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Introduction

Research on research, especially the sociology of
science, has been preoccupied with the theme
“control of research” for as long as the field has
existed. Two distinct perspectives have developed:
The internalist perspective, which sees the devel-
opment of research as determined solely by struc-
tures and processes inside the scientific commu-
nity, and the externalist perspective, which sees the
development of research as susceptible to influ-
ence from structures and processes in the society
atlarge.

The debate about internalism versus externalism
focuses on the origin of control and influence.
Another important question concerns which forms
of control, i.e. what kinds of mechanisms canalize
control? Is control primarily bureaucratic control,
that is social influence exercised top-bottomin hier-
archies, for example through rules, regulations,
plans, orders, etc.? Is it market control, competition
for scarce commodities, exchange of goods, and
quid pro quo? Is it democratic control, social influ-
ence exercised from bottom-top in the hierarchies,
joint decision making? Is it control by norms, cul-
ture, values, traditions? And/or is it control by dia-
logue, by the formation of knowledge through dis-
cussion, exchange of experience and criticism?

Within the internalist perspective models alter-

natively emphasize bureaucracy, market, democ-
racy, norms, and dialogue as important mecha-
nisms of control. Those who consider bureaucracy
as the most important mechanism of control, see
the hierarchy of authority between senior and junior
researchers, the elite structure, and the reward and
resource distribution systems within the scientific
community as the most important mechanisms of
control. (See for example Cole & Cole, 1973; Cole
et.al., 1977, 1981; Zuckermann 1870, 1977; and for
amore critical contribution Broad & Wade, 1982.)

Those who consider the market the most impor-
tant mechanism perceive the scientific community
as a market in which information, in the form of
results, is exchanged for recognition, credit, grants
and so on. (Polanyi, 1962; Hagstrom, 1965; Bour-
dieu, 1975; Latour & Woolgar, 1979 are central
contributors.}

Those who consider democracy the mostimpor-
tant mechanism of control attach importance to the
autonomy of research institutions, to the internal
democratic structure of the institutions, and to the
traditions for research freedom. (Fridjonsdottir, 1983
discusses this historically while Pedersen, 1986
analyzesthe developmentin Denmarkin the1970's
and80’s.)

Those who consider norms the most important
mechanism of control see researchers’ conduct,
and consequently the development of research, as
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determined by fundamental norms within the scien-
tific community: universalism, communism, disin-
terestedness, organized skepticism, and emotional
neutrality. Or, onthe contrary, they see the develop-
ment as determined by counter-norms: particu-
larism, solitariness, interestedness, organized
dogmatism, and emotional commitment. (See
Merton, 1957, 1968; Barber, 1952; Storer, 1966;
Barnes & Dolby, 1970; Brante, 1980; Stehr, 1978;
Mitroff, 1974; Mulkay, 1980.)

Finally, those who consider processes of dia-
logue the most important mechanism of control
attach importance to communication and diffusion
of knowledge within the networks of researchers.
(The works of Price, 1963; Crane, 1972; Mullins,
1972; Griffith & Mullins, 1972; Law, 1973; Collins,
1974, arecentralhere.)

Theexternalist perspective, onthe other hand, is
less distinct in its view of mechanism of control. In
general, views of control are here more combined.
Galtung (1977), for instance, perceives the scien-
tific community as a reflection of the society in
general. A scientific elite controls the development.
But the elite can be replaced from below. This idea
emphasises control as composed of bureaucracy
and democracy.

Others have more differentiated views. The the-
ory of finalization (Bdhme et.al,, 1976; Krohn &
Schafer, 1976, Bohme, 1977; Pfetsch, 1979;
Schéafer, 1979; Elzinga, 1982) points out that con-
trol is composed of norms and dialogue. Disciplines
are developed through three phases: 1) Anexplora-
tory phase characterized by disagreement about
theory and strategy; 2) a paradigmatic phase char-
acterized primarily by internal theory development
and, finally, 3) a post-paradigmatic phase charac-
terized by finalization and application of theory. Ex-
ternal control is important in the exploratory and,
especially, in the post-paradigmatic phase. Here
norms make the researchers turn towards the solu-
tion of practical problems as conceived by profes-
sions, clients etc., just as networks are created
which include both scientists, citizens, and politi-
cians.

Still, other authors apply different views to the
question of control. Knorr-Cetina (1981), for in-
stance, seems to perceive control as composed of
processes of dialogue combined with market
mechanisms, while Whitley (1984) has developed a
theory which could be named differentiated exter-
nalism. The point is that disciplines are organized
and controlled in several ways, depending partly
upon the extent of the interdependency between
the researchers within the discipline, and partly
upon the degree of task uncertainty in respect to
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choice of problems and methods.

This is not the place to elaborate upon these
theories. However, they show the richness of the
theories about control of research in the field of
sociology of science. It is characteristic that most of
the theories are universaligtic. Apart from the differ-
entiated theories developed in the last couple of
years (the finalization theory and the works of
Whitley), they are searching for the model for ex-
plaining organizations and control of research. A
very ambitious aim, inmy opinion.

Because of the theoretical richness, it becomes
empirically interesting to analyze howthe research-
ers themselves experience the question of control.
In other words: How do researchers in different
kinds of basic units experience and explain influ-
ence and control as applied to actual research ac-
tivities?

Anempirical study of control of research: design
and methodology

The question of control was exploredin an empirical
study of basic units within the higher educational
systern in Denmark. The study was carried out
during 1983—1986, and included four basic units;
i.e. four departments at the faculty of humanities,
the departments of English language, of the history
of literature, applied and mathematical linguistics,
and phonetics.

The study focused onthe following problems:

— How do researchers experience the situation of
control surrounding their research?

— Where does inspiration as to choice of research
problems come from (formal versus informal or-
ganization, internal versus external experience)?

— Which mechanisms of control affect their choice
ofresearch problem?

The study is based on documentary material
such as annual reports of research activities, proj-
ect descriptions, etc., and, most importantly, inter-
views: 22 researchers were interviewed each for
11/2—2 hours. The interviews were semi-
structured. Topics were organized in an interview
guide, but the interviews were conducted as dia-
logues. All topics were caovered in each interview,
but the time spent on specific topics varied from one
interview to another. The interview guide was for-
mulated in a way that tried to cover all imaginable
ways of influence® All interviews were taped,
typed, and sentto the interviewees for approval. All
respondents had at least five years of research
experience, most of them more.

In Denmark, practically all senior researchers
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teach as well. They spend approximately 50 % of
their time on teaching, 40 % on research, and the
last 10 % is spend on administrative tasks. The
present study is focusing on units’ research
activities. Teaching and administration are only in-
teresting to the extent that these tasks either in-
spire, influence or disturb research.?

Variationsamongthe basicunits

As the following discussion shows, one of the main
results of the study is that the basic units clearly
differ from each other with respect to tasks, struc-
ture, orientation towards the environment, etc.

The departiment of English language (unit 1) is a
large department with about 40 researchers. Tasks
are very varied, covering English language (gram-
mar, semantics, phonetics, phonemics, lexicogra-
phy, etc.), literature and culture (British, American
and African literature, literary theory, etc.) and social
conditions and history of England and America, as
well as the relations between these countries and
Denmark.

Research is traditionally and typically organized
individually. Most researchers are specialized in a
relatively narrow field. Team research, however, is
becoming more common especially in the field of
English language. Collaboration and dialogue
across the main fields (language, literature, history)
is almost totally absent. The department grew rap-
idly in the sixties and the first half of the seventies,
but has subsequently been under pressure for
heavy cutbacks. Growth as well as cuthacks are
determined by educational policy. The department
educates Masters of Arts (M.A.) primarily aiming at
employmentin high schoocls and colleges.

The department of literary history (unit 2) con-
sists of 10 researchers engaged in the fields of
literary history, literary theory (studies of the works
of selected authors, selected genres, etc.) mass
communication, and women'’s literature. Research
is organized individually as well as in teams. Sev-
eral researchers are engaged in cross-disciplinary
research activities.

Traditionally, the department has been engaged
in basic research. Conference papers and articles
in Danish and international scientific journals have
had a considerable impact on the publication profile
of the university. In recent vears, however, the ma-
jority of the researchers have been engaged in
writing a new Danish history of literature. This work
is best characterized as an attempt to communicate
results from the last twenty years of research to the
attentive public. The department educates M.A.s,
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who are employed in very different types of jobs
withinthe cultural sector.

The department of applied and mathematical
linguistics (unit 3) consists of 10 researchers en-
gaged in the following fields: Problems connected
tothe learning of foreignlanguages, the importance
and form of written language, the use of words in
different contexts, computer based analysis of lan-
guage, and the psychology oflanguage.

Research is mainly applied and, contrary to the
other basic units, relatively goal-directed, e.g. to
describe high school students’ most common er-
rors in written English, to describe the frequency of
a specific word in different contexts, to evaluate the
suitability of existing equipment for linguistic pur-
poses or to develop a mechanical translation sys-
temto be usedinthe EEC. Many tasks are specified
by clients outside of the department.

Research is typically organized in interdepart-
mental teams. Internally, the department is not
characterized by much collaboration, but informal
dialogues are widespread. The department has
recently started a coursein applied linguistics.

The department of phonetics (unit 4) works on
the basis of natural science methodology.The
department is small, consisting of 6 researchers.
They work within the fields of experimental phonet-
ics (the function of the larynx in speech, intonation,
artificial speech and perception/recognition of
speech) and phonemics (description of modulation
andstressindifferentlanguages).

Traditionally the department has only been en-
gaged in basic research, but applied aspects have
become more prominent during the last few years,
for instance in the field of artificial speech, where
some of the researchers have worked on the devel-
opment of a text-to-speech machine for the Danish
language, a machine that is able to read texts
writtenin Danish to be used by blind people.

Experimental phonetics require instruments. The
number, type, and characteristics of the available
instruments determine the choice of research ob-
jectives. Thus, decisions on purchase of instru-
ments become very important. As the use of instru-
ments is important in connection with research, the
researcher is forced to work in the department’s
laboratory. Thus, very little research can be con-
ducted from the home, which is common practice
for researchers in the other units. The department
educates very few M.A.s. The majority of the teach-
ing covers hasic phonetics for students of foreign
languages.

Figure 1, which shows a simple model of a basic
unit and the most important parts of its surrounding
environment, can be used for comparing the
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units. The model outlines five main groups in the
environment: The scientificcommunity, inside which
the networks may be primarily disciplinary or cross
disciplinary and primarily international or national;
the profession, defined as an occupational group
working in practice on the basis of general knowl-
edge developed within the discipline; clients, de-
fined as groups directly using specific output from
the unit, e.g. students and organizations requiring
specific research activities; the attentive pubilic,
defined as agents from the public with a general
interest in the discipline; and finally, the institutional
hierarchies of which the basic unit is a part, the
faculty, the university, the research councils and
the organization around them and The Ministry of
Education and Research. (The model is inspired by
the work of Eckhoff, 1967. The concept “attentive
public” has been suggested by Premfors, 1986).

Scientific Institutional
community hierarchy
T
~ ™
{ Basic Unit /

Profession . Clients

Attentive

public

Figure 1: The basic unit and its surrounding environment.
A simple model.

In terms of the model, unit 1, can be character-
ized as primarily orientated towards the scientific
community with disciplinary orientation, and to a
lesser degree orientated towards the profession. It
is a standing discussion in the department whether
research ought to contribute primarily to the devel-
opment of knowledge in the scientific community, or
to the solution of problems and development of
practical knowledge in relation to the Danish soci-
ety, tothe profession andtothe clients.

Unit 2is orientated towards the scientific commu-
nity and has a disciplinary as well as a cross
disciplinary orientation. During recent years, the
department has primarily been engaged in the
communication of research results to the attentive
Danish public. Earlier, the departiment was more
engaged in exchange of knowledge related to the
scientific community. This topic will, according to
theresearchers, be reassumed.
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Within the Danish society, the department is
characterized by close relations to an attentive
public in the general cultural sector (literature,
publishing, television etc.).

Finally, research activities in this unit seemto be
closely connected to the development of education.
Several of the researchers actually find it difficult to
distinguish at all betweenthetwo activities.

Unit 3 is primarily orientated towards clients and
their problems. Relations to clients are important
with respect to choice and planning of activities.
Clients often directly formulate research projects.
Relations to other researchers in the form of cross
disciplinary networks have some importance in
developing solutions to problems. No profession as
such exists in the environment of the department,
but it is in the process of being established as a
result of the newly started education.

Unit 4 is orientated towards the scientific com-
munity, disciplinarily and internationally.

Recently, new agents in the form of clients seem
to have established closer relations to the depart-
ment. Several researchers have been engaged
directly in treatment, development of new technol-
ogy, etc. A distinct profession cannot be said to
exist. Relations to students are mostly one-way
communication, transferring knowledge from re-
searchersfteachers o students.

The relations between the basic units and their
environments are summarized in figure 2. Input
relations describe the groups in the environment
that inspire and influence the research activities,
while output relations describe the “audience” in
relation to the unit’s products. In each box, the first
mentioned group is most important, according to
the unit profile, the following is the second most im-
portant according to the unit profile as a whole, and
soon.

It is interesting that, according to the researchers
themselves, the institutional hierarchies, which
provide the majority of financial means for the basic
units, have no influence at all as to control of
research. The scientific community, the profession,
the attentive public, and different groups of clients
are all possible agents in the control process, but
not the institutional hierarchies. Researchers only
respond to attempts of control from institutional
hierarchies if they maich developing research ac-
tivities. Furthermore, the institutional hierarchies
are very important in the long run, especially be-
cause of the tight coupling between research and
education. The institutional hierarchies are impor-
tant in respect to decisions concerning the condi-
tions for research.

When the English language department is cut
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Environmental

relations
Unit Input: Qutput:
1
— scientific community
— scientific community — profession
Foreign language — profession —clients: students
2
— scientific community — attentive public
—clients: students ~—clients: students
Literary history ~—attentive public ~-scientific community
3

—clients: orders/buyers

—clients: ordersfbuyer

Applied and mathematical — scientific community —scientific community
linguistics —clients: students
4
— scientific community — scientific cormmunity
Phonetics —clients: orders/buyers —clients: students &
orders/buyers

Figure 2: Basic units and environments

back because of the educational palicy, this will
naturally be reflected in a decreasing amount of
research. However, the institutional hierarchies
seem unable to exert any influence on how this
process affects the research profile and research
planninginthe unit.

Basic units as open, natural, andloosely-coupled
organizations

The similarities between the four basic units canbe

summarizedlike this:

1) Basic units are open, natural, and loosely-
coupled organizations

2) Research activities in basic units are influenced
by a complex variety and mixture of control
mechanisms that work across the borders of the
units.

Agents in the environment influence research
activities in all basic units. In other words, the bor-
ders of the units are open. One may say that
environmental contral is “filtered” through unit tra-
ditions, culture, and interests. Only attempts of
control, which match the profile of the unit and one
ormore of theresearchers’ become important.

The internal difference of the basic units in re-
specttotasks, structure, orientation, etc. is matched
by external differences. Research activities are

more strongly connected to activities and agents in
the environment than to the unit as such. Thus, the
basic units can be described as loosely-coupled or-
ganizations. This does not mean that there is no
internal integration. Internal integration, however,
primarily takes place through other activities than
research, mainly through teaching.

Basic units are not clearly delimited from the
environment, but have a delimitation zone which is
difficult to point out precisely. The units typically
consist of a group of core members (permanently
employed) and agroup of associated persons (tem-
porarily employed, visiting researchers, part-time
teachers doing research in their spare time, stu-
dents involved in research, etc.). Size and compo-
sition of the mentioned groups differ over time,
which make basic units “fluid” organizations.

Much energy is used on regulating the inner
delimitation, i.e. the group of core members, while
hardly any energy is exerted on regulating the outer
delimitation. The processes of regulating the delimi-
tation become visible especially in connection to
filling of vacancies andfor cut-backs. In these situ-
ations researchers form coalitions and the units
beginto resemble a political systern.

Another kind of loose-coupling in basic units is
often found in the relation between the formal struc-
ture of the unit and the research activities. The
conditions for research are laid down in the formal
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structure, but in many respects these conditions do
not directly influence the choice and planning of
activities. For example: Once permanently em-
ployed in a basic unit one can practically engage in
almost any research one wishes as long as the
argument is that the activities are a continuation of
previous activities in the unit. In other words, the
research cultureis characterized by pluralismwithin
regulated limits.

Finally, pluralism also means that in respect to
research, basic units typically have unclear objec-
tives. Many research activities, as well as the re-
searchers themselves, have unclear objectives. As
such there is typically disagreement about the ob-
jectives in the unit. When objectives are explicitly
formulated in basic units, it is usually done later.
This means that objectives are developed and for-
mulated whileresearch activities are going on rather
than before the start of the activities.

Thevariety of controlmechanisms

A variety of control mechanisms are of importance.
Dialogue, norms, and markets directly canalize
control, while bureaucracy and democracy consti-
tute the settings of basic units and thereby canalize
control more indirectly.

Dialogue is an important mechanism of controf
within research. One form of dialogue may be
named “research engenders research”, another
“dialogue innetworks”.

The process “research engenders research” is a
mechanism of control that is build into the research
process itself. It is the very logic of the development
of research processes. Research creates results
(knowledge, understanding, etc.), butresearch also
uncovers needs for new research. One may say
that processes of research leave just as many
problems unsolved as they solve. Consequently,
new, uncovered, unsolved problems are most often
taken up either by the same researcher (research
team) or by others. The dialogue between prob-
lems, theory, empirical data, etc., in itself creates
new problems.

Another important mechanism of control is dia-
logue in networks. Figure 1 shows that researchers
form part of different kinds of networks composed of
researchers, of occupational groups involved in
practical work on the basis of scientific knowledge,
of clients, etc. In these networks, knowledge and
ideas are exchanged, just as problems, methods,
strategies, and results are discussed. These proc-
esses of dialogue often inspire and influence re-
searchers.
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Norms, or cufture (values, traditions, etc.) is an-
other important mechanism of control in research.
Norms are related to several levels within the re-
search system: to formal basic units (departments),
to institutions, to disciplines, and to the scientific
community as such. They may effect the research-
ers’ choice of problems, theoretical approach, meth-
odology, etc.

In general, norms and culture constitute the frames
which separate legitimate research from illegiti-
mate research. Norms and culture may change
over time, but in the short term they constitute
important mechanisms of control.

Market mechanisms related to research and
teaching constitute a third important mechanism of
control. Markets are defined as situations where
several agents compete for scarce commodities.
Such markets are found on different levels within
the higher educational system, and they exist around
different kinds of commodities.

Firstly, several markets surround the research-
ers asindividuals. Researchers seethemselves as
agents in the market for positions, for tasks (certain
kinds of research tasks give more prestige than
others), for publishing (researchers compete in
getting their articles and books published in certain
periodicals, by certain publishers etc.), for teaching
{they compete for students and for certain teaching
tasks, especially teaching on the highest levels), as
well as grants (i.g. grants from science councils).
Their judgement of the market conditions influ-
encestheir choice of research activity.

Secondly, there are several markets connected
to the organizational level, both around the basic
units and around the institutions. Basic units within
related fields compete, forexample, fortasks, grants,
and intake of students. Judgements of markets
once again influence the choice of strategy of the
basicunit.

Several of the markets mentioned above are
interconnected. The market for positions is con-
nected to the publishing market, because evalu-
ation of the scientific production constitutes the
basis for appointments. However, the market for
positions is also connected to the market for teach-
ing, because positions can be formulated and
advertised on the basis of the need for teachers.
Moreover, the market for positions is connected fo
the market for grants, because within the research
system, which is financially based upon a bipartite
system, grants from science councils make up the
supplementary possibilities for a position, etc.

Thus, there are several types of markets. Some
are economic markets, some are not. Some directly
influence the choice of research activity (positions,
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publishing, grants), while others are of more indirect
importance (teaching). However, all markets influ-
ence the development of research, just as the
richness of markets in the higher educational sys-
tem stresses the complexity of the organizational
structure, internal differentiation as well as differen-
tiation of environment.

Democratic ideals penetrate the higher educa-
tional systemon all levels. Regulation establishes a
system whereby institutions choose their own re-
search activities. Basic units regulate their limits,
primarily through formulation of appointments, but
once researchers are permanently employed, they
decide themselves what activities they wish to
engagein.

In spite of democratic ideals, bureaucracy is in
certain situations a mechanism of control. In gen-
eral, researchers do notfeel that choice of research
activities is determined by an elite within the na-
tional or international scientific community. In other
words, researchers do not consider research as
subject to the authority of the scientific community.
However, they feel that they have to write in the
tradition of the scientific community in order to
compete on the market for positions. This could be
characterized as a kind of indirect bureaucracy, as
amechanism of control. Junior researchers have to
adapt to the traditions in order to remain in the
system, but creative adaptation is preferred. There
are many contradictions in the higher educational
system.

One may also speak of indirect bureaucracy as a
mechanism of contral in relation to environmental
control. In the institutional hierarchy conditions for
basic units are determined. Although there is no
direct influence upon the choice of activities, these
conditions influence the “climate” of the units either
negatively or positively, which in turn influences the
involvement of researchers.

Summary and conclusion

Above, | have argued that basic units within the
higher educational system are characterized by
richness. Tasks, structure, environmental relations,
etc. are differentiated. At the same time, however,
basic units are characterized by similarities. In
general they are open, natural and loosely-coupled
organizations.This means that there is no direct
determinism between environmental research
needs and the research activities of the scientific
community and the basic units. On the other hand,
this also means that there is room for external
research needs, which may, however, to some

extent be depending upon structure, culture, tradi-
tions, etc., inthe basic units.

The study shows that a variety of control mecha-
nisms are of importance. Some of these (dialogue,
norms, and markets) directly canalize control, while
others (bureaucracy and democracy) work more
indirectly by influencing the conditions of doing
research.

In relation to the discussions about internalism
versus externalism,this study points out that both
perspectives are relevant and fruitful. Both per-
spectives contribute to a total understanding of the
development of research. Separately, however, the
perspectives are not sufficient.

The study has focused on four humanities de-
partments, and one could reasonably ask, whether
the results would have been different if other fields
of science had been represented. For seven years
| have been engaged in social science research.
When | think of the three basic units | have been
working in, | find that they correspond with the
results of this study.

When it comes to other fields of science such as
for example natural science, technical science, and
medical science things are somewhat different.
Within the humanities and the social sciences, the
development of theory is of great cross-national
interest whereas empirical data and consequences
for practice are of less importance. Within other
fields, the development of theory as well as empiri-
cal data and consequences for practice attract
international interest. This may have implications
for basic units’ orientation in relation to environ-
ment.

In relation to the universal scientific field this
study raises an important question: What is actually
revealed about the concept of the basic units? The
study shows that it is important to analyze basic
units in terms of both formal and informal structures
if we wish to understand the process of research.
In other words, one should focus on basic units in
the form of departments and institutions as well as
networks.

Organizational studies within the field of higher
education studies (March and Olsen, 1976; En-
derud, 1977; Mintzberg, 1983) have attached much
importance to the formal structures of research
organizations (departments, faculties, etc.) while
studies in the field of the sociology of science have
stressed the importance of informal structure (pri-
marily networks in respect to the scientific commu-
nity).

Future empirical research should include both
aspects, a fact which has also been stressed by the
so-called macro perspective (Clark, 1983). How-
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ever, the present study shows that the point is
relevant froma microperspectivetoo.

Another important universal question emerges
from the study: What implications do the results
have for research policy? The richness of the
higher educational system illustrated by this study
has two obvious implications for research policy. In
order to match the richness, research policy ought
1o be differentiated as well as flexible and allow for
agreater amount oflatitude.

Different fields of research have different kinds of
needs. Some fields, for example, need a lot of
resources connected totravels abroad, others need
resources for instruments, salaries, books, etc.
Within sorne fields, it is possible to define research
by the description of research projects, while other
fields are confronted with restrictions if they wish to
do research connectedto specific projects.

Research activity in general is characterized by a
high degree of task uncertainty. Research policy,
therefore, ought to give researchers freedomto act,
e.g. freedom to stop, extend, or alter activities. In
other words, changes inintentions and plans ought
to be legitimate, even welcome. Changes most
often reflect the fact that the researchers have
become wiser.

What has been said above implies that research
policy ought to be decentralized as much as pos-
sible. It should be developed and formulated close
tothe fields, organizations, and institutions in ques-
tion, and in dialogue with agents inthe environment.

In terms of the discussion of different forms of
control, this means that the use of bureaucracy in
research policy oughtto be minimized (although we
all know it is impossible to avoid it completely).
Bureaucracy is a very suitable form of control of
routine tasks, but this is certainly not a characteris-
tic of research activity. Therefore, future research
policy should be based upon control through de-
mocracy, norms, dialogue, and to a certain extent
markets.

Unfortunately, the present Danish research pol-
icy does not seem to develop in that direction (Foss
Hansen, 1986a, and 1988). On the contrary, there
is an increasing tendency towards basing research
policy on the mechanisms of bureaucracy and
markets at the expense of the more traditional form
of control through the academic oligarchy.

NOTES

This article presents some of the main discussions and results
from my Ph.D. thesis. Theoretical perspeclives as well as analy-
ses and interpretations of material from the empirical study are
further elaborated in Foss Hansen (1986a and 1988).
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. The frame of reference used in this article concerning different
forms or mechanisms of control are inspired by Hernes (1978)
and further developed by Larsen (1981) and Beck Jargensen
and Larsen (1982). The concept of control is defined as that
social influence of agents which results in a change of behavi-
our.

. In all interviews the following subjects were covered: Back-
ground for and contents of ongoing research, collaboration and
contacts around research activities, conditions and practices in
respecttopublishing, relations between research andteaching,
fundamental ideas and coriceptions in respect to science, re-
search climate and culture in the department, resources and
conditions (grants, technical assistance, division of labour,
teaching and administrations etc.) and finally, personal ques-
tions aboutage, education, degreeseic.).

3. The topic of interaction between the activities of teaching and

research are analyzed separately in Foss Hansen and Jensen

(1985a and 1985b). A more extensive study of this topic can be

foundinJensen (1986).

n
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