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Criss-crossing the University of Copenhagen
– Using a Skunk Works inspired method
In this paper we describe a mapping of interdisciplinary experience among academic and administrative
staff at the University of Copenhagen, carried out in the fall of 2012. The project is inspired by Skunk Works,
also defined as “an often secret experimental laboratory or facility for producing innovative products”. The
aim of the paper is to show that even short, spontaneous, and low budgeted projects can have an impact
and that a ‘Skunk Works method’ can be useful, because it allows for experimentation without needing the
entire organization to subscribe to the effort. Hopefully this can inspire to more bottom-up and less
bureaucratic endeavors within university grounds. We end the paper by discussing the important role of the
humanities in setting up these types of projects.
Background

At a workshop in Brussels, January 2012, a small delegation from UCPH gave a presentation on a successful
interdisciplinary research project (FINE) as well as on interdisciplinarity as a general challenge for university
management. These presentations prompted a realization, that there was very little knowledge about how
to do successful interdisciplinary research. Lots have been said and written about the barriers and
difficulties (Barry, Lyall, Bruce) – but it was hard to find examples of good practice on interdisciplinarity.
This lacuna was evident in the larger landscape of university management and studies of higher education,
but also within UCPH (despite the fact that there were a number of successful projects). Given that
interdisciplinary research is increasingly becoming an important part of the research landscape this lack of
positive examples and best practices seemed problematic. The aim and driver for Criss-crossing the
University of Copenhagen was therefore to find ways of making the success-stories visible as resources for
learning – both internally in UCPH and externally. The objectives were therefore to map and articulate best
practices and good examples, and secondly to build organizational capacity at UCPH by sharing resources
and provide inspiration.
Approach

The basic approach of the project was to identify a robust number of good case stories and resource
persons within all 6 faculties and use their experiences and stories as a foundation for the organization of
social processes that would allow interested people to participate in the sharing of knowledge and
resources. This would both provide broader knowledge of good (or even ‘best’) practices, but it would also
provide the involved people with a strong network within which stories could be shared and problems
reflected on – and hopefully solved. The two objectives of the project were therefore seen as two sides of
the same coin. By collecting and mapping stories, experiences and good advice, we simultaneously build a
knowledge base for best practices in interdisciplinary work and organizational capabilities to make staff at
UCPH able to take the interdisciplinary challenge one step further.
Skunk Works proved to be an efficient model for this project. The project was initiated almost as a
grassroots project with a bottom up approach. It was led by a head of department and executed by one
employee in a time span of 9 months. The group from the Brussels workshop served as a strong backing
group and provided valuable points of contacts for accessing important networks in the organization.
Furthermore, the project had good access to members of a centrally placed research committee at the
university providing inroads into faculties that were not represented in the backing group. This organization
made the project ‘light-footed’ at the same time as it could mobilize support as necessary.
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Theoretically, our method was inspired by organizational theory as described, but we also used knowledge
from STS approaches that spans Humanities and social sciences. Approximately 40 semi-structured
interviews were conducted with admin and academic staff. The interview situation was also used as spaces
for idea generation. Subsequently, the main themes of the interviews were inductively identified and used
for structuring further knowledge sharing in a university-internal workshop and a conference with external
participation.
Results

The main result of the project has been the process itself, since it has resulted in a platform for discussions
of how to do interdisciplinary research at UCPH. But the process has also been made tangible through
specific outcomes, in particular a web page that serves as a focus point for interest, resource for future
network activities and as archive for useful material. Other results have been a list of recommendations for
the university management as well as networks and ideas for mentoring. In this paper we will focus on the
contents of the web page.
Discussion

Important points for discussion are whether the outcomes of this project can be useful, or even
implemented in a different context, or whether outcomes like this are always context-specific. Linked to
this is a discussion about the relationship between process and outcome. We will argue that these cannot
be separated and any lasting organizational changes happen through the process itself.
A second important discussion stems from the realization that although challenges of interdisciplinary
research are everywhere, they are most starkly formulated around the difficulties of collaboration between
science and medicine on the one hand and humanities and social science on the other. The project
demonstrated that it is necessary to spend time and energy on explaining the objectives and
methodologies of each of these disciplines to the other. In particular, there is a large need for humanities to
be able to explain its contribution – in a very wide understanding of the word (not narrowly as
competitiveness).
Linked to this is a third point of discussion. Literatures on interdisciplinarity stress the necessity of personal
sympathy with other partners and human-related attributes and competences, for instance in
communication and curiosity. Doing a project like Criss-crossing UCPH is therefore not without its risks.
When we succeeded in engaging people in fruitful dialogue it could help create possibilities for better
collaboration in the future. However, if people felt dis-respected or in other ways did not think the
activities were good and useful, we ran the risk of creating the opposite effect.

Katrine Lindvig
Research Assistant
Department of Science Education
University of Copenhagen
Maja Horst
Head of Department
Faculty of Humanities
University of Copenhagen
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Beyond Bibliometrics: Interdisciplinary and Interinstitutional Research
Collaboration in the Humanities
In recent years, science and technology studies have paid more and closer attention to scientific practices
in social sciences and the humanities, e.g. Social Knowledge in the Making (Camic, Gross and Lamont 2011).
In line with these studies, the present paper aims to describe and understand the scientific practices that
characterize the humanities and in specific interdisciplinary research collaborations. The paper is based on
a survey conducted among all researchers in the humanities and related disciplines in Denmark in 2013.
The population covers not only university faculty but also researchers at libraries, museums and archives.
The survey contains questions about the use of theory and method, collaborations, publication patterns
and general view on the role of science. Using social network analysis (SNA) the paper analyzes
collaborations and information flows between disciplines and institutions. Is also analyzes the ties to the
social, natural and medical sciences. Using survey data, the paper presents an alternative to bibliometric
approaches that predominate studies of research collaboration and interdisciplinarity.
Lasse Johansson, Aarhus University
Cecilie Juul Jørgensen, Aarhus University

Groups and classes in social sciences - An empirical analysis of structures and groups in the field of social
sciences
Kristoffer Kropp (kkr@soc.ku.dk) & Jacob Lunding, Department of Sociology, University of Copenhagen

First draft, all comments are welcome

Introduction
This paper has a double aim. First, it analysis the internal structures and groups in what we with a
Bourdieusian notion calls the fields of social science using specific multiple correspondence analysis and
Euclidian Classification (SMCA) on survey data. Secondly it aims at contributing to the ongoing discussions
with in sociology of the social sciences and philosophy of the social sciences about the differentiation of the
social sciences by showing how different modes of knowledge production or epistemic cultures are related
to different institutional properties. Thus, the paper utilizing the theoretical language of Bourdieu’s to show
how different epistemological culture are related to different scientific institutions and forms of academic
capital. Furthermore, the paper analyzes how different groups and disciplines are located and
differentiated within the field of social science.
As all researchers how spend time in the social sciences research knows and experiences, social scientific
knowledge production is a diverse set of practices. One the one hand we find relatively coherent
knowledge practices in economics, where mathematical formalization counts and certain American
produced convictions and forms of communication dominate (Fourcade 2006). On the other hand we have
disciplines like sociology haunted by internal debates and quarrels about methods, epistemological
assumption and public engagement (just to name a few prominant participants in the debate: Boudon
2002; Burawoy 2005; Goldthorpe 2004). But the social sciences are not only differentiated according to
differences along classical demarcation lines in the philosophy of sciences, like ideographic/nomothetic and
realism/constructivism, ethic and ends. They also divide over differences like disciplinary vs. transdispilinary approached, over difference in audience structures financial support and symbolic legitimation
(Abbott 2001; Fuller 1991; Waever 1998; Whitley 1984; Ylijoki 2000). Despite the many forms of
differentiation social scientist form relatively coherent and stably collectives, some of them we know as
disciplines and others as long lasting research programs. Using the words of Ludwig Fleck, we can say that
the social sciences through it history has developed a number of relatively stable thought styles and
thought collectives (Fleck 1979). In his now classical 1935 book Fleck develop the concepts of thought
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collective and thought styles. Concepts that resembles Mannheim sociology of knowledge (Mannheim 1985
[1929]). In this work he claims that knowledge production is a collective activity and that scientific
knowledge production has many similarities with religious, artistic and other kinds of cognition or
knowledge making. Like his contemporary ‘founder’ of American sociology of science Robert Merton, the
most important aspect of Flecks writing is the focus on knowledge production as an inherently social
activity, but differently from Merton, Fleck emphasis the importance of the social structures for the genesis
and development of scientific facts, not on the scientific institutions. When Fleck uses the concept of
thought collective, he addresses communities of people, who communicate and exchange ideas here
through gradually develop certain ways of thinking and perceiving. Thus, the communication give rise to a
certain form of thought style, but also to the continually transformation of it. Thus, Flecks writing provides
us with concepts that enable us to understand and analysis the relationship between the institutionalized
thought collective and the symbolic thought styles.
Flecks concepts and ideas is very similar to what Kuhn proposed in The Structure of Scientific Revolution in
the 1962 (Kuhn 1962). Here Kuhn claims that science develop not in accumulative way as most the rational
philosophy of science would claim, but through leap or breaks that establish new and qualitative different
paradigms with specific world views and scientific puzzles. Within the social sciences Kuhns book and the
concepts of normal science and paradigms has had an huge influence. More often the concepts was used in
academic struggles as ways of legitimizing differences and positioning, than in genuine sociology of sciences
analysis (Andersen 2006).
Very often they (not very surprising…) find that research of social sciences takes over the categories of
classification used in philosophy of science to label and describe differences with in the social sciences. But
how does it look in we approach with an inductive quantitative approach? Which differences structures the
space of social sciences? Which academic convictions and empirical practices are related? How are they
connected to the distribution of important academic resources? And not least, can we identify and
characterize groups or classes with in the field of social sciences?

Epistemic cultures
Since the 1970s scholar studying the practical knowledge production has focused on how local relations
and cultures shapes knowledge. Through empirical studies of mainly the natural sciences scholars in STS
has questions the hallmarks of modernist conceptions of science as a rational, unified and universal truth
producing social activity. One of the empirical insides these studies brought about was that the way
knowledge is produced or what counted as knowledge varies between sides of knowledge production.
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The different culture of knowledge production or what Knorr Cetina addresses as ‘practices of rational
action’ [1991], has been conceptualized in different ways, but the notion of Epistemological Cultures has
been increasing used in STS and sociology of science since it was first introduced in the early 1990s [1991]
(see also: Knorr Cetina 1999, 2007). With the concept of epistemic cultures Knorr Cetina analysis micro
practices of scientific knowledge production in the natural sciences in order to shed light on “…how we
know what we know” (1999; 1). Later American sociologist has used the concept in the study of social
sciences. In her studies of review panels in US social sciences and humanities, Lamont uses the concept
epistemological styles, that derives from epistemological cultures, in order to analysis the difference in
valuation of research proposals. She writes: “By “epistemological styles” I mean preferences for particular
ways of understanding how to build knowledge, as well as beliefs in the very possibility of proving those
theories” (Lamont 2009 ; 54). Epistemological styles is thus a concept that encapsulated both the practical
ways of producing social scientific knowledge and theories of knowledge – both formal and spontaneous –
that social scientists subscribe to. Lamonts study finds four epistemological styles: constructivist,
comprehensive, positivist and utilitarian. The four styles differentiate in relation to the role of theory and
methods.

Theory – a social space approach to thought styles and thought collectives
In the paper we take this difference as a starting point in constructing the space of social sciences using
questions on the role of theory and use of methods to construct a space of social scientific epistemological
styles. However, the concept of epistemological styles focuses on the micro practices of knowledge
production and does not shed light on how the different epistemological styles are related to various
academic institutions and disciplines, distribution of academic capital or social or institutional properties.
Using Bourdieu’s core notion of field, capital and habitus/disposition we analysis how the epistemological
styles or thought collectives are organized in homological structures with the distribution of social scientific
capital and social scientific disciplines, thus connecting the epistemological styles to struggles and principles
of division and domination in the field of social sciences.
In this article we draw on Bourdieu’s theoretical framework in order to show and explain the connection
between the particular ways social scientists build and think about social scientific knowledge, what we call
epistemological position taking, and relations to the field of power (Bourdieu 1975). Using the concepts of
habitus, capital, field and field of power enables us to show how different ways of position-taking in the
social sciences is differentiated in a space of epistemological position-taking and how this space is
homologues structured with the thought styles and thought collectives in the words of Fleck or using a
Bourdieusian vocabulary between subjective and objective structures (Bourdieu 1996b).
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The subjective structures or thought styles, we here understand as habitus. In Bourdieus conception,
habitus is the relatively durable mental dispositions acquired through practical academic activities, mental
dispositions which tend to reflect the actions of the social scientists in accordance with the structures
under which they were acquired. The habitual disposition is thus produced and inscribed into the body of
the social scientist through their education, professional training and through their professional activities
and trajectory (Bourdieu 1981;Bourdieu 1996a). Bourdieus concept of habitus and the significance of the
acquaintance of the habitual disposition through socialization is much in line with Flecks writing on the
development of thought styles. As Fleck point out, thought styles of specific thought collectives are
transmitted though the training and socialization, where people are slowly become fully-fledge members of
thought collectives (Fleck 1979). In the statistical analysis, we understand the answers of the social
scientists in the questionnaire as expressions of their habitual disposition or thought styles as their ways of
taking position towards a central line of conflict and difference within the social sciences.
In Flecks 1935 book, he starts out by presenting the concept of thought collective. Hereby he underlines
the important fact that thinking and knowledge production always takes place in a predefined social space.
This fact that seems immediately logical and yet controversial in rationalistic and individualistic main steam
conceptions of sciences, is what Bourdieus attempt to conceptualize with the notion of field. Thus, in a field
of analytical approach, the specific actions and beliefs of the social scientist are always related to the
actions and beliefs of other social scientists. We here understand fields as relatively autonomous social
spaces, bounded by a set of specific rules and practices (doxa) and held together by a common belief or
interest in the game of the field (illusion) (Bourdieu 1996a). The field of social sciences, which we construct
in the following section, can be understood as a social structure differentiated by a horizontal struggle
about the type of social and symbolic resources or academic capital and a vertical struggle encompasses
amount of capital (Bourdieu 1988). Introducing the concept of capital in to the analysis might be the most
important difference between thought collectives and epistemic cultures on the one hand and a field
analysis on the other. With the introduction of capital a concept of power enters into the analysis of
knowledge production (see also: Albert and Kleinman 2011). Thus, thought collectives does not just exist
parallel to each other, they are likewise related though relations of power in a struggle about the legitimate
vision and division of the field. Academic capital is here understood as the social and symbolic resources
that can be mobilized in order to change or maintain the social and symbolic structure of the field and
positions within it. Bourdieu differentiates between institutionalized and specific prestige capital (Bourdieu
1998c). Fields are structures of objective relations between positions that tend to structure the strategies
applied by the agents to improve or maintain their position. In the struggle in the field, agents mobilize
various forms for academic capital both in terms of institutionalized and specific prestige capital. The field
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can therefore be understood both as a field of force and struggles, a more static opposed to a more
dynamic view of the social structures. In this paper the field of social sciences is mainly analyzed as a field
of force.

Methods and data
In order to analyze differences in epistemological position-taking and the relationship between the social
sciences and the other important societal institutions and interests, we use data from a survey carried out
among all Danish social scientists conducted in Autumn 2009. The research was carried out as a web survey
which was sent out to social scientists in 65 social scientific institutions encompassing all major social
scientific environments in Denmark. The survey was sent to 2692 researchers, of which 1296 responded, a
response rate at 48 %. The data is representative in regard to gender, position and institutional affiliation.
The researchers in the sample were found by contacting the selected social scientific institutions and by
tracking them through websites of the institutions. The questionnaire included questions on educational
background, institutional affiliation, financial resources, publications, views of epistemological questions,
use of different types of empirical material and social backgroundi.
Bourdieu used Correspondence Analysis in the Distinctions to show differences in structuring
the social space (Lebaron 2009). In this study we analyze data using Specific Multiple Correspondence
Analysis (SMCA) (Le Roux and Rouanet 2004, 2010)ii. Using this technique allowed me to construct a social
space and study the distribution of both individuals and modalities in a multidimensional space. The
distance between individuals and modalities in the space depends on the response patterns of individuals.
Those with similar response patterns are located close to each other, as are modalities often chosen
together.
The analysis is conducted in a two-step procedure. We first construct a space of epistemological positiontaking within the social sciences analyzing the first research questions; thereafter we use supplementary
variables in a structured data analysis and Euclidian classification to understand how different groups or
classes are located in the space (Le Roux and Rouanet 2004 p. 106ff, 2010 p. 68-80). The supplementary
variables and clusters are projected into the clouds, making it possible to add further analytical
perspectives to the constructed space and scrutinize the thesis of homologies. This analytical strategy
allows us to open up the descriptive method though a theoretically-informed sociological analysis.

Research questions:
Following the theoretical framework the following two analyses will address two research questions:
1. What characterizes the differences in the space of epistemological position-taking?
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2. Which groups can be constructed and how are they located in field of social sciences and what
characterizes them?
1st analysis: constructing a social space of social sciences

Statistics
Active dimensions:
Dimensions explaining 80% of inertia:

32
5

Active modalities:
Individuals:
Share of passive mass:
Number of passive modalities:

59
1295
0,03
15

Axis
1.
2.

Scree plot of adjusted inertia rates
%-of inertia
Scree plot
44,5 %
**********************
20,8 %
**********

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8,3 %
4,6 %
3%
2,8%
2,2%

****
**
**
**
*

60 active modalities on 16 active variables under 5 different heading
Orientation of research
Collaboration
Research questions are drawn up in cooperation with non-academic interests
Research questions are drawn from public debates
Assumptions about agents and society
Humans act primarily in accordance with rational self-interest
Society is best understood on the basis of contemporary ideologies, values or discourses
Society is best understood on the basis of individuals
The economy is most decisive for social development
Aim and purpose for the social sciences
Purpose in to uncover causal relations
Purpose is understanding of culture and symbols
Use of theory
Research questions mainly arises from the empirical material (RQ empmat)
Research questions has mainly a theoretical inspiration (RQ theory)
Theory choice
Methods
Documentary sources
Qualitative interview and observations
Public register data
Questionnaire data
* no passive modalities

No. modalities
14
5
4
4
16
4
4
4
4
9
4
5
9
3
4
2
12
3
3
3
3

*

6
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First axis
On the left hand side we find modalities representing extensive use of quantitative material, no use of
qualitative material, rationalistic assumption about human nature and methodological individualism.
Together with these modalities, we find modalities representing a social science aiming at determining
causal relations and regularities. On the right hand side we find the modalities representing the use of
qualitative material, and a rejection of the rationalistic assumptions on human nature and methodological
individualism. We also find modalities representing a social science that favors interpretations of cultures
and symbols over the search for causal relations and regularities.
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First axis +
Erkendmaal_Forstaaelse: Meget lidt/slet ikke vigtigt
Msk_rationel_interesse: (Helt) enig
Metode_Kval_obs_interview: I intet eller en mindre del af min
forskning
Samf_ideologi_diskurs: (Helt) uenig
Samarbejde: Mest eller kun i grupper, kun andre forskere
Samf_oekonomien: (Helt) enig
Erkendmaal_Afdaekke: Altafgoerende/ meget vigtigt
Metode_Off_register_statistik: I al/meget af min forskning
Samf_metodeindividualisme: (Helt) enig
Metode_Dokumentarisk_historisk: I intet eller en mindre del af min
forskning

Freq, %
19,38
23,32
30,66

Coord
1,03
0,98
0,88

Ctr, %
6,89
7,49
7,98

Cor, %
25,69
29,38
34,62

17,22
15,29
27,57
40,93
27,1
18,07
40,54

0,79
0,78
0,71
0,68
0,67
0,67
0,53

3,53
3,08
4,6
6,26
4,03
2,72
3,8

12,83
10,94
19,09
31,88
16,62
9,98
19,24

Freq, %
16,06
14,44
27,03
13,67
15,44
33,05
50,66
22,08
29,03
17,14
34,9
51,35

Coord
-0,93
-0,82
-0,78
-0,72
-0,66
-0,63
-0,59
-0,58
-0,57
-0,56
-0,46
-0,34

Ctr, %
4,6
3,26
5,44
2,38
2,24
4,29
5,78
2,44
3,15
1,8
2,51
2,02

Cor, %
16,47
11,45
22,4
8,3
7,98
19,29
35,24
9,42
13,36
6,52
11,58
12,51

First axis Erkendmaal_Afdaekke: Meget lidt/slet ikke vigtigt
Samf_oekonomien: (Helt) uenig
Msk_rationel_interesse: (Helt) uenig
Erkendmaal_Forstaaelse: Altafgoerende vigtigt
Erkendmaal_Afdaekke: Lidt vigtigt
Samf_metodeindividualisme: (Helt) uenig
Metode_Kval_obs_interview: I al/meget af min forskning
Erkendmaal_Forstaaelse: Meget vigtigt
Samf_ideologi_diskurs: (Helt) enig
Samf_oekonomien: Lidt uenig
Metode_Dokumentarisk_historisk: I al/meget af min forskning
Metode_Off_register_statistik: I intet eller en mindre del af min
forskning

Hence, the first axis represents common epistemological and methodological differences found within
knowledge production in the social sciences and in the theoretical and methodological debates about
methods and theoretical styles. It thus represents a distinction between a nomothetic and quantitativeoriented epistemological position-taking as opposed to an idiographic and qualitative one.

Second axis
On the upper part of the axis we find modalities representing theoretical position-taking and forms of
practices. We thus find several indicating no use of empirical materials and theoretical inspiration to the
research questions, nor in cooperation with non-academic interests. On the lower part of the axis we find
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opposite modalities representing the use of various forms of empirical material, but mostly quantitative,
and research questions formulated in cooperation with non-academic interests. Regarding aim and purpose
of the social sciences, that part of the axis is represented by more moderate or pragmatic forms for
positions-taking.
Summing up, the axis represents different orientations of social scientific research. On the upper part of the
axis we find academic orientation and theoretical epistemological position-taking oriented towards
academic audiences; on the lower part we find a more empirical epistemological position-taking and an
orientation towards non-academic audiences.
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Second axis +
FS_samfdebat: (Helt) uenig
FS_praksis: (Helt) uenig
Samarbejde: Mest alene, ellers kun andre forskere
Teorivalg: En bestemt teoretisk retning
FS_teoretisk_udgangspunkt: (Helt) enig
FS_empirisk_baseret: Ikke enig
Metode_Spoergeskemadata: I intet eller en mindre del af min
forskning
Metode_Kval_obs_interview: I intet eller en mindre del af min
forskning
Metode_Off_register_statistik: I intet eller en mindre del af min
forskning

Freq, %
13,36
35,98
25,1
27,64
35,21
39,61
51,51

Coord
0,89
0,82
0,76
0,66
0,58
0,55
0,45

Ctr, %
4,58
10,61
6,25
5,23
5,13
5,23
4,63

Cor, %
12,12
38,05
19,16
16,59
18,16
19,86
21,9

30,66

0,36

1,69

5,59

51,35

0,31

2,1

9,9

Second axis Samarbejde: Mest eller kun i grupper, eksternt
samarbejde
FS_praksis: (Helt) enig
FS_teoretisk_udgangspunkt: (Helt) uenig
Metode_Spoergeskemadata: I ca halvdelen af min
forskning
FS_empirisk_baseret: Helt enig
Metode_Spoergeskemadata: I al/meget af min forskning
FS_praksis: Lidt enig
FS_samfdebat: (Helt) enig
FS_empirisk_baseret: Enig
Teorivalg: Det bedste fra forskellige teorier

Freq, %
19,85

Coord
-0,92

Ctr, %
7,35

Cor, %
21,03

25,41
16,45
21,39

-0,85
-0,7
-0,63

7,97
3,55
3,71

24,51
9,75
10,83

19,23
23,01
24,02
40,46
39,23
69,34

-0,49
-0,43
-0,4
-0,38
-0,32
-0,27

1,99
1,86
1,69
2,54
1,75
2,18

5,66
5,55
5,11
9,77
6,61
16,35

Third axis
The third axis is harder to interpret, since it doesn’t differentiate along the classical lines of differentiation
in philosophy of social science. It does however show difference with in the more ideographic and
qualitative part of the field. The overall difference between the two ends of the axis is thus the degree of
support to the questions contributing to the axis. Two items can illustrate this point. On the right hand side
we find that research completely agree that humans are guided by emotions. On the left hand side
researcher only partly agree on this statement. For the item concerning purpose for social sciences we
likewise find that one right hand side researchers find interpretation very important and on the left hand
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just important. One of the only differences is the position taking towards the importance of empirical
material. On the right hand side the research questions are empirically based and qualitative observations
are extensively used, whereas the research questions on the left hand side due not arise from empirical
materials.

Third axis +
Freq, %

Coord

Ctr, %

Cor, %

FS_empirisk_baseret: Helt enig

19,23

0,87

8,45

18,02

FS_teoretisk_udgangspunkt: (Helt) uenig

16,45

0,78

5,8

11,95

Erkendmaal_Forstaaelse: Altafgoerende vigtigt

13,67

0,69

3,76

7,51

Samf_metodeindividualisme: (Helt) enig

18,07

0,52

2,85

5,99

Samf_oekonomien: (Helt) uenig

14,44

0,51

2,16

4,36

Samf_ideologi_diskurs: (Helt) enig

29,03

0,49

4

9,72

Msk_rationel_interesse: (Helt) enig

23,32

0,48

3,1

6,96

Erkendmaal_Afdaekke: Meget lidt/slet ikke vigtigt

16,06

0,44

1,78

3,66

Samf_oekonomien: (Helt) enig

27,57

0,43

2,92

6,95

FS_praksis: (Helt) enig

25,41

0,37

1,97

4,54

Metode_Off_register_statistik: I al/meget af min forskning

27,1

0,36

2,05

4,85

FS_samfdebat: (Helt) enig

40,46

0,34

2,79

8,07
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Third axis Freq, %

Coord

Ctr, %

Cor, %

Erkendmaal_Afdaekke: Lidt vigtigt

15,44

-0,46

1,89

3,85

Samf_metodeindividualisme: Lidt enig

25,33

-0,4

2,38

5,49

FS_samfdebat: Lidt enig

29,65

-0,38

2,49

6,09

Msk_rationel_interesse: Lidt enig

29,96

-0,4

2,72

6,7

Erkendmaal_Forstaaelse: Vigtigt

23,47

-0,46

2,84

6,39

FS_teoretisk_udgangspunkt: Lidt enig

30,81

-0,42

3,17

7,89

Msk_rationel_interesse: Lidt uenig

15,21

-0,61

3,27

6,65

Samf_metodeindividualisme: Lidt uenig

17,68

-0,57

3,28

6,87

Samf_ideologi_diskurs: Lidt enig

35,44

-0,43

3,72

9,94

Metode_Kval_obs_interview: I ca halvdelen af min forskning

16,53

-0,62

3,73

7,71

Samf_oekonomien: Lidt enig

34,98

-0,43

3,75

9,94

FS_empirisk_baseret: Ikke enig

39,61

-0,44

4,43

12,63

The space of epistemological cultures
The space of epistemological cultures is differentiated by two main principles of distinction represented on
three axes. On the first axis we find a difference between classical opposition within philosophy of social
science and methodological discussions. Thus, we find a nomothetic and quantitative position-taking
opposed to an idiographic and qualitative one. The second axis represents the second principle of
difference, the orientation of research. Here, we find the opposition between a theoretical and
academically-orientated position as opposed to an empirical position orientated toward non-academic
interests. The third axis represents a differentiation with in the ideographic and qualitative part of the
space between the most dedicated and also empirical and the less empirical and maybe more pragmatic
researcher in the ideographic part of the space.
2nd analysis: classification and groups in the space of social sciences
In the last section we constructed a space of social scientific research practices, differentiated according to
three principle of differentiation. In the this section we will show using Euclidean classification, how this
field can be understood as differentiated in groups, constituted by it research practices (Denord et al. 2011;
Ellersgaard, Larsen, and Munk 2012; Le Roux and Rouanet 2004). It is obvious for research located in social
science, that it is a field internally differentiated by both practices and institutions. Thus, is most academic
carries organized with in disciplines or research field with disciplinary structures (educations, specialized
journals, national and international associations etc. (Turner 2000)) despite the much of the talk about
trans- or cross disciplinary research. The underlying question in this section is in this way how disciplinary
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structures and social scientific epistemological cultures overlap, whether some disciplines houses more
distinctive epistemological cultures and whether epistemological cultures exceed disciplinary boundaries.
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"Radical Enlightenment" - the development of an abstraction
Frederik Stjernfelt, Aarhus University
The role of abstractions in humanities research has not received much attention. My
hypothesis is that abstractions are no less important in the humanities than in other
sciences. In this paper, I investigate the recent emergence of "Radical Enlightenment" as a
research subject in intellectual history - referring to a specific sub-current of Enlightenment
thought from mid-17 to late-18 C. The term, however, did not exist in the period it refers to.
The genesis of this abstract concept begins in spontaneous occurrences in mid-19 C with
an increasing scholarly interest up to the establishment of an international research
community in the years around 1980 with books, special issues, conferences, etc. Thus
"Radical Enlightenment" forms a case study of the development of an abstract concept,
facilitating the direction of scholarly attention to a phenomenon of intellectual history
hitherto unrecognized.

SESSION 2:

Contesting the Humanities

The role of the humanities in current inter-disciplinary research in health and education:
suggestions for organizational and methodological ways forward

Associate professor, PhD, Lotte Huniche, Lhuniche@health.sdu.dk, and professor, PhD, Dorthe
Staunæs, dost@dp.dk

Although the idea of integrative knowledge is as old as Plato, the term inter-disciplinarity itself is of
a more recent date. It is not until the end of the 20. Century that modes of knowledge production are
restructured with new divisions of intellectual labor, new ways of collaborating across disciplines,
the emergence of hybrid fields, comparative studies, the borrowing across disciplines and mixing of
genres to make up what is now termed interdisciplinarity or in some instances trans-disciplinarity.
Currently, we are witnessing a renewed interest in and emphasis on interdisciplinary research in
relation to a broad range of societal issues, such as environment, sustainability, inequality, health
and education. Interest may well be spurred by current pressures to answer complex questions and
solve societal problems that are beyond the scope of any one discipline. This is mirrored in the fact
that private as well as governmental funding bodies around the world favor large-scale research
projects bridging a number of different disciplines across the natural, social and human sciences in
attempts at developing knowledge on and strategies for addressing such issues.
However, despite an exponential growth in publications on interdisciplinary research
as well as in networks and research centers since the 1970és there is a curious lack of familiarity
with this body of literature and with existing practices (Klein 1990, Weingart 2000). The field of
interdisciplinarity is marked by uncertainty of the meaning of the term and a lack of unifying
discourse (Moran 2002). Even if there are exceptions, it seems an almost defining characteristic of
current interdisciplinary research that interdisciplinarity amounts to little more than a joint project
description of how a particular collection of mono-disciplinary work packages or sup-groups are
going to investigate separate research questions within each their tradition. The result is that
investigations of various aspects of a given problematic are only co-incidentally related, or in some
instances, the investigations are directed at all together different problematics. Researchers may
come together only for half-way and end of study workshops or conferences finding it difficult to
relate to the research findings of others, or even to understand the vocabulary and areas of interest
of researchers from other disciplines. Given that societal issues are going to become more rather
than less complicated in the future we need to work on ways of conducting interdisciplinary

research that will perform more than mere accumulation of mono-disciplinary insights. Answers to
this challenge are varied and commonly contested, as for example the contributions of mode 2 and 3
knowledge production, stressing a focus on problems at hand and the innovation of new integrative
methods (Gibbons, Scott & Nowotny 2001, Carayannis & Campbell 2012).
We argue that the biggest challenge of 21. century interdisciplinary knowledge
production is perhaps not related to deciding what kind of problems should be addressed or to the
invention of new integrative methodologies, even if these aspects are in need of consideration, but
rather to the invention and spread of sustainable ways of collaborating in interdisciplinary set ups:
this challenge includes developing research proposals (and getting them funded), ways of working
together, learning from each other, developing vocabularies and exploring problematics while still
drawing on mono-disciplinary traditions. This suggest a practical, bottom up approach to
developing ways of doing interdisciplinary research where issues of power, ideology and
epistemology have to be addressed and resolved as co-operation gets under way. The human and
social sciences have a particular role to play in such attempts drawing on their traditions of
reflecting epistemic, procedural, and methodological questions of knowledge production and cooperation.

Organizing interdisciplinary research
Presently, there seems to be no distinct organizational or methodological principles for
interdisciplinary research in health and education and no distinct vocabulary. This suggests a need
for organizational scaffolding of work on designing and conceptualizing ways of doing
interdisciplinary research and for developing methodological vocabularies that can be recognized
within and across disciplines and funding bodies. Resources for scaffolding activities may be
provided by external funding. For example, in the shape of overarching exploratory research
projects on inter-disciplinarity comprising interdisciplinary sub-projects coupled with an
infrastructure enabling the ongoing exchange of ideas and experiences across sub-projects.
However, without long term anchorage at national research institutions preferably
coupled with the establishment of legitimate institutional spaces for other kinds of interdisciplinary
activities the sustainability of research activities relying on external funding is by nature uncertain.
Combining institutional anchorage and space-making with external funding would enable the
experimentation with co-related activities, such as inter-faculty collaboration, interdisciplinary
postgraduate research programs, and graduate courses (Repko, Szostak, & Newell 2011). One

example of how to institutionally anchor and make space for interdisciplinarity is the Science and
Justice Research Center and post-graduate training program, at University of California, Santa Cruz
(Reardon et al, unpublished manuscript). Various activities are conceived with the aim of creating
mutual spaces of interest and to further respectful exchanges, curiosity and critical dialogue across
the sciences. Recurring activities such as monthly meetings where project ideas are communicated
and discussed, cocktail hours where more playful agendas are put to use, coupled with ongoing
activities such as an artist-in-residence are ways of forging new modes of thinking within and
across disciplines along with developing a language that may travel across disciplines.

Facilitating interdisciplinary research
A particular way of creating platforms for the development of trans-disciplinary research (the term
favoured in this particular body of literature) when involving researchers as well as professionals, is
to establish humanistic laboratories (labs) in different versions. Currently, labs are re-invented as an
innovation activity for not only scientific discoveries as we formerly knew them but as platforms
for engineering processes of conceptual retooling and human and trans-disciplinary learning.
Etymologically ‘laboratory’ means a work place. But the work and the place are organized in
specific ways in order to produce something of a specific nature. It is a particular space, organized
and designed as a specific apparatus (Barad 2007) setting out and articulating particular practices
and subjectivities. When researchers and other professionals take part in the laboratory, they partake
in an organized, realistic, but also experimental practical effort in temporary seclusion from the rest
of the research organization, so as subsequently to enter into the daily organization in a more
qualified manner – thereby contributing to general organizational and theoretical productivity.
Today, laboratories seem to promise productive spaces of learning. Labs connote
‘science’ and it borrows legitimacy from the excellence and objectivity of the ‘hard’ sciences.
Moving away from the labs in the natural sciences towards labs in the humanities the relation
between experiments and labs changes. If successful, the laboratory becomes a site for learning and
for developing a capacity for working towards the virtuality, the-not-yet-there, of concepts and
empirical material. This developed attitude involves learning and acquiring capacities for being
oriented towards what is not already known and responding to the effects of what is not necessarily
in continuation with the present but on its way and coming into being. More work is needed on
sketching out some important features of how the humanistic learning labs may be designed in
order to facilitate innovative disciplinary meetings and transformations in health and education.

Features like place authenticity/reality, objectification, and virtuality are significant vehicles in and
of the lab- learning-apparatus, and they may strategically be articulated, turned up or down
depending on the kind of interdisciplinary discussions and products wanted.
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Robots in the Humanities
Gunhild Borggreen, Associate Professor
Department of Arts and Cultural Studies (Institut for Kunst og Kulturvidenskab)
University of Copenhagen
e-mail: gunhild@hum.ku.dk

“Robots are boring – humans are not”
Such a statement marks the incentive to investigate and create robotic technologies from a cultural
and aesthetics perspective. This paper will report on the upstart of the Robot Culture and Aesthetics
(ROCA) project, which unites cultural and aesthetic theories with practice-based insights in order to
imagine, theorize, and create new types of human-technology interaction. The ROCA project
provides a critical inquiry into the ontologies of robots in order to (re)formulate and (re)create what
a robot is, and investigate the different types of engagement that robots provoke. The ultimate and
inevitable perspective of human-robot interaction is negotiating ontologies of human beings, a
central issues in the history and development of the humanities.
This paper presents some of the theoretical concepts mentioned above in order to provide a link
between theory and practice that informs a performative methodology for a practice-based research
approach. After a brief presentation of the timeliness for a robot culture project, I focus my
attention on the areas of ontologies, imagination and performance. The notion of social and cultural
imagination leads to a description of a techno-orientalist dimension related to visuality and robotic
representations from Japan, and includes examples of Danish-Japanese collaborations. Performance
provides a core concept not only for theorizing in human-robot interaction, but also in the formation
of new methodological approaches for a practice-based knowledge production.
Timeliness
The reasons behind the ROCA project are based in the increasing attention in Denmark and around
the globe on robots as social companions for human beings. The development of social robots are
mainly aimed at the health care sector and is often seen as one aspect of solving the demographic
challenge of the aging society. Within caretaking industries as well as in industrial production,
agriculture, and education, robots will become more sophisticated in terms of multifunctionality,
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complexity, and creative dimensions, and the use of robotics is projected to be more widespread.1
Robots are increasingly being designed to interact closely with human beings, and to be sensitive to
a human being’s behaviour and movement in various types of environments. The Danish
Technological Institute (DTI), for example, recommends the positive impact of human-robot
interaction for end-users of robotic technologies within health care and welfare as well as education
and entertainment.2 Development in product design and interaction design focus on strong user
involvement to define new robotic interaction in caretaking environments.3 Robots formed the main
theme of the annual meeting for Vækstfonden this year, at which the Minister of Business and
Growth encouraged Danish companies to invest in innovative development of robotics and
advanced technologies in order to enhance economic growth for Denmark.4
Within research, the study of robotics focuses on social robotics and rehabilitative technologies
with special attention on how to improve communication and promote meaningful and fluid
interaction between humans and machines. For example, the transdisciplinary research area
PENSOR (Philosophical and Transdisciplinary Enquiries into Social Robots) at Aarhus University
focuses on condition of human-robot interaction through the study of cognitive science,
psychology, anthropology, and philosophy.5 Another example is the Program for Technology,
Culture and Learning is an interdisciplinary research program at the Department of Education at the
Faculty of Arts, Aarhus University. The program covers a number of projects concerning
technology, including robots in learning environments.6
While these and other recent initiatives on robotic research consider the technological and societal
impact of human-machine interaction, no research project has yet investigated the cultural and
aesthetic dimensions of robots in synergy with practice-based knowledge. Seen from the
perspective of traditional humanistic research, the challenge for the ROCA project is to establish a
research collaboration with various types of practitioners: scientists from robotics and technology
departments, artists and activists, as well as private enterprises and public institutions. The goal is to
place cultural and aesthetic perspectives on robotics on equal footing as technological and cognitive
sciences, thus arguing for the imperative importance of humanistic approach.
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Research Approach
The ROCA project offers insights into human-machine interaction based on two distinct but
mutually enriching dimensions: One is an analytical and theoretical dimension, which in the ROCA
project thrives on the synergy of interdisciplinary encounters within a wide range of research areas
such as performance studies, media studies, design studies, visual and auditory studies, art history,
comparative literature, and aesthetic theories. The analytical and theoretical dimension of the
project focuses on robotic representation in art, design, and film. These areas of cultural production
are critical sites for understanding the figurations of social robots: the artistic representations of
robots and robot technologies are platforms for popular and scientific trajectories of the robotic
body as a physical presence in the real world. The fictional characteristic of robots in art and
cinema are rendered ‘real’ through the verisimilitude of the filmic world or the artistic context. The
field of product design provides a link between fiction and reality by bridging the transition from
fictitious robots to robots as materialised and functional artefacts. We believe cultural and aesthetic
theories to be implicit already in historical as well as contemporary developments of robot
technology, but that such theories have hitherto been absent from the discussion of robotics
research. These cultural and aesthetic theories include concepts such as ontology, imagination,
visuality, audibility, presence, liveness, and others.
The other dimension is that of practice: The ROCA project aims at investigating cultural and
aesthetic perspectives of robots framed within a practice-based research format. Using the model of
investigative research and experimentation used in engineering and the sciences to guide our
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research, we propose a practical dimension through the creation of a robotic prototype entity.
Theoretical perspectives will be tested in a laboratory concept that offers actual production of
robotic prototypes. This involves the creation of research methodologies that clarify the processes
in which the work in the lab will be analysed, and the practical dimensions and the knowledge
produced in the working with prototypes will feed back into the theoretical work and provide
opportunities for extensive reflexivity in the scientific process.7
Ontologies
Robots are defined as mechanical and/or electronic entities that perform according to electronic or
computer-based programming, and often have sensors or other feedback systems that enable robots
to be autonomous or semi-autonomous in their actions.8 The term robot designates a broad variety
of mechanical, electronic, or computational devices that include industrial robots in factory
assembly lines, zoomorphic entities of toys and artificial pets, anthropomorphic machines that
simulate human motion and expressions, as well as androids or humanoids that resemble humans in
size and surface appearance.9 Psychologist Sherry Turkle has analysed the current state of
emotional and philosophical readiness towards sociable robots, and identifies this as a ‘robotic
moment’.10 The ROCA project contributes to the critical studies of such ‘readiness’ by exploring
the cultural and aesthetics forces that are shaping the ‘robotic moment.’
Robots with computational or artificial intelligence combined with autonomous behaviour often
appear ‘as if’ they embody real life and have will power and intention of their own. In her book
How We Became Posthuman, literary critic N. Katherine Hayles investigates the processes in which
the demarcation between bodily existence and computer simulation has become blurred, and
suggests that such conditions give way to a posthuman construction.11 Telerobotics emphasizes the
boundaries between presence and distance, and figures as the centre of attention in the anthology
The Robot in the Garden.12 The robot in this case is tied to the concept of telepistemology, the study
of knowledge acquired at a distance. Other types of knowledge related to bodies in robotic contexts
are discussed by philosopher of science and technology Don Ihde, who proposes a postphenomenological approach to the interactional relationships between humans, computer, or
robots.13 Anthropologist Lucy A. Suchman considers human and nonhuman agency, and focuses on
how action can be reconfigured in human-machine interface by relying on materiality as well as
contemporary imaginaries.14 The various branches of philosophy and the urgent questions they pose
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illustrate the need to address complexities between human and nonhuman, between animate and
inanimate, between physical materiality and virtual presence. It is in this gap between material
embodiment and imaginary constellation that art as a mode of communication and
conceptualization provides a potential platform for re-thinking human-robot interaction: although
fictional, artistic representations of robots rely on the imaginary forces of the spectator to envision
embodied interaction and experience physical response. While a few projects and exhibitions have
addressed the issue of art and robotics, no study has yet aimed at a comprehensive overview of
robots in art.15
Imagination
Although created as fiction, robots in art, design, literature, theatre, and film are often constructed
to interact closely with human beings, and thus offer representations of human-machine
relationships that are transformed into notions of human beings’ interactions with real-life robots
through processes of imagination. Various approaches to the concept of imagination provide
theories for the way in which mental images emerge, as well as the cognitive and cultural
significance they entail. While the imaginary has always been part of mythology and ritual, the new
anthropological dimension comes forward in the way in which imagination is understood as a social
practice.16 Theories of imagination and the imaginary highlight the relations between the physical
behaviour as well as visual and sonic appearances of fictional robots and the ways in which mental
images of robots arise and constitute interrelational possibilities.
Imagination is closely linked to robot vision and visuality: what a robot looks like and how a robot
is programmed to ‘see’. Robots signify new ways of optical perception because the vision is
industrialized and automated. Visual technologies in robots such as war drones translate visual
images into a language based on visual pattern recognition and algorithms that program visual
intelligence through codifying the perceptive ability.17 The visual appearance of robots in film and
art works, especially with regard to humanoid robots, often relies on visual approximation to the
human form. Humanoid robotics indicate a notion of verisimilitude as a basis for human-robot
communications which may be challenged by other forms of visuality. Robot aesthetics envisioned
and conceptualised by visual artists provide modes of seeing and sensing that resist conventional
scopic regimes of technology.18
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Areas of cultural production such as art, design, literature, theatre, and film are critical sites for
understanding the figurations of social robots: the artistic representations of robots and robot
technologies are platforms for popular and scientific trajectories of the robotic body as a physical
presence in the real world. The fictional characteristic of robots in art, theatre, and cinema are
rendered ‘real’ through the verisimilitude of the filmic or staged world, or the artistic context. The
field of product design provides a link between fiction and reality by bridging the transition from
fictitious robots to robots as materialised and functional artefacts.
The etymological background for the word robot comes from the play R.U.R (Rossum’s Universal
Robots) by Czech writer Karel Čapek in 1921 in which synthetic creations build to resemble
humans take on a life of their own.19 Robots as technological devises occupy a special place in
society and culture in regards to ethics because of robots’ close resemblance to human beings and
the emphasis on autonomous agency. The quest for constructing artificial human life and
intelligence is often juxtaposed by the fear of machines developing self-awareness and taking
control of humans. This paradox of fascination versus fear has been the topic of a number of
cultural products throughout the 20th century, such as Mary Shelley’s novel Frankenstein (1818) or
films such as Fritz Lang’s Metropolis (1927), Ridley Scott’s science fiction film Blade Runner
(1982) and Oshii Mamoru’s animation film Ghost in the Shell (1995). While some robotic scientists
find such notions from popular culture irrelevant for the development of new technologies, others
may want to take popular notions of robots into consideration when developing visual appearance,
social competence and affective interaction for future robots.
Techno-Orientalism
The image of Japan as a robotic nation often results in claims concerning Japanese people as more
positively minded toward mechanical or electronic machines in their everyday life compared to
other nations. In Techno-Orientalist terms, Japanese robotics represent the ultimate vision of the
Other, a phenomenon which challenges the supremacy of Western technology and exposes the loss
of technological hegemony as a cultural “emasculation” of the potency of Western modernity.20 If
the cyborg is a creature in a post-gender world,21 gender metaphors of technology still provides
frameworks for imaginary embodiment of the Orientalist Other in postcolonial discourse and visual
representation. Gender issues intersect with theories of performance and point towards bodily as
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well as ideologically constitutive actions of technology.22 Do robots have a gender, and how are
social and cultural imaginaries constructed around gendered technology?23
In Japan, robots play a major role in popular visual culture, from manga characters such as Astro
Boy and Gundam to Paro, an interactive healing pet. A number of artists in Japan take up aspects of
robots in their art works. Visual representations of various kinds of robots and science-fiction
inspired imagery can be seen in for example the photo and video works by Mori Mariko, who
stages herself in utopian cyborg environments; the paintings by Tenmyôya Hisashi, who combines
traditional ornamentation style with manga-inspired robot imagery, or in works by Aida Makoto,
whose paintings of humanoids at war refer to generic otaku images from popular culture such as
Gundam animé series (1979 onwards). Other artists construct actual robots in order to investigate
not only the technology behind but also the human interactions: Mikami Seiko apply robotic
technology and perception in her interactive art installations; Yanobe Kenji constructs functional
robots in response to his childhood experience of robots at the World Exposition in Osaka in 1970
(Expo 70), and Torimitsu Momoyo creates artificial robots dressed as businessmen that crawl along
the floor and battle each other.
In the 2008 performance Hataraku watashi (I, Worker), two Wakamaru Communication robots,
designed by Mitsubishi Heavy Industries Ltd., perform as themselves in a naturalistic play set in a
near future. Two human actors perform as a young couple, who own the two domestic robots and
interact with them in everyday life situations. The performance is a collaboration between
Seinendan director and scriptwriter Hirata Oriza and robotic scientist Ishiguro Hiroshi from the
Intelligent Robotics Laboratory at Osaka University. The scientist and the theatre director also
collaborate on other works involving robotic science, among these the Android-Human Theatre
Sayônara (Goodbye) from 2010. In these collaborations, the artist and the scientist explore the
possibilities of human-machine interaction through the fictional narrative and dialogue of the play
as well as the visual appearance and the bodily/mechanical movements on stage. They also study
audiences’ reactions and emotional responses to the robotic performers as a practice-based feedback
into the theoretical investigation of the communication skills and phenomenological interventions.
The robot developed by Ishiguro Hiroshi in the theatrical play Sayônara is one of several
spectacular geminoid (or ‘twin’) robots from his laboratory, which includes an android robot
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created as an exact copy of the scientist himself. Ishiguro’s intensions are to test the ways in which
human beings respond visually and emotionally to machines – is there a limit to the degree to which
a robot can resemble a human being? Ishiguro investigates the phenomenon of bukimi no tani, the
uncanny valley, a concept invented by Mori Masahiro in 1970 that theorizes the critical turning
point of human verisimilitude in non-human entities such as prosthetic limbs or robots.24 Mori
describes the uncanny valley as the location on a graphic curve depicting the relationship between
human likeness and perceived familiarity of robots where deviation from human appearance will
create an effect of eerie or repulsion. Ishiguro applies android robots for testing human-human
interactions in order to evaluate cognitive, neuroscientific, and social theories.25 The findings so far
seem to suggest that the more humanlike the robot is in visual appearance and behaviour, the more
human-directed expectations the test persons elicit.
National and transnational robots
Mainstream media in Japan constantly work to promote a positive images of technology in the
framework of techno-nationalism.26 This may be an attempt to re-establish a sense of national pride,
not only in terms of the global flow of popular culture media content, but also of prestigious and
government supported science projects related to robotics that increasingly gain international
attention. Several publications aimed for the general audience in Japan highlights the aspect of
‘rescue’, as when Nakayama Shin, chairman of Yasukawa Denki electric corporation, publishes a
book that promises that ‘robots will save Japan’ in 2006.27 Robots are also seen as one way of
coping with the challenge of demographic change and global competition in what is called ‘The
Japan Syndrome’, defined as ‘Japan’s national malaise rooted in years of economic and social
stagnation’.28 At the same time, multi-purpose application of robot technology for health
management and living support for elderly and disabled provide new possibilities for know-how
export and softpower value.29
The affirmative Japanese techno-nationalist approach is emphasized in a number of publications
and media outlets and promotes an essentialist cultural dimension as a means to legitimize and
naturalize large investments made in robot science and development in Japan. Time and again, a
difference in attitude towards technology in Japan and the West is emphasized: in Japanese culture,
is it claimed, robots are portrayed as heroic and reliable, with individualistic character, and
expressing emotions such as dreams and hopes, while robots in Western culture are disobedient,
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unfaithful, and cause trouble.30 Examples of a sceptical attitude towards robot technology from
Japan seem to support a notion of a cultural difference between Japan and the West, including
Denmark, concerning the ways in which human-machines relationships are conceived in general by
different populations.31 However, within the last few years this notion have changed and given way
for a different and more positive discourse in Denmark in regards to Japanese robotics. Like Japan,
Denmark is facing the issue of a constrictive population pyramid with more elderly people who
need care taking and less young people to pay taxes to finance the costs. To reduce some of the
labour intensive costs in care taking industry, various types of Japanese robots are imported for
testing, such as the Panasonic Robotic bed for Danish hospitals and nursing homes tested in 2011,
and a bathing robot from the Japanese company Airwater introduced in 2012. The recent narrative
seems to tell us that if Japan is a Great Country of Robots of innovation and production, then
Denmark is ‘Robotland,’ the ideal market for testing, marketing, and sale.32
This set-up of transnational symbiosis between Japan and Denmark was no-where more
significantly displayed as when Henrik Schärfe, Head of Centre for Computer-mediated
Epistemology at Aalborg University, in 2011 presented the visual manifestation of his collaboration
with Ishiguro Hiroshi in Osaka: an android robot created as a copy of Henrik Schärfe himself.33
Henrik Schärfe’s research collaboration with Ishiguro focuses on how humans relate to other
humans by testing the response of visual appearance on an android copy. Parts of the investigation
try to pinpoint when human beings perceive of the machine as ‘uncanny,’ but, as Ishiguro has
realized, the notion of what is ‘uncanny’ about a robot is not a universal response of human
beings.34 Responses to non-human entities are dependent on cultural and historical context, and they
are constantly changing because they are related to dynamic fields such as bodily experience and
social and cultural imagination.
Performance
The interrelated fields of bodily experience and imaginations calls for an attention on the concept of
performance. Performance relates to robots in a number of different ways. Performance theory
highlights the concept of presence in which notions of ephemerality are often opposed to mediation
or mediatised presences that signal temporal displacements.35 In terms of performance, the primacy
of live performance is questioned and reformulated into dialectics between the immediate body and
the intermediated body.36 Another perspective points to the technological performance in terms of
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efficiency and functionality in the environments where robots are used. The robot not only performs
the functions it is programmed to, it also enables the performances of other technologies, materials,
or humans. What signifies such techno-performance in art, design, and film in terms of social and
cultural imaginations?
The crossover between technological development and cultural analyses provide an opportunity for
development of methodologies that embrace the cultures of technological science and humanities.
Research design as well as collecting and analysing empirical material may differ in these research
cultures, just as the feedback from practical, analytical and theoretical approach provide different
new types of insight. Bodily engagement into technological experience may produce knowledge
within the range of practice-based research as an emerging area within the arts and cultural studies
in the humanities. Practice-based research investigates how mutual and continuous feedback
between practice and theory enriches both areas and lead to new types of knowledge production. A
clarification of the processes and knowledge production in the encounter between practice and
theory may contribute to a qualification of practice-based research within the conventional areas of
academic work.
A number of scholars, who are engaged in developing practice-based research methodologies, have
a background in performance studies. They are often themselves both academic scholars and
performance artists, and thus integrate the two perspective of studying performance and doing
performance.37 Moreover, the theories and practices from performance studies have informed a
methodological shift towards what is termed the ‘performative turn’ within the social sciences as
well as the humanities.38 Identifying the conventional binary structure of qualitative and
quantitative research methodologies, performance scholar Brad Haseman suggests a third paradigm
called performative research. Haseman notes that practice has been understood by quantitative as
well as qualitative research methodologies to be an object of study, either to be counted and
measured, or focused on for the purpose of improving already established practices. More recently,
practice is also being understood as a method of research, discussed and developed under different
names such as performative research, practice as research, practice-led research, or practice-based
research.39
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Although often experimental and closely related to artistic forms of performance and exhibition, a
performative research paradigm is not merely a question of moving the attention from
representation to various techniques of art or performance. Rather, as Haseman argues by referring
to philosopher J.L. Austin’s speech act theories, performative research becomes practice-based
research because the research is an action that enacts what it names and hereby constitutes its own
existence.40 Performative research or performance as research is a way to challenge conventional
binary divisions between thinking and doing, between interpreting and making. Performance
scholar Baz Kershaw calls for a performance ecology, which may be adapted to describe research
methods, namely to ensure that all research components interact together to create diversity, and do
so in manners that enable them to “survive and thrive” in particular environments.41
Application of practice-based research methodologies in the ROCA project is a means of
understanding the unique presence of robots and artificial agents -- as opposed to human presence
or digital presences -- may lead to new ways of formulating the conditions for communication and
interaction with and through technology.42 The question of ‘liveness’ is fundamental to how readily
human beings connect emotionally or intellectually to artificial systems. Indeed, notions of
‘liveness’ may be the very essence of how to imagine future human-machine interaction, and the
means through which to maintain robots as boring and humans as not.

Gunhild Borggreen is Associate Professor in Art History and Visual Culture at Department of Arts
and Cultural Studies, University of Copenhagen. She has specialised in Japanese contemporary art
and visual culture, including a forthcoming publication on Disrupted Images. Nation in
Contemporary Japanese Visual Culture (Brill) as well as a number of academic articles and
presentations. Gunhild is the Co-founder and Project Manager of ROCA (Robot Culture and
Aesthetics; ikk.ku.dk/roca).
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Corpus, corporation, persona. The (human) body in the construction of political institutions (and vice
versa)

The (human) body, corpus, has always played an important role in the understanding and description of the
different (political) associations that human beings have formed, and not least the political institution par
excellence, the state (as well as the political and the economy in general). But at the same time, the
conception of (the nature of) these political institutions reciprocally have served as ways of constructing our
understanding of (the nature of) human beings. This paper investigates the dialectical relationship in the
construction of political and economical institutions (especially the state), and the political and the economy
in general and the construction of a specific understanding of human beings as uniform and essentially
driven by the same passions and aversions.
Not only as a metaphor, but also as a legal fiction the corpus, as well as the persona and as an
organical metaphor, has from the earliest beginnings been essential in describing and ascribing existence,
perpetuality and rights to all kinds of different (political bodies) from St. Paul's conception of the church as a
corpus christi; Livy's history of Menenius Agrippa and the founding of Rome's political institutions; the
corporation and the persona in the Digest of Roman Law; the medieval jurists, philosophers, and scholastics
who conceptualized both the church and the state as a corpus mysticum, etc. All of which have been a part of
the rich legacy of corporate and organic metaphors essential in shaping modern political, economical and
legal language and institutions and been a central part of the intelligibility and imaginary of the political (and
economical) order.
On the other hand, however, and at the same time as the (the nature of) the human beings (and their
bodies) has served as a prime example and metaphor of the political institutions and order, the nature of
human beings have on the one hand been constructed as something which could fit into this order and has
been constructed reciprocally by the conception of the institutions. The metaphor of the corpus, has, I will
argue, worked in both ways and the conception of the political institution (especially the state) has as much
been used to construct the (nature of) the human body (as essentially uniform and primarily guided by selfprotection and well-being) as the other way around.
In this paper I will, after a brief introduction to the history of corporational metaphors,
figures and constructions in Western European political, legal (and religious) thought, break down the role

the corporate metaphor played in the economical and political thought at the end of 17th century England.
Not only has England had a unique history of corporations and the use of corporate metaphors (such as the
King's two bodies, city corporations, the crown as a corporation, trading corporations), but it is also here in
England, during the 17th century that we see some of the first attempts at modern political and economical
thought in the sense of attempt to construct sciences of economics and politics based on firm and secure
principles. And these firm principles were exactly the nature of human beings from which the necessity of
the political and economical order was induced and constructed and the nature of political and economical
behaviour and institutions (especially the state) were conceptualized by the corporate, human, personality
metaphor extrapolated from this specific way of thinking human beings. But at the same time the political
and economical order in turn needed the construction of a certain type of human being, an accountable,
predictable and trustworthy account of human nature according to which (economical) policies could be
aimed.
What this paper aims to show is that on the one hand every way of thinking economics and politics is
always-already a (specific) way of thinking (and constructing) human beings and their nature, which in this
paper is exemplified by the use of the examples from late 17th century English political and economical
thought (which the writers themselves believed to be moral philosophy). On the other hand it aims to show
the dialectical relationship in the construction of (the nature of) human beings and (the nature of) political
and economical institutions as well as the (necessity of) the political and economical in general. And here the
corporate, personality and organic metaphors were of great importance. The paper argues, by focusing on the
corporate, organic and personality metaphors which have always been used to describe political bodies, that
on the one hand our political (and economical) institutions have been shaped by the application of bodily
metaphors, but that on the other hand the very way we think human beings (their desires, their way of
behaving, their passions and aversions) likewise have been reciprocally shaped by the way we conceived our
political and economical institutions (as essentially survivalist and self-interested), especially the state, and
that these ways of thinking always-already is a construction of human beings and their nature.

1

Turning wheels in changing minds: studying conceptual worlds at the
intersection of technological history and cognitive science
Niels Nørkjær Johannsen

ABSTRACT
This paper illustrates one of the ways in which the humanities are currently being
brought into play with other scientific fields in the attempt to identify specifically
human ways of being. One of the main hubs of recent trends to study general aspects of
humanity has been that of defining qualities and implications of the human mind. The
cognitive sciences, broadly perceived, have predominantly considered this ambition of
generalization as being identical with the project of mapping the operation, ontogenesis
and phylogenesis of a universal, bodily (neural) basis of human cognition. The
humanities, on the other hand, have long sought to understand complexes of historically
specific factors that have allowed or compelled human beings in particular cultural
contexts to think in particular ways. Traditionally, these two sets of interest in and
scientific engagement with the human mind – the nomothetic and the ideographic
agendas – have often been perceived as competing, potentially irreconcilable
perspectives. Focusing on the impact of technological experience on human beings’
conceptualizations of their surroundings and existence, this paper points to mutual
dependencies of these two agendas and identifies a concrete field within which our
understanding of the general depends crucially on histories of the specific.
The paper provides three examples of the conceptual impact of wheels and
wheeled transport, from three parts of the history of this technological genre in the
Western world: the Neolithic, the Bronze Age and the modern West. Each of these cases
shows how technological experience has facilitated a given solution to a particular
conceptual challenge in a particular cultural context. And, in combination, these cases
demonstrate how the conceptual potentials associated with the experience of wheels and
wheeled vehicular transport have changed as the character and thus experiential
qualities of this technological genre developed. The final part of the paper reflects on
the implications of technologically influenced conceptualization for humans in general.
What is the significance of techno-conceptual dynamics for long-term trends in the
history of human societies? And what does this generative interplay between general
human preconditions and the specific contexts in which we situate them tell us about the
specifically human?

2

Stuff that may be involved – in some form – in the full paper:
Try to imagine the world in which you live – here, today – without wheels. If you live
in a so-called ‘industrialized’ part of the world (and are willing to indulge, for a
moment, a scenario of absurd counterfactual proportions), the practical implications of
such a hypothetical transformation are bound to seem overwhelming. It may take you a
little while to conjure an impression of this other world, but once you start to think
through the activities and circumstances that somehow involve wheels, it becomes
pretty clear that doing without them would be… well, different. Humans in large parts
of the world have given the wheel – specifically wheeled vehicular transport – an
extremely central role in the way they organize their lives, in both space and time. They
have configured many of their constellations of dwelling and rest with socioeconomic
and leisurely activity and exchange in tight accordance with the opportunities and
limitations of this broad class of transportational technology, which means that both
habits and terrestrial infrastructure of these societies have been saturated with fulfilment
of its requirements. To a very large extent, as noted by the sociologist John Urry, ‘civil
societies of the west are societies of automobility’ (2000, 59). While we may note in
passing that the pertinence of Urry’s diagnosis has been expanding rapidly in societies
beyond those regions and cultural contexts traditionally referred to as ‘Western’, what
seems plain is that the use of wheels has had monumental practical and social
implications.
Beyond the point of such general remarks the imaginative challenge issued here
becomes significantly greater. No one knows what, if anything, we would have relied
upon ‘instead of’ wheels – and mental wanderings alongside elaborated, high-tech
versions of early industrial canal systems, in modern metropolises crammed with pack
animals or beneath sci-fiish systems of airborne traffic do not seem to make things
much clearer. Of course, the thing is: given these other circumstances, the suggested
absence would not actually be an absence. Matters and lives would be organized
differently and no one would miss wheels. In fact, things would work perfectly well
without them – just as they have in those parts of the actual world where the wheel has
played little or no role, at least until very recently. Even if fewer and fewer people in the
world are likely to be entirely unfamiliar with wheels, there are still areas where the
invitation to speculation extended above might provoke nothing but a shrug of the
shoulders. However, in most parts of our more or less industrialized world there is no
going around it: in factual, historical absence of wheels, the practical and social
organization of these societies would in some respects have developed differently,
perhaps very differently.
But there is something that might not have come to mind as immediately in our
speculative manoeuvre as the ‘socioeconomic’ consequences just alluded to. This is the
fact that, in some cases, the human inhabitants of such a hypothetical history without
the wheel would also have thought differently about certain things. As explicated
further by the paper’s empirical cases, the particular ways in which humans are able to
conceptualize aspects of their world are very much shaped by features of their prior
experience, including those contributed by their most mundane, practical activities (see,
e.g. Barsalou 1999; Gentner et al. 2001; Lakoff & Johnson 1980; Penn et al. 2008;
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Prinz 2002; Shore 1996; Turner 2006). Using wheels, not least wheeled transport of
various forms, through the last several millennia, humans have put themselves in
distinct types of activities, which have exposed them to particular forms of practical
experience. Experiences with wheels have thus become part of the raw materials from
which humans have pieced together conceptual understandings of their surroundings
and selves. This connection between technology, aspects of experience and
conceptualization is a general phenomenon: technologies constitute particular forms of
practice in which humans put themselves, and these particular forms of practice with
their specific qualities entail particular experiential impressions at the most basic,
practical level. Such impressions, in turn, constitute distinct cognitive resources in
human attempts to understand aspects of their world – resources which enable them to
conceptualize things in particular ways.
Of course, as indicated above, in the cultural context where this paper is written,
wheeled transport is not ‘just any’ technology. Such is the socioeconomic centrality of
this form of transport in the Western world that the wheel has achieved a very special
cultural status. Both icon and cliché of human technological creativity, it ranks
alongside the control and use of fire as one of those few technological developments
that are commonly perceived as basic prerequisites for all developments of human life
and society beyond the perpetual Cave Man Stage. As already noted, it never was such a
prerequisite – but what the wheel’s duplicitous canonical status in Western culture
exposes, and at the same time deflects attention from, is the fact that the history of the
wheel and its uses actually has important things to offer to our understanding of human
technology in general, and the historical dynamics of human agency, technology and
conceptualization in particular. The history of the wheel and its conceptual uses
provides excellent illustrations of ways in which the agency that humans exert in their
technological choices and practices influence their own conceptual worlds and, not
least, those of subsequent individuals who are born into the specific material
environments and forms of practice created or modified by their predecessors.
If nothing else, the initial thought experiment above provided a superficial sketch of the
way we usually think about the implications of human technological history:
technological choices, everyone agrees, have great practical and social, or
‘socioeconomic’, consequences. Or, more precisely, technological choices and
practices, such as all those which gave the wheel its succession of societal roles, are
both historically constituted and then constitutive of subsequent practical and social
circumstances. We might call this a ‘standard view’ on technological history – one that
is shared widely amongst scholars of human life and culture (see, e.g. Lemonnier 1993;
MacKenzie & Wajcman 1999; Schiffer 2001; Smith & Marx 1994). Many scholars –
not least archaeologists, economists and historians – also agree that we cannot explain
the socioeconomic circumstances of a given societal context without knowing a great
deal about the historical processes that preceded them, though views may differ on the
magnitude of the task that this realization brings with it. To an archaeologist, it seems
obvious that we cannot explain how or why societies of the west have become ‘societies
of automobility’ merely by referring to events that followed the introduction of
motorized vehicles from the late 19th century CE onwards. While the modern era has
certainly seen changes in transport and infrastructure which are extreme, both in extent
and in historical pace, by comparison to those of preceding centuries and millennia,
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these changes were nonetheless founded on process that started long before. Humans in
western Eurasia started to use wheels at least some five and a half millennia ago, and
subsequent centuries and millennia have seen a long series of developments in wheeled
vehicular transport, infrastructures and associated forms of social organization –
developments without which 19th and 20th century humans would have had neither the
ability nor the desire to construct and use automobiles. Whether or not one is inclined to
stretch the explanatory endeavour this far back in time, any diachronically sensitive
perspective on technology subscribes to the supposition that such historical processes
are among the central causes underlying socioeconomic circumstances. In terms of
causality, then, most scholars would be willing to admit, or would even insist, that the
specific forms of socioeconomic activities and constellations in any given cultural
present are historically constituted.
The logic just outlined has rarely been applied to our understanding of the specific ways
in which people think in a given context. Most studies of human cognition focus their
causal considerations either on the ontogenetic processes by which individuals have
acquired bodily bases for thinking in particular ways, or on the phylogenetic heritage
that an individual brings to life and which preconditions ontogeny, or on the interplay
between these two sets of factors. Restriction to these foci is to some extent
understandable as consequences of the background and training priorities of disciplines
which have traditionally dominated the study of human cognition. But while both
perspectives provide central parts of a nuanced causal account, even in combination
they leave out another, major part of the causal complex underlying the character of
actual instances of conceptualization. Causally, these perspectives take the specific
conditions in which the ‘ontogeneses of phylogenetically founded individuals’ unfold
for granted. This might not be problematic for some disciplines if the impact of these
conditions on conceptual processing was limited to the formal variation of that being
processed, i.e. if these conditions did not make a difference for the resources that are
brought to bear on (but which are formally independent of) that being processed. Were
this the case, one could argue that taking such conditions into account would simply be
to deal with the particular content of conceptual thought, which is another matter than
talking about its mechanisms; and the former could be argued to belong under a
different scientific jurisdiction than the latter. But our knowledge of human conceptual
cognition makes blatantly clear that these conditions do make such a difference. As
noted already, human conceptual efforts rely fundamentally on an associative mode of
processing that gives any given (experienced) feature of the world potential to change
ways in which other, even very different aspects of the world are handled conceptually.
In other words, the conditions and practices that provide people with particular sets of
experiential baggage influence the general processing resources available to the
conceptual cognition of an individual. The associative character of human
conceptualization, then, gives societal history a very significant causal impact on human
thought. Just as much as we cannot understand the geneses of Urry’s ‘societies of
automobility’ with reference only to the present and most recent past, or to the general
human capacity for innovation, most often we cannot understand how people have come
to think in specific ways simply by referring to their individual ontogeneses or the
phylogeneses underlying general features of the bodily bases of their cognition. If we
want to understand the causes underlying specific solutions to actual conceptual
challenges, we also need to include the cultural histories which contribute to providing
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the people in question with a particular set of resources for conceptualization.
Technology, I shall argue, is of great concern here.
…
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Questioning	
  the	
  Digital	
  Humanities	
  in	
  the	
  21st	
  Century	
  
Niels	
  Brügger	
  
	
  
In	
   recent	
   years	
   new	
   conditions	
   have	
   challenged	
   the	
   Humanities:	
   the	
   funding	
  
structure	
  has	
  changed	
  and	
  has	
  become	
  more	
  international,	
  the	
  Humanities	
  have	
  
had	
  to	
  re-‐legitimize	
  themselves	
  in	
  society,	
  and	
  demands	
  for	
  new	
  types	
  of	
  cross-‐
disciplinary	
  research	
  have	
  broken	
  up	
  well-‐known	
  disciplines	
  and	
  fields	
  of	
  study.	
  
Obviously,	
   discussions	
   of	
   these	
   challenges	
   are	
   needed.	
   However,	
   such	
  
discussions	
   tend	
   to	
   overshadow	
   an	
   even	
   more	
   important	
   and	
   fundamental	
  
challenge	
  which	
  has	
  taken	
  place	
  at	
  the	
  very	
  heart	
  of	
  the	
  Humanities	
  during	
  the	
  
last	
  decade:	
  the	
  sources	
  which	
  are	
  studied	
  in	
  many	
  of	
  the	
  humanistic	
  disciplines	
  
have	
  changed	
  from	
  analog	
  to	
  digital,	
  and	
  digitally	
  supported	
  methods	
  have	
  been	
  
made	
  possible	
  and	
  in	
  many	
  cases	
  necessary.	
  
	
  
How	
   will	
   the	
   emerging	
   realm	
   of	
   'the	
   digital'	
   affect	
   and	
   maybe	
   redefine	
   the	
  
Humanities	
   in	
   the	
   years	
   to	
   come?	
   Will	
   'the	
   digital'	
   have	
   the	
   same	
   fundamental	
  
impact	
  on	
  the	
  research	
  practices	
  of	
  the	
  Humanities	
  as	
  the	
  shift	
  from	
  handwriting	
  
and	
  parchment	
  to	
  print	
  and	
  paper	
  had	
  on	
  the	
  sciences	
  and	
  culture	
  at	
  large	
  after	
  
the	
  15th	
  century?	
  This	
  is	
  the	
  overall	
  question	
  for	
  this	
  paper.	
  
	
  
Non-‐digital	
  objects	
  of	
  study	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  methods	
  of	
  analysis	
  and	
  of	
  dissemination	
  
which	
  are	
  not	
  supported	
  by	
  software	
  will	
   undoubtedly	
  continue	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  part	
  of	
  
the	
   Humanities,	
   but	
   within	
   a	
   number	
   of	
   disciplines	
   they	
   are	
   very	
   likely	
   to	
   be	
  
supplemented	
  with	
  digital	
  sources	
  and	
  methods.	
  And	
  since	
  more	
  and	
  more	
  of	
  the	
  
source	
   material	
   will	
   become	
   digital	
   —	
   and	
   in	
   many	
   cases	
   digital	
   only	
   as	
   time	
  
goes	
   by	
   —	
   the	
   non-‐digital	
   will	
   come	
   under	
   pressure,	
   and	
   we	
   will	
   probably	
   attest	
  
to	
   a	
   number	
   of	
   new	
   constellations	
   of	
   the	
   non-‐digital	
   and	
   the	
   digital	
   where	
   the	
  
importance	
   of	
   the	
   digital	
   will	
   be	
   indisputable,	
   maybe	
   to	
   such	
   a	
   degree	
   that	
   the	
  
use	
   of	
   digital	
   material	
   will	
   not	
   only	
   be	
   an	
   option,	
   but	
   a	
   necessity.	
   The	
   main	
  
argument	
  of	
  this	
  paper	
  is	
  that	
  these	
  new	
  constellations	
  of	
  the	
  non-‐digital	
  and	
  the	
  
digital	
  within	
  the	
  Humanities	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  investigated	
  and	
  conceptualised	
  with	
  a	
  
view	
   to	
   having	
   the	
   humanities	
   of	
   the	
   21st	
   century	
   match	
   its	
   foundation,	
   the	
  
source	
  material.	
  

	
  
An	
   important	
   step	
   in	
   this	
   venture	
   will	
   be	
   to	
   identify	
   ‘the	
   digital’	
   within	
   the	
  
Humanities.	
  Thus,	
  the	
  core	
  of	
  the	
  paper	
  is	
  a	
  reflection	
  about	
  where,	
  exactly,	
  we	
  
can	
  locate,	
  and	
  how	
  can	
  we	
  conceptualize	
  'the	
  digital'	
  in	
  our	
  humanistic	
  research	
  
process?	
   A	
   stepping	
   stone	
   in	
   the	
   answering	
   of	
   this	
   question	
   will	
   be	
   a	
   short,	
  
critical	
  discussion	
  of	
  the	
  'Digital	
  humanities',	
  the	
  term	
  which	
  since	
  the	
  turn	
  of	
  the	
  
millenium	
   has	
   been	
   coined	
   as	
   an	
   umbrella	
   term	
   for	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   computers	
   and	
  
computer	
  networks	
  within	
  the	
  humanities.	
  
	
  
First,	
   the	
   term	
   'Digital	
   Humanities'	
   must	
   be	
   scrutinized	
   which	
   will	
   be	
   done	
   by	
  
introducing	
   a	
   short	
   genealogy	
   of	
   the	
   'digital	
   humanities'	
   within	
   the	
   humanities,	
  
focusing	
   on	
   acknowleged	
   traditions	
   such	
   as	
   computational	
   linguistics,	
   literary	
  
computing,	
  digital	
  history,	
  and	
  introducing	
  less	
  well-‐known	
  traditions,	
  primarily	
  
internet	
   studies.	
   Second,	
   a	
   distinction	
   will	
   be	
   introduced	
   as	
   to	
   how	
   the	
   great	
  
variety	
  of	
  digital	
  material	
  has,	
  in	
  fact,	
  become	
  digital:	
  has	
  it	
  been	
  digitized,	
  is	
  it	
  
born	
   digital,	
   or	
   even	
   re-‐born	
   digital,	
   which	
   is	
   the	
   case	
   for	
   the	
   archived	
   web?	
  
Answering	
  this	
  question	
  is	
  pivotal	
  because	
  the	
  characteristics	
  of	
  the	
  digitality	
  of	
  
the	
   digital	
   material	
   has	
   an	
   impact	
   on	
   how	
   it	
   can	
   be	
   used	
   in	
   the	
   research	
   process,	
  
since	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  three	
  types	
  of	
  digital	
  material	
  enhance	
  certains	
  kinds	
  of	
  use	
  and	
  
impede	
  others.	
  Thus,	
  the	
  triadic	
  distinction	
  can	
  be	
  used	
  as	
  a	
  way	
  of	
  framing	
  'the	
  
digital'	
  within	
  the	
  Digital	
  Humanities.	
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It is commonly accepted that Knowledge Dissemination spreads out along three main
directions, giving rise to differently aimed processes: (i) Scholarly Communication, i.e. the
native Knowledge Sharing process among researchers, aimed at supporting the progress of
Science; (ii) Knowledge Transfer, a process between publicly-funded research institutions and
Industry, aimed at supporting Innovation; (iii) Public Understanding of Science, a process
between Science and Society, aimed at popularising the research results and their benefits to
Society.
Among these, the processes of Knowledge Sharing and Transfer are the cornerstones of
Community policies in order to improve the dissemination of scientific information; at the
same time, they constitute the leitmotif in the background of the recommendations issued by
the European Commission to support the economic development of Europe.
Knowledge transfer between scientific research and industry acquires a special relevance
today in the face of resolute demands from the European Commission towards innovation and
is crucial within the scope of the Knowledge Economy logic, with respect to which today even
the Humanities research is called to find its proper role.
As a consequence, Humanities research – traditionally committed to Scholarly Communication
- might be called today to disseminate its results outside its reference community, so as to
better interact with the enterprise through suitable Knowledge Transfer mechanisms.
This is one of the dimensions investigated by the project "Information Policies in Science",
which is briefly described in this paper and which assumes Humanities as a privileged area of
investigation, as they appear to be particularly vulnerable to solicitations to Innovation from
the European Commission.
In view of the above, the paper begins by illustrating the vision of the European Commission
on Knowledge Sharing and Transfer, through the examination of some recently issued official
documents and surveys, as well as purposely financed projects. Against this background, the
paper then goes on tracing the information profile of the humanities scholars, i.e. outlining
both their information seeking habit and their information production style.
Finally, a mapping between Commission’s expectations and Humanities traditional information
habit will results in identifying gaps and barriers to engage Humanities with improved
Knowledge Sharing mechanisms and suitable forms of Knowledge Transfer.

The Humanities as Educating Humanity: Long trends – New trends
Jesper Eckhardt Larsen, Institute of Education, Aarhus University, Emdrup/Copenhagen
Abstract submitted for the conference:
“Negotiating the Humanities” held at Aarhus University, Denmark. November 14.-15., 2013

The humanities are traditionally an educational project – deeply engrained in the modern western
educational tradition. The first and second wave of educational humanism (firstly the renaissance,
secondly the neo-humanism of the 19th century) were both characterized by a break with
dogmatism of any kind. Humanity should (only) be educated by humanity itself – this was a
renaissance, an enlightenment and neo-humanist credo.
This tradition, that humanistic scholarship should educate humanity, is remarkably challenged in
the 21st century by instrumental views on learning in the child, the young and the adult serving the
labor market alone. This trend is semantically visible in that “the knowledge society” is now a
“knowledge economy” not at all a “community of learning.” “Lifelong learning” is not about
education or learning through a long life, but about maximizing performances – and being a
productive person in the economy and the competition state.
The argument is however, that the old trends are still alive. In cracks and pockets of everyday life
humanistic knowledge still serves the educational agendas of enlightenment, emancipation,
critical thinking, moral consciousness, critical citizenship, historical consciousness etc.
The 20th century, being the American century, was not least a century of individualization and of
ideological and political consciousness. The American version of humanistic education during the
20th century epitomized the humanities as liberating the minds of the young. This can seem overly
patronizing from a European perspective, but serves as an example of a modern strictly
educational approach to the outcomes of the humanities. The long trends of liberal education are
challenged in the US by the same mentioned new trends as in the rest of the world. But a certain
path dependency on the American scene still makes it feasible to view across the Atlantic for a
renewed emphasis on the humanities as educating humanity – now individualized, multiculturalized and conscious of human rights.
The argument is that education has been – and to a large extent still is – the most important
channel of knowledge dissemination between the humanities and society. Thus an educational
angle of the import and export of knowledge, models, and concepts between humanities and
society is indispensable to the discussions on how the humanities influence other domains, and
how they might do so in the future. Education is one central answer to the question of how

concepts, methods, and analyses migrate from the human sciences across disciplines and into
society.
The objective is to trace the idea of the humanities as educational through the western tradition
into 20th century American education and see what this tradition has to offer a renegotiation of
the humanities in the light of new knowledge policy trends in the 21st century. The approach is
thus found in the disciplines of historical and comparative education. The anticipated result should
be seen as a “use” of the comparative approach to enlighten the contemporary negotiations of the
past, present and future of the humanities in Europe.

No Human, no cry – five theses in defense of humanism

Thomas Schwarz Wentzer, Aarhus University, Dep. of Philosophy and History of Ideas, Institute of Culture and
Society

Based on my participation in two recent interdisciplinary research programs (Existential Anthropology
– Inquiring Human Responsiveness; AURA – Aarhus University Research project on the
Anthropocene) I want to explore and to defend the following five claims. They may read somehow old
fashioned (implicitly referring to, among others, Aristotle, Herder, Humboldt, Kant, Cassirer, Taylor,
Habermas); however, I take it that the possibilities of the ‘new’ humanities do not only consist in
technological and methodological resources that may open options we did not have a decade or two
before, but that the new humanities heir a tradition which they nevertheless rely on, a tradition which is
intrinsically bound to what one still may call humanism. This humanism lies at the heart of research in
the humanities, joining ontological (1), epistemological (2), experiential (3) ethical (4) and tragic (5)
issues that constitute human existence.
(1) Probably no scientific discipline does not address issues that some way or the other contribute to
our knowledge about the human being. None of these disciplines has or deserves a monopoly in its
preoccupation with the human, as none of them can meaningfully be expected to capture human
life in all of its aspects. This is true as well for the family of disciplines that we use to refer to as
humanities. It would be wrong claiming that the humanities as a family, let alone one of its
members (say, anthropology), had exclusive rights to approach questions concerning the human
being. Neurobiology, palaeanthropology, anatomy, medicine, electronic engineering – just to
mention some of the most obvious candidates – will keep supplying us with insights that enlarge
our understanding of the human. Why is this so? One could be inclined to wonder whether the
scientific ubiquity of the human being – all sciences somehow contribute to our knowledge of the
human – might be related to the way humans are. The human being escapes from being a proper
object of scientific determination; it is all around instead. To put it differently: Due to the essential
indeterminableness and the peculiar nature of its subject the question ‘what is the human being?’ does
not support a straightforward answer, given by the specialists of a research discipline that is widely
acknowledged of being in charge of answering this question. It necessitates open ended multi- and
interdisciplinarity. The humanities mirror this insight, dealing with the human in a broad variety of
methodologies and subject domains, relative to literally all available temporal and spatial locations
that have supported human living and its cultural manifestations. All of these help telling us, who
we are. In that perspective, history, language, technology, sociality, media, fine arts, religion etc.
provide domains or regions that specify the question concerning the human according to their
different object criteria. This multifaceted giveness seems to be a mark of the human in itself.
Humanism then is not the label for an obsolete political or educational ideology that endorses the
superiority of the human species, but rather a humble approach sensitive to the ontological
peculiarity of its subject, acknowledging the variety of the human and the importance to care for it.

(2) When it comes to the humanities, the question what is the human being? is hence always understood
relative to a particular domain, focusing on the dynamic and variable achievements and their
conditions, rather than on a static natural essence. Paradoxically enough, it is precisely due to the
nature of the human that we have disciplines like history, linguistics or philology in the first place.
The diversity of human life necessitates the diversity of its scientific exploration, the transformation
of the question in (1) to a series of questions addressing the way humans are and are like, how they
live and organize their living, how they experience and understand their living.
(3) The Humanities therefore are experiential sciences in a strict sense of the word. They do not only
collect data from a third person perspective, developing their theories upon the verdicts of
experience. They rely heavily on self-descriptions of their subjects. The question, how aspects of
human life can be described (2), leads to questions that address the way humans experience their
living in the first place. What it means to be human or what it is like being human (in terms of
being, say a peasant in premodern France, a gay in modern Russia, or whatever might specify a
certain research interest in the eyes of a researcher) is bound to the way people experience
themselves and how they interpret their experience. Hence the humanities are experiential in a way
that science or traditional medicine is not.
(4) Given the experiential and self interpreting character of the human, the question moreover
discloses the normative or ethical implication inherited in the course from (1) to (3). As there is no
essence of the human, we always are asked, whether the way, people are, is the way they want
themselves to be, and whether the way we understand ourselves to be is the way we want ourselves
to be understood. There hence is a normative dimension in humanistic research that does not first
enter the scene when it comes to a subsequent ethical evaluation of allegedly neutral facts. As
everything, humans do or refuse to do, could in principle be done otherwise, we instantly are asked
to evaluate the normative status of their deeds and refusals. Hence the very subject of the
humanities – the human being – is given in its ethical and normative responsiveness. Humanities
are practical in the most literal meaning of the word. They have their importance in reflecting the
intrinsic connection between the ontological – the human being in all its diversity – and the ethical
– the diversity of suggestions in the pursuit of the human good. Humanistic research acknowledges
the primacy of practical reason in the sense that it recalls the trivial fact that things could be
different, and that we hence are permitted to ask, whether we want them to be the way they are.
(5) A large part of the humanities use to deal with the limits of our mastering and the finitude of our
existence. They reflect what one may call the tragic dimension of human existence, the gulf we all
too often face that seems to lie between the best intentions and the real product of human agency.
Humans discover themselves to be delivered to events and circumstances that they cannot master;
the question hence is not how we want our life to be or how we think we should live (4), but rather,
what we consider to be wise or prudent given the incalculability of life and the contingency of our
affairs. This sense of tragedy points back to where we started in (1), as the indeterminacy of the
human being is mirrored in the indeterminableness of its proper living, in both individual as in
collective perspective. A human life has to be lead, instead of just to be lived; humanities reflect the
resources, conditions and limits of this inhuman task.

Negotiating the Humanities through Research management

Summary of the Paper
In recent years, the term negotiation has been used increasingly, most notably in literature- and
cultural studies seeking to investigate different research objects. Personally, I have acted as an
application and funding adviser in a research group working with the development in the artic
area and the negotiation of national identities, as reflected in the literature at the geographical
and geopolitical edge of Europe.
The precondition of this negotiation is that local identities become reflective and able to look at
themselves; that is, they are conscious of their historical genealogy and aware of the choices made
throughout history. This is a part of an even more global shift in the conditions for a local area,
country or continent with geopolitical significance in which identities become explicit for the
people and the individuals themselves. My aim here is not in any way to pursue this very
interesting scientific field, but instead to use it as a point of departure to begin to encircle the
reasons for the rise of a specific term, namely negotiation.
Research management, especially in the disciplines in which this activity is not established and
mainstreamed as much as in in the natural sciences, offers or demands (depending on point of
view) a hopefully qualified interpretation of the surrounding world and the objective conditions of whatever nature they might be - in addition to an explication of the scientific criterions of the
humanities. All this serves to make clear for the outside world what we do and which choices we
are facing and making. So, research management is a double translation process, working on the
one hand to provide a qualified interpretation of the world which is specifically relevant, for
example the different parts of the global research policy system, and on the other hand to erect
an outside point of view of the practices of the humanities and the specific explanatory capacity of
the humanities.
In both cases, research management offers access to action options and tools for prioritization.
Research management is a privileged place for negotiation – not unlike a tribe in a faraway region
of the world meeting the processes of modernization and being forced to deal with factors that
challenge identity and self-understanding. The research system – and not least the humanities - is
without any possible doubt currently facing serious challenges and is forced to negotiate with the
international policy development. Research management is a chance but not in any way a
guarantee to obtain the much-praised autonomy of research. In an earlier paper about
accountability in European research policy, I argue that there are undiscovered structural openings
in the system still to be conquered. In this paper I will focus on the problems relating to the double
translation process of research management.
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Before embarking on my more detailed investigation, a small note on relevance: My
understanding of research management covers two dimensions outlined in this conference’s call
for papers, namely "Societal roles ascribed to the humanities, including workforce, mobility,
education etc.” and "Dissemination of knowledge from the humanities to society".
By addressing research management, I hope to deal with these two issues while at the same time
being quite confident that my paper will leave a least a couple of questions open for justified
critique.

1. Negative Approach to the Same Problem
Research management is responsible for the negotiation process between the fast-developing
research policy and the research system (the University) trying to catch up with this process. In
the time that has passed between the submission of my abstract to the completing of this paper, I
have changed approach, but not substance. In my abstract, I suggested and argued for a positive
approach entailing an identification of structural openings and application possibilities in the
research policy funding systems of which the researchers is not always that aware on the one
hand, while on the other hand identifying key areas and core competences in the humanistic
sciences that deal with the grand societal challenges asked for in the current and coming
framework programme.
This is still the overall objective of my both academic and practical interest in the question, but in
my re-reading of some key texts - academic as well as documents from the European commission
– it occurred to me that perhaps I was jumping too fast to the practical solution or at least to the
intention to solve the problem. Instead, it might be more fruitful to take a step back and consider
the fundamental challenges and structural problems at stake in the interaction between highereducation institutions and their political and societal environment. I was reminded of something
which I of course already knew, but had not considered in this specific context, namely that both
systems create certain to some degree unnecessary problems for the other system. That creation
of problems is my focus and this approach is only increasing the need for research management as
a vital point in the exchange of information and knowledge between the two systems. To be quite
honest I cannot deny that this shift also relates to working with the quality assurance of specific
research applications and the identification of structural openings in the research policy system or
to a position as overall manager and strategic adviser at a Center of excellence sponsored by the
Danish National Foundation. Going from working with knowledge about complex system to
working with human resources and day-to-day management does not necessarily make you more
optimistic, I suppose.
First a few words about the change of the Research Policy Landscape. Research policy at the
national and European level is currently experiencing a fundamental democratization with clearly
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instrumental dimensions. In the official documents concerning research policy, the focus is on a
justification of public expenses for research, and a demand for social returns is at the core of the
political rhetoric. To put it very roughly: A legitimisation of research expenses seems not to be fully
achieved through the authoritative political prioritisation of resources at the representative level,
but indeed seems to a large extent also to be connected directly to the research/researchers’
ability to self-justify the research as a system to which the political sphere can refer. Evidently this
development poses a set of vital questions about the autonomy of the humanities, something that
with good reason is at the very core of humanistic self-understanding.
I am still interested in the sharing of knowledge obtained by the humanistic disciplines with
society, but I wish to accentuate the skeptical perspective, i.e. the organizational barriers of this
ambition, and certainly stress the need for research management and translation.
The worst case scenario is a failed conservation between two systems and a mutual
misunderstanding of one another’s identity and reason d´etre. The question is if the high profiled
innovation agenda in the current language and form is the best way to enter this conversation and
whether the corresponding lack of up-to-date internal organization (and the mentality and culture
that comes with this) of the Humanities is fit to meet the new demands regarding the universities
as such. The form and shape of external demands and internal organization has to be reviewed,
those discussion have to remain open for revision.
2. Elaboration of the Two Main Problems
In this part of the argumentation, I will illustrate the problems with and through two texts.
In a key note speech on the development of history of funding strategies in Germany and Europe
for the last two last decades by the German political scientist from Freie Universität, Professor
Michael Zürn argues for a very interesting Marxist-inspired analysis of the irrationality of the
amount of time spent on applying for external funding. In what he calls the new science paradigm,
“top ranked researchers spend ever growing amounts and shares of their time to evaluate
research proposals and outcomes, research groups and institutions, to put together ever new
groups to collocate promising new research proposals, or to write grant application” (Planning
Research for the Future?, Conference Proceedings, 2011, Freie Universität Berlin, p. 20-21).
The very logic of modern societies “undermine[s] and consume[s] the very conditions they draw
upon” (Planning Research for the Future? , p. 21); if the top ranked researcher uses his and her
time on anything other than research, the system undermines its own rationality and the
researcher over time becomes less competitive compared to other researchers. A perfectly
understandable and rational critique, which expresses a fundamental logic of an erosion of values
in modern market oriented societies.
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I do not deny the reality of this treat - it is a widespread experience and legitimate complain. But,
at the same time, one must draw attention to the unspoken assumption behind this
argumentation, that is, that the current university system has already reached the best possible
level of division of labor. Interestingly, at a later point in his speech, Zürn criticizes the “flourishing
consultancy industry”, and thus voices a complaint against the burden of proposal writing on the
one hand and a rejection of helping hands on the other. Not an entirely consistent viewpoint.
At a seminar on the need for strategic leadership at the Danish royal academy recently I had the
exact same kind experience with a Swedish professor that admitted this contradiction when I
confronted him with the observation that many researchers seem to be very much against
bureaucracy and bureaucrats instead of be positively engaged in secure access to the best and
most competent people. Why on earth is there then this hostility against non-academics as such at
the university? I think it is important for both research institutions and researchers to analysis this
deep ambivalence toward the professionalization of the framework conditions of the modern
university and the role of the researcher. The researcher simply has to become more reflective
about the role as a researcher itself.
In an important white paper from the European Commission leading up to the creation of the next
European framework programme, the modernization of higher education in European (reference)
university policy and design is reduced to employability, economic growth and innovation as the
main drivers of the development. It is a very revealing document if one wants to see how
unintegrated the relationship between policy objectives and research objectives is imagined.
“Yet curricula are often slow to respond to changing needs in the wider economy, and fail to
anticipate or help shape the careers of tomorrow; graduates struggle to find quality employment
in line with their studies. Involving employers and labour market institutions in the design and
delivery of programmes, supporting staff exchanges and including practical experience in courses
can help attune curricula to current and emerging labour market needs and foster employability
and entrepreneurship”(Supporting growth and jobs – an agenda for the modernisation of Europe's
higher education systems, COM (2011) 567 final).
My point is not even that is it problematic to use university education in an instrumental way.
Even if you agree with the instrumental way of thinking university education in the white paper,
you could have very good reasons to disagree with the chosen means. One example could be the
discussion of universities contributing to innovation. The former chief of research at Haldor
Topsøe has stated that companies simply want the best candidates and the education in an
innovative culture is shaped in the daily contact with practical problem and cannot be learned at
university course (Rostrup-Nielsen: ”Skal forskningen nytte?”, Dagbladet Politiken 5/2 2009).
My point is that the rhetoric of those documents is taken for granted to an extent that is not even
evidence based, but frankly speaking convenient political language. In an article in Nature from
(Colin Macilwain, “What science is really worth”, Nature, vol. 465, 10 June 2010), if you look at the
actual evidence it is not documented fully. Again, the point is to keep the mind and the public
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discussion open for learning processes. No general and even sympathetic attempt to find solutions
for societal problems in public financed research can compensate for a lack of actual knowledge
about the learning and innovation processes.
It all comes down to the intellectual capacity to understand the structures of the world. Nothing is
more destructive than an instrumental thinking or process that loses track or focus. In the case of
the European innovation agenda, one could question the quality of instrumental thinking and the
risk of losing very important cultural heritage from a unique European tradition.
In the description of both problems I hope to have illustrated not an easy critique from a random
outside point of view, but rather an inner contradiction based on knowledge and experience, and
problems which potentially have not only a destructive but also a self-destructive character
because the other system simply cannot solve the problem without either a better internal
organization of the universities or a better understanding of the identity of the specific institution
and its competences (the direct linking of growth and knowledge). In a way, both problems make
it easy to reject the other system.
From reading quite a number of policy documents from the European Commission, I consider
there to be a real danger in European research policy being fixated on what especially US and
Japan is better at than Europe: Innovation. Instead of finding a unique European way to the future,
we insist on a way that other parts of the world have a proven record of doing better, rather than
opening our minds to others ways of being competitive. The risk of that is that the introduction of
non-academic criteria in the evaluation process has a counter-productive effect on the research
system that prevents the university system from adjusting itself to better ways of modernization.
The ultimate failure would be if a lack of self-reflection in the research policy system at the
international level would cause a similar lack self-reflection in the research system or blind
adjustment to the demands of the growth oriented research policy. I consider this as a real and
possible scenario.
3. The Negotiation Process or the Way Forward
According to Locke, freedom is the result of a negotiation with the necessity. In the following
section, I will stress some minimum conditions for a positive or constructive way out of real
dilemmas and structural challenges. Research management entails both introducing challenges
which no contemporary researcher to my knowledge is able to avoid and to protect the research
system against the irrational features I have briefly outlined above.
To address the first question about the "Societal roles ascribed to the humanities, including
workforce, mobility, education etc.”, it is necessary to provide a systematic interpretation and
understanding of the developing research policy and general societal image of research in the
broader public. So, as a minimum, the contribution of this exercise is the mapping of structural
openings in the system that are not obvious at first glance and therefore represent a possible
avoidance of unnecessary self-marginalization compared to others research disciplines. This work
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of interpretation is a task in itself and the qualified deciphering of it is certainly not always
identical with the immediate experience of the system. By “structural openings”, I am referring to
real and objective funding and support opportunities which sometimes seem to surprise
researchers and research leaders in the field of the humanities. Those structural openings
represent a chance for perform accountability in the eyes of the other system. The mapping of
structural openings is based on three pillars: 1) Hermeneutical performance, i.e. a close reading of
texts and policy documents, 2) work experience with applications and 3) participation in the
consortia of successful application and the implementation of larger projects, i.e. in the role as
work package leader or deputy.
A concrete example of a structural opening which could easily be lost in the mentioned white
paper: On the one hand the European Commission maintains growth as the overall goal. But on
the other hand the Commission also includes and takes into account the reverse side of the
technological progress through the number of modifying categories added to the growth concept,
such as “inclusive”, “smart” and “sustainable”.
It is potentially a more reflexive concept of growth which integrates other aspects we are talking
about, that is, a growth concept with a normative dimension. Norms, of course, have to show their
value in practice. Rather than just covering ”growth” in a traditional sense, this concept includes
the full cost of growth, internalization of externalities, as the economics say. To some degree it is
up to the research system to benefit from such a structural opening.
To address the second question of “dissemination of knowledge from the humanities to society"
or sharing of specific humanistic insights with society, it is necessary to map and subsequently
promote of the core competences possessed by the humanities. This requires further
development of the theory of science in the humanities and explicit explanations of the criteria for
good conduct in this particular area of the scientific effort.
Even a very selective and incomplete list of important areas of knowledge accumulated in the long
European history of the humanities demonstrates that the dialogue with the surrounding society
offers possibilities for innovative thinking that are not necessarily related solely to a commercial
perspective: practical knowledge and conditions for good judgment, application of knowledge and
knowledge about context, the nature of experience and self-reflection, the problem of
interpretation, cultural perceptions and moral questions related to interaction between subjects,
just to mention a few central keywords. I will argue that the following key issues follow a red line
in the way questions have been asked in the humanities, not only the last 200 years but indeed for
more than the 2000 years. The list is evidently incomplete.
- The interest in emancipation through reflection and dialectical thinking.
- The preoccupation with the nature of the common and public good, and exchanges of qualified
argument in the public space.
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-The critique of unnecessary narrowing of the concept of reason to a one-dimensional quantity,
i.e. economic questions.
- Knowledge not as production of knowledge but in many cases as recollection of already long-ago
gathered insights.
- The impact of the humanities as not related to technology but rather an understanding and
interpretation of the world.
- The focus on knowledge about use of knowledge; moral questions, questions of application and
judgment.
- A focus on knowledge that through historical depth offers models for self-reflection and the
contingency of choice and behaviour.
It is against this background and attempt to establish a more positive approach it is tempting to
reformulate research management in more theoretical terms as an internal translation process
wherein external factors (treated in the first question) in terms of practical policy has to be
translated into an internal negotiation within the research system itself (treated in the second
question). It is a question of the translation of codes between systems. The first task is to map the
institutionalised codes of the political research system and to combine them in the best possible
way with the codes or competences of the research system of humanities, that is, to identify a
possible point of interaction or translation of codes between different societal systems. In a larger
perspective, an EU application for funding of a network of researchers is a communication
between a research policy-based system and a university system. This undoubtedly calls for
strategic leadership at a new level.
I really do not wish to make this a discussion about generations and generation gap - and this
remark is of course an excuse to do it anyway - but there seems to be an interesting asymmetrical
situation in which the current generation of research leaders educated in the old system are in
charge of building framework conditions for younger researchers exposed to a much more
market-oriented situation with which many research managers have no actual firsthand
experience with. A natural question is therefore: what are the actual skills needed to deliver
competitiveness to the new systems? At the very least, this is a fair and relevant question. I will
spare you from anecdotes that could substantiate the potential problem - rather, my point is
merely that good leadership is important for young talented researchers and that they will look for
the best research managers.
Strategic planning or strategic intelligence are keywords in research management. These terms
have become popular in many respects and sometimes one can get the impression that the
concept “strategic” just means some general thoughts about the future of an organization. That is
not necessarily strategic thinking in a more binding sense of the word. A thought-through strategy,
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what I prefer to call strategic planning, could easily be to promote blue sky research activities, but
the strategy to secure that effect would not in itself be a blue sky activity.
A strategy which deserves its name is embedded in already-established strategies at the highest
possible level. It is based on evidence- and empirical data, the state of the art in the given field and
on an identification of neglected opportunities. It deals with questions related to the changing of
mentalities and culture; it uses foresights tools, the involvement of stakeholders of the specific
scientific field and employs a professional set-up of the future of the organization. Real strategy is
both pragmatically embedded in the established strategic thinking in the prominent international
institutions and a qualified and creative response which opens up possibilities. A strategic
international player is both pragmatic in relation to established agendas and visionary in relation
to own potentials.
In an article summing up the lessons learned in the Danish ministry for trade and Industry, the
former permanent secretary Jørgen Rosted writes about the crucial point of creating ideas to
promote organizational development. In the 1990s, this ministry was the forerunner in an
experiment with project-oriented organisation in a traditional ministry. Many strategy processes
start with an intensive focus on input and brainstorming. Instead of the general gut feeling of the
minister and others, Rosted argues for a less random approach to the generation of new ideas.
Ideas are not just improvised ideas out of the blue, but ideas which relate to overall objectives of
the societal development. This is more provocative than it maybe seems at first sight, as working
with quality assurance of the idea is in fact contrary to the very democratic, egalitarian and inputoriented model which is so widespread today.
The development of ideas should, as earlier indicated, be connected to evidence-based policy
development at an international level and institutionalised agendas, and that is exactly why independent of personal opinions and different assessments - the policy documents, however
one-dimensional they seem, represent a political reality and therefore a hub for allocation of
resources (OECD; IMF, EU). To sum up: hopefully any university organisation will have a more
prudent and visionary vision than the white paper on higher education I referred to, but not
without having a deep understanding of the background and arguments behind that specific
strategic document.
An example: In an unpublished Master dissertation about leadership in Danish universities, a
number of institute directors were interviewed in depth about strategic management. Each
institute director was chosen because of his or her proactive attitude towards the new challenges
and visible profile in the public space. To a question about where the impulse for this
development, of which the chosen directors have a proven record of being above the average in
their field, comes from, one of the directors hesitates and answers: "that is a good question, yes,
where do those developments come from?”". Hereafter, the director adds that he/she talks to
people in the ministry.
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My point is that even at that level there is a striking ignorance of the sources of the developments
everybody relates to in local university strategies and that they, if pushed on the issue, only refer
to the national level, which certainly is not the original and primary point to locate the origin of
the political development in research policy (note), but rather, at most an interpreter of the
international development. So, if suggestions for research management are not directly connected
to the actual and original impulse of policy development, but have passed through a chain of
interpretations on the way, it is not surprising that even good research managers are unable to
identify the source of what they have to deal with in everyday practice. In my personal view, it
calls for a prioritization of more specialized positions committed to accumulating first-hand
knowledge about this issue.
As is the case in many of Kafka´s strange fables and stories, the enemy is not approaching from
outside but is rather of a more inner nature than one might like to think. And I think somewhere in
this preliminary paper it should be pointed out that despite the magnitude and complexity of the
challenge that modern research institutions are confronted with, there is to be honest no external
barriers that prevent the possibility of going for a recruitment of either an European or nonEuropean researcher through a European mobility fellowship, to build networks to create a
consortium for a larger collaborative projects, to identify funding opportunities for research
infrastructure, to access to relevant archives and data, and to prioritize of resources toward
specific research areas. The humanities do without a doubt have a proven record of imagined
external barriers which simply are not there or which are there, but in exactly the same way as
they are for all other research disciplines as well – disciplines that have found or are at least
looking for a solution to these barriers. To my knowledge, nothing prevents a research field in the
humanities from applying for a Marie Curie scholarship, recruiting an American through this
funding scheme, or from starting to build up a network and infrastructure. I cannot resist the
temptation to quote: “The best way to anticipate the future is to design and shape it” (Planning
research for the future?, p. 72).
4. Conclusion
Negotiation is taking place in the field between conformity with and resistance against what is
happening outside your own system, that is, your one research institution or discipline.
Negotiations are by definition open-ended and unfinished. A research policy system and designing
organization that are not open to revision and learning processes have no legitimacy and will
eventually die out.
It is important that it is not only the researchers who are competing with each other, but that
different funding schemes and funding mechanisms are also competing about the favour of the
researcher. That a specific funding scheme is not able to attract the best researchers is a kind of
quality assurance of the given research policy. An example of funding schemes that have less
legitimacy than needed is the so-called centers of excellence funded by the Nordic Council. These
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ask for excellence but are at the end of the day really actually dependent on a specific scientific
content and priority. A lack of arm´s length principles (bottom up) is a sure indicator of low
scientific rationality. This is also the case of the in principle bottom up mechanisms in the
framework programme which are closely connected to innovation agenda. So measuring a
negotiation process also entails being able to identify the ability to absorb and adjust to the
rationality of the other system.
The hopefully successful meeting between the last decade of research policy development and the
humanities is a part of a lager challenge facing the research system, namely a need for a reflective
and rational modernization of the university sector. The task at hand, then, is to handle a
complicated process full of precarious dilemmas and to be able to maneuver fruitfully within these
dilemmas. This, of course, presupposes that both systems are sophisticated enough to enter into
an open-ended negotiating process.
The exact development of this modernization, and whether it turns out to be successful or not is
hard to predict, but at this point in the development I feel confident in identifying at least one
driver in the development, namely that there seems to be a trend toward a funding mechanism
that rewards “more elitist arenas of research funding”.
I am here thinking of funding types in ERC, American funding trends and, at the national level, the
center of excellence funded by the Danish National Research Foundation. In all cases funding is
targeted at high performing and ambitious researchers with a research group. Some key
professors receive such generous funding that they are able to make strategic decisions and reach
some degree independence from the host institution. Some of the most prestigious funding
schemes are in principle and legally speaking individual, but the grant is actually large enough to
finance a small or medium seized research organization.
The idea is to change the culture, mentality and behavior in a larger research group that works on
the same long-term research plan through a top ranking researcher. The principal investigator is
put in the position as a research manager in a more direct way than traditional research leaders in
the universities. The funding schemes fund research in a way that promotes research
management and the different interpretation and translation aspects mentioned above. An
empirical study of this topic and the different chosen designs and models of organization could be
very informative for the choices taken place in the future.
Choosing not to be a part of that organizational development and not to find a pragmatic role for
the humanities will in the end prove to be fatal to the humanities, no matter how reasonable
arguments one can raise against the current state of the research policy and the strong push for
growth, entrepreneurship and innovation.
Finally I want to push the argumentation one last important step further. The funding type I have
been referencing to contributes (positive or negative) to the modernization of research
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management of the universities and will prove to have a pioneer function. I have pointed out a
couple of dimensions in research management. In these years, in the long aftermath of the
financial crises it has become clear that the opportunities and the future prospects of employees
in every organization depend on the skills of the management. You could rename globalization as
a competition between management qualities among competing organizations and I am quite sure
that the result will be a larger demand for leadership with a superior understanding and
interpretation of the context of the research system. One important factor is the international
policy development. I assume that in the research field the best researchers look more critically
for the best research management and the best research managers prefer to work with the best
researchers, and that this in itself promotes the modernization of the university sector.

Henrik Stampe Lund, Senior Executive Consultant, PhD, Centre of Excellence for International
Courts, University of Copenhagen
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Abstract
What is “culture”? In Damen (1987), culture is defined as “learned and shared human patterns or models for
living; day-to-day living patterns. These patterns and models pervade all aspects of human social interaction.
Culture is mankind's primary adaptive mechanism”. In contrary, culture is seen as “the collective programming
of the mind which distinguishes the members of one category of people from another” by (Hofstede, 1984) and
“the shared knowledge and schemes created by a set of people for perceiving, interpreting, expressing, and
responding to the social realities around them” by (Lederach, 1995). A view that is most similar to what I
consider culture is defined by the Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition: CARLA at
University of Minnesota 1 . Here, culture is defined as “the shared patterns of behaviors and interactions,
cognitive constructs, and affective understanding that are learned through a process of socialization.”

These definitions of culture raise a question: who is sharing which patterns in what occasions identified in our
daily life. In the contemporary Artificial Intelligence and Cognitive Science disciplines, Machine Learning (ML)
methods, i.e., pattern recognition algorithms have widely been used for classifying, e.g., personalities in
psychology, animal behaviors in ethology, and diverse areas in engineering sciences. The most recent trend in
the application areas of ML methods are the social network analysis. More specifically, patterns of people’s
behavior on the social network such as Facebook can be analyzed from spatio- and temporal dimensions
describing a picture of a group of people sharing a specific issue at a certain time in a specific place (or
community). Hence, the application areas of ML methods that are based on hard-core mathematical models
(Mitchell, 1997) (Kemp, et al., 2010) (Tenenbaum et al., 2011) are rapidly growing in the modern computer- and
social sciences.
1

http://www.carla.umn.edu/culture/definitions.html (The Center for Advanced Research
on Language Acquisition: CARLA)

These ML methods are based on Bayes’ theorem (Bayes and Price, 1763) that expresses how a subjective degree
of belief should rationally change to account of evidence.2 The Bayesian statistics are often contrasted against
the traditional statistical methods such as Null Hypothesis Significance Test (NHST). Limitations of NHST are
well-documented in e.g., (Kruschke 2010) such that the value of a summary statistic of data collected from an
experiment is determined by the experimenter’s intentions. Thus, this traditional approach is sometimes referred
to as the empiricism approach. In contrary, Kruschke (2010) emphasizes that Bayesian methods, which are now
accessible thanks to the recent development of computer technologies, solve the problems of the traditional
empiricism approach. More specifically, in the Bayesian statistics, the analyst specifies the existing degree of
beliefs as prior beliefs, and then the degree of posterior beliefs is computed over the degree of likelihood
estimated by the collected data as evidence. In this way, the researcher can easily customize a descriptive model
to a specific situation without computational restrictions and coherently estimate the probability that an
experiment will achieve its goal (Kruschke 2010). Thus the Bayesian-based data analysis is often referred to as
the rationalism approach. The contrast of empiricism and rationalism is well described in (Markie, 2013).

In my presentation, the interdisciplinary approach of the culture study, i.e., the approach for dynamically
learning patterns of knowledge formations among people is presented. I will show our recent study that identifies
patterns of human conceptualization by applying the Bayesian-based ML methods to data collected from
subjects having different backgrounds (gender, educational background, age, nationality, mother tongue, social
status, personality etc) (Glückstad, et al., 2013) (Glückstad, et al., in press). I will also discuss our future
perspective to dynamically identify a group of people who are having an optimally similar pattern of something
such as e.g. “attitude to purchasing a car” and to analyze profiles of people belonging to the specific group of
people. In addition, I will briefly introduce another application of the Bayesian-based ML methods to predict a
pattern of, e.g., “attitude to purchasing a car” possessed by a pre-defined group of people such as “Japanese
females” and “Danish males” and to analyze an expected pattern of interactions between the two parties
(Glückstad 2013) (Glückstad, et al., under review).
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Distributed cognitive systems and organizations
New concepts of mind as a tool for investigating organizational change

Astrid Jensen, Associate Professor, SDU, Slagelse
Thomas Wiben Jensen, Associate Professor, SDU, Slagelse

The development of the humanities
During the past ten years, we have witnessed great changes, not just in the public debate about
the role of the humanities, but also in the creation of new study programs and research agendas. It
is a development that generally can be characterized by a much greater awareness of the “output
factor” as well as a “marketization” of university study programs. A primary question being; how
can the vast amount of research that takes place at the universities contribute to the production of
knowledge, innovation and ultimately economic growth in society as a whole? Furthermore,
questions have be en raised as to whether the universities, and in particular the humanities, are
capable of producing the right kind of candidates. Or put in another way; are the traditional studies
within the humanities, usually developed in the spirit of the Humbolt model of university,
equipped for the changing and competitive demands of the modern labor market? On the one
hand, these new tendencies have led to the formation of a number of new study programs aimed
at producing new and better equipped candidates for the job market. On the other hand, this
development has led to a harsh critique, as it has been claimed that many of the new types of
studies produce candidates that simply lack general knowledge and basic skills, as well as
“allgemeine Bildung”, which hitherto has been highly valued within the traditional humanities. A
frequent accusation is that this “new humanities” is shaped by “new public management” thinking,
which contradicts and erodes the basic values of humanistic thinking.
A new humanistic research agenda
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In this talk we would like to approach this discussion in in two ways. Firstly, by arguing that the
humanities need a more proactive and self confident approach to reorganizing and developing new
study programs. I.e. developing the humanities is not solely a question of adapting to the needs of
management thinking or, for that matter, importing insigths from other academic areas, such as
the social and natural sciences. Instead, a more constructive approach would be to show how new
humanistic, or inter-disciplinary, concepts can be applied to other areas than the traditional
humanistic objects of study. We do so by giving a concrete example of how research developments
within the humanities, and related areas, can lay the ground for and help cultivate a new study
program rooted in an interdisciplinary approach that combines traditional values from the
humanities with organizational studies and new tendencies in cognitive science, while also aiming
at training new candidates for the demands of the current job market. Secondly, we will however
also give testimony to a number of obstacles involved in the process of developing such a new
interdisciplinary study program, when private sector businesses are given significant power in
relation to rendering probable that there is a demand for the program in the labor market.
In the Department of Language and Communication, at the University of Southern Denmark (at
Campus Slagelse) we are in the process of developing a new masters program called Cognition and
Organizational Change. It is a masters program within IVK (International Business Communication,
the biggest humanistic study program at SDU) and it is grounded in recent developments within
cognitive science (the so-called third wave within cognitive science), organizational communication
and multimodal studies of communication combined with theories of organizational change. We
will present the scientific backdrop of this study program and argue for its advantages, while also
critically pointing to important consequences of “new public management” thinking.

Third wave cognitive science
It is often argued that the development over the last fifty years within the vast and heterogeneous
field of cognitive science can aptly be understood as three major waves (or generations) each
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advocating a distinct view on cognition (Sharpiro 2010, Wiben Jensen 2011). The first wave saw
cognition as first and foremost the processing of symbolic representations taking place in the
brain. The second wave understood cognition as experiential and embodied with the cognitive
processes located in the individual mind. The third wave however, represents a radical break away
from the idea that cognition solely takes place within the mind of the individual. Instead it is
proposed that cognition is not just embodied, but also situated, enacted, embedded and
distributed. This third wave goes under different names such as the extended mind hypothesis
(Clark 2010), distributed cognition (Hutchins 1995, Dror and Harnard 2008, Cowley 2011,
Steffensen 2012), enactive and embedded cognition (Stewart, Gapenne, Di Paolo 2010, Gallagher
and Hutto 2008 and Gallagher 2013). Despite differences within these new fields of research a
common claim is that the arena of cognition cannot be located exclusively within the head.
Cognition is not brain or skull bound. Rather it takes place across brains, bodies and the
environment. Thus, it is the entire network of bodies, brains, tools, social interactions etc. that can
be viewed as cognitive. The growing amount of evidence coming from the embodied cognitive
sciences shows how mechanisms of perception, action, and cognition are not only defined inside
the individual but across individuals and their environment (Anderson et al. 2012: 8). Cognition is
conceptualized in terms of enabling conditions, that is, all the neuronal, bodily, environmental,
interpersonal, social and cultural factors that contribute to adaptive flexible behavior. In that sense
cognition is no longer restricted to inner private psychological processes, but is now examined and
analysed in terms of action possibilities instead. What enables people to accomplish tasks and do
things alone or together with others and with the environment. In this way the study of cognition
has changed dramatically. It has become ecological.
It is important to note that this does not imply a rejection of inner mental processes or
private thoughts, and it is not a new version of behaviorism. Rather, the arena of what we call
‘cognitive’ has expanded. Two crucial notions in this endeavor are affordance and ability. Both
terms stem from perception studies performed by the ecological psychologist James Gibson
(Gibson 1986). Affordances are the action possibilities embedded in the relation between agents
and their surroundings in terms of both physical artifacts as well as socio-cultural and interpersonal
3

structures. Thus affordances concern the distinct qualities that invite certain ways of acting in the
environment while ability is about the characteristic traits of the agent that make possible certain
patterns of interaction. In this way these new concepts of cognition also offer new ways of
investigating the relationship between organizations and individuals.

Cognition and organizations
Traditionally there has been a sharp separation between what happens inside human beings –
biological and cognitive processes, thoughts and emotions – and what happens between human
beings – socially, linguistically and through communication. Mainstream cognitive science and
philosophy of mind generally take biology as first and foremost an individual phenomenon, while
sociality is understood as something purely collective and public. Correspondingly, cognition is
construed as an individual, internal, and private process (e.g. the result of deep hidden structures),
while communication conversely is conceived as purely social, public, and outer (e.g. an external
manifestation of inner thought). These general notions are established and important figures of
thought that have helped us to make distinctions about the world. But one unfortunate implication
of these distinctions is that they often come off as mutually exclusive. On a dichotomous reading,
what is social is understood as that which by definition does not belong to nature or biology, and
likewise, the cognitive is defined in virtue of its not being something ‘out there’ in the world of
communication – or for instance, in the realm of organizations. Moreover the outer social world is
typically captured as belonging to ‘the context’, as for instance in the case of communication and
organizations. This context is often, metaphorically speaking, understood as a kind of ‘social
container’ that surrounds and encapsulates the doings of the individuals, and apprehended as
separate entities constraining the limits of biological and cognitive functions.
A distributed approach confronts this distinction. Organizations can be viewed as distributed
networks of thought and actions which shifts the focus as to how we use each other and the
environment as thinking resources: “Cognition does not simply extend from the brain outward to
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incorporate tools, technologies, and institutions, it sometimes works from the outside in too; tools,
technologies and institutions often shape our cognitive processes, make our brains work in certain
ways, and may even elicit plastic changes in neuronal structure” (Gallagher forth.).
These new insights open up for a new take on the topic of organizational and institutional
change processes, enabling us to explain changes and developments in terms of actions and
practices evolving in dynamic interrelationship (interactivity), where problem-solving and decision
making takes place in dialectical, transformative relations with the environment. Gallagher talks
about ‘mental institutions’ (p. 5), by which he refers to institutions as cognitive resources that form
constituent parts of our cognitive processes when we work or engage with them in certain ways. In
this way of thinking, we can explore how new institutional procedures and policies extend
cognition and shape the actions of organizational members.
This can be seen as a move towards an ecological cognitive science, or in this particual case
organizational cognition. This suggests that the unit of analysis shifts to the inter-relation between
bodies and environmental structures that make up an extended ecology (Steffensen 2011) in terms
of an organization. Here it is crucial to bear in mind that the notion of ecology does not correspond
directly to the more familiar concept of context. The ecology is not an outer frame that just
surrounds or contains the individual agents and it cannot be captured in the simple outer-inner
dichotomy. Rather, the ecology emerges from the active sense-making of agents employing the
physical materials and socio-cultural resources of the environment.

New perspectives on organizational studies
Organizational studies are inherently multidisciplinary, and brings together concepts and research
methodology of strategic management, social psychology, sociology, anthropology, and other social
sciences (Stacey, 2011). Specific areas of inquiry include: Strategic decision making and its relationship
to achieving personal, professional, and organizational goals, the impact of technology on
organizational processes, relationships between organizational structure and performance, strategic
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thinking, human resource management, trust, communications patterns within and among groups in
relation to group effectiveness and innovation, corporate communication etc. Often we find
Organizational Studies located within the Social Sciences or within Management studies of Business
School Programs (Cornelissen, 2011).
Organizational studies can be seen as grounded in two conflicting orientations. They could be referred
to as essentialist and anti-essentialist (Taylor & Every, 2000:ix). The essentialist approach tends to
accept organizations as naturally existing objects open to description, prediction and control (Deetz
2001). In this perspective, organizations are metaphorically seen as containers (resembling the
traditional view on ‘context’), and research within this approach will often focus on the organization
as a physical-material structure. If we relate this conceptualizations to communication and
organizational change, communication is a phenomenon that exists in organizations, and the goal of
communication is relative to organizational efficiency. Communication is seen as a tool, or a
transmission of information from the manager to the employees - change is a single event that can be
managed by the strong leader (Dahl 2008).
The anti-essentialist view has a completely different starting point, and is often connected to the socalled “linguistic turn” of organizational studies, placing communication and discourse at the center of
organizational theory and research. The assumption is that organizations are constituted in and
through everyday communicative practices of their members. We often find an interest in the social
constructional effects of language in organizational settings (Grant, Hardy, Oswick and Putnam, 2004),
and the field has borrowed extensively from the wider discourse analytic literature, as for instance
Conversation and Dialogue, Narratives and Stories, Metaphors, Rhetoric and Genre etc. If we relate
this conceptualizations of organizational communication to organizational change – change is seen as
an on-going process – actors constantly construct the organization through their actions and their
interpretations of what they themselves and others are doing (Czarniawska 2008). Changes cannot be
planned or dictated top-down – but can only be facilitated through dialogue.
By seeing organizations from the perspective of distributive cognition, we get a more holistic
approach to organizational communication, which enables us to link discourse (oral or written
6

texts) to organizational practices by including cognitive activities, embodied practices and
interactions with physical objects and ‘thinking tools’, inherent in the idea that external resources
shape the individual’s cognition. This is exemplified in the process of writing, where external
resources such as letters, words and sentences are manipulated through a computer or a piece of
paper – and through an interplay between external and internal resources the ability to write
changes together with the actual writing (Menary 2007). Similarly, discourses, actions, and
technologies are resources that shape the cognitive processes and actions of organizational
members. In relation to change process, this perspective may offer a view on the temporal and
spatial context of organizational change, i.e. how cultural/organizational practices are linked
through the past, the present and the future, as well as across participants. Thus, a distributed and
ecological understanding of cognition can offer a view on organizations as constituted in and
through human action understood in a broad sense, i.e. not just based on language and
communication as it is claimed in constructionist theories of organizations, but understood as
cognitive dynamics within the environment.

Developing new study programmes across traditional disciplines
By developing a new study program within International Business Communication (IVK) with a specific
focus on cognitive dynamics and organizational change processes, we would like to demonstrate how
findings from cognitive science, in particular from the perspective of distributed cognition, can add
new perspectives on the study of organizational communication.
Most organizations have to implement a number of changes as a natural part of organizational
development. Often these changes are consequences of mergers, re-organization, implementation of
new digital technology or new visions and management strategies. The challenge is to understand and
interpret these changes and to implement them into new organizational practices.
International Business Communication with specific focus on Cognition and Change Processes is a
program that teaches the students to understand organizational change processes from a cognitive
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perspective. I.e. from an understanding of how we think, perceive and act as individuals, as groups
and as organizations, or in other words, how organizations constrain and enable people in
accomplishing tasks. The students work with organizational communication and organizational
development, and thereby learn to act as ‘change facilitators’, who can contribute to reform and
rethink organizational working processes, for instance in connection to the implementation of new
communication technologies and management strategies.
The new masters program includes courses within areas such as digital communication, globalization
& organizing, interpersonal communication as well as cognition and organizational change processes.
In general we see communication as a verbal, oral and visual activity, but also as digital and
multimodal. The study program combines theory and practice by offering the possibility of
Internships as well as studying cognition and communication empirically in collaboration with private
or public organizations.
The overall new insight that connects all these courses is the notion that organizational change
processes are understood as cognitive dynamics in the organization, according to which the physical
and social environment is embedded in human thinking. Focus is therefore on the dynamic, complex
and multiple modes of human interactivity.
All new study programs have to go through an accreditation process in order to be approved by the
authorities. This process is mandatory and a precondition for attaining public funding for all higher
education programs.
(1) The Accreditation Council shall make decisions on the accreditation of the offering of new and
existing study programmes based on the following three general criteria columns laid down for the
relevance and quality of university study programmes:
1) demand for the study programme in the labour market, 2) research-based teaching and 3) the
academic profile and level of the study programme as well as the internal quality assurance of the
programme.(http://fivu.dk/en/legislation/prevailing-laws-and-regulations/accreditation)

The accreditation process has been constitutive for our work with the new study program. During the
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entire planning process several institutional procedures and policies have influenced our way of
thinking and acting in relation to our new study program. In a number of recursive processes, based
on inputs from the faculty, the board of directors, as well as a group of external representatives, we
have made several adjustments to the original proposal.
One specific demand in the qualification procedure, however, has become the pivot point of the
entire process, namely the first criteria:
1) demand for the study program in the labor market,
–

The institution must account for the vocational applicability of the study programme and must
identify employers for coming graduates. – The institution must render probable that there is a
demand for the study programme and that relevant employers and recruitment panels have been
involved in developing the programme. The institution must also, where relevant, account for the
special characteristics of the study programme compared with related programmes. – The institution
must describe the labour market situation for graduates from related study programmes.
(Ministry of Science, Innovation and Higher Education)

In practice, this means that universities have to rely on positive feedback from potential employers –
usually identified as private sector businesses.
To comply with this demand, we prepared a questionnaire that was distributed to 90 external
representatives. We received 19 answers – i.e. 25% response rate, (those replying were mainly
positive as to the need for the masters program, though).
The very low return rate can be interpreted as a very limited interest in the overall inquiry. But can we
really expect businesses to take an interest in the development of new study programs at
universities? Can we expect people from the business sector to understand the research that lies
behind the development of new programs? It should be remembered that usually people that do
return questionnaires are those that have a really positive or a really negative viewpoint and want
their opinion heard. The people that are most likely unbiased either way typically don't respond. We
do acknowledge that some relevance for any new study program has to be documented, but we
question the influence these surveys have, as well as the underlying assumption behind the demand,
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being that business sector people may always know.

It is absolutely fundamental that new study programs are developed – and, in particular, that a
certain amount of cross-fertilization of ideas from different scientific traditions both inspire and
influence new programs. But also it is important that study programs reflect the research that takes
place in the respective institutions. And having to ‘render probable that there is a demand for the
study program’ by asking potential employers seems to be a huge barrier to new developments, as
new study programs always will be assessed on the background of more well-known and existing
study programs. In our case 75 per cent did not return the questionnaire – which may indicate that 75
per cent did not have an opinion.

The inherent danger of placing so much weight on current demands is that it can end up blocking new
ideas and perspectives since they do not seem to fulfill the here-and-now interests. An essential part
of humanistic thinking is the combination of questioning established ways of thinking with the
development of new ideas and perspectives. It is a long term focus, which by its very nature involves
ways of entertaining new categories and concepts that may not seem recognizable at first sight, since
they do not fit already established categories. The notion of ‘organizational cognition’, or the sheer
ambition of relating new concepts of cognition to organizational theories, operates in exactly such
uncommon ‘territory’, as it is not immediately recognizable to businesses, and its probable use may,
at a first glance, seem opaque.

Conclusion:

In this talk, we set out to discuss the new role of the humanities in two ways. Firstly, we argued that a
new perspective on organizational studies and organizational communication that is grounded in a
distributed and ecological understanding of cognition could provide crucial new insights into not only
how changes occur in organizations but also into ways in which the human mind is tied to the
emergent environment. This has been fleshed out in a new study program on ‘organizational
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cognition’ that combines traditional values from the humanities with organizational studies and new
tendencies in cognitive science.

- Secondly, we argued that the development of this new study program has been seriously hindered
by what we see as ‘new public management’ thinking, or a ‘marketization’ perspective of university
programs. By placing a substantial emphasis on the present labor market situation and the utility
factor of the graduates places the development of new humanistic endeavors into the hands of the
business sector.
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A semantic view on interdisciplinarity
by Rolf Hvidtfeldt Larsen

“Interdisciplinarity” is one of the most intensely buzzing buzz-words in contemporary
science. Yet, the actual benefits of interdisciplinary scientific activities remain
somewhat obscure. In this presentation, which is based on the ongoing work on my
philosophical PhD-project at the University of Southern Denmark, I shall point out some
issues which are not only, to say the least, unresolved, but are also, I suggest,
absolutely fundamental to the evaluation of scientific interdisciplinarity.
One fundamental problem with analyses of interdisciplinarity is that the involved disciplines are to a large extent historical contingencies, why their integration may be
sometimes trivial and at other times unattainable due to factors which present
taxonomies do not account for. An early priority should, thus, be to provide, if not a
complete alternative taxonomy, at least a more robust and less ambiguous method for
singling out relevant differences between scientific approaches.
The next step should be to develop a model for disciplinary interaction and/or
integration. My analysis in this part of the project departs from Ronald Giere’s position
Perspectival Realism. Giere’s understanding of scientific representation emphasises
how it is often relevant to apply different, and even incompatible, perspectives on a
common topic of interest. The question of how dissimilar perspectival representations
interact and integrate when combined is, however, left more or less untouched by
Giere.
Furthermore, given Giere’s emphasis on the purposes of scientific activity, an obvious
question is: What are the purposes of interdisciplinarity and how do these relate to the
purposes of the respective disciplines involved? Such questions certainly cannot be
fully answered solely in epistemological terms, why it is relevant to introduce
methodology from empirical studies of science to contextualise interdisciplinary
activities. This again means that the analysis must incorporate studies of actual cases
of interdisciplinary scientific integration.
For these purposes, a case study of interdisciplinary activities within psychopathology
is included in my PhD-project. Since there are strong oppositions between e.g. neuroevolutionary reductionism and intentional, psychodynamic explanation deeply
imbedded in psychopathology the field offers excellent exemplification of the general
problems dealt with in the project. Furthermore, from a theoretical point of view, it is
clear that most psychopathologies cannot be adequately explained in any single-mode
perspective. Even in “simpler” cases where organically based causal chains have been
detected (e.g. Huntington’s disease) intensional and functional explanations still have
significant roles to play.
It is my hope that this project will eventually provide a much clearer view on interdisciplinarity than what philosophy of science has hitherto been able to produce. This
presentation will provide a glimpse of what is to come.

The future of the humanities: interdisciplinarity or reduction?
Finn Collin
University of Copenhagen
There are two different general models for the understanding of the position of the
traditional humanities in the current academic landscape, which is characterized by the
explosive growth of our knowledge of the neurophysiology of the human brain. One is
interdisciplinarity, in which a number of disciplines collaborate on a common task under
conditions where the autonomy and integrity of all participating disciplines is respected.
Another is reductivism, which is the effort to align the conceptual and explanatory
frameworks of one discipline with those of another in such a way that the former
discipline is absorbed into the latter and thus in principle rendered superfluous. I shall
argue that the model to be preferred with respect to the humanities vs. neurophysiology is
that of interdisciplinarity, and that there are powerful reasons why efforts at adopting the
reductive model will be unsuccessful.

POSTHUMAN	
  HUMANITIES	
  
	
  
Rosi Braidotti	
  
	
  
ABSTRACT:	
  This	
  paper	
  starts	
  from	
  the	
  assumption	
  that	
  we	
  need	
  to	
  sharpen	
  the	
  
academic	
  awareness	
  of	
  the	
  public	
  perception	
  of	
  the	
  Humanities	
  in	
  society	
  today.	
  My	
  
aim	
  is	
  to	
  compare	
  notes	
  on	
  different	
  and	
  new	
  concepts	
  of	
  ‘the	
  Human’,	
  developed	
  
both	
  within	
  disciplinary	
  and	
  interdisciplinary	
  academic	
  scientific	
  research	
  and	
  in	
  
broader	
  social	
  practices.	
  The	
  main	
  focus	
  will	
  be	
  on	
  the	
  shifting	
  relationship	
  between	
  
the	
  ‘two	
  cultures’	
  of	
  the	
  Humanities	
  and	
  Science	
  in	
  the	
  light	
  of	
  contemporary	
  
developments,	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  sophisticated	
  forms	
  of	
  interdisciplinary	
  research	
  that	
  
have	
  emerged	
  in	
  the	
  fields	
  of	
  bio-‐technologies,	
  neural	
  sciences,	
  environmental	
  and	
  
climate	
  change	
  research	
  and	
  Information	
  and	
  Communication	
  Technologies.	
  These	
  
rapid	
  changes	
  affect	
  the	
  very	
  definitions	
  of	
  the	
  human	
  and	
  of	
  human	
  evolution.	
  The	
  
question	
  is	
  how	
  and	
  to	
  what	
  an	
  extent	
  they	
  have	
  an	
  impact	
  on	
  both	
  the	
  practice	
  of	
  
the	
  Humanities	
  and	
  on	
  their	
  self-‐representation.	
  Is	
  Humanism	
  challenged	
  or	
  
strengthened	
  by	
  these	
  developments?	
  To	
  what	
  an	
  extent	
  is	
  anthropocentrism	
  called	
  
to	
  task	
  by	
  what	
  is	
  becoming	
  known	
  as	
  post	
  human	
  theory?	
  Besides	
  tracking	
  these	
  
new	
  developments	
  in	
  the	
  relationship	
  between	
  the	
  Humanities	
  and	
  the	
  exact	
  
sciences	
  in	
  the	
  twenty-‐first	
  century,	
  the	
  paper	
  will	
  also	
  interrogate	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  ways	
  
in	
  which	
  ‘the	
  human’	
  is	
  being	
  debate	
  in	
  society	
  at	
  large,	
  in	
  issues	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  
construction	
  of	
  new,	
  globalised	
  notions	
  of	
  ‘humanity’,	
  ‘human	
  interest’	
  and	
  ’human	
  
values’	
  in	
  debates	
  about	
  humanitarianism	
  and	
  humanitarian	
  intervention,	
  including	
  
our	
  technologically	
  mediated	
  wars.	
  	
  
	
  

