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Research in the natural, social and human sciences plays a major role in 
the development of the world today. In this paper I want to summarize 
some ideas which have emerged during my work with problems of research 
and development in the last few years. My experience with this problem 
area is based on taking part in three projects: one in collaboration with 
art historians and philosophers at the University of Bergen, inquiring into 
the foundations of the art historians' practice; another in collaboration with 
computer specialists and artists at the Swedish Centre for Research into 
Working Life in Stockholm, concerned with the effects of computerization 
in industrial lif'e; and a third project concerned directly with the role of 
research in local and national development. The third project, which is 
still in the initial phase, is the joint responsibility of Håkan Törnebohm 
and myself, and may be regarded as a continuation of our collaboration at 
the University of Khartoum in the early sixties. 

I stia11 use the words "science" and "research" in a broad sense to cover 
scientific research in the natural, social and human sciences as we11 as applied 
research and similar forms of organized knowledge-production. 

In the current ideologies of science and research one can distinguish at least 
three main conceptions of the role that the scientist ought to play. 

The first conception I shall consider demands that the scientist should 
limit himself to acting as an objective observer of his chosen field of study. 
The scientist's task is to understand the processes in the field. His role does 
not include the duty of trying to change his field of study. On the contrary, 
it is obligatory for hini to abstain from interfering with the field of study 
(qua scientist). Classical representatives of this conception are e.g. Max 
Weber and Wilhelm Dilthey. 



Given the political conditions in the German Empire, the decision to 
draw a clear line of division between the realm of science and the realm of 
politics may have been a wise one. I am not interested here in trying to 
assess the political wisdom of historical figures like Weber and Dilthey. But 
I want to draw attention to an assumption which seems to lurk behind the 
"understanding without development" ideology, viz. the assuinption that 
the scientist can and ought to be neutral with regard to change. Both parts 
of that assumption are untenable (I think): it is impossible to be neutral 
with regard to change when one plays the role of a researcher in the con- 
temporary world, and it is in some sense undesirable to try to be neutral 
wlien doing research. The sense in which I think it is undesirable and my 
reasons for thinking so will, I hope, be clarified through the following pages. 

1.2. Development without understanding 

According to the second traditional conception of the scientist's role, the 
scientist has the duty of contributing to change, but only indirectly. The 
guidelines of development are drawn up by other people ("the politicians"). 
The task of the scientist is the subordinate one of trying to solve limited 
problems within the given framework, either within the enclave called 
"basic research" or as an "expert" in the field of applied research. 

Basic research is then regarded as a source of change, which may be 
tapped by anyone for any purpose. And applied research is regarded as 
belonging to specialized roles with limited responsibility. The view according 
to which science is a vast reservoir open to anyone who may want to use it 
overlooks the vast differences in resources available to citizens at different 
stations in the kind of societies we live in. (Cf. the idea of equality before 
tlie law, which similary disregards tlie differences in power and influence 
which exist in our societies.' The trade unions, for instance, have only 
recently started to make use of research for thejr own purposes. The idea 
that responsibility may be delegated to others is utterly unacceptable to me. 
As far as I caii see, trying to free oneself of respoiisibility means the same 
as clioosing to leave the moral universe. 

Further, it may be noted that the traditional conception of the role of 
the expert builds upon an oversimplified view of the relations between means 
and ends. The directives given by "the politicians" are of necessity vague, 
to some extent; the expert who wants to find suitable means to reach the 
ends must therefore contribute to making the ends more precise. 

I conclude that the conception of the expert as a value-neutral specialist 
on finding suitable means is an ideology in the sense of giving a false picture 
of what is really going on. I refer to this ideology as "development without 


















