setting, neither
NSF Headquarters nor the NSF/J participates in Japan’s long-term strategic planning.
Japanese interviewees thought that NSF, perhaps through the NSF/J, could participate in
their planning efforts.

F. STPI Analysis

Stakeholders agreed that the visibility of the NSF overseas offices is a powerful
rationale for their continuation. Conversely, both U.S. and international stakeholders
argued that moving, or more importantly, closing an office, would be taken by the host
country as a sign that the National Science Foundation in particular, and the U.S.
Government in general, was downgrading relations with the host country. In the case of
NSF/C and the NSF/J, such a decision was considered likely to cause substantial damage
to relationships.

Two themes emerged from the discussions regarding representation activities and
potential options for the future. It was generally recognized that NSF and the U.S. science
enterprise would benefit from expansion of liaison activities by all three NSF overseas
offices. More regularly scheduled meetings, especially if they lead to tangible follow-on
activities such as collaborative research opportunities or bilateral workshops in areas of
strategic mutual interest were identified both by NSF and foreign science agency
interviewees as important A subsidiary theme identified by NSF staff and foreign
counterparts is the difficulty of conducting ongoing liaison activities across the diverse
geographic region supported by NSF/E and NSF/J. In budget-constrained times, NSF
may need to be inventive in creating liaison opportunities and capitalizing on existing
opportunities such as GRC regional meetings. Relocation of NSF/E to Brussels or
creation of a satellite office was identified by European stakeholders as a potential
mechanism to improve interaction. Currently, the NSF/E and OIIA-ISE are examining
the location issue.

Stakeholders also cited increased NSF/E and NSF/J participation in country and
regional strategic research planning exercises as a valuable mechanism to exchange
views and facilitate future collaborative research activities.

Several activities were considered of limited value for overseas offices. Meeting
attendance without the possibility for a follow-on activity such as a joint collaborative
research program, even for the purpose of giving the “NSF 101”-type presentation, was
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not viewed a good time investment. Additionally, stakeholders saw value in capacity-
building activities not as a central goal, but as an extension of other representation or
facilitation activities.
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6. Reporting Goal

The original statement of work defined the NSF overseas offices’ reporting goal as
the “monitoring and reporting on science and engineering developments and policies.”
Based on the STPI data collection and logic modeling, reporting functions were
operationalized more specifically in the logic model as a function of the subject matter
and depth of the reporting that NSF’s overseas offices undertake (see Chapter 3). For the
purpose of the analysis, the reporting function has four distinct dimensions:

e Reporting on highlights of trips/meetings attended

e Reporting on S&T landscape in country or region of interest

e Reporting on country or region’s research in scientific/technical areas of interest
e Reporting/translating highlights of publications in country or region

As in previous chapters, data are presented by each reporting function and overseas
office. This is followed by STPI’s data review and analysis.

A. Summary of Activities

It is important to note that this conceptualization of reporting does not specify the
stakeholders that receive and benefit from the overseas offices’ reports. The value of the
reports in any of these categories may vary among stakeholder communities depending
upon how broadly documents are disseminated. For example, publications of highlights
may be of little value to experts in a field (e.g., NSF program officers with responsibility
for that field; academics who study a country or technology in detail) but could be of
great value to generalists (e.g., NSF OIIA-ISE staff, State Department Embassy staff)
who are looking for easily-digestible summaries of activities.

As part of this study, STPI collected historical reporting information for all three
NSF overseas offices, dating back to the 1990s for the NSF/J and NSF/E and to the
inception of the NSF/C. Analysis of those reports shows that the current pattern of
reporting activities of the overseas offices has changed considerably since the 1990s
(Europe and Japan) and early 2000s (China). Interestingly, all three NSF overseas offices
have similar reporting functions that are primarily the responsibility of the Science
Assistant (Figure 12).
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Figure 12. Self-Reporting of Reporting Activities, by NSF Overseas Office and Role

1. NSF/J

The reporting responsibilities of the NSF/J were delineated in its original mission
statement in 1960 and required the office to report on science and science policy
developments in Japan (Blanpied, Loretz, and Dilworth 2007). The Tokyo Office
developed relationships with local Japanese scientific societies, libraries, and government
offices to assist in translating Japanese scientific text into English, including a report on
Japan’s 10-year plan for science and technology (S&T). The office also assisted the
National Diet Library on an NSF-funded project to translate the Japanese Periodicals
Index into English (Office of Special International Programs 1961).

Site visit reports were common in the mid-1980s but declined during the early
1990s in part due to shifting responsibilities of the NSF/J to support new U.S.-Japan joint
programs. By 1994, reporting focused on major policy, budget, and S&T program
developments with reports primarily written by the local office staff. Office Heads only
contributed to about 5% of the reports. The 1994 NSF task force report also indicates that
approximately two-thirds of the NSF/J reports were translations of Japanese documents
with some added commentary and analysis. The NSF/J also issued rapid response reports
to requests from Arlington staff on a variety of issues. However, the 1994 task group
notes that deep technical reports had not been produced by the NSF/J since the 1970s
when there was a second NSF staff member in the office (Perrolle et al. 1994)

The NSF/J has produced four primary report types over the last 30 years:
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Tokyo Report Memoranda (TRM). The TRM was initiated in 1982 to convey
information on “budgetary, administrative, and policy developments in the
Japanese government and on significant Japanese initiatives in areas of science
and engineering” (Blanpied, Loretz, and Dilworth 2007). TRM are based on
analysis of site visits, meetings with Japanese officials, agency reports, Japanese
media, and more rarely, journal articles. While the length and depth of these
reports varies, often there are several pages of independent analysis by the
authors in addition to data or statistics. These in-depth reports are focused on the
needs of specialist audiences, for example, Japanese S&T analysts for the
budget- or policy-related TRM and technical domain specialists for the
scientifically-focused TRM Science Assistants were integrally involved in these
reports. The NSF/J Office Head maintained the email distribution list which
expanded over time as the recipients forwarded the reports to their colleagues.
The list included U.S. Government and U.S. Government-related personnel, as
well as S&T attachés at the embassies in Tokyo. TRM also were made available
on the NSF/J Internet site.

Special Scientific Reports (SSR). The SSR were initiated in 1996 and describe
specific research being conducted by visiting U.S. researchers or summer
students during their stay in Japan. These reports are written at the request of
NSF/J and cover “topics related to the research and educational activities that
were the foci of their visits” (Blanpied, Loretz, and Dilworth 2007). There is
great variation in the style, themes, and depth of these reports, in part reflecting
the varied interests and experience of their authors. Some reports focus
exclusively on the researcher’s work; others contain extensive information on
Japanese programs or Japanese-U.S. collaborative initiatives; and still others
step back to analyze specific scientific issues or fields in Japan as a whole. The
SSR therefore correspond primarily to the “reporting on research in scientific
and technical areas of interest” section of the logic model, and are intended
primarily for technical domain specialists. SSR were distributed using an email
list maintained by the NSF/J Office Head, and are available on the NSF/J
website.

Office Activity Reports: Between the late 1980s and 2010, the NSF/J Science
Assistant produced a monthly report on activities that included paragraph-level
summaries of visits, meetings, and other activities. This internal NSF report was
provided to the NSF Director, Deputy Director, Assistant Directors and Division
Directors as well as the OIIA-ISE Head, OIIA-ISE Deputy Director and East
Asia-Pacific coordinator.

S&T News Articles. These documents consist of paragraph-length summaries of
S&T news in Japan, largely taken from Japanese media sources or government
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documents and translated by the Science Assistant. The topics of these
summaries span Japanese science and policy development and correspond to the
“reporting/translating highlights” section of the logic model. Given the limited
details in any of the topics and the reliance on published news sources,
interviewees suggested that S&T News would likely be of greatest interest to a
generalist audience. Between 1996 and 2011, the email distribution list included
U.S. military S&T offices and various Embassy Science Attaches in Tokyo, a
few Department of State headquarters staff, and NSF staff in Arlington. They
were not posted on the NSF/J web site. Since 2011, they have been distributed
internally to NSF over the Weekly Wire.

Since the office’s inception, the NSF/J has produced three types of reports for public
use: the Tokyo Report Memoranda, Special Scientific Reports, and S&T News Articles.
Although 379 NSF/J reports dating back to 1991 were collected as part of this task,
complete information was only available from 1997 to present. These reports are
analyzed in detail. Over the last 15 years, a notable declining trend is noted for longer,
more detailed reports on Japanese S&T policy and institutions. The production of TRM
and SSR declined from 1997 to 2012; while 40 TRM were produced in 1997, only 2 were
produced in 2012, and while 15 SSR were distributed in 1997, their dissemination ended
completely in 2010 (Figure 13).
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Figure 13. Publicly Available NSF/J Report Production

TRM and SSR were distributed using an email list maintained by the NSF/J Office
Head, and were available on the NSF/J Internet site.
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2. NSF/E

The STPI team was not able to identify the formal initiation of NSF/E reporting,
however, documents in a variety of formats were collected dating back to 1990. These
reports vary with respect to the topic, depth, detail, and intended audience.

NSF/Europe Report. The NSF/Europe Reports were produced from 1991 to 1998
and provide in-depth coverage of European science institutions and S&T policy
decisions and programs of European governments. Many of the reports focus on
specific country or institutional development and often contain information
obtained by the Office Head on country visits. These reports, often 5-15 pages,
usually begin with background on the general S&T situation of a country and then
provide information on specific S&T institutions, universities, research programs,
and fields of research. Much of this information is gleaned through meetings with
staff or researchers of the institutions. These documents are similar to the NSF/J
TRM in form and intended audience. The original NSF/Europe Reports were
distributed to an email list maintained by NSF/E that included selected NSF staff
and other U.S. Government personnel. Some NSF/Europe Reports are available
from NSF’s central publications repository, but unlike the NSF/J, there is no
Internet-accessible archive of these longer documents.

NSF/Europe Notes. The NSF/Europe Notes, a few paragraphs in length, were
produced from 1996-1998 and intended to inform NSF staff about a specific event.
The subject of these documents varies from news reports and press releases from
European science agencies, high-level staff changes at S&T institutions and
agencies, or information reprinted from other U.S. science agencies’ overseas
offices in Europe. The Notes were distributed to Ol A-ISE staff in Arlington,
although the precise distribution channels could not be established.

NSF/E Activities Reports. Beginning in 2000 NSF/E began producing monthly
or bimonthly reports for NSF staff called NSF/Europe Activities Reports or
Europe Office Updates. In the early 2000s these documents shared many
characteristics of the original NSF/Europe Reports as they described the S&T
environment of different countries, S&T policy changes, and details of visits to
specific institutions and universities. These documents include more information
on the Office Head’s activities including lengthy summaries of meetings
attended, decisions made by various European organizations, and the Office
Head’s impressions of the political dynamics. In 2007, the format of the
NSF/Europe Activities Reports changed dramatically, becoming monthly
summaries of all of the Office Head’s activities, meetings, and trips. Each
activity was usually described very briefly, although supplemental background
information on specific countries or events (e.g., trips taken with the NSF
Director) was occasionally included usually with one to two pages of detail.
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When the NSF Europe Activities Reports were first introduced, they were
distributed to the NSF Director and Deputy Director, Assistant Directors and
their deputies, OIIA-ISE, and to program staff generally. By 2011, this list of
individuals receiving all reports was reduced to the NSF Director and Deputy
Director and OIIA-ISE, while individual reports were targeted to particular NSF
program staff.

e Reports from the Road. A variation on the NSF/E Activities Reports, Reports
from the Road was introduced by the current Office Head in 2011 as NSF-
internal documents. These reports provide a one- to two-page summary of
specific trips, activities, and important meetings undertaken by the Office Head
or Science Assistant. Occasionally the reports include important developments
in S&T policy in Europe All Reports from the Road are distributed to OlIA-ISE
and the NSF International Coordinating Committee, while particular reports are
distributed to specific NSF program staff.

e S&T News Articles. The NSF/E began producing S&T News Article summaries
for NSF program staff in 2009. These “European Science, Engineering, and
Technology Highlights” provide paragraph-length summaries of S&T news
related to European countries or to the EU including the state of S&T
institutions and funding in European countries, the announcement of new
country- or EU-level research programs, the hosting of international
conferences, or other S&T policy developments across Europe. The news
summaries are divided by country, often quite lengthy, and include a link to the
original news article. In some cases, the information provided has been
translated by the office from the original news source. Currently, the Monthly
S&T News Summaries are distributed through the NSF Weekly Wire.

Long-term time trends associated with the NSF/E’s reporting activities are difficult
to assess due to the shifts in report types (Figure 14). At the height of its reporting in
1991, the NSF/E produced 35 NSF/Europe Reports a year. These were later
supplemented by the NSF/Europe Notes; both of these reports types, however, were
ended with the change of Office Head in 2000. There was an increase in the actual
number of reports produced by the NSF/E from 2000 to 2010, however, these are shorter,
more frequent accounts of the NSF/E’s day-to-day activities. The decline in reporting at
several discrete times (1999, 2011) is associated with suspensions of reporting as a new
Office Head joined the staff. The NSF/E reporting on the day-to-day activities of the
Office in the NSF/Europe Activities Report is unique across the overseas offices.
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Figure 14. NSF/E Report Production
3. NSF/C

Reporting has been an explicit mandate of the NSF/C since its inception.
Documents establishing the office describe its mission to “monitor science, technology
and education developments, particularly in basic research in science and engineering,
and report back to the relevant government and scientific communities.”?” All reports
produced by the NSF/C were included in the analysis (Figure 15). As with the other two
NSF overseas offices, the NSF/C uses a variety of reporting formats.

e Topical and Special Reports. These documents focus on specific policies,
institutions, or fields of research in China, and are similar in form and content to
the TRM or the NSF/Europe Reports. For example, one of the special reports is
a four page summary of the major points of China’s National Plan for Medium
and Long-Term Education Reform. Another consists of a two page introduction
and description of the Beijing Genomics Institutes, including information on
current research areas, education programs, and industry partnerships. A third
report gives an overview at the Chinese research and investments in
nanotechnology. These documents are written in response to specific requests
for information from NSF program staff and, pursuant to a decision of the OlIA-
ISE Director in 2010, are for internal NSF distribution. Production of these
reports has increased in 2010-2012 relative to 2006—-2009.

27 National Science Foundation. “National Security Decision Directive (NSDD 38) Proposal.”
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Trip Reports and Selected Meetings Notes. These two formats—one describing
the results of Office Head trips, the other describing the results of meetings—are
similar in length and approach to the NSF/E Reports from the Road. They
generally include information on the purpose of the activity, factual descriptions
of what occurred and what was learned (e.g., meeting results, information on
collaborations), and the Office Head’s interpretation and analysis of the activity.
These documents are sent by the Office Head to the head of the OIIA-ISE Asia-
Pacific cluster, who is responsible for any further dissemination within NSF.

S&T Highlights of China. The NSF/C was the first of the three offices to
introduce highlights of news articles as a reporting form. The office began
producing these reports in 2007, shortly after being opened. These reports are
compilations of summaries of English-language news articles from Chinese
media sources and official government websites. The summaries produced by
the Science Assistant and distributed over the NSF Weekly Wire.

While there are no long-term reporting trends of the NSF/C given its 7-year

existence, the predominant focus of the office’s reporting appears to be the S&T
Highlights summaries.
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Figure 15. NSF/C Report Production

Common and Dissimilar Themes
The reporting activities of NSF overseas offices show similarities and differences in

both current and historical report production (Table 6). The primary similarity is the
production by all Offices of short news summaries for the Weekly Wire. Both the NSF/E
and NSF/C produce meeting summary documents, whereas the NSF/E provides a
monthly document reporting all activities (which the NSF/J did as well until 2010), and
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the NSF/C creates documents only for longer trips or notable meetings. Both the NSF/J
and NSF/C produce a small number of in-depth topical reports each year for internal NSF
distribution.

Table 6. Comparison across NSF Overseas Offices:
Current and Historical Reporting Patterns

Current (~2010+) Historical
Report
type NSF/J NSF/E NSF/C NSF/J NSF/E
In-depth/ 1- None 2— TRM TRM
topical 2lyear 3lyear and only,
reporting SSR, Regularly
Regular but
ly but declining
declinin (usually
g internal
(online) distributio
n)
Trip Ceased Monthly 2-- Monthly 2000+,
reports/ in 2010 3lyear Varied by
meeting Office
notes Head
(internal
distributio
n)
S&T Regular Regular Regular As part As part of
Highlights ly (with ly ly of longer
/ News hiatus longer reports
Summari 2011- reports
es 2012) until
1996,
then
monthly

Historically NSF/J and NSF/E emphasized in-depth reporting, but the frequency of
detailed reports has declined over time. Additionally, both Offices produced in-depth
reports (TRM and NSF/Europe Reports), and the NSF/J SSR Reports. The SSR reports
involved in-country NSF science staff who could provide expertise on specific topics.
NSF/J in-depth reports were distributed through the NSF/J website, as well as email lists
maintained by the Office Head. NSF/E reports were distributed primarily through the
Office Head-maintained distribution lists.

Both the NSF/E and NSF/J have introduced shorter, informal reporting formats that
described monthly activities including the results of trips or important meetings. To date
the NSF/E has not adopted a standard approach and format for its informal reporting, and
the style and level of detail has been determined by the Office Heads. The NSF/J has
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been more consistent in the approach and format of these documents, providing more
breadth than depth when reporting activities. Analysis of these reports shows that they
generally convey factual information or analysis about S&T news, programs, or research
institutions, but they vary in the extent to which they:

e Describe an activity and the why the Office Head participated in that activity

e Identify specific opportunities for others at NSF or in the outside stakeholder
community

e Relay perspectives and impressions of particular nuances that would not be
easily obtained from official reports.

B. Analysis of Current Reporting

Reporting activities are analyzed for each office based on the reporting categories in
the logic model. The STPI process and stakeholder analyses focused on the rationale
behind changes in reporting practices, as well as the perceived value of reports to various
stakeholder groups.

1. Reporting to NSF Staff on Highlights of Trips/Meetings Attended

a. NSF/J

The NSF/J’s Office Head and Science Assistant report information obtained at
science meetings to NSF/OIIA-ISE informally, generally by email to the East Asia-
Pacific cluster head, although, upon request, information may be transmitted to program
staff in a particular Directorate.

Stakeholders in U.S. sister science agencies, as well as Japanese government
personnel, stated that while they knew of NSF/J’s activities with their particular
organizations, they were unaware of the full range and breadth of the NSF/J’s efforts.
They suggested that having some mechanism to inform a range of NSF/J stakeholders of
the NSF/J’s activities, even if the form of a regular newsletter, would raise its profile and
visibility. The NSF/J’s monthly reports, (internal to NSF when they were produced),
could be modified to create a newsletter for a broader audience.

b. NSF/E

The NSF/E Reports from the Road are distributed to OIIA-ISE, the NSF
International Coordinating Committee, and a select group of NSF staff identified by the
NSF/E Office Head. Of the approximately 25 reports produced since October 2011, a few
follow up inquiries were received from program staff who requested that NSF/E staff
attend a specific meeting, and no additional information was requested by NSF staff who
received unsolicited reports.
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c. NSF/C

Trip Reports and Selected Meeting Notes are provided directly to the head of the
East Asia-Pacific cluster responsible for distributing the information across NSF. As a
result, stakeholders did not identify the value provided by the NSF/C’s reporting
specifically.

2. Reporting to NSF Staff on S&T Budgets and Policy in Country or Region of
Interest

a. NSF/J

Although NSF/J published many reports on the state of the science and technology
enterprise in Japan, including policies and budgets, stakeholders mentioned this currently
is not of interest to NSF program officers or senior staff.

Non-NSF stakeholders, including members of U.S. sister science agencies and
Japanese agency officials who had been beneficiaries of the NSF/J’s past reporting,
valued this type of analysis and voiced the hope that the NSF/J’s reports could again be
made public. These individuals also stated that they believed these reports to be of value
to academic stakeholders as well.

b. NSF/E

The NSF/E currently produces few detailed reports on European budget and policy
topics, and stakeholders did not identify a strong need for such reports at this time.

c. NSF/C

The NSF/C has written several Topical and Special Reports on S&T budgets and
policy topics that were supplemented by shorter pieces in the S&T New Highlights.
Stakeholders did not identify a strong need for these reports at this time.

3. Reporting on Country or Region Research in Scientific/Technical Areas of
Interest

a. NSF/J

Although NSF/J currently produces few detailed reports on priority science topics in
Japan, stakeholders, including other U.S. Government overseas office personnel, consider
the substantial quantities of information contained in these reports valuable and expressed
interest in making them more widely available. Sharing reports allowed all of the
overseas offices to have greater awareness of regional scientific developments.
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b. NSF/E

NSF/E currently produces few detailed reports on European science topics.
Stakeholders did not identify a strong need for such reporting at this time.

c. NSF/C

Occasionally the NSF/C receives an NSF staff request for a report on a particular
research area. The NSF/C recently wrote technical reports on the status of
nanotechnology and stem cell research in China, although the breadth of their
dissemination within NSF is unclear. Stakeholders did not comment on the value of
science reports provided by NSF/C.

4. Reporting/Translating Highlights of Publications in Country or Region

a. NSF/J

In fall 2012 the NSF/J began to compile regular S&T summaries describing new
developments and posted them on the internal NSF Weekly Wire.

NSF program staff did not identify a strong current need for such reporting from the
NSF/J. Other U.S. Government overseas office personnel, especially Embassy staff,
stated that receiving the highlights would assist them in remaining current on scientific
topics in Japan.

b. NSF/E

The NSF/E similarly compiles headlines and short summaries on important
developments in the European science policy community.

Stakeholders did not identify a clear use for the summaries inside of NSF.
Stakeholders from other U.S. agencies expressed interest in receiving the reports
regularly and suggested that NSF/E could also send targeted country information to
others, for example to the U.S. mission in Paris or the U.S. Embassy in Rome.

c. NSF/C

The NSF/C Science Assistant compiles headlines and short summaries for the
Office Head and the OIIA-ISE China program staff officer each month, some of which is
included in the published S&T Highlights. NSF stakeholders, however, did not identify a
strong need for such reporting from the NSF/C at this time.
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C. STPI Analysis

1. Detailed Formal Reporting

The NSF overseas offices have multiple advantages when producing detailed reports
on scientific and policy topics in the countries and regions for which they are responsible.
The overseas offices can draw upon a network of in-country contacts in government,
academia, and industry, and if resources are sufficient, attend meetings and visit facilities
where science and policy are discussed. Overseas office staff members frequently have
technical backgrounds and language expertise, and can draw upon the expertise of NSF
program officers to interpret the data that they collect. At the same time, there are
opportunity costs associated with such in-depth reporting, especially given NSF’s current
requirements that any such reports must undergo internal review before external
publication. In-depth research takes time away from other facilitation and representation
activities. In addition, few NSF staff identified a clear need for regular in-depth reports,
although NSF staff report requests from NSF/C suggests that specific needs may exist.
External stakeholders expressed interest in detailed reports, citing in particular the
NSF/J’s reports.

2. Informal Reporting

Flexible informal reports serve multiple uses and stakeholder communities. For
example, the Office Head may, in a facilitation role, identify to NSF leadership potential
opportunities for collaboration and participate in follow-on discussions with in-country
counterparts about program and budget details.

Reports are also beneficial if they include an overview of developing opportunities
as observed by someone in-country. This type of reporting makes overseas offices a
distinct advantage to NSF headquarters staff.

Informal reports also demonstrate the utility of the Office Head’s role and increase
his or her visibility across NSF. The external release of informal reports as a monthly or
quarterly publication would increase the visibility of the NSF overseas offices, highlight
upcoming activities, and potentially catalyze the identification by stakeholders of new
opportunities for interaction with the overseas offices.

Because of the flexibility of informal reporting by the Office Head, it is important
that the purpose of such reports, the nature of the information provided, the writing style,
and the dissemination strategy be guided by a strategic purpose, rather than being left
solely to the discretion of each Office Head.
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3. Science and Technology Highlights

The S&T Highlights approach appears to be misaligned with the purpose and role of
the NSF overseas offices. Summarizing international news stories—especially those in
English language and from official sources—in theory, can be performed from any
location. There is a substantial opportunity cost for the Science Assistant in each overseas
office to spend a substantial fraction of time to assemble them. Moreover, summaries by
their very nature tend to include generalist information that may not be meaningful for
the expert NSF program officers and may already be known to the science community by
the time the information is included in a summary. The Highlights may be more valuable
for OIIA-ISE staff who need to understand the overall progression of science and
technology in a particular country or region at a generalist level—but there is only a
handful of such individuals at NSF. At the same time, there are many generalists across
the U.S. Government (in other science agencies’ overseas offices and OISE-equivalents,
at the State Department, in OSTP) who might benefit from highlights-level information
but currently do not receive it.

The rationale for producing highlights, therefore, is not clear. NSF could determine
that S&T Highlights provide a public good for U.S. Government agencies and task the
overseas offices to assemble and distribute such documents on a regular basis.
Alternatively NSF might direct its overseas offices to use resources less specialized and
expensive than Science Assistants to provide this information to NSF in the hope that the
highlights will occasionally provide program staff new information that encourages
further investigation. There is however no evidence to suggest that the current approach
makes best use of the overseas offices’ scarce resources.
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7. Other Process Considerations

While the review of the NSF overseas offices was designed to focus on the three
goals of facilitation, representation, and reporting, the process review and stakeholder
review identified a series of issues for which analysis would provide additional value to
NSF. They are:

Roles and responsibilities of the Office Head, Science Assistant, and
Administrative Assistant

Travel funds, their sufficiency and flexibility
Information technology and access
Overseas offices’ integration into the workings of the local U.S. Embassy

Limitations to the information available to the overseas offices that has the
potential to reduce their effectiveness in fostering programmatic collaborations

A. Roles and Responsibilities

1. Office Head

The Office Head has been staffed by either permanent NSF staff or rotators.
Historically, the Office Heads have had both long and short careers with NSF and
extensive or no international experience. One Head was from academia with over 20
years of international experience. In considering the role of Office Head, particular issues
that emerged include:

Need for previous NSF experience. Stakeholders generally agreed that Office
Head knowledge of NSF program development and process was highly
desirable, if not an absolute requirement. Depth of NSF knowledge was
considered more important than OIlA-ISE experience. Stakeholders were also
concerned that the host country may not view an Office Head who lacked NSF
experience as an authoritative voice of the agency.

Language and cultural skill requirements: Interviewees agreed that while
language proficiency is valuable, cultural competency and other “soft skills” that
allow Office Heads to build effective relationships are more important.
Stakeholders also noted that senior foreign government officials speak English
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with increasing facility and that international meetings are mostly conducted in
English.

e Office Head term: The Office Head term is currently two years, with the
possibility of a single 1- or 2-year renewal. Several interviewees stated that the
learning curve for a new Office Head is steep and that it can take up to a year for
a new Office Head to become fully engaged with all of the relevant government
and university stakeholders. Given that Office Heads are usually occupied with
their transitions back to the United States during the final months of their term, a
two-year stint leaves only a few months when the Office Head is working at
maximum effectiveness.

e Career path after completing Office Head term: Although host nations value
ongoing relationships with the former Office Heads after their return to NSF,
stakeholders expressed concern that the Office Head position is not viewed as
part of a career trajectory within the agency. This is true whether the Office
Head is from OIIA-ISE permanent staff or Directorates and Divisions. A multi-
year term as Office Head is difficult for a small office like OlIA-ISE to support,
and NSF program directors are viewed as disconnected from their scientific and
NSF communities during an international assignment. Increasing the length of
the Office Head term—which would be desirable from the standpoint of the
effectiveness of the role—may further decrease the incentive for NSF staff to

apply.

2. Science Assistant

Science Assistants have local language skills and are involved in facilitation,
representation, and reporting activities. Most have scientific training, an interest in
science policy, and have gone through program officer “boot camp” at NSF Arlington.

3.  Administrative Assistant

The Administrative Assistant role in all three locations involves a mix of facilitation
and administrative functions that may include program support, logistical and travel
support for visitors and for the Office Head transitions, budget and IT/website support.

4. |ssues for the Future

Recruitment of the Office Head is of immediate concern as two of the positions are
currently filled by temporary staff. This recruitment is challenging because of the need to
attract an individual with deep NSF experience, local cultural competency, interest in a
multi-year appointment, yet comfortable with the potential disruption to their NSF career
trajectory. Given that the NSF overseas offices cannot succeed without experienced and
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talented Office Heads, resolving this tension is essential to the continuing vitality of the
NSF international effort.

The role of the Science Assistant raises a different concern. The primary role of the
Science Assistant is to complement and support the Office Head. The ideal candidate—a
recent Ph.D. in a technical field who has skills in multiple languages (at a minimum,
English in addition to the local language); has knowledge of country/region S&T
policies; and close, long-standing connections with many individuals in the
country/region’s science policy establishment- may be difficult to find. Understanding
that each overseas office implements its functions somewhat differently and that the
relative emphasis of each changes with each Office Head, it appears that there are two
distinct alternatives for prioritizing required skills for the Science Assistant role:

1. Emphasis on facilitating program development or reporting on S&T policy and
budget. This position would require knowledge of and experience with science
agencies and science administration in the country/region. Continuity would be
valuable as the Science Assistant would develop historical memory for the NSF
overseas office and possibly for host-nation science agencies.

2. Emphasis on scientific activities including meeting and conference attendance,
synthesis of relevant scientific literature, and creation of reports. This position
would require a Ph.D. or equivalent in a scientific or technical field. It may be
advantageous for the Science Assistant to be technically current. In this model,
the Administrative Assistant and Science Assistant would jointly provide the
long-term institutional memory for the office.

B. Budget Analysis and Budget Issues

1. Data Collection

Budget Information was collected from 2006 to 2012 and is presented in summary
format for 2006-2009 and 2010-2012 (Table 7). The information is categorized as:

e Posting the Office Head in-country, which includes housing, relocation, and
education (if Office Heads have school-age children).

e Office costs, which include space, IT support, and other ICASS-associated costs
(for NSF/J and NSF/E), and office rent (for NSF/C).

e Administrative costs, which cover office supplies and miscellaneous expenses,
including expenses incurred on overseas office credit card. (Salary information
was not available.)
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e Travel, which covers travel expenses outside of the overseas office home city
(including both elsewhere in country and internationally) by Office Head and
Science Assistant (if applicable).

e Training, which is provided by Science Assistant and Administrative Assistant
at NSF headquarters (e.g., program officer boot camp).

For the purposes of this report, all cost figures are in current U.S. dollars and are not
adjusted for inflation, purchasing power, or currency fluctuations. Comparison of budgets
within an office over time or across offices should be done cautiously unless steps are
taken to normalize the data.

The data summarized in Table 7 demonstrate that the two largest cost categories are
associated with posting the Office Head in-country and maintaining the office.
Combined, these categories constitute at least 75% of the reported expenditures. Travel
budgets represent approximately 10% or less.
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Table 7. Overseas Office Budget Information, FY 2006-2012

FY 2010-FY2012

FY 2006-2009

Cost NSF/J NSF/E NSF/C NSF/J NSF/E NSF/C
Category
Administrative $13,374 $7,357 $26,290 $13,693 $13,002 $18,215
Travel $29,279 $22,590 $23,401 $22,847 $24,131 $22,087
Training $2,732 $1,548 $1,667 $887 $1,446 $825
Office Head $257,258 $114,736 $89,597 $104,586 $160,214 $74,838
Post $99,631 $215,771 $108,977 $70,468 $198,085 $75,904
Combined $402,274 $362,002 $249,931 $212,482 $396,878 $191,868







2. Budget Issues

Many stakeholders emphasized the need for budget allocation and expenditure
flexibility if overseas offices are to function optimally. Two budget issues emerged
during stakeholder discussions: travel funds and administrative procedures.

a. Travel

Stakeholders in general perceived a decline in NSF travel funds that affected the
ability of office staff to attend meetings, including several considered high priority. In
one case the NSF/E Office Head secured European funding to attend a priority meeting.

It was not possible for STPI to verify independently these concerns as a detailed
audit of trip planning records and travel expenditures lay beyond the scope of this task.
Nor was it possible to determine optimal resource allocation across the overseas offices.
Annual travel expenditures varied dramatically around their seven year average. The
budget data provide no direct evidence to support stakeholder perceptions of an across-
the-board travel budget reduction, although there was a decline in funds for the NSF/E in
2011 and 2012 relative to its seven-year average (Figure 16). In 2012, travel budgets for
NSF/J and NSF/C increased with respect to their seven year average. The data also
suggest that the average funds available for travel across the entire period are similar for
the three overseas offices, with the NSF/J averaging approximately 10% more.
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Figure 16. Travel Expenditures for the NSF Overseas Offices, FY 2006—-2012
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b. Budget Practices

Stakeholders reported that revisions in NSF administrative practices from a single
travel fund to trip-by-trip allocation have made travel planning difficult across the fiscal
year. Additionally, NSF/J interviewees noted that the FY 2013 funding allocation was
delayed to such an extent that they were unable to purchase office supplies for several
months, although allocations were received eventually.

C. Other Limitations on Effectiveness

1. Information Technology Challenges

Stakeholders in all three overseas offices identified issues associated with
information technology (IT). NSF overseas offices utilize NSF hardware, software, and
servers. This requires overseas staff to physically send computer equipment back and
forth to Arlington, frequently leaving the office without backup devices. Other common
IT-related complaints concerned the speed of internet access to NSF Arlington servers,
difficulty accessing NSF programs, and time zone differences that complicate requests
for IT support.

The NSF/C, in its temporary location outside of the U.S. Embassy in Beijing,
experiences more complex IT challenges. NSF/C staff identified several constraints
related to telephone and Internet access, although it is unclear whether these issues are
due to working remotely from the NSF servers or whether there is a larger, structural
problem associated with doing business in China. At present, the Administrative
Assistant often has to travel to the Embassy to use its IT systems to handle administrative
and operational requests. On a positive note, videoconference capabilities are improving.

2. Office Access

Stakeholders considered location of NSF overseas offices within U.S. Government
jurisdiction, whether an embassy, mission, or consulate, restrictive due to security
requirements. The U.S. Mission that houses the NSF/J requires 24 hour advance notice
for visitors, and identification materials and cellular telephones must be left at the front
gate. These security measures are intimidating to Japanese scientists and officials, and the
Office Head or office staff generally leaves the Embassy to meet with Japanese
counterparts.

NSF/C stakeholders similarly saw some clear advantages to being physically located
outside of the Embassy complex, notably, ease of entry into the office, which will be lost
when NSF/C moves into the Embassy in January 2015.
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3. Integration with Mission

Although not part of the initial site visit proposal, integration of the NSF overseas
offices into the larger U.S. diplomatic efforts in the host country emerged from
stakeholder discussions. While participation in State Department activities is not a formal
component of the NSF overseas activities, stakeholders thought that NSF could add
science and technology value to U.S. diplomatic efforts. At present, NSF/C is considered
to be most highly integrated into local diplomatic activities and the NSF/J the least.
Stakeholders also cautioned there is not necessarily overlap between Embassy priorities
and NSF’s primary mission to support academic research. The balance between serving
NSF’s mission and broader State Department goals would need to be carefully
considered.

4. NSF/J

NSF/J staff considered the office’s participation in U.S. diplomatic goals to be
strong historically, citing participation in U.S,-Japan Joint Committee Meetings as an
important and time-intensive activity. Additionally NSF/J worked with the embassy
Public Affairs staff on scientific outreach activities and facilitated the 2009 Embassy-
initiated dialogue between visiting NASA astronauts and 100 students from Japanese
universities. In 2009, NSF/J nominated Japanese government officials to participate in
the State Department’s International Visitor Leadership Program.

Discussions with stakeholders also indicated that the NSF/J does not appear to be
well integrated into the broader activities of the U.S. diplomatic mission at this time®.
Several embassy staff stated that currently they had little knowledge of the NSF/J’s
activities. Informal interactions such as embassy staff meetings are not appropriate
venues for the range of activities the NSF/J conducts. Environment, Safety, Technology,
and Health (ESTH) embassy staff considered the NSF/J to be helpful but did not provide
specific examples of interactions with NSF as they could for the NASA and DOE
Offices.?

28 Note that several Embassy staff who participated in the site visit were new to their positions. It was not
feasible to identify the extent to which the lack of integration noted results from these particular staff
members’ learning their positions—in which case integration is expected to improve as strong working
relationships are forged—as compared with the extent to which the perceived current lack of integration
reflects more fundamental differences in the goals and operations of different S&T-related organizations
within the U.S. Embassy in Tokyo. Another issue noted is that the NSF/J is located on a different floor
from the ESTH section and both ESTH and the NASA office are in secure space that requires a passcode
to enter, which the NSF/J Head is not authorized to have. This limits the ability of the NSF/J staff to
have casual conversations and informal information exchange as “drop in” visits do not occur.

2% Both the NSF/J staff and ESTH staff mentioned that informal collaboration between the two groups
diminished when the ESTH section moved up one floor within the Embassy.
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Embassy staff identified a range of opportunities for greater engagement with
NSF/J, in particular the current Ambassador’s interest in the issue of innovation. The
ESTH section has been working with the Japanese government on the use of science and
technology to improve technology transfer and entrepreneurship in their innovation
system. The ESTH section was not aware of NSF’s efforts to promote innovation in the
U.S. through programs such as the I-Corps (Innovation Corps) program® that was
launched to support academic entrepreneurs trying to spin technology products out of
universities. Collaboration between the NSF/J and ESTH Section in the Tokyo Embassy
could promote this high priority NSF and Ambassadorial goal.

Other interviewees mentioned opportunities for coordination and collaboration
among U.S. entities. For example, the DOE representative was unaware of NSF efforts to
create a collaborative U.S.-Japan research program on “big data” and disaster
management,® an effort that could contribute to a DOE energy-focused working group.
Similarly, the ESTH representatives did not appear to understand the scale and scope of
NSF’s existing efforts to promote student exchange through EAPSI and GROW and were
unaware that NSF/J tracks the new Japanese FIRST (Funding Program for World-
Leading Innovation R&D on Science and Technology) and WPI (World Premier
Institutes) large-scale centers initiatives that are of interest to the Embassy.

5. NSF/E

Discussions identified a number of different opinions regarding the integration of
the NSF/E into the U.S. diplomatic mission. On the positive side, the NSF/E provided
background information on European science agencies to the U.S. Embassy staff in Paris
for the U.S.-France JCM and participated in Embassy efforts to promote innovation and
entrepreneurship at the meeting. NSF/E also facilitated a State Department staff/ ESTH
Counselor visit to a Georgia Tech satellite campus in Lorraine, a site visit regarded by all
as successful and productive.

At the same time, interviewees identified additional opportunities for the NSF/E to
assist the State Department in achieving its goals. Members of the Paris ESTH section
saw an opportunity for increased support from the NSF/E in providing knowledge of the
EU S&T enterprise in support of their larger portfolio. The ESTH section at the U.S.
Embassy in Prague was interested in more visits from senior NSF officials and more
notice of NSF division-level visitors to the Czech Republic. Reports from the DOE
International Office in Paris on nuclear energy have been incorporated into State

30 See http://www.nsf.gov/news/special_reports/i-corps.

31 See http://www.nsf.gov/news/news_summ.jsp?cntn_id=124398.
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Department cables and when relevant, the Ambassador’s speeches. The Embassy’s
Energy Attaché will often facilitate trips and meetings on nuclear energy with
Congressional delegations and others. This close integration between DOE and the
Energy Attaché reflects the importance of nuclear energy to France and the Ambassador,
however, it is a model that the NSF/E could emulate for science priorities shared by NSF
and the Ambassador.

4. NSF/C

In general, stakeholders agreed that the NSF/C contributes to U.S. diplomacy in
China. Embassy stakeholders value the information NSF/C provides on S&T issues and
the broader context of S&T policy in China, especially as they relate to Embassy
priorities. References to NSF programs such as EAPSI have been incorporated into the
Ambassador’s speeches, and the Office Head has provided the Ambassador with S&T
contacts for meetings across China— most recently a trip to Inner Mongolia. The ESTH
section also acknowledged that it would be unable to perform the roles and functions of
the NSF/C.

D. Situational Awareness of Overseas Offices

Information related to collaborative research and training opportunities and other
international collaborations is not systematically maintained nor centralized in one
location by NSF or OIIA-ISE. This situation limits the effectiveness of the overseas
offices in keeping abreast of country or region activities and achieving the NSF’s
international goals.

1. Listing of Collaborative Programs on OIlA-ISE Website

OIIA-ISE maintains a list of international programs that is accessible from its home
page. Comparing the list of collaborative research programs identified in Table 3 and
mobility programs identified in Table 5 with the OIIA-ISE list indicates that the OlIA-
ISE list is incomplete. Program solicitations and Dear Colleague Letters identified by the
STPI team that are not included on OIIA-ISE’s website are:

e U.S.-China Collaborative Research in Advanced Sensors and Bio-inspired
Technology

e Nitrogen: Improving on Nature

e Digging into Data Challenge

e Clean Water: A Challenge for Researchers

e United States-Israel Collaboration in Computer Science

e Ecology and Evolution of Infectious Diseases
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e Research Opportunities in Europe for CAREER Awardees
e Research Opportunities in Europe for Postdoctoral Researchers

e Expeditions in Training, Research, and Education for Mathematics and Statistics
through Quantitative Explorations of Data

e United States and United Kingdom Clean Water Collaboration
e WIFIUS (Wireless Innovation between Finland and United States)
e Belmont Forum: G8 Multilateral International Opportunities Fund Initiative

e (8 Multilateral Funding Initiative “Interdisciplinary Program on Materials
Efficiency: A First Step Towards Sustainable Manufacturing”

e Collaborative Cyberinfrastructure Proposals with European Groups

e International Collaborations in Organismal Biology Between the United States
and Israeli Investigators

e US-China Collaborative Software Research
e NSF-Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG) Collaborative Research

2. Availability of Collaborative Research and Training MOUs

MOUs provide another mechanism to apprise overseas office staff of NSF’s
international programs and awards, which in turn, would allow them to follow up with in-
country collaborators and NSF program staff. Neither NSF headquarters nor the overseas
offices themselves appear to have a complete set of current MOUSs.*2

3. ldentification of Projects Involving International Collaboration

At present, the NSF data system does not code international collaborations in either
its public-facing awards data system or its internal databases. The databases utilize free-
text searches that have the potential to return false positives as well as to miss projects
that involve true collaborations. In addition, searches of the public system can only
access abstracts, whereas collaborative research details often are described in the body of
a proposal. The STPI team conducted two searches® for “China” or “Chinese”—one

82 Subsequent to the completion of data collection, NSF assigned the function of maintaining the master list
of MOUs to OIlIA.

%3 STPI worked with an NSF staff member expert in searching research.gov to develop the query.
Complete search terms used on research.gov were as follows: “china collaborat*”~35, “china
workshop*”~5, “china coauthor*”~5, “china conference*”~5, “china author*”~5, “china
publication*”~5, “china travel”~5, “china visit*”~5, “china student*”~5, “china US”, “china USA”), OR
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using the publicly available NSF awards database and one accessed through research.gov.
The research.gov search returned nearly five times as many hits.** Table 8 shows the

search results.

(“chinese collaborat*”~5, “chinese workshop*”~5, “chinese coauthor*”~5,”chinese conference*”~5,
“chinese author*”~5, “chinese publication*”~5, “chinese travel”~5, “chinese visit*”~5, “chinese

student*”~5, “chinese US”, and “chinese USA”).
% At the same time, the results of the internal database search returned many false-positive results.
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Table 8. Results of Searches for Collaborative Projects Involving China, April 2013

Public
Awards Internal
Projects Identified, by NSF Directorate? Database Site
Directorate for Biological Sciences (BIO) 11 51
Directorate for Computer and Information Science and 3 39
Engineering (CISE)
Directorate for Education and Human Resources (EHR) 1 26
Directorate for Engineering (ENG) 17 64
Directorate for Geosciences (GEO) 13 70
Directorate for Mathematical and Physical Sciences (MPS) 6 125
Office of the Director (OD) 8 65
Office of Polar Programs (OPP) 1 6
Directorate for Social, Behavioral, and Economic Sciences 47 104
(SBE)
Total 107 550

& Fellowships (e.g., EAPSI), Research Experiences for Undergraduate (REU) sites, and workshop awards
manually removed from search results.

The opacity of international collaborative awards complicates the mission of the
overseas offices in two ways. First, it is useful for overseas offices to follow the trend of
funded proposals. If there are multiple international collaborations in a particular S&T
domain, there may be value in establishing a formal joint program. Second, ineffective
coding of awards and international collaborations complicates efforts by the overseas
offices to facilitate researcher-to-researcher connections, as well as student travel. The
findings suggest that there may be value to NSF in enhancing its knowledge management
capabilities with respect to international collaborations.
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8.  NSF Overseas Offices in Context of Other
Science Agencies’ Overseas Offices

A major element of this review is the comparison of the structures and functions of
NSF’s international offices with those of other U.S. agencies and counterpart basic
science funding agencies in other countries. Through site visits and interviews, the STPI
team collected information on the distribution, organization, mission, and operation of
these international offices. The organizations examined in this study® were:

e U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)
e U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)

e U.S. Office of Naval Research (ONR)

e U.S. Air Force Office of Scientific Research (AFOSR)

e U.S. Army Research, Development and Engineering Command
(RDECOM)

e German Research Foundation (Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft, or
DFG)

e National Center for Scientific Research (Centre National de la Recherche
Scientifique, or CNRYS)

e Research Councils UK (RCUK)
e Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS)

More complete descriptions of the U.S. agencies can be found in Appendix H and foreign
counterparts in Appendix .

The first section of this chapter summarizes the data comparison of U.S. and foreign
international offices with the structure and functions of NSF’s overseas offices. The
second section provides a summary of geographic regions where the other organizations
have representation and where NSF might leverage existing efforts. The final section

% There are other U.S. science agencies that have overseas offices, including EPA, NIH, USDA, and FDA,
as well as other European countries. A full analysis of every international office of each scientific
agency lay beyond the scope of this report. The focus of the study was international organizations that
funded basic research.
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provides a description of alternative or supplemental approaches to the NSF overseas
office model.

A. Comparison of Overseas Offices

For the nine organizations listed above, the STPI team considered the number of
international offices maintained, their location, staffing levels, Office Head terms, and
their functions in terms of facilitation, representation, and reporting. Activities carried out
by each organization that do not have an NSF counterpart are also noted.

1. Distribution of Offices

Agencies, regardless of country, establish international offices to leverage global
research activities that contribute to their science and technology missions. Offices have
been established in geographic regions where expertise and collaborations exist or where
building scientific capacity meets diplomatic goals (Table 9 and Figure 17). For example,
DOE has the widest distribution of offices, with thirteen spread across Europe, the
Middle East, and Asia that focus on energy issues and programs. It maintains an office in
Vienna, the site of the International Atomic Energy Agency. Interviewees mentioned that
as a result of close U.S.-U.K. defense ties, all three of the Department of Defense (DOD)
research agencies (ONR, AFOSR, and Army RDECOM) have established UK offices.
All organizations support at least one international office in Europe, and both NASA and
DOE maintain Moscow offices to further strategic programs with Russia.

U.S. agencies also have at least one office in Tokyo to cover East Asia, and several
(Army RDECOM, ONR, and DOE) had an additional office in the region. Of the
agencies studied, only NSF and DOE operate an office in China, and both of these offices
are located in Beijing.*® The Army, Navy, and Air Force also maintain a presence in
Latin America, with a cluster of offices in Santiago, Chile.

Table 10 and Figure 18 identify the locations of international offices of NSF’s
research-funding counterparts in France, Germany, Japan, and the United Kingdom. The
first notable observation is that all of these organizations maintain at least one office in
Washington D.C., while three have a second U.S. office, DFG and CNRS in New York,
and JSPS in San Francisco. Additionally, all four organizations have offices in Beijing,
and several maintain other East Asia offices in Tokyo, Bangkok, or Hanoi.

% Other science agencies have offices in Beijing as well; for example, the China site visit included
discussions with the Department of Health and Human Services representative.
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Table 9. U.S.

Agencies with International Offices

NSF NASA Navy Army Air DOE
Force
Distribution of Number 3 3 5 3 3 13
offices of offices
Location Tokyo Paris London Tokyo Tokyo Moscow,
s and (1960) (1964) (1946) (outposts London Vienna,
dates Paris Tokyo Tokyo in Santiago Beijing,
establish (1984) Moscow (2997) Singapor Tokyo,
ed (if Beijing Singapor e, Sofia,
identified (2006) e (2000) Australia Paris,
) Santiago )s Astana,
(2002) London Baghdad
Prague (outposts , Baku,
(2010) in Bangkok,
Germany Islamaba
, d, Kiev,
France), Thilisi
Santiago
(outposts
Argentin
a,
Canada)
Office staff u.s./ 1 1 2 3 ~12 1-4
professio (14in
nal staff Moscow)
Local 2 1 1 ~7 ~10 0-11
hires
Office 2 years 3-5 3 years 3-5 3-5 2-3
head years years years years
term
Roles and — — — — — —

responsibilities
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Reporting

Other activities

Reportin
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country/r
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conferen
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Talent
scouting
and
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X X
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X
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Table 10. Foreign Counterpart Funding Agencies with International Offices

NSF CNRS DFG JSPS RCUK
Distribution of offices Number of offices 3 11 6 8 4
Locations and Tokyo (1960) DC/NYC(1970s), Beijing (1991) DC, San Brussels (1984)
dates Paris (1984) Brussels, DC/NYC (2002) Francisco, Bonn,  Beijing (2007)
Beijing (2006) Moscow, Tokyo, Moscow (2003) Strasbourg, DC (2007)
Beijing, Santiago, = New Delhi/ London, New Delhi (2008)
Sao Paulo Hyderabad (2006) Stockholm,
New Delhi (2011), Tokyo (2008) Beijing, Bangkok
Malta (2011), Sao Paulo (2011)
Pretoria (2011),
Hanoi, Bonn

(closed), London
(closed), Tunis

(closed)

Office staff Total home 1 1-2 1 1-2 (plus interns) 1-2
country/
professional staff
Local hires 2 1-2 3-10 ~3 2-3
Office head term 2 years 2-4 years up to 5 years 2-4 years

Roles and responsibilities

Facilitation Logistics for X — — — —

visitors
Facilitating X X X
research
programs and
agreements
Exchange X — — — —
Programs (China, Japan)
Facilitating X X X X —
researcher to (China)
researcher

connections
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NSF DFG JSPS RCUK
Representation Representation to X X X X
counter-parts
Agency capacity X X — —
development (China, India)
Reporting Reporting on S&T X X — X
developments in
country/ region
Other activities Running — X X —
workshops or (China)
conferences
Talent scouting — X — —
and awarding (China)
grants
Visibility promotion — X X
for home-country
research
Embassy or X — — —
mission support (limited)
Alumni networks/ — X —

researcher return

(U.S.)
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As further indication of their regional priorities, three of the organizations (RCUK,
DFG, and CNRS) also operate an office in New Delhi, India, two (DFG and CNRS) have
an office in Sao Paulo, Brazil, and one (CNRS) has representation in Pretoria, South
Africa.®” The only non-European funding agency of this group, JSPS, has the largest
number of European outposts, including Bonn (Germany), Strasbourg (France), London
(U.K.), and Stockholm (Sweden). However, two of the three European national funding
agencies have offices in Brussels, while the third (DFG) has a cooperative arrangement
with other German research agencies for obtaining information on activity and
developments of the EU.

CNRS, which uses its offices in part to support its international joint research
laboratories, has the largest number of offices, with eleven located across Europe, East
Asia, South America, and Africa. In addition, CNRS is distinctive in that it also shut
down several previous offices, including London, Bonn, and Tunis.

2. Office Staff

Tables 9 and 10 demonstrate the wide range of personnel staffing the different
organizations. Within this range, however, two patterns can be discerned. First, the
smaller offices are staffed with two to five staffers. In general, such offices have an
Office Head that comes from the home country organization, one or two locally
employed staff, and potentially one additional person either from the home or host
country. Most offices established by basic research funding agencies (NSF, DFG, RCUK,
CNRS, and JSPS) utilize this model, as do several of the U.S. agencies (NASA-Paris,
DOE-Paris, and ONR-Prague).

Second, some offices have larger staffs ranging from 5 to 15 persons. For the most
part, these larger offices are involved directly in specific programmatic activity with
international partners. In several instances, there is an Office Head that is supported by
scientific staff from the home country and locally employed staff. This model exists at
the NASA-Moscow office which houses researchers from various NASA programs who
collaborate on the International Space Station, and the DFG China office which is
responsible for coordinating the Sino-German research center. Other offices with this
type of staffing include the Army and Air Force outposts and several DOE offices.

Despite substantial differences in the size of staff among the different international
offices, there is a consistency in the term length of the Office Heads who traditionally

87 JSPS also has two research stations in Cairo and Nairobi, but these provide purely logistical support and
their activities do not encompass the broader range of international office functions. Like the NSF’s
Christchurch office for the Office of Polar Programs, they were not been included in the review.
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come from the home agency. For all organizations sampled in this study, the tenure of the
Office Head ranged from 2 to 5 years, with several organizations supporting 3- to 5-year
terms and others supporting 2- to 4-year terms. For some of the organizations (DFG,
NASA, and DOE), an initial term of 2 or 3 years can be extended by 2 more years if the
home organization and Office Head agree.

A number of individuals stressed the need to balance the term length of the Office
Head carefully. One interviewee acknowledged that it took roughly 2 years to “get up to
speed” in the new position, making a term shorter than three years less effective. In
contrast, another interviewee pointed out that a term over 4-5 years can result in the
Office Head “losing touch” with the home agency, which hinders one’s ability to fulfill
the functions of the office. While most organizations work to ensure that Office Heads
would have a position in the home organization when they return, some interviewees
admitted occasional difficulty reincorporating staff from international offices.

3. Roles and Responsibilities

As Tables 9 and 10 suggest, the functions and activities of both U.S. research
agencies and foreign counterparts were similar to those of NSF offices, but often included
additional responsibilities.

The interviewees identified similarities in facilitation, representation, and
reporting.® Like NSF, other offices facilitate logistics for visitors (NASA, DOE, and
ONR), agreements and research programs (NASA, RCUK, and CNRS), exchange
programs (ONR, Army, and AFOSR), and individual researcher connections (ONR,
AFOSR, DFG, JSPS, and CNRS). Many counterpart offices also serve representation
roles that are similar to those of the NSF offices. For example, one of the primary
responsibilities of NASA-Paris office is liaison with NASA’s European counterparts.
Most the international offices have some reporting function as part of their mandate that
was largely described by the interviewees as providing insight into the S&T system of a
country and relating important S&T developments. For some offices, this took the form
of regular reports, whereas others provided weekly emails and shorter updates.

Although these similarities in their activities reflected commonality in the missions
of NSF and other international offices, there were also many instances of activities
performed by other international offices that are either slightly different from the
activities of the NSF offices or that are not within the current responsibility of the NSF
offices.

%8 Details on NSF’s activities within these three areas can be found in Chapters 4—6.
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a. Organizing Conferences and Workshops

All three of the military offices overseas (ONR, Air Force, and Army) as well as
several of the basic funding agencies (CNRS, JSPS, and DFG’s China center) sponsor
scientific workshops and conferences primarily to bring together researchers who work in
specific areas of interest to the funding agency. In the case of the DFG-run Sino-German
center in Beijing, workshops were intended to connect Chinese and German researchers
so that they can apply for joint funding from DFG and China’s NSFC. In a similar vein,
JSPS’s conferences included the mission of introducing foreign scientists to Japanese
research in the hope of future collaboration.

The U.S. military offices often use conferences to identify foreign researchers who
might be attractive candidates for future grants or contracts. Two prominent examples are
recent conferences organized by the ONR Prague office on innovation and sustainable
energy. Several interviews conducted at the workshops were extremely successful and
resulted in the award of a number of research grants related to ONR priorities. The
conferences also built goodwill between ONR and Eastern Europe scientific and research
organizations.

Funding conferences and workshops was widely viewed by interviewees as an
effective means to accomplish their mandate to connect potential research collaborators.
One interviewee, however, noted that workshop support was phased out because this
activity detracted from the office’s time available to facilitate agreements with
counterpart agencies. While conferences that bring together academics are good, this
interviewee explained, they rarely produce outcomes that extend beyond the specific
collaborations, and as such were not a priority of the office.

b. Facilitating Program Logistics

Counterpart international offices also facilitate specific research programs. Three of
the organizations (NASA, DOE, and CNRS) use their offices in part to coordinate
significant partnerships with other countries. For example, NASA’s Moscow office plays
a pivotal role in coordinating management of the International Space Station as well as
other programs under the U.S.-Russia space partnership.

Similarly, CNRS uses its offices world-wide in large part to facilitate and support its
Joint Research Laboratory program and to sponsor research projects for French
researchers in laboratories of international partners. While the CNRS offices also perform
additional functions such as representation and reporting, a large portion of their
responsibilities is focused on coordination of this large-scale research program.
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c. Promoting Return of Diaspora Researchers

Other international offices reported efforts to bring diaspora researchers back to
their home country. This activity was emphasized particularly strongly by both DFG and
JSPS, who use their U.S.-based offices in large part to foster such researcher return. As
one interviewee related, a critical task of the Washington Office Director is outreach to
Ph.D. researchers who have German backgrounds but are currently studying or working
in the United States. To promote their return to Germany, the Office Director is given the
responsibility of marketing the German science system and does so by organizing lecture
tours, attending conferences, setting up panel discussions and social events, and staying
current with scientific research in both Germany and the United States.

In parallel to this, JSPS also encourages researchers of Japanese descent to return to
Japan. One interviewee described JSPS international office-sponsored workshops and
conferences as a primary means to promote Japanese research and scientific programs to
Japanese researchers in the United States. In addition, the offices also maintain alumni
networks of JSPS-affiliated program participants and researchers and sponsor regular
regional meetings to remain knowledgeable of the work of Japanese researchers residing
in the United States.

d. Awarding Research Grants

Only the three military research organizations examined in this study (ONR,
AFOSR, and Army RDECOM) and one of the basic science funding agencies (DFG)
incorporated the award of research grants into the missions of their international offices.
The primary recipients of grants from the U.S. military offices are foreign researchers. As
one interviewee explained, these awards advance basic science that is in line with the
military research organizations’ missions. Additionally, interviewees related that because
research overseas tends to be less expensive to conduct than research performed in the
United States, these programs leverage research in priority areas with fewer funds.

DFG’s international office is unique in that it funds research only in one program at
the China office that is the Sino-German Research Center. This joint venture is a unique
arrangement in the DFG China office and Chinese NSFC issue an open research call,
review the proposals and award specific set-aside funds. An interviewee noted that this
consistent joint funding mechanism helps to build long-term relationships between
German and Chinese researchers.

While the military offices and the DFG Sino-German Center manage grant funds at
their international offices, interviewees from other basic science funding agencies
expressed skepticism regarding the benefits of this idea. One interviewee argued that
international offices may become too independent if they were empowered to award
grants and would risk losing their ties to the home organization. The current structure
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forces the international offices to work actively with the various research programs of the
agency.

e. Visibility Promotion

Marketing the research and scientific institutions of the home country, while not a
stated goal of the NSF overseas offices, is an activity that all of the foreign basic science
funding agencies incorporate into their international engagement strategies. As several
interviewees conveyed, the United States has traditionally been viewed as a scientific
powerhouse, and researchers from across the world have sought to collaborate with U.S.
scientists. For other countries that may lack the size, funding levels, or scientific
capabilities of the United States, advertising and actively promoting their own research
systems is viewed as a critical activity in attracting world-class talent.

For example, DFG’s New York office was described as well placed to market
German research. It has a budget to attend conferences, host lecturers, and involve itself
more generally in the activities of the U.S. scientific community; and it uses these
authorities to promote collaboration with German scientists. Likewise, CNRS and JSPS
use their offices in part to introduce French and Japanese research respectively to other
countries. They also employ their overseas offices to help explain the complexities of
their research systems in order to facilitate future collaboration. In contrast, the RCUK
offices promote U.K. research opportunities area by raising the profile of the quality of
U.K. research with counterpart funding agencies.

Several interviewees conveyed the impression that this activity is currently much
more important for their countries than for NSF, given the strong U.S. reputation in
science. However, one interviewee suggested that this may change as the quality of
scientific institutions and the size of research budgets grow in countries across the world.
As international researchers find more non-U.S. opportunities for scientific collaboration,
the United States may itself be competing for top-class researchers and may need to
increase its marketing efforts in the future.

f. Integration with Embassies

Many of the overseas offices of both U.S. and foreign funding agencies are co-
located or affiliated with the embassy of their respective countries and rely on the
embassy for logistical support. Several also provide support to the embassy. In this study,
the support ranged from informal, infrequent reporting to more involved coordination and
planning.
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B. Potential New Office Locations

While it is not the focus of the current assessment, should the opening of additional
offices be deemed necessary, criteria would need to be established such that NSF could
clearly argue for the establishment of a new office. As part of the comparative review,
NSF overseas office staff and NSF headquarters staff identified several regions where
NSF might expand its international presence. The most prominent geographical locations
included Southeast Asia, India, and Latin America. A description of the interviewee’s
perspectives on each country or region is presented below.

1. Southeast Asia

Several interviewees identified Southeast Asia as a place of impressive scientific
growth. According to one interviewee, the single largest gap in NSF’s overseas office
presence is Southeast Asia. Citing the “high rate of change in scientific ability and
capacity” in the region, the interviewee argued that an NSF office in the region would be
extremely valuable in building new scientific collaboration. In particular, countries that
were identified as being of increasing interest to NSF included Singapore, Malaysia,
Indonesia, the Philippines, Vietnam, and Thailand.

In addition to enabling new scientific collaboration, an NSF Southeast Asia office
could also serve an important capacity building function. According to another
interviewee, several countries in the region (including Indonesia, Vietnam, and Thailand)
are currently developing their own basic research plans. These nations are interested in
learning from NSF and could benefit greatly from increased visits from NSF staff. While
none of these countries individually might require an entire office, the interviewee
maintained that the region itself has great potential for increased NSF attention and that
the opportunity for collaboration would increase greatly if NSF is able to foster and build
the basic science research programs of this region.

With the realities of limited travel budgets and the expansive geography of the
Pacific region, NSF/J has been unable to capitalize on the significant opportunities in the
region. Additionally, several interviewees recognized that the Office has struggled to
cover Australia and New Zealand from Tokyo. A new Southeast Asia office could also
incorporate these countries into its portfolio.

Multiple NSF interviewees suggested that a potential location for the office would
be Singapore because of its convenient transportation links across Southeast Asia.
However, others were concerned over whether there was enough activity in Singapore to
justify an office there.
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2.  India

India is seen by many interviewees as a promising partner for collaborative
research. Several of foreign funding agencies (DFG, RCUK, and CNRS) have overseas
offices in India, many of which have provided support for capacity building in basic
science programs and infrastructure. A number of interviewees recognized that India
stood out as a candidate for increased NSF attention given growth in volume of Indian
scientific research.

Others viewed India as an opportunity for NSF to share its organizational
experience through collaboration and support expansion of a more robust in-country S&T
infrastructure, increase visibility for research, especially basic science, and funding.

The three funding agencies with offices in India are all located in New Delhi (the
DFG office also has a satellite in Hyderabad). One interviewee suggested that an NSF
office in India could cover both India and the Southeast Asia region. However, the
distance from an NSF India office to the rest of Southeast Asia is comparable to the
distance from the NSF/J to many Southeast Asian capitals, highlighting the challenge of
covering Southeast Asia from anywhere.

3. Latin America

All three U.S. military services as well as DFG and CNRS maintain one or more
offices in Latin America. One interviewee noted that the scientific enterprise in Latin
America is expanding, and several countries in the region are increasing research
funding. Involvement from the NSF might bolster that trend and increase collaborative
activity.

Interviewees commented that NSF is funding research collaborations in Latin
America, particularly with Mexico, Brazil, Argentina, and Chile. One interviewee
observed that at present, researchers with Latin American collaborators often face
challenges obtaining permits, shipping materials, and resolving customs issues.
Accordingly, the interviewee suggested that an on-the-ground presence in the region
could add tremendous value by facilitating these logistics.

Despite the potential utility of a Latin American office, the interviewees also
believed that the modest levels of activity in any one of the individual countries and the
challenges of traveling between countries, particularly given limited travel funds, did not
necessarily warrant a regional office. Accordingly, the suggestion was made that NSF
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could investigate alternative means of increasing its engagement in the region, perhaps
through NSF participation in the Embassy Science Fellowship Program.®

C. Other Approaches Mentioned

In some cases, other U.S. and foreign funding agencies employed innovative
techniques to foster international engagement in research collaboration without
establishing a physical office overseas. Organizations that employed these strategies cited
them as less costly and more flexible than a full time office. Interview data provided a
rich pool of suggestions for alternate strategies for expanding NSF’s international
presence without establishing new permanent offices. These include the following
possibilities.

1. Expanded Embassy Science Fellowship Program

The Embassy Science Fellowship Program is a program organized by the State
Department that allows for U.S. Government scientific personnel to have temporary stays
at U.S. embassies in order to accomplish some short-term project agreed upon by the
Embassy and the U.S. agency. The program is intended to be mutually beneficial; the
embassies benefit from employing staff from Federal science or technical agencies to
further scientific cooperation, which in turn promotes diplomatic relations for the United
States. The technical agencies benefit through leveraging the embassies to foster new
collaborative agreements, help build capacity in other countries, or stay informed with
scientific developments in another country. Typically, Embassy Science Fellowships last
two to three months. In stakeholder interviews, the Embassy Science Fellowships were
described several times in very positive terms with respect to initiating relationships and
creating goodwill between the NSF and counterpart science agencies. Embassy Science
Fellows were also described as playing a reporting role. Embassy Science Fellow reports
often result in detailed reporting regarding the S&T policy environment, strengths of
research institutions, and interests of government science officials. Detailed reporting can
serve as a starting point for either an overseas office or NSF headquarters staff to initiate
programmatic efforts.

At present, the NSF plans to send Embassy Science Fellows to different regions of
the world. In 2012 a fellow completed a term in Indonesia, and others are slated to be
sent to various countries in Latin America, including a current Fellow stationed in Peru.
Given the success of the program, one interviewee suggested that NSF increase its
participation in the program in order to ramp up NSF’s international engagement without

%9 See Section 8.C.1 for a description of the Embassy Science Fellowship Program.
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committing to more international offices. This interviewee thought that the program
could substitute well for overseas offices, particularly in regions where there may not be
demand for a full-time office but where NSF has growing interest and needs, like Latin
America, India, and Southeast Asia.

In addition, it was suggested that the fellowship be modified to allow for longer
stays. At least one interviewee thought that in some cases, more extended fellowships
would be more effective in building stronger relationships and enable more success in
areas of growing collaboration between NSF and a foreign country. A constraint on
longer stays is that beyond 90 day stays NSF would need to reimburse the State
Department for overhead through the ICASS system. Nevertheless, it was suggested that
NSF investigate expanding the Fellowship program or creating a detailee-based approach
of its own to increase this type of engagement.

2. Science Condominiums

Another alternative model discussed by interviewees is the concept of a “science
condominium.” It was explained that this concept has been discussed at least informally
at NSF in the past. In such a model, NSF would share an overseas office together with
different agencies of the U.S. Government. Such an arrangement might allow for
agencies to rotate use of a shared overseas facility, which could likely be a less expensive
arrangement than supporting permanently placed overseas personnel. In addition, the
arrangement could allow agencies to send over staffers to specific countries of short and
medium term interest and rotate their staff as geographic priorities shift.

Personnel from several of the other U.S. agencies with overseas offices that were
interviewed in this study expressed interest not only in expanding their own international
presence, but also in bolstering coordination between their international efforts and those
of NSF. Accordingly, collaboration through a “science condominium” of one or more
U.S. agencies might allow for the U.S. agencies to expand their international presence
and to interact more frequently on areas of potential collaboration.

Despite the potential merits, the logistics of setting up such an arrangement would
have to be investigated more completely. At present it is unclear whether there is
sufficient shared interest in specific geographic regions to make such a solution possible.
One potential approach would be to explore the concept in cities where multiple U.S.
science agencies already have a presence (e.g., Paris, Beijing, Tokyo) as a way of
consolidating administrative functions and sharing space costs. A second approach would
be to identify locations where multiple agencies may have interest in developing an
overseas presence, but where none could justify opening a fully-fledged office.
Administrative details and roles and responsibilities of the condominium vis-a-vis the
U.S. Embassy would have to be coordinated to ensure the success of such an outpost.
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3. NSF Staff Detailees to Foreign Counterparts

Another option for NSF to increase international representation without adding
more offices is to promote personnel exchange with counterpart agencies or to detail staff
to foreign or international locations. Whether located within a counterpart agency or
coordinated through cooperation with other U.S. agencies, placing individual staffers in
foreign locations may provide a more flexible means of addressing short term-needs at
lower costs than an office.

Regarding personnel exchanges, several interviewees pointed out that foreign
agencies—particularly those that are currently building the capacity of their
organization—might be extremely interested in housing NSF staff. In fact, other agencies
already use this concept of exchange, often for training of their own personnel; for
example, MEXT has placed an intern in the OIIA-ISE Arlington office. A common
practice in these arrangements is for the hosting agency to pay for housing costs and for
the sending agency to pay for the personnel salary and other expenses.

In lieu of sending staff directly to counterpart agencies, NSF could also work to
arrange for the presence of staff under alternative arrangements. For example, one
interviewee called attention to the fact that NSF currently works with the Civilian
Research and Development Foundation (CRDF) to coordinate the use of a facilitator in
Moscow. This facilitator, sponsored by NSF’s Directorate for Geosciences, helps
principal investigators and NSF staff when travelling or performing research in Russia.
Like the staff exchange or detailee concept, such a model represents a potentially
effective way to increase logistical support abroad without the costs of a permanent
office.
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9. Findings and Recommendations

The statement of work included an expert panel of five consultants, who were
tasked to review and analyze the data STPI has collected. These consultants were selected
for their cross-cutting expertise in the regions relevant to the study, in international
science policy, and in evaluation methods. The panelists are:

e Dr. Susan Cozzens, Vice Provost for Graduate Education and Faculty Affairs at
the Georgia Institute of Technology;

e Dr. David Mowery, William A. and Betty H. Hasler Professor of New
Enterprise Development at UC Berkeley;

e Dr. Norman Neureiter, Director of the AAAS Center for Science, Technology,
and Security Policy;

e Dr. Denis Simon, Vice Provost for International Strategic Initiatives at Arizona
State; and

e Dr. John Walsh, Professor at the Georgia Institute of Technology.

The expert panel met on February 21, 2013. At this meeting, the STPI team
presented the data collected as part of this study and facilitated the discussion. It is
important to note that the panel was instructed to review the data collected by the STPI
team and provide recommendations.

This chapter presents findings from the panel on the current functions of the
overseas offices and the panel’s recommendations on how best to utilize the offices
following this one-day deliberation and their review of the data collected by the STPI
team. The first section discusses the panel’s overarching findings regarding NSF’s need
for overseas offices and provides an assessment of how well the offices are fulfilling that
need presently. The second section includes the panel’s findings and recommendations
related to NSF and OIIA strategy for international engagement and for using the offices
strategically. The subsequent three sections articulate specific findings and
recommendations with respect to facilitation, representation, and reporting. The last
section outlines findings and recommendations on other related issues (e.g. staffing
levels, location, coordination with the U.S. mission, etc.) that affect the strategic use of
the offices.
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A. Overarching Findings Regarding Overseas Offices

The panel was first asked to assess the need for NSF to have overseas offices whose
mission is to provide continuous, on-the-ground support and visibility for the activities of
the agency. As part of this discussion, the current activities of the three offices were
reviewed.

The panel found that, given the rapid pace at which S&T research and
collaborations are accelerating and the international interest in leveraging research
investments, overseas offices have strategic value for NSF and for the U.S. Government
more broadly. The U.S. research community has much more to gain than lose from the
effective leveraging of these offices, as the processes of scientific research and discovery
have become more global in orientation, more collaborative, and less hierarchical in
recent years.

The panel found that at present, the NSF overseas offices are underutilized by NSF,
reflecting the absence of any clear overarching or office-specific strategy for their use.
Three overarching findings underlie the balance of the panel’s more specific findings and
recommendations.

e Overarching Finding 1: Despite continuing advances in information and
communication technologies (ICTs), there remains a strong need for the
National Science Foundation to have overseas offices located in countries and
regions where NSF—and U.S. investigators funded by NSF—have active, large-
scale collaborations.

e Overarching Finding 2: The lack of a strategic vision driving NSF’s
international engagement—including effective use of its overseas offices—
limits the Foundation’s ability to gain from international advancements in S&T.

e Overarching Finding 3: Drafting and implementing a strategic plan for the use
of the NSF overseas offices will improve their role and function, especially in an
era of budgetary austerity.

B. Comprehensive NSF International Strategy

The NSF overseas offices’ present functions do not correspond to an overarching
NSF-wide strategic vision. It appeared to the panel that NSF—and OIIA-ISE
specifically—Ilack a coherent strategic vision for the overseas offices. In the absence of
such a strategy, the functions and characteristics of the overseas offices depend on the
choices of the sitting Office Head rather than the needs of the NSF Divisions and
Directorates that they are designed to serve. Accordingly, their functions and
characteristics change with turnover in the Office Head, further complicating their ability
to effectively meet the needs of the NSF community at large.
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Following the appointment of a new NSF Director, the agency leadership should
develop, promulgate, and implement a clear international posture and strategy for the
agency. One possibility would be for OlIA-ISE to work with the Directorates at NSF to
develop a more robust international strategy and translate this into region-by-region
strategies that include the necessary steps to achieve these goals. This activity, however,
would need to be endorsed and supported by the new Director who would in turn,
actively drive its implementation. The development of such a strategy and management
plan for the efficient and effective use of overseas offices is essential if NSF wishes to
remain a strong leader and global partner in international research. Subsequently, the
activities and functions of the offices should correspond to actions needed to achieve the
strategic goals embedded in the NSF’s international strategy.

Should the new NSF Director choose not to develop an international strategy for the
agency as a whole, OIIA-ISE must develop and articulate its own strategy, within which
a clear vision for use of the overseas offices should be an integral component. OlIA-ISE
should develop a strategy that can be implemented on a regional basis (e.g., separately for
each OIIA-ISE regional cluster) and work in concert with the NSF Divisions and
Directorates to ensure that the entire agency’s priorities are represented.

Given the potential need and opportunity for using the overseas offices, the panel
made the following recommendations to enhance their impact and functionality.

e Strategy Recommendation 1: OlIA-ISE should work with the NSF
Directorates to develop a year-to-year, region-by-region strategic plan for
international engagement drawing on and modifying as appropriate (e.g.,
through staffing decisions for local staff) the capabilities of the overseas offices.

e Strategy Recommendation 2: OIIA-ISE should link each overseas office’s
activities to steps required for accomplishing OlIA-ISE’s strategic vision in that
region.

C. Facilitation

Currently, facilitation-related activities occur on three levels: logistics for visiting
NSF leadership and staff, connections between U.S. and foreign researchers and students,
and new opportunities for collaboration with agencies in-country.

First, the overseas offices are not advised of NSF staff travelling to the country or
region, which is a detriment to both the office and the traveler. Without this information,
the office is not able to provide travel assistance and benefit from updates on NSF
programs, and NSF staff are not able to utilize the overseas offices as a resource to
recommend site visits and coordinate meetings.
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Second, the NSF overseas offices are not sufficiently staffed or equipped to foster
research connections among host-country and U.S. researchers in anything more than an
ad hoc fashion. Furthermore, connecting principal investigators to potential collaborators
is something that happens organically and not typically as a top-down activity.
Facilitating agreements through counterpart agencies is a more strategic use of NSF
overseas offices’ resources. The offices would benefit from strategic guidance from
OIIA-ISE or from NSF more broadly with respect to priority areas in which they should
facilitate agreements or programs. Such priorities could also be directly tied to the
strategic planning documents of the offices once they are established.

The panel also notes that there may be situations where the goal of facilitating new
agreements or programs could be advanced through workshops organized by an overseas
office that involve government officials, academics, or industry representatives, or office
sponsorship of meetings involving NSF program staff or U.S. academics and host-
country science agencies. Currently, the overseas offices themselves do not have
independent funds for such activities. U.S. academic investigators have to submit
workshop proposals that are reviewed by NSF headquarters before funds are allocated.
The panel finds that the current approach is cumbersome and reduces the overseas
offices’ capability to facilitate program development.

e Facilitation Recommendation 1: The overseas offices’ primary facilitation
function should be the development of collaborative research programs in
response to NSF Divisional (or leadership) needs and priorities. Each overseas
office should increase the amount of time spent, especially by the Office Head,
in working with NSF headquarters staff and international counterpart agencies to
better meet NSF needs in establishing new agreements, cooperation
mechanisms, and programs.

e Facilitation Recommendation 2: Consider giving each overseas office a small
budget for workshops and events to be used to support program development.

e Facilitation Recommendation 3: To strengthen the overseas offices’ ability to
support headquarters needs, NSF headquarters should enhance the country
clearance process to quickly provide more complete information to Office Heads
when NSF staff travel to their region so that the overseas offices can offer
logistics-related assistance and more fully understand NSF relationships,
activities, and priorities in the region.

e Facilitation Recommendation 4: To the extent to which resources and time
allow, the overseas offices should engage in activities intended to facilitate the
visits of students and to facilitate researcher-to-researcher relationships, but
these activities should be a lower priority.
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e Facilitation Recommendation 5: To ensure that each overseas office’s goals
are aligned with the regional strategy, OllA-ISE should develop an annual
operational plan for each overseas office that specifies facilitation-related
priorities and sets annual goals against which office performance can be
measured.

D. Representation

A number of activities are carried out by the offices as part of the representation
function: liaising with foreign government counterparts, assisting with capacity building
for other host-country funding agencies, attending meetings on behalf of NSF, and
negotiating agreements on behalf of the agency. The overseas offices currently perform
many of these activities, but there is little evidence that any of the Offices has a clear set
of priorities. As with facilitation, the priorities of the current Office Head form the basis
for representation activities. A particular challenge for the NSF/E and NSF/J is that they
are expected to represent NSF across large geographical regions—Europe inclusive of
Russia for the NSF/E and the entire Asia-Pacific region exclusive of China for the NSF/J.

The representation function has important value in nurturing the NSF’s relationships
with international partners. Given constraints on resources, there should be increased
emphasis on strategic representation, and the highest-priority activities should be those
that have the potential to advance collaborative (typically, government-to-government)
research program development. Such activities should take precedence over those
situations whereby the Office Head is asked merely to fill in for headquarters program
staff to give a presentation or where the representation activity is intended to serve the
goals of other U.S. Government agencies, for example, the Department of State.

e Representation Recommendation 1: Increase the overseas offices’ emphasis
on representation within their portfolio of activities, expanding representation to
the extent to which such activities facilitate program development.

e Representation Recommendation 2: Each overseas office’s annual operating
plan should include a priority listing of representation activities and goals.

E. Reporting

After reviewing samples of reporting from all of the overseas offices and
considering the current dissemination is limited to NSF—and in some cases strictly to
OlIA-ISE, the panel concluded that the offices are not making use of their full reporting
capabilities.

There is considerable advantage to be gained from gathering information through
attendance at meetings or events, including by trips taken by the overseas office staff.
Such reports may be of use to other NSF staff members outside of OIIA-ISE who are
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working in that country or region presently or who may be trying to develop collaborative
programmatic opportunities. All NSF Office Heads should be expected to provide written
informational reports for NSF stakeholders. Currently, reporting format and content vary
by overseas office and Office Head, and some do not provide the level of detail required
to support facilitation efforts. Headquarters staff should assist OIIA-ISE in developing a
reporting format (e.g., structure, level of detail required) that ensures that the most
applicable information is distilled and disseminated.

The panel also found that the current NSF/E practice of disseminating trip reports
directly to interested stakeholders is superior to channeling trip reports through the OlIA-
ISE regional coordinator, the current practice of NSF/C. In order for the Office Heads to
effectively facilitate programmatic activities, they need to interact directly with their
counterparts in the line Directorates and Divisions. The reporting mechanism should
provide information directly from the overseas offices to program staff and serve as the
starting point for dialogue. The panel discussed the extent to which informal trip
reporting should be disseminated outside of NSF. There may be value in other U.S.
Government staff working in the region or country receiving trip reports so that they are
able to keep abreast of host-nation science policy issues.

The panel was unimpressed by the current emphasis in some Office reports on
collating publicly available (typically, English language) information into S&T news
clippings. This reporting activity was considered by the panel to be of little to no value to
NSF, especially given the creation by AAAS (which publishes Science) and the Nature
Publishing Group (which publishes Nature) of international bureaus for collecting
scientific news. The panel therefore considers news clippings a serious misallocation of
the time of the Science Assistants who compile them. If the S&T news clipping
summaries are maintained, the function should be refocused to include details on
upcoming science meetings or other advance-notice statements of potential interest
and/or reports not available in English.

A final set of panel deliberations concerned in-depth reporting which has
diminished over the last decade. The panel discussed the idea that the Science Assistants
in each location, working with their Office Heads, could be asked to report on topics of
interest based on their unique access to local sources and people that are not readily
available to most of the NSF, U.S. Government, and the broader U.S. S&T community.
Such activities are certainly appropriate for the overseas offices, but questions were
raised regarding whether the resources required for topical reporting exceed the value of
such reports. The panel finds that any such in-depth reporting should be made available
to the broader stakeholder community rather than limited to the NSF headquarters staff
who requested any particular topic to be studied.

Given current constraints placed on reporting (both in terms of resources for and
distribution of reports), a choice must be made between increasing resources earmarked
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for reporting or curtailing the reporting functions. In their present form, the Office reports
do not serve a useful function for the range of potential stakeholders involved in
international S&T cooperative activities inside or outside of NSF.

Given current restrictions on report dissemination, the reporting function is, at
present, the least valuable of the three overseas office functions. If report dissemination
continues to be limited to OlIA-ISE, this responsibility should be drastically scaled down
or eliminated. In order to justify maintaining reporting as a primary function,
considerable changes would need to be made in the way these activities are prioritized.

e Reporting Recommendation 1: Focus reporting on information that is
only obtainable by having an in-country presence or on information of
specific interest to the NSF Directorates.

e Reporting Recommendation 2: Maintain the Office Head trip reporting
function and focus it on detailed information regarding policies, activities,
and personnel, rather than merely providing short summaries of activities
undertaken.

e Reporting Recommendation 3: Disseminate trip reports more widely
throughout NSF and beyond (e.g. to all ADs and relevant program staff
and to others from across the U.S. Government who are working in the
areas) as appropriate.

e Reporting Recommendation 4: Eliminate reporting of publicly available,
English-language S&T news clippings.

e Reporting Recommendation 5: If resources can be made available,
consider reestablishing detailed reporting on specific topics which would
be of interest and value to the broader research community.

F. Other Issues Relevant to Overseas Office Operations

Other factors and issues that affect the effectiveness of the offices include the
following: current make-up of office staff and issues related to turnover, location,
integration with the embassy, and the lack of an OIlIA-ISE-directed strategic plan. Other
models for international engagement that merit consideration by NSF are also discussed
in this section.
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1. Office Staff

Each office currently includes an Office Head and two Foreign Service Nationals: a
Science Assistant and an Administrative Assistant’’. There are several staffing-related
challenges in filling the Office Head position. Number one on this list concerns the
ability to recruit qualified applicants due to the lack of incentives for NSF career staff to
leave headquarters, as well as uncertainty surrounding the availability of acceptable
positions upon returning to the Foundation from an overseas post. In addition, in order to
be effective in the position, the panel finds that the current two-year extendable term is
too short. Given the start-up time required to become expert in the workings of
counterpart agencies and the need to transition to the next Office Head, the 2-year model
leaves only a few months when the Office Head is working at full capacity. The panel
notes as well that the ability of the Office Head to accomplish NSF programmatic
facilitation- and representation-related responsibilities depends on his/her NSF expertise
and experience. A prerequisite for success as the Office Head is deep experience with
NSF as a career employee or as an external researcher with ties to the agency through
funding, service on review panels, or prior temporary assignment as a rotator.

An ideal candidate also should be sufficiently senior to interface effectively with
high-level personnel from NSF and the host country, accomplished in his or her field, and
culturally competent in a foreign setting. Such a person should be able to effectively
engage with government officials, Nobel Prize winners, and foreign researchers alike.
Because the rest of the staff in each office is required to speak the local language, there is
no obvious need for the Office Head to speak the local language—although language
skills do enhance the Office Head’s effectiveness.

Notable too is the absence of any organized process through which departing Office
Heads can provide guidance to the incoming leadership and a summary of activities
undertaken during their tenure. More effort needs to be devoted by the departing Office
Heads and OIIA-ISE to facilitate these significant transitions that occur every two to
three years.

Both the Science and Administrative Assistants may be underutilized at present. In
view of prior recommendations to change reporting-related responsibilities, the Science
Assistant position could be reconfigured from its current focus on low-level reporting to
providing more support for higher level facilitation-related activities such as nurturing
new collaborative funding opportunities with counterpart agencies. Alternatively—and
especially in overseas office settings where local language skills and continuity of

40 With the exception of the NSF/E, where there is one locally employed staff (the Science Assistant) and
one NSF direct hire (the Science and Administrative Assistant)
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relationships may be less important, NSF might consider using Fellows from the
American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) as a less costly
replacement or a supplement to existing staff. This model would provide AAAS fellows
one year at NSF headquarters learning the culture and structure of the organization and a
second year at an overseas office, with the title either of “Science Assistant” or
potentially “Deputy Office Head.” This role to be defined and filled strategically based
on identified needs of the office rather than past experience.

Similarly, the Administrative Assistant role should be oriented to meet identified
needs such as collating information for reports in the local language or providing
language skills.

The panel also notes that the Science Assistant and Administrative Assistant
positions that are being described are not generic—they likely will vary across overseas
offices and may require highly specialized expertise. OlIA-ISE and the Office Heads
need to be more proactive in defining these roles, outlining criteria for the positions, and
selecting the individuals.

e Staffing Recommendation 1: Select Office Heads who are NSF career staff or
who have deep knowledge of the organization and who are sufficiently senior to
represent NSF to high-level researchers and officials in counterpart agencies

e Staffing Recommendation 2: Increase the Office Head tenure to a minimum of
at least three years, with the option of extending tenure by an additional two
years.

e Staffing Recommendation 3: Change the Science Assistant role from focusing
on reporting to focusing on facilitation with counterpart agencies and use the
Administrative Assistant to bolster any remaining reporting

e Staffing Recommendation 4: Consider using AAAS Fellows for the role of
Science Assistant or for supplementing the current office staff capacity

e Staffing Recommendation 5: OlIA-ISE must be more engaged in defining the
requirements for personnel filling these positions and in selecting the individuals
who will fill them.

2. Office Location

The activities of individual offices vary by location and have historically reflected
the priorities of the Office Head. Given the concentration of science agencies that are
relatively easily accessible in Western Europe, representation is one of the most
important functions of that office. As such, relocation to Brussels would enable the
NSF/E to play a more significant representational role.
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The NSF/J has important diplomatic and symbolic meaning, and relocating or
closing the office may damage U.S.-Japan relations. Because NSF/C covers China,
Hong Kong, and Macau, and it is important to preserve the U.S.-Japan relationship,
it is critical to maintain an overseas office in Tokyo but such an office should cover
North Asia, including Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. Depending on the workload
associated with these expanded regional responsibilities, NSF may need to increase
the status or number of the Science Assistant(s).

South East Asia (e.g., Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, Thailand, and
Myanmar) is a region where opportunities are emerging rapidly for scientific
collaboration. An office located in South East Asia could also cover South Asia
(e.g., India, Pakistan). NSF might require an office in South East Asia, and if so,
Singapore would likely be the most appropriate location to consider a new office.

In addition OIIA-ISE should consider investigating other models to expand its
global presence, including the embassy science fellows program to enable short-
term appointments, the possibility to serve a longer term as an embassy fellow,
embedding NSF staff in other U.S. agencies (including embassies), and space
sharing on a temporary or part-time basis.

e Location Recommendation 1: Move the Europe office to Brussels
e Location Recommendation 2: Keep the China office in Beijing

e Location Recommendation 3: Keep the Japan office in Tokyo, and broaden its
responsibilities to North Asia (Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan)

e Location Recommendation 4: Subject to budget availability, plan for an
additional office in Singapore or elsewhere in South East Asia.

e Location Recommendation 5: Explore other low-cost models of
expanding NSF’s international presence in the three regions currently
served by overseas offices (e.g., expanding the Embassy Science Fellows
program)

3. Coordination with Mission

The relationship between the overseas offices, other Federal agencies, and the U.S.
embassies (including within the U.S. missions) also needs to be addressed. NSF and other
Federal science agencies (e.g., DOE and DOD) located in the same country rarely know
about the activities and programs of one another. In some cases, this leads to overlap in
activity and an underutilization of other offices’ resources. In addition, the panel raised
several concerns about security-related restrictions impinging on the overseas offices’
ability to perform their functions (e.g., high security at the embassy that prevents the
Office Head from having meetings). Both representation and facilitation to counterpart
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agencies may best be accomplished from outside Embassy complexes. Although many of
these problems cannot be easily solved by NSF alone, if there is any flexibility in
maintaining office space outside of the embassy, NSF should seek to do so.

e Coordination with Mission Recommendation 1: Improve coordination of
overseas office activities with the ESTH section of the embassy and with other
U.S. Federal agencies’ overseas offices, although such coordination activities
should not become a primary goal.

e Coordination with Mission Recommendation 2: Work with the Embassy to
address access challenges facing the overseas offices (e.g., lack of meeting space
and obstacles posed by security requirements to meeting with host-country
nationals).

4.  Travel Approval and Information Technology Processes

The current system of travel approval for the Office Heads requires NSF/OIIA-ISE
approval and severely limits the overseas offices’ ability to accomplish their
representation and facilitation functions. The current approval requirement often means
that travel is approved so late that costs are increased significantly. Office Heads should
have pre-determined budgets developed in consultation with OlIIA-ISE that fall under the
overseas office managerial control. This would provide an additional mechanism for the
offices to tie in directly to the strategic goals laid out for the offices by NSF leadership as
called for above.

While there are aspects of information technology available to the NSF overseas
offices that are highly valuable (e.g., the videoconference capability with NSF
headquarters) other aspects, especially the management of the physical purchase,
initialization, and repair of computer hardware complicate the activities of the overseas
offices. It should not be necessary for the overseas offices to wait months for computer
equipment to be shipped back and forth to Arlington if repairs or new hardware are
needed.

e Process Recommendation 1: Amend the budgetary approval process so that
Office Heads have managerial oversight and are able to tie specific activities to
management plans of the overseas office and strategic plans of the Foundation.

e Process Recommendation 2: Develop procedures that, while conforming to
NSF information security requirements, accelerate the process for computer
hardware purchase, installation, and repair.
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10. Options for the Future

The expert panel’s findings and recommendations are intended to provide NSF with
near-term advice regarding the management of the existing overseas offices. The findings
of the study could, however, also suggest longer-term options. To complete the current
assessment of the NSF’s overseas offices, the STPI team provides a series of models,
approaches, and metrics that may be useful to NSF as it considers the report’s findings
and expert panel recommendations. These concepts, coupled with the generic logic model
for overseas offices presented in Chapter 3, offer a contextual framework within which to
consider these data and plan a potential future path forward.

A. Alternative Business Models

This section of the document presents four business models for overseas offices that
reflect four different ways to achieve the NSF international mission through some form
of office structure. For each alternative provided in the sections that follow, a table shows
a set of assumptions and requirements to consider when launching the model, followed
by a table discussing the advantages and disadvantages that selection might engender.
The STPI team recognize that this list is not comprehensive and that countries and
regions, with their unique combinations of scientific, economic, and cultural factors, may
require different or blended models in order for NSF to achieve its international goals.
These models are presented in an effort to assist NSF in making comprehensive
considerations of its international mission and goals.

1. Centralized Web-Based Business Model: Located at NSF Headquarters

While face-to-face interactions serve an important role in the development of
collaborations, web-based communications have shifted cultural norms about acceptable
approaches to build professional relationships. The centralized, web-based business
model (Table 11) draws upon this paradigm shift in global communication and relies on
the internet and social media, such as Skype, virtual meeting support tools with visual
and audio links, as well as document sharing in real time. This model does not preclude
strategic travel for meetings and conferences.
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Table 11. Centralized Business Model

Assumptions

Technical Requirements

¢ ROI for overseas offices is too low to
support the investment

e Agency points of contact within the
country or region are known

e Program development can be managed
remotely

¢ Differences in time zones are
manageable

¢ No cultural or practical barriers to virtual
communication

e U.S. scientists have other mechanisms to
identify international collaborators

Access to high speed internet

Access to social media such as Skype, web-
based meeting software, etc.

Office space and communications
technology exists at NSF headquarters and
at foreign agencies

OIlIA-ISE staff assume overseas office
responsibilities or expands to assume these
duties

Appropriate travel budget for face-to-face
meetings

Advantages

Disadvantages

¢ Cost savings with no international office
space, Office Head relocation, or local
administrative staff

¢ Potential net savings if NSF international
travel budget decreases

e Communication between OIIA-ISE and
program staff is maximized to guide
scientific collaborations and in-country
coverage

e OIIA-ISE and program staff utilize foreign
international science offices in
Washington, DC more effectively

¢ Regional (instead of country)
responsibilities are easier to manage
virtually

o NSF staff to assume regional or country
“Office Head” functions are easier to
recruit

No single POC to attend country and
regional conferences

Decreased number of face-to-face meetings
More planning to set up meetings

Missed meetings due to time needed to plan
travel

Increased travel time when trips are made to
countries and regions

Significant time zone differences

Informal and spontaneous meetings will not
occur except on the margins of other
meetings or will cost more due to last minute
travel plans

More limited interaction with Embassies

Potential diplomatic consequence if foreign
country interprets change as decreased
importance to U.S. science enterprise

2.
Countries/Regions

Regionally Distributed Business Model: Locate Offices in Developed

Placement of overseas offices in strategically-identified locations with similar S&T
priorities maximizes personal interactions in leveraging programs and collaborations. As
this report has demonstrated, there are many advantages to the existing NSF overseas
office model that could be strengthened through strategic analysis and planning. This
business model (Tables 12) represents the continuation of NSF’s current approach.
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Table 12. Regional Distributed/Developed Country Model

Assumptions

Technical Requirements

e Agency points of contact within the
country or region need to be established
or matured

e Agency points of contact within the
country or region are known

¢ Differences in time zones are a barrier to
interaction by telephone or video link

e Cultural or practical barriers prevent
effective virtual communication

¢ OIIA-ISE staff assume overseas office
responsibilities or OlIA-ISE expands to
assume these duties

¢ Collaborative scientific program
development could not occur without
frequent guidance from in-country NSF
staff

e Continuing need for NSF to remain
cognizant of science planning processes
in country

e U.S. scientists need in-country NSF staff
to identify international collaborators and
manage practical issues related to
research

In-country office space and administrative
support staff

Senior NSF staff assigned to international
office

Communication plan to link international
offices to OIIA-ISE and NSF program staff
Appropriate travel budget for face-to-face
meetings is allocated

Strategic plan to link in-country office goals
and objectives to NSF international mission

Appropriate travel budget for local and
regional meetings

Advantages

Disadvantages

e Communication between international
agency staff and in-country NSF staff is
facilitated by geographical proximity

e Frequent guidance from overseas office
staff enhances communication back to
NSF headquarters

¢ OIIA-ISE and program staff utilize
international science offices in
Washington, DC more effectively

¢ Single POC for international organizations

¢ More frequent informal and spontaneous
face-to-face meetings

¢ Potentially decreased travel expenses
¢ No time zone differences
¢ Available to U.S. Embassies as requested

Cost of office space and local
administrative staff

Constrained budgets for the foreseeable
future

Optimal locations for offices are often in
large, expensive cities

Occasional difficulty finding senior NSF
with the right qualifications to deploy
Distance decreases effective interactions
between OIIA-ISE and program staff with
overseas office

Duplicates other Federal agency
international offices

Increases complexity if country/region has
international offices in Washington, DC

Does not take maximum advantage of
social media opportunities

Difficult to close an office once established
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3. Emerging Economies Business Model: Locate Offices in Countries/Regions

Developing S&T Capacity

NSF has served as a model science organization for several nations developing their
S&T infrastructure. This business model recognizes the difficulties inherent in placing an
overseas office in an emerging economy as well as the benefits to NSF and U.S.
diplomacy. NSF benefits from access to new intellectual talent and leveraged, albeit
small, resources; and the U.S. benefits diplomatically from the expansion of our national
S&T priorities and values. This model (Table 13) continues the practice of NSF support
for overseas offices, but shifts them from being located in countries and regions where
scientific research is strong and collaborations exist towards areas where there is strong
potential for future collaboration in the long term.

Table 13. Regional Distributed/Emerging Country Model

Assumptions Technical Requirements

¢ NSF mission includes building science ¢ In-country office space and administrative

capacity in emerging economies
Value inherent in building relationships that
will take years to mature

Agency points of contact within the country
or region need to be established

Differences in time zones are a barrier to
interaction by telephone or video link

Cultural or practical barriers prevent
effective virtual communication

Assistance in structuring an S&T
enterprise is needed (organization of
agencies and institutes)

Collaborative scientific program
development could not occur without
ongoing guidance from in-country NSF
staff

U.S. scientists need in-country NSF staff to
identify international collaborators

support staff
Senior NSF staff assigned to the office
Communication plan to link international

offices to OlIA-ISE and NSF program staff;
includes IT infrastructure

Strategic plan to link in-country office goals
and objectives to NSF international
mission

Appropriate travel budget for local and
regional meetings

Advantages

Disadvantages

Communication between international
science agency staff and in-country NSF
staff is developed and facilitated

Scientific collaborations are identified and
focused programs developed
Communication between overseas office
staff and NSF headquarters (OIIA-ISE and
program staff) is facilitated

Single NSF POC in a flexible scientific and
technological environment

e More frequent informal and spontaneous
face-to-face meetings

Cost of office space and local
administrative staff

Constrained budgets for the foreseeable
future

Optimal locations for offices often in large,
expensive cities

Occasional difficulty finding senior NSF
with the right qualifications to deploy
Distance decreases effective interactions
between OISE and program staff with
overseas office

May or may not duplicate other Federal
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Potentially decreased travel expenses agency international offices

No time zone differences « Difficult to close an office once established
Available to U.S. Embassies as requested

U.S. diplomatic relationship is enhanced

4. One Government Business Model: Locate in Developed and Developing

Countries/Regions

The multiplicity of overseas offices maintained by S&T agencies of the U.S.
Government (Tables 9 and 10) suggests that consolidation of efforts and resources may
achieve cost savings and more strategic program development without loss of agency-
specific missions and goals. This One Government model builds on the Science
Condominium concept (introduced in Chapter 8, Section C) and may motivate the S&T
agencies and State Department to develop a single U.S. international science and
technology strategy. It may also provide international access to agencies that, due to their
size, budget, or other constraints; are unable to develop their own international offices
and programs.

Three options for achieving these aims are provided:
e Shared office, each agency has its own administrative and science staff
e Shared office, shared administrative staff with science staff from each agency

e Shared office, shared administrative staff with technical experts for U.S.
Government priority science areas

Tables 14-16 list only those assumptions, requirements, advantages, and
disadvantages that would modify or add to those outlined in the Regionally Distributed
Business Model and to the preceding One Government Business Model option.
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Table 14. Shared Office, Each Agency Has Its Own Administrative and Science Staff

Assumptions Technical Requirements
o Shared office space presents cost saving ¢ In-country office space that accommodates
efficiencies all agencies (up to 8 in some major cities)

e Sharing staff is inefficient because policies,
procedures, and programmatic functions are
so different across agencies that no single
individual could serve all of them

e Each agency would want to advise an
international S&T enterprise to develop
organizational components and processes
that match its own agency’s structure and
processes for collaboration

Advantages Disadvantages
e Cost sharing for office space with potential e Cost of local administrative staff remains
IT, phone, supplies savings from bulk with potential duplication of services (e.g.,
purchases or bundling receptionist, administrative support
e Communication between U.S. staff from functions)
different agencies would be more likely, o Requires NSF appointment to staff the office
leveraging of contacts and resources « No current mechanism for agencies to work
¢ Potential for collaboration of multiple U.S. together on international programs
agencies with each other and international
counterparts
¢ One location for foreign contacts to meet
with U.S. staff

Note: These assumptions, technical requirements, advantages, and disadvantages are differences from the
Distributed Business Model, Table 12).
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Table 15. Shared Office, Shared Administrative Staff with Science Staff from Each Agency

Assumptions

Technical Requirements

¢ Shared office space and shared
administrative staff presents cost saving
efficiencies

e Sharing staff is inefficient because policies,
procedures, and programmatic functions
are so different across agencies that no
single individual could serve all of them

e Each agency would want to advise an
international S&T enterprise to develop
organizational components and processes
that match its own agency’s structure and
processes for collaboration

¢ In-country office space that accommodates
all agency representatives and one
administrative staff

Advantages

Disadvantages

e Cost sharing for office space with potential
IT, phone, supplies savings from bulk
purchases or bundling

o Cost sharing for administrative staff

o Cost of local administrative staff remains
with potential duplication of services (e.qg.
receptionist, administrative support
functions)

¢ Requires NSF appointment to staff the office

¢ No current mechanism for agencies to work
together on international programs

Note: These assumptions, technical requirements, advantages, and disadvantages are differences from the

Distributed Business Model, Table 12).
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Table 16. Shared Office, Shared Administrative Staff with Technical Experts for
U.S. Government Priority Science Areas

Assumptions

Technical Requirements

e Each agency’s goals and programs in U.S.
Government priority areas are sufficiently
similar

e Technical experts will maximize

partnerships and collaborations among U.S.

agencies and with international partners

¢ Multi-disciplinary collaborations are more
easily established between technical
experts

Technical staff sufficiently familiar with S&T
agency programs and funding mechanisms
to set up collaborations

Technical staff will establish a

communication strategy with programmatic
POC(s) at each agency

Advantages

Disadvantages

e Partnerships and collaborations among
U.S. agencies with international partners
will have a U.S. central point of contact

o Multi-disciplinary collaborations are more
likely to be developed

e Technical experts in U.S. Government
priority science areas may require fewer
staff members in the office

Technical experts are not able to represent
multiple agencies at the same time to
international partners

The complexity of U.S. Government science
priorities makes a multi-agency task
unmanageable

The complexity of agency funding and
review mechanisms makes a multi-agency
task unmanageable

Note: These assumptions, technical requirements, advantages, and disadvantages are differences from

Table 15).

B. Shifts in Communication Patterns Associated with Changes in

Business Models

Alternative business models would have various patterns of communication
associated with them. The current approach (Figure 19), which would be continued in
Business Models 2 and 3, is a triply-redundant set of channels whereby NSF headquarters
communicates both with its equivalent agencies internationally directly and with those
agencies’ overseas offices in Washington, while the NSF overseas office communicates

both with NSF headquarters and each equivalent agency’s headquarters. As discussed
above, having multiple channels of communication maximizes the likelihood that
information will be effectively transmitted, but is associated with substantial costs of

maintaining overseas office personnel.
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Figure 19. Current Communication Patterns

Business Model 1 would dramatically simplify communication patterns. If all
agencies close down their overseas offices because culture and technology permit it, only
a single, agency-to-agency communications channel remains (Figure 20).

Figure 20. Business Model 1: Communication Pattern
Business Model 4 is intended to address a different concern, namely the fact that the

U.S. Government comprises multiple agencies that support scientific research, each of
which maintains its own overseas offices (Figure 21). Moving to a unified model (Figure
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22) has the potential again to simplify communication patterns and decrease costs,
although such an approach would require coordination and communications across

agencies.
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C. Metrics for Future Assessment of Overseas Offices

Metrics are critical to determine the “best fit” model for a proposed location and for
evaluation of the model over time. The assumptions, requirements, advantages, and
disadvantages listed for the alternative models and approaches may serve as initial
metrics, although additional criteria could include the potential for:

e Program metrics

— Active MOUs with peer nations to support collaborative research or
mobility programs

— Joint development of scientific priorities between NSF and peer agencies
— New joint program solicitations with peer countries per year

— Existing joint program solicitations supported

— NSF awards made through joint program solicitations

— Above-average scientific return (number/quality of publications/importance
of findings) to awards made through joint program solicitations

e Advisory and assistance metrics to country/region
— Science agency infrastructure
— Scientific program
— Workshops and conferences

e Diplomatic metrics
— NSF and U.S. Government science priorities
— Dual use materials
— Stable science economy

— Harmonized regulations
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Appendix A.
Expert Review Panel Biographical Information

Susan E. Cozzens is a professor in the School of Public Policy and Vice Provost for
Graduate Education and Faculty Affairs at Georgia Institute of Technology. Her research
IS on science, technology, and inequalities, and she is active internationally in developing
methods for research assessment and science and technology indicators. She has served
as a consultant to the Committee on Science, Engineering, and Public Policy of the
National Research Council, Office of Science and Technology Policy, National Science
Foundation, Institute of Medicine, Office of Technology Assessment, General
Accounting Office, National Cancer Institute, National Institute on Aging, National
Institutes of Health, and National Institute on Occupational Safety and Health, and on
advisory committees for the American Association for the Advancement of Science
(Liberal Education and the Sciences, EPSCOR Evaluation), the National Academy of
Sciences (NSF Decision-making for Major Awards), and the Office of Technology
Assessment (Human Genome Project).

David C. Mowery is the William A. and Betty H. Hasler Professor of New Enterprise
Development at the Walter A. Haas School of Business, University of California,
Berkeley. He has served as an expert witness at congressional hearings on science and
technology policy issues; a member of National Research Council panels, including
Competitive Status of the U.S. Civil Aviation Industry, Causes and Consequences of the
Internationalization of U.S. Manufacturing, Federal Role in Civilian Technology
Development, U.S. Strategies for the Children’s Vaccine Initiative, and Applications of
Biotechnology to Contraceptive Research and Development; a member of the Committee
on Science, Engineering, and Public Policy, American Association for the Advancement
of Science, 1997-2003; a member of the Presidential Commissions on Offsets in
International Trade, 2000-2001; a co-editor of special issues of the journals Industrial
and Corporate Change and Management Science; and an adviser to the Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development, as well as various Federal agencies and
industrial firms. His research spans topics including the impact of technological change
on economic growth and employment, the management of technological change, and
international trade policy and U.S. technology policy, especially high-technology joint
ventures.

Norman Neureiter has been the director of the AAAS Center for Science, Technology,
and Security Policy since May 2004. Before joining AAAS, he worked both in private
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industry and in public service. He entered the U.S. Foreign Service in 1965, and was
named deputy scientific attaché at the U.S. Embassy in Bonn. In 1967, he was transferred
to Warsaw as the first U.S. scientific attaché in Eastern Europe with responsibility for
Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia. Neureiter returned to Washington in 1969 as
assistant for international affairs to the President’s Science Advisor in the White House
Office of Science and Technology. In 1973 until his retirement in 1996, he held a number
of staff and management positions at Texas Instruments (TI), including manager, East-
West Business Development; manager, Tl Europe Division; vice president, Corporate
Staff; and vice president, Tl Asia. In 2000, he was appointed the first science and
technology advisor to the U.S. Secretary of State. He received the Public Welfare Medal
for “extraordinary use of science for public good” in 2008.

Denis Fred Simon is the Vice Provost for International Strategic Initiatives at Arizona
State University, Denis Simon’s scholarship focuses on international and comparative
business strategy, technological innovation, and global management of technology,
especially as relates to China and the Pacific Rim. He has established deep government,
business, and academic relationships in China and is well-known for both his scholarly
and entrepreneurial accomplishments. A successful businessman who has provided
leadership and development direction to national and international entities, Professor
Simon is a past president of the Monitor Group (China) Ltd. in Beijing and the founder
and former president of China Consulting Association in Boston. A frequent advisor to
global corporations and the U.S. Government, Professor Simon is a member of the China
Project Team at the Council on Competitiveness; the Advisory Committee on United
States Science and Technology Cooperation with China of the National Science
Foundation; and the Board of Directors of the United States-Israel Science and
Technology Foundation. He also has worked closely on several projects with the National
Academy of Sciences and on the National Innovation Initiative for the Council on
Competitiveness.

John P. Walsh teaches and does research at the Georgia Institute of Technology. His
research focus is on science, technology and innovation, using a sociological perspective
that focuses on organizations and work to explain how research organizations respond to
changes in their policy environment. Recent work includes studies of university-industry
linkages in the United States and Japan, the effects of research tool patents on biomedical
researchers and country and industry differences in the role of patents in firm strategy.
His work has been published in Science, Research Policy, Social Studies of Science, and
Management Science. His work has been funded by the National Science Foundation, the
Japanese Society for the Promotion of Science, the Matsushita Foundation and the Japan
Foundation, and he has done consulting for the National Academy of Sciences, the
OECD, the European Commission and the American Association for the Advancement of
Science.



Appendix B.
List of Interviewees

NSF Japan Office Heads

Alex DeAngelis, Office Head of NSF Japan 1986-1989; Office Head of NSF China,
2008-2010

Machi Dilworth, Office Head of NSF Japan 2007-2010; former Office of International
and Integrative Activities- International Science and Engineering Section (OlIA-
ISE) Office Head

Anne Emig, Office Head of NSF Japan 2010-2011; Program Manager, Office of the
Director

Christopher Loretz, Office Head of NSF Japan 2002-2005; Associate Professor,
University of Buffalo

Ed Murdy, Office Head of NSF Japan 1996-1999 and 2012—present

NSF Europe Office Heads

Carmen Huber, Office Head of NSF Europe 2011—present

David Schindel, Office Head of NSF Europe 1998-2004

David Stonner, Office Head of NSF Europe 2007-2011; OlIA-ISE Office Head
Mark Suskin, Office Head of NSF Europe 2004-2007

NSF China Office Heads
Emily Ashworth, Office Head of NSF China 2010—present

Bill Chang, Office Head of NSF China 2006-2008; Regional Coordinator, East Asia and
Pacific Program, OlIA-ISE

Alex DeAngelis, Office Head of NSF China 2008-2010; Office Head of NSF Japan
1986-1989

NSF Office Supporting Staff

Sun Bo, Science Assistant, NSF China (Locally Employed Staff)

Akiko Chiba, Administrative Assistant, NSF Japan (Locally Employed Staff)
Ana Helman, Science Assistant, NSF Europe (Locally Employed Staff)
Carine Polliotti, Administrative Assistant, NSF Europe (NSF Direct Hire)
Kazuko Shinohara, Science Assistant, NSF Japan (Locally Employed Staff)
Shen Yu, Administrative Assistant, NSF China (Locally Employed Staff)
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Other NSF Staff

James Allan, Program Director, Division of Ocean Sciences, Directorate for Geosciences
DeAndra Beck, Program Manager, Africa, Near East and South Asia Program, OlIA-ISE
Graham Harrison, Program Manager, Europe and Eurasia Program, OIIA-ISE

Cora Marrett, Deputy Director, Office of the Director

Kathie Olsen, Former Deputy Director and Chief Operating Officer, NSF; Deputy
Director for Science at OSTP

Joy Pauschke, Program Director, Emerging Frontiers in Research and Innovation, and
Program Director, Civil, Mechanical & Manufacturing Innovation, Directorate for
Engineering

Zeev Rosenzweig, Program Director, Division of Chemistry, Directorate for Mathematics
& Physical Sciences

Jane Silverthorne, Division Director, Integrative Organismal Systems, Directorate for
Biology

Alexandra Stepanian, Regional Coordinator, Europe and Eurasia Program, OlIA-ISE
Nancy Sung, Program Director, East Asia and Pacific Program, OlIA-ISE

Alan Tessier, Program Director, Division of Environmental Biology, Directorate for
Biology

Bonnie Thompson, Program Manager, Europe and Eurasia Program, OlIA-ISE

Kenneth Whang, Program Director, Information and Intelligent Systems, Directorate for
Computer Science & Engineering; Program Director, Emerging Frontiers in
Research & Innovation, Directorate for Engineering

Clive Woods, Program Manager, East Asia and Pacific Program, OlIA-ISE

State Department Staff

Bill Colglazier, Science and Technology Adviser to the Secretary of State, State
Department

Jill Derderian, Director, Office of Science and Technology Cooperation, OES, State
Department

Steven Dyokas, Economic and Scientific Affairs Section, U.S. Embassy, Tokyo

Candy Green, Counselor for Scientific, Technological, and Environment Affairs, U.S.
Embassy, Paris

Kerri-Ann Jones, Assistant Secretary of State, OES, State Department

Claire Kaneshiro, Bilateral Affairs Division Chief, Office of Science and Technology
Cooperation, OES, State Department

Christin Kjelland, Foreign Affairs Officer, Office of Science and Technology
Cooperation, OES, State Department

Todd Lundgren, Outreach Officer, U.S. Embassy, Beijing

Wendela Moore, Minister Counselor for Economic-Environment, Science, Technology,
and Health Affairs, U.S. Embassy, Paris



Aprille Raabe, Foreign Affairs Officer, Office of Science and Technology Cooperation,
Bureau of Oceans, Environment, and Science (OES), State Department

Alan Smith, Economic Officer, U.S. Embassy, Prague

Erica Thomas, Counselor, Environment, Science, Technology & Health Section, U.S.
Embassy, Beijing

International Funding Agency Staff and Foreign Government Personnel
Katsufumi Akazawa, Director, International Division, JAMSTEC

Laurent Bochereau, Head of International Cooperation Policy, European Commission
Directorate-General for Research & Innovation

Liwei Chen, Vice Director, Suzhou Institute of Nano-tech and Nano-bionics, CAS

Alessandro Damiani, Head of Transport Research, Horizontal aspects and coordination,
European Commission Directorate-General for Research & Innovation

Stephen Elsby, Director, U.S. office, RCUK

Claire Giraud, Deputy Director of the Americas Section, Centre National de la Recherche
Scientifique (CNRS)

Alicia Greated, Director, RCUK China
Michel Griffon, Science Advisor, Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR)

Sieglinde Gruber, Head of North America, Latin America and Caribbean cooperation,
European Commission Directorate-General for Research & Innovation

Sun Hui, Deputy Director, Bureau of International Cooperation, CAS

Blanka Javorova, Head of public relations, international cooperation, and administrative
support, Czech Science Foundation (GA CR)

Yin Jian Guo, International Cooperation Division, Science & Technology Development
Bureau, Suzhou Industrial Park Administrative Committee

Chen Jiying, Director, Division of American and Oceanian Affairs, CSTEC, MOST
Hishashi Kato, Director, International Department, JSPS
Kazuhiro Kitazawa, Special Adviser for the Director: Planning Department, JAMSTEC

Takao Kurimochi, Director-General for Science, Technology, and Innovation, Cabinet
Office

Sophie Laurie, Head of International, Research Councils of the United Kingdom (RCUK)
Errol Levy, First Secretary, Research and Innovation, European Delegation to the US

Vladimir Marik, Chairman of the Research Council, Technology Agency of the Czech
Republic (TA CR)

Stefan Michalowski, Executive Secretary, OECD Global Science Forum
Koichi Morimoto, Deputy Director-General, Research Promotion Bureau, MEXT

Xavier Morise, Director, Office for USA, Canada, and Mexico, Centre National de la
Recherche Scientifique (CNRS)

Ivan Netuka, Vice President, Czech Science Foundation (GA CR)
Mitsuhiko Oi, Senior Staff, Dept. of International Affairs, JST



Theodore Papzoglou, Head of Support Unit to the Scientific Council, European Research
Council

Minh-Ha Pham-Delegue, Director, European Research and International Cooperation,
Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (CNRS)

Wang Qiang, Director, Division of Americas and Oceania, MOST

Yu Ji Qiang, Deputy Director, Science & Technology Development Bureau, Suzhou
Industrial Park Administrative Committee

Zhang Qingquan, Officer of American and Oceania Affairs, Bureau of International
Cooperation, CAS

Jorg Schneider, Head of International Affairs Division, Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG)

Heike Strelen, Director, Sino-German Center for Research Promotion, DFG
Hiroshi Takahashi, Principal Fellow, Dept. of Personnel, JST
Geng Tu, Manager, Dept. of International Affairs, JST

Nakita Vodjdani, Head of European and International Cooperation, Agence Nationale de
la Recherche (ANR)

Max Voegler, Director, North America/Washington office, Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG)

Liu Xiuping, Program Manager, Division of American, Oceanian and East European
programs, Bureau of International Cooperation, NSFC

Zoul.i Yao, Deputy Director General, Bureau of International Cooperation, NSFC
Jinghua Zao, Deputy Director, Bureau of International Cooperation, CAS

International Researchers and Academics

Jeffrey Cross, Tokyo Institute of Technology

Zhang Fan, Laboratory of Advanced Materials, Fudan University

Yozo Fujino, University of Tokyo

Koji Hirata, Advisor to the President, the Graduate University for Advanced Studies
Zhang Jinping, Suzhou Institute of Nano-tech and Nano-bionics, CAS

Ma Keping , Institute of Botany, CAS

Qiaowei Li, Department of Chemistry, Fudan University

Tetsuji Noda, Managing Director, Center for Nanotechnology Platform, NIMS
Bogiang Qin, Nanjing Institute of Geography & Limnology, CAS

Dongyuan Zhao, Laboratory of Advanced Materials, Fudan University
Guangwei Zhu, Nanjing Institute of Geography & Limnology, CAS

AAAS and the National Academies of Science

John Boright, Executive Director of the Office of International Affairs, U.S. National
Academy of Sciences



Alan Leshner, Chief Executive Officer, American Association for the Advancement of
Science (AAAS)

Vaughan Turekian, Chief International Officer, AAAS

Department of Defense
Ken Evensen, Director, U.S. Army International Technology Center—Pacific
Ken Goretta, Overseas Office, Air Force Office of Scientific Research

Mark Lewis, Director, Science and Technology Policy Institute; former Chief Scientist of
the U.S Air Force

Misoon Mah, Director, AOARD/AFRL

Mark Maurice, Vice President, International, American Institute of Aeronautics and
Astronautics

Mike Morgan, Director, Prague office, Office of Naval Research Global
Ingrid Wyson, Technical Director, AOARD/AFRL

Other U.S. Federal Agencies
Christopher Blackerby, NASA Japan Representative

Nicholas Carlson, Director of International Operations, National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA)

Maureen Clapper, Department of Energy Attaché, U.S. Mission in Paris

Al Condes, Deputy Associate Administrator for International and Interagency Relations,
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)

Alex Dehgan, Science and Technology Advisor, United State Agency for International
Development (USAID)

Gib Kirkham, NASA Europe Representative

Jeffrey Miller, Office Head, DOE Japan

Martin Schoenbauer, Office Head, DOE China

Elizabeth Yuan, Health and Human Services Representative, U.S. Embassy in Beijing

U.S. University Faculty and Graduate Students
Peter Ford, Professor of Chemistry, University of California, Santa Barbara

John Garcia, Graduate Student, Department of Chemistry, University of California, Santa
Barbara

Randi Gbur, Graduate Student, Department of Chemistry, University of California, Santa
Barbara

Bryan Goldsmith, Graduate Student, Department of Chemistry, University of California,
Santa Barbara

Michael Gordo, Professor of Chemistry, University of California, Santa Barbara
Daniel Little, Professor of Chemistry, University of California, Santa Barbara
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Agustin Pierri, Graduate Student, Department of Chemistry, University of California,
Santa Barbara

Susannah Scott, Professor of Chemistry, University of California, Santa Barbara

Anna Simon, Graduate Student, Department of Chemistry, University of California,
Santa Barbara

Pete Suttmeier, Professor of Political Science, University of Oregon
Liming Zhang, Professor of Chemistry, University of California, Santa Barbara



Appendix C.
Discussion Questions for Interviews

Questions for Non-OllA-ISE NSF Staff

3.

10.
11.

12.

13.
14.

What activities do you/does your Division conduct that are international in
character?

Regarding those international activities, do you interact with OIIA-ISE in
Arlington? With the overseas offices, directly?

Avre there particular functions, in your view, that overseas offices are better
suited to tackle than a desk officer at NSF in Arlington?

Related to this, in your view, what is the single most important function an
overseas office can play that is not possibly achieved from a distance?

Before working at NSF, what had your relationship been to the country or
region? Had you ever interacted with the overseas offices directly?

In how close of contact are you with the (international/HQ) office?

How do you interact the most, and what type of information do you exchange?
(Mostly administrative, substantive, logistical planning, etc.)

Has your interaction with the Overseas Office changed over time? If so, how?

Do you interact directly with science agencies in those countries where your
international activities take place? If yes, describe.

One of the central aims of the offices is to report activities back to others at
NSF. How often do you rely on these reports to obtain information about a
country? Has this changed over time?

From where else do you obtain relevant information about international S&T?

In your view, who are the different stakeholder groups who interact with the
overseas offices?

Questions for OlIA-ISE Arlington staff

1.
2.

How often do you communicate with the [CHINA/JAPAN/EUROPE Office]?

How do you interact the most, and what type of information do you exchange?
(Mostly administrative, substantive, logistical planning, etc.)
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10.

Relative to your role as a Program Manager, does the
[CHINA/JAPAN/EURORPE] office add value to your activities? If yes, how?

Avre there particular functions, in your view, that overseas offices are better
suited to tackle than a desk officer assigned to a country or region from
Arlington, Virginia?

Related to this, in your view, what is the single most important function an
overseas office can play that is not possibly achieved from a distance?

Before working at NSF, what had your relationship been to the country or
region? Had you ever interacted with the overseas offices directly?

Do you work directly with science agencies in the country/countries in your
OI1A-ISE portfolio? What types of projects would you collaborate on, if at all?

One of the central aims of the offices is to report activities back to others at
NSF. How often do you rely on these reports to obtain information about a
country? Has this changed over time?

From where else do you obtain relevant information about international S&T
relevant to the country/countries in your portfolio?

In your view, who are the different stakeholder groups who interact with the
overseas offices?

Questions for non-NSF Federal Employees

1.

[If agency has overseas offices]: How do you interact with [YOUR
AGENCY’s] overseas offices? What role do they play, and how do they add
value to your agency’s mission?

Are there particular obstacles, in your view, that overseas offices are better
suited to tackle than a desk officer assigned to a country or region from
Washington, D.C.?

Related to this, in your view, what is the single most important function an
overseas office can play that is not possibly achieved from a distance?

In your view, who are the different stakeholder groups who interact with your
agency’s overseas offices?

Do you work directly with science agencies in foreign countries? What types of
projects would you collaborate on, if at all?

How do you receive relevant information regarding the science and engineering
activities of relevant foreign countries?



In your current position, do you interact with the NSF overseas office of S&E in
Arlington, Virginia? If yes, describe.

Do you interact with the NSF overseas offices (EUROPE/CHINA/JAPAN)?

Have you ever made use of any of their public reports?
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Appendix D.
Site Visit Schedules

STPI Europe Trip Agenda

Monday 12/3/12
9:00 Carmen Huber, Ana Hellman, Carine Polliotti, NSF Office Head and staff

13:00 Gib Kirkham, NASA Europe Representative
15:00 NSF Office Head and staff

Tuesday 12/4/12
9:00 Stefan Michalowski, Executive Secretary, OECD Global Science Forum

15:00 Wendela Moore, Minister Counselor for Economic-Environment, Science,
Technology and Health Affairs

Wednesday 12/5/12
10:00 Candy Green, Counselor for Scientific, Technological and Environment, U.S.
Embassy in Paris

14:30 Minh Ha Pham Delegue, Director, European Research and International
Cooperation (DERCI), and Claire Giraud, Deputy Director of the Americas
section within DERCI, CNRS

Thursday 12/6/12
10:00 Michel Griffon, Science Advisor, ANR

14:00 Nakita Vodjdani, Head of international affairs program manager, ANR

Friday 12/7/12
10:00 Maureen Clapper, Energy Attaché/Office Director at DOE, U.S. Embassy Paris

Monday 12/10/12

8:00 Wolfgang Wittke, North America, Latin American and Caribbean Unit;
International Cooperation directorate, Directorate-General for Research &
Innovation, European Commission
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9:00 Theodore Papazpglou and Jose Labastida, Support to the Science Council, and
Head of the Scientific Management Department, European Research Council

13:00 Laurent Bochereau, Head of policy coordination, EFTA, and enlargement
countries, Russia, Asia and Pacific Unit; International Cooperation directorate,
Directorate-General for Research & Innovation, European Commission

15:00 Alessandro Damiani, Head of the Horizontal Aspects and Coordination unit;
Transport Directorate, Directorate-General for Research & Innovation, European
Commission

Tuesday 12/11/12
11:30 Alan Smith, Economic Officer, U.S. Embassy, Prague

14:00 Petr Mateju, lvan Netuka , and Blanka Javorva, President and Vice President,
Czech Science Foundation (GACR)

Wednesday 12/12/12
10:00 Vladimir Marik and Petr Matolin, Chairman of the Research Council, Technology
Agency of the Czech Republic (TACR)

14:00 Michael W Morgan, Director ONR Global, Regional S&T Engagement Office

Friday 12/14/12
11:00 Jorg Schneider, Head of International Affairs Division, DFG

STPI China Trip Agenda

Monday 1/21/13

9:30 Dr. ZOU Liyao, Deputy Director-General of International Cooperation Bureau,
Ms. LIU Xiuping Acting Director, Division of American, Oceania and East
Europe Programs National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC)

14:00 Mr. WANG Qiang Director of American and Oceania Affairs Division, Ministry
of Science and Technology (MOST) and Ms. CHEN Jiying Director, American
and Oceania Affairs, Chinese Science and Technology Exchange Center (CSTEC)
EAPSI China Program Coordinator

Tuesday 1/22/13

9:00 Dr. Emily Y. Ashworth, Director, SUN Bo Science Program Specialist, SHEN Yu
Administrative Assistant, NSF Beijing Office
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14:00 Embassy Beijing Officers: Erica Thomas, Environment, Science, Technology, and
Health Section (ESTH), Dr. Elizabeth Yuan, Health and Human Services (HHS),
Dr. Martin Schoenbauer, Department of Energy, and Todd Lundgren, Outreach
section

Wednesday 1/23/13

9:45 Dr. MA Keping, Professor of Plant Ecology, Institute of Botany, Chinese
Academy of Sciences

11:00 Dr. CAO Jinghua Deputy Director-General Bureau of International Cooperation,
and Mr. ZHANG Qingquan, Officer of American and Oceania Affairs

14:00 RCUK China office Director Dr. Alicia Greated, British Embassy Beijing

Thursday 1/24/13

9:00 Meeting with Dr. QIN Bogiang (Jackie) professor, CAS Institute of Geography
and Limnology (NIGLAS)

14:00 Visit the NIGLAS Lake Taihu Research Station in Wuxi

Friday 1/25/13
9:00 Professor ZHANG Jinping, CAS Suzhou Institute of Nano-tech and Nano-bionics

Monday 1/28/13

9:00 Professor ZHANG Fan Laboratory of Advanced Materials Department of
Chemistry Fudan University

STPI Japan Trip Agenda

Wednesday 1/30/13
9:00 NSF Tokyo Office

13:30 Mr. Christopher Blackerby, NASA Representative in the Embassy
14:30 Mr. Steven Dyokas, Embassy DOS Science staff in the Economic Section

Thursday, 1/31/13
10:00 Dr. Jeffrey Cross, Tokyo Institute of Technology

16:00 Dr. Yozo Fujino, University of Tokyo Hongo Campus
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Friday, 2/1/13
10:00 Mr. Koichi Morimoto, Deputy Director-General, Research Promotion Bureau,
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT)

13:00 Mr. Takao Kuramochi, Director-General for Science, Technology and Innovation,
Cabinet Office

15:00 Mr. Katsufumi Akazawa, Director, International Division, Japan Agency for
Marine-Earth Science and Technology (JAMSTEC)

Monday, 2/4/13

14:00 Mr. Atsushi Arakawa, Director, International Division, International Department,
Japan Science and Technology Agency (JST)

Tuesday, 2/5/13

10:00 Mr. Hisashi Kato, Director, International Department, Japan Society for the
Promotion of Science (JSPS)

Wednesday, 2/6/13

14:00 Dr. Tetsuji Noda, former Vice President, National Institute of Materials Science
(NIMS)

Thursday, 2/7/13

14:00 Dr. Koji Hirata, Advisor to the President, the Graduate University for Advanced
Studies (Sokendai)
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Appendix E.

Templates for Example Activities and

Budget Information

Activities Template

| have engaged in this activity in

Estimated percentage of time
spent in this activity over the

Comments (Optional/Fill in if

Type of Activity the last 12 months (Y/N) last 12 months appropriate)
Total 0% INCOMPLETE
Facilitation 0%

Providing information regarding NSF
OIIA-ISE programs (e.g., PIRE) and
other NSF programs to investigators

Facilitating U.S. researcher-to-
international researcher
connections

Providing direct programmatic
support for NSF programs (e.g.,
PIRE)

Facilitating visits by NSF
leadership/staff to country/region

Facilitating visits by U.S. academics
to country/region
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Facilitating visits by industry/other
researchers to country/region

Providing general logistics
information for overseas visits to
U.S. investigators and students

Facilitating visits from
country/region science agency
leadership to NSF

Building country/region-related web
presence

Facilitating negotiation of
memoranda of understanding
(MOUs)/research agreements

Other facilitation-related activities
(describe in comments)

Representation

0%

Conduct liaison activities with
counterparts in country/region

Assist counterparts in
country/region in developing
capacity at NSF-like organizations

Participating in or speaking at
scientific meetings held in
country/region

Attending meetings (workshops,
collaborative research) in
country/region of interest by
request from NSF staff
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Attending meetings of
national/international research-
related organizations in
country/region

Representing U.S. government to
science-related international
organizations in region (OECD,
UNESCO, etc.)

Playing active role in negotiating
international agreements (either on
behalf of NSF or Department of
State)

Other representation-related
activities (describe in comments)

Reporting

0%

Reporting to NSF staff on outcomes
of meetings attended, highlights of
sites visited

Reporting on S&T landscape in
country/region (e.g., organization,
budget, STEM education)

Reporting on country/region
research into areas of interest (e.g.,
robotics, nanotechnology,
biotechnology)

Reporting on highlights in foreign
publications related to science and
technology

Other reporting-related activities
(describe in comments)
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Other activities

0%

Coordinating between U.S.
government and other countries'
science agencies

Coordinating across other U.S.
government overseas offices (State,
DOD, DOE)

Coordinating between NSF and
international/multi-lateral agencies
and offices (e.g., UNESCO, European
Commission)

Coordinating across NSF on
international activities (e.g.,
share/provide contacts/information
to NCSES, scientific diaspora
Working Group, other NSF staff)

Coordinating across NSF/reporting
to NSF headquarters

Serving as source of information
regarding country/region for U.S.-
based investigators

Performing office financial and
budgeting functions

Managing office staff and resources
(including maintaining computers
and other office equipment)

Performing other office
management functions

Any other activities (describe in
comments)
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Budget Information Template

Category FY2012 | FY2011 | FY2010 | FY2009 | FY2008 | FY2007 2|(:)2)(6
Final Final Final Final Final Final Final

VISA/CREDIT CARD (Office
Head and LES combined) $- $- $- $- $- $- $-
OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE
COSTS $- $- $- $ - $- $ - $-
TRAVEL (Office Head and _ _ _
LES combined) $- $- $- $- $ $ $
TRAINING $- $- $- $- $- $- $-
HOUSING $- $- $- $- $- $- $-
EDUCATION $- $- $- $- $- $ - $-
RELOCATION $- $- $- $- $- $— $-
POST COST $- $- $- $- $- $- $-
PERSONNEL/SALARY - - - - - - $—

(OPTIONAL)




Appendix F.
Request for Information

Request for Information (RFI): Use of National Science Foundation Overseas
Offices in Paris, Tokyo, Beijing by Broader Stakeholder Community

Notice Number: 77 FR 75450

Key Dates
Release Date: 12-20-2012
Response Date: 1-18-2013

Issued by: National Science Foundation Office of International and Integrative
Activities- International Science and Engineering Section

Purpose

As part of an assessment investigating the function of the three National Science
Foundation overseas offices, this RFI seeks to solicit input from as large a set of
stakeholders as possible.

Background

NSF’s current strategic plan states that “NSF envisions a nation that capitalizes on new
concepts in science and engineering and provides global leadership in advancing
research and education.” Because science and engineering are increasingly global,
NSEF’s Office of International and Integrative Activities- International Science and
Engineering Section (OlIA-ISE) seeks to ensure that U.S. institutions and researchers
are globally engaged, are able to advance their research through international
collaboration, and maintain U.S. leadership within the global scientific community. To
pursue its goals in these areas, OlIIA-ISE operates three international offices. NSF
opened its first international office in Tokyo in 1960. Two decades later, the NSF
Europe Office, affiliated with UNESCO, opened in Paris and in 2006 the NSF Beijing
office was opened.

The major functions of these three offices are:



e Facilitation: Promote collaboration between the science and engineering
communities of the United States and the respective country/region.

e Representation: Serve as a liaison between NSF and agencies, institutions and
researchers.

e Reporting: Monitor and report on science and engineering developments and

policies.

In responding to the following questions, please provide as much detail regarding each
interaction and with which office, wherever possible.

Specifically the assessment seeks public comment on the questions listed below:

(1) In what capacity, if any, have you directly engaged with the NSF overseas offices
(e.g., as a Principal Investigator (PI), Co-Pl, postdoctoral researcher, graduate student, or
undergraduate student on a research project; as an NSF employee on official travel; as a
U.S. Government official on a visit to a foreign country, or in any other capacity)? Please
be specific with respect to which office(s) you have interacted with, and on what basis
(e.g., one time only, 2-5 times per year, etc.).

(2) What was the nature of that interaction with the overseas offices? Why did you
contact them (e.g., a visit to one of the three overseas offices while abroad, to help
connect with foreign researchers, to identify research opportunities in a foreign country,
to help with logistical aspects of my current research in a foreign country, etc.)?

(3) Was the interaction valuable to you? How would you characterize the quality of
service and/or information that you received in your interactions with each office?
Similarly, are there any services you would have expected to — but did not — receive from
the overseas offices?

(4) Please provide examples of opportunities that were created as a result of these
interactions, if any.

(5) Are there other interactions you have had with NSF other than through the
international offices? Related to this, are there alternative approaches other than the
presence of a physical overseas office that may advance NSF’s interests and provide
similar value to what is currently provided?

(6) Are there ways in which NSF’s overseas offices might better be able to directly serve
your overseas research needs?

(7) Please use this space to address any additional concerns you would like to raise with
respect to the existence and value of NSF’s three overseas offices.

(8) If you believe that describing your background (e.g., U.S. or foreign resident, field of
employment, etc.) would help to provide context for your responses, please do so here.
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Your participation in responding to this RFI is completely voluntary. All responses
will be included in a content analysis following the close of the response period and
complete confidentiality of individual responses will be maintained. Individuals are
not mandated to respond to each question. Please note that the Government will not
pay for response preparation or for the use of any information contained in the
response.

How to Submit a Response

All comments must be submitted electronically to:

NSF-FOREIGN-OFFICE-INFO@LISTSERV.NSF.GOV.

Responses to this RFI will be accepted through xx—xx—2013. You will receive an
electronic confirmation acknowledging receipt of your response, but will not receive
individualized feedback on any suggestions. No basis for claims against the U.S.
Government shall arise as a result of a response to this request for information or from
the Government’s use of such information. Additionally, all responses will remain
confidential and reported only in aggregate form.

Inquiries

Specific questions about this RFI should be directed to the following e—mail
address: NSF-FOREIGN-OFFICE-INFO@LISTSERV.NSF.GOV.



mailto:NSF-FOREIGN-OFFICE-INFO@LISTSERV.NSF.GOV
mailto:NSF-FOREIGN-OFFICE-INFO@LISTSERV.NSF.GOV

Appendix G.
List of NSF Overseas Office Heads

Office Head Years Served
Japan
Robert Webber 1960-1962
Robert Oetjen 1962-1964
J.E. O'Connell 1964-1966
Walter Hodge 1966-1970
Henry Birnbaum 1970-1974
Manfred Cziesla 1974-1976
Ebert Ashby 1976-1982
Charles T. Owens 1982-1986
Alexander DeAngelis 1986-1989
Charles Wallace 1989-1991
Larry Weber 1991-1996
Edward Murdy 1996-1999
William Blanpied 1999-2002
Christopher Loretz 2002-2005
Junku Yuh 2005-2006
Larry Weber 2006-2007
Machi Dilworth 2007-2010
Anne Emig 2010-2011

Edward Murdy
Europe

2012—present

Manfred Cziesla 1984-1988
Pat Johnson 1988-1990
Charles T. Owens 1990-1992
Christine Glenday 1992-1995
Norbert Bikales 1995-1998
David Schindel 1998-2004
Mark Suskin 2004-2007
David Stonner 2007-2011

Carmen Huber
China
William Chang

2011—present

2006—-2008
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Alexander DeAngelis 2008-2010
Emily Ashworth 2010—present
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Appendix H.
U.S. Agencies with International Offices

This appendix provides information on the international engagement mechanisms
and strategies of the following U.S. organizations included in the study.

e NASA

e Department of Energy

o Office of Naval Research

e Air Force Office of Scientific Research

e Army Research, Development and Engineering Command

Each section describes the organizational structure for managing international
cooperation, its strategic priorities regarding international partnership, and the location
and activities of its international offices.

NASA

NASA acknowledges that since its inception, international collaboration has
provided significant benefit to many of the organization’s research and mission
programs; as such, the agency boasts a diverse set of partnerships with many countries.**
To conduct and further this type of cooperation, NASA maintains both a U.S.-based
Office of International and Interagency Relations (OIIR) and several offices located
overseas.

OIIR 1s NASA’s main domestic office for coordinating international activity. In
addition to managing interactions with other U.S. Federal agencies, NASA tasks OIIR “to
provide executive leadership and coordination for all NASA international activities and
partnerships.”** Within this mandate, OIIR assumes the responsibility for negotiating
cooperative agreements with foreign partners and managing foreign interactions of
NASA programmatic staff. Similarly to NASA’s overall structure, OIIR is organized
thematically and not geographically, with six programmatic areas: (1) Human

* See the introduction letter to NASA’s list of international programs (NASA 2008), found at
http://oiir.hg.nasa.gov/globablreach2008.pdf, accessed March 27, 2013.

20o1R homepage, http://oiir.hg.nasa.gov/index.html, accessed March 27, 2013.

H-1


http://oiir.hq.nasa.gov/globablreach2008.pdf
http://oiir.hq.nasa.gov/index.html

Exploration and Operations, (2) Aeronautics and Cross—Agency Support, (3) Science, (4)
Advisory Committee Management, (5) Export Control and Interagency Liaison, and (6)
Resources Management Division, which supports OIIR’s internal operations and provides
administrative support.*®

OIIR is also organizationally responsible for all of NASA’s overseas
representatives, and the office maintains an additional division responsible for managing
budgetary resources and providing administrative support for these staffers as well as its
domestic staff. In fiscal year 2012, OIIR had a budget of $12.1 million.* However, while
OIIR has the authority and funding to coordinate international activity and partnerships,
additional funding support for internationally activities comes largely from NASA’s
mission directorates; this is the case for funded programs like International Space Station.

NASA has three overseas offices stationed in France, Russia, and Japan. Each of
these offices has a regional responsibility: the representative in France is located in Paris
and covers all of Europe; the office in Russia is located in Moscow and covers Russia and
Kazakhstan; and the office staff in Japan is located in Tokyo and its environs and covers
all of East and Southeast Asia, excluding China.*® In general, the tenure of the heads of
these offices is roughly four to five years.

At the broadest level, the NASA overseas offices are all tasked with three primary
functions: representation, facilitation, and reporting. However, the actual balance of
activities and staffing size of these international outposts vary significantly across the
three offices. In addition to the activities of each of the offices, the office heads often
provide support for other parts of the USG located at the U.S. mission in their respective
locations. This varies from reporting information, supporting State Department cables,
and increasing visibility in areas of interest to the mission.

The Paris office is the smallest, employing just one NASA representative and one
locally employed staffer in conjunction with the U.S. Embassy. As related by the
interviews, the mission of this representative is heavily oriented toward representation,
and the office primarily serves a diplomatic function. This was stressed as particularly
important given recent strategic shifts in NASA activities and missions, which can
aggravate the agency’s international partnerships. The role of the Paris representative was

BoIR organizational chart. http://oiir.hg.nasa.gov/OlIR_Org_Chart_2-13.pdf, accessed March 27, 2013.

# See CAS-33 of the NASA proposed budget,
http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/632671main_ NASA FY13 Budget Cross-Agency-508.pdf, accessed March
27, 2013.

* NASA’s Tokyo office previously covered China until legislation banning NASA activity in the country
for fiscal year 2011 was passed (see Public Law 112-10). http://beta.congress.gov//bill/112th-
congress/house-bill/1473/text, accessed March 27, 2013.
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described as explaining these shifts to European counterparts and relaying strategic and
political decisions directly to U.S. partners in Europe, with a large emphasis on France,
Germany, Italy, the U.K., and the European Space Agency. In addition, the Paris
representative provides regular reports back to NASA-OIIR about the state of space
policy in key European countries and at the EU level.

In contrast, the NASA office in Moscow is the largest office, with four staffers from
NASA headquarters and ten researchers detailed from the Johnson Space Center. While
the NASA headquarter staff is in part responsible for the three overarching functions of
representation, facilitation, and reporting, the interviewees stated that the majority of the
activity of the Russia office was coordinating NASA’s collaboration with Russia
regarding the International Space Station. This programmatic function, which includes
both direct collaboration of NASA researchers and logistic coordination and liaison
between NASA and the Russians, occupies most of the office’s activities.

The Japan office is functionally and organizationally a hybrid of the Paris and
Moscow offices. One piece of the office is a NASA representative and a locally
employed staffer affiliated with the U.S. Embassy in Tokyo. This representative is
responsible for the three core functions: providing facilitation primarily for NASA senior
staff visiting in country, representing NASA in meetings with Japanese agencies and
science centers, and reporting regularly to NASA-OIIR. The representative also performs
a “public affairs” role, arranging speaking events and generally raising the profile of the
agency. An additional Johnson Space Center staffer—supported by a local employee—is
staffed by the head of the Japanese Space Agency to coordinate programmatic activity
related to the International Space Station. Finally, an additional NASA research scientist
is currently located at a Japanese laboratory and is directly involved in a collaborative
project.*®

Department of Energy

In carrying out its domestic energy research and coordination, the U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE) is authorized both to consider international policy functions and to
develop international programs.*” The DOE executes this authority through a number of
vehicles, including an Office of Policy and International Affairs, an Office of

* The interviewees explained that these two representatives are likely to return to the U.S. shortly;
budgetary restraints will end the researcher’s stay, and the JSC staffer will leave after the completion of
construction on an ISS module. The impending departure of these staffers has, according to one source,
caused some consternation among Japanese counterparts.

42 U.S.C. Sec. 7133 (4). http://uscode.house.gov/download/pls/42C84.txt, accessed March 28, 2013.
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International Operations which is located within the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA), and a number of international outposts.

The majority of DOE’s international activity is directed by the various program
offices and subdivisions of the department, and as such there are many offices dedicated
to the international component of various DOE initiatives. However, there are at least two
relevant domestic offices responsible for coordinating international policy and programs.
The first is the Office of Policy and International Affairs, which falls under the Office of
the Secretary.”® The mission statement of the office states that it “has primary
responsibility for the Department of Energy's international energy activities, including
international emergency management, national security, and international cooperation in
science and technology.” To fulfill this mission, half of this office is dedicated to
providing support on international policy decisions, with geographic subdivisions
according to region, while the other half is divided thematically, with offices providing
support on specific issues (e.g., oil and gas).

A second domestic office dedicated to international at DOE is the Office of
International Operations. This office is organizationally situated within NNSA’s Office
of Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation. In addition to supporting the international activities
of its parent office, it is also tasked with operating DOE’s international offices by
“providing support and assistance to the personnel assigned to these offices” and with
managing the foreign travel process for NNSA.>

DOE has an international office presence in a large number of countries, including
France, Austria, Ukraine, Bulgaria, Georgia, Azerbaijan, Germany, Russia, Kazakhstan,
Pakistan, China, Japan, Thailand, and Iraq.>> These offices have varying degrees of
geographical jurisdiction. For example, the Russia, France, and China offices are focused
primarily on their respective countries. In contrast, the office in Germany is affiliated
with U.S. Africa Command, the office in Austria largely covers the proceedings of the

48 See http://energy.gov/sites/prod/filessDOECHART-NONAMES%202012-07.pdf for a broad overview
of DOE’s organization, accessed March 28, 2013.

49 See http://energy.gov/pi/office-policy-and-international-affairs/mission. March 28, 2013.

%0 For a breakdown of the office, see http://energy.gov/sites/prod/filessDOECHART -
NONAMES%202012-07.pdf, accessed March 28, 2013.

%1 5ee NNSA Office of International Operations webpage at
http://nnsa.energy.gov/aboutus/ourprograms/nonproliferation/programoffices/internationaloperations,
accessed March, 28 2013.

52
See
http://nnsa.energy.gov/aboutus/ourprograms/nonproliferation/programoffices/internationaloperations/ove

rseascontactinfo. The offices in Germany and Iraq involve DOE staffers on detail to DOD for support on
energy issues.
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International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), and the office in Bulgaria is placed
because of the area’s importance with natural gas pipeline issues. The offices are
operated by the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) Office of
International Operations but report back to number of offices, including the Office of
Policy and International Affairs and various other programmatic offices.

Depending on their location, the offices can have a variety of different balances
across the three functions of representation, reporting, and facilitation. Additionally, by
nature of their location, the offices often focus on one or two distinct thematic areas or
specific programs. At least three different typologies seemed to emerge from the
interview data. First, there are offices that are placed primarily to perform a
representation function. These include offices like the one in Vienna, Austria, which
spends almost all of its time liaising with other members of the IAEA and deals almost
exclusively with civil nuclear energy and nuclear nonproliferation.

Second, there are offices that perform specific programmatic functions for the
various sections of the DOE. This supporting function largely entails coordinating
logistics for specific DOE initiatives across the entire department. Two examples of such
programs are those in nuclear nonproliferation or in clean energy research, which are
critical to the functions of the Russia and China offices, respectively. Depending on the
programmatic activities and degree of partnership these offices can be small or large; the
Georgia office has only one staffer while the Russia office six DOE staffers and thirteen
locally employed staff.

Third, there is the “Energy Attaché,” whose activities can include facilitating
logistics for visiting DOE staff or important dignitaries, reporting information (through
weekly emails, monthly summaries, and larger thematic reports), and representing the
DOE at meetings or events. In addition, the Energy Attachés are tasked with providing
support to their respective U.S. missions and are extremely integrated into the Embassy.
These DOE staffers contribute to the mission by assisting in reporting information,
writing cables, contributing to ambassador or other official speeches, and facilitating
energy related visits and trips. These offices largely have one to two staffers.

For fiscal year 2012, NNSA requested 5.9 million to cover expenses of the
international offices.>® However, this number includes only the expenses coming from the
NNSA Office of International Operations—additional funding resources can come
directly from the various programmatic offices of NNSA or the DOE, like the Office of
Nuclear Energy, the Office of Science, and the Office of Electricity. The offices do have

%3 See http://www.mbe.doe.gov/budget/12budget/Content/\Volumel.pdf, pg. 27, 34, accessed March 28,
2013.
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budget authority to travel within their own country but do not have funds to sponsor
workshops unless they receive them from specific programs. DOE has a three year term
limit for its overseas staff. In many cases, the office staff works with their DOE
headquarters counterparts to develop one- to two-year action plans for the activities of the
office.

Office of Naval Research

The Department of Defense (DOD) Office of Naval Research (ONR) maintains a
critical interest in international engagement. Through “building and fostering
international connections,” ONR aims to bolster the execution of its long—range strategic
efforts aimed at addressing ‘“the future needs of the naval fleet and forces and
international partners.” ONR manages its international research cooperation and
engagement through a central office, ONR Global Command, and as part of its mission,
ONR Global controls several international outposts.

ONR Global is tasked with helping “to foster cooperation in areas of mutual interest
and to bring the full range of possibilities to the Navy and Marine Corps.”> As the
interviewees related, ONR Global furthers this mission through a variety of programs that
focus on fostering both basic and applied research. One such program is the Visiting
Scientists Program, which supports the travel of international scientists to the United
States and to international conferences.

Another keystone program is the Collaborative Science Program, which provides
support for international conferences and workshops. These conferences are usually
based on topics that are of mutual interest to both ONR and a foreign partner; as an
example, ONR Global coordinated two such conferences in Prague on the topics of
innovation and sustainability. Finally, ONR Global can also engage international
researchers by providing them funded research grants to work with ONR scientists or to
further a particular area of science of interest to ONR.

To fulfill its mission, ONR Global maintains five offices outside of the United
States, located in Santiago, London, Prague, Singapore, and Tokyo.>® The offices are all
regional, and each serves a group of countries in the proximity of their location (e.g., the
Prague office serves Eastern Europe). Typically, the offices are staffed with an office
head, a technical head (both from ONR), and one to two locally employed staffers. The

o4 See http://www.onr.navy.mil/Science-Technology/ONR-Global.aspx, accessed March 29, 2013.

% See http://www.onr.navy.mil/Science-Technology/ONR-Global/About-ONR-Global.aspx, accessed
March 29, 2013.

% See http://www.onr.navy.mil/About-ONR/Locations.aspx, accessed March 29, 2013.
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office head term is roughly 3 years. The ONR Global offices maintain their own budgets
to execute their programmatic activities and to coordinate their own regional travel.

These offices perform a number of functions in order to further ONR Global
international goals. Most integral to their activity is execution of ONR Global programs;
international offices have a direct role in recruiting talented scientists to serve as visiting
scientists in VSP, organizing international conferences, and identifying researchers for
potential funding. The ONR Global offices also have the responsibility of facilitating
visits for ONR researchers or staff and traveling to increase the visibility of ONR in
general.

Furthermore, frequent reporting is an important element for the offices; this
reporting relates not only to information related to ONR’s programmatic activity, but also
involves more general analysis of science and technology in the country or region of
interest. In this manner, the offices serve as outposts for keeping ONR informed of the
progress of global science and reducing the risks of encountering “technological
surprises.”

In addition to its offices, ONR Global also maintains several “Science Advisors”
across the world, and current advisors are located in Naples, Bahrain, Okinawa, and
Yokosuka (Japan). These science advisors “serve as a command’s senior liaison with
science and technology organizations in government, academia and industry.”>" In
addition to representation and liaison functions, the advisors also serve a reporting
function.

The ONR Global office itself has a unique organization in that its management is
not based in the United States, but rather spread out across the overseas offices: the
commanding officer for the office is based in Singapore while the executive officer and
technical director are located in London. Furthermore, the ONR Global office maintains
an Associate Research Directors program in which its home office researchers spend two
to four years visiting international science and technology institutions.*®

Air Force Office of Scientific Research

The Air Force Office of Scientific Research (AFOSR) within DOD also maintains a
host of international activities and programs. AFOSR’s international mission is
summarized as providing research support and expanding the horizons of science

57 See http://www.onr.navy.mil/Science-Technology/ONR-Global/Science-Advisors.aspx, accessed March
29, 2013.

58 See http://www.onr.navy.mil/Science-Technology/ONR-Global/associate-directors.aspx, accessed
March 29, 2013.
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“through international liaison and leadership to discover, shape, and champion basic
science.” AFOSR fulfill this mission through international programs organized by both
an international office in Arlington and its three overseas offices.

The AFOSR International Office is the central coordinating office for AFOSR’s
international activity. The office is described as having three primary functions. First, it
serves as AFOSR international point of contact, and all international research initiatives
and opportunities are managed through this office. Second, the office oversees liaison for
basic research activities with all of the Americas. Third, the office helps to develop
international strategies, represents the Air Force at international forums, maintains a
database of international Air Force Research Laboratory activities, and publishes
newsletter on international engagement.®® In fulfilling these tasks, the AFOSR
International Office staff considers its customers to be the individual research directorates
of the Air Force Research Laboratories.

The AFOSR International Office also serves as the point of contact for the
organization’s three international offices in London, Tokyo, and Santiago. These
detachments are described as providing “direct interchange with the members of the
scientific and engineering community” and encouraging “the establishment of beneficial
relationships between Air Force scientists and engineers and their foreign counterparts.”®

To accomplish this function, the three offices are responsible for coordinating three
main programs, which are similar in nature to the programs run by the ONR offices. The
first is the Windows on Science program, which brings foreign researchers to the United
State to meet with Air Force researchers. For this program, the offices serve as scouts to
identify potential scientists for the program. The second is the Conferences program,
which involves sponsoring international research conferences to promote the interchange
of scientists. Finally, the offices also directly fund foreign researchers through grants and
contracts for work related to Air Force interest areas; in this case, the offices are
responsible for grant making and review, although their program managers are often in
communication with other Air Force researchers based in the United States. For all of
these program areas, the offices focus almost exclusively on work related to basic
science.

Each of the offices has a regional responsibility for executing its programmatic
functions. The European Office of Aerospace Research and Development (EOARD) in
London is responsible for programs in all of Europe, the Middle East, Africa, and the

%9 See http://www.wpafb.af. mil/library/factsheets/factsheet.asp?id=8971, accessed April 2, 2013.
60 |.:
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former Soviet Union. The Asian Office of Aerospace Research and Development
(AOARD) is responsible for Asia, the Pacific Rim, India, and Australia. The Southern
Office of Aerospace Research and Development (SOARD) covers the geographic region
of South and Central America as well as Mexico.

While the staffing size varies per office and the level of programmatic activity, one
interviewee related as an example that AOARD currently has eleven U.S. professional
staff and eight local supporting staff. The term for U.S. professional staff overseas is
limited to 3 to 5 years. In total, the overseas offices are responsible for spending
approximately $15 million in grants to foreign researchers, which was described by one
interviewee as a relatively small amount given the Air Force’s research budget of
approximately % billion annually.

Army Research, Development and Engineering Command

Like the research divisions in the other branches of the U.S. military, the Army
Research, Development and Engineering Command (RDECOM) has a stated interest in
international collaboration. Its mission is stated primarily as fostering international
relationships to identify, assess, and facilitate cooperative science and technology
fundamental research.”? RDECOM furthers this mission primarily through its various
international offices located across the globe.

At present, RDECOM is responsible for nine research offices outside of the United
States, which are known as U.S. Army International Technology Centers (USAITCs).
The organization of these offices is different from that of the other branches of the
military; RDECOM operates in a “hub and spoke” model where three of the offices serve
as regional coordinators to which the others report. For example, the United Kingdom
office is the headquarters for USAITC-Atlantic and is responsible for the outposts in
Germany and France; the Japan office serves as the headquarters of USAITC—Pacific and
is responsible for the outposts in Singapore and Australia; and the office in Chile is the
headquarters of USAITC-Americas and is responsible for the outposts in Canada and
Argentina.

Each coordinating office and its outposts are given large regional responsibilities:
USAITC-Atlantic covers all of Europe, Russia, the Middle East, and Africa; USAITC—
Pacific covers East and Southeast Asia (including India) as well as Oceania; and
USAITC-Americas covers South and Central America and Canada. The staffing levels
vary by the role of the office. The regional coordinating offices in the United Kingdom,

62 See http://74.52.18.198/~iassaor/files/Cynthia%20Bedell%20-%20US%20Army%20RDECOM.pdf,
accessed April 4, 2013.



http://74.52.18.198/~iassaor/files/Cynthia%20Bedell%20-%20US%20Army%20RDECOM.pdf

Japan, and Chile are staffed with an office head, one or two program managers, and
anywhere from seven to ten locally employed science or administrative staffers. In
contrast, the satellite offices are staffed with only one to two staffers.

In terms of functions, the USAITCs have programmatic responsibilities similar to
those of the other DOD offices. The offices are capable of awarding grants for basic and
developmental research (primarily in the form of $30-50 thousand seed grants),
sponsoring and organizing international conferences and workshops, and supporting the
travel of international scientists to the United States for research projects or conferences.
According to one source, the total cost of funding the USATIC programs amounts to
approximately $9 million annually, a relatively small number when consider the total
budget of military research expenditures.®®

A website describing the Army’s international efforts described the holistic purpose
of these office based programs as facilitating U.S. Army access to research in the
international domain and establishing meaningful interactions with international partners
through research projects, conferences, and travel.** However, one interviewee also
added that the offices include an additional function of engaging with Japanese labs and
scientists in order to not only determine where the best scientific investments are, but also
to try to obtain co—funding agreements from Japanese research institutions. In this way,
the offices serve somewhat of a facilitation role for acquiring funding for research
projects in topic areas of interest.

In addition to its overseas offices, Army RDECOM also operates a science advisor
program by which it maintains technical experts stationed across the globe. These experts
are situated in areas with deployed U.S. military and serve as a communication and
support channel for science and technology issues related to equipment being used in the
field. The positions are generally two year rotations. In general, the science advisors
report through their regional coordinating offices. For example, there are science advisors
located in South Korea, Hawaii, Alaska, and Washington, and these communicate with
the USAITC—Pacific coordinating office located in Japan.®®

63 See page 6 of “International Science and Technology for the Army: Misplaced Focus?”, found at
http://www.dau.mil/pubscats/ARJ _Library/ARJ57/Padgett ARJ57.pdf, accessed April 5, 2013.

%4 See http://www.rdecom.army.mil/itcatlantic/aboutus.html, accessed April 5, 2013.

% gee http://www.rdecom.army.mil/FAST/doc/RDECOM-FAST_Brochure_2012.pdf, accessed April 5,
2013.
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Appendix 1.
Funding Organizations of Foreign Counterparts

This appendix provides information on the international counterpart organizations
involved in the study. Each section provides a description of the organization (including
background, structure, and funding), its organization for international engagement
(including any international offices), and any current collaborative programs with the
NSF. The organizations included are:

e French National Research Agency (ANR)

e French National Center for Scientific Research (CNRS)
e Research Councils of the United Kingdom (RCUK)

e German Research Foundation (DFG)

e National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC)
e Chinese Ministry of Science and Technology (MOST)
e Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS)

e Japanese Science and Technology Agency (JST)

e Technology Agency of the Czech Republic (TA CR)

e Grant Agency of the Czech Republic (GA CR)

ANR (France)

The French National Research Agency (Agence Nationale de la Recherche,
abbreviated ANR) is a research funding organization tasked with supporting excellent
fundamental and applied research. The organization is relatively new and was founded in
2005 by the French government.®® The interviewees related four pillars central to ANR’s
core mission: fostering a new generation of knowledge from the bottom—up; addressing
societal needs in terms of health, the economy, and the environment; encouraging

% For information on ANR, see the organization’s website at http://www.agence-nationale-
recherche.fr/en/about-us/project-based-funding-to-advance-research/, accessed January 10, 2013
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cooperation and technology transfer between the private and academic sectors; and
connecting to the international community.

Similarly to NSF, ANR is organized by thematic priorities, and has six programs
dedicated to Environment and Biological Resources; Engineering, Processes, and
Security; Health and Biology; Information and Communication Sciences and
Technologies; Sustainable Energy; and Social Sciences and Humanities. In addition to
these six thematic programs, ANR also has three departments that cross—cut the programs
and that focus on Investments for the Future, Exploratory and Emerging Research, and
Partnerships and Competitiveness.®’

ANR’s annual budget is roughly €700 million.®® Roughly 50% of the budget is
dedicated to bottom-up, non—thematic research. Initiatives in this category fund basic
science proposals from both novice and experienced researchers; some of the programs
their “blue sky,” “young researcher,” and “chairs of excellence” grant mechanisms. ANR
will host about 45-50 calls in this category. The other 50% is allocated to ANR’s top—
down, priority driven areas. ANR will host about 40 calls in this category, and many of
these grants include specific technological or economic challenges. Between these two
funding halves, ANR aims to fund ideas and technologies on the whole range of
“technical readiness.”

As our interviewees informed us, the purpose for international engagement at ANR
is both to benchmark French science to global standards and to facilitate collaboration
between French researchers and the best scientists of the rest of the world. From the
beginning, ANR made a conscious decision not to have a specific structure or budget for
organization international activity; rather, it embedded its international activity within its
programs. Accordingly, initiatives for international collaboration come from the
programs themselves, and the budget for such activities varies by topic and area.
However, ANR does place a heavy emphasis on collaborative research, which accounts
for 95% of all grants, and the demand for French scientists to collaborate with the outside
world continues to drive ANR’s international strategy. While ANR does not directly fund
researchers from other countries, it will share costs on projects with other science
organizations. Approximately 10% of ANR’s budget involves projects co-funded with
other agencies; 75% of these are in Europe, which ANR views as France’s first priority.

%7 See ANR’s organization chart at http://www.agence-nationale-
recherche.fr/fileadmin/user_upload/documents/2012/Organisation-chart-ANR-September-2012.pdf,
accessed January 10, 2013

68 According to one interview, since its inception ANR’s budget has grown steadily until peaking around
2010 and declining slightly to its present values.
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Although ANR does not currently have any offices overseas, it is considering the option
of developing a presence overseas as it continues to expand.

ANR has collaborated with NSF on several occasions. The two organizations have
several joint calls organized through the International Collaboration in Chemistry and the
Materials World Network, and ANR has recently worked to bring NSF into the European
Open Research Area for social sciences®. The two also have several shared calls in
multilateral programs with organizations like the G8, and are currently working on a
multidisciplinary in computational neuroscience.

In addition, the STPI researchers learned from the interviews that NSF (through the
NSF Europe office head) played a pivotal role in helping to stand up the organization in
2005, conveying information and advice about NSF practices. The ANR department
heads and director visited NSF Arlington as part of a relationship building and learning
experience. Despite these successes, however, it seemed that bilateral collaboration with
NSF can be difficult given the lack of a collaborative scheme between the two
organizations.

CNRS (France)

The Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (CNRS), translated as the
National Center for Scientific Research, is a research organization funded by the French
government.”* The organization was first set up in 1939 with a number of responsibilities,
including the following missions: to carry out research that advances knowledge and
brings social, cultural, and economic benefits to society, to promote research results, to
develop scientific information, to support research training, and to assist in analyzing the
national and international scientific climate so as to shape a national policy.

As opposed to the research funding agency ANR, CNRS is focused on actually
performing research. To that end, CNRS has since 2009 been organized with ten research
institutes in the fields of biological sciences, chemistry, ecology and the environment,
humanities and the social sciences, information sciences and technologies, engineering

% For information about these joint calls between ANR and NSF, see
http://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=13627&org=CHE&sel org=CHE&from=fund,
http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12593/nsf12593.htm, and http://www.esrc.ac.uk/_images/ORA-plus-
spec_tcm8-23647.pdf, accessed February 28, 2013.

70 See http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12072/nsf12072.jsp?0rg=NSF on the G8 call and
http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12114/nsf12114.jsp on computational neuroscience collaboration,
accessed February 28, 2013.

™ Eor information on CNRS, see its web page overview at
http://www.cnrs.fr/en/aboutCNRS/overview.htm, accessed January 14, 2013
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and systems sciences, mathematical sciences, physics, nuclear and particle physics, and
earth sciences and astronomy.’? These institutes are organized in the Department of
Research, along with several other offices that deal that deal with cross-cutting issues,
like interdisciplinary research, international cooperation, innovation, and industry
relations. Of the ten institutes, three of the institutes have the status of national institutes,
and the remaining seven are fully managed by CNRS.

CNRS also operates more than 1,000 laboratories, managed by CNRS’s regional
offices. The laboratories operate on renewable, 4-year contracts, and either be fully
funded and managed by CNRS or jointly managed with universities, industry, or other
partners. Approximately 90% of CNRS’s labs are joint managed labs, and are known as
unites mixtes de recherché (UMRs). CNRS is projected to have a budget of €3.3 billion
(US$ 4.29 billion) in 2012, which represents roughly a quarter of French public spending
on civilian research. While the majority of this funding comes from the government,
CNRS also finances some of its research through revenue from industry contracts.

While primarily a nationally oriented research organization, CNRS is very
cognizant of the value of international efforts. At the core of CNRS’s mission in
international work is the desire to promote the visibility of French science. As we heard
from our interviews, France’s science and university systems are not easy to understand
from the outside, and while France is relatively strong in science, the realities of the
country’s relatively small size and its political limitations necessitate a “proactive
approach” to the rest of the world. Consequently, CNRS works hard to develop
collaborations and perform research with the outside world in order to advertise and
promote French scientists. In addition, CNRS actively looks to engage other countries
who have excellent research programs that can complement their current research efforts.

Although CNRS itself does not necessarily have a unified international policy, it
attempts to engage the outside world largely through joint laboratories and its offices
abroad. CNRS currently has 11 offices in foreign countries and 30 joint, UMR labs that
partner with foreign partners. In addition to serving to increase the visibility of CNRS
abroad, the offices also serve to report back information on policy changes in other
countries and to facilitate meetings with counterparts and communication with the joint
units that are abroad. At CNRS headquarters, international effort is largely organized

2 CNRS’s organizational structure can be viewed at http://www.cnrs.fr/en/aboutCNRS/organization.htm,
accessed January 14, 2013
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through the European Research and International Cooperation office; additionally, the
institutes themselves have offices that focus on international collaboration.”

In addition to a number of collaborations with U.S. universities and other partners,
CNRS is also engaged with the NSF is several ways. CNRS has worked with NSF in
developing its own version of the Long Term Ecological Research (LETR) network, in
organizing a joint call on Arctic Science, Engineering, and Education for Sustainability,
and in participating in the International Collaboration in Chemistry and Materials World
Network.” While CNRS and NSF currently have no recent formal agreements for
collaboration, our interviewees claimed that this has not served to hinder their
collaboration since CNRS is flexible and can support working with NSF’s terms. In terms
of expansion, however, CNRS would be interested in working further with NSF to
develop stronger student exchange programs or to engage with research communities and
science organizations in developing nations.

RCUK (United Kingdom)

The Research Councils of the United Kingdom (RCUK) is an umbrella organization
designed to connect various research performing agencies in the UK, known individually
as the Research Councils. Formed in 2002 as a nongovernment entity, RCUK’s mission
is to facilitate productive collaboration between the councils, to enhance the impact of
UK research, to transfer knowledge and skills to the greater UK community, and to help
benchmark the councils with the international community in terms of both their impact
and their collaboration. While not legally a government organization, RCUK operates in
accordance with current public organization practices, and its leadership is comprised of
the chief executives of the Research Councils themselves.

There are seven research councils that operate within the RCUK framework. These
are the Arts and Humanities Research Council, the Biotechnology and Biological
Sciences Research Council, the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council, the
Economic and Social Research Council, the Medical research, the Natural Environment
Research Council, and the Science and Technology Facilities Council.

3 see https://dri-dae.cnrs-dir.fr/spip.php?article2327 for the organization of the CNRS international office,
accessed January 15, 2013.

" For information on this cooperation, see
http://intranet2.lternet.edu/sites/intranet2.lternet.edu/files/documents/Committee_Documents/Internation
al LTER Committee/NSF-CNRS-Versailles-Report.pdf,
http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12553/nsf12553.htm, and https://dri-dae.cnrs-
dir.fr/spip.php?article2296, accessed January 15, 2013

7 See the RCUK homepage, http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/about/aboutRCUK/aims/Pages/home.aspx, accessed
January 15, 2013
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The core purpose of the research councils themselves is to fund basic, strategic, and
applied research. Within this purpose, the councils also strive to support postgraduate
training (PhDs, masters students, and fellows), to advance knowledge and technology, to
enhance economic competitiveness and the quality of life, and to support science in
society activities. Similarly to NSF, the councils accomplish this mission through funding
institutions of higher education, providing access to large facilities for UK researchers,
and also funding individual researchers. The Research councils receive the majority of
the UK’s roughly £3.2 billion Science Budget (US$4.81 billion); collectively, they spent
a total of £2.5 billion in 2011-2012 (US$3.75 billion).

According to our interviews, RCUK has increasingly pushed for a more proactive
international strategy. In part this is because of a renewed government interest in
promoting and developing UK science ties abroad. RCUK has had a cohesive,
documented international strategy since 2007. In this strategy, the organization highlights
its targets for international collaboration, which include increasing RCUK’s influences in
international strategy and policy development regarding research, providing opportunities
for excellent UK researchers to flourish in global collaborations, enhancing the value and
impact of UK research through international collaboration, and demonstrating RCUK
commitment to key global responsibilities in a world where challenges cross national
boundaries.”

To facilitate its international mission, RCUK has staff strategically placed in
international offices around globe. Currently, the organization operates four overseas
offices in the US, India, and China, and Brussels. The offices collectively have a budget
of approximately £1.5 million (US$2.25 million), which supports 1-2 directors and 2-3
staffers each office. Of that budget, each office has approximately £100,000
(US$150,000) for hosting small workshops or events. Often, the offices will leverage
other UK embassy staffers for co-funding or for additional support’’. The overseas office
staff travels back to RCUK headquarters twice a year.

The overarching mission of these offices is to facilitate the expansion of UK
research by bringing down barriers to collaboration with other nations. However, the
exact mission of the offices varies by the office; the U.S. office’s primary function is to
give the UK access to excellent science; the India office, to foster relationships with a
developing research community; and the China office, a mix of these two functions. The

® A copy of the RCUK international strategy can be found at
http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/Publications/policy/Pages/InternationalStrategy.aspx, accessed January 18, 2013

" In particular, the offices can leverage staffers from the UK’s Science and Innovation Network, which
sends representatives all over the world. More information found here at http://www.bis.gov.uk/go-
science/about/how-we-work/science-and-innovation-network, accessed March 1, 2013.
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office in Brussels, known as the U.K. Research Office, is primarily placed to promote
U.K. participation in EU-funded research programs and to relay information about EU
developments to Research Councils.”

The overseas offices communicate with both the home office for international at the
RCUK and with the Research Councils themselves. The primary stakeholders for the
offices are the Research Councils, and the offices provide them support largely through
informal reporting back to the research councils. One interviewee related that the
relationship between the offices and councils is both critical and nuanced. While the
offices often need to work very hard in promoting international cooperation back to the
councils, requiring the offices to bring the councils on board allows for much more
productive collaboration and makes for a more integrated international perspective within
RCUK.

RCUK partnerships with United States comprise £1.5 billion (US$2.25 billion), and
many of these projects are coordinated through the NSF. Current collaborations include
programs, workshops, and joint calls in areas such as the ecology of infectious diseases,
the digital economy, chemical sciences, the use of virtual observatories, photosynthesis,
nitrogen fixation, and others.” In addition RCUK has been involved in coordinating other
international initiatives from the NSF, including the ICC, the MWN, PIRE, and
multilateral Belmont Forum/G8 research collaboration.®

DFG (Germany)

The Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (German Research Foundation, abbreviated
DFG) is a self-governing organization dedicated to funding science and research in
Germany. First founded over 80 years ago, the organization is considered an association
and not a government agency. At the core of this association is “the merit-based selection
and financing of the best research proposals submitted by researchers at universities and
research institutes.” DFG places a particular emphasis on being responsive to the
demands and priorities of the scientific community and elevates scientific excellence as
the most important evaluation criterion. However, DFG also tries to promote broader

"8 See http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/international/Offices/Pages/UKResearchOffice.aspx, accessed April 12,
2013.

" For some examples of joint calls, see
http://www.nsf.gov/news/news_summ.jsp?org=NSF&cntn_id=121607&preview=false (infectious
disease), http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12576/nsf12576.htm (chemical sciences), and
http://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=503517&org=0ISE (evolutionary
photosynthesis), accessed March 1, 2013.

8 Eor a more extensive list of RCUK and NSF projects, see Research Council UK (2013), accessed
January 18, 2013.
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themes, including interdisciplinary and international cooperation, early-career support,
equality for women, and networking beyond the institutionalized research community.®

DFG is largely directed by its general assembly, which is composed of
representatives from research universities, research institutes, academies of science and
humanities, and members of the government. In turn, the executive head office of the
organization manages three departments: Administration, Scientific Affairs, and
Coordinated Programs and Infrastructure. The funding disciplines are located with the
Scientific Affairs department and span a number of fields: Humanities and Social
Sciences; Life Sciences; Physics, Mathematics, and Geosciences; Chemistry and Process
Engineering; and Engineering Sciences.®

The budget for DFG’s research grants comes from both the German federal and
state governments, with the federal government supplying over half of the money. In
2010, DFG’s total budget amounted to €2.3 billion (US$3.0 billion). With this money,
DFG is able to fund approximately 20,000 research proposals annually.

At the core of DFG’s strategy for international engagement is the perceived concept
of science as an international domain. All DFG grants are eligible to be used in
collaborative projects, and seed funding is available for preparatory trips and workshops
that might potentially lead to an international partnership. In order to further German
scientists’ ability to partner with scientific talent abroad, DFG maintains six offices
abroad: a North America office (with branches in Washington and DC), a Latin America
office in Sao Paulo, a Russia office in Moscow, an India office in New Delhi, a Japan
office in Tokyo, and a China office in Beijing.

For the most part, the primary role of the offices is to increase the prominence of
German science and to facilitate cooperation for DFG funded researchers who want to
cooperate with scientists from other countries. For that reason, the offices are placed in
locations for which DFG perceives a demand for increased collaboration from German
researchers, and their primary stakeholder is the research community. All of the offices
also have in their mission representation to counterpart agencies and
monitoring/reporting. The total budget for these offices is about €5-6 million (US$6.5—
7.8 million), and they are staffed with anywhere from 3 to 10 staffers. The office budgets
include flexibility for hosting small events and for office head travel.

81 See http://www.dfg.de/en/dfg_profile/history/funding_past_and_present/index.html for an explanation of
DFG’s history and mission statement, accessed March 1, 2013.

82 Eor more on DFG organizational structure, see
http://www.dfg.de/en/dfg_profile/head office/structure/organisational chart/index.jsp?id=0#content and
http://www.dfg.de/en/dfg_profile/statutory bodies/index.jsp, accessed March 1, 2013.
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In addition to the typical international office activities, two of DFG’s international
outposts have additional functions. The office in the United States has the special purpose
of bringing back PhDs, particularly those of German descent studying or working in the
US. The Beijing office is organized as “Sino-German” research center, which since 2000
has run a research call jointly funded by DFG and NSFC. Each partner funds the center
with €3 million (US$3.9 million) and proposals must include a German and a Chinese
partner. The center can provide funding for preparatory workshops, symposia, summer
school programs, and other research initiatives, and if funded the research can be
conducted in either China or Germany (around 60% occur in China).®®

NSF and DFG have several cooperative programs. The most prominent of these is
their joint participation in the Materials World Network (MWN). DFG was also
previously involved in the NSF’s International Collaboration in Chemistry (ICC).%* In
addition, one interview mentioned that NSF and DFG have a successful history of co-
hosting conferences with scientists funded by their organizations; in part, this close
relationship was tied to the personal connection between the directors of the two
organizations.®®

NSFC (China)

The National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC) is the principal basic
research funding agency of the Chinese government. The institution was first established
by the Chinese State Council in 1986 with the mission of promoting basic research,
fostering scientific talent involved in basic research, and furthering infrastructure
construction that enhances China’s basic research capacity. In addition, the NSFC is
directed to assist in formulating national basic science policies and plans, implementing
State Council decisions, establishing international collaboration, and supporting the other
Chinese science foundations.?® While NSFC’s primary mission is to fund fundamental
research, one interviewee related that the line between fundamental and applied research

8 See http://www.dfg.de/en/dfg_profile/head office/dfg_abroad/beijing/index.jsp for more information on
the Sino-German center, and http://www.dfg.de/en/dfg_profile/head office/dfg_abroad/index.jsp for the
complete list of DFG office abroad, accessed March 1, 2013.

84
See
http://www.dfg.de/en/dfg_profile/international cooperation/int_sci_organisations/material world netwo
rk/index.html and http://www.nsf.qov/pubs/2012/nsf12562/nsf12562.htm for information about DFG’s
involvement in the MWN and ICC, respectively, accessed March 1, 2013.

8 The most recently co-hosted conference was held on disaster and risk in Washington, DC in 2012. See
http://www.dfg.de/foerderung/info_wissenschaft/archiv/2012/info_wissenschaft 12 11/index.html,
accessed March 1, 2013.

8 See NSFC “About us” page at http://www.nsfc.gov.cn/english/05ab/01.html, accessed March 4, 2013.
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is a fuzzy one and that up to 40% of NSFC’s funding might go to research that is
considered to be on the applied side.

Like other funding and research evaluation agencies, NSFC’s departments are
organized by scientific discipline, and include Mathematical and Physical Sciences;
Chemical Sciences; Life Sciences; Earth Sciences; Engineering and Materials Sciences;
Information Sciences; Management Sciences; and Health Sciences. In addition to the
scientific departments—which are responsible for grant evaluation and awarding—NSFC
includes five managing bureaus, including a Bureau of Planning, and Bureau of Policy,
and Bureau of International Cooperation, amongst others. 3’ NSFC is also responsible for
implementing the Chinese side of the Sino-German Center that is co-funded with DFG.

NSFC is staffed both permanently and with scientific rotators. Currently, the
success rate of NSFC grants is somewhere in the range of 18-22%. NSFC’s budget has
been steadily increasing over time and has risen to ¥12.9 billion in 2012 (US$2.07
billion). This money is awarded via the disciplines through a number of programs,
including general open calls, young scientist awards, developing regions awards, key and
major programs, and major research programs. NSFC’s budget is ultimately controlled by
the Chinese Ministry of Science and Technology, or MOST.

Strategy for international cooperation at NSFC at present was formulated by the 12"
Five year plan for the agency and is driven by a desire to strategically coordinate
cooperation and strengthen the influence of China’s basic research. The objectives of this
plan are to encourage Chinese researchers to engage with topic scientists from around the
world, to develop joint activities for research, and to leverage full use of international
research resources.?® To this end, China has two primary mechanisms for promoting
international cooperation in basic research. First, any NSFC awardee is able to use a
percentage of their funding (up to 10-15% depending on the grant) to further
international cooperation. In this sense, the potential for international activity is
embedded within every NSFC grant.

Second, NSFC has a specific pool of funds dedicated to funding international
programs across the scientific departments. This funding is approximately 3—4% of the
NSFC’s total budget, and in fiscal year 2012 NSFC is targeting using this money to
award 5-year, ¥ 3 million grants (US$480,000). These grants are awarded by NSFC
through four programs: International Joint Research, which promotes mutual
collaboration in priority areas; International Cooperation and Exchange, which provides

8" NSFC organization can be found at http://www.nsfc.gov.cn/english/05ab/02.html, accessed March 4,
2013.

8 National Natural Science Fund Guide to Programs: Fiscal Year 2012. November 22, 2011.
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international travel costs for Chinese or hosting expenses for visitors; International
Academic Conferences, which provides resources for hosting international conferences in
China; and International Young Scientists, which funds foreign researchers to come to
China for extended stays.

These programs address a variety of goals for NSFC, including promoting mutual
collaboration in priority areas, the exchange of students and researchers. NSFC has also
signed a number of MOUs with foreign counterparts to facilitate these projects, and grant
solicitations that fall under these agreements are treated separately from other
applications. One caveat to these programs is that nearly all of them require their
applicants to have an ongoing NSFC award, which was referenced by some interviewees
as a potential impediment to helping junior professors establish new cooperation. Despite
NSFC’s international focus, at present the organization has no overseas offices.

NSF has a long history of collaborative projects, scientific exchanges, initiatives,
and agreements with NSFC. Currently the organizations are partner to two formal
cooperative MOUSs, one on general basic science collaboration and one specifically for
earthquake research. Jointly funded research areas included calls in advanced bio-sensors,
dimensions in biodiversity, software research, the materials world network, and others.®°
NSFC was also formerly a party to NSF’s International Chemistry Collaboration but no
longer participates in this program.®® NSFC also credited NSF with helping to build their
institution and evaluation processes when the organization was first created in 1986.

MOST (China)

The Ministry of Science and Technology (MOST) is currently China’s preeminent
political body responsible for coordinating science and technology activities and policies
in China. MOST succeeded the State Science and Technology in 1998 and has a host of
missions related to directing the nation’s scientific policies and investments. Included in
its functions are the responsibilities of providing leadership in S&T development plans,
coordinating basic and key technology research, implementing plans related to

89 See the joint calls for biodiversity (http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2013/nsf13536/nsf13536.htm), materials
(http://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=12820&0rg=0ISE&sel_org=0ISE&from=fund),
bio-sensors (http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2011/nsf11024/nsf11024.jsp), and software
(http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12096/nsf12096.jsp). Also see a joint NS-NSFC conference on
computers (http://www.nsf.gov/news/news_summ.jsp?cntn_id=112023), accessed March 4, 2013.

% NSFC appears in the 2011 call for ICC (http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2010/nsf10606/nsf10606.htm) but not
the 2012 call (http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12562/nsf12562.htm), accessed March 4, 2013.

I-11


http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2013/nsf13536/nsf13536.htm
http://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=12820&org=OISE&sel_org=OISE&from=fund
http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2011/nsf11024/nsf11024.jsp
http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12096/nsf12096.jsp
http://www.nsf.gov/news/news_summ.jsp?cntn_id=112023
http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2010/nsf10606/nsf10606.htm
http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12562/nsf12562.htm

laboratories and the other science agencies, and budgeting and supervising all S&T funds,
among other S&T related tasks.**

MOST comprises fourteen separate administrative departments, bureaus, and
offices. Some of the most prominent of these included the Department of Policy,
Regulations and Reform—Office for Innovation System, the Department of Basic
Research, the Department of International Cooperation, the Department of Rural Science
and Technology, the Department of Facilities and Financial Support, the Department of
High and New Technology Development and Industrialization, and the Department of
S&T for Social Development.”” These departments organize a number of strategic
programs for advancing China’s S&T; some examples include the National Key
Technologies R&D Program and the National Basic Research Program of China.

The activities of these programs vary: some are MOST’s means of developing
policies that guide other relevant Chinese agencies and actors, while others provide direct
research funding awards to research of strategic interest to China (either basic or applied).
As one interviewee related to us, in 2012 MOST’s budget for all of its S&T programs
was ¥ 28.7 billion (US$4.62 billion), which represents a 17.5% increase over 2011.

At MOST there is an increasingly strong emphasis on the need to foster an “outward
strategy” of international cooperation. This strategy is designed with the goals of
furthering China’s own comprehensive S&T capacity and building up relationships with
other nations. Additionally, collaboration is encourage with intention to develop
partnerships that have “strategic implications for promoting national S&T innovation
capabilities,” that speed up technological industrialization, and that leverage international
resources for China’s priority areas.”® The locus of control for these international
activities is the Department of International Cooperation, which coordinates a MOST’s
international agreements, partnerships, and initiatives.

While MOST does not have any independent overseas office, it does maintain a
large presence abroad by staffing its own representatives in Chinese embassies and
consulates across the globe. According to its webpage on international collaboration,
MOST has over 71 representatives outside of mainland China, with staffers in covering
45 countries and five international and regional organizations.** One interviewee

o See http://www.most.gov.cn/eng/organization/Mission/ for MOST’s core missions, accessed March 18,
2013.

92 See http://www.most.gov.cn/eng/organization/Departments/, accessed March 25, 2013.

% See http://www.most.gov.cn/eng/cooperation/200610/t20061008 36195.htm for details on MOST’s
international collaboration, accessed March 25, 2013.

% See http://www.most.gov.cn/eng/organization/Missions/, accessed March 25, 2013.
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described the range of responsibilities of these overseas staffers as including reporting
information to the Department of International Affairs, facilitating meetings or contact
with foreign counterparts, serving as representatives of MOST to others, and supporting
the embassy and other science agencies in the Chinese mission. MOST’s foreign teams
usually have up to three staffers, although the S&T staff at the Chinese missions is
usually larger.

With six representatives in the United States, MOST places a special emphasis on
its relationship with the United States. In addition, while MOST has a larger scope than
just funding basic research, it maintains some collaborative initiatives with the NSF, and
the two agencies have signed two MQOUSs. The first MOU provided for the creation and
maintenance of the EAPSI student exchange program. This program is currently managed
on the Chinese side subagency of MOST, the China Science and Technology Exchange
Center (CSTEC).*® The second MOU, signed recently in 2012, is an agreement that
allows MOST to fund awards to Chinese collaborators of U.S. researchers in cases where
the U.S. researcher is funded by an NSF PIRE award. The intention of this MOU, which
was negotiated through NSF OIIA-ISE and the Beijing office, is to further the ability of
the U.S. researchers’ Chinese partners to get funding from their own government in the
hope of further promoting collaboration between the two countries.*®

JSPS (Japan)

The Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS) is one of two Japanese
research funding agencies.®” JSPS was first founded as a nonprofit in 1932; by 1967 it
developed into a quasigovernmental agency, and in 2001 it fell under the funding control
of the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology
(Monbukagakusho, or MEXT). JSPS has five major missions: to provide grants for basic
research to universities, to foster young researchers through fellowships, to promote
international cooperation in research, and to support cooperation between Japanese
universities and industry, and to distribute information on science research activities.*®

JSPS is organized into four large groups: Administration, International Programs,
Research Programs, and the Research Center for Science Systems. The Research Center
is divided into nine programmatic areas for funding grants, and these areas include the

% Eaps program information located at http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12498/nsf12498.htm, accessed
March 26, 2013.

% A news article describing this MOU can be found at http://www.nsfbeijing.cn/news20120510 01.html,
accessed March 26, 2013.

%7 The other organization is the Japan Science and Technology Agency (JST)

% See JSPS web page at http://www.jsps.go.jp/english/aboutus/index2.html, accessed March 4, 2013.
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Humanities; the Social Sciences; Mathematics and Physical Sciences; Chemistry;
Engineering Sciences; Biological Sciences; Agricultural Sciences; Medical, Dental and
Pharmaceutical Sciences; and Interdisciplinary and Frontier Sciences.”

The budget for JSPS in fiscal year 2012 amounted to ¥ 323.4 billion (US$3.47
billion). The vast majority of this funding comes directed from the Japanese government.
The money is largely given out in a variety of grants that target basic research, innovation
in priority areas, fostering young scientists, and exploratory research. JSPS also provides
some funding for student and researcher exchanges and for “indirect” programs such as
the Japanese Centers of Excellence initiative.®

JSPS is actively involved in fostering international partnerships. The central
components to its international engagement strategy are: advancing joint research through
cooperation with counterparts, supporting the establishment of research and education
hubs, carrying out exchanges with Asian and African countries, promoting youth
exchanges, and inviting overseas researchers to Japan. To further this activity through
dialogue with its international counterparts, JSPS maintains ten international offices.
These offices are located in Beijing, Bangkok, San Francisco, Washington DC,
Stockholm, Bonn, Strasbourg, London, Cairo, and Nairobi.

As one interviewee related, the offices support a number of JSPS’s international
missions: liaising with counterparts for the negotiation of agreements and MOUS,
evaluating international researchers for exchange programs in Japan, supporting Japanese
universities in developing ties to foreign universities, facilitating collaboration between
Japanese and foreign scientists, and hosting symposiums to showcase Japanese science
and enhance Japan’s visibility in international science. However, the two outposts in
Africa—which are known as Research Stations—are more focused on supporting
Japanese researchers who are doing field research on the continent. Additionally, some of
the offices are regional: the Bangkok office covers Southeast Asia; the Washington office
includes Canada; and the San Francisco office covers South America.

The offices are usually comprised of an office director, a deputy, and one local
staffer (although the U.S. offices have additional staff). Typically, the office director is a
university professor and does not come from within JSPS, while the deputy director is an
administrative staff member.

% jsps organization charts can be found at http://www:.jsps.go.jp/english/aboutus/index3.html and at
http://www.jsps.go.jp/english/e-center/chart.html, accessed March 4, 2013.
100

See http://www.jsps.go.jp/english/aboutus/index4.html for a breakdown of how JSPS spent its
budget in FY2011, accessed March 5, 2013.
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JSPS and NSF have a number of collaborations and cooperative agreements. For
example, JSPS has long been involved in NSF international calls like the Materials World
Network and the International Collaboration in Chemistry, and is also a member of the
G8 multilateral research initiative.’®* JSPS has also been for many years involved in
various student exchange programs with NSF; JSPS is one of the implementing agencies
of the EAPSI Japan program and, more recently in 2013, JSPS signed a MOU providing
for their participation in NSF’s graduate research exchange under Graduate Research
Opportunities Worldwide (GROW).%? Additionally, JSPS is a co-sponsor of other joint
initiatives with NSF, one example of which is the Integrated Ocean Drilling Program
(IODP), a joint program developed by an MOU signed in 2003.'% Finally, one
interviewee at JSPS mentioned that benefits of allowing JSPS staffer to attend NSF
hosted training sessions, which proved beneficial for JSPS in building a strong institution.

JST (Japan)

In addition to JSPS, the second organization dedicated to funding and promoting
basic research is the Japanese Science and Technology Agency (JST). JST was officially
created in 1996 through a merger of two organizations, the Japan Center of Science and
Technology and the Research Development Corporation of Japan. Now an independent
administrative institution funded by MEXT, JST aims to strengthen Japan’s infrastructure
of the promotion of science and technology, to achieve innovation through creative
research, and to carry out the provisions of the Science and Technology Basic Law. To
that end, JST has five core missions: supporting basic science that will lead to
technological developments, promoting the establishments of new enterprises through
technology transfer, developing S&T related databases and bibliometric analysis,
fostering international collaboration for solving global issues in S&T, and providing
communication and education about the role of S&T in society.'%*

JST has nineteen administrative departments in addition to a number of centers,
offices, and database management programs. In terms of basic research funding, across

to1 See the MWN call at

http://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=12820&0rg=0ISE&sel org=0ISE&from=fund
the ICC call at http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12562/nsf12562.htm, and the G8 initiative at
http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12072/nsf12072.jsp?org=NSF, accessed March 5, 2013.

102 See EAPSI call located at http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2012/nsf12498/nsf12498.htm and the GROW

program at http://www.nsf.gov/od/oise/grow-country-details-japan.jsp, accessed March 5, 2013.
103

Information on the IODP program can be found at

http://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=503512, accessed March 5, 2013.
104

For the history and mission of JST, see http://www.jst.go.jp/EN/about/index.html, accessed March
7, 2013.
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these funding departments, JST maintains a number of priority areas, which currently
include green innovation, nanotechnology and materials, information and
communications technology, science and technology for society, and life innovation.'®
In addition to advancing science through research funding, JST is also directly involved
in the creation of Japan’s S&T plans through its Center for Research and Development
Strategy (CRDS), which provides MEXT with strategic proposals for Japanese research.
In fiscal year 2011, JST’s operating and funding budget amount to ¥ 118 billion (US$1.3
billion).*®

The Department of International Affairs is JST’s central point for international
collaboration, and has a staff about seventy people. JST’s budget for supporting
international collaboration is about 3% of its total budget, and this money provides a
number of both small (US$50,000) and large (US$500,000) grants to researchers for
international collaboration. But beyond providing funding support for research
partnerships, JST primarily focuses on obtaining cooperative agreements with counterpart
agencies as a means of promoting collaboration. JST has two overarching strategies for
international engagement: the Strategic Research Cooperative Program (SICP, begun in
2003) and the Strategic International Collaborative Research Program (SICORP, begun
2008). These are described by JST as “top-down” driven initiatives for collaborating with
international partners in priority areas for Japan. Through the many agreements reached
with counterparts under these policies, JST has been able to fund multi-year Japanese
research projects that involved international partners.'®’

JST’s international activity is supported by its four international offices, which are
located in Washington, DC, Paris, Beijing, and Singapore. The primary functions of these
offices are to gather information on regional or local S&T developments, report and
analyze this information, provide logistical support to JST staffers visiting the United
States, coordinate activities with foreign counterparts (e.g., workshops held in
conjunction with U.S. agencies), and liaise with foreign counterparts to build mutual
understanding and familiarity for furthering cooperation.'® The four offices are all
staffed with two to three staffers.

105 Ibid. For a full breakdown of JST’s organizational structure, see

http://www.jst.go.jp/EN/organization/index.html, accessed March 7, 2013.
106 See http://www.jst.go.jp/EN/about/funds.html, accessed March 7, 2013.

to7 See http://www:.jst.go.jp/inter/english/index.html for information on both of these strategies,

accessed March 7, 2013.
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While some information was gleaned through interviews, a list of JST’s DC office activities can
be found at http://www.jst.org/activities.html, accessed March 8, 2013.
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The NSF and JST have a number of historic and ongoing collaborative agreement
and initiatives. The two agencies have most recently signed an overarching MOU in 2010
and often co-sponsor workshops. Like several other funding agencies, JST is involved in
the Materials World Network. JST also provides support and coordination for NSF’s
Partnerships for International Research and Education (PIRE).!®® Additionally, the
agencies have a number of ongoing and completed projects supported through JST’s
SICP initiative. Examples of specific collaborations include one on “Metabolomics for a
Low Carbon Society” between JST and the NSF BIO directorate. One completed project
of prominence was that between JST and NSF’s CISE directorate, which in 2004 signed a
specific MOU for cooperation concerning Critical Information Infrastructure Protection.
Other collaborative areas include sensors and robotics.™*°

TA CR (Czech Republic)

The Technology Agency of the Czech Republic (TA CR) was established in 2009 in
an effort by the Czech government to reform their national R&D support system.
Whereas before 2009 there were a number of ministries with R&D budgets, the reform
designated TA CR as the primary research funding agency for applied research (GA CR
was preserved as a separated organization for funding basic research). TA CR’s mission
is generally to support advanced prospective technologies and specifically to focus on
promoting innovation in sectors such as transportation, energy, and the environment. In
addition, TA CR has a responsibility for stimulating cooperation between R&D
institutions and industry.™*

TA CR is a small organization that is organized primarily around advisory
committees used to evaluate grant proposals. These committees are supported by the
central office of about forty staffers and governed by research board.™® TA CR has
maintains several funding mechanisms, including a “Centers of Competence” initiative to
fund research centers for eight years, as well as more specific calls for research and

109 See MWN call at

http://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=12820&0rg=0ISE&sel org=0ISE& from=fund

and PIRE solicitation at http://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=12819, accessed March 8,

2013.
110

See the Metabolomics call at http://www.nsf.qov/pubs/2011/nsf11527/nsf11527.htm. For a more
comprehensive list of areas of cooperation between JST and the NSF see
http://wwwv.jst.go.jp/inter/english/sicp/country/usa.html, accessed March 8, 2013.
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A short background on TA CR can be found at http://www.tacr.cz/about-ta-cr/technology-agency-

of-the-cr/, accessed March 26, 2013.
112

For its organizational structure, see http://www.tacr.cz/about-ta-cr/organisation/index.html,
accessed March 26, 2013.
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applied products. Based on government prioritization, TA CR organizes these calls
around specific topics, which include sustainable healthcare and living, homeland
security, a knowledge based society, enhanced manufacturing, social sciences, and
energy and new materials (with a focus on nuclear). Currently, according to one
interviewee, TA CR is primarily working with research related to developing a
knowledge based society and enhancing manufacturing and partially working with health.
This is in part because the total budget of the agency is relatively small, at only CZK 2
billion (US$100 million).

While small, TA CR is increasingly orienting itself toward cooperation with the
international community, and considers such cooperation an activity assigned to it by
law. As one interviewee related to us, TA CR’s international contact up until now has
been primarily oriented toward information sharing to help improve TA CR processes
and to build capacity at the organization. Relatedly, in 2010, TA CR signed an MOU with
the National Science Council of the Republic of China (Taiwan) for information
exchange. TA CR also has an MOU with the Japanese New Energy and Industrial
Technology Development Organization (NEDO) for cooperation in energy and energy-
conservation technologies. In addition to bilateral agreements, TA CR is further involved
in several multilateral cooperation efforts in Europe, including a Pre-commercial
Procurement for Innovation twinning program and TAFTIE, a network of European
innovation agencies."*> However, TA CR has been limited in its ability to collaborate
internationally in part because of legal restrictions on its activities. TA CR has no offices
or representation outside of its central office in Prague.

In terms of collaboration with NSF, TA CR credited NSF for providing assistance
during its first stages of capacity building in 2009, but currently there are no formal
mechanisms for collaboration between the two funding agencies. Some members of TA
CR believe that there is a great potential for such collaboration, and are particularly
interested in agreements surrounding areas like evaluating the economic impact and
output of R&D investments, promoting centers of excellence, working with NSF’s I-
Corps program, and organizing joint conferences. TA CR also spoke positively of their
interactions with an NSF staffer who was stationed in Prague for three months as part of
the Embassy Science Fellowship Program, and expressed interest in continuing this type
of interaction.

At present, TA CR is required by Czech law to have an MOU in order to interact
with foreign counterparts, and currently the two organizations have no such agreement. In
addition, the Czech call funding process is strictly regulated by Czech law, which one

13 See http://www.tacr.cz/international-activities/basics/index.html, accessed March 26, 2013.
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interviewee professed has made it difficult for them to reach joint funding or program
agreements with other countries. Currently the agency is developing a new “Program
Delta” designed to promote international collaboration and to solve some of these issues
from the Czech side. One interviewee expressed his or her hope that increased talks with
NSF would allow for the two organizations to develop some pilot programs to explore
where cooperation might be beneficial.

GA CR (Czech Republic)

The Grant Agency of the Czech Republic (GA CR), also known as the Czech
Science Foundation, is one of two organizations in the Czech Republic primarily
dedicated to research funding (the other being the Technology Agency, or TA CR).
Founded in 1993, the GA CR is an independent body charged with two tasks: (1) to fund
basic research on a competitive basis, and (2) to promote international collaboration in
basic research.'** Funded by the government, the agency distributes scientific grants to
Czech scientists engaging in frontier research through a peer review basis.

GA CR strives to support bottom-up research and encourages researchers to submit
their own topics for proposal. However, one interviewee explained that the foundation is
organized to support broadly defined themes of interest which include the physical
sciences; medicine and biology; technical sciences; human and social sciences; and
agriculture, biological sciences, and the environment. The application and peer review
process for each field is managed by a five member “Presidium” as well as the
organizations Scientific Advisory Board; members of both of these are appointed for
terms by the Czech government. Like other funding agencies, GA CR also has various
types of programs, from “Projects of excellence” to those that support young researchers.
The annual budget of the organization is roughly CZK 1.4 billion (US$70 million),
supplied by the Czech government.**®

Although small, the Czech Science Foundation is tasked with promoting
international collaboration of Czech researchers, and strives to become more involved
with international partners. As one interviewee recounted, GA CR currently has bilateral
projects with several other funding agencies, including the German DFG, the NSC of

114

2013.
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See http://www.gacr.cz/en/?page_id=23 for an introduction to the GA CR, accessed March 26,

See http://www.czech.cz/en/Education/Science-and-research/The-Grant-Agency-of-the-Czech-
Republic-%E2%80%93-Czech-Sci, accessed March 27, 2013.
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Taiwan, and the Korean KRF.*° In these joint calls, each side of the partnership is
responsible for evaluating the proposals of their own researchers. However, GA CR is
moving forward to support future partnerships based on the “Lead Agency Principle”
which would help standardize evaluation across a partnership. In addition, the GA CR is
a member of the regional science funding agency organization, Science Europe, and is
participating in the Global Research Council. At present, GA CR has no international
offices, and manages its international activities through a division for international affairs
in the home office in Prague.

GA CR and NSF currently have no agreements in place for collaboration. Despite
this, one interviewee related that the Czech Science Foundation is very interested in
working with the United States in the future. However, the organization expressed
concerned that it is restricted in its activity by Czech law, which complicates being able
to work with international partners. However, one potential area for further collaboration
identified by the Czech Science Foundation is their inclusion into the NSF SAVI
(Science Across Virtual Institutes) initiative, which they viewed as a good place to start
in order to increase collaborative ties between the agencies.**’

116 A list of international collaboration was related by the president of the organization in an interview

in 2010, found at http://isea-cz.org/News/tabid/105/article Type/ArticleView/articleld/1094/Default.aspx,
accessed March 27, 2013.
117

For more on SAVI, see http://www.nsf.gov/news/special reports/savi/index.jsp, accessed March
27, 2013.
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Abbreviations

AFOSR
ALMA
ANR

AOARD
BIO
CAS
CNRS

DFG

DOD
DOE
EAPSI
EOARD

ERA-CAPS

ERC
ESTH

EU
GACR
GRC
GROW
IAEA

ICC

IODP
JAMSTEC

JCM
JSPS
JST
LIGO
MEXT

MOST
MOU
MWN
NASA
NIMS

Air Force Office of Scientific Research

Atacama Large Millimeter/Submillimeter Array
Agence Nationale de la Recherche (French National
Research Agency)

Asian Office of Aerospace Research and Development
Directorate for Biology

Chinese Academy of Science

Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (French
National Scientific Research Center)

Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (German Research
Foundation)

Department of Defense

Department of Energy

East Asia and Pacific Summer Institute

European Office of Aerospace Research and
Development

European Research Area’s Coordinating Action in Plant
Sciences

European Research Council

Environment, Scientific, Technology and Health
European Union

Grant Agency of the Czech Republic

Global Research Council

Graduate Research Opportunities Worldwide
International Atomic Energy Agency

International Collaboration in Chemistry

Integrated Ocean Drilling Program

Japan Agency for Marine-Earth Science and
Technology

Joint Consultative Meeting

Japan Society for the Promotion of Science

Japanese Science and Technology Agency

Laser Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and
Technology

Ministry of Science and Technology

memorandum of understanding

Materials World Network

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
National Institute for Materials Science
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NNSA
NSF
NSF/J
NSF/C
NSF/E
NSFC
NWO

OECD

OEEC
OIG
OlIA
OlIR
OlIA-ISE

ONR
OSTP
PGRP
Pl

PIRE
RAPID
RCUK
RDECOM
REU
RFI
S&T
SEI
SEIP
SOARD

SSR
STEM
STPI
TACR
TRM
UNESCO

USAITC
USAID

National Nuclear Security Administration
National Science Foundation

NSF Japan Office

NSF China Office

NSF Europe Office

National Natural Science Foundation of China
Nederlandse Organisatie voor Wetenschappelijk
Onderzoek (Netherlands Organization for Scientific
Research)

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development

Organisation for European Economic Cooperation
Office of the Inspector General

Office of International and Integrative Activities
Office of International and Interagency Relations
Office of International and Integrative Activities-
International Science and Engineering Section
Office of Naval Research

Office of Science and Technology Policy

Plant Genome Research Program

principal investigator

Partnership for International Research and Education
Rapid Response Research

Research Councils United Kingdom

Research, Development and Engineering Command
Research Experiences for Undergraduates

request for information

science and technology

Science and Economic Indicators

Science Education Improvement Project

Southern Office of Aerospace Research and
Development

Special Scientific Report

Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math
Science and Technology Policy Institute
Technology Agency of the Czech Republic
Tokyo Report Memorandum

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization

U.S. Army International Technology Center

U.S. Agency for International Development
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