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Discourses of Gender in Institutions

Executive Summary
Deliverable no. 2.1
Knowledge, Institutions and Gender: an East-West Comparative study (KNOWING)

Eight research institutions from Austria, Czech Republic, Finland, Slovakia, and United Kingdom, with consultants from the US, UK and the Czech Republic, have written the second deliverable, on the discourse analysis of gender dynamics and knowledge production practices in two leading research institutions in sociology or social work and in molecular biology or organic and biochemistry in each of the five participating countries. 

Aim of the workpackage. In this part of the KNOWING project, there have been researched discursive patterns of textual production of two leading research institutions in sociology or social work and in molecular biology or organic chemistry and biochemistry in each of the five participating countries. These institutions are points of departure for tracking and analysing the following types of documents:

· research related texts produced by employees of the institution under study, namely 

- grant applications

- papers in relevant academic journals

- peer reviews of papers submitted (if available)

- key introductory textbooks 

· public-related texts, namely 

- official web pages of the given academic institution

- researchers’ media appearances

· institutional and R&D policy documents 

- the institution’s statute, hiring, promotion and grievance procedures

- general national research and gender policy documents.

In terms of its gender dimension, the project does not see gender analysis as reducible to the analysis of relationships between men and women in research. Its endeavour rather is to take into account the fact that gender ideologies or assumptions may be structured into and performed by organisational and managerial logic; and that they may shape scientific practices, research frameworks and the interpretation and representation of research findings. 

Methodological and theoretical background. Methodological background of this part of the project rests on feminist-oriented and (some) critical streams of discourse analysis that emphasise the constructive work of discourse and its role in producing and justifying conceptual currency as well as reinforcing assigned discursive gender positions, roles and models. These approaches see an utterance not just as the act of representation but of a discursive formation, that establishing and maintaining socially sanctioned concepts and values. Feminist critical discourse analysis aims at demystifying taken-for-granted and common-sensical assumptions of gender by demonstrating how these assumptions are ideological and obscure gendered power relations. The shared premise in the project is that gender is sutured into the very discursive and organisational structures and practices of communities as they produce and reproduce themselves. With a theoretical background of feminist epistemologies and science and technology studies, the project addresses themes such as the openness to public debate, self-reflexivity, positionality, partiality, accountability and the status of both research objects as well as researchers as socially situated subjects. 

Structure of the report and research procedures and decisions discussed. The report is divided into two parts. In its first, introductory section, there are described theoretical and methodological tenets (mentioned above) alongside with the procedures of selecting documents for analysis. Purposive and contextual nature of sampling strategies and document selection working with networks of clusters of inter-related documents is highlighted there. Issues such limits of insider/outsider’s perspective and generalisability of findings as well as research decisions made are also briefly discussed. In the second part of the report, concrete findings of individual teams are presented. 

An outline of key emergent analytical themes and national team’s findings

Ten key emergent analytical themes, around which analysis have been structured, are outlined below. The general characteristics of these analytical themes is followed by a brief description of national themes’ findings. (While the analytical themes are both results of analysis and instruments that helped to organise teams’ foci at the same time, the structure of individual national teams’ reports as they are presented below reflects individual teams’ approaches working with these analytical themes more freely.) 

Epistemic Communities. This analytical theme seeks to explore how epistemic communities are constituted in the social and national sciences. Analytical dimensions to be explored are whether epistemic communities are more stable or shifting objects, individual or collective, local or international with respects to knowledge networks, publication and citation practices, and the circulation and collaborations of researchers. Another focus is the construction of research careers with respect to their linearity or discontinuity, mobility requirements, so-called work-life balance and the inclusions and exclusions of early stage researchers. Lastly teams were encouraged to investigate the reproduction of the scientific community in discourses on the training of early stage researchers and on constructing an efficient doctorate. In the national reports the teams looked at a variety of modalities of epistemic communities. The Austrian, Finnish and Slovak teams examine the different organisation of research in the natural and social sciences, different forms of authorship, publication practices and language communities. The Finnish team explicitly distinguishes a collaborative epistemic discourse in the natural sciences from an individualistic discourse in the social sciences, a notion that the Slovak and Czech teams problematise when looking at forms of knowledge production and collaboration that occur at an international scale in parts of the social sciences as well. Like the Austrian team the Slovak team draws attention to the invisibilities of research students in the social sciences, e.g. on departmental website. They also highlight the importance of research topics for the formations of epistemic communities, a theme taken up by the Czech team. Here the Czech team focuses on cross-cutting formations of epistemic communities by research topics and methodologies, and their different forms of inter/nationalisation in the social sciences, and around knowledge and information that is produced in the natural sciences where a discursive community constituted by textual referencing is distinguished from a cooperative community built by material communication and practice. The UK team too investigates how research documents produce collective identities of disciplines and wider ‘virtual’ epistemic communities. Researchers also focus on the ways in which institutional documents such as websites and research seminars work to enrol researchers into epistemic communities.

Natural Sciences as a Norm. This theme examines the degree to which the natural sciences are taken as the prevailing paradigm of science and functions as a default paradigm for all academic and research fields; while the social sciences slipping in and out of visibility. Both the Austrian and Czech analyses of research policies explore the normative character of the natural and technical sciences in terms of valued and quantifiable contributions (publications, patents, spin-offs etc.). If mentioned separately the social sciences are assigned a subsidiary role in mitigating negative effects (Austria). The Finnish report highlights how national policy documents value international collaborations and publications in the natural sciences reinforcing these fields by directing funding there. The UK report explores the normativity of the natural sciences with respect to the emphasis on research-as-activity in contrast to older models of knowledge as scholarship. 

Gender. Gender is explored with respect to the theme of equality, and the attention paid to everyday socially and culturally situated practices and interaction; also the degree to which it is equated with women’s issues assuming that men have “no gender”; and the accompanying assumptions that gender is experienced in the same way by all women. When and where do women as those occupying a marked position need to justify their presence and their expertise? To what extent is expertise unproblematically ascribed to male researchers, while female researchers in public are primarily asked about women issues, politics, and the ethics of research? In the national reports gender is examined as a multi-faceted construct. The Austrian and the UK teams explore the ways in which researchers in policy documents are assumed to be men; and women researchers are casts as a special issue or problem that needs to be solved. The UK report uncovers in more detail the tension between the simultaneously deployed dominant frames of including women as economic resources and in the name of participation and equality; the temporal and spatial metaphors supporting a progress narrative of greater inclusion of women in science; the reinscription of traditional femininity in women scientists and the exponential proliferation of women and science documents of similar content. Both reports draw attention to the high visibility of motherhood as a key career barrier which leaves normative scientific career paths and the organisation of science in place. Policy solutions include mentoring women and gender mainstreaming. Czech R&D documents, in contrast, treat gender inequality in science mechanically as a human resource issue; in internal documents of the leading natural science institution gender is not mentioned at all. The Finnish report looks at both policy documents and existing sociological analyses. It suggests that gender in national policy documents is treated largely in numerical terms as the under- and over-representation of women in different fields and positions. International comparisons are used to highlight positive trends in Finland. Lastly, the Slovak report focuses on gender in textual production, namely on gendered metaphors in biology and the equation of gender with women in many sociological texts, especially when the English term is used. 

Governance of Research. The analytical theme governance of research explores research in the context of so called knowledge-based societies; it critically examines academic capitalism, and accountability discourses and investigates to what extent science and research are constructed by managerial policy discourses and framed as capital to be managed (demand and supply of knowledge, discourse of applicability, human resources), and if and how unpredictable variables in practices on the ground are taken into account. Governance of research is explored both in policy and in institutional documents. Policy documents in Austria and the Czech Republic outline a vision of the knowledge based society driven by innovatory technologies produced by internationalised and competitive research institutions. In the Czech and Finnish case research institutions at the Academy of sciences and universities have been given increased autonomy; and the relevant ministries promote new funding strategies that in Finland are termed “management by results” and attempt to decrease institutional funding in favour of promoting targeted funding. Both the Austrian and the Czech analysis of internal documents in the natural sciences suggest that internal restructuring and hiring of new research staff (at least discursively!) follows principles of internationalisation and scientific excellence; while in the Czech case of the natural science institution (in contrast to the social science institution, see below) internal documents do not refer to research policy at all. One of the prominent aspects and tools of research governance are research assessment procedures. The theme of research evaluation practices is addressed separately in more detail in the chapter 2.5. 

Evaluation and Benchmarking Culture. This analytical theme examines to what extent knowledge production is conceived as a coherent, manageable and measurable process. All national reports highlight the increasing emphasis on research output, evaluation and impact, the deployment of an economistic and managerial language, with a clear orientation to practices and measurements associated with the natural sciences. Social science institutions (but not working sociologists) embrace the discourse of ‘patent, publish or perish’, where in the post-socialist countries publications in English are valued significantly higher than publications in Czech or Slovak. In the natural sciences too internal documents show that criteria for excellence and evaluation procedures are adopted but internally debated as unequal for experimental and theoretical oriented researchers. The theme of evaluation practices strongly overlaps with the previous topic of research governance being effectively its subset. Given its prominence however we address this aspect of research government as a separate theme here.

The Public and What Counts as a Public. This analytical theme explores where and under what practical circumstances ‘the public’ can enter a debate about the role of science and research and particular findings. Are there incentives and venues for such a public debate? Or is scientific knowledge conceived as detached from social context? Furthermore, what is perceived as valuable knowledge, and who is perceived as a “key figure” of a given academic field? Several teams analysed public appearances of renowned scientists. Universities are now encouraged promoting communication of their results, and some natural science institutions do this in particular, e.g. in Austria, less so in the Czech Republic. Civil society organisations are not mentioned to participate in discussing scientific findings; and there is a lack of critical reporting in the press highlighted particularly in the Czech and Slovak reports. The UK report too investigates ways of communicating research and focuses on different conceptions of a more monolithic public in the natural sciences, and a plurality of publics in the social sciences. 

The Status and Authority of Knowledge Claims. This theme explores how coherency and legitimacy of a knowledge claim are achieved and examines different practices of persuasion. What counts as knowledge and when, and how is its status achieved in public discourses and research practices? How are normativity and generality constructed and achieved discursively in the social and natural sciences? With respect to the status and authority of knowledge claims, the Austrian team examines different publication conventions in the natural and social sciences such as the extent of explicit contextualisation, and claims of novelty and relevance. The Czech report distinguishes four mechanisms of legitimating knowledge claims: references to existing knowledge in the field (also highlighted by the Slovak team below); references to applicability; references to methods and machines that embody objectivity; and correspondence to reality.

The Status of a Research Object. This analytical theme investigates the extent to which a research object is constructed as self-evident, waiting to be discovered and influenced by the methods employed. A key analytical dimension is the question whether the research object is gendered and in what sense. A further aspect is how uncertainties are managed and negotiated. What kind of discovery narratives circulate in media discourses, research policies, publications and research practices? Based on the analysis of textbooks used in the institutions under study the Austrian report states that both in the natural and the social sciences there is an assumption of a (single) reality out there that can be known and represented. Using research on the mating behaviour of bumblebees the Czech report finds that bees are gendered in that the male bee is taken as normative and is attributed with agency, while the female is not. The Slovak report examines legitimising practices of locating oneself in narrow subdisciplinary fields; references to the Nobel Prize are read as not referring to global but to national excellence.

Researchers as Subjects. This analytical theme explores the extent to which researchers situate themselves in distinct epistemic communities and employ reflexivity. The Austrian report shows that while researchers can be seen as epistemically embedded through the choice of their methodologies, explicit reflexivity is largely absent also in sociological texts, a finding echoed in the Czech report. The Slovakian report presents an example of how the location in an epistemic community can be informed by various – sometimes conflicting and pragmatic – motives. 

International and East – West Dynamics. This analytical theme examines discourses of competition and catching up required not only by post-socialist countries. It also explores researcher mobility and brain drain and the in/visibility of local (cultural, historical) contexts. Catching up, competition and internalization discourses seem to operate universally across all the countries under study bolstering the entrepreneurial vision of research. In post-socialist countries there is additional specific stress on achieving Western standards. All regions south and east of EU are eclipsed by a westward looking anxious gaze watching the results of other “competitors”. The Finnish report especially points to the stress of R&D policies on benchmarking and measuring excellence in an international context.
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