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Introduction

• Crisis in politics and science – What could be the role of
responsibility? 

• RRI Practice Project and the Brazilian RRI Workshop 
(FUNCAMP/UNICAMP, Feb 16th, 2017)

• What could ‘opening up’ mean for Brazil’s science policy?



Science in crisis

• Deep cuts in funding affect Brazil’s capacity to sustain scientific 
institutions at current excellence levels

• Fusion of ministries in the creation of MCTIC illustrates the loss of 
relevance of investments in science when compared to previous years

• Current defunding is resisted by the scientific community at all levels, 
with little impact

• Perfect storm: deep political crisis currently underway (June 2013 
street protests; 2016 impeachment/coup; June 2018 trucker protests; 
growing anti-politics sentiment coupled with attacks on science)











Disconnect between science and society?

• The current context brings forth the need to rethink the social 
contract between science and society globally
• In emerging countries like Brazil, such challenges are deeper, as even 

the effort to build a consistent and sustainable scientific system is not 
consolidated
• In order to regain public confidence, strengthening democratic 

channels could become invaluable
• RRI helps provide some potential answers to these challenges



What is RRI?

• Responsible Research and Innovation – framework for science policy
adopted by the EU (H2020)
• Definition:

“Responsible innovation means taking care of the future through
collective stewardship of science and innovation in the present.” 
(Stilgoe, Owen and Macnaghten, 2013)





AIRR dimensions of RRI

Anticipation
(describe and take into account potential impacts, known and unknown)

Reflexivity
(reflect on premises and values embedded in technologies)

Inclusion
(deliberation and engagement with stakeholders and diverse publics)

Responsivity
(ability to respond to external stimuli and to adjust to them as needed/desired)







Keys of RRI in Europe



The main aim of RRI-Practice is to analyse RRI related discourses 
and pathways to implementation, including barriers and drivers, 
in 22 research conducting and research funding organisations, in 
12 European and non-European countries, in order to identify, 
understand, disseminate and promote RRI implementation best 
practices that can be scaled up at European and global levels.

RRI Practice Project



A global vision for RRI



Aims: to promote institutional change



Brazilian RRI Workshop (Feb 2017)



Participants
FIOCRUZ, Rio de Janeiro Centre– Oswaldo Cruz Foundation (http://portal.fiocruz.br/en)

FIOCRUZ, Bahia Centre – Oswaldo Cruz Foundation (http://portal.fiocruz.br/en)

CNPEM – Centro Nacional de Pesquisa em Energia e Materiais (http://cnpem.br/)

CAPES – Ministério da Educação (http://www.capes.gov.br/)

UNICAMP – State University of Campinas (http://www.unicamp.br/unicamp/english)

ITS Rio (https://itsrio.org/en/en-home/)

FAPESP – São Paulo Research Foundation (http://www.fapesp.br/en/)

Embrapa Agricultural Informatics (https://www.embrapa.br/en/informatica-agropecuaria)

Embrapa Agricultural Informatics (https://www.embrapa.br/en/informatica-agropecuaria)

Embrapa Agricultural Informatics (https://www.embrapa.br/en/informatica-agropecuaria)













Some results

• Guests would try to approximate their already existing practices to 
RRI (promoting and defending their institutions)
• Perception of proximity between RRI and already in place institutional 

missions (public institutions must respond to broader society)
• This means: promoting collective good, promoting development 

(social/economic), accountability to the public
• Interest in RRI – it provides measurable/traceable ways to 

institutionalize “responsibility”



Barriers
• Autonomy as a strong value (both for researchers and institutions)
• Costs of responsibility (e.g. open access repositories; engagement 

exercises, educational materials) 
• Centrality of personal relations in decision-making processes (which 

can also be a driver) 
• Hierarchy and technocratic practices
• Democracy as an incomplete ideal
• Linear vision of innovation still permeates ideals of responsibility



Open up policy processes?

• Opening inspires deep distrust: “how can we let lay people make 
decisions related to science?”
• Open access is generally accepted, but gender/diversity for example 

are often seen as exogenous to science (meritocracy)
• Scientific community does not accept interference to their autonomy 

even as it struggles against budget cuts and loss of prestige (Dagnino, 
2017)
• The workshop itself could be thought of as a way of opening up 

dialogue: it was a rare opportunity to promote open ended 
discussions and meetings between diverse actors around ideas for 
science and innovation


