Debates

I. DISCOURSE ON DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH
FUNDING

Development Studies Between Fashion and Reality:
Reflections on a Norwegian Impasse

Olle Tornquist

1. Poor and Limited Research
Obvioudly, devel opment studies have become unfashionable-—even
intherichest of the three Scandinavian countries that used to bein
the forefront of enlightened support and solidarity with downtrod-
den people in the South. In Forum for Development Sudies No.
2, 2001, for instance, the author of a commissioned report to the
Norwegian Research Council (NFR), Johan Helland,! says that
the standard of development research is so poor that it cannot sur-
vive as such (p. 341). And the recently retired head of the only
major programme in support of development research within the
NFR, Professor Stein Tgnnesson,? apparently proudly states that
he has never considered himself adevel opment researcher (p. 345).
Both these critics agree that today’s devel opment research has
becometoo limited, restricting itself to the specific requirements of
development aid authoritiesand their funding. According to Helland,
thereisaneed for much better, wider knowledge of the Third World
than merely what is relevant in terms of efforts to combat poor
people’s problems of development. Tgnnesson concurs: so many
other processesin the South (other than problems of devel opment)

Revised and extended version of keynote address at the NFU (Norwegian Asso-
ciation for Development Research) Conference, Tromsg, 13-14 Nov. 2001.
1 Senior researcher with the Chr. Michelsen Institute, Bergen.
2 Currently Director of the International Peace Research Institute, Oslo, PRIO.
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affect us. Moreover, some Southern countries are getting ‘rich’,
whilethereispoverty intheformer socialist states, in our own coun-
tries and especially among our immigrantsaswell. In short, every-
thing on earth has become interrelated. Development is ‘out’,
globalisationis‘in’.

Further, both critics agree that the quality of development re-
search is inadequate. According to Helland, the field is marginal-
ised and | ooked down upon within academic disciplines. Mainstream
professorsfed that it is‘second-rate(...) and prioritises applied value
and relevance over scientific quality’ (p. 341). Hence, says Hel-
land, devel opment studies should be integrated and subordinated to
the disciplinary mainstream. Tegnnesson, in fact, has already start-
ed to implement apolicy change: * Aschair of the programme com-
mittee [within thisfield of study], | saw it asmy task to try to engage
the best qualified Norwegian scholars within and across academic
disciplines [to study globalisation] ... [not] to allocate money to a
particular group calling themselves* devel opment researchers’” (pp.
345-346). Unfortunately, he admits, there was no money for those
broader aspirations. So the already minimal sumsfor devel opment
research from the development aid budget soon melted away. For
2002 there is not even a penny left.

Is Helland's and Tannesson'’s harsh critique of development
studies valid and are their recommendations fruitful ? | shall argue
that their assessments are based on half-truths, that their recipes
would kill rather than cure the patient — and that there are better
alternatives.®

2. Who is too Narrow?

‘Misunderstand me correctly’!“ It is true that more globalisation
and less state regul ation imply that the politics, economy, social and
religious conflicts of the Third World (not to mention drugs, crime,
terrorists, and refugees) affect and at times threaten us even up
North. It is important for a country like Norway to be aware of
this, and become more knowledgeable. Not all by itself, of course,
but by supporting itsinternationally recognised researchersin ex-

3 | wish to thank all the colleagues and practitioners who have provided valuable
information, discussions and constructive criticism, but | remain, of course,
solely responsible for al the shortcomings in the text.

4 A literally translated Scandinavian idiom for when you have expressed yourself
in such a way that in order to understand what you mean, the readers may have
to misunderstand what they at first hand thought you were saying.

NUPI JUNE o2



Debate‘95

changefor accessto theglobal pool of knowledge. Similarly (though
much less often emphasised), we also need to understand better
how Norway’s own increasingly global policies affect the weak
people and nations of the South. And when it comesto the South as
such, Norway cannot continuewith only the*traditiond’ kind of deve-
lopment research that isrooted in aid and solidarity and focuses on
the poor and oppressed people's problems of development.

But what scholars need to be convinced about this? Surely Tan-
nesson and Helland know that many devel opment researchers to-
day do more than simply carry out applied studies for aid offices
and do not set aside broader issues. So why generalise without
nuances? Where is it that the shoe pinches? Tannesson prefers
studies of globalisation; and Helland wants to do away with the
criteria of development relevance in favour of general studies of
the South. Maybe thereal trouble isthat some of usdo not wish to
follow suit and that while also doing wider studies we refuse to
abandon contextual development research?

Problems of development less relevant?
What do we mean by development studies? It is true that the sub-
ject may be related to grand theories (like those of globalisation)
and to the difficultiesin making the best possible use of resources
and capacities in amost any part of the world. But it is also true
that ‘ development studies’ has becomethe generally accepted short-
hand for enquiries into the more specific problems of the South.
Thisdelineation has come about both because these problemswere
most severe and because they were historically and contextually
special. Similarly we also paid attention to those problems both in
order to act like civilised human beings and because the obstacles
were partly due to our own countries’ expansion and domination.
Has this, then, been invalidated by the fact that South Korea, Tai-
wan and Singapore have become ‘rich’, or that some former so-
cialist states have become ‘ poor’ ? Or has globalisation altered the
fundamentals? Quite afew of uswould say instead that globalisation
hasincreased the urgency of the problems of development and the
need to back up downtrodden people'sown efforts at fighting them.
Arewe so wrong? And why should not at least the research that is
financed by aid money continue to be relevant to these problems
and efforts?

Also, we insist on the need to conduct contextual empirical
enquiries, asagainst generalising desk studies on the basis of grand
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theories, including those on globalisation. Globalisation doesnot mean
that we can ask similar questions and use similar theoriesall around
the world, just because the USA dominates nearly everywhere,
Master Card can be used almost all over theworld, aBig Mac can
be had in most cities, and the middle classes of al nations have united
around the Internet —while most workers of the world are margin-
alised behind national iron curtains. Peoplereact differently to this
universality in diverse contexts, especially as the nation-state is
becoming hollowed out and the localisation of poalitics, businessand
identitiesis growing increasingly important.

In other words, there are quite afew of us who do broad stud-
ies of Third World countries and their global framework, but who
also continue thematic co-operation on what remains the major
problem for the weak and oppressed majority of the peoplein the
world: their problems of development, which they haveto lead the
struggle against.®If that is unfashionable, | think many of uswould
state that we are proud of not just being conventional political sci-
entists, economists, historians or anthropol ogists on the South, but
also development researchers! First, since people’s problems of
development are as vital as ever; and, second, since good studies
of those dilemmas and their contexts require technical skills and
theoretical and empirical scholarship that do not automatically come
because one may be a good economist or historian.®

3. Poor Quality of Critique
Our critics may rejoin that they do not mind this: what they are
worried about is the quality of research. Today’s development re-
searchissimply not good enough.

Thisisapoor critique. To beginwith, thereisnothing likeaquality

5 The professorship that | have been appointed to, for instance, involves roughly
80 per cent ‘ordinary’ politics and administration with a focus on Third World
countries and 20 per cent on how this is related to interdisciplinary problems of
development.

6 An additional possibility is that the critique is rather about those of us who have
supplemented our discipline activities with development research at the expense
of area studies and some knowledge of local languages. If so, | am prepared to
accept parts of that point. At least within Scandinavian studies of politics of
development, contextual knowledge of the South is still rather poor, and much
remains to be done. But has Helland said anything of this? He rather seems to
focus on general theoretical and perhaps methodological problems. And from
that point of view, area studies, with its tradition of rather weak theory and
methodology in favour of close empirical analyses, would hardly have been a
better alternative.
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test in Helland'sreport to back up itsindiscriminate accusation that
development research in general is not up to the standards of the
other academic disciplines. There are definitely problems, but these
drawbacks must be specified and analysed. What is bad, and who
isbad? | am not sure that it is acceptable neither in terms of cour-
tesy nor academic principles to base a serious report to aresearch
council about the standards of an entire research community on
some kind of hearsay of the conventional truth among unspecified
mainstream disciplinary scholars who quite often (I dare say after
afew decadesin their corridors and seminar rooms) know embar-
rassingly little about the relevant theoretical discourses, the empir-
ical realities and the appropriate methods of studying them.

Who is bad?

Itistruethat parts of the devel opment research which initially ben-
efited from special institutes and milieus may suffer from the nega-
tive aspectsof their relativeisolation. Thisisnot uncommonin any
sort of productive milieu when researchersdo not haveto livewith
colleagues whose attention and appreciation are far from self-evi-
dent, and moreover do not have to read and teach and supervisein
relation to literature and subjects that do not always fit into their
own pet projects. Having some experience from this kind of dy-
namics,” | would say that the risks are so seriousthat, if oneis not
virtually up against the wall, it is preferable not to have separate
research institutions, especially outsidethe universities, and instead
opt for large academic departments and flexible programmes and
centreswithin big universities.

Thetroublesomerelative separation, however, isnot thefull pic-
ture of the current situation in development research. Many of us
who address Third World development problems do work from
within our larger academic disciplines and/or have been judged and
made our careers there. In addition to assessments of our work
within theinterdisciplinary development research communities, we
have been grilled with regard to our own theoretical and empirical
fields, on the one hand, and the schools of thought and empirical
contexts that are regarded as more mainstream within our disci-

7 A self-critical evaluation of the attempts to generate and sustain a partly sepa-
rate international milieu for politics and development research (based in the
Uppsal a—Stockholm region) from the early1970s till the early1990s can be
found in my ‘Of Concerned Scholarship’, in Williams, ed., forthcoming.
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plines, on the other. What iswrong with building higher standards
and better linkages between disciplines and devel opment studieson
our kind of combined work? Who are better suited? Is Helland or
someone el se questioning our merits and positions? Are we not good
enough by international standards or special local criteriaand pri-
orities? Have not many of us even resisted fragmenting and oppor-
tunistic attempts at forming autonomousinstitutes such asthose for
peace, development and area studies? Could our critics be more
specific? After all, these are academic issues that should be decid-
ed on the basis of the primacy of the argument, not as matters of
power and interests to be horse-traded behind closed doors.

Dubious potential of mainstream institutes and scholars
Obvioudly, our critics would like to attract mainstream discipline
researchers to carry out not just general analyses of globalisation
but also studies of Third World problems. But what isthereto indi-
cate that these colleagues would be better suited to analyse the
problems of the South? In my experience, such an open invitation
would rather put the quality (including relevance) of research at
risk! Mainstream colleagues arerarely encouraged to consider that
interdisciplinary research on the South isaskill that hasto belearnt
from years of theoretical and empirical studies and experience. |
am not in favour of closed-shop unionism. Our colleagues within
the various disciplines or the field of globalisation are most wel-
cometo study the Third World. But they should carry along means
from other sources than the aid budget when going beyond studies
that are relevant in view of poor people’s problems of develop-
ment. And they should set about learning as much about regional
andlocd theoretical discoursesand empirical contextsasthey, rightly,
demand from us when it comes to their grand and comparative
theory on the basis of Western contexts. In order to make a solid
contribution to the scholarly discourse, one cannot act like IMF
economistsor instant political science democracy-makerswhotravel
between the world’s Sheraton hotel swith their standard tool-boxes
and know next to nothing of contexts and regional and local theo-
retical discoursesbeyond the seminarsand cocktail parties of their
own cosmopolitan colleagues.
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4. Improve Existing Links between Disciplines and

Development Studies!

To sum up so far, it isincreasingly important to study also other
aspects of the Third World (not least within the framework of
globalisation) than solely the development problems of the poor
and oppressed. But these problemsremain asimportant as ever, so

the former must not be done at the expense of the latter.

Rather

we should encourage those researchers who are already trying to
combine the two. Yes, the quality must be improved. But it is no
solution to denounce the entire devel opment research community.
Rather we should work to expand the capacity of the qualified
scholarswho are already seeking to combine devel opment research

with discipline- and area-based studies of the South.

In principle, this means giving up any perceptions of develop-
ment studies asakind of interdisciplinary academic disciplinewith
variousfactorsinvolved (political, economic etc.) and organised as
a university department or a separate institute — as illustrated by

Figure 1.

Figure 1. Development studies as an academic discipline or topic for separate
institutes containing various interrelated sub-specialities: undesirable
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Rather we need to approach devel opment studies as an inter-disci-
plinary theme or programme within which scholars from various
disciplines with a Third World and devel opment orientation work

together at universities. Thisisillustrated by Figure 2.2

8 The argument and figures are based on Térnquist (1999: Chap. 2).
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Fig. 2. Various Third World and development oriented sub-disciplines co-
operating within the field of development studies: recommended.
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5. Can Discipline-cum-Development Researchers
Propel This?

Thus, the best solution is to improve the work being done by al-
ready acknowledged scholars who try to link discipline- and area-
based studies on the one hand and development research on the
other. The next questionis: do they have afair chance of making a
difference? It would seem that, in Norway, they are up against five
obstacles.

Within the academic disciplines, Helland isright in noting the
scepticism about the non-academic institute sector, but wrong in
assuming that discipline-related devel opment researchers arelooked
down upon as second-class scholars. A major problem is instead
that, with the exception of anthropology and at times human geog-
raphy, wearetypically inaminority position without associated rights
and affirmative resources.® In my experience, theingtitutional logic
of theindividual departmentsissimply too rigid and conservativeto

9 Among the 25 full professors and 3 ‘professor 11’ within one of the largest
department of political science in Europe, that in Oslo, for instance, | am the
only one who works on contextual politics in the South and associated problems
of development.
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alter thiswithout seed money and preferential treatment from cen-
tral university authorities, external research councils, devel opment
aid agencies, or even governments.

Second, thereis no money available for independent and basic
development research from the NFR, Norway's sole public research
council (there exist no substantial private aternatives). Everything
with regard to the South lies within the purview of the council’s
administratively and top-down identified programmes, within which
equally administratively and top-down appointed persons'® select
various projects.* Moreover, there are very few means for such
free research from within the universities. Remarkably, not even
responsible persons within the NFR and its major programme for
devel opment research seem to have been aware of this, at least till
recently. They apparently thought that scholars with permanent
university positions and thus somefreetime for research have rea-
sonabl e basic resourcesto cover their expenditures. Inreality, these
resources are minimal (in the case of my own department, for in-
stance, not higher than those of colleagues who study the Parlia-
ment downtown). Aside from desk studies (with insufficient library
resources on Third World matters), this means that noted devel op-
ment-oriented researchers simply lack the funds necessary for first-
class empirical research. We may even query whether abundantly
rich Norway should have full access to the global pool of know-
ledge in exchange for this insufficient level of support to its own
internationally recognised researchers.

Third, therefore, the capacity of these scholarsto communicate
academic ‘research-based education and supervision’ to a new
generation of scholarsand practitioners a so tendsto be undermined.
To makethingsworse, master-level studentsin, for instance, polit-
ical sciencewishing to write about Third World problemsrarely have
the chance to learn from carrying out proper empirical studiesin
thefield.*? Even the previousinsufficient fundsfor ‘ non-European

10 The criteria for the selection of these people are hardly clear, but international
academic recognition within the field is nevertheless not the major factor.

11 It is tempting to buy the big brother Swedish way of derivatively labelling such
phenomena ‘aspects of the only remaining Soviet state’, but generally speaking
the characterisation is wrong since the seemingly closed framework rather
suffers from political and institutional fragmentation.

12 Remarkably enough, it is also difficult for students to get access to relevant
scientific books and journals. This is not just because Norwegian libraries have
limited collections with regard to the Third World but also because students
have to pay personally for consulting literature from abroad and at times even
to get access to journals that are available in Norway but not in their own
university library.
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studies’ are drying up. It remains a mystery to me that the Nor-
wegian aid authority NORAD has not yet found this situation un-
acceptable, and has not yet come forward with the necessary
means. Why should NORAD accept having to recruit from a pool
of less qualified potential staff than its Swedish counterpart?

Fourth, most of the support for development research as well
as separately commissioned studies (from national and internation-
al aid authorities, for instance) is channelled to awhole set of sep-
arate institutes outside or on the fringes of the universities. Aside
from the question of academic standards, this sustainsaridiculous
fragmentation in such asparsely populated country as Norway, and
alack of broad and dynamic milieus among researchers aswell as
doctoral and master students. Nor do theinstitutes even cover some
of the central aims and themes within Norwegian development aid
and Third World policy. In Odlo, for instance, oneisforced to runa
virtual marathon race between widely dispersed institutesin order
to meet the rather isolated scholars who, if only they had had the
opportunity towork together, could have produced high-quality stud-
ies and education about the role of human rights based democrati-
sation.

Fifth, even recognised and continuously evaluated university
researchers have to spend huge portions of their working hours
producing funding applicationsto that sole research council in or-
der to do their job (i.e. research and research-based teaching and
supervision). Moreover, it isnot ‘just’ aquestion of total lack of
funds for independent basic research with the council, or shortage
of resources for guided (programme) research on development
problems. Equally serioudly: whereisthat ‘ good governance’ which
Norway itself requiresfrom its devel oping-country partners? There
isalack of consistent criteriaand institutional memory. Furthermore,
thereisa great deal of alocation by informal quotas (such as be-
tween different institutes and geographical regions) at the expense
of transparent adherence to academically judged quality, including
relevance in relation to the scholarly discourse on the problems of
development. Like similarly ‘ soft’ forms of rule-governed Weberi-
an systemsin the South, this‘flexibility’” servesto undermine plan-
ning and capacity building, and to favour ad hoc activities and
opportunism.

13 And when students collect minor funds from various sources to carry out fieldwork,
they often lack proper planning and guidance for going beyond semi-academic
tourism.
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6. The Root of the Problems

I's there a common denominator behind those obstacles? Here we
should appreciate parts of Helland's critique that the integrity and
guality of development research are undermined by vested inter-
ests. | shall soon return to someimportant qualifications. Generally
speaking, however, | shall argue that the fundamental problem is
thelack of balance between support for independent basic research
on the one hand and ‘guided’ (programme) research and applied
studies on the other. The production of new academic knowledge
is badly affected. Even ‘policy relevant’ conclusions and recom-
mendations are often inconclusive, and the training of the next gen-
eration of researchers, experts and administrators is insufficient.

The general trend: New public management of research and
education

Thisproblem isnot unique to devel opment researchers. Helland is
mistaken in assuming that his mainstream discipline colleagues do
not experience similar demands and expectations from various
vested interests. No, thisisawidespread and potentially devastat-
ing international trend, even at big universities. Now it hasreached
Norway as well.

We may not have attained Australia slevel of new public man-
agement, but in the criteriafor appointing professors at the Univer-
sity of Oslo, for instance, academic scholarship is about to be
downgraded in favour of capacity to function as an entrepreneurial
manager with good contacts and fund-raising skills. Moreover, high
representatives of government, business and even the research
council keep demanding that the universities should become more
‘externaly oriented’. What reality are they taking about? At least
the situation that | know of from Oslo isthat the academic staff as
well as the students are already busy running around to external
meetings and seminars and extra jobs to such an extent that there
islittletimefor regular, uncompromising, academic deliberation.**
Yet, we are supposed to produce new knowledge, and on the basis
of thisto train and supervise students. Thus we have to set priori-
ties among our tasks.*® We are not networking advocacy NGOs or

14 At the Department of Political Science, University of Oslo, for instance, we do
not even have a mandatory joint research seminar.

15 Personally, for instance, | have given priority to guidance of local research on
and with the Indonesian democracy movement, and have limited the number of
appearances and articles in the media to what is absolutely necessary. If one shall
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investigating civil servantsunder the various government ministries.
Of course we should produce readable texts and summaries and
be accessible, including for journalists and government officials. But
why must we also have to regularly carry out journalists’ job of
reporting academic results, or compensate for the fact that govern-
ment officialsarerarely interested in or allotted enough timeto keep
themselves updated about relevant knowledge?'

Most seriously: more and more associate and full professorsare
turning into master craftsmen without hammersand nails. Of course
we can recycle the knowledge produced by others. But that is not
research-based education; that is not production of new knowledge;
and that is not the capacity to service the society at large with crit-
ical independent evaluations. So since we cannot carry out our re-
search in the library only, or take the tram downtown to conduct
our interviews, we need to hunt for external funding with direct or
indirect strings attached. Consequently the classical idea of the
university as a modern monastery, which remains relatively inde-
pendent of theworldly strugglesfor money and power and is peace-
ful enough for concentrated work and deliberation among scholars
of various specialisations, but where God has been replaced by the
primacy of the argument — so that politics and society can benefit
from indpendent and critical studiesrather than correct interpreta-
tions of the Bible—thismodern university, asabasisfor asimilarly
modern state and society, isnow being undermined.

The specific trend: Scandinavian development research
without security net

Whilethisisthe general trend, the specific tendency isthat devel-
opment research in Scandinaviahas proved particularly vulnerable
to vested interests. Historically thisisbecause there was almost no
solid academic basis (in terms of respectability, relative autonomy,
theoretical tradition and empirical knowledge) for our initia studies
of Third World problems of development, as compared to the old
colonial mother countries. Similarly, wewerenovicesin relation to
those who could benefit from the area studies programmes in the

write on the basis of systematic research (and not just produce statements,
speculate and boost one's ego), it takes too much time to both compose a draft
scholarly paper and then turn it into a good piece of cultural journalism.

16 One aternative would be to subsidise good journalistic reporting from the front-
lines of research. In Sweden such a project and a special paper, ‘Dagens Fors-
kning’, is on.
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hegemonic post-world war countries such asthe USA, wherethere
was aneed for accurate information on subordinated countries and
areas.

In part, we were able to compensate for thisignorance and lack
of academic basis by formulating clear-cut and challenging pro-
blems, and by applying radical comparativetheory. Butthiswasrardy
because Helland’s mainstream disciplines had a positive influence.
No, these advanceswere due to external support to concerned Third
World oriented researchers from like-minded politiciansand devel-
opment-aid institutions against the dominant groupswithin rigid and
conservative (and, in Scandinavia, also ridiculously provincial) uni-
versity departmentsin, for instance, political science. To some ex-
tent we were ableto ride on the wave of solidarity, anti-imperialism,
expanding devel opment-aid budgets and (particularly in Norway)
ideas of sustainable development in vogue at thetime. Thecriteria
for what was relevant devel opment research were reasonably clear,
and opportunists were kept at bay. Quite afew young researchers
were thus able to make an academic career within the system, and
it was during this period that much of Scandinavia sinternationally
exciting Third World studies emerged.

But then that wave petered out. Structural adjustment affected
development research as well. New requests for studies of human
rights and democracy, for instance, were separated from the de-
velopment discourse. New public management entered the univer-
sity system. Suddenly, development researchersfound that they had
not just lost the backing of the earlier progressive wave. They also
lacked a safety net in the form of the older, academically well-es-
tablished university departmentsfrom the colonia period in, say, the
Netherlands and Britain, and the area studiesin, say, North Amer-
icaand Australia. Theseinstitutions may not have been overly pro-
gressive (though several scholars were) — but they offered an
academic retreat from the neo-liberal onslaught. By contrast, we
in Scandinaviaweredirectly up against the market of politically sen-
sitiveministriesand aid communitieswithout historical and cultural
experience.

A room of one’s own

This lack of an academic shelter constitutes the basic problem of
today’s devel opment-oriented research. This is not to agree with
Helland’ sthesisthat devel opment research should be subordinated
to the mainstream disciplines. Most of our own departments lack
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the fundamental culture and capacity that is needed to compensate
even for the dearth of academic institutions similar to those in old
mother countries and new hegemonic states. Rather we should
appropriate VirginiaWolf’s metaphor and note that good scholar-
ship, like women’s writings, calls for aroom of one's own (Wolf,
1929). We too need that kind of space. Not in terms of total au-
tonomy or separate institutes — but a reasonable balance between
independent basic research on the one hand and the wishes and
realities of the practitioners and financiers on the other. I, for one,
do not mind working closely with, for instance, Indonesian or In-
dian democracy activists, or for that matter with Norwegian aid
and foreign policy officers in charge of promoting human rights
based democracy, if thereis mutual respect for our respective tasks
and work. But today there is not space enough to devel op theoreti-
cal and empirical knowledge and infrastructures without being de-
pendent upon resources and guidance and expectations from
various semi-politicised funding agencies within which the main
‘clients’ of research, such asthe actual democracy activists, have
no influence at all. Suddenly,Wolf’s female authors who suffered
from thelack of afixed income and aroom of their ownin order to
writewell seem all too familiar.

7. Don’t Trust Independent Researchers!

So why are not recognised academics given ‘aroom of their own’
to expand their already existing links between disciplinary work,
area studies and development research?

This question relates to the general lack of balance between
independent and guided research. Why does not even economically
well-off Norway improve on the situation? The standard answer is
that the country is so fragmented that one cannot expect an enlight-
ened and coherent state policy in support of independent research
and education as afoundation for advantageous commissioned re-
search. Or as the present junior minister in charge has put it: ‘ The
cabinet asawholeisnot likely to engageitself (in favour of research)
if theindividual ministers have no say asto what the money isto be
used for’.*’

Such logic may appear as irrefutable as a law of nature. But
closer scrutiny revealsthat thereisalso amajor argument involved

17 Statssekreteer Bjorn Haugstad, Utdannings- og forskningsdepartementet,
interviewed in Forskning, Feb., No. 1, 2002, p. 4.
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—about the limited val ue of independent basic research. On amore
optimistic note, then, it might still make sense to take this argument
seriously and put it to the test. The claim is that one cannot fully
trust independent scholars to be able to identify the major themes
and issues within research, since these individual s are neither dis-
ciplined by the voters nor the market: they ‘only’ follow the prima-
cy of the argument in some kind of public discourse aswell asthe
logic of the academic research itself. More responsible personsthan
the scholars themselves thus have to ensure that the research will
be relevant to society awhole. Of course, the argument continues,
nobody should intervenein thetechnical part of thejob. But in ad-
dition to the commissioning of some research, there must be gener-
al guidancein terms of thematic and properly led programmes. The
aternative would smply betoo risky — politically and economically.

Sincethisargument is supposed to be generally valid, invalida-
tion only requiresthat it has proven terribly wrongin arelevant, vital,
decisive and non-exceptional instance. To be on the safe side, let
ustaketwo. Thefirst critical caseistheinability of politically and
administratively guided research® to foresee and analysethecrisis
inAsiain general, and in Indonesia—the world’s fourth most pop-
ulous country —in particular. Surely this must rank among the ma-
jor fiascosin the history of social science. The second case concerns
how political trendiness and guidance have so dominated even dis-
cipline-based studies of democratisation in the South that scholars
have not always been ableto contribute critical reflection and new
and relevant knowledge.

Lack of independent basic research politically devastating
and expensive

For decades, various research communities applied the most sm-
plistic calculations of the potential and importance of the rapid eco-
nomic expansion in not just East but also Southeast Asia. Some
used this to mobilise funds for research about what was projected
as ‘the next centre of theworld’. More seriously: very few studies
linked to the success scenarios and the expectations of the finan-
ciers® were able to foresee the crisis even roughly and then offer
good explanations and remedies. M ost of the gigantic funding spent
on top—down directed non-basic research led to misleading, aswell

18 Whether mainstream disciplinary, development or area research.
19 Whether World Bank, Asia Development Bank or some research council.
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aspolitically and economically disastrous, results. Thefew innova-
tiveenquirieswerethose carried out by individual researcherswho
kept on analysing conflicts of power on the sidelines within ‘ con-
ventional’ academic disciplinesor unitsfor areastudies, where some
little money kept their basic research going.

In Indonesia, most economic studies overlooked vital informa-
tion beyond the official ‘basics' such as’ soft datal on private debts
and unaccounted ‘funny money’ in various foundations. Some econ-
omists, a so from Scandinavia, claim that they knew of this but did
not write about it. In their own words® they were paid by govern-
ments, banks and companiesthat had no wish to lose out. It took at
least until open conflict erupted between their international masters
and the Indonesian government in late 1997 before some of them
began to speak up. Interestingly, however, most of them, like other
‘guided’ researchers, have remained unableto explainthecrisis, and
thus also to come forward with realistic recommendations. Those
who put the blame on crony capitalism have no answer to why the
crisisdid not come much earlier, even though I ndonesia had topped
the World League in corruption for years. And those who focus
instead on the international deregulation, circulation and specul a-
tion of capital have failed to tell us why that became untenablein
East and Southeast Asig, and in Indonesiain particular, and only after
several years. The most plausible explanation, of course, isthat it
was the combination of both, the combination of privatisation plus
deregulation under continuous crony-rule, or ‘liberal despotism'’, that
paved the way for the crisis. But even today, most top—down guid-
ed research and experts continue to recommend deregulation and
privatisation against corruption, without any decisive measures
against the remaining oligarchy and international financiers.

Similarly, almost all well-sponsored research failed to foresee
the sudden birth of democracy in Indonesia. The conventional truth
was that economic modernisation and the middle classwould even-
tually grow strong and independent enough to pave the way for
economic and political liberties. Those who kept studying the more
immediate potential of pro-democratic resistance were advised not
to waste their time. Not until the very fall of Suharto did the turn-
coats give up: and then most of them switched to the fashionable
position of crafting instant democracy, as in Latin America and

20 Stated, for instance, by the international director of Bank of Norway, Audun
Gronn, who reported on discussions with the IMF at the Asia crisis seminar at
the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, 14 October 1998.
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Southern Europe. Just like the economists, they have now failed
miserably once again. How can one exchange guaranteed property
relations for instant human rights and liberal political democracy,
when those in command of the economy and in charge of rights
and palitics are tightly interlinked and in desperate need of each
other? And how can one promote the rule of law when this symbi-
osisremainsintact? Hence, more substantial democratisation has
to be promoted in order to alter the relations of power. But that
approach has been consistently neglected also by most external
democracy-makers.

The failure of top—down prioritised research has not only con-
tributed to enormous financial and human losses, Norway hasalso
been humiliated. Suffice it to mention the embarrassing Asia plan
from 1995 and the flirtation with Suharto. By 1998 the whole idea
was deactivated. | can remember a year or so when the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs was actually interested in communicating with
independent scholars on what had really happened and would hap-
pen. But then the old pattern of deciding politically and administra-
tively what one needs to know returned to the fore, as witnessed
by a series of ‘strategic’ country-plans.

Little knowledge of fundamental principle for aid and for-
eign policy

Thefiasco of politically and administratively guided research with
regard to the Asian crisis is nothing unique. Let me take another
example that | have some knowledge about: how, over the years,
the quality and relevance of political science oriented analyses of
democratisation in the South have suffered from political influ-
ences.?

What is interesting here is not that various schools of thought
and related theories have changed over time. That is normal. We
improve our knowledge and adjust to new redlities. It was only
natural, for instance, that early theories about the development of
democracy with modernisation werefollowed by revisionist perspec-
tives of the additional need for the rule of law and ‘ politics of order’.
Similarly it became necessary to add the problems of international
dependency and the role of powerful classes. In several respects
our understanding benefited al so from studies of devastating politi-

21 For a more comprehensive analysis, see Térnquist (1999).
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cal monopolies and rent seeking, plus the need for a balance be-
tween state and civil society as well as basic human rights. Nor
would many deny the crucial role of research into the ability of
political actorsto strike compromises and exchange political liberty
in order to protect existing relations of social and economic power,
and theimportance of political and administrativeinstitutions, with-
in the political system and in civil society. And there is growing
acceptance of the need to know more of social movements and
identity poalitics, of the connections between decentralisation and
superficial elections on the one hand and bossism on the other, and
perhaps even of theimportance of political partiesand popular or-
ganisations.

What isreally interesting isthat thisstory islargely afake! The
major changes over the years have not come about because of aca-
demic improvements and independent analyses of actual develop-
ment. |If we relate the ups and downs of the various schools of
thought with the political conjunctures, we find an embarrassing
correlation. On a closer look it soon becomes obvious that most
theories have come and gone not because they are found to be more
or less valid, but because they are carried by fashionable waves
which the scholarly community has been too weak to withstand.
Almost all the major approaches have included important aspects,
but few of them have been accepted and taken on board by new
schools of thought, as the latter are largely shaped by timely poli-
tics. Much of the insights from the modernisation perspectives
(Marxist as well as liberal), for instance, were neglected by the
dependency theorists, and vice versa. Nobody ever proved that the
class analysts did not have an important point — because then was
the time for neo-liberal perspectives. And their mastersin turn ne-
glected even modest insights from revisionist modernisation theo-
ries. Theanalysesof political negotiationsand crafting of institutions
got added to the structural adjustment theses only when al the the-
ories of the problems of democratisation in the South had failed to
predict the third wave of democracy. This trend was boosted by
thefall of the Berlin Wall; with the Asian crisisit spread to the Far
East aswell. But while some normative remnants of modernisation
theory were resurrected, most earlier insightsin terms of precondi-
tions and historical processes of democratisation were once again
kept at bay. Few linkages were established with new studies of
social movements and popular aspirations. So, once the currently
dominant voluntaristic attempts at supplementing neo-liberal eco-
nomics by human rights and the crafting of democracy beginto face
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mounting problems, earlier ideas of the need to first promote stabil-
ity, rule of law and * politics of order’ may once again come to the
fore—if indeed this has not already happened with the events of 11
September.

Over the years, there has been such a lack of balance between
independent basic studies on the one hand and the political and
administrative fashion on the other, that scholars of democracy and
development have rarely been ableto fulfil their task of contribut-
ing not ‘just’ new knowledge and critical reflection but also policy-
relevant conclusions. Today, studiesof dlitist crafting of human rights
pluspolitical pactsand ‘good ingtitutions’ are, of course, important.
But they are so politically fashionable that they tend to be separat-
ed from less popular, though no lessvital, studies of social and eco-
nomic conditions, conflicts and collective organising. This has
become areality even in Scandinavian countries where popular
organisations played a crucial role in the transition to democracy
and where scholars of socia and economic conflict like Stein Rokkan
are still respected. Norway is lacking proper research, education
and training with regard to the most fundamental principle of itsown
development aid policy and relations with the South: that of human
rights based democratisation as part of devel opment!

The NFR committed to supporting independent basic
research (?)

These critical cases do not prove that commissioned and guided
research should betotally avoided —only that the general argument
about its superiority does not hold true, and that things seemsto go
terribly wrong, both in terms of academic quality and policy rel-
evance, if it isnot balanced by independent basic studies.

Is, then, it so unrealistic to request such abalance? Fortunately
this does not seem to bethe case, at least if we areto take serioudy
the statements of the administrative director of the Norwegian
Research Council, Christian Hambro. He has already sent clear sig-
nalsthat full priority must be given to enhancing independent basic
research within development-related Third World studies! Inarecent
opinion piece in Norway’s largest daily Aftenposten,?? Hambro
states that it is unfruitful to separate basic and applied research.
By implication, therefore, he accepts that both basic and applied
research are necessary, and should balance and interact with each

22 Aftenposten (kronikk), 21 January 2002.
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other. So, as there is today scarcely any support for independent
basic research within our field —from the NFR or from the univer-
sities—let us hope that Hambro and the council will now set about
giving top priority to substantial improvementsin this respect.
What should be done — by the NFR, the universities, and the
others involved? Let me first summarise the major problems of
devel opment-oriented studies, before turning to possible ways ahead.

8. Summary: The Lack of Balance

Everyone seems to agree that we need more, broader knowledge
about wider aspects of devel opment (including globalisation) than
only about the problems of downtrodden people. But that, | have
argued, should not be at the expense of the latter, which remain as
important as ever. Further, everybody also agrees, the quality of
such studies must be enhanced. The best way to do that, aswell as
to widen the studies, | have argued, isto invest in the capacity of
recognised scholars who are already trying to combine discipline-
plus area-based studies of the South with specific development
research. Other mainstream researchers would first have to bring
along means from other funds and learn as much of relevant theo-
ries and contexts as they rightly demand from uswhen it comesto
their grand theories and empirical cases.

Thereal crisisof development research isthat these best agents
of improvement are prevented from making a difference. Thisis
dueto their weak positionswithin existing university institutesand
the shortage of funding for research in general and independent basic
research in particular, which also undermines the capacity to com-
municate good education and training of new researchers and ad-
ministrators. An additional causeisfragmentation and insufficient
broad and dynamic milieus among researchers as well as doctoral
and master students, and lack of good governance of funds and other
promotional efforts.

Thissorry state of affairs has come about largely because Scan-
dinavian education and research have become particularly sensi-
tive to vested interests. Our studies of Third World devel opment
lack the same academic roots and shelter as in the former mother
countries and the dominant post-war states. Thereisalack of bal-
ance between guided and independent research and education.
During harsh periods, this lack of ‘a room of one's own’ can be
devastating. The major argument against providing such a space
for these qualified researchersisthe too-preval ent assumption that
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persons more responsi ble than the scholars themsel ves need to guide
research in order to makeit relevant to society asawhole. This, as
we have seen above, can be proven invalid, by two critical cases.
First, most of the gigantic funds spent on top-down directed research
regarding economic and political development inAsiain general and
Indonesiain particular led to misleading and politically aswell as
economically disastrous results, while neglected independent stud-
ies proved more fruitful. Second, over the years the various theo-
ries and prescriptions about democrati sation have reflected political
conjunctures more than scientific development. Scholars of demaoc-
racy and development have rarely been able to contribute critical
reflection and new exciting knowledge. Today we do not even have
milieus and funds for the study of human rights based democracy
and development —a principal pillar of Norway’s policies toward
the Third World and toward devel opment.

9. Conclusion: Make the 50/50 Principle Real!

How should these problems be approached? Clearly, morefunding
is necessary, both to achieve a better balance between guided and
independent research and to provide more doctoral and post-doc-
toral scholarshipsto generate and sustain better quality for the fu-
ture. Equally important, however, is the provision of favourable
institutional frameworks and good governance. The obstacles are
many, complicated, and interrelated. We cannot count on detailed
regulation with more administratorsand politiciansinvolved. There
isaneed for a simple and strategic formula that requires less ad-
ministration and can generate positive processes among the re-
searchers themselves.

One point of departure could be to ask what Swedish colleagues
find to be better and potentially very fruitful in Norway. Thisusual-
ly boils down to the 50/50 principle: that all senior scholars with
permanent positions shall be abletonot ‘just’ educate and adminis-
ter but also produce new knowledge. Such aformula can serve to
break down hierarchies, promote co-operation, generate research-
based education, and stimulate researchers to relate to wider dis-
courses beyond their pet projects and perspectives. The only major
problem isthat the preconditions for successful implementation are
lacking. So our recommendation may simply bethis: just makethe
50/50 principlereal!

What would it mean to implement this principlewithin our field?
Three mgjor actors are involved. First, those whom we have iden-
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tified asthe best agents of change: the recognised scholars already
seeking to combine discipline- plus area-based studies of the South
with specific development research. Let us call them discipline
development researchers. Second, development studies oriented
scholars at the various research institutes. Let us label them insti-
tute development researchers. Third, experts and practitionersin
government departments and agencies, NGOs and certain compa-
nies, in Norway and internationally, whose work should partly be
based on research and education within our field. Moreover, we
must a so includethe practitionersand activistsin Third World coun-
tries who fight problems of development. Let us call both these
groups development experts and practitioners.

The potential of discipline development researchers can be
morefully utilised if the 50/50 principleisimplemented consistent-
ly. Asto theresearch part of their job, the financing of projectsthat
involves costs for additional researchers should still be applied for
separately and in advance. (We shall return to that.) But at least
these internationally recognised discipline development research-
ersthemselves have already been sufficiently evaluated within the
framework of their tenured positions to be trusted to do their own
job. Inother words, what they need are simply the essential resourc-
es necessary for them do their work — the work which they have
been employed to carry out and which isregularly evaluated after-
wards. Thisimpliesexpendituresfor independent basi ¢ research that
require co-operation and collection of datain and on distant parts
of theworld. Thissystem would also save alot of time and money,
for the researchers and the administrators alike. The universities
and the research council would have to provide the money jointly.
The assessment of work undertaken and the allocation of basic
resources, plusthe consideration of different needs of theindividu-
al researchers over time and due to various orientations, can easily
be dealt with through general rules and the usual academic princi-
pleof collegia evauation. (Fundsfrom the devel opment aid budget
should be alocated only to researchers who study downtrodden
peopl€e’s problems of development.)

Second, the education part of the job: this must not ‘just’ be a
question of teaching and individual supervision. Itisequally impor-
tant that senior discipline researchers are entrusted with and given
resources for co-ordinating collective milieusfor critical delibera-
tion of both junior and senior research. This can serve to create a
good foundation for educational programmes and facilitate better
research through links between fragmented researchers, projects
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and institutes. It should also provide sufficient training in the collec-
tion of materials in the field to future researchers as well as, for
instance, development aid workers and administrators. These col-
lective promotional tasks should not be seen as part of each indi-
vidual scholar’s own research work.

Institute development researchers are currently not covered
by the 50/50 principle. Obviously not everybody can be included,
but today even the potential capacity of those with good academic
credentials is under-utilised. They can rarely benefit from organ-
ised and regular contact with education and supervision within the
discipline framework. Temporary engagements are no substitute
here. Moreover, they are not entrusted with contributing to the cre-
ation of less fragmented dynamic milieus within the framework of
the universities—even though their contribution to such milieusisa
precondition for theimprovement of devel opment studiesin gener-
al. Those concerned scholars who are already seeking to contrib-
utetypically haveto do so ontop of their regular institutional duties.
Hence, the 50/50 principle should be extended to those institute
devel opment researchers who have been positively evaluated aca-
demically and granted financial support by the research council or
equivalent agencies.

Thefunding that the universitieswould save (from ‘ gratis' con-
tribution to education) should be earmarked for improving educa-
tion and the collective milieus. Thelatter, asalready indicated, should
be convened by the senior discipline development researcherswithin
the collective education and administrative part of their positionsand
on the basis of organi sed co-operation between university institutes
and centres-cum-programmes. Pilot-cases have shown that thisis
quite possible but isdifficult to sustain without necessary ingtitutional
and financial backing.

Devel opment experts and practitioners are not covered by the
50/50 formulaeither. Of courseitisunrealistic to ask that they should
spend half of their timeto take refreshment coursesregularly, keep-
ing themselves updated on relevant research, as well asto putting
the crucial questions and communicating the vital experiencesthat
can generate better research. But if public administration and NGO
work isto be no less based on R& D than in private companies, at
least 10 to 20 per cent of their timewill haveto be set asidefor this
task. Similarly, they will have to sponsor necessary but expensive
parts of education and training, such asminor field studiesin order
to create a pool of good potential aid workers and administrators.
All of thisshould befinanced by the state and state-sponsored NGOs,
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which are supposed to be no less enlightened than, for instance, the
pharmaceutical industry or the various companies that have been
paying for ‘ squatters’ rights’ in special villages around faculties of
technology. Surely, the enlightened Norwegian government should
also sponsor similar participation by practitioners from the South,
not least since we are supposed to be doing our research precisely
with themin mind.

With this pragmatic implementation of the 50/50 principle, the
NFR could focus on facilitating and defending the working of the
formulaand thereafter only do the job that remainsto be done. On
the one hand, much more funding would thus go directly to the qual-
ified, already evaluated and regularly accountable discipline-re-
searchers, aswell asto including NFR-selected and -funded institute
researchers into academic education and unifying milieus. Some
money would also be used to stimulate the parallel involvement of
experts and practitioners. On the other hand, the Council would
retain itsgeneral allocation of money to variousinstitute research-
ersand to projectswhere discipline researchers need to finance the
involvement of collaborators.

Itisessential that thisshould be all administered by way of good
academic governance —which means transparent open discourse
with elected and accountabl e representatives of the partiesinvolved,
plus criteriathat are consistent, clear and simple. Funds for inde-
pendent basic research must be available in addition to generally
guiding programmes. Such programmes, moreover, must at |east
relate to both fundamental themeswithin Norwegian policy towards
the South: the need for wider knowledge of globalisation and the
persistent need for special knowledge about the downtrodden peo-
ple's problems of development. And although a certain politician
named Gro has been highly influential, the permanent focus should
not be solely on the Norwegian principle of sustainable development:
it should also involve linkagesto the other major principle: democ-
racy based on human rights. Moreover, al project proposals must
betransparently ranked with regard to academically judged quality,
including their relevanceto the scholarly discourse about downtrod-
den peoplé€'s problems of development or pertinent aspects of glo-
balisation, or both, before one begins discussing how they shall be
financed — within programmes or also, or only, by funds for basic
research. Otherwise we will not see an improvement in the quality
of research by way of long-term planning, integrity and consisten-
cy. The need (or wish) to provide special support for thisor that, or
to help special institutes or regions, will have to be dealt with sepa-

NUPI JUNE o2



Debate|117

rately and with specia seed money. Finally, implementation of this
good governance requiresthat eval uations and final decisions should
be made by accountable representatives of the major parties in-
volved —among whom |leading academic scholars (sel ected by the
academic community itself) must be in aclear majority. They are
the only ones with recognised independent capacity to judge the
primary principle of quality, including relevance in relation to the
prioritised discourses of globalisation and devel opment.

In short, make the 50/50 principle areality for discipline-devel-
opment researchers, so that they can do their job. Extend the for-
mula to NFR-financed institute researchers, so that they can
contribute to and benefit from academic teaching and unifying dy-
namic milieus. Introduce asimilar formula (80/20 or 90/10) for de-
velopment experts and practitioners, so that they can ground their
work on relevant results from research and add good questions, ex-
periences and resources. And facilitate it all by way of good aca-
demic governance.
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