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Reflections on Research Evaluation

Over the years | have been involved in a
number of the evaluations. This will form the
basis of some more general observations on
the role of research evaluation and its pos-
sible effects on research practices, as well
as shifts in dominant science policy doc-
trines. Such doctrines constitute articulations
of broad perspectives on the development
of science in the eyes of significant actors
in society. In the realm of research evalua-
tion they are relevant as contextual contin-
gencies to be taken into consideration. In the
latter respect, therefore, an attempt will be
made also to attach to recent epistemologi-
cal and sociological discussion in the multi-
faceted field of science studies.

Altogether five different episodes will be
recounted here, and reference made to a
sixth. All of them have to do with evaluation
in one or another form.

1) an evaluation of evaluation methodolo-
gies for the Swedish Agency for Research
Cooperation with Developing Countries
(SAREC);

2) an evaluation of a Unesco project — In-
ternational Comparative Study on the Or-
ganization and Performance of Research
Units (ICSOPRUY);
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3) evaluation in the context of various fore-
sight exercises at the Science Council of
Canada;

4} participation in an international panel or-
ganized by the Swiss Science Council
(SSC) to review opportunities and bottle-
necks in four disciplines in the social sci-
ences in that country;

5) participation in an international panel to
evaluate the Scientific Committee on Ant-
arctic Research (SCAR);

6) an evaluation of an undergraduate course
“personal development” at Orebro Col-
lege after controversy regarding the
course’s quality and legitimacy in an ac-
ademic curriculum.

The sixth case is briefly touched upon here
because it alerts us to the boundary man-
agement role evaluations sometimes play,
both internally tc articulate boundaries be-
tween scientific fields, and externally to draw
up certified boundaries between science and
non-scientific as well as pseudo-scientific
knowledge claims. It also reveals how eval-
uation of academic performance may some-
times be called upon to define and identify
pseudo-science, provide empirical and an-
alytical grounds to relegate it outside the
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walls of academy and possibly excommuni-
cate its most unrelenting advocates.

The Importance of Context

My first two cases really concern evaluations
of the evaluation game. They are included
because they throw some light on the im-
portance of the broader context in which
evaluation exercises are generated and from
which they indirectly derive their authority
together with some general conceptual
framework or perspective that lurks behind
the detail of nitty gritty techniques. The eval-
uation for SAREC resuited in a critical as-
sessment of techniques recommended in the
handbook literature on development aid
projects whereby Western countries trans-
fer expertise and technologies to Third world
countries.

The evaluation for Unesco constituted a
critical review of a project that had been
going on for seventeen years.

The third case relates to some work done
as a Science Adviser at the Science Coun-
cil of Canada, which was an arms length from
government agency with a staff of 65 per-
sons, whereof 23 researchers, whose task
it was to provide the federal government with
advice on science and technology policy.
Here the particular effort consisted in the
setting up of a unit for research foresight in
1984 to “pick the winners” as popular ter-
minology rather jokingly called it at that
time. Research foresight involves assessing
strengths and weaknesses of scientific com-
munities and institutions, diagnosing struc-
tural bottle necks and articulating threats and
opportunities when it comes to mobilizing
newly emerging scientific and technological
fieids for commercial gain in a global market
place, or for the benefit of a wider popula-
tion when it comes to health, welfare, trans-
portation, and the creation of new jobs.
“Threat” in this context means a lost oppor-
tunity. Here again research evaluation is ul-
timately colored by changing political agen-
das.

The fourth and fifth cases are more easily

recognizable as research evaluations in the
restricted sense. Both of them were diagnos-
tic evaluations. This means that they were
launched to diagnose social, managerial and
cognitive conditions of science. In Switzer-
land it was a matter of four social science
disciplines at both French and German
speaking universities. With SCAR it was a
matter of a regular cycle of audits of scien-
tific unions and specialized committees un-
der the umbrella of the International Coun-
cil of Scientific Unions (ICSU) and initiated
by this illustrious scientific non-governmen-
tal organization. Whereas the Swiss evalu-
ation was initiated by scientific communities
via the the SSC, the SCAR-evaluation flowed
from decision-making at a high level within
the realm of international scientific adminis-
tration. This difference in the degree of par-
ticipation of the scientific communities con-
cerned proved to be highly significant.

Evaluating the evaluation game
for SAREC

The point of departure in the SAREC-report
was the expressed need in 1979 of “a nov-
el, theoretically ambitious approach to tack-
le not only the problems of project evalua-
tion but also the question of design of eval-
ualion procedures and conceptual frame-
works. For a start, such an approach will
require analysis of various ‘evaluation mod-
els’ propagated, and their interrelations with
underlying theories, ideologies and policies
of development”. (K-E. Knutsson, cited in
Elzinga, 1981; also SAREC, 1981: 9)

The usual distinctions were made be-
tween ex ante and ex post evaluations, as
well as different units of analysis — project,
program, institution. It was found that cost-
benefit analysis weighs possible losses
against potential ‘benefits’. The entry of pol-
lution and other environmental aspects
opens the scope of the analysis of a wider
range of qualitative parameters having to do
with the impact of projects and programs.
This is the case today also with research in
laboratories, where animal ethical commit-
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tees set limits to what methodologies are
permissible. In research on the Antarctic
continent the last couple of years, environ-
mental impact statements have become a
hormal procedure in ex ante project evalu-
ations prior to funding.

The report further notes how evaluations
are made from a variety of different stand-
points and viewpoints. In the case of officially
authorized evaluation, it is usually someone
who is paid to obtain information that will
serve as a basis for decision-making. If gov-
ernment funds are involved the evaluation
may be by a civil servant or someone com-
missioned as such. There are many varia-
tions. The important point is that the evalu-
ation will most often reflect the standpoint
and perspective of those commissioning it.
In a situation of severe opposition, criticism
or legitimacy crisis concerning previously
determined priorities and policies, such an
evaluation may even serve the purpose of
redefining policies and priorities in order to
legitimate a new course of action. Today we
see this motive tacitly present in the attempts
to introduce new institutional arrangements
into academy, to foster stronger interaction
between the worlds of university and indus-
try, to promote a clearer internationalization
of research agendas, and to profile specific
fields as strategically important.

John Irvine and Ben Martin in their book
Foresight in Science: Picking the Winners
(1984) define strategic research as follows:
basic research carried out with the expecta-
tion that it will produce a broad base of knowl-
edge likely to form the background to the
solution of recognized current or future prac-
tical problems.

It is clear that evaluation is not a question
of a socially neutral exercise for assessing
the value and efficiency of a given project
vis a vis predetermined goals or objectives.
It is much more than a technique or meth-
od, even if that is what one most frequently
associates with the term when used in a sci-
entific context. Evaluation is a social activi-
ty that is often linked to a social process of
legitimation and rationalization on the part
of the entrepreneurs and agencies who have

to account — either to shareholders, govern-
ments or the public — for funds invested.

Pared down to the bare bones, evaluation
in development research projects is found
to display basic stakeholder commitments.
Thus the evaluation handbooks and manu-
als of the World Bank were found to be built
up around certain ideological premises, and
thereby their application in practice was
found to support and legitimate aid to cer-
tain kinds of economic systems while disa-
vowing others. When applied in a social set-
ting whose value system coincides with the
ideological premises there is no clash and
hence the evaluation technique appears to
be objective and neutral. That this is not the
case becomes evident first when an attempt
is made to apply the evaluation technique
in a social setting with a value system con-
tradicting its premises, or geared to entirely
different institutional motives for research
and development.

Applying the concept of paradigm to de-
velopment theory, three different perspec-
tives become visible, each with. its own type
of associated evaluation format: first a neo-
classical paradigm (GNP-growth; and the
modified version ‘redistribution with growth’,
to which we today might add the notion ‘sus-
tainable development’ that grafts on an ec-
ological dimension); secondly dependentia
theory, developed in Latin America, contrib-
uting a reorientation from a more or less de-
scriptive approach towards a structural-his-
torical one linking development/underdevel-
opment as two interdependent processes;
and finally the “small is beautifui” alternative
that derives inspiration from populist and
neo-populist traditions and broad social
movements. The latter has been articulated
in the self-reliance paradigm, with names like
Gandhi and Nyerere. Each of these three
paradigms in development theory reflects
commitments and partisan values of a so-
cial sort, and each has its own preferences
as to evaluation formats. Handbooks de-
signed to guide evaluation of results and ef-
fects of development aid (and R&D as a com-
ponent), were found to be largely steeped
in the neo-classical framework. This means
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Table 1. Evaluation formats in development studies.

theory of

development growth theories

Neoclassical Dependentia Self-reliance
paradigm paradigm paradigm
Neo-classical GNP- Center-perifery theory Theory of

comprehensive
national-economic
cultural deveplopment
involving indigenous
potentialities

of underdevelopment

CBA's economig criteria
at rhe micro-level

associated
evaluation
“format”

that there is a systematic eurocentric and
ideological bias which tends to be obscured
by the incorporation of a quasi-scientific uni-
versalism and quantification in evaluation
discourses on research for development in
many lead agencies in the West.

A main point that emerges here is the im-
portance of clarifying the context, articulat-
ing various stakeholder interests, and delin-
eating the perspective that basically informs
the evaluation format. This is especially im-
portant in the case of research evaluation
as a component part of the evaluation of aid
to developing countries, since otherwise in-
ternal criteria of quality in science may be-
come blurred with external criteria of rele-
vance and accountability.

The ICSOPRU-file

Science policy is a relatively more contro-
versial subject than science per se, and here
the process of dilution to a common denom-
inator of generalities built into the intergov-
ernmental structure often does its job.
Unesco’s Unit for Science and Technology
Policy has been no exception. Even surveys
and studies where the science policy unit or-
chestrated sociologists and other profes-
sionals on contract tend to end up being
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Combination of macro-
and micro-level
economic, social cultural
and political criteria

Global economic criteria
at the macro-level

rather uncritical. This may be seen in the In-
ternational Comparative Study on the Organ-
ization and Performance of Research Units
(ICSOPRU), a program initiated in 1971 to
assist in improving the management of R&D
in countries that elected to participate.

in its initial phase this important innova-
tion helped disseminate experience in mak-
ing inventories of scientific performance for
purposes of management and planning. Var-
ious parameters like the size of research
groups, funding and leadership functions
were taken to be central to good research
petformance. However, as time went on, new
insights were gained with respect the con-
textual nature of socio-cultural preconditions
for scientific knowledge production. These
emerged internationally in the new sociolo-
gy of science, but they were not taken into
account by the ICSOPRU project. Rather it
continued on in its original rather positivistic
mode inspired by systems theory and a sci-
entistic view of the interface between science
and society.

ICSOPRU involved data collection on re-
search groups in different institutional set-
tings in various countries on the basis of a
set of detailed questionnaires. Between 1973
and 1986, seventeen countries were re-
viewed in four successive rounds, with sev-
en countries in the first round, six in the sec-
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ond, five in the third and four in a fourth
round. From the outset the program assumed
a positivistic decontextualized approach to
studying research groups. Therewith the
object of comparing performance indicators
across national and cultural boundaries was
fundamentally faulted; significant differenc-
es in externalist factors, and changes in
these over time in any given country were
essentially ignored.

At the outset it was mainly Western Euro-
pean countries and two Eastern European
ones that participated. (Much of the credit
for bringing on board the first round of coun-
tries belongs to the then Director of the Sci-
ence Policy unit, Y. de Hemptinne, who had
a wide net of personal contacts in this field.)
In the second round it was only Eastern Eu-
ropean and some Third world countries. By
the third and fourth rounds Third world coun-
tries predominated. By 1986, furthermore,
interest and the main legitimation of the ex-
ercise had also shifted from R&D manageri-
al aspects and policy arguments to the third
world countries’ desire to obtain computer
software and learn computerized aided sur-
vey techniques.(Elzinga & Jamison, 1987/
88)

An evaluation made in 1988 concluded
that, “in its nearly 20 years of operation it
[ICSOPRU] has provided little, if any, input
to policy-making, while reproducing frame-
works of social analysis that fail to address
the special problems of developing coun-
tries”. (Baark, Cabral & Jamison, 1988) The
gradual shift in the profile of countries par-
ticipating in the ICSOPRU exercise is sig-
nificant in that it reflects the more general
tendency in post-1954 Unesco; Western in-
dustrialized countries were becoming less in-
terested while Eastern Europeans as well as
Third world countries were the ones that
found most practical use for their affiliation.

The evaluation of ICSOPRU was called
for by the Director of Unesco’s Science and
Technology Policy Program who had inher-
ited this project from his predecessor and
wanted to terminate it. This was in response
to mounting criticism regarding increasing
costs at a time when Unesco’s budget was

contracting, as both the UK and USA had
withdrawn from this UN agency in protest
against its alleged politicization under Ama-
dou Mahtar M'Bow from Senegal (appoint-
ed as Director General in 1974). M’'Bow’s
overt ideological profile reflected the increas-
ing influence of Third waorld countries within
Unesco. The departure of the UK and USA
from the Organization was an attempt to crip-
ple it and fall in line with Western interests.
The effect of the evaluation in question was
that the project was first shifted to another
section of Unesco and later it ended.

EST at the Science Council of Canada

The Canadian experience is one of research
evaluation inserted in a broader operational
context. It went on about two years before it
was terminated due to budgetary constric-
tions following upon a political regime shift
at the level of federal government, from the
liberal Trudeau to the conservative Mulroon-
ey. Now the latter has also been swept away
in 1993 elections, which decimated conserv-
ative party representation on Parliament Hil
in Ottawa from a majority to a few seats; now
the conservatives do not even qualify for the
state support enjoyed by larger parties;
sometimes the will of the electorate is able
to make itself heard, but only after much
damage has been done.

The Emerging Science and Technologies
(EST) operation as it was called used a ma-
trix method to match new and emerging sci-
entific and technological fields with poten-
tial social impact and utilization. (Elzinga,
1987) The matrix we developed in a large
computer data base with information com-
ing from nation-wide surveys with guestion-
naires, select telephone interviews with top
specialists in various ESTs, specialized
workshops and panels of experts. The opera-
tion succeeded among other in diagnosing
Canada’s lagging position in new materials
research and recommended a number of
measures to rectify this; some of these were
since implemented. Broad surveys of other
areas were also made, including micro-
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electronics, biotechnology, aquaculture, for-
estry technologies, food irradiation and trans-
port systems. In each case an assessment
was made of the scientific competence and
engineering skills existing in the country in
various forms, structural and funding bottle
necks there were, problems of attitudes and
mentality, and how deficiencies might be
overcome,

The interesting thing that came out of all
this, | think,was how:

1) the foresight process was often just as if
not pore important than the accuracy of
the forecast; once initiated the delibera-
tions involving many different actors, sci-
entific and nonscientific, spurred a con-
sensus building process that made it eas-
ier to effect various changes; it also
helped focus the different actors’ vision
and harmonize their views as to priori-
ties and approaches in relevant areas of
science. Funding patterns, new institu-
tional arrangements and relationships at
the university-industry as well as univer-
sity-government interface were in part
made the subject of renegotiation.

2) the structure of the exercise, at what level
of authority it was anchored within sci-
entific communities and in governmental
decision-making machinery as well as in-
dustry, was clearly important for the suc-
cess or failure of the outcome, including
subsequent efforts to effect change. Le-
gitimacy and participation were two im-
portant elements in the whole process.

3} not only did the composition of panels and
workshops influence the thrust and con-
tents of the assessments, but the whole
exercise too was dependent on political
good will. This became evident from how
easily a new government that did not see
any need for research foresight but be-
lieved that the “picking of winners” would
be taken care of by the market place, how
this new government was able to ignore
and proceed indirectly to dismantle the
whole enterprise. The budget and number
of personnel of the Science Council was
reduced to one half, and some years ago
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the Council itself was shut down. This
again tells us something of the latent
political nature of evaluation, even if it is
rmostly limited to the level of micropoli-
tics in rivalry between the advocates of
different paradigms, disciplines, and large
research establishments. In the forego-
ing it was intimately linked to national
politics.

A Swiss Model

At the invitation of the Swiss Science Coun-
cil {8SC) a panel of ten experts from differ-
ent counitries were invited to review the
strengths and weaknesses of social scien-
tific research in four disciplines at the Swiss
universities: educational science, political
science, psychology, and sociology. The
model developed in this case has already
attracted attention some in other countries
facing related problems. The panel was
asked to identify opportunities for develop-
ing existing research potential, as well as
determine constraints and bottlenecks. The
procedure was as follows:

First the SSC set up a Working Group on
social sciences (Committee SOWI} consist-
ing of (a) representatives of the four scien-
tific societies concerned, as well as all parts
of the Swiss Academy of Humanities and
Social Sciences; (b) representatives of the
SS8C and its permanent staff. In a first phase
the development and existing structure of
research in the social sciences as well as
the conditions in which this research is car-
ried out (e.g., in the context of international
research) were described and put into a
number of reports based on deliberations
within the scientific societies; in addition
there were some commissioned surveys,
including science-citation reviews for each
of the disciplines. The first phase then was
essentially one of self-evaluation by repre-
sentatives of the four scientific associations
concerned and the formulation of corre-
sponding measures aimed at strengthening
research in these disciplines. Its results in
the form of six basic reports were the input
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to the international panel, who also read a
wealth of other material pertaining to the
structure of Swiss higher education and re-
search, science policy, data from the Swiss
National Science Foundation (FNRS), etc.
The complete list of preliminary reports
counted nine items written specifically for the
exercise and three or four more general
items.

The following is excerpted from the edi-
tor's preface of the final report produced by
the evaluation panel:

“The SOWI reports were sent out to all
research institutes participating in the eval-
uation exercise in the end of May 1992. The
members of the International Panel of Ex-
perts received the reports together with oth-
er relevant documents in June 1992. The
panel members convened in Berne at two
occasions, September 28 — October 2, and
November 1920, 1992. During their first se-
ties of meetings in Switzerland the interna-
tional experts made on-site visits and had
discussions and hearings with representa-
tives of the research institutes and with oth-
er representatives of the scientific commu-
nities concerned, as well as with represent-
atives of the science policy institutions and
with users of social science research results.
A draft report was written by the panel mem-
bers during this week. The report was final-
ized during the following weeks by the ex-
perts and approved by the International Pan-
el as a whole. The document was then sub-
mitted to the representatives of the research
institutes and the scientific communities con-
cerhed. These representatives were invited
to discuss the findings of the international
evaluation together with the members of the
International Panel of experts on the occa-
sion of the Concluding Conference Novem-
ber 20, 1992". (Swiss Science Council, 1993)

The exercise was quick, thorough and ef-
fective. For the on-site visits the panel met
together that all concerned and then divid-
ed into small groups to pursue deliberations
in parallel, singly with representatives of the
different disciplines, whereafter everyone
met again in plenum for further ventilation
of problems that were identified. Altogether

216 individuals participated in these meet-
ings, two thirds of them teachers and re-
searchers located at 65 different institutions
within fourteen different universities, higher
educational institutes and research facilities.
The remaining two thirds of this population
were from the SSC, policy making agencies,
sectoral agencies, the Research Council, the
Humanities and Social Sciences Academy,
and some ministries.

The report of the evaluation panel high-
lighted several structural problems emerg-
ing from the gap between teaching and re-
search policy, the lack of coherent and uni-
versity-level strategies for the development
of social science research, the lack of criti-
cal mass of researchers, a problem com-
pounded by linguistic fragmentation of Swiss
social science, and a lack of career oppor-
tunities inside and outside academy, as well
as funding difficulties, lack of cooperation
across institutions and disciplines, and the
underdevelopment of research managerial
capabilities. The Swiss university system
was found to be at a stage of development
reminiscent of the oligarchic professorial
chair system in Sweden thirty five years ago.
The humanities still appear to have a strong-
er position than the social sciences. Conse-
quently the crafisman mode of knowledge
production with its individualism and non-
modern mentality dominated. The question
was how the university system might be
moved in the direction of some model of a
modern research university.

Three major institutional innovations were
suggested, and a number of less dramatic
changes. The major points were the forma-
tion of a National Colloquium for Strategic
Social Science to develop a Schwerpunkt-
programme in social science, the develop-
ment of two Graduate Schools (one for the
French on for the German speaking region)
for the training of doctoral students, and the
creation of a Swiss Institute for Advanced
Study in the Social Sciences.

The report was well received and enjoyed
considerable press coverage. It had a direct
impact on the budgetary process in the re-
sponsible ministries of federal government,
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and follow ups continue to this day. A Na-
tional Colloquium has succeeded in defining
a strategic research program that seems to
have a good chance of funding, and work
on the graduate schools is evolving.

| think much of the success, and the abil-
ity to use the evaluation as a lever for polit-
ical action and reform followed from the high
level of participation of the relevant social
science communities, the S8C’s ability to
manage such a broad exercise, and give it
high level visibility and anchorage. Also im-
portant were the tempo maintained, and the
chemical mix of the panel members in terms
of disciplinary composition and personalities.
The geographical spread of recruitment of
the panel was also a positive aspect since it
brought together a wide range of experience
and insights into the dynamics of science.
There were two persons from each of the
four disciplines and two science studies
scholars to specifically focus on science dy-
namics, research planning and science pol-
icy aspects.

Reviewing Antarctic Science

In 1991 the General Commiittee of ICSU list-
ed SCAR as one of the bodies to be re-
viewed. For this purpose a panel of experts
was selected from the scientific community
at large was appointed with Rita R. Colwell
as Chairperson.(Colwell, 1993) The evalua-
tion of the activities of the Scientific Com-
mittee on Antarctic research (SCAR) was
consequently carried out by an internation-
al panel of five experts, four of them from
various disciplines in the hard sciences and
one with a knowledge of the policy
dimension.(Elzinga & Johnsson, 1993) The
panel was asked to review Antarctic Re-
search, including the goals of SCAR, the
quality of its work, financial support, and
success of SCAR in the formation of net-
works, and activities of networks for inter-
disciplinary international research. The re-
port of the review was presented at the 30th
meeting of the ICSU General Committee in
Jerusalem 1992, at which time its conclu-
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sions and recommendations were approved.
It recognized that SCAR should conduct a
detailed appraisal of its role and structure in
the light of the points made in the review
report.

SCAR is essentially a perpetuation of the
research coordinating function that was in-
troduced for Antarctic Science during the In-
ternational Geophysical Year (1957/58). This
origin was found to have left an imprint on
the functioning of SCAR, among other in its
character as an old boy network. It was sug-
gested that SCAR shouid carefully sort out
its different tasks and give priority to science,
without for that matter discarding its role in
respect of science policy advice to the re-
gime of countries that make up the Antarc-
tic Treaty Organization. SCAR scientists are
seeking to break the traditional isolation of
Antarctic science from international research,
and there have been efforts to integrate more
closely with global programs in other fields,
especially the global climate program to in-
teract more with other ICSU bodies. The re-
organization of working groups and special-
ist groups in response to environmental con-
cerns and commitments to international ef-
forts such as the global change program has
been carried out and more attention has to
be paid to the type of research needed in
the Antarctic. The secretariat should be
strengthened and a strategy for fund raising
developed, for example through the possi-
ble institution of an Antarctic Science Foun-
dation. Among the many problems that must
be addressed are: the complexity of the or-
ganization since many new countries have
joined; the role of Third world scientists, both
in participating in research and in training
programs for their benefit; and the possible
development of a relationship with IASC (In-
ternational Committee on Arctic Science).
Certain questions were raised about the in-
terplay between internal, peer review and
quality control criteria and external relevance
criteria. The increasing pressure for rele-
vance coming from environmentalists’ con-
cerns is having an effect on Antarctic sci-
ence and the working conditions of SCAR.
SCAR’s strategy is to take more account of
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strategic research, but at the same time
maintaining a solid disciplinary scientific ba-
sis. This requires a conscious management
of the interplay of external and internal cri-
teria.

The evaluation contains many more
points, but only some of the more interest-
ing ones for our purposes here have been
highlighted. It will be clear that the main
thrust of the evaluation was to recommend
certain organizational changes to strength-
en SCAR'’s function as a research coordi-
nating body at the international level, and to
give greater prominence to peer review proc-
©s56s.

The response to the evaluation has been
mixed. Within ICSU it was positively re-
ceived, and likewise by some of the lead-
ing scientists concerned. From SCAR’s
leadership on the other hand there have
been some sour comments to the effect that
the panel manifested a besserwisser atti-
tude and the panel’s Chairperson, a well re-
knowned and highly productive scientist in
her own right, and President Elect of the
American Association for Advancement of
Science, was petulantly referred to as a
“lawyer”. This is in fact a confusion, proba-
bly reflecting irritation over the hybrid role
prof. Colwell has come to assume. A more
immediate reason might be that the SCAR
leadership was not asked to look at the re-
port before it went to ICSU.

Again we learn here the importance of
anchoring an evaluation in the scientific com-
munities concerned. The SSC and the SCAR
evaluations differ radically in this respect.
The SSC evaluation was based on documen-
tation generated from within the scientific
communities, while the SCAR review was
only based on a limited number of formal
documents, individual contacts, plus a wealth
of inside information and experience (tacit
knowledge) that panel members had already
accumulated over many years. The SSC
evaluation report was used for a direct dia-
logue with representatives of the scientific
communities concerned, while the SCAR
evaluation was mainly for in house consump-
tion inside ICSU. On the other hand there

was a similarity in that neither of the evalu-
ations made direct assessments of the qual-
ity of any branch of research; the focus was
on the social dynamics, institutional and pol-
icy levels, with the odd comment on cultural
dimensions or mentalities.

Managing the boundaries of the
scientific — effects of evaluation

The Orebro evaluation concerns undergrad-
uate education. (Elzinga, 1990) Since the
constitution of Swedish universities stipu-
lates that all university education must be
based on science, the question arose if a
course using ample literature from the New
Age movement satisfies this rule or not. The
evaluation in this case concemed the bound-
ary between science, non-science and pseu-
doscience (i.e., non-science which is pro-
moted in would-be-scientific dress). The ap-
proach | took was to distinguish three levels:
an epistemic, a sociological and a moral
one.

At the first level falsificationism was used
as a criterion for scientific content, in the
sense that courses that fail to promote criti-
cal thinking but foster dogmatic belief in es-
oteric claims without argumentation can be
taken to fall outside the norm of science. At
the second level the existence of a peer re-
view process or collegial academic gate-
keeping system to which the knowledge
claims in the textbooks have been subject-
ed is a prior requirement for scientific cre-
dence. At the third level it is a question of
the “ethos” or ideology associated with the
promotion of the knowledge claims, to what
extent it is recognizable as “scientific” in
some sense, or if it belongs to some other
kind of value system. The Mertonian formu-
lation of four norms were taken as an ideal
typical reference point for a scientific ethos,
even if we know that in practice scientists
are apt to deviate considerably from them.
The significance here was, not research
practices but the rationale that lay behind
advocacy of certain knowledge claims in text-
book literature.
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The knowledge base of the undergraduate
course in question was found to be deficient
on all three counts.

The effect of the evaluation was the im-
mediate termination of the course and the
teacher in question was not allowed to use
the university’s name to advertise his
courses which now continue outside the
academy, with considerable commercial suc-
cess. It was apparent that one of the advan-
tages of having the course in the university
system was the stamp of quality this lent the
product for purposes of advertisement. Atthe
same time this detracted from the image of
the College and its quest as a serious insti-
tution to obtain university status in the Swed-
ish academic landscape.

More generally the effect of evaluation on
academic life has several different dimen-
sions which should be considered.

One is the immediate effect in terms of
changes in funding patterns, institutional
structures, research strategies or intensity
of publication at the research performer level,

Another are the changes that may arise
in decisions within research councils or policy
making circles at various levels. These may
not be seen immediately owing to inertia in
the system.

A third type of effect has to do with the
management of boundaries between science
and society as well as boundaries between
disciplines and specialties.

Finally there are effects that may appear
in the culture of research practices and rep-
utational structures. These latter two types
of effects deserve some further discussion.

The effect of reaffirming existing cognitive
boundaries or admitting of new ones arises
as soon as the mandate of an evaluation
committee is decided and its composition
determined. Should an evaluation of psychol-
ogy include research done in biology labo-
ratories, or should it restrict itself to what is
done in institutions found within humanities
and social sciences faculties? What appears
as linguistics at one site may well be called
literature at another. Therefore, to what ex-
tent is an evaluation of say research in Ger-
manistik to include post-modernistic studies
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of German literature? The list of problems
is extensive. In each case an evaluation
committee will have instructions to include
certain things and leave out others as fall-
ing outside its bounds. Therewith disciplinary
and faculty boundaries are affirmed or ques-
tioned. The resulting evaluation too will con-
tribute to entrenchment or reconsideration
of existing cognitive boundaries.

Through the pages of international
evaluations at NFR in Sweden

Finally, let us look at some evaluations car-
ried out under the auspices of the Swedish
Natural Sciences Research Council (NFR).

An international panel on condensed mat-
ter physics recommends support to leading
surface scientists, stating that “non-linear op-
tics is a rapidly growing activity with major
ramifications in fields such as communica-
tion technology and micro-electronics”. They
go on to emphasize the importance of mak-
ing linear optics a part of condensed matter
research. (Swedish Natural Sciences Re-
search Council, 1986: 8) And: “we strongly
recommend that a national committee be
created to..../among other/.. create a small
unit as evangelists for neutron scattering
research; ...we recommend that a personal
professorship is created for Dr....”; (Swed-
ish Natural Sciences Research Council,
1986: 11) or “Lundqvist has had an effect
on condensed matter physics that is so pos-
itive that it is impossible to quantify”. (Swed-
ish Natural Sciences Research Council,
1986: 45)

Another panel, dealing with historical ge-
ology and paleontology states that “in all
three areas of research, evolution, biostratig-
raphy and paleoenvironments, there has
been an expansion of activities in recent
years”; and “....this country’s geoscientists
should feel welcome to participate in these
EC activities as widely as possible”; or “...the
physical separation of the department appar-
ently promotes an isolation that at least in
part accounts for the limited contact with
other earth scientists”; further regarding a
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senior researcher, “his approach of treating
paleontological and biological data with ad-
vanced mathematical and statistical meth-
ods, represents a particularly original con-
tribution to this field of science”. (Swedish
Natural Sciences Research Council, 1989;
5,9,27)

It does not require much imagination to
appreciate that such statements can be used
by researchers in the field to promote their
own specialties in rivalry with the repre-
sentatives of other specialties that may not
seem as modern or in line with the “interna-
tional research front”. It is with the help of
such evaluations too that the international
research front is socially constructed.

A panel on super-conductivity notes re-
garding a team focused on certain nuclear
techniques that, “despite the recognized ex-
pertise of this group, its efforts to apply muon
spectroscopy to HTS-materials is noncom-
petitive in the light of intense international
competition in this area”. And regarding an-
other group, that it may be advisable for them
“to find their own niche based on their ex-
pertise and in the same time to track closely
the development in the field”; or cautioning
a third group with, “the proposed shift to the
study of so called ‘hot’ phenomena involv-
ing the low energy scale response functions
with Raman infrared is admirable but ambi-
tious... Competition will be strong”. (Swed-
ish Natural Sciences Research Council,
1991: 12, 27, 31)

Relating to ethology and behavioral ecol-
ogy another panel notes how one research-
er, being a good scientist, is attempting to
shift the focus of her studies to behavioral
endocrinology. “She should be encouraged
to orientate her work towards the biomedi-
cal area and to seek collaboration and fund-
ing there, perhaps after some additional
training”. (Swedish Natural Sciences Re-
search Council, 1991: 43) And in the field of
genetics an evaluating panel remarks: "Sev-
eral principal investigators submitted exten-
sive biblicgraphies to the committee. These
included substantial publications in leading
journals interspersed with many minor arti-
cles in more obscure journals. While the re-

sults of all research projects should be pub-
lished, many of these minor publications are
of little value and do nothing to enhance the
reputations of the scientists concerned”.
(Swedish Natural Sciences Research Coun-
cil, 1992: 4) The effect of such a signal
should be obvious — forget the grey litera-
ture, go international!

The committee also had a cormnment on the
evaluation procedure: “A major concern is
the possibly biased selection of projects
placed in the genetics category. The com-
mittee had the impression that work in are-
as like development genetics, medical ge-
netics and agricultural genetics was under-
represented because it either falls outside
the NFR mandate (rmedical genetics or agri-
cultural research) or because it is placed in
cther categories” (e.g., developmental ge-
netics allocated to the category of molecu-
far biology). (Swedish Natural Sciences Re-
search Council, 1992: 4-5) This confirms
what | already noted earlier about the bound-
ary-drawing effect.

Further, regarding a specific specialty, the
panel points the finger to say that, “it is un-
fortunate that molecular genetics is physi-
cally separate from population genetics at
the University of Lund. The committee feels
that Prof. Bengtsson would benefit from clos-
er interactions with his colleagues”. (Swed-
ish Natural Sciences Research Council,
1992: 10) In Stockholm the panel finds that
“Dr. Ryman is a major international scientist
in the merging area of conservation genet-
ics”, (Swedish Natural Sciences Research
Council, 1992; 23) while in Uppsala it de-
bated whether an Agricultural College project
“is sufficiently basic in scientific content to
justify NFR support”. (Swedish Natural Sci-
ences Research Council, 1992: 31} A panel
on soil ecology earlier, invited to evaluate
this field by the Swedish Council for Forest-
ry and Agricultural Research (SJFR), on the
other hand recommended that a project at
the same College be reoriented from a pest
control to a more broadly environmental per-
spective, and that “one of the investigators
try to obtain postdoctoral experience in a de-
partment where population biology (not nec-
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essarily of nematodes) is strong”. (Swedish
Council for Forestry and Agricultural Re-
search, 1987: 27)

A panel evaluating certain research relat-
ing to the lithosphere recently observed how
one scientists at the Geology and Geochem-
istry Department at Stockholm was “becom-
ing too narrowly focused. We therefore rec-
ommend that she consider widening her re-
search field. Collaboration with researchers
using different laboratory facilities could be
worthwhile”. (Swedish Natural Sciences
Research Council, 1993: 16) Regarding a
scientist at the Geology Department at Lund,
the panel rates his “present research as good
and notes that his research and productivity
are on an improving trend. We recommend
that he focus his research on the most im-
portant topics /as defined by the panel/. This
would also involve a focus of his analytical
work on specific tectonic and magmatic prob-
lems”. (Swedish Natural Sciences Research
Council, 1993: 30)

Here again we see the gatekeeping func-
tion at work, signaling the need for reorien-
tations which wouid steer research efforts
in a scientific community into the direction
of the latest developments at an international
research front and therewith providing legit-
imation for changes in the ecology of disci-
plines. An overtly policy oriented comment
is also provided in the report: “The commit-
tee perceived a general need for greater
mobility of scientists between institutions in
Sweden, and to and from foreign institutions.
We believe that more mobility would lead to
a cross-fertilization of concepts among re-
searchers, to more versatile use of all kinds
of analytical techniques available in the ge-
ological community at large”. (Swedish Nat-
ural Sciences Research Council, 1993: 8)
This is fully in tune with some of the current
themes one finds in science policy docu-
ments in most countries in the West today:
the need for of mobility, internationalisation,
globalisation and developing profiles around
strategic areas of research. internationalisa-
tion and globalisation have become catch
words, and research evaluations are suita-
ble vehicles for operationalizing them.
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Epistemic drift and the maintenance
of reputational structures

Another theme, more implicit, is the need to
strengthen the reputational system asso-
ciated with the disciplines. This follows from
the tendency to weaken academic structures
in the course of strategic interdisciplinary
profiling efforts and problem-orientation with
an eye on future applications. In the heyday
of sectoral science policy in Sweden the
Natural Sciences Research Council there
noted how in some fields “a scientist is put
into a situation where he must provide rela-
tively quick answers to complicated ques-
tions. For example, the questions of various
metals in soil and water that would affect the
microbes of soil and water; the project must
be finished within a relatively shorttime, e.g.,
two years, because the /environmental/ law
must be written. The next step is to hire
young scientists who have just received their
Ph.D. degrees and to tell them to get to work.
They have no experience and no opportuni-
ty to receive advice from older and more
expetienced scientists. Their superiors can-
not make scientific judgments. After the short
project is over they are moved to another
problem. After several years they are com-
pletely out of touch with current ideas and
techniques of the field they were trained in.
They have stopped publishing in reviewed
scientific journals and are isolated at scien-
tific meetings because their data is of limit-
ed interest (and of increasingly poorer sci-
entific quality). After 5 years they cannot
longer compete for other jobs”. (Swedish
Natural Sciences Research Council, 1981:
15)

| have guoted at some length because this
passage gives a good description of the for-
mation of hybrid research communities and
their problems when these get locked into
the operational activities of practitioner ori-
ented agencies or enterprises. A new repu-
tational system develops, outside the aca-
demic one, with a different set of literatures,
norms, and career patterns. At a structural
level when the external relevance criteria
begin to dominate over the internal scien-
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tific quality control criteria one gets the phe-
nomenon | have referred to as “epistemic
drift”. (Elzinga, 1985: 191-220) Research
evaluations initiated by research Councils or
from within the academic system itself can
provide an antidote to such tendencies. On
the other hand evaluations initiated by other
actors may go some way in reinforcing epis-
temic drift and the development of hybrid
reputational and knowledge managing sys-
tems.

This means that evaluations may also be
seen as fora or platforms where different
stakeholder interests negotiate the thrust that
should be given to research agendas. This
may not only affect the direction but also the
cognitive contents and preferred methodol-
ogies and conceptual apparatus of research
in given fields, especially in the social sci-
ences and humanities which are heavily
overlayered by ideologies. This type of func-
tion we saw in the case of the EST-effort in
Canada. The stakeholder interests that meet
in such evaluation exercises may be rooted
in different value systems and policy cultures.
If one policy culture has a hegemonic posi-
tion the socialization effect of the evaluation
will tend to be favorable to its perpetuation.
At the same time there is the danger that
the pressure of current fashion in that cul-
ture will induce a kind of tunnel vision, so
that alternative lines of development, or as-
pects, are not seen or mentioned. They fall
within a blind spot.

Consequently it is important in evaluations
to clarify the boundaries and interests en-
trenched in the different policy cultures con-
cerned.

Policy cultures

At work are what might be thought of as four
main “policy cultures”, coexisting within each
country, competing for resources and in-
fluence, and seeking to steer science and
technology in particular directions. We may
call them the academic, the bureaucratic, the
economic and the civic policy cultures. These
cultures, which stand out as representatives

of the dominant voices in the literature, have
different perspectives on the role of science,
its preferred linkages with society, as well
as different political and social interests and
they draw on different institutional bases and
traditions for their basic positions. Each
policy culture has its own perceptions of
policy, including doctrinal assumptions,
images and ideals of science, and relation-
ships with the holders of political and eco-
nomic power. One might also say that they
form the main constituencies wherethrough
science and technology policy is legitimated.
In any given case a policy framework will be
the outcome of mutual conilict and accom-
modation between policy cultures, with the
dominant actors leaving the most indelible
mark. The mandate of an evaluation panel
will be influenced by such filiations, which
in turn will contribute indirectly to the shap-
ing of the preferred evaluation format.

The academic policy culture stems from
the university based communities or re-
searchers and their committees in agencies
for funding basic science, faculty organiza-
tions and professional organizations. The
dominant interest here is the maintenance
of relative autonomy and the promotion of a
good image of science. Quality control com-
bines with overseeing of research agendas.
Essentially the policy that is articulated is a
policy for science as distinct from the per-
spective of the non academic actors, who
may be more interested in science for poli-
cyin relationship to other reaims of endeav-
our. In the academic policy culture impot-
tance is attached to the preservation of tra-
ditional values of autonomy, integrity, objec-
tivity, and the scientific communities’ control
over funding and organization.

The bureaucratic policy culture is con-
cerned primarily with effective administration,
cocrdination, ptanning, and organization. In
many countries it is largely dominated by the
military, and based in the stave administra-
tion with its many agencies, committees,
councils, and advisory bodies. In recent
years an array of bodies that are supposed
to uphold the institutional motive of environ-
mental protection and natural resource man-
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agement have come to play a prominent role.
The concern is with regulation, making pub-
lic policy scientific, and thus science for pol-
icy (Jasanoff, 1990; Smith, 1990 ;Salomon,
1973). Research evaluations will emphasize
relevance to a particular mission. (see Elz-
inga, 1988)

This may be contrasted to the economic
policy culture related to business and man-
agement, based in industrial firms, and fo-
cusing its attention on the technological uses
of science. At work here is an entrepreneur-
fal spirit or ethos that seeks to transform sci-
entific results into successful innovations to
be diffused in the commercial marketplace
(Dosi, Freeman, Nelson, Silverberg, &
Soete:, 1988; Etzkowitz & Webster:, 1994;
Gibbons & Wittrock:, 1985) Qil companies
and power producers will be adverse to dras-
tic cutbacks in CO, emissions, and therefore
try to water down the specially tailored “pol-
icy makers summaries” and the executive
summaries of, for example, the advisory
state of the art in climatological research
reports published by the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). On the
other side there is the civic policy culture,
which in its most dynamic form is based in
popular social movements, such as environ-
mentalism and feminism, and whose con-
cerns are more with the social consequenc-
es and implications of science than with its
production and application. The civic culture
articulates its positions through public inter-
est organisations as well as through cam-
paigns and movements, and its influence is
obviously determined by the relative strength
of the civil society in a country’s overall po-
litical culture (Almond & Verba, 1965; Blume
et. al., 1987; Nowotny & Rose, 1979; Eyer-
man and Jamison, 1993). At the international
level the more successful non governmen-
tal organisations promoting an environmen-
talist ethic have during the past decade re-
organized to pattern themselves on multina-
tional corporations. Greenpeace is an exam-
ple; it is an organization that enrolls scien-
tists, contracts research and makes system-
atic use of media channels to enhance their
own visibility, and to disseminate their mes-
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sage. With regard tc global warming these
organisations cantinue to press for substan-
tial reductions in CO, and other greenhouse
gas emissions.

While the dominant non-academic cultures
tend to draw science and technology policy
into a “technocratic” direction, the civic cul-
ture stands for what has been called a “dem-
ocratic strategy” for S&T policy (Dickson,
1984). The academic policy culture for its
part represents the existence of a scientific
“lobby”, which in many countries has become
a political force in its own right.

Shifts of policy doctrine

If we were to provide a name for the latest
trend in science and technology policy it
would be “globalisation” and “indigenisation”.
These are key words in the extension of
OECD Il for the 1990s. Science and tech-
nology policy, we are told by OECD spokes-
persons, “has to be related to both national
contexts and global change. Governments
must plan their action more carefully in the
social and institutional setting of their own
countries and simultaneously make better
use of science and technology policies to
help solve the problems emerging in a rap-
idly changing world” [Aubert, 1992: 4; see
also OECD, 1992).

The first OECD science policy doctrine
(OECD |, in the 1960s), then, spelled out
science for “GNP growth”; OECD Il in the
1970s revolved around the contractor-pur-
chaser or sectorisation principle whereby
science for policy came to dominate over
policy for science; OECD lll in the 1980’s
meant the introduction of what | like to call
“orchestration policy”, whereby government
defines general frameworks in which various
actors, including basic researchers, are
asked to play together on behalf of one or
another national objective; now we are en-
tering a phase where this doctrine is being
developed further with constant references
to the “global” (read “national” or “continen-
tal"). In this connection a key feature in sci-
ence policy discourse has become the ques-
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tion of targeted or "strategic research”. Some
of the research evaluation that goes on to-
day should be seen in this light.

Evaluation formats are socially construct-
ed through conflict and negotiation over con-
tral involving sets of actors in the different
policy cultures. Thus shifts in predominant
policy doctrine will affect evaluation proce-
dures. Behind these lurk the different groups
or actors who contend over the mode of rep-
resentation of science. There is a struggle
over representation — whose picture is
to serve as the base line for evaluations?
(Elzinga, 1988; Weingart, 1991)

On the one hand we have the scientific
communities’ own picture, which is given in
terms of disciplines and organization in in-
stitutions. This is a qualitative picture, as one
and the same specialty may be “located” in
institutions with different names across the
landscape of universities and research in-
stitutes. On the other hand there are the
policy makers and external stakeholder in-
terests that want to objectify science in a way
that makes it more easily subject to their
control. Quantification in terms of numbers,
be it in publications, citation counts or co-
citation clusters is convenient since it dis-
embodies the enterprise in question from
taking account of the complex mosaic of lo-
cal peculiarities which, because they are im-
possible to overview, would put the policy
makers at a disadvantage and in the
hands of the scientists. Bibliometric meth-
ods help condense scientific communication
processes so that they appear independent
of the variation of institutional boundaries
and social recognition or reputational sys-
tems inside science. It is these latter that
fascinate scientists themselves, who will re-
sist externalized quantified descriptors as
being off the mark. The argument is that such
representations do not give the “correct” pic-
ture.

Essentially what we have here is a con-
flict over control. Who is to control who? This
will be determined to some extent by whose
picture is taken as point of departure in eval-
uations. All being social constructions, rep-
resentation, and thus evaluation, becomes

a question of jockeying for position. Some-
times a particular group of scientists will find
advantage in bibliometric descriptions since
these favour their particular field or paradigm
over other contenders. In such a case alli-
ances may be formed between disciplinary
stakeholder interests inside and bureaucratic
or other policy interests outside science.
Therewith more credence is given to the
bureaucratic policy representation of sci-
ence. The outcome of struggle over the def-
inition of relevance contexts is therefore also
linked to the acceptance or rejection of the
more general representation of science in the
predominant policy doctrine.

With the shift to orchestration policy bib-
liometric indicators have begun to serve as
a basis for dialogue and mediation between
scientific communities and policy makers.
Both sides participate in a learning process
with mutual accommeodation of perspectives.
As with research foresight the process is of-
ten more important than the actual outcome
in more formal documents. Once these doc-
uments exist however they can in turn be
used by both sides to argue their standpoint,
provided of course there is some interpreta-
tive flexibility in the modes of representation
used.

The question of strategic research

Observe that “strategic research” is a rela-
tively new category that is sometimes grafted
onto the old R&D accountancy system de-
veloped by the OECD. It falls between curi-
osity oriented research and applied science.
As with the sector principle, fields of research
in this case are no longer defined out of an
internalist perspective but rather on the ba-
sis of anticipated utility vis a vis external
social and political goals. The difference is
that the definition has been extended beyond
the “applied” (the “D” in “R&D") to basic re-
search, which was earlier left outside the
compass of external direction. Therewith one
has shifted further away from Vannevar
Bush’s original science-society contract. The
“foresight” Martin and Irvine describe in their
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book concerns experiences of several coun-
tries. It appears that this research “foresight”,
when it functions, is based on significant re-
search on research, philosophy and sociol-
ogy of science, the economy and organiza-
tion of research, together with science poli-
cy studies and possible historiography of sci-
ence under one umbrella.

An important aspect of foresight that is
also characteristic for the new science poli-
cy is that we have a process the purpose of
which is to internalize external political and
social objectives into scientific communities
at the level of basic research. This process
can have a strong steering effect, although
this dirigisme does not occur as previously,
in attempts at rational planning. It now fol-
lows a model that rather resembles the Con-
ductor who uses his baton to get a whole
orchestra to play in unison, with the possi-
ble difference that the notes of the novel
piece in this case are not written beforehand.

The transition to the new science policy
implies a significant dilution of the mechan-
ical in the earlier technocratic model. One
tries now to orchestrate research on the ba-
sis of some needs- or demand-oriented and
supply policies at one and the same time.
The orchestration presupposes that the ac-
tors in this drama follow their own devices
and take independent basic research initia-
tives within the general framework that has
been determined. In this way too “peer re-
view” and quality control may be incorporat-
ed, for example, into investment strategies.
Martin Kenney in his book Biotechnology,
The University-Industrial Complex (1986)
has shown how this in fact is a more sophis-
ticated form of steering — the autonomy prob-
lem is raised to another level. “Many observ-
ers have been concerned about the possi-
bility that corporate funding of research may
lead to control of the research agenda”, Ken-
ney writes, and goes on to consider a large
number of academic-industrial consottia in
the U.S. His conclusion is significant: “Crit-
ics ... are worried about the outside influence
on the research agenda focus of the indi-
vidual and his project — not recognizing that
the act of funding itself creates the agenda.
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One need not ask or force an investigator to
do specific research — one need only fund
the proper scientist to do what he wants”.
This is a method for "management” in re-
search that has been developed long ago
and used successfully by the Rockefeller
Foundation”. (Kenney, 1986: 59)

Research evaluation when seen in a
broader context is an important ingredient
in the negotiations that lay behind research
agendas, even in basic science.

Concluding remarks

In the foregoing | have tried to indicate a
need for a bridging between science policy
studies, evaluation research and science
studies. This latter field has potentially a lot
to offer when it comes to planning and poli-
cy making, and at the same time it can itself
benefit from interaction with the world of R&D
management and science policy. All too of-
ten there has been a tendency of science
studies scholarship and operational work in
planing and policy making to live their own
lives, in mutual isolation. Consequently sci-
ence policy studies too have tended to fall
on the margins of science studies, unaffect-
ed by the cognitive turn of the 1970s and
80s in the social studies of science and tech-
nology, while at the same time strongly in-
fluenced by changing fashions and pragma-
tism in the practical domain.

My overall impression is that: 1) the sci-
ence policy discourse is strongly reactive and
phenomenological in relationship to the “re-
ality” it purports to describe; 2) much of it is
consequently ad hoc, with anecdotal evi-
dence mustered to make claims with respect
to various "trends”; 3) there is an almost to-
tal lack of self-reflexivity, of the type one finds
elsewhere in science studies — this is most
striking in Eastern and Central Europe; 4)
there is no easily identifiable approach that
might lead to a coherent conceptual frame-
work to deal with the types of phenomena
and questions taken up; and 5) there is a
lack of consensus regarding the most ap-
propriate unit of analysis — even the often
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used term “the research system” is beridden
with so much interpretative flexibility that it
is difficult to pin it down, let alone generalize
across country boundaries.

In the West the cognitive turn in the soci-
ology of science has been an important cor-
rective to scientistic thinking even here. It
also helped constitute the social studies of
science as a distinct field between the his-
tory and philosophy of science. At the same
time by its success and professionalisation
it contributed to a widening of the gap vis a
vis science policy studies. Sociologists for-
got about institutions to check into the fab-
ric of life in laboratories and other research
sites. Amongst policy analysts by contrast
attention to macro-level events, institutional
arrangements and socio-historical context
continued to be relevant. Much of the present
day project of recovering the politics of sci-
ence for STS in the 1990s hinges on the pos-
sibility of reconnecting these two separate
tributaries in the wider field of science stud-
ies. The focus on institutions and the social-
ly constructed character of evaluations with
their implicit element of a micropolitics of
representation and concomitant struggle for
control may well be a fruitful bridge.

In the literature it has been argued that,
historically science derived its power and
increasing dominance from its seeming pu-
rity, and that this rise to power coincides with
the separation of fact from value. “Value-
neutrality was associated with freedom and
control, and ultimately with an eye to the
prestige won by physicists and chemists in
their mastery over nature”. (Proctor, 1991:
67) The physics ideal became a strong reg-
ulative in the self-understanding of scientists
as a community of professionals, particular-
ly after World War Il. Paul Forman has called
it the myth of transcendence. (Elzinga, 1987)
This self-image of disembodiment amongst
scientists is reinforced by the current dis-
course of globalisation, which draws upon
the rhetoric of scientific internationalism, thus
driven from two sides, on the one hand with
reference to the globalisation of policy agen-
das, on the other as part of the internalist
quest for purity.

The interplay between science and poli-
tics, schematically represented in terms of
two interfoliated credibility cycles, involves
on the one hand scientific recognition, on the
other money and power (Latour & Woolgar,
1979; Rip, 1988: 59-85; Barnes, 1985: 46).
This is the stuff of the tradeoff between sci-
ence and politics. Scientists are encouraged
to engage in basic (strategic) research, since
itis the results of such research that counts
as hard currency in the political arena. Re-
search framed within an environmental in-
stitutional motive, for example, has a sym-
bolic-instrumental role in the wider political
context. The two mutually reinforcing credi-
bility cycles allows science to function as the
continuation of politics by other means, with-
out too seriously warping its internal dynam-
ics. This is because the condition is that what
comes out must be acceptable as quality
science within an international scientific com-
munity. Scientific credibility is thus needed
to underwrite political credibility (Elzinga,
1993).

Of course in cases of extreme relevance
and accountability pressure, or in the ab-
sence of an internal research policy con-
sciousness on the part of leading scientists
involved, the preconditions for science to
play its political role may collapse. The pos-
sibility of an extreme in “epistemic drift”
arises.

Recognition is symbolic capital that gives
power and prestige on the scientific arena,
but it may also be cashed in on the political
arena, in the struggle for fundability and in
the context of advise to decision-making
outside science. The stronger the purity and
universality with which knowledge claims can
be presented, the stronger the exchange rate
at which the currency of science can he
pinned. Contrariwise, results that are con-
troversial, contended or lack the backing of
substantial fractions of relevant scientific
communities will figure poorly as currency
in political decision-making. High level au-
thority of knowledge claims in the internal
cycle of scientific recognition, together with
broad consensus in the scientific community
will give high political legitimacy in the ex-
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tra-scientific credibility cycle, and vice ver-
sa for low level establishment of knowledge
claims, controversy and low consensus on
science. The latter situation is countered by
trying to broaden and deepen the anchor-
age of knowledge claims, internally, and
therewith externally.!

Whether we like or not, research evalua-
tion also plays an important role in this con-
text. Here too the purity and power formula
seems to be present. The more a given
evaluation can be presented in terms that
abstract from the particular and give a sem-
blance of objectivity and universality (not in-
frequently with the help of numbers), the
easier it may be for politicians, policy mak-
ers and planners 1o use the results in order
to reinforce their control. The bottom line of
course is that there is a reasonable degree
of participation and consensus on the part
of the scientific communities concerned.
The different representations of science will
never converge, but in the process of eval-
uation there is a lot of mediation that goes
on, and therewith each side - ideally —
gains a better understanding of the picture
assumed by the other. In this process both
internalist and externalist representations of
science become modified. This is what
much of what is calied "strategic research”
is all about. 2

NOTES

1. In a forthcoming dissertation at the Department of
Theory of Science and Research, University of Géote-
borg, Jan Nolin analyzes this process of what he calls
internal and external “broadening” of concerned con-
stituencies for the case or research and political ac-
tion pertaining to ozone depletion. (Nolin, 1994)

2. This paper was presented at the Nordic Research
Sympaosium: Studies of Research Evaluation, Copen-
hagen November 25—-26, 1994
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