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Executive Summary

The objective of WP 4 of the EU FP6 project KNOWING was to investigate scientists’ positioning within the scientific community and their own career paths in the broader context of their biographies through face-to-face in-depth interviews. The interviews were designed to identify concrete problematic issues within the scientific career of research participants and to uncover some salient aspects of their positioning within their epistemic and wider societal environment. The biographical focus around which the research interviews were built up and conducted was designated to interconnect institutional settings on the one hand and researchers’ positionings and trajectories on the other.
In order to make the national teams’ results comparable, an interview topic guide was elaborated by the consortium. The commonly elaborated and agreed topic guide was built around topics developed on the basis of national teams’ concerns. While it posited the projects’ central research topics as its starting point, it also aimed at enabling research participants to direct the flow of conversation and to develop her/his own structures of meanings and relevance. In other words, the topic guide was designed to open up a space for interviews that are more narrative than structured in nature. The topic guide was used by national teams as an interview guideline and it consisted of six broadly conceived topic areas. In each topic area several sub-topics were included, which could become subject of debate in the interviews. Their purpose was mainly indicative and the concrete formulation of questions was considered to be up to each national team/researcher. 

The  first topic area “Becoming a scientist/researcher”: career path and biography was intended to explore the temporal aspect of participants’ life and career trajectories as well as  to investigate questions concerning motivation for choosing an academic career, the role of role models, the “investments” people have to make  to the career, furthermore how does scientific work contribute to the self-conception/self-image of a scientist/researcher, what does it mean to become a researcher/sociologist/biologist, what are the previous/current perception about academic world and work. The second topic area was focused on the ways and modes of “doing science” and as such aimed at looking closely at issues concerning epistemic cultures and communities, both institutional and virtual. The next topic area “Being a scientist/researcher” covered a broadly conceived issue of researchers’ identity and self-understanding, furthermore what it means to be a scientist/researcher within and beyond institution, how scientists/researchers feel about their work in relation to their private lives and other domains of their lives. “Gender and/in academic science“ primarily aimed at uncovering various ways in which not only individuals, but also scientific practices and institutions can be seen as gendered. The fifth  broadly formulated thematic area “Science and/in society” was designed to examine how various understandings of the two-way interplay between science and society are at work. Finally, in the last topic area “Time: looking forward and looking back”  the issue of temporality was to be explored in more detail. 

In the process of conducting the interviews all national teams relied on the topic guide as a guiding tool for framing their interviews and for covering areas of concern indicated in it to some extent. At the same time, the overall objectives of WP4 were specified by each national team in the context of their findings from previous research phases. In this way an open space for asking institution- and person-specific questions was enabled.

The report first outlines and conceptually develops the issues emerging from national teams’ findings. The analytical framework developed here aims at clarifying a conceptual area within which it is possible to make sense of the manifold ways researchers/scientists position themselves within epistemic communities, how they frame their own career paths and life trajectories, how they shape their identities, how they make sense of themselves and of their academic world and scientific environment. The topics emerging from teams’ findings are divided according to four axes of analysis, which  identify the central analytical topics as follows: positioning the knowing self: accounts of self and career; individuals-in-communities: working-alone-together; gendered subjects and gendering science; knowing subjects in between: institutional settings and individual trajectories.
In its second part the deliverable report presents national teams’ explorations of how scientists in the institutions studied position themselves within epistemic communities they belong to, their career trajectories framed by wider institutional and societal contexts and the ways in which gender emerged via scientists’ accounts of themselves as knowing subjects. The rich amount of data national teams gained through in-depth interviews research offers particularly rich insights into the manifold ways how scientists are engaged in the processes of knowing subject construction, how they frame their career paths and how they shape their identities as knowing subjects, how they make sense of themselves and their academic, scientific world. Although the ways how national teams organized their main findings and structured their reports are different, at the heart of all national teams analyses are topics concerning positioning of knowing self in the context of scientists’ accounts of self and career, their working-alone-together, the issue of gendered subjects and gendering science as well as the multiple interplay between institutional settings and individual life/career trajectories. The emphasis national teams put on particular aspects of the main topics commonly shared within the consortium as outlined above varied widely according to their data and research preferences. Nevertheless it is possible to point out some common threads running across national reports. In what follows we will briefly point out several of them.

All national teams’ reports  illuminate how the social construction of epistemic subjects and epistemic communities are two-way, interactive processes. Reports also highlight that “being a scientist” is an ongoing process of “becoming”, and that these processes should be understood not as separate, but as co-constituting each other. The UK team report identifies different kinds of perspectives that both natural and social scientists mobilize in constructing their temporal accounts of who they are and what they do. While some national reports show that in shaping epistemic subjects and career trajectories not only actors, but also objects, materials and networks play a considerable role (see the UK report), other focus more on the processes and practices how epistemic subjects are constructed as particular knowers with particular kinds of abilities and skills via their belonging to epistemic communities operating on various levels (e.g. the FI report). Using the concept of “boundary work” the AT team discusses several boundaries researchers are drawing, upholding or tearing down in their accounts of their scientific work and everyday lives, focusing especially on boundaries between institutionalised norms and personal ideals, between basic and applied research and between genders. 

Another common issue elaborated in some length in national reports is a complex relationship between scientists’ self-positionings and their institutional setting, more precisely the ways how scientists frame their sense of themselves and their careers as embedded in wider institutional but also social processes. A particularly strong emphasis is put on these issues by those national teams, which found societal and institutional transformations recently occurring or currently running in their respective countries/institutions extremely important. While identifying and discussing different modes of organizing research practices the CZ team elaborates also on how institutional transformations (especially the massification of university, the new strands of research evaluation, the emergence of new subject fields and others) influence the “modes of ordering”. Various ways of how researchers conceive important societal and political changes that took place at the macrolevels of the whole sphere of science and research is reflected in the SK report too. 

As national reports show, different “regimes” of organising knowledge production practices and framing scientific career paths are at work in knowing subject forming processes. One of the concerns national teams elaborate on are the multiple ways, in which gender emerged in scientists’ narratives on themselves, on their discipline and on their scientific environment. While elaborating on “gendered subjects” and “gendering science” issues, teams focused on various understandings of gender emerging from their interview data. These understandings are based on different narratives and discourses such as discourses on life–work balance, on under-representation of women in leadership positions, on gender differences in doing science, on gender influencing knowledge production on structural, societal and epistemic level, on “masculine” features needed in order to survive in academia. National reports give a wide variety of examples of the manifold ways gender is operating in forming epistemic subjects and epistemic spaces. All these examples could be understood as illustrating one of the main theses of feminist epistemologies according to which gender matters in science.

National reports also show the multiple meanings researchers give to their collaborative work and their epistemic communities. These are often articulated through the concept of belonging that means through referring to a dynamic process of emotional attachment as the CZ team elaborates on, or through the concept of togetherness and collaborative patterns as the AT report discusses. Other teams found the concept of individuals-in-communities fruitful in their analysis pointing out that dynamic interactions between epistemic subjects and their communities shape a dialectic epistemic unit. The SK report also illuminates how knowing subjects can be seen as “nomadic subjects” in terms of their moving between various epistemic communities, which are not very stable themselves, but rather changing, with fluid boundaries. The further issue some teams found transversal and worthy of analysis is the issue of temporality broken down into several layers by teams. E. g. the AT team reflects different time regimes framing scientists’ life and career, and the SK team discusses diverse forms of time structures conditioning scientists’ lives.
PAGE  
3

_1250333973.doc
[image: image1.png]KNOWLEDGE
INSTITUTIONS
GENDER







