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‘How would STS look like in the future?’ That seemed to be a question many of 
us asked not only in preparing or organizing but also in taking part in the recent 
4S-EASST joint conference in Barcelona: ‘Science and Technology by Other Means: 
Exploring Collectives, Spaces and Futures’. Prolonging and re-appropriating the 
conference’s ‘by other means’ motto in presentations, concept work, track titles, 
or informal jokes, the nearly 2000 participants proved, with great prowess and in-
genuity, that this is not only a growing but also a still vibrant and burgeoning field. 
The many informal meetings, presentations and workshops with regular or ‘al-
ternative’ formats also demonstrated that our field has become a space increas-
ingly triggered and activated by a concern over our collective future: not just as 
frightened academics facing a job situation without great prospects in a shrinking 
job market, but also as planetary beings, friends, neighbours, or citizens worried 
about the somewhat gloomy horizon of our life in common with others. 

In her electric keynote talking about the ‘alterlife’ practices of many indigenous 
communities in the Great Lakes, Murphy did not just make us reflect on our 
breathing in chemically-loaded spaces. Some of us sensed that something else 
was also in the air. Something infusing many of us with an air of the ‘otherwise’. 
Telling us–sometimes surreptitiously but also making itself very palpable–that 
STS could be undertaken or practised ‘by other means’: not only with a desire to 
work ‘in, with and alongside’ collectives, but also undertaking many new prac-
tices in a variety of other spaces beyond the formal locales of knowledge pro-
duction. Of course, as Madeleine Akrich warned us in her tour-de-force keynote 
on patient collectives and their embodied health activism, this more collectivized 
and spatially diverse ‘by other means’ should not merely direct us to an acritical 
assumption that anything collective is necessarily better. There are many forms 
and practices of the collective and we should, indeed, pay strong and dedicated 
attention to dwelling on the particular ‘politics of collaboration’, such as the ones 
being articulated, for instance, in scientific societies or associations.

As Isabelle Stengers had beautifully put it elsewhere, and as she summarised 
in a marvellous detour across the greatest hallmarks of her recent works in the 
closing keynote, the ‘by other means’ “is not a matter of converting us but of re-
populating the devastated desert of our imaginations” (Stengers, 2015: 102)1. In 
this most daunting of moments, where current forms of academic capitalism and 
its diverse alliances with Game-of-Thrones-like forms of nepotism are putting our 
academic–and personal–lives in danger, we need to rethink at great length not 
only our endeavors as a community of STS-minded scholars, but also the kind 
of research spaces we would like to populate and bring into existence ‘with and 
against’ our established forms of institutionalization, so that a more hopeful fu-
ture for all could be co-articulated. 

In the many plans to renew and upgrade the EASST Review, it would be one of 
our aims to turn this into one of those hospitable spaces. Amongst the many 
audacious open-source media transformations that our field is suffering affecting 
the modes of publication of journals and books, the EASST Review would like to 
occupy a different space, fostering many textual genres ‘by other means’: that lit-
erature situated ‘in between’ the conversation and the published paper that would 
not usually find a home in regular academic journals. But to make it true, we will 
certainly need your complicity and audacity, to help us reimagine our sections 
and to discuss and excuse our trials in prototyping a new artefact for our STS 
community. Will we be able to collectively manage to craft a new line of hope in 
the horizon of our discipline, perhaps even an STS by other means?

STS by oTher meanS?

Tomás Sánchez Criado

1 Stengers, I. (2015). In Catastrophic 
Times: Resisting the Coming 
Barbarism. Lüneburg: meson press.
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STS mulTiple



In 2016 the University of Edinburgh is celebrating the 50th 
Anniversary of the establishment of the Science Studies 
Unit (SSU) and the 30th Anniversary of our interdiscipli-
nary programme of technology studies. This provides a 
timely occasion to reflect not only on how our field was 
constituted but also how we have managed to sustain and 
grow our community.

A newly emerging field like Science and Technology Studies (STS) must find ways 
to navigate a space populated by powerful, typically discipline-based structures. 
Those involved in fostering STS centres and communities have needed ingenuity 
in working out how to do this in their particular national and institutional context. 
STS scholars have, in differing ways, learnt to spin a web at the interstices of 
disciplinary power blocks, to adapt to changing circumstances, and to navigate 
periodic radical realignments in this landscape. In this sense the histories of par-
ticular STS centres are diverse, as amply demonstrated in this series of accounts 
of ‘STS Multiple’, even though they also exemplify strategies for tackling a broadly 
homologous set of problems.

STill growing STrong

50 yearS of Science, Technology and innovaTion 
STudieS aT The univerSiTy of edinburgh

Robin Williams

Fig. 1: 2015 ISSTI retreat Newbattle 
Abbey 8th – 9th June 2015.

Courtesy of R. Williams

a TradiTion of breaking boundarieS

Some parts of the Edinburgh story are well-rehearsed… The origins of SSU can 
be traced back to an initiative in 1964 to broaden the education of the university’s 
science undergraduates by the renowned geneticist C. H. Waddington (1905–75) 
and other leading Edinburgh scientists, including the physicist Peter Higgs. The 
Committee on Providing a Broader Basis for the Science Degree sought to reduce 
the separation between the ‘two cultures’ (of the arts and the sciences), which had 
been highlighted by C. P. Snow’s famous ‘Two Cultures’ lecture in 1959 (Henry 2008).
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David Edge, a physicist with a PhD in radio astronomy, but then working for the 
BBC Radio Science Unit, was enlisted to deliver this teaching. He proposed a new 
undergraduate course for science students: “to remedy an ignorance … amongst 
science graduates of major aspects of civilisation, such as literature, art, religion 
and philosophy, and of the strategic issues of science [editors note: this refers to 
the funding and organisation of science], and (b) to bring out the ways in which the 
development of science has influenced and is influencing, various aspects of hu-
man life…”1 David Edge also suggested the proposed new department should also 
have a research remit and outlined a number of issues that might be addressed. 
Funding was secured for 5 years from 1966 from the Wolfson Foundation to de-
velop this work on an experimental basis. It was so successful, that, at the end of 
this period, the university took over funding.

David Edge made a series of inspired appointments: the sociologist Barry Barnes, 
the philosopher David Bloor, and historians Gary Werskey and later Steven Shapin. 
These turned the Unit into an exciting site of scholarly historical and sociologi-
cal research on science (Barnes et al 2003). Their foundational work established 
the sociology of scientific knowledge: the idea that the content of science itself, 
not merely its social context institutions, funding, personnel etc, was amenable 
to sociological enquiry. Their distinctive and influential ‘strong programme’ in the 
sociology of scientific knowledge became known throughout the world as the 
“Edinburgh School”.

David Edge committed his energy to creating a supportive space for this 
path-breaking scholarship at Edinburgh. He also supported the development of 
the field more widely, notably by launching (with Roy MacLeod) and editing for 32 
years the journal Social Studies of Science.

This decisive step, in opening the production of scientific knowledge up for so-
cial scientific enquiry – was just one of a number of ways in which David Edge 

Fig. 2: Members of the Science 
Studies Unit in the early 1980s

Back row, left to right: Mike Barfoot, 
Steven Shapin, Carole Tansley, 
Moyra Forrest, Andy Pickering, Dave 
Smith.

Front row: David Bloor, David Edge, 
Barry Barnes, David Miller.

Courtesy of Carole Tansley
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challenged established boundaries. He also emphasised an interdisciplinary 
approach that cut across divides between history and sociology –and also the 
boundary between natural and social sciences. 

We recently rediscovered parts of this story. As part of our celebrations of the 
SSU 50th Anniversary we have been developing a Memory Collection – eliciting 
recollections from alumni and former colleagues. As we sorted though materi-
als from retired colleagues we encountered other parts of the story that were 
about to fall out of the institutional memory. We were reminded that David Edge 
had collaborated with Harry Dickinson – a lecturer in the Electrical Engineering 
Department with an interest in developing countries. They secured awards from 
the (then) Science Research Council to fund PhD studentships and postdoctoral 
research fellowships on Appropriate Technology. This programme was disrupt-
ed by Harry’s untimely and sudden death in the autumn of 1983. This example 
forces us to reflect upon the uneven processes by which past contributions may 
succeed or fail to become part of the historical record. We note that certain kinds 
of communal work, and the contributions of those who fall by the wayside, can 
easily be overlooked.

The growTh of The inTerdiSciplinary Technology STudieS programme

Edinburgh’s interdisciplinary tradition took another radical turn in the 1980s, to 
encompass technology studies, inspired by the edited collection that Donald 
MacKenzie and Judy Wajcman developed on The Social Shaping of Technology 
(SST) (MacKenzie and Wajcman 1985). Donald MacKenzie had fostered a group, 
including David Edge, Martin Fransman2 and Frank Bechhofer3, which secured 
seedcorn funding to create a post of coordinator of social and economic research 
on technology, based in the Research Centre for Social Science. Robin Williams 
was recruited to this post in 1986 and led Edinburgh’s successful bid under a 
major funding initiative by the UK Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC): 
the Programme on Information and Communication Technologies (PICT). Its core 
group was extended to ‘the gang of six’ with the appointment of Jamie Fleck (like 
Robin from Aston University Technology Policy Unit) to the Business School. 

Edinburgh PICT ran from 1987 – 1995. It formed the core of a strongly interdisci-
plinary research programme into the social shaping of technology – and in par-
ticular Information Technology. 

The technology studies research community grew rapidly through the 1980s with 
major awards from science as well as social science funding bodies. European 
links – always strong – became increasing dynamic through Edinburgh’s involve-
ment in a European COST Action – A4 on the social shaping of technology – which 
provided a platform for many awards under European framework programmes. 

In the immediate aftermath of PICT, a number of more or less long-lived specialist 
groupings emerged such as Martin Fransman’s Institute for Japanese-European 
Technology Studies (JETS) in Economic and Alfonso Molina’s Technology 
Management programme in the Business School Innovation and Entrepreneurship 
group. Consequently, scholarly capacity was distributed across a number of spe-
cialist centres. 

The inSTiTuTe for The STudy of Science, Technology and innovaTion

A key strategic development was the formation in 2000 of the Institute for the 
Study of Science, Technology and Innovation (ISSTI). This initially brought togeter 
these specialist centres, SSU, Sociology and the technology studies programme 
based in RCSS. ISSTI was coordinated by Robin Williams and hosted within RCSS.

Specialisation has benefits but also brings risks of fragmentation of intellectual 
effort and duplication of effort. By weaving these groups into a dense framework 
of collaborations, ISSTI worked to ensure intellectual cross-fertilisation and share 
the costs of support for the development, conduct and dissemination of research. 
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ISSTI’s mission was to present Edinburgh’s work more effectively to external audi-
ences (funding bodies, policymakers, private and public stakeholders) and above 
all to promote interdisciplinary research. Aided by a fl ow of external research 
funding awards collaboration was extended right across the university. Figure 3 
seeks to map some of these engagements.

a diSTincTive model for edinburgh reSearch

A distinctive model for Edinburgh research has emerged over recent decades. At 
its core is an emphasis, building upon the SSU tradition, on work that is empirically 
detailed and conceptually innovative. The continual engagement with new fron-
tiers – empirically and conceptually - brings a sense of excitement, as exemplifi ed 
in recent years by Donald MacKenzie’s adventurous intellectual journeys. 

Figure 3: Science, Technology and 
Innovation Studies: Interdisciplinary 
Engagements across The University 
of Edinburgh 

Courtesy of R. Williams

9

 STS Multiple



Our work has benefitted from The University of Edinburgh’s strengths in Science, 
Engineering, Medicine and beyond. The confident approach of leading practition-
ers to their own subjects of study facilitated cross-disciplinary dialogue (support-
ed by Edinburgh’s distinctive collegiate ethos and University policies that strongly 
favoured interdisciplinarity). Particularly close collaboration was established over 
the last three decades with Stuart Anderson, Rob Proctor and other colleagues 
from Informatics in developing a profoundly sociotechnical understanding of how 
the design and implementation of computer-based systems could create solu-
tions that were more dependable and better matched to user requirements. 

Research extended into other areas, with major strands of work on energy, envi-
ronmental sustainability and life science innovation.

Much of this work also involved new and closer kinds of engagement with policy 
and wider publics. In 1998, Robin Williams and Joyce Tait secured a Research 
Development Grant from the Scottish Higher Education Funding Council to es-
tablish the Scottish Universities Policy Research and Advice Network: Science, 
Technology and the Environment. This supported the expansion of Edinburgh 
research and stakeholder engagement into innovation in the life sciences (e.g. 
in medicine and agriculture). This paved the way for a successful bid by Tait, 
Williams, Wield and others for an ESRC Centre for Social and Economic Research 
on Innovation in Genomics (2000 – 2012). The Innogen centre continues after the 
cessation of ESRC core funding with a focus on innovation generation in the life 
sciences.

mainTaining a vibranT reSearch communiTy 

A complex ferment has emerged of different kinds of work – ranging from tradi-
tional sole scholarship to more collective policy-oriented projects in which STS 
researchers collaborate with domain specialists and stakeholders. We have been 
able to foster a vibrant research community through a diverse research ecology 
of differently configured projects interacting together. 

Growth based on external income poses particular challenges for investigators 
and especially research staff. There are acute pressures with policy-oriented re-
search to meet the needs of government sponsors and innovation communities. 
Moreover research is shaped by a highly turbulent and increasingly competitive 
funding context that makes it difficult to develop expertise and reputation in a 
planful manner. Members of the Edinburgh community have had to learn how to 
play a ‘multi-level game’ – applying our own analyses of the challenges of inter-
disciplinary research and policy engagement to our own practice. Researchers, 
individually or in small groups, are encouraged to consider how meeting stake-
holder needs can be combined with addressing personal scholarly goals in terms 
of building their substantive knowledge base, elaborating underlying conceptual 

Fig. 4: Donald MacKenzie welcomes 
alumni and former colleagues 
to the Science Studies Unit 50th 
Anniversary Gala

Courtesy of Anna Kuslits
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frames and developing methodological skills, as well as advancing their repu-
tation and personal publication record. This may, for example, involve building 
longer-term programmes of enquiry around a succession of shorter-term awards.

Though much of our work has emphasised engagement with policymakers and 
wider publics, Edinburgh researchers proactively discuss ways to avoid being cast 
into particular presumed roles by policymakers or practitioners.

A distinctively collegiate culture has been fostered over the years. Colleagues 
from different traditions are encouraged to join the weekly coffee meetings. In 
these and other informal spaces colleagues can identify and explore synergies be-
tween different analytical traditions and streams of research. As the various spe-
cialist nodes have grown, ISSTI has evolved into a network of research networks 
allowing specialisation around particular agendas to be coupled with benefits of 
scale and of scope. 

To counter tendencies to fragment between different domains of study and an-
alytical traditions – a key part of our intellectual life is the annual ISSTI retreat 
where 60 or so colleagues come together for 2 – 3 days – removed from the 
day-to-day grind of teaching and administration. The retreat involves external 
keynotes to inspire the community with new ideas; sessions designed to explore 
common interests and cross-fertilise between the huge array of research under 
way. These also serve to induce new colleagues and involve them in our distinc-
tive collaborative culture and styles of work.

wide ranging reSearch engagemenTS

Over the last decade Edinburgh colleagues have managed to establish sustained 
social science and interdisciplinary research engagements across a very wide 
range of areas. These include:

• Social informatics - close collaboration between STIS, Informatics, 
Business School to understand the sociotechnical character and implica-
tions of the ICTs–with a closely linked Interdisciplinary Research Group in 
e-health convened by Claudia Pagliari. Recently this work is applying STS 
perspectives to understanding and informing the growth of data science.

• Synthetic biology – STIS scholars like Jane Calvert have developed a 
close collaboration with synbio researchers. Rather than becoming cast 
into traditional roles - for example as the people who address risk govern-
ance and innovation – we have sought a more open-ended exploration, 
working with scientists and also with artists, on what it means to engi-
neer life.

• Collaborations with Law – our involvement in the Scottish Centre for 
Intellectual Property and Technology Law led by Burkhard Schafer in 
Law led to our participation in the AHRC Centre for Copyright and New 
Business Models in the Creative Industries: (CREATe). 

• Life Sciences – Gill Haddow collaborated with Graeme Laurie and 
Shawn Harmon to establish the Mason Institute: an interdisciplinary net-
work aimed at investigating the ethical, legal, social and political issues at 
the interface between medicine, life sciences and the law, particularly in 
relation to biomedical research and innovation. 

• History of Medicine – the continued importance of historical studies 
at Edinburgh, also to deepen the understanding of contemporary work, is 
reflected in recent successes by Miguel Garcia-Sancho and Steve Sturdy 
in securing funding for the History of Medicine.

• Science, Knowledge and Policy - Steve Yearley is working with col-
leagues from Politics in SKAPE – centre for Science, Knowledge and 
Policy to explore processes of knowledge production, translation and use 
involved in the development and implementation of policy.
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achieving SuSTained growTh in a challenging environmenT

Edinburgh scholars have sustained a high level of external research funding. Our 
continued success has been facilitated by public research policies that have fa-
voured interdisciplinary and collaborative research. This has opened up opportu-
nities to secure research funding from i.a. the Engineering and Physical Science 
Research Council and the Royal Academy of Engineering as well as ESRC and 
also to secure funding under EU framework programmes as well as from the 
European Research Council.

Research funding however provides a rather unstable base for growth in capacity. 
STS has been seeking ways to leverage strengths in research and teaching to 
substantially expand our community.

We have managed to take advantage of UK Higher Education policies. In particu-
lar since 1996, Research Assessment Exercises (RAE) that measures research 
excellence and rewards work of international impact. STS has found a welcoming 
home in Sociology at Edinburgh and nationally; work is returned within the sociol-
ogy panel in the RAE and its successor the Research Excellence Framework. And 
Edinburgh STS scholars brought in significant Research Quality income.

Perhaps in parallel with this, the University of Edinburgh has been restructuring. 
Its previously successful model of supporting small experimental units, was seen 
as less able to achieve quality and international recognition. From 2000 the uni-
versity strategy revolved around creating larger units. This came shortly after the 
failure of the attempt by SSU to establish its status as department within the 
Faculty of Science. This was a period of attrition - particularly after the retirement 
and tragic death of David Edge. Staffing levels fell as the turnover of core staff did 
not always secure replacement.

Across the University small departments in cognate fields were brought togeth-
er in large multidisciplinary schools. SSU and RCSS became classified as Units 
within Sociology subject group in the newly formed School of Social and Political 
Science. To some, things looked bleak. However, these developments also saw 
a shift in the university’s resource governance systems that held the seeds of re-
nascence. The new planning system in the University of Edinburgh allowed opera-
tional units to track income accruing from all sources – from undergraduate and 
postgraduate teaching, from research income, from the excellence and impact of 
research outputs. This had the paradoxical outcome of revealing SSU and RCSS 
as both generating substantial surpluses. 

Though some objected that the new arrangements subjected operating units 
to market pressures, we realised that this exigency created scope to make new 
appointments for those able to project new income streams –in particular from 
postgraduate offerings. These formalised resource allocation criteria made us 
less dependent on diplomatic engagements with senior university decision-mak-
ers to advance the claims of STS in competition with established disciplines.

RCSS under the PICT programme had established one of the UK’s first doctoral pro-
grammes (the Doctoral Programme of Socio-Economic Research on Technology), 
convened by Wendy Faulkner. This post had, for administrative convenience, been 
located in SSU. Its success rejuvenated the SSU’s Doctoral Programme. The two 
programmes grew in tandem, and it became evident that doctoral students from 
SSU and RCSS could not readily be distinguished. Building on courses launched 
for the doctoral training programmes, a modular array of MSc offerings gradu-
ally developed. These developments encouraged increasing interaction between 
RCSS and SSU, despite their different histories and cultures.

The two centres had complementary strengths. RCSS brought in substantial re-
search income and wider engagements, while the SSU survey courses, delivered 
to large numbers of science students, were suddenly revealed to be highly prof-
itable as they received a higher level of government support than social science 
students.
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1 David Edge, B.B.C. Proposed 
New Department of Science 
Studies at Edinburgh University, 
mimeo: May 1965. This is part of 
an archive of material relating to 
the establishment of SSU, being 
analysed by Lawrence Dritsas and 
Neil Tarrant at STIS.

2 Martin Fransman was appointed 
in 1978 to a joint post in Economics 
and African Studies. His research 
shifted from African Development in 
the 1980s to the rapid development 
of engineering and then information 
technology in Asian tiger economies. 

3 Frank Bechhofer had established 
the Research Centre for Social 
Sciences (RCSS) in 1984 with a 
remit to promote and host high 
quality, interdisciplinary research 
in two areas : social and economic 
research on technology and Scottish 
social and economic life (the latter 
work shifted to the Institute of 
Governance when Frank retired).

4 Stewart Russell joined the Research 
Centre for Social Sciences in 2006 
as Deputy Director. Till his untimely 
and tragic death in 2011 he helped 
build interdisciplinary research 
programmes, particularly around 
energy technology and policies. His 
sustained efforts in developing our 
joint postgraduate programmes with 
the Science Studies Unit paved the 
way for the establishment of the 
Science, Technology and Innovation 
Studies subject group. 



The Science, Technology and innovaTion STudieS (STiS) ‘SubjecT group’

Robin Williams worked with John Henry, who had taken over as SSU Director and 
Stewart Russell4, RCSS Deputy Director, to explore the benefits of a closer relation-
ship. The first move was the co-location of SSU in Chisholm House, adjacent to 
RCSS in Old Surgeons Hall. This facilitated intellectual integration. 

Our PhD students were also co-located. They have thrived on close interaction 
with each other and with academic staff. With increasing numbers, research stu-
dents have become important part of our lively culture: offering mutual support, 
a strong sense of shared identity. Their enthusiastic support underpins a range 
of activities including growing use of social media, and, most recently, our own 
Youtube channel with a growing library of video recordings of workshops and 
ISSTI retreat presentations.

Eventually RCSS and SSU merged in 2008 to constitute the Science, Technology 
and Innovation Studies (STIS) ‘subject group’ within the School of Social and 
Political Science. This new status has enabled a more planful approach to career 
planning and capacity development - and in particular a strategy for growth based 
on new teaching development. We have sought to overcome the dichotomy in 
many UK universities between research fellows and conventional lecturers by 
creating research intensive lectureships supported by high levels of research in-
come. STIS has a rotating headship. Its founding Head of Subject, Robin Williams 
was replaced by Steve Study and then Cathie Lyall, who is the current head. Today 
STIS has over 40 staff and a similar number of PhD students. STIS is the core, 
but only accounts for about half, of our total community of ISSTI scholars across 
the University of Edinburgh. This dual identity may seem confusing to outsiders, 
but is, arguably, key to our success. And by continuing David Edge’s tradition of 
challenging existing boundaries, building new relationships with colleagues from 
natural science and engineering, as well as social science and humanities, and by 
engaging with practitioners, policymakers and diverse publics we look forward to 
another half century of excitement and growth.
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This short article provides an introduction to three on-
going projects in Science, Technology and Innovation 
Studies (STIS) at the University of Edinburgh; Making 
Genomic Medicine, Medical Translation in the History of 
Modern Genomics, and Engineering Life. Although they 
are independent and pursued by three different PIs (Steve 
Sturdy, Miguel García-Sancho and Jane Calvert respec-
tively) the projects complement each other well enough 
to make for a collective case study. Each addresses the 
biological sciences from the late twentieth century to 
the present and bioscience’s promised utility in medical 
or industrial contexts. Each project thereby shares a 
commitment to the closer integration of historical and 
sociological method. Their more specific questions and in-
terests are unpacked below.
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conTemporary bioScience 
and iTS Socio-hiSTorical analySiS

D. Berry, J. Calvert, M. García-Sancho, S. Sturdy

making genomic medicine 

Making Genomic Medicine is a Wellcome Trust funded project investigating the his-
torical and social processes that have produced the current ferment of activity around 
genomic medicine. The project explores how developments in biomedical science 
have interacted with changing social and political circumstances – including research 
policy, the influence of patient groups, and the growth of commercial biotechnology 
– to frame genomic medicine as a field of scientific, medical and economic promise. 
The team pursue this research using a variety of different methods and sources in-
cluding archival materials, analysis of grey and scientific literature, and interviews with 
key actors including genomic entrepreneurs, physicians, policy advisors, and biomed-
ical scientists. The project is organised around three inter-related strands of research 
into the history of rare disease, drug discovery, and changing ideas of medical risk. 
Research Fellow Farah Huzair explores how new biotech-based methods of drug dis-
covery and development have interacted with the chemical engineering approaches 
more typically favoured by big pharma. Koichi Mikami is examining the role of rare 
disease organisations in shaping medical policy and practice to promote access to 
innovative treatments. The third Research Fellow, Catherine Heeney, works on issues 
of risk in genomics, with a particular focus on how techniques and technologies for 
conducting genome wide association studies reshaped the field of the genetics of 
common complex diseases. Building on this research the team has also organised 
a series of witness seminars and policy workshops bringing together key actors to 
reflect on the past and possible futures of different aspects of Genomic Medicine. 

In pulling together the rich and varied data from the three strands, project PI Steve 
Sturdy invites us to rehabilitate the idea, originally proposed by Barbara and John 
Ehrenreich, of the medical-industrial complex (Ehrenreich and Ehrenreich, 1969). From 
the 1970s, academic bioscience has become increasingly entangled with commer-
cial concerns, especially through the new biotechnology sector and its ramifications 
into pharmaceutical innovation, diagnostics and informatics. This has been facilitated 
by favourable policies on, for instance, ownership of intellectual property and market-
ing of orphan drugs, as well as substantial public funding for genomics research and 
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infrastructure. These policies have in turn been informed by expectations of economic 
growth among policy makers, and of new and more effective therapies among pa-
tients and consumers. More recently, healthcare systems too are becoming increas-
ingly entangled in this biomedical innovation system as suppliers of medical data and 
clinical research resources. Making Genomic Medicine is documenting key aspects 
of the pivotal role that genomic science and technology have played, and continue to 
play, in the development of this medical-industrial complex. 

medical TranSlaTion in The hiSTory of modern genomicS

Much of the context outlined above is also shared by Medical Translation in the History 
of Modern Genomics. Rather than focus on the eventual commercial and clinical ap-
plications however, it addresses how DNA sequencing projects – the raw materials of 
genomics – reflected different expectations of utility in medical practice. The PI has 
recently been joined by Giuditta Parolini and James Lowe as Research Fellows, and 
Mark Wong as a Research Assistant who will conduct bibliometric work in support of 
the historical investigations. Gil Viry, Niki Vermeulen and Ann Bruce, social scientists 
at the University of Edinburgh, will collaborate in the interpretation of the bibliometric 
and historical data. As this European Research Council funded project is set to begin 
in October 2016 here we can only share the preliminary findings of the pilot research. 

The project’s primary innovation is to look across a range of international sequenc-
ing initiatives rather than focus solely on the Human Genome Project (HGP). It is not 
well known that at the same time as the HGP was being pursued by research teams 
in Europe, Asia and America, similar programmes were underway for both the yeast 
and pig genomes. Preliminary archival research has uncovered a wide variety of per-
spectives regarding how such projects should actually be designed, and these disa-
greements often revolved around the ultimate goals sequencing should serve. The 
possibilities of improving agriculture, developing recombinant vaccines, or achieving 
personalised medicine — a contemporary excitement that frames Making Genomic 
Medicine — initially shaped the organisation of the yeast, human and pig sequencing 
projects. Accordingly researchers focussed on sequencing those parts of the yeast, 
human and pig genome that seemed to matter most for human and non-human 
health, as well as the emerging biotechnology industry.

After a few years however it seems that selectively sequencing the genome for diag-
nostic or therapy significant information eventually gave way to the priority of com-
pleteness - full and systematic sequencing displaced medical translation. By looking 
across the yeast, pig and human genome projects as they developed alongside one 
another, the project hopes to uncover the common pressures to which these teams 
responded (or were able to avoid), re-telling the history of international sequencing pro-
jects as one in which resource availability and use forced choices between different 
goals and values. The project builds on an emerging historical interest in genomics, 
one that combines archival work with social science perspectives to unpack promis-
sory discourses and the objective of medical translation. Its theoretical and methodo-
logical frameworks have been outlined in a recent publication by the PI (Garcia-Sancho, 
2016).

Meanwhile, the decision to focus simultaneously on human and non-human genetics 
builds upon a line of research developed here at Edinburgh regarding the history of 
agricultural science. One of its most recent contributions is worth mentioning briefly 
as it acted as a springboard for the present project. Historicizing Dolly (funded by the 
UK Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council) examines the history of 
animal breeding research in Edinburgh in the late twentieth century (García-Sancho, 
2015). The project Research Fellow Dmitriy Myelnikov conceives of Dolly as a product 
of a number of social and hixstorical processes, including changes in science poli-
cy which diminished the role for publicly funded agricultural science and had direct 
implications for the Animal Breeding Research Organisation (one of the institutions 
that was eventually recomposed into the Roslin Institute, home to Dolly). These trans-
formations led Roslin to explore new potential commercial applications of their ex-
pertise, cloning being just one of a number that they pursued. Another less famous 
though vastly more significant effort, was the attempt to biologically synthesise useful 
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quantities of human proteins in sheep milk for potential medical application. Here too 
then we see features that bolster the notion of an emerging medical-industrial com-
plex towards the end of the twentieth century. The final project unpacked here also 
addresses the biosynthesis of materials as went on at Roslin, but through some of the 
most recent developments underway in the biosciences.

engineering life

The Engineering Life project is also funded by the European Research Council, and 
addresses the ideas, practices, policies and promises that together constitute con-
temporary attempts to engineer living things. While the project is therefore much more 
sociological in emphasis, one way to understand its particular take on biological en-
gineering is through historical contextualisation. Again the historiography described 
above applies here, adding only that subsequent to the Second World War biological 
and biomedical scientists were no strangers to discussing developments in molecular 
biology in terms of ‘genetic engineering’, seeing the operations of DNA as systems, cir-
cuitry and networks available for manipulation. In the Engineering Life project, instead 
of dealing with the notion of genetic ‘engineering’ in an eliminative way (content with 
engineering’s significance extending only as far as rhetoric or pedagogy or poetry), the 
project asks what it might mean to engineer biology. It is prompted to do so because 
of the recent emergence of new communities pursuing synthetic biology. These com-
munities are equally aware of earlier ‘engineering’ aspirations in biology, but often de-
liberately define themselves in distinction from such precursors. Synthetic biologists 
claim they are different because of a direct dependence upon, or collaboration with, 
engineers, engineering tools, techniques, and principles – a dependence that they ar-
gue was absent in earlier forms of biological engineering. 

The project builds on work undertaken by Jane Calvert, Emma Frow and Pablo Schyfter, 
all of whom have been collaborating (and collaborating with scientists pursuing bio-
logical engineering) for almost a decade (Schyfter et al., 2013). Their backgrounds are 
diverse, as are those of the Research Fellows associated with the project (Deborah 
Scott, Erika Szymanski and Dominic Berry), ranging from law and geography, to rhet-
oric and science communication, HPS, and of course STS. In what follows we outline 
three of the key areas of research. As with all the projects surveyed here, the methods 
used are varied, including interviews, archival research, participant observation in sci-
ence and policy spaces, laboratory ethnographies and art/design collaborations.

Engineering knowledge
One of the central interests of the project is the character of engineering knowledge. 
Despite extensive social scientific, historical and philosophical studies of scientific 
and technological knowledge, few projects have explored knowledge produced by en-
gineers. Rather than assume that engineering knowledge is a form of technological 
knowledge, Engineering Life leaves the distinctiveness of engineering knowledge as 
an open question. In doing so it takes particular inspiration from Walter Vincenti, who 
argued that engineering knowledge is a distinct epistemic species. This exploration 
of engineering knowledge has led the team to engage with a diverse range of writing, 
including the philosophy of science in practice, pragmatist epistemology, and the so-
ciology of technology.

Engineering organisms
Synthetic biologists work with or on a range of different biological materials and or-
ganisms. National, regional, and international institutions of governance are already 
examining synthetic biology, attempting to decide whether and how to govern those 
practices and products. Engineering Life is dedicated to exploring the implications, 
meanings, and effects of these interactions (Scott, 2016). With regard to laboratory 
ethnography, the project is focussed in particular on research surrounding yeast and 
plants, the former with an emphasis on international collaboration, the latter with a 
commitment to placing contemporary science in historical context. Attending to the 
relations between organisms and those who research them, organisms and their sur-
roundings, and the organism’s significance in experiment, we are contributing to a long 
legacy of research that is at once social and historical (Clarke and Fujimura eds., 1992). 
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Reflexive questions
The project is also pursuing reflexive questions about the ways in which social scien-
tists are being mobilised in attempts to engineer life. From the outset, scholars from 
the social sciences, arts, and humanities have participated in the development of syn-
thetic biology (Ginsberg et al., 2014). This provides novel opportunities for interdisci-
plinary collaboration, but it also carries risks of co-option and capture. What roles are 
social scientists, bioethicists, lawyers, artists and designers playing in synthetic biol-
ogy? And to what extent are these roles consistent with these researchers’ theories, 
methods, values, and goals?
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The following scenario is most likely recognizable to many readers 
of EASST review. You are with a group of colleagues and friends. 
You are possibly in a bar, in a basement, or a conference hotel. The 
voices heard in the room are deep in discussions about an obscure 
band from the 80s, the latest sci-fi craze or the interpretation of 
some French theorist. Critical voices delve into the state of the 
academic publishing system and university policies, as well as the 
prospects of achieving proper academic tenure any time soon. In 
sum, you feel slightly uneasy about the state of academia, STS 
and the world surrounding the ivory tower. The red wine, IPAs 
and umbrella drinks do nothing to help the situation. The next day 
you wake up with cottonmouth and a headache, but the world 
remains the same.

This was our situation, and of course, it still is in many ways. Four 
years ago, we decided to use the frustration as a catalyst for cre-
ative work. The outcome was the launch of what we considered a 
much-needed scientific journal, catering for the steadily growing, 
but somewhat disconnected Nordic STS communities, whose 
scholarship often falls outside the scope of disciplinary journals, 
while its Nordic field of enquiry sometimes come across as too 
exotic for the international STS mainstream. This is a paradox in a 
field where locally anchored and embedded knowledge has always 
been valued. While NJSTS is an internationally oriented journal, we 
also want to acknowledge that scholarship emerges from locally 
situated actions, networks and arenas, and that the importance of 
this for the scholarship produced should not be ignored.

Further, we wanted to construct an arena where upcoming and 
established scholars of the north could engage in each other’s 
work, as well as with the work of interested scholars from other 
regions. A related question that emerged was the following: is 
there anything distinctly “Nordic” about our shared breed of STS, 
and if so – what would this “nordicness” constitute? Thus, the idea 
of a Nordic Journal of Science and Technology Studies was borne.

Surprisingly, we soon learned that the formal requirements for 
establishing a scientific journal were quite relaxed. They concerned 
avoiding institutional inbreeding, and setting up a peer review 
process. So we did it! At the first bi-annual Nordic STS conference in 
2013, fittingly located in Hell (!), Norway, our journal was launched 
with serious academic discussions on the agenda. The real launch 
however, took place at late night hours in an overcrowded hotel 
room in the very same non-metaphorical Hell.

While the formalities of setting up shop are not an obstacle, we 
had – and still have - high ambitions for the contents of our 
entity.  We wanted to make a journal like no other, with inter-
esting content in innovative contexts. Now, in the journals fourth 
annual volume, we can look back at great individual articles and 
book reviews from scholars in close to all major Nordic STS com-
munities and beyond, special issues exploring exciting themes, 
and interviews with big international STS-names. Our papers 

have spurred controversy, been debated, cited, put on curricu-
lums and have been read and downloaded across the globe. In 
an age where the term “impact” seems omnipresent as aca-
demic currency, this is not too shabby for a small, independent 
journal. In the years ahead, we want to build on this, to make 
sure the journal stays an open, democratic and relevant arena for 
high-quality scholarly exchange in the Nordics and beyond, and 
an outlet that is open to engagement across arenas like science, 
the arts and industry. Open access on open platforms is key to 
this, a strategy we will continue to pursue.

To retain the vibrancy of the journal we are interested in man-
uscripts of different kinds. First, we seek theoretical or empirical 
research papers. As we do not doubt for a second that ‘the north’ 
is part of the globe, authors do not need to work in Nordic insti-
tutions or have a specifically Nordic focus to publish with us; we 
are seeking diverse scholarly contributions engaging broadly with 
both traditional and emerging issues in STS and surrounding schol-
arly fields. Second, we seek book reviews. On the one hand, we 
seek authors interested in reviewing specific books; on the other, 
we seek hints about which books we should explore. Thus, pub-
lishers and authors with new books at the intersection of science, 
technology, arts, media, society etc. should feel free to get in touch.

Figure 1: The front page of vol. 1, issue 1, NJSTS (2013)
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Thirdly, we are interested in more open-ended contributions. 
These could be short commentaries, essays, interviews, conference 
reports and other reflections – in principle imagination is what 
stops you here.

Finally, we are always interested in dialogues about the possibili-
ties of special issues, sections or other ideas that you might have. 
As a teaser, we can point out that a thematic, guest edited issue on 
feminist technoscience is on the agenda, so keep your eyes open 
for an exciting call for papers soon!

STS is increasingly becoming a global endeavor. At the same time, 
the local settings where STS is enacted, produce local variants, 

locally anchored traditions of methodology, theory development 
and analysis. We want contributions that balance the need to 
address a global audience, with care for the situatedness of the 
work presented. Thus, while we have mainly published contribu-
tions in English, we are also open for manuscripts in other Nordic 
languages.

We are a small journal, and we will not be able to compete with 
top journals on matters like impact factor or rating. However, we 
are dedicated to being better than such journals on matters of 
author communication, feedback and reviews. We are also quite 
friendly people. Therefore, please do not hesitate to get in touch 
with us if you want to discuss a manuscript or for any other reason!
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On July 1st, 2016 the workshop ‘Social Studies of the Economy in Latin America’ 
took place at the Science and Technology Studies Department, University College 
London. The meeting convened a number of scholars who work at the intersec-
tion of social studies of the economy, STS, sociology and the anthropology of 
economic knowledge. The workshop focused on leading research that offers a 
close-up examination of economic life. In particular, it engaged ethnographic and 
historical perspectives on the multiple ways in which the economy, culture and 
technology intersect, and on the way in which economic subjects and objects are 
constituted and performed. 

The kinds of research objects discussed in the workshop go beyond the usual 
economic entities and processes often examined by Latin American scholars in 
the social studies of the economy, such as markets, competition, money, econ-
omists and finance. Instead, most of the participants investigate assemblages 
of lateral epistemic objects which play a critical but relatively humble role in the 
orchestration of the economy, e.g. indexes, databases, economic news and regu-
latory figures. The research presented aimed to show how the production of dif-
ferent types of knowledge relates to the constitution, contestation and regulation 
of economic forms and processes, which are considered to be more central in 
public debate – e.g. inflation, competition, economic prospects and customers. 
Broadly speaking, three kinds of epistemic objects were discussed: public num-
bers, private numbers and economic news. 

economic newS

Mariana Heredia and Claudia Daniel take a long-term historical view of the way in-
flation is publically framed and understood in contemporary Argentina. Analysing 
the way price increases were discussed in the news of the two major newspapers 
(La Nación and Clarín) between the 1940s and 1990s, they distinguish two clear 
periods. From the 1940’s to the 1970s, inflation was presented as a social and 
political phenomenon, in which social leaders representing workers and branch 
industries played key roles in disputing state involvement in price control. These 
national newspapers took clear ideological standpoints on inflation, standpoints 
reflecting different conceptions of the economy. While La Nación represented a 
liberal vision, Clarín promulgated a more interventionist approach. Notably, in-
flation during this period was an important problem for liberals, and particularly 
so during unstable years. Since the mid-1970s, however, inflation has not only 
continued at three digit levels, they argue, but its framing has also changed. As 
experts in economics were increasingly called to give their professional advice 
and opinion, ideological cleavages began to fade. Inflation came to be considered 

The cenTraliTy of laTeral economic objecTS: 
exampleS from laTin america

The Workshop ‘Social Studies of the Economy in Latin 
America’ examined economic life in Latin America from a 
close-up STS perspective. In particular, it engaged eth-
nographic and historical perspectives on assemblages of 
lateral epistemic objects, that is, objects which play a 
critical but relatively humble role in making the econo-
mies of the region, e.g. indexes, databases, news and regu-
latory figures.1
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an urgent ‘economic’ problem shorn of clear ideological baggage, a problem in-
volving all members of society equally, without regard to political orientation, a 
problem requiring the in-depth intervention of independent economic experts. The 
story they tell shows how inflation moved from being a general social and political 
problem to a technical, ‘economic’ subject fit only for experts. 

In a similar vein, Tomás Undurraga investigates the assemblage of economic 
news by Brazilian journalists. Based on a multi-site ethnography of two influen-
tial newspapers in Brazil, he examines how the production of economic news in-
volves journalists in mediating knowledge claims made by experts, policy makers 
and the lay public. Undurraga asks whether and how Brazilian journalists expe-
rience themselves as knowledge-makers. The paper describes how journalists 
aim to produce news that is marked by four main features: depth, authorship, 
influence and expertise. In doing this, this paper shows that journalists are more 
likely to consider newsmaking a contribution to knowledge when: they have the 
resources to do proper investigative reporting (depth); they are able to help define 
the public agenda through their reporting and to express their opinion on events 
(authorship); they have impact on the field they cover (influence) and their journal-
istic knowledge is recognised as a form of expertise by readers and specialists 
(expertise). In practice, however, there are multiple obstacles that make Brazilian 
journalists hesitant about their contribution to knowledge, including, intensified 
working conditions alongside other challenges of media convergence, the lack of 
plurality within the mainstream presses, journalism’s low professional status in 
Brazil, and difficulty in dealing authoritatively with experts from other fields.

public numberS

Neiburg and Gross’ papers examined disputes concerning the production and cir-
culation of public numbers and consumer price indexes through regulatory doc-
uments and policies. While public numbers play a key role in defining how the 

Fig. 1. Workshop participants, from 
left to right:

Tomás Undurraga, Tomás Ariztía, 
Mariana Heredia, Martín de Santos, 
Ana Gros, Gustavo Onto
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economy is shaped, such numbers are often constituted via historical knowledge 
practices through which specific versions of the economy are supported and oth-
ers discarded. 

Examining the way in which Argentina’s inflation dispute was framed, Federico 
Neiburg maps the genealogy and justifications of ‘economic emergencies’ as eco-
nomic and legal objects. Exploring the state of “national statistical emergency” de-
creed by President Macri in December 2015, Neiburg discusses the juridical and 
political implications of intervening in the National Institute of Statistics. In this 
context, the paper maps a genealogy of devices and justifications for economic 
emergencies, which aim to suspend momentarily the rule of law and to encourage 
the normal, independent operation of markets. He shows how economic emer-
gencies open a clear window onto the interconnections between everyday and 
academic categories relating to the ‘real economy’. Neiburg discusses how “emer-
gency” regulations designed to govern the economy allow action to be taken in re-
lation to knowledge of economic life, such as the production of indicators. These 
actions are generally justified in defence of the ‘common good,’ and directly affect 
the ‘real economy’ and ‘people’s real lives’: prices, wages, contracts, employment, 
debts, savings and so on. Similarly to Heredia and Daniel, Neiburg shows how the 
production of ‘emergency’ situations relates to the practical implementation of 
technical numbers such as indicators. 

Ana Gross takes the controversy generated around the validity of the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) in Argentina since 2006 as an empirical occasion to observe 
how public economic numbers are produced in an increasingly decentralized way. 
She explores two distinctive features of the controversy surrounding the prolifer-
ation of alternative inflation indicators: first, the public disaggregation of inflation 
databases that render the products and prices used to calculate CPI; thus trans-
forming the way in which prices are visibilized; and second, the emergence of 
alternative inflation indicators based on different temporal modes of release and 
communication. The paper looks at how the observation, knowledge and expe-
rience of public economic numbers becomes re-organised when statistics are 
disaggregated to the point where they render the specificities of their calculations 
visible, and when official indicators like CPI become contested by other measures.

privaTe numberS

We also examined objects such as databases and visualization techniques that 
help to shape and materialize economic subjects and states of affairs. These ob-
jects, such as antitrust policy charts and consumer databases, illustrate the medi-
ating role that knowledge practices and devices play in shaping central economic 
objects and subjects - such as consumers, markets, and competition. These ob-
jects (Guyer, 2016) cannot be described as necessarily “economic”, since they are 
also used to enact things that are not necessarily considered economic. Further 
attention to these epistemic objects, however, expands the way we are prone to 
describe the economy.

Based on an ethnography of the Brazilian antitrust governmental agency – the 
Administrative Council for Economic Defense, CADE – Gustavo Onto explores 
the production and use of documents and graphic artefacts and the role they 
play in regulating market competition. Antitrust regulation involves a variety of ad-
ministrative practices aimed at producing knowledge about specific markets, in-
dustries, companies and consumers, with the aim of facilitating decisions about, 
e.g., whether to authorise a merger between two companies, or to condemn an-
ticompetitive practices like those of a cartel. These knowledge practices rely on 
the production and circulation of different bureaucratic artifacts that are critical 
for regulators to be able to visualize market competition, usually through tables, 
charts and percentages. Taking specific merger cases analyzed by regulators as 
examples, Onto argues that competition is not necessarily an abstract or theoreti-
cal notion when seen from the point of view of knowledge practices that frame the 
possibility of future harm to consumers and other companies. By contrast, he ar-
gues that competition can only be understood or visualized by regulators through 
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specific material and graphic techniques that foreground a set of relations of sim-
ilarity and difference between products, services and companies. 

In a similar vein, Tomás Ariztía discusses how consumers are enacted in market-
ing datamining. Based on an experimental ethnography of the manufacture and 
analysis of a transactional dataset from a small retail company in Chile, Ariztía de-
scribes the practice of ‘number crunching’ – i.e. the process of creating, modifying 
and datamining transactional data during the production of consumer databases. 
In doing so, the paper describes the enactment of consumers in datamining as 
the outcome of a myriad of socio-material practices and devices through which 
specific accounts of the social world are rendered visible. The paper describes 
how the consumer that is enacted through datamining is the result of a practi-
cal operation of qualification deployed trough different digital infrastructures. In 
doing so, the paper explores two specific aspects of the production of consumer 
datasets: first, the central place of error as both a heuristic tool and an outcome 
of consumer data practices. Second, the paper explores how datamining for mar-
keting purposes relies on multiple, humble valuation processes through which the 
data that “counts” is defined. These processes involve defining and mobilizing 
consumers in specific ways, while others are discarded. 

laTeral economic objecTS

What do public and private numbers such as consumer price and inflation index-
es, market share tables, consumer datasets and economic news have in com-
mon? On what grounds can these objects be labelled “economic”? How do they 
relate to the production of more well-known economic entities and processes, 
such as markets, prices or firms? In what follows we discuss some common 
threads among the papers. We do so by proposing two key arguments about the 
place that lateral epistemic objects occupy in the production of the economy. 

First, the objects described are ‘lateral’ since they relate to processes such as in-
dexing, prospecting scenarios and deploying an administrative procedure, which 
are not necessarily specific to processes of economization. At the same time, 
however, all these objects contribute to the assemblage of entities that go on to 
be considered central to economic life, such as consumers, prices, market com-
petition and economic forecasts. This apparent tension points us to one of the 
core theoretical claims that is supported by a close reading of the work presented: 
namely, that the different epistemic objects that constitute the economic world do 
not necessarily relate to the processes of economization described by Çalışkan 
and Callon (2009; 2010). These objects instead participate in the production of 
the economy in a subtler, lateral manner. In other words, core economic entities 
rely on the mobilization of a plurality of non-economic processes and knowledges, 
which are key in shaping the economy, such as databases, news or excel tables. 
Core economic processes are therefore not as autonomous and sui generis as 
the work of Caliskan and Callon is often taken to suggest.

It is in this sense that we term the objects described in these papers as ‘lateral 
economic objects’. They take part in economization processes only in an indi-
rect manner. They deal with practices and devices that constitute the economy 
in so far as they mediate further processes of economization, but they may play 
a similar role in processes that are not overtly economic. The relatively humble 
operation of, e.g., manufacturing indexes, regulatory documents, economic news, 
databases and market shares tables contribute to making the economy pos-
sible but are not themselves specific or exclusive to modes of economization. 
Eschewing the centre/periphery binary, ‘lateral objects’ illuminate other processes 
that are not necessarily less central to the economy but have received less atten-
tion in the making of the economy

The previous claim points us to a second, stronger one. As argued by Miyazaki 
and Riles (2005), not all the objects and practices that shape economic life need 
to be related in a direct fashion to processes of economization or marketization. 
Economic life is produced in ways which are not always convergent and that 
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might involve the existence of different frictions in the production of the econ-
omy. In this sense, these papers dealing with the production of lateral economic 
objects illustrate how economic life is produced and assembled in different and 
divergent places, which are only partially related to one another. The contributors 
to the workshop thus attempt to develop an understanding of the economy that 
is open to the multiplicity and contestability of knowledges and materialities that 
shape economic life. 

The focus on the laterality of the objects examined here raises a further question 
about the Latin American nature of our examples. How do these examples help 
us to understand the production of the economy in Latin American countries spe-
cifically? What do these various research projects focused on Argentina, Brazil 
and Chile tell us about the specificity of the economies of the region? Going be-
yond the traditional stereotypes with which the social sciences tend to label Latin 
America – e.g. as being a laboratory for economic experimentation, as being po-
litically and economically hierarchical and a place of contestation and hoped for 
political change – these papers shed light on the socio-technical nature of the 
Latin American economies from an anthropological and sociological perspective. 
In this sense, the papers discussed here illuminate a second meaning of laterality, 
one that relates to the place that practices and devices have in the analysis of 
economic life in this region. In fact, contrary to a meta-narrative reading of Latin 
American political economy, these papers reveal the nuances and specificities 
of the economies in the area, and how these economies are locally constructed, 
governed and contested.
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The day before the UK voted in the most controversial British referendum in recent 
times, the researchers of the Making Science Public programme gathered from 
across sociology, geography, politics, ethics, and STS, with an international, multi-
disciplinary audience, to reflect on the relationship between science, politics and 
publics in the UK and beyond. 

In introducing this theme, Sujatha Raman noted the unintentional significance of 
the conference’s timing, tagged ‘Britain’s “truthiness” moment’ by the press in ac-
knowledgement of the prevalence of truth claims unencumbered by facts in the 
run-up to the referendum. The programme has focused on initiatives of open sci-
ence, open policymaking, and engaged publics. So, have efforts towards making 
science public resulted in a greater capacity to engage with different forms of 
expertise? What are productive ways of holding together difference without falling 
apart? Raman borrowed the evocative metaphor of a sharp circle, attributed to the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, Justin Welby, to call attention to cultivating forms of 
reason that can accommodate contradictions. 

Now, in the post-referendum UK and broader European landscape, these ques-
tions are all the more relevant and charged. 

The day comprised four panel sessions, each with four speakers from the pro-
gramme, comments from an external discussant and questions from the floor. It 
concluded with a lively public event. 

opening up ScienTific agendaS and policy pracTiceS

Have research agendas and policy practices been reframed as a result of initi-
atives to open them up? In Judith Tsouvalis’ case study of the UK outbreak of 
ash tree ‘dieback’ disease in 2012 onwards, a website for openly sharing genom-
ic sequence data and a citizen science movement monitoring the spread of the 

making Science public: 
opening up cloSed SpaceS

Eleanor Hadley Kershaw

What does it mean to make science more public, open or ac-
countable? How is ‘the public’ imagined and constituted? 
How does this relate to challenges of legitimacy and mod-
eration in politics and policymaking? These questions have 
been explored by ‘Making Science Public’, a five-year re-
search programme (2012-2017) funded by the Leverhulme 
Trust and based at the University of Nottingham in col-
laboration with the Universities of Sheffield and Warwick. 
The End of Award Conference on 22 June showcased find-
ings from across the programme’s nine projectås and two 
doctoral studentships, and considered implications for 
the future. While contemporary configurations of sci-
ence, politics and publics show instances of promise, im-
agination, and experimentation, further work is needed to 
(re-)build institutions, conditions and capacities for pub-
lic reason(ing) and political accountability. 
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Pru Hobson-West described the emergence of a ‘transparency’ imperative in the 
field of animal research, pushed by three discourse coalitions (animal protection 
groups; the animal research community; government/research funders), justified 
to counter, respectively, a secretive system; misinformation/misunderstanding; 
mistrust in science/government. ‘Transparency’ could be the deficit model rein-
vented or maybe open up potential for new science-society relations. She offered 
a framework that might be of interest for future research on transparency in other 
domains. 

Sarah Hartley’s projects on the governance of agricultural biotechnology at inter-
national and national levels showed promise for unsettling the status quo of pub-
lic engagement as legitimisation of pre-established priorities, by enabling actors 
such as the UK Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC) 
to consider the full range of public and disciplinary expertise available to them at 
different stages of their work. 

Carol Morris and Susanne Seymour found that the UK food security research field 
is in theory open to contributions from social science and humanities (SSH), but 
narrowly conceived (economics, psychology, ‘people’ rather than subjectivities). 
However, SSH has the potential to re-frame such research (e.g. from security to 
sovereignty, and from production to waste). More attention should be paid to in-
terdisciplinary politics.

Guided by questions from discussant Fern Wickson (GenØk – Centre for Biosafety), 
the subsequent discussion considered the role of RRI and engagement as tools 
for re-politicisation; the university as a post-political, privatised space; the need to 
focus on the quality of deliberations in such initiatives, and consider what publics 
might gain from participation; and on whose terms social scientists should and 
can engage with policy. 

Figure 1: The UK government’s ‘Go 
Home’ van. Courtesy of Rick Findler 
(www.rickfindler.photoshelter.com) 

disease did not equal ‘more democracy’. Rather, together with the British govern-
ment-convened expert Task Force, they served to reproduce a culture of surveil-
lance and control, omitting inconvenient publics (e.g. conservation organisations) 
that might challenge the predominant ‘biosecurity risk’ framing, and perpetuating 
post-political policymaking. 
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Science, religion and The moderaTion of democraTic conflicT

Is the common trope of a clash between science, democracy and religion ade-
quate? What roles do science and religion play in moderating democratic con-
flicts? In Alexander Smith’s study of the Kansas ‘culture wars’ around evolution/
creation in state school curricula, science has become a battleground, but this 
is best characterised as a debate between political activists over religion and 
science rather than one between religion and secularism. A normative theory of 
political moderation is required, entailing a commitment to pluralist political com-
munity and civility towards people with whom one disagrees. 

Warren Pearce saw moderation as disciplined engagement with divided publics, 
a key responsibility of all academics (both natural and social scientists) in their 
engagements with policy makers and publics, and particularly necessary in highly 
polarised cases such as climate change. Brigitte Nerlich’s analysis of the rela-
tionship between concepts of (un)certainty, consensus and religious rhetoric in 
climate discourse suggested that as insistence on the certainty of the science 
increased, religious metaphors (e.g. ‘cult’, ‘dogma’, ‘preaching’, ‘prophecies’) were 
used to challenge mainstream science. While decision-making in the presence of 
uncertainty is a familiar topic, certainty and polarisation are perhaps new problems.

Vivien Lowndes reminded us of the political nature of evidence, distinguishing 
between data (observations about the world), information (data that has been 
organised/categorised) and evidence (information that has been selected in sup-
port of an argument). In the case of Pakistani Christian asylum seekers in the UK, 
officials assessing asylum claims and the asylum seekers themselves had differ-
ent views on what constituted evidence of religious identity and religious perse-
cution, based on different understandings of Christianity. Evidence-gathering and 
use involves active processes of translation, power and selection; also on the part 
of social scientists.

Discussion, led by observations from Robert Antonio (University of Kansas), fo-
cused on the dearth of deep normative visions in contemporary politics, and the 
significance of constitutional arrangements and institutional designs for agonism, 
respectful disagreement and dialogue.

Science, publicS and parTicipaTion

How are publics – and progress – imagined in participatory initiatives and more 
broadly? Roda Madziva introduced the case of the ‘Go Home’ vans (Figure 1), a 
2013 UK government initiative to ‘encourage’ illegal immigrants to leave the coun-
try. Here ‘immigrants’ became a category of people excluded from ‘the public’, vis-
ible only as the target of increasingly restrictive policies which claimed to reflect 
public opinion. However, British publics rejected the vans’ meanings by crafting 
alternatives (Figure 2), and the ‘Go Home’ vans were eventually withdrawn.

Informed by her ethnographic fieldwork on activists’ understandings of responsi-
ble innovation, Stevienna de Saille suggested that those wanting to engage need 
not only an idea of how science works but also knowledge of (macro)economics, 
given that definitions of R(R)I predominantly rely on the market-based meaning of 
innovation, as opposed to ‘ingenuity’. This prompted an exploration of responsible 
stagnation and what innovation might look like in a steady state economy.

In my case study of Future Earth (a major international research initiative on 
global environmental change and sustainability), co-design and co-production of 
research were envisioned in diverse ways underpinned by different conceptualis-
ations of the public value of research and the proper relationship between science, 
politics and their stakeholders. This gave rise to tensions and ambiguities, which 
are not necessarily problematic if Future Earth is seen as an ongoing experiment; 
ambiguity makes space for openness and flexibility.

Alison Mohr’s talk made a case for bringing distributive and procedural justice 
principles to bear on global North-centric sustainability transition frameworks. 
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Co-design of solar nano-grid technologies in rural Kenya and Bangladesh promot-
ed opportunities for communities (women and youth, in particular) to write the 
script of their own socio-technical transitions and move beyond narrow, top-down 
energy framing to consider broader socio-economic needs.

Subsequent discussion, initiated by Alan Irwin’s (Copenhagen Business School) 
insightful questions, considered the role of social movements as sites of experi-
mentation, whether ‘co-’ talk diverts from more deeply embedded power dynam-
ics, and what responsibility we as social scientists (should) have for how ‘our’ 
concepts are framed and used in practice.

Science and The public inTereST

How is the public interest imagined and framed, and how might these visions 
be reconstructed for our times? Sujatha Raman suggested that having acknowl-
edged the plurality of publics, new ways of thinking about the public interest might 
be opened up by seeing social questions as inherently material. For example, a 
challenge like antibiotic resistance might be understood as needing inequality and 
poverty to be addressed in order for pharmaceutical technologies to work. 

Adam Spencer found that UK policymakers envisage a major role for science and 
technology in food production: in meeting both the increased global need for food 
and the UK’s national trade interests within the neoliberal global system. A nas-
cent UK food sovereignty movement, originating in developing countries, instead 
emphasises local governance. 

Paul Martin considered the role of civil society organisations in articulating an 
alternative vision of science/technology in the public interest, noting that their 
knowledge is often seen as illegitimate, despite using the methods of science. So 
what is their role: are they outsiders, or part of the public? Do they provide a form 
of accountability in acting in the name of the public interest?

Figure 2: Liberty’s response to the 
‘Go Home’ vans. Courtesy of Liberty 
(www.liberty-human-rights.org.uk/)
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John Holmwood addressed the closing down of open spaces, arguing that the UK 
government has misconceptualised the public interest in Higher Education as pri-
vate investment in human capital, and economic growth. Researchers have been 
complicit in commercialisation by accepting the impact agenda, whereby publicly 
funded research addresses the needs of private ‘users’, including in social science 
big data projects. The unruly public needs to be invited back into the university.

Mark Brown (California State University) highlighted the distinction between audi-
ences of claims in the name of the public interest and constituencies supposedly 
represented: to what extent do those represented accept the claims, and under 
what conditions are they able to assess them? The discussion considered wheth-
er the term ‘public interest’ still has any power given the multiple and emergent 
nature of publics, and whether civil society and richer notions of ‘the state’ might 
be adequate replacements.

whaT kindS of evidence do we need in a democracy?

On the public panel, Charlotte Watts (Chief Scientific Adviser, UK Department 
for International Development) noted policymakers’ need for multidisciplinary 
syntheses of complex problems, but also the challenges of difference in pace 
between research and policymaking, and scalability of research results. James 
Wilsdon (University of Sheffield) suggested that while notions of experts and evi-
dence received a battering in the context of the referendum, recent developments 
in the impact agenda and scientific advice show promise for the science-poli-
cy interface. However, steps should be taken to develop the support structures 
around ‘brokers’, broaden the disciplinary spread drawn on in policymaking, and 
take public knowledge seriously in these contexts. 

Brian Wynne (Lancaster University) argued that to move beyond decisionism we 
need to focus on whether we are collectively asking the right questions: too many 
questions are posed with one particular policy purpose in mind. Which questions 
aren’t on the table? Sheila Jasanoff (Harvard University) proposed a further con-
sideration: what sort of polity or democracy should we build to ask the right ques-
tions? The word ‘evidence’ has become colonised and now people are rebelling 
against this. However, denying the power of science is not the way to decolonise 
it; rather we need to think about the accountability of counters, modellers and the 
ways in which their (ac)counts affect people (not an aggregate public). 

The subsequent discussion explored which capacities are needed at the sci-
ence-policy interface, and the importance of understanding how and why some 
capacities (particularly of public reason) are not currently being built.

This point is all the more poignant in post-referendum hindsight. While questions 
of citizenship and community are, for many of us in the UK, currently imbued with 
profound sadness, we are buoyed by the support and friendship of our colleagues 
across Europe and beyond. We hope for the continuation of inspiring, interdisci-
plinary, international collaborations well into the future; not least to strengthen 
conditions and capacities for political accountability and public reason(ing) so 
that we might move forward holding together differences without falling apart.

Eleanor Hadley Kershaw is a doctoral researcher at the Institute for Science and Society, 
University of Nottingham. Her PhD is part of the Making Science Public programme and 
explores co-production and transdisciplinarity in global environmental change research, 
using Future Earth (futureearth.org) as a case study. Her background is in English litera-
ture, theatre/performance, environment, sustainability and international science policy. 
Prior to starting her PhD she was Global Environmental Change Project Manager at the 
International Social Science Council (ISSC).

Read more about the Making 
Science Public programme 
here: www.nottingham.ac.uk/
makingsciencepublic

Programme publications are listed 
here: www.nottingham.ac.uk/sociol-
ogy/research/projects/making-sci-
ence-public/research-output.aspx 
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On March 21st-23rd 2016, the Department of Sociology and the Centre for Science 
Studies at Lancaster University hosted its 6th annual Postgraduate Science and 
Technology Studies (STS) Conference. The event was supported by a range of ac-
ademic departments and the Economic and Social Research Council North West 
Doctoral Training Centre in recognition of its increasing importance for the STS 
postgraduate community in Lancaster, and increasingly for the North West. For 
the second year, the conference invited students working on STS and related fields 
from the University of Manchester and the University of Liverpool. This invitation 
attracted students and academics from a wide range of disciplinary perspectives 
including Science Studies, History of Science, Educational Research, Geography, 
Management and Organisational Studies.

The conference was generously supported by academic staff and is entirely stu-
dent led. Its primary purpose is showcasing postgraduate work-in-progress and 
opening it up for discussion. It thereby reinvigorates the North West STS com-
munity by offering Ph.D. students the chance to present their work and join the 
ongoing discussions about the field’s developments. The conference was opened 
with a keynote speech which this year was delivered by Gail Davies, Professor of 
Human Geography at the University of Exeter and member of the Home Office 
Animals in Science Committee. Professor Davies presented on “Economic val-
ues, animal affects, and the length of the (primate) working day” discussing her 
work on situated experimental practices, ethical debates of animal labour and the 
forms of animal agency associated with researching the neuroscience of reward 
using macaque monkeys. 

The keynote speech was followed by two days of postgraduate presentations on 
their work-in-progress. Postgraduate presentations bring together academic staff 
from different departments to create one of the annual forums to discuss STS re-
lated concerns. In this respect, the annual conference reflects the interdisciplinary 
and engaged nature of STS work in the North West. The presentations are fol-
lowed by commentaries and discussions that help to further research objectives 
and modes of inquiry in a supportive and engaging atmosphere.

6Th poSTgraduaTe STS conference in lancaSTer 
– connecTing linkS in The norTh weST 

Peter Fuzesi, Andy Yuille

In March 2016, the Department of Sociology and the 
Centre for Science Studies at Lancaster University host-
ed its 6th annual Postgraduate Science and Technology 
Studies Conference. The annual conference reflects the 
interdisciplinary and engaged nature of STS work in the 
North West. The event provides an opportunity for post-
graduate students to present their work in a supportive 
and engaging atmosphere and brings together research-
ers to create one of the annual forums to discuss STS 
related concerns. For the second year, the organisers 
invited students working in STS from the University of 
Manchester and the University of Liverpool as well. Our 
hope is that this event will continue to develop productive 
links between STS scholars in the North West of England 
and beyond.
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We believe that scholarship is rooted in a continued interest in other people’s work, 
and to flourish we need to learn from each other as a community of scholars. This 
commitment is reflected in our review process, where each presenter submits a 
paper before the conference that is reviewed by both an academic and another 
student. Each reviewer gives feedback after the paper is presented, and once all 
the papers in a session have been presented, reviewers are invited to open a more 
general and wide-ranging discussion picking up on issues that emerge across the 
papers in that session. This system is popular with students and staff alike as stu-
dents develop the vital skill of peer review, and receive more detailed questioning 
and suggestions compared to most conferences.

In 2016, the presentations charted a wide range of topics on the borderlands of 
established understandings of human, science and technology, which both ne-
cessitated and facilitated conversations across disciplines. Finding a common 
theme, as such, would be difficult. Student’s work addressed issues of how de-
vices and bodies as diverse technologies, microbes, standards and screens are 
refigured when crossing the boundaries of not only laboratories or clinics, but 
homes, churches, farms, communities of amateurs, the “Global South” and the 
Iron Curtain. 

While the diversity of topics could be seen as unusual in other disciplines, it dis-
plays how STS works across boundaries and draws together different connec-
tions. Additionally, the scholarly practice of unsettling research objects remains 
reliant on bringing heterogeneous cases together. In spite of this diversity, two 
themes seemed to surface in most of the presentations: (1) a troubling of and 
with method, where tools of knowledge-making, may it be our informants’ or our 
own, remain always problematic and open to questioning; and (2), a interest in 
displacement and how things, bodies and methodological tools ‘travel’, and how 
following these voyages enable problematisation. 

In the last few years, it has become a tradition for the closing lecture to be delivered 
by a senior faculty from Lancaster, such as Professor Brian Wynne or Professor 
Maureen McNeil. In 2016, Professor John Law gave an account of his “journey 
through STS”. Professor Law touched upon both his engagement in developing 
actor-network theory and its successor material-semiotic approaches, and diag-
nosed some of the present challenges STS scholars can face in providing more 

Professor Law started his 
presentation by remembering his 
colleague Professor John Urry
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symmetrical accounts of issues. More specifically, Professor Law discussed how 
knowledge making in STS remains bound up with Euro-American locations and 
tropes. Drawing on common work with Taiwanese Scholar Wen-yuan Lin, he ex-
plored how we can benefit from enrolling non-Western ideas into our analytical 
frameworks. 

This year, the conference was suspended for an hour on receiving the news of the 
sudden death of Professor John Urry, a friend and mentor as well as co-worker to 
many conference participants. This enabled colleagues to assemble, reflect, tell 
stories and begin to grieve. He will be very much missed, but his legacy remains 
influential both in Lancaster and beyond.

The 2016 conference was organised by Lancaster research students in alpha-
betical order, Peter Fuzesi, Victoria Gorton, Jess Phoenix, Derly Sanchez Vargas 
and Andy Yuille. We extend thanks to the North West Doctoral Training Centre 
and Lancaster University for funding and supporting this event and hope it will 
continue to develop productive links between STS scholars in the North West and 
beyond.

Andy Yuille: I am currently in the second year of my PhD at Lancaster University, using 
ethnographic methods to study public participation in environmental decision-making, 
focusing on two community groups developing Neighbourhood Plans. Following my 
Masters in Values and the Environment at Lancaster in 2005, I have spent the inter-
vening years working with a variety of voluntary sector organisations and community 
groups campaigning and lobbying to influence decisions with significant environmental 
impacts.

Peter Fuzesi: After completing a Bachelor Degree in Sociology at Goldsmiths College, 
I started my doctoral study at Lancaster University on the configuration of users in 
assistive technologies, i.e. technologies for disabled, elderly and chronically ill people. 
Currently I am in my final year, analyzing data that derived from a multi-sited ethno-
graphic fieldwork in England’s National Health Service and specialized academic devel-
opment centres. My project is an exploration of how the twin figures of user and device 
are entangled with (small) numbers and populations when entering care practices.
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inTroducTion and execuTive Summary

The following written evidence is provided by the national professional association, 
AsSIST-UK, the Association for Studies in Innovation Science and Technology-UK. 

AsSIST-UK is a Learned Society representing over 250 scholars working for many 
years undertaking research that has not only academic but also policy relevance. 
The Association (see assist-uk.com) includes social science and humanities 
scholars working in the science and technology and innovation studies field, 
as well as natural scientists. One of its main goals is to understand and foster 
constructive relations between science, policy and civic society. In relation to the 
Select Committee’s Inquiry, the Association’s membership includes expertise in 
science policy, drawing members from over 30 universities and a range of key UK 
research centres with a leading role in policy research, such as SPRU (Sussex), 
ISSTI (Edinburgh), the Centre for Science Studies (Lancaster) and SATSU (York), 
as well as major policy research consultancy agencies such as RAND Europe and 
Technopolis.

2. The Association has received feedback from members about the risks and con-
cerns that they have, which echo those that have been expressed by many other 
national bodies following the Brexit decision. These relate to concerns over staff 
mobility, security, collaborative research and the networks underpinning them, ac-
cess to EU research facilities and continuity of research programmes beyond the 
current period. 

The specific area of expertise encompassed by AsSIST-UK has played and con-
tinues to play a major role in EU-funded research. UK expertise has contributed to 
and been strengthened by collaboration on projects and research capacity built 
through highly regarded postgraduate and postdoc training programmes, such 
as the Marie Curie scheme and its current IEF format, and the COST Action. The 
Association recognises that as a result of the vote to leave the EU, many of these 
opportunities will be under threat, though efforts will be made to continue col-
laboration with European colleagues wherever possible through other funding 
routes. Indeed, it may well be the case that the UK remains a partner in Horizon 
programmes, as, for example, does Norway. 

3. In regard to opportunities that Brexit brings, rather than adumbrate other possi-
ble routes to funding and/or international collaboration (of which there are many), 
it is more important to ask how, within the context of Brexit, expertise in the UK 
can be drawn on to provide the best possible policy intelligence in anticipating 
future developments. This is less to do with policy for (specific areas of) science 
and more science for policy making under novel, unexplored conditions. Most im-
portantly, how to deal with the end of subsidiarity and legacy policies – such as 
on measures to restrict environmental pollutants agreed at an EU level – that 
will no longer apply in legally binding terms at the UK level, and how UK (and de-
volved) government can engage more effectively with pertinent expertise. What 
aspects of these policies still make sense within the UK, are there ways they 

leaving The eu: implicaTionS and opporTuniTieS 
for Science and reSearch - formal wriTTen 
evidence SubmiTTed To The houSe of commonS: 
Science and Technology commiTTee

Andrew Webster, Robin Williams on behalf of AsSIST-uk 
 Association for Studies in Innovation Science and Technology-UK 
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can be improved post-Brexit, what might these be and how are we to achieve 
them? The UK’s influence on policy in Europe will undoubtedly decline in formal 
terms, but a fresh rethink of UK-specific policy making might have lessons for 
other European countries. The EU has done far better than the UK government 
in funding what we might describe as strategic research - i.e. providing a proper 
and thoughtful evidence base (fully evidenced; diverse) to support economic and 
social development policy.

This is where AsSIST-UK’s expertise can be drawn on, in collaboration with oth-
er learned societies, in advising the Department for Exiting the European Union 
(DEEU) on the need for new policy mechanisms and approaches. There is an op-
portunity provided by the Brexit vote to mobilise policy expertise across the social 
sciences to re-think the UK’s policy framework and processes in such a way as 
to build a strategic and not simply de-coupling approach to withdrawal from the 
EU. AsSIST-UK is a professional community with knowledge on science and inno-
vation systems, an expertise that can help to understand the implications of and 
responses to a reconfiguring of relationships between the UK and the EU.

4. We recommend that the UK government:

Draws on the policy intelligence available from across key policy centres within 
AsSIST-UK

In regards specifically to science and technology, uses the capacity available to 
undertake strategic planning in regard to innovation, risk governance and stand-
ardisation, all areas in which AsSIST-UK has expertise

Understands how existing policy instruments in specific sectors interact and how 
they may work against rather than align with each other

Undertakes complementary work which involves backcasting such that decisions 
taken on policy framing and implementation post-Brexit are made recognising un-
certainties and risks ahead and what publicly-informed decisions should be taken.

riSkS 

Members of the Association have been consulted about the specific risks they 
are facing in their academic institutions as a result of the Brexit vote. In summary, 
these are as follows:

• Major fall in research funding – of the order of c18% for research inten-
sive universities so it will be key for the UK to secure Associate Country 
status in Horizon and following FPs; the EC has also been of vital impor-
tance to smaller research centres whose specialist groups have, despite 
their relatively small size, been able to contribute knowledge on an inter-
national scale

• Specific impact on funding for research in science, technology and 
innovation studies (STIS) - the European Commission has been a major 
source of funding for novel research agendas to tackle complex policy 
challenges such as: ICT standards and innovation; regulation and inno-
vation in the bio-economy; transitions towards sustainable environments 
and responses to climate change; health and social care across borders, 
and governance and public engagement. The EU’s Future and Emerging 
Technologies Flagship programme is an especially valued and distinc-
tive research programme as is the cross-European Innovative Medicines 
Initiative

• Drop in specifically interdisciplinary funding for research - ambitious 
interdisciplinary research projects led by AsSIST-UK members would not 
have been funded by any other body than the ERC, and since Association 
members are very interdisciplinary in STIS they are more likely to suffer 
from the lack of ERC funding than other more traditional fields
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• Threat to strong links to EU science policy centres – such as the EU 
Commission’s Joint Research Centre, Seville

• Brain drain – the exit of current EU staff working on research here and 
of UK scientists who want science to flourish will go to where they can 
collaborate more easily

• The stifling of ideas - discounting possible projects (planned for 
H2020) because of the uncertainty

• Exclusion from new and key science policy boards which currently 
include UK members – such as the European Commission’s Scientific 
Advice Mechanism1, and the FET Flagship programme

• Major loss of ECR mobility – through lack of access to ERASMUS/ 
COST Action/ Marie Curie programmes which have been vital to build 
network links/co-authorship etc: it is crucial that the UK’s participation in 
COST and other networks is taken into account during the negotiations 
to exit from the EU

• Major drop in numbers of EU students on UK teaching programmes– 
as future funding arrangements for EU students become increasingly 
unclear

• access to pan-European data that is that is not open access but is 
compiled across EU members states – such as in the field of genomics/
genetics

The risks above are primarily related to professional risks that are likely to hit the 
UK’s research activity in key STIS areas. There are also major science and technol-
ogy policy risks that can be foreseen. Some examples are:

• uncertainties over how the UK will engage with future regulatory devel-
opments that have helped to stabilise and standardise EU-wide innovation 
– such as the development in the field of regenerative medicine, where the 
Advanced Therapy Medicinal Products Regulation (EC 1394/2007) was a 
major achievement for creating a harmonized framework for therapies 
such as gene therapy, somatic cell therapy, and tissue engineering. UK ne-
gotiators were able to influence the development of the ATMP Regulation 
so that medical device interests were protected, at a time when there was 
a threat from many member states that the industry would be defined in 
purely pharmaceutical terms

• Leaving the EU will not exempt the UK from its international duties in 
the life sciences, yet it will also lose influence in the sector (both inside 
and outside the EU) to EU member states. It would be counter-productive 
for the sector, given the investments (not only financial) that have been 
made in life sciences by the UK. Additionally, the timing required for the 
UK life sciences sector to adapt to being outside the EU would threaten 
the UK’s current leading position in the field, particularly in a field charac-
terised by rapid innovation

• whether and how current EU-standards and laws in regard the environ-
ment will apply post-Brexit and how this will affect the movement of UK 
goods into the EU market

• the potential collapse of the Unitary patent in the EU which the UK has 
been keen to foster, and so creating major problems especially for sci-
ence-based companies in the UK

opporTuniTieS

3.1 In regard to identifying opportunities, it is more important to ask how, within 
the context of Brexit, expertise in the UK can be drawn on to provide the best 

1 James Wilsdon (2016) Science 
Advice for Europe, Science  22 Jul 
2016: Vol. 353, Issue 6297, pp. 327
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possible policy intelligence in anticipating future developments and mitigating 
risks. Clearly, this depends on what the actual UK government approach to the 
meaning of ‘Brexit’ will be – whether it will be the ‘Norwegian’ or ‘Swiss’ models – 
or a third, new, ‘UK model’? While specific funding decisions will need to be made 
– such as whether to underwrite H2020 contracts secured over the period ahead 
– more importantly, there is an opportunity to rethink the relation between science 
policy-making and the wider society, especially in order to address the democratic 
deficit that in many ways has been seen to underpin the Brexit vote.

Policy-making 
3.2 AsSIST-UK research over many years has identified a number of lessons relat-
ing to better policy for science and technology: the principal ones are,

• processes of policy implementation and policy learning across differ-
ent settings;

• the need to move from a policy framework which presumes policy is a 
rational tool or instrument that can be used in a standardised way to one 
that recognises there will be wide differences in policy outcomes because 
of context-specific factors and existing ‘policy path dependencies’ ;2

• as recent work has shown, the need to distinguish between (1) 
high-level policy and conceptual discourse; (2) core policy values and ide-
as; (3) policy instruments; and (4) institutional and governance change3

• challenges posed to the UK as a national innovation system (espe-
cially given Brexit) by the emergence of globally distributed knowledge 
networks and open innovation;

• the need, as Martin (2016) argues ‘to know more about how different 
R&D policy instruments interact before introducing yet another policy ini-
tiative and its associated policy instrument’, lest policies in practice work 
in different directions. There is clear evidence, for example, of the NHS 
tariff system acting as a perverse disincentive against the adoption of 
more optimal and cost effective treatment.

• The need to undertake a number of ‘backcasting’ studies to under-
stand how possible future policy changes – from a range of possibilities 
– could impact today as we realign after the impact of Brexit

• the need to understand in light of the above for different sectors, such 
as health, energy, environment etc, how policies interact both intentionally 
and in unintended ways

3.3 Apart from extensive expertise and data on all of the above, the Association 
sees the combination of Brexit and the moves towards more devolved govern-
ment in the four UK nations as an especially significant conjunction that calls for 
new thinking on policy structures and policy making. Devolved governments are 
experimenting with policy at the local level (such as for example the recent devo-
lution of health and social care budget/responsibilities to Greater Manchester): 
these local settings have not yet become policy path-dependent in the ways in 
which they define and practice engagement. This is a very timely moment for 
AsSIST-UK members/research centres to work with them and in conjunction with 
DEEU.

3.4 There is an important opportunity to ask what sort of institutional framework 
is enabling of a more responsive, critical and reflexive science and science poli-
cy: one that opens space for dialogue and publicly-chosen goals and recognises 
that social and technological structures are transient and always operating under 
some conditions of uncertainty and risk.

3.5 Moreover, new constructs for local, national and international governance are 
needed that combine technocracy and democracy to reduce the democratic defi-
cit of which Brexit is a symptom.

2 See Uyarra, E., and R. Ramlogan. 
2016. “The Effects of Cluster Policy 
on Innovation.” In Handbook of 
Innovation Policy Impact, edited by 
J. Edler, P. Cunningham, A. Gok, and 
P. Shapira. London: Edward Elgar; 
Kieron Flanagan & Elvira Uyarra 
(2016) Four dangers in innovation 
policy studies – and how to avoid 
them, Industry and Innovation, 23:2, 
177-188

3 Ben R. Martin (2016) R&D policy 
instruments – a critical review of 
what we do and don’t know, Industry 
and Innovation, 23:2, 157-176
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3.6 Finally, we recognise the need for relatively short term measures that need to 
be taken to mitigate the effects of Brexit, and need to be taken sooner rather than 
later – such as the UK government to underwrite H2020 grants to ensure our con-
tinued participation in research proposals/projects over the next few years. But 
more medium to longer term, we advocate an approach that says that risks are 
as much about policy frameworks being dismantled and new ones assembled in 
a disjointed way. We should avoid this by drawing on the insight and expertise the 
UK research community can offer, as outlined above. 

Robin Williams is Professor of Social Research on Technology in the School of Social 
and Political Science at the University of Edinburgh. He studied Natural Science and 
Social and Political Sciences at Cambridge and took his PhD at the University of Aston, 
Technology Policy Unit before being appointed coordinator of socio-economic research 
on technology at the University of Edinburgh in 1986. His research into the social 
shaping of technology focuses on the design, implementation and use of Information 
Technology. His latest books, arising from his collaborative research with Neil Pollock 
into the biography of (enterprise system) artefacts and practices, are Software and 
Organisations: The Biography of the Enterprise-Wide System - Or how SAP Conquered 
the World (2009: Routledge) and How Industry Analysts Shape the Digital Future (2016: 
Oxford).

Andrew Webster is Director of the Science and Technology Studies Unit (SATSU), at 
the University of York, which he established in 1988. He has been national Director of 
2 ESRC programmes in the health field and is currently PI on a £1.5m ESRC- funded 
project on regenerative medicine, ‘REGenableMED’. He was Head of the Department of 
Sociology 2005-9 and Dean of Social Sciences, 2009-13 at York. 
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As I come towards the end of 8 years as EASST President I want to reflect on de-
velopments over the past period of 2009-2016: the recent issues that are facing 
our community, what EASST Council has done to respond to these challenges 
and what future opportunities I see for a new president and council who will be 
elected shortly.

challengeS

Growth of sts and related fields

Our field continues to grow both in terms of individual scholars, research groups, 
and new areas of study. Our concepts have been taken up by other disciplines and 
now have wide influence for those studying contemporary society. As such, STS 
has a high profile in the wider academic community.

Diversity of institutional settings

Partly as a consequence of this growth of academic influence STS scholars are 
increasingly found in a variety of institutional settings. Dedicated STS depart-
ments and research groups have had mixed experiences across Europe. In some 
countries new centres have opened and there has been institutional support for 
the growth of the subject area. In other countries longstanding centres have been 
closed or restructured. Many STS scholars also find themselves outside such fo-
cused settings, and instead work within a wide range of departments including 
sociology, cultural studies, urban studies and business schools.

Internal risks of fragmentation

With the growth of a field comes the increased likelihood that there will be a suf-
ficient critical mass of scholars within specialised sub-areas to allow for the de-
velopment of new conferences, journals or networks around particular subject 
areas, issues or approaches. This is a welcome development but does carry with 
it the risk that the sense of what we share as STS scholars more broadly, and our 
commitment to the overall field as a whole is diminished. If this happens we risk 
reducing the influence that the growth of the field could be expected to lead to. 

External threats in the new competitive academic marketplace

STS scholars are also subject to pressures from developments in the wider ac-
ademic system which has become subject to more formal measurement and 
competitive pressures. There has been a retrenchment of traditional established 
disciplines which may put pressure on STS scholars to prioritise non-STS confer-
ences and journals. This is likely to be an issue particularly for those who are in 
a minority position in large, non-STS departments. This poses challenges for the 
development of STS conferences and journals as well as for individual scholars. 

New opportunities for policy and social influence mixed with system inertia

In the wider policy world recognition grows of the salience of the issues with 
which we are familiar. Partly this addresses the societal significance of science & 
technology. But increasingly it also engages with the contested nature of knowl-
edge and the challenge of public interaction with professional communities. The 
contemporary discourses around societal challenges, responsible innovation and 
open science are all expressions of this. Our community is well positioned to en-
gage with this process and we have a highly relevant and distinctive contribution 

eaSST – achievemenTS & opporTuniTieS

Fred Steward
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to make. Yet the inertia in the system still often relies on conventional epistemic 
communities who have far less to offer. As a comparatively young field created in 
an era of political engagement this remains a challenge for us. 

My assessment, and that of the EASST Council, has been that these challenges 
all reinforce the need for an umbrella body such as EASST to champion STS in 
Europe and to represent the STS community. In order to achieve this, we con-
cluded that EASST needed to develop to as organised and as effective voice for 
our community as we could make it.

a durable and flexible organiSaTion

Towards this end, over the past 8 years, we have made a number of changes to 
EASST as an organisation, and to the way it operates, to make it more sustainable 
and effective. These developments include:

Council meetings - more frequent & regular (6 monthly)

Council used to meet only at biennial conferences. We now meet twice a year in 
person, hosted sequentially in the workplace of different council members for a 
full day meeting. In between times we have regular email and other contact. This 
has allowed us to get to know each other better, work through differences and 
develop shared positions. It has also allowed us to develop a range of new initia-
tives and move from an organisation that was primarily involved in organising a 
conference every two years to one which regularly communicates with members 
and offers them a range of opportunities and support. This has required the allo-
cation of funds to support council members’ attendance at meetings but we feel 
that this has been more than justified by what Council has been able to achieve.

Administrative office created

In the past Council members received no administrative support and the President 
had to organise their own support on an ad hoc basis, and deal with many routine 
issues themselves. I felt that EASST needed to have on-going, professional sup-
port for a President and Council who are all highly active academics with a range 
of commitments to their own institutions and research areas. The establishment 
of an office has allowed more communications with members, more initiatives to 
be developed and pursued, stronger financial management, and so on. Again this 
has required resources but we feel it has had important benefits, particularly in 
ensuring that the enthusiasm that Council members bring to our discussions at 
meetings can be built on when we all return to our other demands.

Constitution updated

We have also reviewed and updated the constitution to ensure that it is in line with 
our current practices and serves our needs.

Membership – Futurepay system introduced

EASST is a membership organisation. It exists to represent and support its mem-
bers, and its membership provide a large part of EASST’s legitimacy to be speak-
ing on behalf of the STS community. As such we have sought to make those in the 
STS community aware of our existence, encouraged them to become members, 
put themselves forward for election, vote and in other ways make their concerns 
known. In the past, membership levels have fluctuated considerably – peaking in 
the run up to our conference (once every two years) and dropping back sharply 
in between. This was problematic both for legitimacy and for the resources on 
which EASST depends in order to pursue initiatives. 

We have tried to address this both by providing more reasons for people to stay 
members through increasing activities between conferences and by administra-
tive changes which encourage continuing membership. The latter has involved a 
more systematic membership renewal process combined with the introduction of 
the ‘Futurepay’ system whereby members sign up for future renewals. The office 
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aims to keep members informed of their future commitments and provide the op-
portunity for them to cancel should they want to so we hope most members are 
happy with the way this operates. For EASST it has had the dual benefit of signif-
icantly reducing the decline in membership we saw previously in non-conference 
years, and reducing the administrative burden of multiple reminders to encourage 
members to renew.

Website – makeover with new IT support company, a new logo, and a rebrand of 
EASST-Eurograd

Early on we changed our website and IT provider. This included updating our im-
age and look and introducing a new logo. At the same time EASST took formal 
ownership / responsibility for Eurograd, a well-used email announcement list for 
the STS community in Europe. 

The website now incorporates a membership directory which supports network-
ing and allows members to update their own data. NomadIT have also provided 
us with a conference management system which we used in Torun and again in 
Barcelona (with 4S). Having conference and membership management in linked 
systems makes things more efficient for both administrators and members. We 
are in the process of making further changes to make the website more ‘mobile / 
tablet compatible’ and to incorporate better new EASST initiatives.

Legal status – registered in NL as not for profit organisation 

From the start EASST has had a formal constitution but until recently it had no 
formal legal status. We felt it was important to address this for a range of reasons 
including to ensure we made best use of resources and to provide some protec-
tion for council members from individual liability. It also establishes our credibility 
as an organisation when we deal with other institutions and could provide a route 
to being able to apply for grants. We explored a range options in different coun-
tries, with a priority to be located in a Euro country to simplify and reduce the cost 
of financial transactions. 

We are now registered as a Vereniging (not for profit, membership organisation) 
in the Netherlands. We continue to assess the demands and benefits of this set 
up in terms of reporting and tax.

Division of responsibilities in Council

In the last couple of years Council has sought to decentralise responsibility and 
through this to reduce demands on the President and to provide better support 
for, and interaction with, the office – as well as ensuring that initiatives are pur-
sued effectively. Rather than all issues being discussed by the whole council and 
many decisions and communications relying on the President, we have identi-
fied a number of areas of activity and asked a council member to take primary 
responsibility for it. These areas include publications (EASST Review, Science & 
Technology Studies, and the website), conferences, and awards and EASST Fund 
as well as finances, secretarial issues and strategic linkages. The Council member 
involved is expected to lead discussions on the issue at council meetings and to 
progress developments with the office between meetings. It is not intended to 
restrict the involvement of the whole Council in decisions – rather to ensure that 
discussions are led effectively and decisions put into practice.

Closer working relationship with 4S – links between Presidents & officers and 
administrators

From early on EASST and 4S have been holding joint conferences in Europe every 
four years. We have been working to make the organisation and image of these 
conferences shared and to promote issues of particular concern to EASST. For 
the recent Barcelona conference, the presidents and officers have worked more 
closely together than on previous occasions. Issues that EASST have been par-
ticularly concerned to pursue have included a less formal, more inclusive social 
event than the traditional banquet and a new approach to the award ceremony. 
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This conference year, at the initiative of the 4S President, we have supported a 
discount for those wanting to be members of both associations, further strength-
ening ties.

promoTing our communiTy

Over the past 8 years we developed and initiated a number of schemes and pro-
jects which promote the STS community and provide benefits to our members. 
These include:

EASST journal - Science and Technology Studies

EASST launched a new peer-reviewed, online house journal, Science & Technology 
Studies, four years ago at the Copenhagen conference. This built on the previous 
Finnish journal Science Studies and it successful track record. To become the 
EASST journal its positioning was broadened with a name change and a wider 
editorial board. Becoming the EASST house journal has raised the profile and vis-
ibility of S&TS in the community and has provided an improved publication outlet 
for members of the STS community. These developments are of mutual benefit 
to the journal and the community.

EASST collaborative awards - recognition of cooperative community building 

Copenhagen was the first time that EASST made awards to members and activ-
ities in the STS community. In initiating these awards Council were concerned to 
promote a distinct principle. In an increasingly individualised and competitive ac-
ademic environment EASST wanted to celebrate collaborative activities which are 
often under-recognised or rewarded. This included inclusive and creative editing, 
working across different academic areas and engaging outside the community. 
Three awards - Amsterdamska, Freeman & Ziman - were established in the names 
of members of our community who we felt embodied these principles and the 
awards have now been made on three occasions.

EASST fund – support for range of actions – establishing national associations, 
convening seminars

A fund to support STS activities such as conference and workshops happening 
in the year between conferences had already been established. Over the past 8 
years we have developed and expanded this fund. We have been clearer about the 
types of activities that we want to support and have prioritised areas of Europe 
where STS is less established. Council has also been keen that the outcomes of 
these supported events were available to the community more widely. To this end 
we encourage recipients to write accounts of their events for the Review and to 
provide web links including, where available, to materials such as programmes or 
videos of key note speeches. 

EASST Review – more active and collective 

EASST Review has been restructured recently to expand its engagement with the 
community. It now includes a number of sections and actively encourages report-
ing of events and publications in our field. More people have become involved in 
the editorial process which makes it more collective and shares the workload in-
volved. The Review has also benefited from improved design and enhanced pres-
ence on the EASST website.

a broader and more incluSive europe 

EASST aims to represent STS scholars and STS activities right across Europe. 
Traditionally EASST membership has been concentrated in Northern and Western 
parts of Europe. To try to expand our representativeness and support new com-
munities of STS scholars we have encouraged applications for conference sup-
port or workshop funds from the South and East of Europe. We have also sought 
to bring the EASST community as a whole to new locations and to encourage new 
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associations to network with existing communities.

Reach into south and east of Europe – conferences for the first time in Italy (Trento 
2010), Poland (Torun 2014), Spain (Barcelona 2016)

Eight years ago it had already agreed that our 2010 conference would be held for 
the first time in Italy. Council saw this through to a highly successful conference in 
Trento. After that the priority was to find a location in Eastern Europe where there 
was limited institutionalisation of the STS community. This led to EASST holding 
its 2014 conference in Toruń, Poland. This was the first conference in Eastern 
Europe since Budapest in 1994. This year we have our first conference in Spain, 
in Barcelona. All these conferences have raised the profile of the local STS com-
munity as well as providing them with the opportunity to shape the conference in 
terms of its theme and activities.

Encouraged national associations – meetings of existing associations in Jan 2010 
& Nov 2013, support for creation – informal network model

We have also held two meetings where we have brought together representatives 
of STS national associations to share experience, discuss developments across 
Europe and the issues the local STS communities have been facing. The intention 
has been to share different approaches, and we published an account of organi-
sational models used in the Review in 2014. EASST is not seeking to incorporate 
these organisations or to influence membership relations with them. Instead we 
simply want to facilitate informal networking and communication channels to 
promote their visibility and interaction. We have also used the EASST Fund to sup-
port meetings - particularly launch meetings - of national associations.

fuTure opporTuniTieS

There are many other issues that I would have liked to have pursued more fully. 
Below are some of the many issues we have discussed and made a start on – but 
there is much more that could be done.

Breadth & inclusion in field – e.g. links with innovation studies

I have been concerned to ensure that EASST remains a broad and inclusive home 
for STS scholars. When I ran for president I was particularly concerned about 
the links with the innovation studies community. There are other communities 
that may also feel on the margins of the EASST community. But this is also a 
subject that raises questions about what defines STS and this is something that 
the EASST Council members have different views on. For me a stronger positive 
interaction between innovation studies and STS remains an important goal.

Education/learning - links with ESST

Most of us are, or have been, involved in teaching. Teaching and learning is also 
the route through which our community grows and continues. In meetings with 
National STS Associations we have discussed opportunities for sharing teaching 
materials and approaches. We have also been in discussion with ESST, the in-
ternational, inter-institutional body that runs a European masters programme on 
Society, Science & Technology, about how they might cooperate more closely with 
EASST. I was kindly invited as EASST president to participate at the ESST Bureau 
meeting in Chios in June 2015 and we have agreed a number of potential areas 
of collaboration.

Research evaluation - influencing position of field in Europe

Most countries in Europe have been developing more formal approaches to re-
search evaluation which have been impacting on STS scholars. When STS is not 
fully institutionalised it may prove difficult to get recognition for our subject area 
and the conferences and journals where our work is discussed. This may be a par-
ticular issue for members of the STS community who are located within more es-
tablished disciplines. In national association meetings we have discussed ideas 
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to address this and how we can support each other – for example through acting 
as external experts on evaluation panels. As EASST president I attended a meet-
ing in Paris in May 2014 hosted by the Observatoire des Sciences et Techniques 
to promote greater bottom up influence on research evaluation and indicators. 
EASST as a pan-European body has contributed to recognition of journals and 
other publication outlets in our field to some national evaluation bodies. 

European research and innovation policy - H2020 Vilnius initiative

The value of STS approaches and scholars is being increasingly recognised with-
in EU research and innovation policy and EASST would like to play a wider role 
in supporting this development and ensuring the inclusion of members of our 
community, for example through supporting workshops and the development of 
networks. However, there are also tensions between this goal and the competitive 
nature of research bids. In support of the broader principle, as EASST president I 
attended the Vilnius conference in December 2013 ‘Horizons for Social Sciences 
and Humanities’ which discussed ways to ‘operationalise’ the ambitious goals of 
integrating the social sciences and humanities (SSH) in the Horizon 2020 grand 
challenges for research and innovation.

Social movements and activism, French initiative

The Barcelona conference has focused on the links between STS academic stud-
ies and related issues being pursued by members of social movements and other 
form of activism. As part of this EASST Council has discussed follow up activi-
ties to the French initiative in January 2015 of the ‘Alliance between Science and 
Society’.

These are just some of the issues where I have become aware of great oppor-
tunities for our field - internal boundary work, education and learning. research 
evaluation, EU research and innovation policy, social movements. There is much 
more that needs to be done on all these issues – and no doubt other relevant 
areas that are not included. 

My main message is that to pursue any of these opportunities requires, in each 
case, an individual champion working through our EASST organisation and net-
work. We now have a stable and effective organisation so the basis is there for 
any interested member to extend our reach and influence. The current renewal of 
the Council (both the President and many Council members) is the opportunity for 
you to shape our future. So I hope that if these issues are important to you, you 
will consider putting yourself forward for election. If anyone would like to have a 
discussion with me about the role of president I would be happy to hear from you. 
In the new competitive academic market place our collective voice as an academ-
ic community is more important than ever.

Fred Steward is Emeritus Professor of Innovation & Sustainability at the University of 
Westminster, London, UK. He was a member of the first sts MSc cohort at the University 
of Manchester where he also did his PhD. His research addresses sociotechnical 
networks, transformative innovation and environmental sustainability. He has been 
President of EASST  2009-2016.
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EASST Council is pleased to announce that we have redesigned our EASST 
Fund scheme in response to a steady increase of interest. We now launch an 
annual call for applications with a €1000 per successful application (in con-
trast to our previous biennial - non-conference year – scheme). 

The scheme aims to promote national and cross-national community build-
ing within EASST, advance new questions, topics and perspectives in science 
and technology studies, as well as enable collaboration with non-academic 
actors publicly engaged in science and technology. EASST wishes to support 
a range of activities such as the organisation of conferences, network meet-
ings, seminars, workshops, etc.

We welcome Network and Community-building activities organised by, or 
leading to, the creation of national and regional academic associations or 
other academic and non-academic initiatives committed to the promotion 
of scholarly and public engagements with science and technology in the 
European region. Examples of activities supported in previous rounds: STS 
Austria launch event in Vienna, Spanish STS network (esCTS) annual meet-
ings, Technosciences of Post/Socialism conference in Budapest, Mattering 
Press open-access STS publishing initiative.

We similarly encourage the organisation of Workshops and Small confer-
ences within Europe with the potential of making significant theoretical and/
or empirical contributions to the field. Examples of supported activities from 
previous rounds: STS Perspectives on Energy conference in Lisbon, Does 
History Matter? Techno-sciences and their historically informed policies con-
ference in Athens, STS and Development workshop in Amsterdam

Activities should start between 1 January 2017 and 31 December 2017. 

EASST especially invites applications from parts of Europe where EASST 
activities and membership are under-represented (Southern and Eastern 
Europe). There is a total budget of €5000 for this call. By default we offer 
€1000 for successful applicants, but we also accept applications for small-
er sums. The proposed activities can be fully or partially funded by EASST. 
There are no quotas for the announced support categories.

• Applications can be submitted only by EASST members.

• Applications should specify the category they apply for and include a 
description of the proposed activity, addressing the criteria below. They 
should also include the proposed venue, date, organisers and expect-
ed number and profile of participants (when applicable) along with a 
budget specifying how the funds requested will be allocated. 

• Applications should be on our application form which can be download-
ed here: https://easst.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Application-
Form-for-EASST-Fund-2017.docx and submitted to admin@easst.net 
no later than 31 October 2016. 

call for applicaTionS for The 
annual eaSST fund (2017)

For further information please 
contact Marton Fabok at   
marton.fabok@liverpool.ac.uk or 
EASST administrator Sonia Liff at  
admin@easst.net.

how To apply?
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The key considerations in assessing the applications are the following:

• Community building on the national and cross-national level, and 
reaching to a European audience. Particular emphasis is given to novel 
network initiatives, especially in countries under-represented in EASST 
(Southern and Eastern Europe).

• Novel academic questions, new collaborations, and reaching beyond 
academia.

• Innovative initiatives in academia (e.g., open access publishing) and 
public engagement in science and technology.

• Open activities accessible for a wide array of participants and reaching 
a broad audience. 

Feasibility and value-for-money. We particularly welcome initiatives with lim-
ited access to other potential sources of funding.

Communication of award is expected by 30 November 2016. Recipients 
should notify the Council their acceptance of award within 15 days after the 
awards communication.

aSSeSSmenT of applicaTionS

• Since only a small number of EASST members will benefit directly from 
the activities supported, an approx. 2,000 words report will be required 
from those receiving awards which will be considered for publication 
in EASST Review. Beyond this, EASST also encourages applicants to 
pursue further strategies to address or involve the EASST membership 
more widely (such as a video from the activity which can appear on 
the EASST web-site or an online discussion or a web-exhibition, Twitter 
hashtag #EASST). 

• EASST support should be recognised in the public dissemination of the 
funded activity. This could involve the use of the EASST logo or a short 
statement on publicity or event materials.

• The awarded amount will be transferred against invoices after the event. 
In exceptional cases, full or partial pre-funding can be provided.

funding requiremenTS
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The 2016 EASST Awards for collaborative activity were made at the final plenary 
of the EASST / 4S Conference alongside the 4S awards. The plenary was hosted 
by EASST President, Fred Steward and 4S President, Lucy Suchman.

The plenary had a novel format. The Award Winners were paired and, following 
short citations from members of the prize committees (4S) or Council (EASST), 
they were encouraged ask questions of each other and to have a conversation 
about their work. 

The details of the EASST award winners are:

amSTerdamSka award

The 2016 EASST Amsterdamska award for a creatively edited anthology in STS 
is made to:

Beyond Imported Magic: Essays on Science, Technology, and Society in Latin 
America, MIT Press, 2014, edited by Eden Medina, Ivan da Costa Marques & 
Christina Holmes.

The eaSST awardS 2016

Banu Subramaniam (winner of the 
4S Fleck Prize) in conversation with 
Ivan da Costa Marques and Eden 
Medina.  
Cortesy of Govert Valkenburg

Beyond Imported Magic provide insights into Science and Technology studies in 
Latin America, which until now are only peripherally discussed in our field. It seeks 
to employ critical frameworks from science and technology studies (STS) to for-
mulate new ideas and knowledge about how Latin American peoples, countries, 
cultures, and environments create, adapt, and use science and technology. 

Its creative potential is founded in two core principles. The first explains the title 
of the book: Its contributions go beyond the idea of science and technology in 
Latin America as imported from somewhere else and instead explore alternative 
views of how scientific ideas and technologies are created, move, change and 
adapt. “Imported magic” was a native term applied about computers when they 
were first introduced in Brazil. The second principle is to examine the specifici-
ties of Latin American experiences to understand science and technology more 
broadly. The book does so throughout its three parts: The first part examines the 
politics of knowledge and representation in specific Latin American contexts and 
possible frames of analysis for studying science and technology in the region. 
The second traces the circulation of scientific ideas within community, national, 
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and transnational networks. The final part addresses the mechanisms through 
which scientific projects and technologies are linked to Latin American politics 
and political will.

The book opens with an introduction to the Latin American historical context for 
science and technology and for Science & Technology Studies. Already the in-
troduction very nicely points to how this kind of ‘area study’ in STS is not only 
about providing important insight into a part of the world broadly neglected by 
STS. Moreover, it is about how insights into this geographical area may provide 
innovative theoretical and empirical insights for the field of STS at large. The turn 
to other cultural ways of dealing with, developing, adapting and changing science 
and technology in order to learn also about the specificities of the culturality of the 
own understanding of science and technology suggests a promising method for 
theoretical and empirical developments of the field of STS. 

Beyond Imported Magic challenges the idea of science and technology as moving 
from the global north to the global south, from an alleged centre to an alleged 
periphery. While this point is in itself not new, but has tradition in the anthropo-
logical areas of STS, the richness and varity of the book’s empirical studies from 
one and the same region provide a refreshing view of how innovations coming 
out of Latin America was adapted in the global North, about how collaboration 
and co-development between Latin American scientists and technology devel-
opers have shaped not only Latin American science, technology and politics but 
also European/US ones. Additionally, studies are presented of how technological 
adaptations in Latin America of imported innovations have been taken up in the 
global north. 

Even though the understanding that knowledge is always situated and technol-
ogy always socio-materially embedded belongs to the foundational insights of 
Science & Technology Studies the empirical studies in the field often discuss sci-
ence and technology rather generally or in relation to rather small social practices. 
In both procedures the cultural situatedness of science and technology is often 
overlooked. In this situation Beyond Imported Magic very convincingly reminds us 
of the importance of taking into account local, professional, national and regional 
cultures and histories in the studies of science and technology. 

The Amsterdamska award is not only granted to books whose content is creative, 
of high quality and with promise to gain crucial impact in the field of STS. At least 
as important for granting the award is the book’s collaborative contribution. The 
book is a result of a collaborations of scholars of all status levels: from ph.d to 
post docs, assistant professors, independent researchers, and Professors. The 
collaboration that finally resulted in the book started at a workshop that was part 
of the planning of the 4S meeting in Buenos Aires in 2014, followed up by a meet-
ing among the authors and local STS scholars in Bloomington. Of this followed 
an open call for contributions, which we expect has also evoked engagement in 
the field of STS in South America. Not only is the book a result of a collaborative 
process. We also expect the book to be important for collaboration and commu-
nity building within STS in South America, and among South American scholars 
and scholars in Europe and the rest of the world. EASST highly appreciates this 
collaborative endeavour and highly values that Beyond Imported Magic is not only 
the result of a collaborative process, but probably just as much is likely to ignite 
collaboration in the STS community in South America and beyond. 

The aim of EASST as an organisation is to support Studies of Science and 
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Technology in Europe. Why award a book from and about South America? On the 
one hand EASST greatly values that many scholars with background in European 
institutions have contributed to this book. Indeed, half of the contributors work or 
have been working in Europe. When considering what counts as ‘European’ one 
might in a globalized world moreover need – and want – to go beyond a geopolit-
ical definition. This book’s great value for European STS scholars is to challenge 
prevailing concepts and methodologies through actively listening to ‘different’ 
experiences. 

freeman award

The 2016 EASST Freeman Award for a collective contribution to the interaction of 
STS with the study of innovation’ is made to: 

The New Production of Users: Changing Innovation Collectives and Involvement 
Strategies, Routledge, 2016, edited by Sampsa Hyysalo, Torben Elgaard Jensen 
& Nelly Oudshoorn.

Nelly Oudshoorn, Torben Elgaard 
Jensen & Sampsa Hyysalo being 
challenged by Sally Wyatt (who 
was receiving the 4S Infrastructure 
Prize on behalf of the Netherlands 
Graduate Research School of 
Science, Technology and Modern 
Culture). 
Cortesy of Govert Valkenburg

This book addresses the phenomenon of users centered innovation from a wide 
set of perspectives. Users innovation occurs in almost all areas, such as medi-
cine, drugs, informatics, design, urban infrastructures, wind turbines. While the 
book is centered on STS, contributions also come from other fields, including 
management, innovation studies, legal studies and techno-anthropology. The vol-
ume originates in the EASST/4S Copenhagen meeting in 2012 where the idea of a 
book was discussed with the participants of a dedicated session and an open call 
for chapters was subsequently organized. The final volume holds contributions 
from 6 European countries (Finland, Denmark, Netherlands, UK, Norway, Sweden) 
and four contributors from the USA.

The volume gathers a rich set of contributions on users centered innovation. The 
11 chapters are grouped into four parts. The first part focuses on theories of user 
innovation and the production of users in innovation. The second part is dedi-
cated to user-producer engagements and industrial strategizing. Part III discuss-
es innovation practices and user communities and the volume ends with a part 
on unwanted innovation and non-users. In addition, the editors have produced a 
comprehensive introductory chapter and Trevor Pinch has written an afterword.

We think the volume produces an outstanding contribution to the interface of STS 
and innovation studies. First of all, it provides a timely renewal of studies of users 
innovation. It takes stock of the different perspectives, including user-centered 
design, participatory design, open source software, consumption studies, co-cre-
ation and peer production. It also brings them together in a novel way. It interest-
ingly demonstrates, for instance, that a wide part of the history of marketing may 
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be analyzed as direct and indirect forms of involvements (voluntary or not) of 
users to the innovation process. It also discusses how this may challenge the idea 
that users innovation is associated with democratization of innovation. Secondly, 
the volume broadens the usual interest in user innovation. It goes beyond the 
traditional focus on situations of co-production in a participatory mode and also 
studies users’ innovation when it occurs in the margins, sometimes illegally, or 
when it is associated with controversies and conflicts. In doing so, and that is 
the third contribution, does the volume bring a novel research agenda on users in 
innovation. It succeeds in deepening the analysis of the place of empowerment, 
community building and strengthening of social capital in innovation dynamics. 

To summarize, this volume is an excellent and opportune illustration of the 
cross-fertilization between STS and innovation studies. It will constitute a land-
mark in the area of users’ innovation. Therefore, it is awarded the EASST Freeman 
prize 2016.

Ziman award

Paul Wouters, Ismael Rafols & 
Sarah de Rijcke explaining their 
approach to Arie Rip (winner of the 
4S Mentoring award) 
Photograph by Govert 
Valkenburg

The 2016 EASST Ziman Award for a ‘collaborative promotion of public interaction 
with science and technology’ is made to:

The Leiden Manifesto - declaration, website and international network, au-
thored by Diana Hicks, Paul Wouters, Ludo Waltman, Sarah de Rijcke & Ismael 
Rafols.

The Leiden Manifesto is an initiative to engage with the rise of metrics based re-
search assessment by articulating a set of principles which draw on the insights 
of science and technology studies on the nature of knowledge. 

It has a distinctive European dimension as a partnership between Dutch and 
Spanish centres in science, technology and innovation studies along with a US 
scholar and arises from the European hosting of an international scientometrics 
conference. 

It addresses a broad audience of ‘evaluators’ who are often tasked with a role 
of assessing research performance with the ultimate goal of reassuring ‘public’ 
accountability. The manifesto represents a serious and successful public-facing 
and comprehensible interpretation of the technical area of metrics which is under-
standable by a wide audience. It draws on state of the art knowledge on research 
metrics and is linked to an extensive range of international projects, publications, 
conferences, workshops and networks. 

Presented as a distillation of best practice it is at the same time informed by core 
STS concepts about knowledge. It emphasises situatedness both in terms of 
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different cognitive domains and research missions as well as the wider socioeco-
nomic, national and regional context. It also engages with performativity and the 
way in which indicators can change the knowledge system itself.

The initiative is designed to influence evaluation practice rather than simply to cri-
tique it. This is an impressive effort to take specialised scientometric knowledge 
into a wide policy arena. 

Much research evaluation practice and discourse is quite narrowly national in 
nature. This collaboration has turned it into a wider international European and 
global comversation. Its relevance to widely diverse national contexts is shown 
by the number of translations from Catalan to Chinese. It is generating a signifi-
cant ‘impact’ through the creation of an extensive international network. Research 
evaluation is often treated in a technocratic and managerial fashion. This initiative 
promotes a more reflexive approach and recommends a coevolution approach.

John Ziman, President of EASST 1983-86 contributions to ‘public interaction’ in-
volved a number of interventions on contemporary political aspects of science 
- social responsibility of scientists, expert conflict and innovation, freedom of sci-
entists in the Soviet Union, and careers within the science system. They could be 
described as public actions aimed at politicians and scientists. 

This initiative resonates with the Ziman tradition in being addressed to a broad 
interdisiplinary professional audience of evaluators and scientists on a visible 
public issue of research accountability.
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President: 

Fred Steward (University of Westminster)

Council of the European Association for the Study of Science and Technology:

Elected members:

Attila Bruni (University of Trento)

Marton Fabok (University of Liverpool, student representative)

Ignacio Farías (Technical University of Munich)

Maja Horst (University of Copenhagen)

Pierre-Benoit Joly (National Institute of Agronomic Research, Paris)

Vicky Singleton (Lancaster Unversity)

Fred Steward, President (University of Westminster) 

Estrid Sørensen (Ruhr-University Bochum)

Harro van Lente (University of Utrecht)

Co-opted members: 

Salla Sariola (editor of Science & Technology Studies)

Ingmar Lippert (manager EASST Eurograd list)

Miquel Domenech (co-organizer 2016 4S/EASST conference)

Lucy Suchman (President of the Society for Social Studies of Science, ex-officio)

EASST‘s Past Presidents: 

Christine Hine, 2005-2008; Sally Wyatt, 2000-2004; Rob Hagendijk, 1997-2000; 
Aant Elzinga, 1991-1997; Stuart Blume, 1987-1991; John Ziman, 1983-1986; Peter 
Weingart, 1982. 

Member benefits:

EASST organizes a biennial conference and supports a number of “off-year” 
events such as workshops, PhD summer schools and national/regional STS 
meetings. Members are entitled to apply for EASST Network and EASST Event 
Funds and are offered reduced registration rates for the biennial EASST confer-
ence and many other EASST events.

EASST awards three biennial academic prizes for excellence in various aspects of 
community-building – the Olga Amsterdamska award for a creative collaboration 
in an edited book or special issue in the broad field of science and technology 
studies, the Chris Freeman award for a significant collective contribution to the 
interaction of science and technology studies with the study of innovation, and 
the John Ziman award for a significant innovative cooperation in a venture to 
promote public interaction with science and technology.

EASST publishes the EASST Review and offers member access to the journal 
Science & Technology Studies.


