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Manoeuvring tricky waters: Challenges in being a useful and critical migration scholar 

By May-Len Skilbrei 

 

Introduction 

In the last few years high numbers of arrivals of migrants to is depicted as a problem for 

Europe (Jurado, Brochmann & Dølvik 2013). This has been spoken of a ‘refugee crisis’ or 

‘migration crisis’, not only in terms of how leaving ones country is difficult for migrants, but 

also how receiving and integrating migrants is a problem for European societies (see e.g. BBC 

2016). In order to solve this perceived problem, policy makers and implementers on European 

and national levels turn to research for knowledge, something that entails that funding for 

such research is currently increased to strengthen its capacity to contribute to the management 

of migration. An example of this is the 11 million EURO strengthening of European Union 

funding on migration in 2017: “In response to the refugee crisis”.1 Thus the heightened 

concerns over migration impacting European societies negatively and the belief that research 

can help European states to manage migration better, means that migration research gains 

more funding, visibility and traction. But there are also some dilemmas created by this 

situation. One of them is that migration researchers become embedded and thus implicated in 

European migration management efforts in a way that is both epistemologically and ethically 

challenging. The fact that policy makers and bureaucracies expect researchers to give them 

the tools they need to develop and perform policies mandates that researchers think carefully 

about the role they play in impacting on how Europe approaches migration.  

 

In this chapter I present some examples from my own research that illustrate these dilemmas, 

and discuss ways forward for a research agenda that is both relevant and critical. In the last 20 

years I have been project manager or participant in research on issues to do with migration 

and its links with crime, e.g. prostitution, human trafficking, return migration of rejected 

asylum seekers, marriage migration and irregular migration. These topics are often the objects 

of heated discussions and exemplify areas where policy makers and implementers have 

looked to research to provide solutions. My main research context is Norway, but I believe 

that the challenges migration researchers face there, are also relevant for other contexts. 

Researchers take part in producing what they describe, and the chapter brings up some points 

related to how contemporary ways of framing and regulating migration influence how and 

                                                      
1 http://www.h2020.md/en/commission-invest-%E2%82%AC85-billion-research-and-innovation-2017 
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what researchers study and are able to see and say. I seek to perform what Wacquant (2011 in 

McBride 2017) calls epistemic reflection by investigating the context of knowledge. To do 

this, I employ three examples of entanglements with state agendas from my own research 

practice to demonstrate how negotiations between commissioning bodies and researchers over 

the balancing of research integrity and relevance take place.  

 

The backdrop to my examples and discussions of them is not only the political debate climate, 

but also developments in research and research funding. In his influential paper “For Public 

Sociology” Michael Burawoy (2005) looks more closely at different strands of engagements 

between scholarship and public and political demands. He particularly mentions the policy 

orientation of Norwegian sociology. The development of the welfare state and the disciplinary 

development of sociology are often represented to walk hand in hand. In an evaluation of 

Norwegian sociology that took place a few years ago, an important conclusion was that it was 

highly empirically oriented and problem focused, and it was argued that this set Norwegian 

sociology apart (Research Council of Norway 2010: 18): “The view of the task of sociology 

as problem-oriented and grounded in social reality is the central legacy and characteristic of 

sociology in Norway.”. The evaluation committee saw this as a consequence of how 

Norwegian state building had relied upon Norwegian social science for several decades and 

that this had ensured the continued generous funding of research but also how state agendas 

frame social science and this impacts what is researched. Nils Christie has written about this 

as part of the problem of ‘the oversocialization of criminologists’ (1997: 14): “It is just not 

true that officials as a rule are negative to social research. On the contrary, they are 

encouraging research, and they are eager consumers of result. But what they ask for is 

answers to problems as seem by themselves, helpful answers for running the state”.   

 

Much of my own research on migration and crime has been funded by ministries and other 

governmental bodies. Migration scholarship offers a good example of the development and 

bond Burawoy and the report from the evaluation of Norwegian sociology speaks of: much of 

the research is funded directly or indirectly by the governmental bodies, the same bodies that 

are tasked with developing and implementing migration policies. This ensures that researchers 

engage with questions that are seen as relevant for policy makers and implementers as these 

bodies often fund research based on what they identify to be their challenges. While there 

may be a particularly strong link between governmental bodies and social science research in 

Norway, the forms of entanglement that this chapter deals with is also relevant for other 
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contexts, where other bodies and agendas is what binds research. The Norwegian government 

fund research directly and indirectly. Directly through the ministries and governmental bodies 

that are organized under ministries. A relevant example is how in the case of research on 

migration, the Directorate that is established to govern migration to Norway, the Norwegian 

Directorate of Immigration (UDI), also is a large funder of research. UDI is the body that 

receives and makes rulings on applications for asylum, that manage the labour migration 

scheme and that evaluates and makes decisions on applications for tourist visas and family 

unification.  It funds research that in different ways are intended to evaluate the various 

schemes and how UDI manage them. The needs for knowledge that UDI have is met by a 

combination of university based researchers, staff at non-profit academically oriented research 

institutes and staff working in private consultancy companies. The Norwegian government 

funds research indirectly through allocating funding to the Research Council of Norway 

(RCN). RCN is the largest single funder of research in Norway and also is the contact point to 

the European Research Agenda. Based on the funding RCN establishes research programmes 

designed to produce research that help to solve societal problems. The largest single funder of 

migration research in Norway is the research programme Welfare, Working Life and 

Migration (VAM), and it lists as its first aim to “VAM research should deal with questions of 

significance for politics, administration and other relevant stake holders” (Research Council 

of Norway 2013: 11). This is similar to how the European Commission research programme 

Horizon 2020 is dedicated to funding research that helps Europe tackle ‘societal challenges’.2  

 

While my examples in this chapter is from research I have performed funded directly by 

Norwegian authorities, I would argue that as research programmes in the RCN is also 

designed to meet knowledge needs of policy makers and implementers, some of the dilemmas 

I describe is relevant also for research funded indirectly by the Norwegian government. An 

important reason why not only research that is directly funded by government may meet with 

dilemmas to do with independence. In the last few years, the aim to achieve ‘impact’ in 

research has become increasingly central. While ‘impact’ can be interpreted to mean that 

research has an  ‘emancipatory’ potential or help people critique their governments, it is often 

interpreted as being ‘relevant’ and ‘instrumental’ to powerful institutions, Les Back argues 

(2015). Back has look at the priorities in the UK academic evaluation scheme, the Research 

Excellence Framework whereby academic institutions are ranked according to how well they 

                                                      
2 https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/what-horizon-2020 
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perform on, among other things, ability to make an impact with their research. He  argues that 

this impacts on how scholars think and prioritize and that the need for researchers to make an 

impact thus functions “as a filter for our sociological attention”. Since impact is often thought 

of as agenda-setting and policy-changing, speaking to and meeting the needs of the powerful 

is what counts as impact. This is similar to the critique offered by the Norwegian 

anthropologist Christine Jacobsen (2015) when she argues that researchers that concerns over 

making an impact risk ending up being state-centric (see also (see also McAra 2017). When 

researchers are expected to produce research that aids policy makers in their endeavours to 

reach their policy goals, not only when they perform commissioned research, but also when 

engaging in fundamental research, this serves as a bias that narrows research and its ability to 

impact society in a broader sense.  

 

What is researched at any given time, and thus what is known about migration and migrants, 

is political in the sense that it is directly or indirectly influenced by priorities among 

politicians, bureaucrats and NGOs as much of contemporary European research on migration 

and beyond is expected to be relevant to policy developments. There is a danger that what is 

deemed interesting and necessary data about migrants, and this something governments want 

to fund, is closely linked to views about what migration is and what should be done about it. 

When the European Union increases its funding for research on migration as a response to 

how arrivals of migrants to Europe has increased, as described above, it is not any migration 

research they are willing to fund, but research that helps them based on a particular problem 

definition. The current definition of migration as a problem for Europe is thus something that 

might impact the priorities of funding bodies and the thinking of scholars. 

 

In this chapter I describe my experiences with performing policy relevant research on 

migration and crime and discuss this in terms of its ‘entanglements’ with administrative- 

managerial agendas. In the following I will first give a more detailed description of the 

relationship between research and the governance of migration, before turning to my 

experiences with performing policy relevant research on migration dilemmas concerning 

‘entanglements’ with administrative- managerial agendas in that.  

 

 

Enlisting research in ‘migration management’ 
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It has been argued that the development and implementation of migration and integration 

policies are now more than before thought and spoken of as ‘migration management’ (Geiger 

and Pécoud 2010a). Borrowed from the corporate world, the term ‘management’ suggests 

control and efficiency, and glosses over the multiple conflicts that are often involved, within 

states, between states, and between states and migrants. Due to the emphasis on this term, the 

implementation of migration policies becomes depoliticised and appears to be the work of 

public and private technocrats in national bureaucracies and national and supranational 

organisations. Speaking of ‘migration management’ may in this way contribute towards 

hiding power relations in society and instead highlight a “‘post-control’ spirit” (Geiger and 

Pécoud 2010a: 15) that pretends “to move beyond the narrow security-oriented policies of 

border control” (ibid, p. 15); as if migrants are steered rather than downright stopped, harmed 

and deported.  

 

The use of the concept ‘migration management’ or acts and rhetoric that seem to build on a 

managerial approach and a neoliberal conception of agency, frame what states do to control 

migration differently than before in the sense that it hides its political dimension, Geiger and 

Pécoud (2010a) argue. Through this, policies that under other circumstances would have been 

critiqued, is normalised. This is why it is important to investigate the role of research in this 

landscape. The phrase ‘migration management’ designates a particular task to research; that of 

evaluating and delivering evidence for particular policies to be improved. In this way 

‘gathering facts’ is integrated into administration of migration policies. This takes part in a 

symbolic depolitisation of migration policies in the sense that it makes the way policies work 

appear to be anti –political acts of necessity instead of result of a political will (Bourdieu & 

Wacquant 1999; Büscher 2010), and act of ‘management’, not ‘control’. Christina Boswell 

(2009: 3) contends that policy making in the field of migration now relies more on research 

than earlier. Policies are expected to be based on ‘evidence’ of what works, and their 

consequences are expected to be evaluated and adjusted based on research (see also McBride 

2017). But this does not mean that policies are developed, implemented and changed in line 

with the research findings, as it might be the case that some findings are taken on, while 

others are ignored. And, further, it may be the case that this same logic means that research-

based knowledge is seen as useful in this endeavour only to the extent that it contributes to 

producing clear-cut answers to the perceived policy needs. Research is expected to document 

how this management works; as if it is machinery whose function can be approved if one 

tightens the right bolts. In this way, research becomes integrated in what is often presented as 
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a ‘policy circle’ (Sutton and Levinson 2001) where it serves a purpose in approving, but not 

fundamentally changing, the system (Boswell 2009). This function of research must therefore 

be expected to impact on the relationship between governmental institutions that commission 

research and researchers as the definitional power in this way stays with the funder. When 

research is given the task of investigating specific policy instruments, more than it is used as a 

tool to raise relevant questions, the possibility exists that the capability of research to expand 

our thinking and acting is diminished.  

 

When migration scholarship is enlisted in migration management in this way it is nessecary 

for scholars to think critically about the role they play in the field (Armstrong, Blaustein and 

Henry 2017: 14). To be relevant and ‘make an impact’ easily becomes an act of complicity 

whereby the position of academic knowledge is used to legitimize harsh migration policies 

and silence its critique. Geiger and Pécoud encourage researchers to take case to retain a 

critical perspective in a climate where critique is often silenced by presenting migration 

policies as apolitical and administrative: “A critical standpoint is necessary, to avoid 

remaining too close to its [‘migration management’s’] narratives and stated objectives, and to 

develop a counter-perspective to the proliferation of so-called ‘policy-relevant’ studies by 

‘experts’” (2010b: xiii). Nikolas Rose (1996) describes a shift from governing with the help of 

experts protected from attempts to steer and influence them, to an ‘advanced liberal mode’ of 

rule where experts, such as researchers, are subjected to evaluation, monitoring and 

management. Rose paints a bleak picture of loss of independence for knowledge production 

that engages with power. He describes a relationship between scholarship and policy making 

that is instrumental and lacks trust.  

 

With an interest in understanding what kinds of dilemmas are created by the fact that 

contemporary migration management turns to research to improve its efficiency both in its 

inclusionary and its exclusionary efforts, I will now present three different challenges for 

migration scholars who wish to make an impact in society in a broad sense at the same time as 

retaining the critical potential the research ideally has.   

 

 

The problem of framing 

As mentioned in the introduction, much Norwegian social science generally, but also 

specifically migration research, is funded directly or indirectly by the Norwegian government 
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based on what kinds of research based knowledge it needs to develop and implement policies. 

It is necessary to reflect on how funding structures influences what is researched and how. 

Already the call itself formulates what the research should be concerned with if it is to receive 

funding. In the text of the call, corresponding memos or in contract meetings, funders 

communicate what their knowledge needs are. As described above, both the European 

Commission and the RCN, and is the case for research councils in other European countries, 

aims to fund research that help what at any given time and place is considered a problem and 

in need of research based knowledge to be improved upon. Being seen as relevant is therefore 

a prerequisite for getting one’s research funded. This is evident in calls from The Norwegian 

Directorate of Immigration (UDI) and various ministries that fund much migration research 

directly, based on the need for research based knowledge that their employees have reported 

to the Research & Development divisions. Calls from funding bodies communicate what 

researchers should prioritize in developing a research proposal, but it also communicates how 

the topic should be framed. In this, they often build on a particular problem definition and 

world view. Herbert Blumer has pointed to the need to investigate the foundational ideas 

about what we study (1969: 24): “The entire act of scientific study is oriented and shaped by 

the underlying picture of the empirical world that is used”. In the current flow of calls for 

funding for research on migration, these often express that migration is a problem.  

 

In 2015-2016 I headed an evaluation of the Norwegian efforts to offer assisted return to 

Nigerian citizens, funded by UDI. The call for proposals from UDI stated: “The aim of the 

study is to establish knowledge on what effects cash benefits have for whether or not asylum 

seekers chose assisted return, and how the support contribute to reintegration in the country of 

origin”. The background for the various schemes for assisted return is an explicit aim to return 

overstayers, irregular migrants and rejected asylum seekers, and this was also the background 

to why they wanted to know whether their efforts work according to their intentions. By 

responding to this call for proposals and signing a contract to do the research I had, to some 

degree, accept their problem definition. While we interviewed prospective returnees and 

people who had returned to Nigeria, the main aim was not to engage with the problem 

definition of the migrants, but to look for their motivations and experiences in order to offer 

improvements of the policy. The report (Paasche, Plambech and Skilbrei 2016) even included 

advice on how to improve the relevant return schemes and we published an op-ed. to 

communicate findings more broadly. The challenge for us as researchers in such a project was 

that the premise for undertaking the research entailed that we accepted the starting 
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assumption; that research on why not more Nigerians return assisted is needed, and that we 

were willing to contribute towards improving policies that we very well know are not 

understood as ‘voluntary’ for many migrants (see e.g. Skilbrei & Tveit 2011; Webber 2011). 

By taking administrative divisions and corresponding policies as a starting point, researchers 

take part in fixing motivations and people, instead of broadening the discourse. Also, by 

taking on the task of evaluating a particular policy, researchers contribute towards dividing 

policies into small pieces of the puzzle, without contributing to directing the attention towards 

the bigger picture of policies that impact on the lives of migrants. An example is how looking 

at what governments describe as ‘voluntary return’ without looking at the relationship 

between this policy and the threat of deportations, hides the power states have and hides the 

lack of ability to choose whether or not to return to their country of origin migrants has . .  

 

Related to this is the issue of terminology in calls and communication with funders and other 

stake holders. In several research projects I have been involved in, there have been 

discussions between representatives of the funding body and the researchers about what terms 

should apply. A few years back, Norwegian governmental bodies spoke of ‘voluntary return’ 

something I and other researchers problematized in meetings with representatives of the 

government. Now, the term ‘assisted return’ is applied and governmental representatives will 

no longer speak as if they believe that assisted return is not marked by its relationship with 

deportations. Also the term ‘deportation’ sits uncomfortable with governmental 

representatives. They prefer the term ‘enforced return’ with the argument that this is the 

administrative term for it, and if we as researchers desire to get our points across or them, we 

should use the same terms.  

 

The problem of embeddedness   

In the years 2012-2014 I headed a research project on credibility assessments in asylum 

procedures. In order to make a decision on an asylum claim, one of the most important tasks 

for the asylum case worker is to evaluate whether the story told by the claimant is credible. 

The project was commissioned and funded by UDI, the same body that is responsible for 

asylum procedures in Norway and that operationalise ‘credibility’ in their instructions to staff 

members tasked with making decisions in applications for asylum in Norway. As researchers 

we were eager to study how UDI case workers operationalized credibility in the decision 

making process and undertook asylum interviews with evaluating the story’s and the 

claimants’ credibility in mind. In this project the researchers had several concerns regarding 
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entanglements. We were expected to work closely with UDI and were also very dependent on 

them to perform a survey and qualitative interviews among its case workers. Throughout the 

project, we took particular steps to keep a distance for both ethical and epistemological 

reasons. UDI initially wanted an UDI representative to take a leave of absence from UDI in 

the project period and instead be part of the research group. We refused this request with the 

argument that it would be difficult to ensure the confidentiality of research subjects, and 

protect them from negative consequences, if the interviewer was someone on a leave from 

UDI management and that after the research was done, would return to management. The 

research team did not experience this as an attempt to steer our research, but instead as a sign 

that UDI did not have the same understanding as us of the relationship between the funders of 

research and researchers. The project was closely followed by a reference group consisting of 

members from UDI, Immigration Appeals Board and the Ministry of Justice. We had regular 

meetings with this group and were expected to communicate and discuss findings with this 

group. While this was a highly qualified, interested and interesting group to discuss with, this 

also kept us close to governmental agendas conceptually in the sense that when we described 

findings they were very active in offering interpretations of these.  

 

In the methodology chapter of the report, my co-authors and I wanted to present the dilemmas 

of working so closely with the funding body as we had done in that particular project. We 

wrote (Bollingmo, Skilbrei and Wessel 2014: 30): “We reflected on whether this could reduce 

access to information that was not in line with UDI’s own understanding about problematics 

linked to credibility. It was important to us that the research perspectives where not locked to 

the commissioning body’s own understanding of the problem and possible solution”. We 

concluded in the report that while UDI representatives had been very hands-on through the 

research process, this had first and foremost constituted a resource for the research. Later I 

have reflected more on what happened in that particular project and on how the close contact 

between the researchers and UDI was intended to ensure that the research we contributed 

would impact on the training for asylum case work. While I as a researcher was also positive 

to contribute towards ensuring high quality asylum procedures, it was very difficult for me to 

bring issues that the UDI had not already defined as relevant. The contact with the reference 

group and the communication in relation to the writing up of the report, made us stick to a 

more narrow understanding of context than we would under other circumstances. UDI had a 

very concrete need for research based information in order to improve their internal training 
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of case workers, and comments from the reference group were often in the form of questions 

about how this and this finding was relevant for the research question. 

 

Also, the entanglement in this particular project was also one of loyalty towards UDI 

representatives that we got to know quite well and was sympathetic towards. This is similar to 

how Bosworth and Kellezi (2017) describe their sense of obligation towards the institutions 

that had assisted them in planning and executing their study on immigration removal centres 

in Britain. This easily becomes a situation where the researchers align with central aims of the 

institution, something that may hinder more critical, and therefore more transformative, 

thinking. The end result, in my opinion, is one where the main contribution of the research 

was one strengthening UDI in their understanding of the problem and solutions, more than 

offering analytical depth that would be able to transform how they were thinking abour 

asylum decisions.    

 

 

The problem of expected loyalty  

When researchers are understood as embedded in attempts to improve how an institution 

approaches migration, this impacts on how critique is understood and whether new 

perspectives are welcomed. If researchers are understood as part of a team of ‘migration 

managers’, indications that they are not in alignment may have consequences for whether 

their findings are accepted. The danger is that the findings of research will be perceived to be 

true when the sentiments of the researchers are in alignment with governmental goals and 

problem definitions and untrue if it is not, which means that accusation of research being 

biased typically comes when researchers align with the powerless, not the powerful 

(Hammersley 2000). 

 

I have experienced that various stake holder groups express that they interpret me a loyal, or 

at least; a friendly-minded outsider. Below I describe one of these experiences: 

 

I was presenting a report evaluating Norwegian efforts to provide protection to identified 

victims of trafficking at a public event organised by my employer, the Norwegian research 

institute Fafo. Over100 people had turned up for the event, many of them representing 

ministries and different governmental bodies designated the task of implementing Norwegian 

trafficking policies. The Norwegian state is bound in its effort by the UN Trafficking Protocol 
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and the Council of Europe Convention [on Action Against Trafficking in Human Beings], and 

both are clear in that governments should take care to return victims only if this does not 

infringe their safety and wellbeing. At the launch of the report, we conveyed central findings, 

and one of them was that victims’ felt uncertain about the future and the ability of the 

Norwegian state to protect them. In the report and at the event we described that victims of 

trafficking are refused asylum and residency permits on humanitarian grounds, and are 

instead returned to Nigeria, also against their will. My co-authors and I pointed to the 

problems inherit in how Norwegian authorities try to offer the best assistance possible to 

victims while they are in Norway, but that they are not helping the victims with what they 

want the most and what would best protect them in the long run, namely residency in Norway. 

In a Q&A session about the results, I answered a question about how we could best help 

victims, and I said, half-jokingly: “Of course, if it was up to me, they could all stay”. After the 

event a contingency of representatives from the immigration police came up to me. They were 

very disappointed with me, and wanted me to know that. One of them stated: “We have 

followed your work with great interest and read everything you have written. But from now 

on, we can no longer trust anything you say”. I was perplexed at this as I had had a good 

working relationship with the police and did not understand why they had changed their 

perception of my research. They explained to me that now that they knew about my views on 

migration they would not trust my conclusions to be objective.    

 

The reason for bringing up this example is the fact that I was unprepared for the expected 

loyalty to governmental migration policies. I had good rapport with Norwegian stakeholders, 

including the police, and had not thought that a precondition for this was that I shared the 

views of the Norwegian government. I would for example not expect all police officers or 

social workers working with trafficking being in agreement on what the right policy to apply 

was, so why did a lack of alignment with governmental goals conflict with trust in my 

research? Reading my work had not indicated a particular bias to them, but a short statement I 

made in public, made them question whether my conclusions were research based or political.  

 

In ongoing and later work, I have depended on the police for access and legitimacy. I have 

heard reports from others on police questioning my neutrality, but I have not direct 

experiences of this hindering my access to the field. Whether this still have impacted 

negatively on the police’s trust in me or other researchers, is difficult to know. These 

particular police officers and others may have since regained trust in me, but this and later 
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experiences have made me reflect on what is taken for granted in relationships between 

researchers and various stakeholders.  

 

Overproblematisation and silences  

What silences are produced by only following up on themes funding bodies designates to be 

worthy of funding, and frame questions in line with their priorities? And how are we 

disciplined by contact with stake holders and expectations of loyalty? Research can serve as a 

starting point for transformation, but, I argue, by way of these three problematics it may 

instead take part in reinforcing silences. 

 

To return to Blumer’s (1969) point above, the examples from my research points to existing 

incentives to not problematize contemporary ideas about phenomenon, people and solutions. 

This may lead to ‘the oversocialization’ that Christie (1997) wrote of, which is not an issue of 

sensorship or self-sensorship, but rather an issue of how criminologists’ thinking is framed, 

and thus limited, but institutions and their perspectives. The examples in this chapter point to 

the power institutions have (1) to frame research topics in a particular way by how they 

formulate calls for proposals, (2) to institutionalize the relationship between themselves and 

researchers in ways that may make researchers take on the bureaucratic gaze, and (3) to 

communicate expectations to align with state agendas. These are all power that one can argue 

ensure that the research is relevant and thus produce an impact, but they are also powers that 

may hinder what researchers think, say and write. Taking on politicized understandings and 

administrative labels uncritically is something that limits our thinking and makes our 

contributions less radical than they could have been.  

 

The whole research field is structured by administrative and political categories and 

boundaries. Legally and administratively the state makes a division between mobility and 

migration. Mobility is, in line with EU lingo, a reference to intra-European human movement, 

while migration is a term for the mobility into Europe of third country nationals, through the 

various regulated entry-schemes (family reunification, student, expert labour, asylum) and 

irregular entry. In one sense, the division is very real and a necessary delineation, as these are 

the terms and legal divisions that the people researchers study have to relate to, in another 

sense,  by appropriating them uncritically takes part in normalising that this is a legitimate and 

‘natural’ division.  
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In a situation where research is intended to provide evidence of how migration policies work 

and how they can be improved, research easily becomes a bolt in the machinery of migration 

management. This implicates us in society’s power relations and the injustices that they 

produce. Independence is a central scientific virtue and encompassed in the concept of 

‘research integrity’ that in recent years has become an important principle in European 

research ethics (ALLEA 2017). Such independence is difficult to establish when it works in 

the ways I have described in this chapter, not as clear-cut attempts to steer our conclusions, 

but rather as part of the framework we operate within.. ‘Experts’, such as researchers, are 

today part of and invested in state practices, also in policies with very dramatic and negative 

consequences on peoples’ lives (Sharma & Gupta 2006:9). I would argue that this is not only 

done by how we make sure to develop projects that are fundable for governments because we 

want to win research bids. The alignment of research with political priorities and 

administrative categories are also produced by ideals internal to research, such as an 

increasing demand to be relevant and produce impact.  
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