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Abstract

The dominating ideology in Science, Technology and Innovation (STI) policies after the
Second World War was for long an adherence to Òthe linear modelÓ. This model
presupposes automatic downstream social and economic benefits as a result of resources
spent on scientific research. And, of course, the model does not concern itself specifically
with how the rewards of the application of new technology should be distributed in society.
The linear thinking, which is in practice still a guiding principle in STI policy and planning in
many parts of the world, is manifested in a fairly closed system where priorities are decided
within the scientific community (Òthe Ivory TowersÓ) and public funding is directed
predominantly to basic research at universities or research institutes.

The model has increasingly been criticised on grounds of inefficiency as well as for
excluding large segments of society. Empirical evidence indeed shows that pumping
money indiscriminately into the R&D system does not necessarily result in higher levels of
economic growth. A more nuanced picture has gradually evolved where the production of
new knowledge is seen as taking place in an innovation system with feedback loops and
multiple actors. One outcome of this approach has been the establishment of public
research councils charged with funding and organizing interaction among the institutions in
the innovation system according to societal priorities.

What the search is on for is an innovation system that will, on the one hand, maximise the
economic benefits (growth goal) and, on the other hand, use these benefits for addressing
societal ills such as diseases, poverty and civil strife (quality of life goal). Not surprisingly,
there often exists a tension between these two goals, or rather a disagreement on which of
these goal to give priority to and at which point in time. What is interesting to note, and of
particular interest for this seminar, is that there exists no shining example of how to
reconcile these goals and how to include disenfranchised members of society in the setting
and implementation of priorities. In this respect, the diverse experiences captured in
international comparative project are invaluable in the understanding of the prospects for
social inclusion.

So, how could STI policies be devised to incorporate social inclusion and at the same time
generate increasing wealth to be distributed fairly in society? This is fundamentally a
question of democratic representation, but some general observation can still be made.
First, any attempt in this regard must be firmly rooted in local circumstances, priorities and



2

resources, a complicated task in todayÕs globalising STI environment and increasing
commodification of scientific results. Second, making proactive use of information and
communication technologies (ICTs) can provide access to services such as  e-
Government, e-Health etc, hitherto not afforded to parts of the population. Third, it would
appear that the main entity to base a policy of change on should be the university with its
triple obligations of education, research and interaction with society. Expanding recruitment
to universities from marginalized groups as well as gender sensitive policies would provide
a basis for longer term change. Fourth, and related to the last point, the incentives structure
in the present STI system is clearly lagging behind the intentions of the policy makers. In
general, the academic reward system does not allow the universities to play a more
important role in the integration of STI and social inclusion and, thus, to be more socially
relevant.


