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It is often recalled that scientists have
always been international, long before
nations were invented. Universal valid-
ity as an inherent norm of science is
concretised in encounters with those
who do things differently from us. Yet,
internationalisation of science is also a
very current phenomenon, something
specific to our times. As such, it is often
seen as a consequence of globalisation:
the emergence of problems that concern
the whole humankind as well as the
compression of the world as a result of
new forms of communication and
cheaper and faster travel. More research-
specific factors include expensive instru-
ments and the global reach of many re-
search-intensive companies. (Hicks and
Katz, 1996: 42)

However, although there is a clear in-
crease in transnational and multina-
tional (Ziman, 1994) activity – for exam-
ple, participation in international con-
ferences, publishing in foreign/interna-
tional journals, collaborating and co-
authoring publications with foreign col-

leagues – it would be misleading to say
that internationalisation of science
equals globalisation of science. As
Leclerc and Gagné (1994) have shown,
it would be more apt to speak about
continentalisation of science, because
interaction increases mainly within
zones in which countries have tradition-
ally had strong links to each others,
mainly Europe and North America.

Denationalisation of science is an
equally controversial trend. Although
there is a rise in non-domestic and non-
governmental funding of R&D, funding
remains mainly national and much of it
is still allocated on the basis of national
priorities (cf. Crawford et al. 1993). Out-
right ideological and political reasons for
collaborating with certain nations (cf.
Elzinga and Landström, 1996) may be a
thing of the past, but states still have an
important role in making possible and
encouraging (appropriate forms of) in-
ternationality. Today, when states en-
courage internationality of research – as
they increasingly do – it is because in-
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ternationality is seen as an important
instrument of advancing national sci-
ence (Sörlin, 1994). This is the case also
in Finland, where internationalisation of
research and development has become
one of the top priorities of Finnish sci-
ence policy in the end of 1980s. Interna-
tionalisation is seen as the key to “inter-
national quality”. And as quality of re-
search is commonly indicated by the
degree of internationality, the circle is
completed. More internationality brings
more international quality: who could
disagree?

This article sets out to question these
self-evident truths concerning interna-
tionalisation. This is done through an
examination of how Finnish elite re-
searchers – professors nominated to a
special research position by the Acad-
emy of Finland – from different fields see
the meanings and functions of interna-
tionality.1  Following Becher (1989: 3), it
is possible to argue that these research-
ers “delineate and embody the central
values of [their] discipline[s]”. This
makes their experiences of internation-
alisation and their responses to the cur-
rent pressure to internationalise particu-
larly interesting.

Furthermore, an important aspect of
mapping the cultures of international-
ity concerns the notion of international
quality and how a small country like Fin-
land may reach it. To make this concept
more concrete the professors were asked
to define the centre of their field and to
locate Finland in relation to it. Further,
they were asked how the position of
Finnish research (in their field) could be
advanced. On this basis – as well as by
looking at what they say about their role-
relations to researchers in other coun-
tries – it is possible to discern different

“cognitive maps” of the scientific world.
As the interviews were conducted dur-
ing a period when Finland became a
member of the EU, the data also pro-
vides an interesting opportunity to ex-
amine attitudes towards the (govern-
ment-induced) change in the orienta-
tion of Finnish research.

Conceptual Framework

Patterns of Internationality

Empirical evidence for the argument
that small countries are more active in
international collaboration has been
presented by bibliometric studies (see
van Raan, 1997: 294; Leclerc and Gagné,
1994: 267). Also more specific studies on
the internationalisation of research in
small countries have been done: for ex-
ample, Schott (1992) has analysed the
“salient environments” of Swedish sci-
ence, and Kyvik and Larsen (1997) have
studied the international travelling, col-
laboration and publication patterns of
Norwegian scientists. These survey-
based studies give a fairly good picture
of the international activities Nordic sci-
entists from different fields are engaged
in, but they do not cover the qualitative
and normative aspects of internationali-
sation. Some important starting points
can, however, be found in the above
mentioned articles.

Firstly, it is necessary to note that dif-
ferent disciplines have different patterns
of internationality. Kyvik and Larsen
(1997: 255-261) explain the differences
that they found in their survey between
“hard” and “soft” sciences in terms of
“internal” and “external” factors. Inter-
nal factors include, among others, the
paradigmatic status of the discipline
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(single vs. multiple paradigms), commu-
nication language (codified vs. literary),
the audience structure (specialist vs.
general) and the nature of the topic (lo-
cal vs. global). The two external, or so-
cial, factors they mention are reward
structure and publishing traditions.
Thus the greater international activity in
hard sciences can be explained, for in-
stance, in terms of the universal nature
of their research topics as well as the tra-
dition of publishing almost exclusively
in international, English language jour-
nals. Although the aim of this article is
not to test whether these factors (derived
from the theories of e.g. Kuhn and
Merton) are valid, they provide the back-
ground of the current analysis by giving
a preliminary idea of along what lines
differences can be expected in the sub-
jective valuations of the academy pro-
fessors.

Secondly, it is important to note that
different fields may have contacts and
collaboration in different directions, just
as different countries typically have
more contacts with certain countries
(Luukkonen et al. 1992; Schott, 1992).
Similarly, it can be expected that acad-
emy professors from different fields are
oriented to different directions and lo-
cate the centre of the scientific world
differently. It is also possible that they
have altogether different cognitive maps
of the scientific world. Whether such dif-
ferences may be explained by the inter-
nal and external factors listed by Kyvik
and Larsen, or whether the historical,
economic and geopolitical reasons men-
tioned by Schott and Luukkonen et al.
are more important, is an interesting
question but beyond the focus of the in-
terviews. Instead, it will be interesting to
see in what ways the cognitive maps of

the academy professors from different
disciplines differ from each other.

Role-relations between Centre and
Periphery

One way of visualising the scientific
world is the centre-periphery model. In
the centre, one finds “scientific estab-
lishments”, which hold a “monopoly
over the means of orientations in sci-
ence” (Stolte-Heiskanen, 1987: 189). In
practice, this means that ideas and pub-
lications flow from the centre to the pe-
riphery, whereas physical mobility takes
place from the periphery to the centre.
As Carlson and Martin-Rovet (1995: 227)
emphasise, there are no objective crite-
ria for distinguishing the centre and the
periphery: the centre is a place towards
which scientists from other – thus pe-
ripheral or marginal – countries are at-
tracted. Similarly, it must be underlined
that, in this article, the centre and the
periphery are not interesting per se, but
as conceptual tools which help in ana-
lysing small country research that is lo-
cated somewhere between.

Besides asking directly about the lo-
cation of certain countries (as was done
in the present interviews), there is also a
more indirect way of analysing the dy-
namics of centre-periphery. Following
Schott (1992: 22-23), it is possible to dis-
tinguish between four role-relations be-
tween colleagues: influence (through
publications or interpersonal communi-
cation), collaboration, emulation, and
salience of recognition from colleagues.
How a scientist perceives his or her rela-
tionship to a colleague is a counter-part
of how s/he perceives his/her own role
and position in the world of science. The
logic is the same as in the case of the cen-
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tre-periphery polarity: one cannot be
defined without the other. Thus Schott’s
typology is useful for an analysis of rela-
tions between – and the definitions of –
centre and periphery.

A marginal country is, by definition,
the one at the receiving end of influence.
If the country is very poor, even its ac-
cess to journals and books may be lim-
ited, not to mention travelling to study
in other countries. However, in develop-
ing countries this is often done with ex-
ternal funding which can cover more
than half of the R&D budget (Leclerc and
Gagné, 1994: 267). The objects of influ-
ence vary from the choice of research
problems, methods and theoretical
frameworks to how the research is or-
ganised or what kind of values are em-
braced. The counter-part of influence is
often, although not necessarily, emula-
tion: scientists from the marginal coun-
try typically accept the science of the
centre as a yardstick against which their
own efforts can be measured.2

Seeking the recognition of others is a
typical role-relationship between the
centre and a more advanced science sys-
tem or more advanced field. Recognition
can be received in the form of publica-
tions, invitations to conferences or ac-
ceptance as a collaboration partner. In
order to collaborate with scientists from
other countries, a basic competence is
necessary. A certain division of labour
may allow for considerable differences
in competence, but when the aim is to
co-author an article, such differences are
not easily tolerated. Similarly, to name
someone as a competitor usually means
that the other is recognised as one’s
equal. At the same time, a competitive
relationship typically means a challenge
to a dominating position, and this makes

it a particularly interesting role-relation
to be added to Schott’s typology.

It is often believed that through be-
coming international, researchers from
marginal countries (regions, universi-
ties, etc.) have a possibility of overcom-
ing their marginality, that is, having
more equal role-relationships and thus
moving towards the centre. If many sci-
entists and fields do this, the marginal
status of the country itself may disap-
pear. However, changes can take place
in other ways as well. Moving on the map
– from margin to centre, from below to
top – is not the only alternative. In fact,
it has been suggested that the centre-
periphery image is no longer valid. The
network image suggests that it is no
more easy to figure out where the centre
is. Or, alternatively, there may be multi-
ple centres. (Kaukonen, 1990; Alestalo,
1991; Sörlin, 1992) In either case, the hi-
erarchy is reduced – although not abol-
ished – and more actors have a chance
for more equitable role-relations, and
thus a more central position in the net-
works.

An even more flexible image is pre-
sented by Leclerc and Gagné (1994: 262)
who speak of a “sovereign scientific mar-
ket”, which supplants “the general pre-
eminence of an omnipotent centre to
which states are subjugated”. Kyvik and
Larsen (1997: 241-242) present a similar
idea: the “global research market”, which
is constituted by several market places,
most importantly, scientific journals and
publishing companies with world-wide/
international readership. Individual sci-
entists try to sell their products (papers,
articles, books), and if they are success-
ful, the products are “bought” to im-
prove other scientists’ research and
“paid” by citations and invitations to
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conferences. From the perspective of a
marginal or small country, the questions
are: Do we have enough “cash” to pay for
the products we want? How can we ac-
cess the market with our own products?
How can we increase the attractivity of
our own publications and research cen-
tres? How can we ensure that the mar-
ket functions smoothly? Each transac-
tion can be seen as a short-term role-re-
lation, but, on the other hand, collabo-
ration, as well as other forms of interna-
tionality, are also instruments of access-
ing the market and selling better.

Before using these conceptual tools in
the analysis of the interviews, the follow-
ing two sections discuss briefly the de-
velopments of the Finnish research sys-
tem as well as the data of this analysis.

The Finnish Science System and its
Internationalisation

The first university in Finland was
founded in Turku in 1640. Before this, all
Finnish academicians were educated
abroad, mostly in France and Germany
(Nuorteva, 1997). The Academy of Turku
was founded at a time when Finland was
still part of Sweden and when institu-
tionalisation and nationalisation of sci-
ence was starting to take place all over
Europe. Because the church never ex-
erted as much power as in Central Eu-
rope, Scandinavian universities were
under the control of the state right from
the beginning. (Crawford et al. 1993: 7-
11) The Academy of Turku was interna-
tional since its establishment: for exam-
ple, the language of the university was
Latin. The university may be character-
ised as provincial because its resources
were scarce; however, keeping track with
European science in general was always

considered important. (Leikola, 1990)
The university was transferred to Hel-
sinki in 1827, and until 1906 it was the
only university in Finland.

Since Finland gained independence
in 1917, certain disciplines were re-
garded as of special importance to na-
tional development and national iden-
tity. After the Second World War, scien-
tific life was still traditional and elitist.
Expenditure on research was low: in
1956, it was 0,4 percent of the GNP
(Allardt, 1990: 630). In the 1960s, how-
ever, the rapid modernisation of the
Finnish economy and society was par-
alleled by fundamental changes in sci-
ence. Expenditure on research and edu-
cation was increased significantly and
several new universities were founded.
The new universities were seen as the
key to national and regional develop-
ment. The end of 1960s marks the begin-
ning of systematic planning of R&D, and
international comparisons and the
guidelines of the OECD became central
in decision making. In the spirit of the
Brooks report Science, Growth and Soci-
ety (1971), emphasis was put on the so-
cial relevance of science, more specifi-
cally, the development of a welfare state.
The sciences favoured by the state were
mainly soft sciences. (Alestalo, 1993;
Kaukonen, 1997)

In the 1980s, emphasis was shifted
from soft sciences and societal develop-
ment to technological development, and
also the international orientation of
Finnish science changed fundamentally.
Whereas science policy documents from
the 1970s and early 1980s often empha-
sise international scientific collabora-
tion as a means of reducing interna-
tional tension (e.g. Valtion tiedeneu-
vosto, 1973: 27; 1981: 28) and the frame-
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work of collaboration was based on bi-
lateral agreements 3, a decade later inter-
nationalisation of science was seen ex-
clusively in terms of developing the “na-
tional innovation system” (Valtion tiede-
ja teknologianeuvosto, 1990: 37). This
change was paralleled by a shift towards
European collaboration: Finland joined
the EUREKA in 1985 and became an as-
sociate member of the European Space
Agency in 1987. However, until the 1990s
Finland retained its cautious policy to-
wards joining international agreements
and research organisations, for both
economic and political reasons. In 1991,
Finland joined the CERN, and in 1995, it
became a full member of the ESA as well
as an EU-country. This shift will be dis-
cussed in more detail in the end of this
article, but here it should be mentioned
that Finnish participation in EU collabo-
ration has been very active.

In general, the 1990s has been char-
acterised by emphasis on efficiency
through national and international
evaluations as well as the establishment
of so called “centres of excellence”. Ac-
cording to an official strategy, “[i]nter-
nationalisation…increases the pressure
to establish research groups represent-
ing international quality in Finland”
(Valtion tiede- ja teknologianeuvosto,
1990: 37; see also Academy of Finland,
1997) The centres of excellence were
nominated for the first time in 1993. Re-
ceiving extra funding, the centres are
supposed to represent or to reach the
“international top” in the selected fields.
Not surprisingly, the selected fields have
been mainly hard sciences. Among sci-
entists, the reception of this new system
has been varied, as is shown also by the
interviews under examination. Natu-
rally, the Academy of Finland is keen on

pointing out Finnish success stories, e.g.,
low temperature physics and research
on information and communication
technologies (Academy of Finland,
1995).4

Against this background, it is interest-
ing to examine how the academy profes-
sors from different fields see the path
chosen by Finnish science policy mak-
ers and how they experience the pres-
sure to internationalise. Before this,
however, it is necessary to take a brief
look at the institution of academy pro-
fessors itself.

How the Research Was Conducted

The institution of academy professors
was established in 1970. The professors
are nominated by the Academy of Fin-
land for a 5-year period5 during which
they get extra funding as well as freedom
from teaching and administrative duties.
A number of professors have been able
to renew their nomination, and since the
establishment of the system, there have
also been four permanent nominations.
The selection of academy professors is
based on past qualifications as well as
the research plan to be completed dur-
ing the professorship6. The aim is to
nominate professors who can make a
considerable contribution to Finnish
science. More recently, this requirement
is qualified so that professors to be se-
lected should already represent “inter-
national quality”. Thus it is possible to
argue that academy professors are the
elite of Finnish science by definition and
most probably a part of the most inter-
national segment of Finnish researchers.
(see Alestalo and Kaukonen, 1995; Ales-
talo, 1994; 1996)

The data consist of semi-structured
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interviews with 61 of the 85 academy
professors nominated between 1970 and
1995. The interviews were conducted
between 1994 and 1996.7 Among the in-
terviewees, there were 12 natural scien-
tists (e.g. physicists, mathematicians,
biologists), 13 medical scientists, 7 hu-
manists, 15 social scientists (including 3
psychologists), 8 technical scientists,
and 6 scientists from environmental sci-
ences, mainly forestry and agriculture.
The groups correspond to the nominat-
ing research councils of the Academy
during the period in question8. The fact
that nominations are made by the re-
search councils has guaranteed a certain
equality among fields although this is
not a selection criteria in itself. In con-
trast, there is a heavy concentration of
professorships in terms of gender (there
are only five women among the 61 in-
terviewees9) and geography (most pro-
fessors come from various universities
in Helsinki and Turku, two large cities in
southern Finland). In the present analy-
sis, the main interest is in differences
between the hard (medicine, technical
sciences, natural sciences, environmen-
tal sciences) and the soft sciences (so-
cial sciences, humanities). However, also
differences within these two groups are
highlighted when necessary.10

The interviews dealt with several as-
pects of the professors’ own research as
well as their views on current science
policy issues. The last section included
questions on internationalisation, but in
most cases, related themes were brought
up throughout the interviews by the
academy professors themselves. This
means that the analysis of the interviews
proceeded only partly by examining an-
swers to the preformulated questions,
and an equally important part was to

follow the themes that were raised by the
professors themselves. Furthermore, it
should be noted that in most cases, the
professors spoke primarily as repre-
sentatives of their own discipline, but
due to their elite position, many of them
have often acted as representatives of
Finland. This too is reflected in the in-
terviews.11

The Pressure to Internationalise

The rapid development of the Finnish
science system after the Second World
War is evident in the interviews. Many
of the research professors started their
careers during a time when Finnish sci-
ence was clearly less developed in com-
parison to today’s situation. Many fields
either did not exist or lacked equipment
and expertise for central research tasks.
For example, a natural scientist tells how
his Finnish supervisor suggested that he
would do his PhD in Britain and bring
new techniques to Finland. He did as
suggested and went to Cambridge,
bringing back know-how and even
smuggling some components on his way
back. A physicist says that “if I had not
been able to do my PhD in Oxford, I
wouldn’t have become anything.” 12 Also
many social scientists studied abroad,
mainly in the US, and brought back new
methods and theories. As typical for a
peripheral country, the main role-rela-
tion was that of emulation and mobility
was totally one-directional. Further-
more, in most cases travelling would
have been impossible without foreign
funding, especially ASLA and Fulbright
scholarships.

Today, internationality seems to be
such an integral part of the research by
academy professors that they seldom
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mention any specific reasons for being
international. It is self-evident that in-
ternationality is, in many forms, present
in their everyday research activities.
However, the pressure to become more
international has not gone without no-
tice. A medical scientist voices the com-
mon response of the academy profes-
sors who represent hard sciences: “[s]ci-
ence has always been international. And
in Finland, science has been interna-
tional already in the 19th century.” Es-
pecially mathematicians seem to be ir-
ritated about the pressure to interna-
tionalise – for them, mathematics is in-
ternational in itself:

There can be no mathematics that is
not international. Therefore, to suggest
that mathematics should become
international is to suggest that it should
go from zero to positive.

In other words, doing mathematics
within nationally defined boundaries is
totally unimaginable to them. (see
Alestalo and Kaukonen, 1995) Academy
professors from other hard fields, how-
ever, are more inclined to admit that
their fields have not always been inter-
national, or they admit that there exist
“national sciences” although theirs is not
one of them. Many professors of hard
sciences believe that their fields will be
genuinely international only when sci-
entists from other countries are willing
to come and do research in Finland,
whereas representatives of soft fields are
more prone to believe that internation-
alisation is only in the beginning. There-
fore even its negative byproducts, such
as “scientific tourism” to foreign coun-
tries are still unavoidable – they just need
to be tolerated.

In the hard sciences, the usual moti-

vation for being international, as in the
case of mathematics, is that their re-
search could not be anything else as
their topic is international. Or, due to
specialisation, there are no Finnish col-
leagues and this takes researchers be-
yond the national borders. And as a pro-
fessor from an eastern Finnish univer-
sity remarks, a couple of years ago he
realised that a flight to Stockholm takes
no longer than a flight to Helsinki. An-
other professor says that it is sometimes
easier to get funding for international
travel than for domestic. On the other
hand, funding for research in general is
won with national argumentation, says
one medical scientist.

Social sciences and humanities are
not very different in comparison to the
hard sciences. In the case of humanities,
this may be explained by the fact only
two of the seven scholars chosen by the
humanities council study a topic that
has a clear relationship to Finnish soci-
ety. Thus most of the humanists write for
a (highly specialised) international au-
dience. However, considering all repre-
sentatives of soft sciences, the majority
has a more or less direct interest in Finn-
ish society, and for these professors, the
main audience is naturally domestic.
Whenever they want to write for other
audiences, they must think anew both
the topic and the language. In other
words, in contrast to the hard fields
where internationality signifies a com-
mon space (dominated by the English
language) or a certain style of doing
things, in the soft fields internationality
is understood as cross-cultural dissemi-
nation of ideas. In the words of a hu-
manities professor, internationality is
just “a bunch of different nationalities”.

Against this background, it is under-
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standable that representatives of soft
fields are cautious about using interna-
tionality as an indicator of quality. There
is a danger that the “international” cri-
teria are merely a reflection of the he-
gemony of some research system or
based on a fashion that will soon pass.
One social scientist thinks that studies
abroad may often lead to excessive spe-
cialisation and unhealthy competition
because a specialised area of research
gets a too dominating position. How-
ever, regardless these concerns, the pro-
fessors do not think that the national and
the international exclude each other. On
the contrary, a good “national” research
problem has its analogies in other coun-
tries, and this makes international con-
tacts indispensable. Thus, although
Finnish legal science has traditionally
been nationally oriented, a legal scien-
tist believes that

there can be no conflict between
nationality and internationality even in
legal science, although there may be
such between nationality and supra-
nationality.

There are also other fields, such as agri-
culture and forestry, in which research
is directed to the domestic audience.
According to one professor, “some [of
our research problems] interest the in-
ternational audience, some do not.” All
professors from these fields voice their
suspicions of using internationalisation
as an unquestioned standard for all dis-
ciplines. They emphasise the fact that if
one wants an international career one
must concentrate on a narrow field and
that this is not necessarily a good thing.
In Finland a broad career is valued more,
and this means that an individual scien-
tist may face a choice between recogni-

tion abroad and recognition within Fin-
land – where most money comes from.
This is also to say that foreign recogni-
tion does not necessarily translate into
domestic recognition.

One professor from such an applied
field argues that sometimes involvement
in international collaboration means
that “one’s own work remains undone”.
He also adds that if too much funding
goes to the kind of “top research” sought
by the centres of excellence policy, a situ-
ation may emerge where Finland is un-
able to fulfil its international scientific
obligations in applied fields. Another
professor agrees: “we just cannot ignore
certain fields of research because they
are not top research areas”. In compari-
son to social sciences and humanities,
in these applied fields there seems to be
much clearer (national) priorities re-
garding the choice of research topics.

Reaching for the International Top

As the previous section shows, there are
interesting differences among different
fields in regard to how they perceive in-
ternationality. In the following sections,
the focus is shifted to the cognitive maps
of different fields. In the first two sub-
sections, professors are asked to locate
the centre of their field as well as the
place of Finland in relation to it. In the
remaining sub-sections, the focus is on
the role-relations between the centre
and Finnish research, and, in particular,
the prospects for change.

Locating the Centre

When the academy professors were
asked to name the central countries in
their discipline, professors from medi-
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cal, natural and technical sciences were
very much alike in naming the US as the
centre of the scientific world. According
to one professor, “the US comes first,
second and third”. Another says that
there are two centres: the west coast and
the east coast of the US. However, it is
equally common to mention the US to-
gether with some European countries:
Britain, Germany, France, sometimes
the Netherlands and Sweden. Also the
list of social scientists looks very similar
(with the exception of legal scientists).
This is hardly surprising as many social
scientists have been trained in the US.

The only groups that differ more are
humanities and fields like agriculture,
forestry and biology. Almost all human-
ists disapproved the question itself: they
say they cannot name countries, only
individuals and institutions. The coun-
tries from which the top researchers and
institutions come differ much less: the
US is mentioned four times, whereas
Germany and Britain are both men-
tioned three times. Scientists represent-
ing law and the above mentioned bio-
sciences were alone in mentioning other
countries as top countries before the US
(e.g. Germany, Britain, the Netherlands,
Finland).

Countries outside Northern America
and Europe are mentioned seldom,
whether as good or bad examples. Natu-
ral scientists make an exception: 10 out
of 13 mention also other countries (Ja-
pan, Australia, India and Russia) and try
to evaluate their research. Also some
humanists mention Russia. In the hard
fields, several professors mention Japan
as a rising country but most think that
collaboration with the Japanese is diffi-
cult because of cultural differences or
simply the geographical distance. These

remarks are interesting considering the
hopes attached to the new information
and communication technologies (e.g.
OECD, 1998). Nothing decisive can be
said on the basis of this data, but it seems
that face-to-face contacts are still con-
sidered indispensable. Some say this ex-
plicitly.

Of all professors, medical scientists
are most convinced about the quality of
US science. In contrast, especially social
scientists are eager to point out that the
US has the first place because of its vol-
ume, not necessarily because of the
quality of its research. Some professors
from hard fields agree with this: one bi-
ologist says that US is the top because
of its volume but research in Britain is
the most creative. On the other hand, a
medical scientist argues that the US has
more groups, but the percentage of top
researchers is no higher than in Finland.

Locating Finnish Research

Many professors from the hard fields
seem to agree with the natural scientist
who argues that “Finland used to be part
of the periphery because of the lack of
equipment – now that we have the
equipment we are on the top as any
other country.” Especially medical scien-
tists seem to be proud of Finnish
achievements: roughly half of the 12
medical scientists think Finland is on the
top (although never alone), whereas two
say Finland is a semi-peripheral coun-
try.

Still others think that Finns can never
be quite on the top due to factors such
as the decentralisation of the university
system as well as the volume of Finnish
research. Others believe that things have
changed and they can be changed. Ac-



Science Studies 1/1998

62

cording to many medical scientists, the
place of Finland has clearly changed:
earlier Finns went abroad, now foreign-
ers come here. It seems that for many
professors, attracting foreign scholars to
Finland is the most important challenge
at the moment. The ultimate proof of
overcoming marginality is attracting
American scholars – at least in some
fields there are already more than
enough students coming from European
countries.

Another important channel for influ-
encing foreign scholars is international
publications. In the hard fields, publish-
ing internationally is part of everyday
research activities, and as one professor
emphasises, publishing itself is second-
ary to the aim of producing results that
are meaningful also after 10 years. How-
ever, it is not always easy to get one’s re-
sults published, especially in American
journals which tend to favour American
scientists. The adoption of certain strat-
egies may help getting results published
but this may happen at the expense of
quality, for example, if the journal in
question favours “fashionable research
problems” or publishes only short arti-
cles. In other words, there is a paradoxi-
cal situation where Finnish researchers
can approach the centre’s definition of
quality by sacrificing their own defini-
tion of quality.

In addition to the role-relations of
collaboration and the (sometimes un-
healthy) competition for publishing op-
portunities, some professors also men-
tion competition in a very positive sense.
For example, a psychologist says that his
group has competed with a US group
now for 20 years, and although relations
have been less friendly at times, the
competition has had an important role

in stimulating research. In general, when
competition with US researchers is men-
tioned, it is often done with a certain
pride in tone – competition is a role-re-
lation between equals and it means
Finnish research can actually challenge
US research.

Many professors, however, remind
that a small country like Finland should
not have too high expectations. Reflect-
ing the variation within disciplinary
groups, also the most pessimistic view
is voiced by a medical scientist: “I doubt
anything noteworthy will ever be
achieved here.” A more moderate opin-
ion, however, is more common:

It is by chance, for historical reasons
and for a host of other reasons that
some field is strong in some country. I
think at least a small country should
learn that we cannot be strong – as we
are so small – but in a few fields. We
should aspire to be the top in a couple
of fields.

According to one medical scientist,
Finns cannot afford following interna-
tional fashions, e.g. gene research, be-
cause it has no special strengths there.
Some professors in the hard fields criti-
cise others for adopting things from the
big countries too uncritically. Thus the
relative unanimity in defining the US as
the centre of the scientific world has also
its critics. As one professor notes:

Well, it is true that the US is the number
one country here in Finland. Finland is
in a curious way, one-sidedly, directed
towards the US… This is not the case
in Sweden. Not even in Norway… All
Finns always want to go to US.

In other words, the emulation of US sci-
ence is considered as an indicator of
backwardness of Finnish researchers. A
more advanced country would have
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more self-confidence.
Whereas many professors from the

hard sciences think that the best way of
improving the overall quality of Finnish
science is to concentrate on certain
fields, several professors from soft fields
emphasise that a small country must
have basic know-how in all fields; there
is no point of sacrificing certain fields for
the sake of “international quality” in a
few fields.

Social scientists and humanists also
find different kinds of strengths in Finn-
ish research. Because their image of the
scientific community is more flexible,
they also think that there is more than
one way of producing good quality. For
example, in contrast to many professors
from hard fields who generally disap-
prove any Finnish publications, espe-
cially some humanists are proud of their
Finnish publication series which fre-
quently publish research also from out-
side Finland. On the other hand, they
believe that a small research community
can be more flexible itself. A legal scien-
tist, for example, suggests that Finns can
anticipate the emergence of new centres
of scientific activity. Another one re-
marks that as a Finn, he is not attached
to any ready-made schools of thought
and thus has more freedom for action.
In Kyvik and Larsen’s vocabulary, he is
in a position from which it is easier to
utilise all the options offered in the “sci-
entific market”.

However, the multi-paradigmatic na-
ture of social sciences and humanities
means also that not all researchers are
engaged in the same debates. This may
have negative consequences from the
perspective of “small players”: as a soci-
ologist remarks, sometimes researchers
from the centre countries bring their in-

ternal debates to the international fora
with no regard to the interests of re-
searchers from other countries and re-
search traditions.

Gaining Recognition,
Increasing Visibility

Recognition by foreign scientists is one
way of measuring the quality of Finnish
research – a more and more popular way,
considering the international evalua-
tions administered by the Academy of
Finland, as well as foreign experts used
in selection of applicants for research
positions. But as mentioned above, get-
ting recognition is dependent also on
other factors than quality.

When the academy professors were
asked whether being a Finn poses any
obstacles for getting recognition in the
international context, more than half of
the medical and technical scientists
thought that being a Finn is an obstacle,
whereas natural scientists (e.g. math-
ematicians and biologists) where more
prone to find good sides about being a
Finn. Most social scientists, in turn, be-
lieved that nationality is irrelevant. Of
the seven humanists, two believed it is
an obstacle, two thought it is an advan-
tage. To explain the differences between
disciplinary groups is not possible on the
basis of this data – although they are
probably related to the level of competi-
tiveness – and, in fact, it is more inter-
esting to ask why nationality matters,
either positively or negatively.

Especially some medical scientists
argue that because Finland is not con-
sidered a high tech country, Finnish in-
ventions do not get international atten-
tion. In this, several professors mention
Sweden as an example that Finland has
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been unable to follow. The experiences
of a professor in a technological field in
the end of 1980s are not uncommon ei-
ther in the 1990s:

[foreign researchers whom I met in
conferences] said that it cannot be true
that this kind of material technology
problems, long known and explored by
companies with big money, are being
solved in some little place like Finland.
There must be something suspicious in
your work.

Many professors from the hard fields
agree that, in order to get international
recognition, a Finn has to work more and
achieve better quality because the gen-
eral visibility of Finland is poor. An ex-
ception can also be found: one medical
scientist thinks he gets more recognition
in the US – in Finland people are just
envious. Many add, however, that once
one has been able to “access the market”
there will be no more problems in get-
ting one’s results published13. However,
even good results are often not cited by
Americans who rather make reference to
an American secondary source.

On the other hand, one medical sci-
entist believes that in the international
scientific community, it is easy to be a
Finn: “The work is valued more because
others know that it has been produced
with lesser resources.” A more ambigu-
ous situation is brought up by a natural
scientist who says that being a Finn
makes things easier because Finns are
not regarded as competitors as their
funding comes from elsewhere. Finns
may also be popular as research part-
ners. As one professor tells, “the French
dislike Americans so much that even
Finns can do!”14

As mentioned before, representatives
of humanities point to different kinds of

benefits: as a Finn it is easier to stay apart
from restricting schools of thought and
to retain one’s flexibility. And if s/he is
conscious of these strengths, others will
recognise them too.

By being active and sometimes even
pushy, it is possible to make people
understand that Finland is definitely
not a place that just begs for money…
In fact, the opposite is true. With the
resources we have, a lot can be done.

In other words, a Finn can expect inter-
national recognition if s/he goes abroad
with the right mind-setting. In contrast,
none of the social scientists thinks be-
ing a Finn could be a benefit, with the
(perhaps not so flattering) exception
when a Finn is needed as a representa-
tive of his/her country or Scandinavia in
general. On the whole, in humanities
and social sciences much depends on
whether one chooses to publish in Eng-
lish or Finnish, or in some other lan-
guage.

The “national character” of Finnish
people gets also a lot of attention from
the professors, especially those repre-
senting hard sciences. The problems
mentioned correspond to the stereotype
of Finns who are more than often seen
as excessively modest and shy, and lack-
ing oral skills. One medical scientist
traces this characteristic to the absence
of a competitive culture. The situation
won’t change, he argues further, as long
as the “social security cushion” remains
intact. The only solution at the present
is, according to him, “a brain wash”
through spending time in a US research
group.

Many other professors agree that
Finnish researchers need to learn to
market their results – as one professor
puts it, in the US those who “shout
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louder” win the game – but they think
this can happen through a systematic
training of oral skills, even if this takes
time from the actual research. Other sug-
gestions vary from working in interna-
tional organisations or arranging confer-
ences in Finland to travelling more.
However, all these activities take time,
and across all disciplines there are also
professors who think their influence will
be minimal. What most professors agree
on is that networking and personal rela-
tionships are indispensable. But also
here excess is possible. As one professor
reminds:

networks and contacts [are often] slow
and bad cooperation. They take money
and time…and require compromises.
[As a result], people forget how research
and thoughts emerge: they require
peace and tranquillity.

As mentioned earlier, sometimes suc-
cess is dependent on factors that cannot
be influenced by Finns. For example, in
an applied field like forestry, it may hap-
pen that new standardisation raises in-
terest in research which was earlier con-
sidered irrelevant. This happened when
the environmental laws were tightened
in the US and Canada: the value of Nor-
dic forestry was recognised immediately.
A legal scientist argues that in the long
term, theoretical questions will become
central again and then Finland will have
a good chance. Others suggest that Finns
should not rush to those places where
others are going but to be more far-
sighted and take advantage of long-term
changes in the international environ-
ment. But such forecasting is difficult: “it
often depends on chance what idea pays
off.”

Raising the Next Generation

The mobility of young researchers is an
issue that is brought up by several rep-
resentatives of hard sciences. Consider-
ing that young scientists are the key to a
culture of internationality (or, an inter-
national research culture), it is an issue
worth a side-track.

The criticism voiced most often is –
perhaps surprisingly – that too young
people are being sent abroad. As one
natural scientist puts it, “soon they [the
Ministry of Education] will send abroad
even children from the kindergarten.” 15

Many professors think that basic educa-
tion, including PhD training, should take
place in Finland, because

when Finnish science reaches a certain
level, it is no more right to send people
abroad to write their dissertation there;
they should go abroad only after the
doctorate.

In other words, they believe that, at this
point, sending people abroad to learn
rather than to collaborate on an equal
basis would tell the wrong message
about Finland. A physicist adds a more
practical reason for opposing mobility at
too young an age: doctoral students of-
ten need to be part of longer projects
than most of the international projects
can offer. A biologist believes that those
who go abroad before finishing their
doctorate may be put into technical
work that does not benefit them
optimally.

The willingness of students to go
abroad is an equally critical issue. Ac-
cording to a professor from a technical
field, nowadays many young Finnish sci-
entists do not want to go abroad for
longer periods although there are plenty
of opportunities. The reason is, he ar-
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gues, the harder competition faced by
them: they must concentrate on one
thing whereas international activities
would require extra time they just can-
not afford.

Another problem is that it is not al-
ways easy to return from abroad. Profes-
sors from all fields agree that there are
not enough post-doctoral positions.
Thus going abroad is risky – sometimes
it can be an advantage, sometimes it
means losing opportunities. Here one
can find an interesting parallel to Carl-
son and Martin-Rovet’s (1995: 215) re-
search on the mobility of young French
and American scientists: for example,
they found out that French women re-
searchers travelled because it would give
them the competitive edge they need in
France whereas American women re-
searchers felt they would lose the com-
petition in the US if they left the US to
work abroad.

Finally, it is important to note that al-
though family reasons have always been
part of researchers’ willingness for going
abroad, they may be even more impor-
tant today when an increasing number
of researchers are women. As one medi-
cal scientist points out, women may not
be willing to go abroad because their
husbands do not want to sacrifice their
own careers – as wives of male re-
searches at least used to do. Of course,
in more applied fields people may not
be so eager to go abroad at all because
they have good employment opportuni-
ties in Finland. Whatever the reasons, if
international contacts are dealt with
solely by the older members of the de-
partment there is a danger that
socialisation into an culture of interna-
tionality is not taking place. On the
whole, however, mobility of students has

not decreased, as reflected in the above
criticisms towards mobility at wrong age.

European Collaboration

Finnish Membership in CERN

As mentioned earlier, cautiousness
about international involvements was,
for a long time, an important part of
Finnish science policy. This was partly
because of political reasons, and partly
because of the costs of such involve-
ments. Especially the decision to join the
European Laboratory for Particle Phys-
ics (CERN) in 1991 was debated widely.

Some academy professors think that
the cautious attitude should be retained
and that the decision to join the CERN
was wrong. The typical argument is that
the CERN costs too much in compari-
son to the benefits: as a biochemist
points out, one should not only look at
the membership fee itself but the costs
it causes at the home front. Finland sim-
ply does not have enough good scientists
unless extra money is allocated to those
fields that may benefit from the CERN.
One argument is that Finns should not
waste money abroad because then no
researchers will come to Finland. Credit
from big projects goes to the director of
the project, and s/he is usually from a
big country.

Not surprisingly, there are also profes-
sors – mainly from technical fields and
natural sciences – who think that the
decision to join the CERN was necessary.
A professor representing the technical
fields summarises the main arguments:

We need to be involved in many things.
The idea that we could only pick the
raisins from the bun does not work …
We have to be involved so that Finland
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is visible and known to others. This is a
basic requirement … If we say that we
cannot afford joining the CERN or
cannot afford joining the ESA, in the
eyes of the international community
we classify Finland as a second class
country. And this must not be done.

Reflecting the fears expressed by the bio-
chemist cited above, those in favour of
CERN membership emphasise that the
decision to join means that Finland must
now start doing better in order to ben-
efit from its membership. This may be
seen as a justification for more funding
from national bodies but it also indicates
more pressure on the scientists in terms
of the quality of their work. As a math-
ematician puts it, “bad conscience will
increase”: Finnish scientists will face dif-
ficulties in utilising all the possibilities
offered by the membership in the CERN
(and the ESA) while retaining a broad
competence. Little is being said about
what Finnish researchers can contribute
to the CERN. The explanation is prob-
ably that it is too early to evaluate this.
Or, as one professor remarks, “if we had
realised [earlier] that we could actually
contribute to international projects, to-
day our participation in them would be
of a different kind.”

A special case of European research
collaboration is the framework pro-
grammes of the European Union. Finn-
ish membership in the EU in 1995 is also
the most significant commitment in the
field of R&D this far. (However, it should
also be noted that Finns were able to
participate in the framework pro-
grammes also before the year 1995.) Al-
though the interviewees’ participation in
EU projects is limited, their elite position
means that they are well informed about
what EU collaboration is. Thus their
opinions about how EU research will in-

fluence their field and Finnish science
in general are interesting.

EU Research Collaboration:
Hard Sciences

The most prevalent opinion among all
professors in hard sciences, including
those in applied fields, is negative –
“Finns should not be forced to become
European” – and their list of complaints
about EU research is long. For example,
half of the medical scientists – who in
general seem to be the most pessimistic
group in regard to EU collaboration – say
they cannot find suitable partners for
useful collaboration in EU. Also others
think that the EU requires partner com-
binations that are not natural in their
fields. Other common criticisms con-
cern the excessive bureaucracy, the sys-
tem of evaluating applications as well as
the emphasis on applied research. Espe-
cially medical scientists highlight these
problems by a comparison to the Euro-
pean Molecular Biology Organisation
(EMBO), of which they have very posi-
tive experiences. A mathematician em-
phasises that “euro-mathematics simply
does not exist. Mathematics is math-
ematics. And it comprises the whole
world.” He fears that EU collaboration
means that non-EU countries are ig-
nored. Some others say that new things
come from the US, and Finland should
be careful not to rely too much on EU
research.

Taken together, it is clear that there is
wide concern that EU collaboration is
not efficient and it does not produce
quality. As one professor puts it, the
problem with the EU is that people go
round just for its own sake and don’t
have a clue about where it is taking them.
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No publications result from such activ-
ity. He also mentions the danger that
Finns become some kind of assistants to
foreign scholars. Another professor’s
comment on EU projects is equally con-
demnatory:

95 per cent of them are pseudo-teams
or pseudo-networks put together in
order to get money but which get
together once a year, for the obligatory
meeting. But [all partners] do what they
please.

Regardless of his pronounced disap-
proval of such artificial collaborative ar-
rangements, the same professor has par-
ticipated in EU collaboration himself
and will continue to do so. He explains:
“I applied for EU money because Fin-
land pays [the EU] so much. I did it quite
reluctantly.”

Indeed, in most interviews with pro-
fessors from the hard fields the concern
about getting the money back is ex-
pressed side by side with criticisms to-
wards the quality of EU collaboration.
For example, five of the 12 medical sci-
entists say, all in almost the same words,
that “Finns have to get their money
back”. Whether or not scientists like it,
EU collaboration has become a part of
their reality:

in an ideal system no particular
continent would fund the co-
operation, it would be world-wide. But
naturally, [because of the] realities, we
are now looking at this from the view-
point of European competitiveness.

On the other hand, many professors
doubt that Finns could get back the
money that Finland pays to the EU. Re-
flecting the views of many others who
criticise the EU for being “political”, one
professor states: “the whole ideology is
designed so that small countries get the

benefit. Finland may be among those
and it may not be.” What is more, the re-
quirement of equality between countries
and regions means that it will take a very
long time to achieve results comparable
to those of the US.

On the other hand, some positive at-
titudes towards the EU can also be
found. Several professors admit that on
an “ideological” level it is necessary for
Finland to belong to the EU. Whatever
the quality of EU collaboration, (also)
from the perspective of research, Fin-
land could not take the risk of not join-
ing the EU. One view is that EU collabo-
ration may be beneficial in the long term
– even if it now seems useless or even
counter-productive – because it helps to
overcome the supremacy of the US.

Some professors point out that EU
research opens possibilities for co-op-
eration and for the mobility of young
scientists. This, in turn, will have the ef-
fect that the US will start to perceive Eu-
rope as interesting. One professor adds
that this benefit, however, will go mostly
to Britain, France and Germany – coun-
tries that Americans are willing to visit.
On the other hand, the EU is at least a
partial solution to the image problem
faced by Finland. Thanks to EU, Finland
may now be a better known country at
least to Europeans.

EU Research Collaboration:
Soft Sciences

For academy professors from the soft
sciences, Europe is a natural context of
contacts and collaboration. Many have
positive experiences from the European
Science Foundation (ESF). However, a
similar attitude of “facing realities” can
be found among them. When asked
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about the changes effected by the EU,
one professor answers: “Well, good or
bad, but it has to be so. I would say that
[the EU] is a new agent of power, and we
are dependent on those who are impor-
tant.”

However, the possibilities offered by
the EU for social scientists and humani-
ties are limited. Some interviewees – al-
though not many – think that the EU has
nothing to offer to their fields. For exam-
ple, one social scientist notes that EU has
little to do with his field, except for one
applied sub-field, and comments: “This
is actually good, we are not dependent.
Or it is good as long as it does not
threaten our position.”

A humanities professor, however, is
more positive about the possibilities EU
could provide for humanists. He says
that Finland must work for the establish-
ment of a humanist – as well as a “hu-
man” – research agenda in EU. What he
worries about is, rather, the attitude with
which Finns are going to Europe and the
EU. It reminds him of going to European
championships thinking “what can we
get for ourselves”. A sociologist shares
this view: “if we go to Europe we must
think of what is good for Europe. This
requires a new attitude.” The contrast to
the concern of “getting our money back”
is obvious.

Not surprisingly, also social scientists
and humanists are concerned about the
EU’s emphasis on applied science. Fur-
thermore, especially many social scien-
tists point to the problems connected to
the emergence of “integration studies”,
that is, studies concerning Europe de-
fined as the EU. Related to this, a legal
scientist sees a danger that EU research
produces not proper research but mere
reports. Finnish researchers cannot

compete in this area: for “supra-national
research we are too small. We have noth-
ing to give to the bureaucrats in Brus-
sels.” However, the same professor be-
lieves that “in the long term, theoretical
questions are bound to…resurface.”
When this happens, Finns will have their
chance because they have a strong theo-
retical background. Also another impor-
tant strength of Finnish researchers is
brought up in the interviews: the ability
to understand the relationship between
the East and the West. As one professor
remarks, Finns have gained this under-
standing in the (otherwise less produc-
tive) bilateral collaboration, and now its
time to reap its benefits and “use the
Eastern card in the EU.”

Finally, whereas professors from hard
sciences are worried about retaining
their relations to US research groups,
social scientists and humanists are more
concerned about a decrease in Nordic
co-operation, which they believe is a fact
already. A sociologist mentions also the
danger that Finnish research communi-
ties become divided into those who do
EU research and those who engage in
other kind of research. However, he does
not reveal what kind of hierarchy this will
be. One scenario could be that in the fu-
ture, those doing research with EU fund-
ing have more money, whereas others
have more prestige.

As mentioned before, the last inter-
views were conducted a year after Fin-
land had joined the EU. Since then, there
has been a significant increase in Finn-
ish participation in the EU programmes,
and a recent study on Finnish participa-
tion shows that the experiences of EU
collaboration have been mainly positive.
(Luukkonen and Niskanen, 1998)
Whether and how this is reflected in the
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valuations of the Finnish elite research-
ers is an interesting topic for further re-
search.

Conclusions

One of the main conclusions that
emerges from the examination of the
academy professors’ interviews is that
the common belief “the more interna-
tionality, the better” should not be taken
at face value. In many of the hard fields,
it seems that the “saturation point” has
already been reached, and more collabo-
ration would actually mean fewer re-
sults. In soft sciences, there may be a
need to internationalise but as the acad-
emy professors from these fields point
out, the degree of internationality is not
necessarily an indicator of quality. How-
ever, this does not mean that there is a
conflict between internationality and
nationality: a good research problem has
relevance also beyond national borders.
Reflecting the way in which the national
and the international are always defined
in relation to each other, some profes-
sors from applied science believe that
concentrating on national problems is
an international responsibility.

For most professors from hard sci-
ences, the notion of “international”
seems to be unproblematic, whereas
professors from soft fields remind that
there is a reason to be critical of what
actually counts as international: too of-
ten international means American. It
could be argued that in hard sciences,
international has come to mean a com-
mon way of doing research, and even if
its origin is in one particular country, it
is applicable in and the best for all (ad-
vanced) science systems. The dangers of
homogenisation are recognised in some

interviews, but in general, it is taken as
a fact that cannot be challenged. In con-
trast, soft sciences hold on to interna-
tionality as a cross-cultural dissemina-
tion of ideas. That what is local or na-
tional is bound to change in encounters
with others, but it will never become the
same as the other. (cf. Carlson and Mar-
tin-Rovet, 1995: 247). For both groups,
global science community, to use
Schott’s (1993) term, is hardly a reality.

As regards to “international quality”,
it is still defined mainly by the US. Espe-
cially for medical scientists, US recogni-
tion is the only way to the top. On the
other hand, many academy professors
think that quality-wise there are no big
problems; a bigger problem is that as a
small country it is difficult to get the rec-
ognition Finnish research deserves. In
the hard fields, change for the better is
understandable in terms of “choosing
the right route” and thus reaching to-
ward the centre. The cognitive map it-
self is fixed and remains so unless the EU
is able to improve its research perform-
ance considerably. In contrast, the cog-
nitive map of social sciences and hu-
manities is less rigid, and the majority
of professors from soft fields think that
the strength of Finnish research lies in
anticipating the emerging centres,
rather than in seeking the recognition of
the established centre(s). In other words,
there is not only a multitude of routes
(toward the different centres) to be cho-
sen from, but the cognitive map itself is
subject to change.

This difference is reflected in opinions
regarding EU collaboration. Typically,
professors form the hard fields are criti-
cal of EU projects because involvement
in them is a side-step from the estab-
lished route towards the centre. At the
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same time, many recognise that in the
long-term Finland has no choice, and –
as some professors say in a patriotic
tone, as if they were sacrificing them-
selves for a higher cause – Finnish sci-
entists are responsible for bringing back
the money Finland pays to the EU. What
is more, in the long term there is some
hope that the EU is a solution to the im-
age problem that they identify as a cen-
tral obstacle for getting US recognition.

Although many of the professors from
the soft fields share the concerns about
EU collaboration, they nevertheless see
EU research more positively. It is not
only a new possibility for sharing data,
theories and methods, but a chance to
learn a new attitude towards interna-
tional collaboration. In addition to do-
ing good research, they see EU collabo-
ration as a way of becoming “truly Euro-
pean”, whereas professors from hard
fields speak in terms of national inter-
est. In other words, scientists studying
“national” topics are not necessarily
more “nationalistic” than those studying
“universal” or “global” issues – at least
not in the case of elite professors. At the
same time, it should be noted that just
like “international”, “national” has many
different meanings in the professors’
speech. In any case, nation still has rel-
evance for the identity of Finnish elite
researchers, and it cannot be disre-
garded in analysing their role-relations
to foreign colleagues.

All in all, it is clear that questions re-
garding internationality must be studied
against the background of disciplinary
differences. But this does not mean that
conclusions can be drawn on the basis
of an abstract definition concerning the
nature of the hard and soft fields. As this
article has attempted to show, the mean-

ings and functions of internationality are
dependent on how scientists perceive
the scientific world, its flexibility/rigid-
ity and the strengths and weaknesses of
their field, as well as on those loyalties
that might supersede immediate gains
in the quality and efficiency of research.

Notes

1 This paper is a part of two larger projects,
“The Finnish scientific elite: strategies of
internationalisation” headed by Marja
Häyrinen-Alestalo (University of Helsinki)
and Erkki Kaukonen (University of Tam-
pere) (see Alestalo, 1994; 1996; Alestalo
and Kaukonen, 1995), and “University re-
search in transition” headed by Erkki
Kaukonen.

2 If a country chooses to go its own way and
to develop its indigenous knowledge base
in isolation, it is absurd to speak of a cen-
tre-periphery relationship in the sense I
have done.

3 The first bilateral agreement was signed
with the USSR in 1971, and thereafter with
several socialist countries, but also with
France, UK and Austria (Immonen, 1995:
286). The most recent agreement was
made with Taiwan in September 1997. Of
course, there has always been a lot of Nor-
dic collaboration, and in many fields,
working in the US was made possible by
Fulbright and ASLA stipends.

4 A recent evaluation report by the Academy
of Finland compares the scientific pro-
ductivity of Finland to that of other OECD
countries by proportioning international
publications in environmental, natural
and technical sciences to the populations
in these countries. In such measurements,
the Finnish figures are quite comparable
to those of e.g. Britain, USA and Japan.
(Academy of Finland, 1998) It can also be
noted that in past years, funding from
abroad has grown significantly. However,
as in the case of many other countries, the
actual figures are still small: in 1995, for-
eign funding comprised 2,9% of all re-
search funding in Finland (Tilastokeskus,
1996: table 2).
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5 Until the mid-1980s, the professors were
nominated for three years.

6 Thus there is a clear difference in com-
parison to the old system of nominating
“academicians”, which was more of an
honorary title for distinguished scholars
already in retirement age.

7 The interviews were designed by Marja
Häyrinen-Alestalo and Erkki Kaukonen.
Most of the interviews were conducted by
Marja Häyrinen-Alestalo, the rest by Erkki
Kaukonen and the present author.

8 Since 1994, there are only four research
councils: culture and society; natural sci-
ences and engineering; health; environ-
ment and natural resources.

9 As it might be easy for the Finnish reader
to recognise the female professors, they
are referred to with the personal pronoun
“he”. Furthermore, individual disciplines
are mentioned only when there are sev-
eral representatives of the field so that rec-
ognising professors is not possible.

10 It is clear that this typology of disciplines
is not unproblematic. For example, two of
the three mathematicians have been
nominated by the council of technical sci-
ences and one by the council of natural
sciences; psychologists are nominated by
the social sciences council, although their
research is often very much like that of
medical/natural scientists (e.g. brain re-
search). (For a discussion of this problem-
atic, see e.g. Becher, 1989)

11 As Allardt (1990: 617-618) points out,
Finnish professors have had an exception-
ally close relationship to the state: since
the independence, many have even held
the position of minister and diplomat. In
comparison to other countries, professors
have always been highly valued by the
public.

12 A professor of biosciences tells about the
establishment of a new, specialised area
of research today. The field in question has
strong traditions both in the US and in
Europe. In the former, it is a basic science
whereas in Europe it is mostly applied sci-
ence. In Finland, the challenge is to com-
bine and utilise the most suitable parts of
these two traditions.

13 Interestingly, some of the professors
themselves use the “market vocabulary”
suggested by Kyvik and Larsen.

14 It is too early to say whether similar rea-
sons might partly explain the popularity
of Finns as partners in EU collaboration,
but it is certainly an interesting hypoth-
esis.

15 These criticisms are at least partly related
to the critique aimed at the graduate
school system which was established in
Finland by the Ministry of Education in
1995.
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