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WELCOME TO THE “TRADING ZONES IN TECHNOLOGICAL
SOCIETIES” CONFERENCE
It is a great pleasure for us to welcome you to the city of Liège for this conference, organized
by the SPIRAL Research Centre at the occasion of its 20th birthday.
The general theme of this conference is ‘’Trading Zones in Technological Societies”. We
chose this topic as SPIRAL, from its beginning, located itself as an hybrid space between risk
research, science and technology studies and public policy, or in other words as a ‘trading
zones, this concept elaborated by Peter Galison (1997) to indicate interactions and exchanges
across boundaries and between scientific disciplines.
For this conference, we expand this concept to cover interactions in our technological
societies, and the “pidgins” that emerge enabling some communication or collaboration in
which various perspectives, interests, visions, imaginaries or narratives are combined. This
occurs anyway, but the experience of SPIRAL has shown that this perspective allows
understanding issues of technological societies and contributes to handling them productively.
As you will see from the programme, we have paid attention to including various perspectives
and entry points to the notion and expressions of “trading zones”. On DAY 1, our keynote
speakers, Prof. S. Jasanoff, Prof. A. Stirling and Prof. P-B Joly, will propose us their vision of
“trading zones”. These contributions will then be discussed by Prof. A. Rip before a Q/A
session with the audience which we expect to be vivid and provocative.
On DAY 2, 32 contributions will be presented by contributors from more than 10 countries
and discussed by our keynote speakers in the framework of three parallel streams of
presentations, each addressing a specific subtheme:
-

Governance of the knowledge societies
Safety and Nuclear Energy
Genomics and Public Health

In addition, we grouped three presentations which address “trading zones” from a more
theoretical perspective within a Special Session entitled “Interrogating trading zones”. These
will be discussed by Prof. A. Rip during the last round of presentations on DAY 2.
To arrange the conference, we have received support from several organizations, which we
are very thankful for:
-

The Fond de la Recherche Scientifique – FNRS
The Belgian Science and Technology Studies network – BSTS
The Réseau des Doctorants de l’Université de Liège – ReD
The Administration Recherche et Développement de l’Université de Liège – ARD

We hope that you will enjoy the conference, the social activities and that you will have time
to visit our proud and lovely city of Liège.
The organizing committee
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THE SPIRAL RESEARCH CENTRE

Since its creation in 1995, the research centre SPIRAL from the University of Liège developed
a unique expertise in the fields of risk analysis and management and public policies appraisal.
The research conducted at SPIRAL fundamentally pertains to a global reflection on
governance in a context of scientific uncertainty and dynamics of technological innovation.
SPIRAL activities are distributed among four strategic areas :
-

Risk & governance
Science & Technology Studies
Public policy and administration
Methodological innovations

SPIRAL is an academic research
department that is characterized by a
strong interdisciplinary approach. A broad
diversity of disciplinary backgrounds is to
be found among the collaborators: political
science,
sociology,
law,
public
administration, anthropology, deontology,
political philosophy, environmental science.
SPIRAL’s know-how rests on a great deal
of qualitative and participatory methods that allow for original and innovative inquiries for
assessing and contributing to decision making-processes.
Our expertise is essential to
democratise technological choices, engage with stakeholders, policy-makers and citizens in
innovative and participatory ways, and facilitate the responsible development of usersoriented innovations.
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UNIVERSITY OF LIEGE
(Source: www.ulg.ac.be)

The only complete public university in the Belgian French-speaking community, the University
of Liège prides itself on its pluralistic vision and on its pursuit of excellence in teaching,
research, and innovation. It is a member of the Wallonia-Europe University Academy
(together with Gembloux Agro Bio Tech).
With a student body numbering 20,000 and a staff of 4300, 2800 of whom are teachers or
researchers, the University of Liège offers enriching and diversified courses of study (38
bachelor's, 193 master's, and 68 advanced master's programmes), is committed to the
development of student-centred learning, is intensely involved in international research
programmes (especially the European Union's FP6, FP7 and H2020 projects) and is in contact
with more than 600 institutions throughout the world (250 in Europe). The University of
Liège is fully integrated into the greater European education (Bologna) and research (Lisbon)
sphere, and more globally, into the main international scientific networks.
Attuned to society's needs, the University of Liège also plays an important role in Wallonia as
creator of new economic high value-added economic activities and as coordinator of
technological centres bringing together the public and private sectors.
Located in a city near the meeting point of Germanic and Latin cultures (the Euregio MeuseRhine and the Greater Area), the University of Liège is the culmination of a long intellectual
and educational tradition. Easily accessible by road, air or train, the university has much to
offer prospective students and researchers from across Europe and beyond who wish to
partake of its ongoing commitment to quality research and teaching, already internationally
recognized.
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WELCOME TO LIEGE
THE CITY
(Source: http://www.liege.be/telechargements/pdf/tourisme/borchure-generale-angl-ot2012.pdf)

As the most important tourist city in Wallonia, Liège has countless marvels in store waiting
to be discovered. The characteristic districts, the river Meuse, which transects from South to
North, the abrupt and wooded hills surrounding it as well as its marked relief, providing a
multitude of original perspectives give the city an exceptional charm.

A very current folklore kept alive by a positive-minded population, always ready for a feast,
lively districts and a large number of restaurants all combine to make this an essential part of
any trip to Belgium, not to mention its vigorous cultural and artistic life and a considerable
architectural heritage.

The surrounding area also offers a vast array of options for walking and tourist visits.
For more info, see the leaflet provided in the conference file.
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TRANSPORTATION
The easiest way to reach Liège by train is to arrive at the Liège-Guillemins station, that is well
connected to many Belgian, Dutch, German, French and British cities. The Belgian rail
company (SNCB/NMBS) provides both national and international travel information
(timetables, route planner, fees, ticket booking, etc.).

Once at the station, you can either walk (25-30 minutes) or catch the bus right in
front of the station.
The easiest way is to use line 1, 4 or 48.
These have frequent service (one bus
every 10 minutes or so) from 05:30 AM
to 12:00 PM, and will take about 15-20
minutes to get you to « Place SaintLambert », 300m from the Conference
Venue. Additional information can be
obtained from TEC, the Liège bus
company.
You may also take a local train (no
additional fee) to Liège-Palais
Train Station (3min. from LiègeGuillemins), and walk 200 meters to the
city centre.
● Liège-Guillemins Station
● Liège Palais Station
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PRACTICAL CONFERENCE INFORMATION
CONFERENCE VENUES
On October 15 (DAY 1), the “Keynote Session” and the welcome cocktail will be held at
the “Cité Miroir”, an old municipal pool of the city centre renovated into a beautiful
interdisciplinary space dedicated to culture and science.
Address: Place Xavier-Neujean 22, 4000 Liège

(Source: http://www.citemiroir.be/)

On October 16 (DAY 2), the “Parallel Sessions” and the SPIRAL’s birthday party will be
held at the “Bocholtz”, a magnificent historical building of the centre of Liège.
Address: Place Saint-Michel 80, 4000 Liège

(Source : www.bocholtz.be/)
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MAP
● Liège Palais Station
● Cité Miroir – DAY 1
● Bocholtz – DAY 2
● Hotel Crown Plaza
O Place Saint-Lambert
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SOCIAL EVENTS
October 15 – DAY 1
19:45 - After the keynote session, we kindly invite you to a welcome cocktail at the “Cité
Miroir”.

October 16 – DAY 2
17:30 – 18:00 - As a conclusion to the conference, we propose you to participate to a beer
tasting workshop entitled: “Beer Tasting and Subjectivity Science in the Making: A
Participatory Experiment”. A talented STS researcher, Thomas Vangeebergen, will
propose you to taste a beer at different stages of its brewing and will guide you through the
subjectivity of tasting beyond good and bad beers.
18:00 – … - You are kindly invited to participate to the SPIRAL 20th Birthday Party,
including dinner and a folk music concert which will be prolonged in Liège City Centre from
23:00 on.
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THE REGISTRATION FEE INCLUDES
-

Admission to all sessions
Conference materials
Daily coffee breaks
Welcome cocktail on October 15
Lunch on October 16
SPIRAL’s birthday party on October 16

PAYMENT REGISTRATION FEE
You can pay the registration fee via bank transfer until October 1, or on-site by cash.
The official currency at the congress is Euro. Cheques and foreign currencies are not
accepted.

CERTIFICATE OF ATTENDANCE
Participants may ask to receive a digital certificate of attendance by email after the congress.

SCIENTIFIC INFO
Each presenter is allocated about 30 minutes :
-

20 minutes for presentation
5 minutes for comments from the chair
5 minutes for Q/A with the audience

This is to be adapted depending on the number of presentations in the session. We kindly ask
to bring your presentation on a USB key and show up in the allocated room at least 15
minutes before the session starts to introduce yourself to the session chair and upload and
test your presentation.
A computer will be available in each session room where PowerPoint files can be uploaded
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PROGRAMME OVERVIEW
OCTOBER 15 - DAY 1
KEYNOTE SESSION – CITÉ MIROIR
Place Xavier-Neujean 22, 4000 Liège
14:30 – 15:30
15:30 – 16:00

Registration
Welcome discourses
-

Prof. A. Corhay, Rector of the University of Liège

-

Prof. A-L Durviaux, President of the Political Science Department

-

Prof. C. Fallon, Director of SPIRAL

16:00 – 16:45

Prof. A. Stirling

16:45 – 17:30

Prof. P-B Joly

17:30 – 18:00

Coffee Break

18:00 – 18:45

Prof. S. Jasanoff

18:45 – 19:15

Discussion by Prof. A. Rip

19:15 – 19:45

Q/A Session chaired by Prof. A. Rip

19:45

Cocktail
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OCTOBER 16 - DAY 2
PARALLEL SESSION – BOCHOLTZ
Place Saint-Michel 80, 4000 Liège
Room 1
Governance of knowledge
societies [GKS]
10:00 – 12:00

[GKS1] Governing
knowledge

by

and

trough

[SNE1] The Making of Safety

Chair: P-B Joly

Chair: A. Stirling

[GKS2] Reframing rights and citizenship

[SNE2] Interdisciplinarity in action

Chair: P-B Joly

[GPH1] Co-production of genomics and
public health
Chair: S. Jasanoff

[GPH2] Blurring health and lifestyle

Chair: A. Stirling

Chair: S. Jasanoff

Coffee Break + Poster Session

15:00 – 15:30
15:30 – 17:30

Room 3
Genomics and Public Health
[GPH]

Lunch + Poster Session

12:00 – 13:00
13:00 – 15:00

Room 2
Safety and Nuclear Energy
[SNE]

[GKS3] The fabric of users and intellectual
property
Chair: P-B Joly

Special Session : Interrogating “Trading
Zones”
Chair: A. Rip

[GPH3] Beyond evidence-based medicine

17:30 – 18:00

Conclusion: “Beer Tasting and Subjectivity Science in the Making: A Participatory Experiment”

18:00 – 23:00

SPIRAL’s 20th Birthday Party

23:00 - …

Liège by night
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Chair: S. Jasanoff

DETAILED PROGRAMME
OCTOBER 16 - DAY 2
Governance of knowledge societies [GKS1]
Room 1 : 10:00 – 12:00
Governing by and trough knowledge
Chair: P-B Joly
Cerroni, A. Università di Milano Bicocca, Italy, andrea.cerroni@unimib.it
Giuffredi, R. CERN, Geneva, Switzerland / Università di Bologna, Italy
“EU knowledge society and the production of scientific knowledge in the views of the European policy-makers:
visions, values and legitimate actors”
European Union declared in the 2000 Lisbon European Council the will to turn itself in “the most competitive and dynamic
knowledge-based economy in the world”(Lisbon European Council, 23-24.03.2000: Conclusions of the Presidency). The vision of
a society based on knowledge was not new: it had been proposed by scholars since the ‘40s, and had become a policy issue,
debated at national level, in the ‘90s, on the landscape of the ICTs, life sciences and nanotech waves of technological innovation.
The core idea of knowledge society is that, while ever since their ‘birth’ human species have taken advantage from knowledge,
and knowledge has been distinctive of every human society in the past, it is only after the first half of the XX th century that we
can recognize in knowledge the real centre of society. Of course, neither agriculture nor industry have become irrelevant, and
the same is true for their key economic factors: land, capital and work. However, knowledge, due to its capacity to re-valuate
the traditional economic factors, has progressively been taking the scene, relegating them on the backstage. We shall try to give
an insight into how Europe is structuring scientific knowledge policies, which have become increasingly relevant for the socioeconomical functioning of developed countries: which are the policies shaping criteria? What are the declared aims of scientific
research and what are the structures and instruments of scientific policy? Who is deciding over scientific policies and how? Is
there a particular, if not openly declared, sociological imagination underling such orientations? Knowledge production and use,
indeed, has not only acquired importance as a key economic factor, but it has become a matter of lively public dispute in
Western countries about daily-life-relevant matters. The request underlying citizens’ protests is strongly related to legitimacy
and breath of the scientific decision-making process. European Institutions especially are perceived as opaque and far from
citizens’ concerns, and many inquiries have already been made on the public attitude towards techno-scientific decisions. Our
research, conversely, will focus on the European policy-makers’ visions of scientific knowledge production, their policy-shaping
guiding values and the actors they consider legitimate to participate in decision-making. At the end we shall outline the network
of actors who actually take part to the European scientific policy-making process (politicians, EU officers, advisors, national
research bodies, governments, scientists, lobbies, companies…) while at the same time we will try to paint the European policymakers’ vision of scientific knowledge production and governance in Europe.
Stegmaier, P. University of Twente, The Netherlands, p.stegmaier@utwente.nl
“The tentative governance of problems and convergences”
Intermediaries are the logistics centres of puzzling and powering cognitively and normatively valid meanings with the
participation of various interaction partners. Science-society intermediaries provide the knowledge valuation logistics for
new technologies and unprecedented scientific research endeavours. Depending on the particular case, they carry out
research, debate, advice, or education activities. At the same time there are new intermediaries which adventure to
institutionalize new institutions. This paper aims to capture as “governance-in-action” newer developments in the conditions,
activities, and results of scientific research in the Netherlands along the examples of the Centre for Society and
Genomics, NanoNext, ESRC Genomics Network, and Mesa+; thus the typical chances and limitations/shortcomings of
intermediary governance of scientific knowledge and action as well as of science communication. The contemporary
governance of sciences oscillates between existing and newly designed arenas. There is much experimentation with
intermediaries responsible for the communication between the sciences and various publics—just as the issues of
communication as well as their publics and arenas have become highly volatile. Institutional practice is changing; governance
innovation takes place—but what is going on in these new arenas, which publics are being involved in which way? The key is to
look at these agencies: on how they are organized; how they structure the problems of governing and communicating the latest
outcomes of and challenges through scientific knowledges; how they construct their issues, arenas and publics; how in
their own institutionalization processes themselves are expressions of “tentative governance”?
Governance is ‘tentative’ when it is designed (practiced, exercised or evolves) as a particularly dynamic process to manage
interdependencies and contingencies in a non-finalizing way; rather prudent (e.g. trial and error, or learning processes in
general) and preliminary (e.g. temporally limited) than prescriptive and persistent. ‘Tentative governance’ plays with flexibility and
acts incrementally. The notion of ‘tentative governance’ typically aims at creating spaces of openness, probing and learning
instead of trying to limit options for actors, institutions and processes. Tentative and stable forms of governance seem
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to co-exist and to co-evolve. Against the background of more stable forms of governing, there is always a—smaller or larger—
spectrum of institutional practice and structures that are changing. Governance innovation takes place—but in which ways?
This paper clearly focuses on the governance side of the coin of what the ‘trading zone’ discourse addresses: What can be
observed is the convergence of technologies (as objects and as means of governance), of institutions (as means and arenas
of technology governance), and of the work the boundary works do (in terms of approximating perspectives, objectives,
and knowledges). At the same time, while governance may try to promote desired effects, the actor constellations and
institutional arrangements, deliberations and decision-making are too complex as to reach aims straight on. Neither the
effectiveness of classical-modernist political practices and science governance nor that of new deliberative ones is clear.
Easy solutions are not in sight. Actors often seem to undertake “explorative”, “underdetermined” or even “ad hoc” movements
in search of the right constellations and opportunities, strategies and breakthroughs whilst addressing more or less moving
targets. From a governance studies point of view it is crucial to explore for which (cognitive and normative) problems the three
aforementioned convergences are assumed to be the answers.
Charlier, N. University of Liège, SPIRAL Research Centre, Belgium, ncharlier@ulg.ac.be
“Exploring personal accounts of ‘scientific impacts’: various ways of making ‘relevant research’”
The attempts to make science socio-economically relevant, as a major transformation of research and innovation (R&I) systems,
has been pointed out and analyzed by various authors (Hessels & Van Lente, 2008). However, little attention has been paid so far
to the various political conceptions of R&I coexisting in this evolving context. As a PhD student, I investigate the multiple ways
science is conceived and valued: I aim at analyzing and comparing political discourses about R&I in Flanders and Wallonia
(Belgium). This specific contribution for the “Trading Zones” conference focuses on the notion of “research impacts” (valorisation
de la recherche). Most of the recent research funding schemes implemented in Flanders and Wallonia include a criteria of
“impact” for the selection of projects, framed in technological and/or economic terms. In this paper, the way “research impacts”
is framed in specific discourses, and translated in a variety of practices and institutional settings, is explored. Two compared case
studies provide the empirical data: the analysis is centered on two large University biotech research centres, and two public
universities. More specifically, it relies on 25 semi-structured interviews with principal investigators and with members of
University research councils. The proposal aims at mapping and comparing how interviewees conceive of “research impacts”:
how do they address this highly political notion? How do they translate it in their everyday practice, inside or outside academia?
The analysis will compare interviewees’ personal conceptions with the public discourses on research impacts circulated by their
institutions (websites, public relations material). It will also relate personal accounts to the institutional structures and settings
enacting and favoring specific framings of “impacts” (role of technology transfer offices, legal settings and policy incentive for
patenting, type of University-Industry partnerships, etc.). This will allow for the study of the trading zones between scientists’
conceptions and practices at a micro-level on the one hand, and institutional arrangements and R&I policy making on the other:
connecting the specific interviewees’ discourses to a broader context is a key step to understand the negotiations and struggles
related to the role of scientists in a strategic science regime (Rip, 2000).
Piron, D. University of Liège, SPIRAL Research Centre, Belgium, damien.piron@ulg.ac.be
“The role of national accounts in contemporary knowledge societies: a critical perspective on a little-known
governance tool”
Since their emergence in the 1930’s, national accounts have become a key instrument in policy making (Vanoli, 2005).
Aggregates such as the gross domestic product (GDP) and the gross fixed capital formation (i.e. investment) are
scrutinized on a daily basis by ministers, MP’s, civil servants and the media to assess the outcomes of public policies.
Since the signature of the Maastricht Treaty (1992) and the establishment of so-called ‘convergence criteria’, two performance
indicators acquired a central role in the field of public finance: net lending/borrowing (i.e. public deficit) and consolidated
general government gross debt. Indeed, in order to qualify for the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) and avoid sanctions,
governments were asked to restrict both indicators to respectively 3% and 60% of their national GDP. Many scholars have
already analysed the political and economic rationale behind these figures (Buiter, Corsetti, & Roubini, 1993; Dyson &
Featherstone, 1999; Heipertz & Verdun, 2010).
Despite the key informational role they play in the governance of contemporary knowledge societies, national accounts remain
little-known by social scientists. Drawing on Desrosières (2002, 2008)’s sociology of statistics, I therefore propose to open
the ‘black box’ of this technology of government. More precisely, I will tackle the two following issues:
1. What kind of knowledge do national accounts produce?
2. How do they affect governmental practices?
Insights from Wallonia and Flanders (Belgium) suggest that despite numerous limitations and criticism, national accounts still
guide the decisions taken by national officials dealing with public finance, acting merely as a ‘disciplining tool’ (Lemoine, 2011).
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Governance of knowledge societies [GKS2]
Room 1 : 13:00 – 15:00
Reframing rights and citizenship
Chair: P-B Joly
Schuh, D. University of Vienna, Austria, d.schuh@univie.ac.at
“European citizenship and the governance of international surrogacy arrangements”
Existing for several centuries, national citizenship has been the main institution regulating membership in political communities
and hereby provides the philosophical rationale and daily structure of socio-political organization in modern societies. While
citizenship has experienced tremendous shifts and changes throughout its entire history, my study asks about the contribution of
societies’ engagement with science and technology to this process. More precisely, I’m interested in the nexus of contemporary
transformations in citizenship and changing biotechnological understandings and interventions in human reproduction.
This focus stresses that citizenship was always – at least in part – articulated in biological terms: In fact, granting citizenship
through descent has long been the sole means of determining nationality in many parts of the world and today remains the
dominant tenet in most European countries. The way we understand lineage, however, changes together with an increase of
scientific knowledge about - and technological interventions in - human reproduction.
I employ a case-study approach that places surrogate motherhood in the centre of my investigation. More precisely, I investigate
how France, Germany and Austria confront and negotiate citizen’s engagement in international surrogacy arrangements and
focus on the way membership to these countries is articulated and reshaped. I will examine different convictions about the way
states should navigate between collective and individual interests in the face of increasing global interconnectedness and trace
how they become coproduced with normative stances about family life and the integrity of women and children. I further
compare and contextualize the varying processes of coproduction between citizenship and reproductive technologies with
attempts to harmonize the relationship between citizens and their states within the European Union.
Today, we find ourselves at a particular interesting point in time in which the increase of mobility and the global flow of public
goods and services challenge the connection between political membership and territorial space in profound and unprecedented
ways. At the same time, scientific knowledge and technologies designed to understand and intervene in the human body changes
the way we think about collectivity and belonging. In this regard, my study focuses citizenship as a case to examine the nexus of
both of these transformations.
Meyers, G. KU Leuven, Belgium, gert.meyers@soc.kuleuven.be
“Personal data tracking in insurance: from solidarity to fairness?”
People are insurable because insurers have a very precise knowledge of what will happen on a population level. People
are willing to buy insurance products because they don’t know what will happen to them on a personal level. This
epistemological veil of ignorance makes that the insurance mechanism (i.e. the pooling of risks) leads to solidarity.
Accurate knowledge of the population or the insurance risk pool enables insurers to categorize people and ‘discriminate’ high
risk individuals from low risk individuals (Drèze & Schokkaert, 2012; Ewald, 1986, 1991, 2012; Hacking, 1990). Discrimination is
used in insurance discourse as a neutral concept: to discriminate is to make distinctions, to categorize… but distinctions have
consequences (Bowker & Star, 2000; Fourcade & Healy, 2013; Lampland & Star, 2009). Moreover, being categorized as
‘uninsurable’ by one insurer makes it often difficult to be insured by other insurers (Van Hoyweghen, 2010, 2013).
Because Big Data promises to enable more accurate distinctions, insurers are interested to use these new types of analytics
(MunichRe, 2014, 2015; SwissRe, 2014). Because the insurance-mechanism-as-we-know-it is inherently linked with the
constitution of solidarity, the potential alteration of insurance markets and hence the constitution of solidarity by new practices
of knowledge production is of our biggest concern (Ewald, 1986, 2012; Lehtonen & Liukko, 2011, 2015).
Insurers are dreaming to introduce ‘black boxes’ that generate and/or store personal data for car and health insurance plans
(Olson, 2014a, 2014c; Pearn, 2014; Schütte, 2014; Werneyer, 2014). They defend fairness can be acquired by making
people responsible, for instance for their driving behavior: good drivers should be rewarded by giving discounts, rather than be
punished with high premiums that are caused by irresponsible bad drivers (DriveSmartInsurance, 2014). Actuarial fairness
– a technical concept in economics – can be pursued by refined risk calculation: each individual should pay a premium according
to his/her own risk (Landes, 2015). Besides making people responsible, it would also incentivize people to live healthy (King &
Mobasheri, 2014; Olson, 2014a).
Are we witnessing a shift in the consequences of insurance that are the result of new practices of data generation and knowledge
production? Are we moving from solidarity (people are willing to contribute to the risk pool because they do not know what
will happen to them) to fairness (people – with good risks – are willing to buy insurance when their personalized risk) as
the main moral and political legitimization of insurance markets?
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Van Dijk, N. Vrije Universiteit Brussels, Belgium, nvdijk@vub.ac.be
Rommetveit, K. University of Bergen, Norway
“The Median Estate. Breaking down boundaries and reconstituting rights”
“Research, science and innovation have the potential to improve all areas of the economy and society, and help us tackle our main societal
challenges. Working in silos is not an option, [...] it is necessary to break artificial silos and work as a team in order to tackle major
challenges, overcome tough obstacles and implement reforms.”
This quote is taken from the inaugural speech of Carlos Moedas, the newly appointed commissioner for research and innovation
at the European Commission. Although used in a high-level political context, the silo metaphor resonates with demands within
recent technoscientific innovation networks. The existing ontological, disciplinary and social boundaries of epistemic practices
here have to be broken down and re-aligned towards solving grand societal policy challenges and the making of new markets.
The delicate intermediary trading zones formerly achieved between such practices hereby becomes rapidly transformed into
imperatives.
In this contribution, we will focus on a new kind of trading zone arising in fields heavily driven by ICTs and where legal rights
increasingly become matters of engineering, design and scientific risk management. Our analysis builds on studies made of recent
practices targeted towards assessments of risks to rights and freedoms in fields such as smart grids and RFIDs. These risk
assessments are then also expected to form the basis of design and engineering, through which (protections of) fundamental
rights become hardcoded into information infrastructures. Within these newly established trading zones legal and ethical
principles are taken out of their more traditional sites of articulation. Through such operations trading zones gradually shift away
from the periphery as the intermediary region “between” more traditional institutional or disciplinary “silos” like policy, law,
ethics, science and technology development. Instead they become new centres of jurisdiction that order the role and
contributions of these disciplines.
These new emerging regimes cannot merely be seen as sites where people exchange objects, knowledge and values. They are
also apparatuses that reconstitute academics as knowledge workers, technicians as value engineers, and ethicists as moral
entrepreneurs. These developments pose important questions for STS: Does the trading zones concept still have enough critical
currency when it becomes a normalized state of things? Or do we need to pay more attention to these constitutive and
constitutional dimensions, by inquiring into the possibilities for establishing checks and balances between ecologies of different
knowledge practices?
Hendrickx, K. KU Leuven, Belgium, kim.hendrickx@soc.kuleuven.be
“The Bio-Economy and Knowing Bios: on the Politics of Metaphors.”
This paper explores sciences about the human body (nutrition, pharmacology, genetics) and relates these sciences to the spaces
and boundary negotiations that we call the ‘market’. In a first move, I give examples of how different versions of the body are
enacted according to the particular requirements of specific markets (the EU) or market segments (drugs, food). I argue that the
bio-economy – a political project aiming at the acceleration of knowledge production in the life sciences in a more integrated
economic environment – leads to fragmentations and new divisions. The better the body gets known and manipulated, the more
it proliferates and poses new questions. In a second move, I conceive of the body as a witty agent in its own right, or a Trickster,
along the lines of Donna Haraway. What if our current questions are not due to a lack of knowledge (a gap to be filled), but the
very condition that characterizes our relation to the body and the living? Even if many life scientists and STS scholars
acknowledge this, the political-literary metaphors of reading and decoding (as with genes for example) remain strong. Where
would the metaphor of conversation take us instead? Conversation implies the mutual ability to respond (responsability) and gives
a different purport to the question whether a technology or intervention ‘works’ or not (e.g. drugs, functional food, GM crops).
In short, the Trickster may help to re-politicize questions about the bio-economy where the current ideas of extraction,
manipulation and valorization will not do. More than a metaphor, and less than a generalisation, the Trickster is a trope that, in
order to be thought, requires an engagement with ‘risk’, precisely where the bio-economy tries to disengage from risk through
procedure.

Governance of knowledge societies [GKS3]
Room 1 : 15:30 – 17:30
The fabric of users and intellectual property
Chair: P-B Joly
Moors, E.H.M. Utrecht Universit, Innovation Studies, The Netherlands, E.H.M.Moors@uu.nl
“Co-Creating Innovation: Convergence and institutionalisation in health innovations”
Innovation is crucial to address today’s complex societal challenges, such as climate change, healthy living and
demographic ageing. It increasingly relies on co-creation: cooperation of multiple actors in a creative process, aligning a
variety of ideas, expertise and interests. Though innovation processes are well understood from a linear science,
technology, and innovation perspective, we currently lack a theory of how co-creation processes occur.
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Three trends stress the need for in-depth study of co-creation in innovation. First, new technologies become increasingly
complex and converged, such as nanomedicines, biochips or nutraceuticals. Technology developers from different disciplines
are involved, who need cross-cutting, multi-disciplinary skills to converge novel ideas and expertise.
Second, actor engagement grows. Today, we are living in an increasingly individualized society of consumers, who are
undertaking action to self-actualisation and co-creating their own lives. Citizens and technology users want more active
involvement in codeveloping new innovations promoting wellbeing instead of profit. They often collaborate in communities,
creating innovation platforms for cooperation and learning. Third, new technologies develop fast, while accompanying
regulatory bodies change more slowly. Innovations cannot be understood without its intertwined institutional practices. Think
of novel health claims on food products. We conceptualise innovation as a co-creation process and hypothesize that
co-creation depends on: 1) convergence, 2) collective action, and 3) institutionalization processes over time. This
results in a framework to answer the question: how does co-creation in technological innovation emerge as an
ongoing process of convergence, collective action and institutionalisation?
The paper focuses on healthy food developments, such as functional foods, enhanced nutrition, and nutraceuticals. We
perform longitudinal case studies on the dynamics of co-creation, as enacted in spaces of technological design, user
communities, and institutionalised practices. To analyse how nutraceutical innovations evolve, and technological
development, collective actions and institutionalised practices interrelate over space and time, we will develop
biographies of the technologies-in-practice. Therefore, we integrate event history analysis following sequences of co-creation
events over time, with tracing technology-mediated interactions in multiple spaces of co-creation. We will elucidate novel
health-related co-creation processes, and design smart governance models for co-creation in health innovations that tackle the
grand challenges of health and ageing.
Vanmeerbeek, P. Researcher, CRIDS, Unamur, Belgium, perrine.vanmeerbeek@unamur.be
Vigneron, L. Project Manager, Wallonia e-health Living Lab (WeLL), University of Liège, Belgium
Delvenne, P. FNRS Research Associate, University of Liège, SPIRAL Research Centre, Belgium
Rosskamp, B. Ph.D. Candidate in Social and Political Sciences at the University of Liège, Belgium
Antoine, M. Postdoctoral researcher, University of Liège, SPIRAL Research Centre, Belgium
“Living Labs as tools of the knowledge-based economy: A qualitative analysis of 20 Livings Labs”
Since the Lisbon agenda, a strong connection between “knowledge” and “business” drives the economic policy in Europe. While
the industrial production is moving south, knowledge has become the North’s engine for productivity and economic growth. The
Lisbon Strategy assumes that investing in knowledge will deliver growth and jobs. In this perspective, improvements in quality of
life and social benefits are considered as a consequence of economic growth (Oosterlynck et al., 2013).
In 2006, in line with the Lisbon Strategy, the European Commission decided to promote the creation of Living Labs in order to
tackle Europe’s declining economic competitiveness and societal challenges (Dutilleul, Birrer and Mensink, 2010). The Helsinki
Manfesto (2006) presents the creation of a European-wide network of Living Labs as one of the measures taken “for turning the
Lisbon Strategy into a living reality and making Europe more competitive and innovative in a human-centric way.” (Helsinki
Manifesto, 2006, p. 1)
A Living Lab can be described as an open, innovative and collaborative process based on three core characteristics: user
involvement in the innovation process, experimentation in real-life context and the gathering of stakeholders in public-privatepeople partnerships. Living Labs are expected to “put the user in the driver’s seat” (European Commission, 2009, p.8).
Empowering users is supposed to produce a better fit with consumer needs and thus to foster the competitiveness of products.
In Living Lab theory, user involvement is presented as a key factor practically aligning both social welfare and economic growth.
The paper focuses on user involvement as a practice of innovation governance and it provides an insight on how this principle is
put in practice. It is based on the qualitative analysis of interviews conducted with twenty Living Labs in Europe and Canada.
The analysis of the missions and values of Living Labs points out that attention to social welfare is missing in nine Labs out of
twenty. Six Living Labs are driven by strictly economic interests. We show that actual practice of user-driven approach, unlike
what is promoted in Living Lab theory, is rather limited in practice. Besides, when observed, user-driven approach is often
restricted to the ideation phase. Our results also suggest that there is an elective affinity between: (a) social value and userdriven approach and (b) economic value and more limited user involvement.
Arapostathis, S. University of Athens, Greece, arapost@phs.uoa.gr
“Trading zones, Expertise and the Making of ‘Intellectual Property’: Cases from the history of the British
Electrical Industry, late 19th and early 20th centuries”
The aim of the paper is to study invention as a nested trading zone and in this context to explore the boundaries between
contributory expertise, interactional expertise, and meta expertise by studying the formation of proprietary claims and the
shaping of ‘intellectual property’. While the so-called second wave and third wave approaches in STS have developed divergent
explanatory strategies in framing, exploring and understanding problems, technosciences and relevant cultures I believe that by
appropriating a more performative historiographic understanding of the making of intellectual property we can draw linkages
between the two divergent and in some cases conflicting STS approaches. In the paper the practice of invention is approached
and understood as a practice that cannot and should not be restricted only in one individual – the heroic figure of the inventor.
By using Xavier Lezaun’s fine distinction between ‘delimitation’ and ‘demarcation’ I argue that ‘intellectual property’ is formed in
multiple sites by multiple actors. Following Lezaun, I am trying to show how the law defines a regulatory object and how through
administrative and legislative practices the object became distinct. In this context different experts and expertises are competing.
Invention is a socio-cultural process that has involved multiple actors to frame, shape and structure identifiable artifacts. By
following the traces of innovations and artifacts from the inventor’s workshop to the patent agent’s office and then to the patent
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office and possibly to the law courts the meanings of invention are transformed and are continuously under negotiation. In all
those sites a continuous trade and exchange is taking place. This necessitates coordination of practices, languages, modes of
understanding and knowing as well as configuration of new forms of expertise.
The paper will provide a historical sociology perspective of knowledge management and ‘intellectual property’ conflicts in the
British electrical industry in the late Victorian and Edwardian Britain. I shall explore patent agencies and law courts as trading
zones and shall show the dynamic process of the trading of knowledge, innovations and expertise in those settings. Cases from
the industrial sectors of electricity production, distribution and consumption as well as from the telecommunication industry of
the period will be presented. The paper argues that by an emphasis on the socialization processes we achieve a more complete
understanding of the character of the trading zones. Also I argue that interactional expertise has been important for ‘techno-legal
hybrids’ like patent agents, lawyers and judges. Particularly judges’ expertise is practically a fusion as they need interactional
expertise (either through interaction or through delegation), they exercise meta-expertise authority while at the end they
develop contributory expertise by defining inventorship and innovation regimes. Trust is an important element of the character
of the trading zones. Judge’s judgments about whom to trust had to do with the interrelation and the management of the
expertise of protagonists and actors like expert witnesses, lawyers, external advisors. Networks of trust have been informative
of the judicial processes as well as the culture of expertise in public institutions like the courts. The paper will end with some
reflections on the relevance of the cases to contemporary issues and concerns and some relevant research questions. The paper
is using law courts minutes, technical and popular journals of the period as its primary sources.

Safety and nuclear energy [SNE1]
Room 2 : 10:00 – 12:00
The making of safety
Chair: A. Stirling
Santana, D. Centre for the Sociology of Organizations, France, david.santana@sciences-po.org
“’Safety culture’ as a boundary object for the management of nuclear safety”
The safety of nuclear power plants is surely the most “nuclear” and most visible of all fields within the nuclear industry. It is
nonetheless a technopolitical category influenced by different actors with different concerns in different fields. In this
communication study the case of the “safety culture” concept as a boundary object that has allowed the conceptions of safety
management in nuclear power plants to evolve through interactions and exchanges between academics, international experts and
managers.
The “safety culture” concept was invented after the Chernobyl accident (1986), during the Post-Accident Review Meeting organized
by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), gathering experts in nuclear safety from throughout the world. Thanks to the
concept and its diffusion, the IAEA was able to establish its legitimacy on the topic of the organizational and human factors of
safety and extend its jurisdiction to the broader field of nuclear safety. The network of experts it built then extended its vision of
safety to the nuclear producers, national safety authorities as well as the academic world (more precisely the safety science
field). Flowing through different social spaces, the concept of "safety culture" has evolved a lot since the 1980’s, influenced by the
evolutions of the business management field. If we look at the case of the French electric utility company and nuclear producer
and its uses of the concept, it evolved from being a justification for organizational change to being integrated into its broader
management system. The designers of the safety policy took insights from the international nuclear safety experts, the safety
sciences, and simultaneously adapted it to the evolutions of the companies managerial constraints.
Based on interviews, document analysis and second hand literature, we will analyze how the “safety culture” concept was framed
by actors with diverse interests, and how they influenced each other in the process.
Ylönen, M. University of Jyväskylä, Finland, marja.k.ylonen@jyu.fi
“Institutional isomorphism in nuclear safety regulation at international and national level”
Nuclear safety is by nature a societal, cultural, organisational and technical phenomenon. In addition, the Fukushima accident and
the subsequent international reviews of relevant safety standards indicate the multinational features of nuclear safety. However,
the national aspects also play a role in nuclear safety as international conventions and the IAEA safety principles and
requirements are complemented by each country’s governmental practices and national laws. There has recently been growing
international interest in the impact of national culture on safety attitudes and safety culture within the nuclear sector. This paper
will analyse isomorphic tendencies in nuclear safety regulation at international level and national level in Finland. The concept of
institutional isomorphism serves as a general framework for looking at the mechanisms, which create similarities or differences
within nuclear sector at international and national level. It also serves as a tool to analyse the way cognitive, normative, social
and material dimensions appear in the field of nuclear safety. The data consist of international nuclear energy organizations’ (such
as the IAEA and WENRA) safety standards and interviews with 18 nuclear safety inspectors in Finland. The research questions
are the following: What kinds of similarities emerge in the nuclear safety regulation at international and national level? What
kinds of mechanisms create similarities or differences among international nuclear energy organizations, and within national
nuclear safety regulatory body? What are the strengths and weaknesses of isomorphic tendencies as regards safety? The method
is content analysis.
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Van Oost, B. University of Maastricht, The Netherlands, b.vanoost@maastrichtuniversity.nl
“From technology demonstration to commercial application : The contested role of standards in the
governance of energy reform”
Regulatory standards are powerful, yet often contested ways of governing socio-technical change. This presentation will
focus on the introduction of one such standard: it discusses recent efforts of the US Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to mitigate global warming via a stringent ‘performance standard’ for new coal-fired power plants. Although presented as
purely a science- and technology-based rule, this standard triggered fierce public debate. In 2012, EPA’s first proposal invited
over 2 million public comments and had to be withdrawn after legal challenges. A revised proposal again proved controversial in
2014 when scrutinized by internal and external parties. Critics argued that the underlying science was flawed and portrayed the
standard as part of a political ‘war on coal’.
This presentation will discuss how EPA tried to legitimize its regulatory intervention in the domestic power sector. I
will argue that EPA’s rule can be understood as a normalizing standard. That is: the Agency suggested that its standard could
be met with ‘normal’ abatement technologies, which are commercially available and adequately demonstrated. At the
same time, the standard was meant to spur socio-technical change too, as technologies for capturing and storing CO 2
emissions are not routinely applied to commercial power plants yet. To bridge is and ought statement in an authoritative
way, EPA engaged in boundary work. The Agency mobilized scientific information on the contemporary status and expected
development of Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) technologies and also prescribed how this information should be
interpreted (e.g. by suggesting which uncertainties are ‘normal’ for commercial parties). I want to suggest that EPA thus sought
to circumvent ‘demonstrator’s regress’. This is the circularity which sets in motion when there is no socially
acceptable criterion (yet) for determining whether a technology has been adequately demonstrated or not.
This presentation is based on field work done in Illinois, USA (May – July 2013) and on an in-depth analysis of the standardsetting process. The work is part of my PhD research on the tensions and challenges involved in democratic governance of CCS
development in the Netherlands and the United States (University of Maastricht, supervised by Prof.dr.ir. Wiebe Bijker and Dr.
Anique Hommels).
Schröder, J. Belgian Nuclear Research Centre (SCK•CEN) & University of Antwerp (UA), Belgium, jantine.schroder@sckcen.be
Bergmans, A. University of Antwerp (UA), Belgium
“The conceptualisation of reversible geological disposal: a multidimensional trading process spread over various
‘zones’”
In this paper we compare two different ‘zones’ where the concept of geological disposal is taking shape by means of ‘trading’
around the notion of reversibility.
Deep geological disposal (GD) is put forward in most, if not all nuclear countries in the world as the reference solution to deal
with the most problematic forms of radioactive waste, i.e. high level waste and/or spent fuel. It involves a sociotechnical
imaginary – a vision of a (if not the only) desirable and feasible future (Jasanoff & Kim 2009) in which this waste is to be finally
disposed of in repositories in the deep underground, the safety of which does not depend on human action. Despite the
apparent consensus and homogeneity of the generic concept of GD among the international radioactive waste management
community (Schröder 2015), variety can nevertheless be observed, if not related to alternative technologies, then with regard to
different pathways towards reaching the end state of GD (Landström & Bergmans 2012), thus challenging the concept of GD
from within. The idea of ‘reversible GD’ is a particular example, the exact manifestation of which is still being negotiated in
various arenas at various levels, both within and between countries. These arenas can be described as ‘trading zones’ (Galison,
1997; Collins et al., 2007): localities where a variety of actors are gathered to come to terms (or not) on a multidimensional
variety of concerns and constraints related to the object of GD.
Two particular examples of such arenas are the Reversibility and Retrievability (R&R) project (2007-2011) of the Nuclear Energy
Agency of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD-NEA) and the last French public debate on
the Cigéo project (Débat publique sur le projet de centre de stockage réversible profond de déchets radioactifs en Meuse/Haute Marne 2013). Both arenas vary substantially with regard to the actors involved and the way the question of reversibility is addressed.
The international R&R project was set up particularly to define and delineate the notions of reversibility and retrievability and to
come to an international standard, mainly through invited expert elicitation. The national debate in France addressed the notion
of reversibility more in an implicit manner, in the context of a public enquiry on the siting of a GD facility in the Meus/Haute
Marne region, thus engaging a broader range of participants, intervening because they identify themselves as concerned parties.
We will explore how ‘trading’ in both ‘zones’ shaped the evolving notion of reversible GD and we will explore the variance and
the relation between the two distinct trading zones.
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Safety and nuclear energy [SNE2]
Room 2 : 13:00 – 15:00 – Interdisciplinarity in action
Chair: A. Stirling
Boersma, K. VU University Amsterdam, The Netherlands, f.k.boersma@vu.nl
Wolbers, J. VU University Amsterdam, The Netherlands
“Making sense of crisis information: from warehouses to trading zones”
It has been a decade ago that Perry and Quarantelli (2005) in their article “What is a disaster?: New answers to old questions”
stated that we should take more advantage of the information revolution to improve crisis management. Big data in information
crisis/disaster management can be seen as the next hype that promises to overcome problems that the field is struggling with for
decades. However, we need a more careful understanding of how integrating big (and open source) data in the various phases of
disaster response can make the response more effective and efficient.
Recently, the socio-technical systems viewpoint has got the attention of crisis/disaster studies scholars who research the role of
the Common Operational Picture (COP) as a pre-condition for an adequate crisis management, and eventually as the solution
for failing communication and information practices (Comfort, 2007). The idea is that COPs are an integrated part of
information warehouses to overcome problems such as information overload, and insufficient evaluation and validation of the
information. In a previous article (Wolbers and Boersma, 2013), we questioned the idea that COPs can be constructed in a
linear fashion (from data to information to knowledge) and used by the various stakeholders. Instead, we introduced the
collective sensemaking approach to understand [how] different heterogeneous stakeholders collect, share and interpret crisis
information. In creating a COP stakeholders not just collect information (as in a context of information discovery) and then
validate the information (as in the context of justification). Instead, they involve the ideas of others or at least the appreciation of
their ideas at an early stage.
There will be differences among the crisis response stakeholders in knowledge, believes, customs and assumptions that can cause
conflicting interpretations of information. In a process of what can be called creolization this information is something to talk
about: crisis management stakeholders work out exchanges “in exquisite local detail, without global agreement” (Galison, 1997:
46). It is about sharing expertise and convincing the other (stakeholders) of the value of alternatives (Stirling, 2008). COPs are
the outcomes of negotiation practices in trading zones, where the various stakeholders literally are ‘trading’ their ideas about the
relevance of crisis information. Seeing COPs as developed in trading zones results in questions like: what does the information
mean for me and for the others I am working with?
Schröder, J. Belgian Nuclear Research Centre (SCK•CEN) and University of Antwerp (UA), Belgium, jantine.schroder@sckcen.be
van Oudheusden, M. Belgian Nuclear Research Centre (SCK•CEN), Belgium
Rossignol, N. Belgian Nuclear Research Centre (SCK•CEN) and University of Liège, SPIRAL Research Centre, Belgium
Perko, T. Belgian Nuclear Research Centre (SCK•CEN), Belgium
Meskens, G. Belgian Nuclear Research Centre (SCK•CEN), Belgium
Turcanu, C. Belgian Nuclear Research Centre (SCK•CEN), Belgium
“Mediating Science, Technology, and Society at the Belgian Nuclear Research Centre SCK•CEN through Hybrid
Management: The Case of PISA”
Despite growing recognition that the technical and social dimensions of technology development are coproduced, research and
policymaking in the nuclear field is still predicated on the separation between both dimensions. This paper explores how this
separation is enacted, and occasionally questioned and transformed, within the Belgian context of nuclear technology. It situates
the emergence of a science policy support (SPS) unit and programme (PISA) within the Belgian Nuclear Research Centre
SCK•CEN as an institutional response to the need of integrating societal and ethical concerns into nuclear research. The paper
elicits how since 1999, SPS/PISA draws together science and technology studies (STS) and technology assessment (TA)
approaches, creating links between nuclear research innovation and society in mutually beneficial ways. To this end, it first
outlines the four areas in which SPS/PISA researchers are active: 1. Ethics of nuclear technology assessment; 2. Radioactive waste
management; 3. Safety governance; 4. Perception and communication of ionising radiation risks. As SPS/PISA research is situated
in a trading zone that embeds scholarship, nuclear research and research policy, the paper illuminates the growing entanglement
of the natural and social sciences, and the roles social scientists play in the development of contemporary technologies and
technology policy. Drawing on the notion of hybrid management (Miller 2001), the paper argues that SPS/PISA researchers must
develop a language that underlines the interdependency between science, policy, and politics, while acknowledging that actors
(policymakers, industry representatives, natural and social scientists, citizens) recurrently draw distinctions between these
domains as a means of collectively managing nuclear issues. SPS/PISA research is therefore best understood as boundary work
that mediates between various interests, values, and "knowledges." The paper concludes by discussing the key challenges
SPS/PISA researchers face while engaging in work of this kind: maintaining professional independence and credibility, ensuring
research continuity, and generating both scientific and policy impacts.
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Vari, A. ESSRG, Hungary, anna.vari.dr@t-online.hu
Ferencz, Z. ESSRG, Hungary
Martell, M. ESSRG, Hungary
Zeleznik, N. ESSRG, Hungary
“Developing national research strategies on nuclear energy related social, societal and governance issues in
Central and Eastern European countries: The PLATENSO FP7 Project”
PLATENSO is a project funded by the Seventh EURATOM Research and Training Framework Programme on Nuclear Energy of
the European Commission (FP7). Participants of the project include universities, research organisations, government agencies
and civil society organisations (CSOs) from 8 new and 4 old member states.
One of its main objectives is to develop recommendations for research strategies on social, societal and governance (SSG) issues
related to nuclear energy generation in EU new member states, i.e., Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries. Another
objective is to create a network of research actors, - in the broadest sense - in CEE countries.
Within the framework of the project, lessons learned from earlier research projects were reviewed and summarized. An
interesting finding is that in some new member states CSOs are playing an important role in choosing relevant nuclear energyrelated SSG research topics and financing research projects in this field. Moreover, there are countries (e.g. Hungary), where
CSOs play a more significant role in financing nuclear-related SSG projects compared to the government.
Key actors of earlier research projects and potential future actors have been mapped in each participating CCE country, and
their networks have been established. National strategies have been outlined for research on SSG issues. Members of the
research networks and a variety of other stakeholders (e.g., CSOs, nuclear industry and government organisations) have been
involved in the strategy making process. Methods and tools of stakeholder involvement varied among countries, they included,
for example, workshops and decision conferences. Advantages, difficulties and pitfalls of inclusive strategy making have been
explored by conducting interviews with coordinators of country teams. The poster will present main PLATENSO goals and
activities, as well as interview results.
Bergmans, A. University of Antwerpen, Belgium, anne.bergmans@uantwerpen.be
Sundqvist, G. University of Gothenburg, , Sweden, goran.sundqvist@gu.se
“’Trading’ in imaginaries of repository safety and underground monitoring”
In this presentation we will explore various theoretical concepts that have been put forward to describe or argue for changing
practices in knowledge creation and (technological) innovation. We will do this against the background of a research project in
which we will bring together science, industry, (local) policy makers, regulators and potentially affected citizens around the
development of monitoring technologies for geological disposal.
Today, it is considered ‘common knowledge’ that science and society are not as clearly separable as generally was assumed, and
that boundaries such as those between science and society are socially constructed and contingent. Gieryn’s (1983) notion of
‘boundary work’ is in that respect exemplary. Concepts such as ‘post-normal science’ (Funtowicz and Ravetz 1993) or ‘Mode-2
science’ (Gibbons et al. 1994) and ‘Mode-2 society’ or ‘contextualized knowledge’ (Nowotny et al. 2001) emphasise that
science can no longer be considered an autonomous space clearly demarcated from economy, society and culture.
Whether referred to as ‘transdisciplinary research’ (e.g. Bergmann et al. 2005), ‘co-production of knowledge’ (Jasanoff 2004),
‘technical democracy’ (Callon et al. 2009), ‘responsible research and innovation (RRI)’ (Owen et al. 2012), ‘deep innovation’
(Rommetveit et al. 2013) or ‘see through science’ (Wilsdon and Willis 2004), a common denominator is that knowledge
production is not seen merely as a question of collaboration between different disciplines – the essence of Gallison’s (1997)
initial ‘trading zone’ argument – but as the result of broader interaction between science and society.
What is argued for is a more profound and comprehensive participation of citizens in knowledge production, stressing all
knowledge (and technological knowledge in particular) is generated in combining universal and abstract thought with practical
skills and experiences. Putting this into practice, calls for effective ‘upstream’ engagement with innovation, instead of a mere
‘assessment’ of new developments in terms of their social value.
Within the (Euratom) Horizon2020 project Modern2020, the aim is to initiate such collaborative development of knowledge,
through the active engagement of public stakeholders in monitoring research and monitoring programme specification: The close
interaction between the developers of repository monitoring technology and concerned members of the local public, both at the
national (in view of a specific programme and location) and international (in view of the R&D work done in this project) level will
be a unique experience that will contribute directly to the development of repository monitoring programmes. On a more
theoretical level, this project aims to bring additional insights into the notion of ‘technical democracy’ and the added value of
engaging concerned parties at the early stages of technology development.
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Special Session: Interrogating “Trading Zones”
Room 2 : 15:30 – 17:30
Chair: A. Rip
Pellizzoni, L. University of Trieste, Italy, Pellizzonil@sp.units.it
“The future as a trading zone: From retroacting anticipations to the ontology of becoming”
Trading zones are important not only for the governance of established technologies but also, and perhaps above all, for the
governance of innovation. The future represents a crucial trading space. Anticipations, expectations, visions, foresights constitute
a terrain for inclusive conversations, where factual and normative aspects meet in somewhat a more relaxed way, compared
with the compartmentalization (of arguments and roles) that characterizes many deliberations over the application of established
technologies.
Governing innovation is also, perhaps primarily, a matter of envisioning and handling possibilities, and the category of the
possible constitutively tends to blend facts and values, reality and desire. However, it is precisely with respect to the category of
the possible that a peculiar intensification, perhaps a shift, in the traditional problematization seems to be under way.
The importance of the future as a trading zone resides in its retroaction on the present. Anticipations and visions not only occur
now, but produce results now. This performative effect has generally been understood according to traditional accounts of the
subject and the world, by which knowledge allows the former to impinge on the latter, with neither of these being completely
plastic. Yet a different view is gaining relevance, by which the agent can unlimitedly remould itself together with its own task
environment, hence the distinction between subject and object, actuality and desire, reality and will, knowledge and nonknowledge, epistemic and ontological indeterminacy, future extensions of the present and unforeseeable futures lose any
concrete, operational meaning.
The paper will reflect on the transformation of future as a trading zone under the impact of this ontology of becoming, where
knowledge and reality blur. The theoretical ground of the emergent view will be gauged in social theory and other literature,
more managerial in its orientation. Examples will focus on geoengineering, human enhancement and responsible research and
innovation.
Petit Jean, M. UCL, IWEPS, University of Liège, SPIRAL Research Centre, Belgium, maxime.petitjean@uclouvain.be
Rosskamp, B. University of Liège, SPIRAL Research Centre, Belgium
“Forward looking, problem-oriented practices caught in the network paradigm? Resistance and Change in the
institutionalization of Technology Assessment and Foresight in the Walloon Region”
One of the consequences of the multiple concomitant evolutions and complexifications of our societies is the development of
particular approaches linking the world of politics, science, industry and society. Among them, foresight and technology
assessment are two future-oriented approaches that are committed to bridge these different worlds. On the one hand, foresight
can be defined as a future-oriented policy instrument aiming at identifying possible or desirable long term futures through a
combination of qualitative and quantitative methods in order to inform today’s policy-making. On the other hand, technology
assessment comprehensively looks into broad societal, legal, environmental, sanitary and ethic implications of developments in
Science, Technology and Innovation in order to feed those insights into relevant decision-making processes and/or public
discourse.
Despite particular national historic trajectories and irreducible differences within and in between the ways both practices of TA
and foresight are carried out and make communities, there have always been links between both forward-looking and problemoriented activities. More recently analysts and practitioners would argue that TA and foresight are increasingly converging.
In parallel to the development of these approaches, we also identify the emergence of new forms of public coordination. After
vertical and hierarchic modes of public government, contracts and competition were increasingly used as coordination tools by
public authorities in the 80s and 90s. However, the turn of the millennium has witnessed the development of new forms of
interaction in the public sector. Undeniably, networked practices have been increasingly implemented in European countries
following several rationales such as better information, enhanced flexibility, cost-effectiveness, higher legitimacy and wider
inclusion of social actors.
Following these lines, our paper aims at evaluating whether public forms of coordination in the Walloon Regions have been
evolving towards more networked practices of governance. In this respect, we study the dynamics of the parallel
institutionalization of foresight and technology assessment in Wallonia based on a wide range of interviews conducted with key
actors, on a thorough analysis of public documents and on comparisons with other case studies. This paper proposes therefore
to see Wallonia as a space of both resistance and change in regard to the concomitant institutionalization processes of TA and
foresight and the evolution of network and project modes of organization throughout Europe.
Kastenhofer, K. Austrian Academy of Sciences, Austria, kkast@oeaw.ac.at
“From trading zones at the micro-scale to trading zones ‘at large’: a discussion based on a case study of
contemporary systems biology”
Peter Galison initially based his concept of the trading zone on micro-scale analyses in the field of microphysics, depicting a
trading zone as “an arena in which radically different activities could be locally, but not globally, coordinated” (Galison 1996:
119). Hereby, he specifically envisioned research related activities undertaken by members of different “subcultures of physics”,
namely those of instrumentation, experiment and theory (Galison 1997: 803). Other authors have mobilised additional concepts
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to address boundary activities that are less of an intra- than a trans-scientific kind: the (strategic) demarcation of science from
religion and technology served as the classical context for the concept of “boundary work” (Gieryn 1983); the realisation of a
natural history museum served as the classical context for the concept of (instrumental) “boundary objects” (Star & Griesemer
1989), allowing for the coordination of activities of members of “different social worlds”, such as amateur naturalists,
professional biologists, farmers, trappers and traders. A conception of trading zones “at large” – as inherent in the conference’s
outline –combines attributes of all three concepts: the general characterisation of Galison’s trading zone is combined with the
trans-scientific scope and macro-scale context of boundary work and a focus on fruitful or at least functional collaboration as
facilitated by boundary objects.
My presentation aims at addressing the theoretical compatibilities and incompatibilities when combining these diverse scopes and
testing the explanatory potential and societal relevance of the conception of trading zones “at large” in an empirical context. The
empirical material stems from the newly emerging field of systems biology (sharing the central role of computer simulation and
its potential role in providing for a trading zone with Galison 1996). Based on a series of interviews with principal investigators
involved in systems biology (and complementary ethnographic material), I will outline the diverse demarcations that become
relevant in these representations of talking, doing and being in systems biology. I will then further analyse the character,
functionality and stabilisation of the related boundary phenomena, relating them to the initial conceptions of (cultural) trading
zones, (strategic) boundary work and (ANT-inspired) boundary objects. In a last step, I will discuss exemplarily what we can
learn from these analyses for the governance of and by contemporary science activities.
Böschen, S. ITAS KIT, Karlsruhe, Germany, stefan.boeschen@kit.edu
Hahn, J. ITAS KIT, Karlsruhe, Germany
Lösch, A. ITAS KIT, Karlsruhe, Germany
Scherz, C. ITAS KIT, Karlsruhe, constanze.scherz@kit.edu, Germany
Schneider, C. ITAS KIT, Karlsruhe, Germany
“Trading zones on and through objects: the regulative capacity of knowledge objects in the governance of
knowledge societies”
With the differentiation between “bare” and “risk objects” Bruno Latour (2004) categorized perspectives how to handle risk
technologies, matters, and materials. In the case of “bare objects” a confined “laboratory view” on phenomena enables control
of the conditions of (knowledge) production. In the case of “risk objects” diverse stocks of knowledge (scientific disciplines as
well as non-scientific knowledge) play a role. Based on this our thesis is that knowledge societies are characterized not only by
multiple authorships of knowledge objects but also by the fact that a regulative character is inherent in knowledge objects,
governing the processes with which these objects are entangled. Our thesis, however, faces two problems which we will discuss
and highlight empirically. To characterize the two problems we distinguish between two analytical levels.
Analytical level 1: The first problem concerns the regulative character of knowledge objects. We will distinguish three
dimensions: a) knowledge objects are regulated; b) knowledge objects are used for regulation; c) knowledge objects regulate.
Analytical level 2: To handle the second problem we focus on the character of knowledge objects as such. Depending on the
(different) types of knowledge object we can identify empirically different “trading zones” (Galison 1997) concerning the
character and institutional importance of the knowledge object. This classification of knowledge objects depends on two
dimensions. One deals with the fact that knowledge objects exist as personalized or non-personalized entities. A chemical is a
non-personalized entity, but a person with a certain publicly discussed disease can be seen as a personalized entity. Such a
person is the knowledge object herself, that defines which attributions have to be seen as relevant and legitimate. The other
dimension depends on the constitution of the groups which define knowledge objects. A clearly defined knowledge object
acquires a different meaning when regulated than those knowledge objects which refer to a whole bundle of phenomena.
These two analytical levels help us to cover the interactions across boundaries and between scientific disciplines in our
technological societies. Through the character(s) of knowledge objects we observe different logics of negotiation and with them
“pidgins”. In the course of this, knowledge objects present themselves as contested and fluid and changing: the battle for the
object is part of the context of the knowledge objects whose own regulatory effect is then often only retrospectively detected
(e.g. “Erneuerbare-Energien-Gesetz” [Renewable Energy Sources Act] in Germany, which established a decentralized logic of
power generation from renewable energy sources against the prevailing centralized logic). Therefore it is necessary to
understand the processes in which knowledge objects are produced and therefore regulated, used for regulation, or regulate
themselves. Processes are often enabled by the objects that they in turn produce.
Significance of our approach: There is a discourse division, which we want to exceed. Political science analysis refers to
knowledge objects as solid entities. One can see a high sensitivity with regard to the variety of institutional aspects; yet the
knowledge object remains a black box. Many STS approaches, however, make it possible to regard the genesis of knowledge
objects and the knowledge production that they enable in detail, such as Actor-Network-Theory. Despite all efforts in exploring
knowledge objects in detail, however, the institutional aspects of this analysis remain theoretically limited. We situate our
discussion at the intersection of both approaches in order to comprehend the regulation of, with, and through knowledge
objects, not only theoretically but also empirically.
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Genomics and Public Health [GPH1]
Room 3 : 10:00 – 12:00
Co-production of genomics and public health
Chair: S. Jasanoff
Aarden, E. Department of Science and Technology Studies, University of Vienna, Austria, erik.aarden@univie.ac.at
“Configuring populations as sources and beneficiaries of public health – in genomics and beyond”
For genomics to realize its potential as the future of medicine, it needs to account for human life at both the smallest and largest
of scales. While locating the mechanics and likelihoods of disease at the level of miniscule changes to the genome within
individuals, genomics can only make (statistically) meaningful claims when extracting relevant variants from data about large
aggregates of human beings. But whereas ethicists, legal scholars and policy makers have paid extensive attention to the
implications of knowing about the constituents of health within the individual body, less attention has been given to the socionormative implications of getting to know about the health of collectives of bodies. These collectives, described as populations in
the terminology of research, are not only needed as sources of the large amounts of data genomics research requires, but are
also (often implicitly) the potential beneficiaries of scientific advances.
In this paper, I suggest that we can learn more about the ways genomics research construes populations as sources and
beneficiaries of knowledge about the health of aggregated humans – or, in other words, public health knowledge – by looking at
the coproduction of populations and public health policies in genomics and beyond. Drawing from a comparative study of
infrastructures for the collection, storage and analysis of biomedical research materials and data in the United States, Singapore,
and India, I explore how epistemic notions of biological populations intersect with populations targeted by public health policies.
Each of these infrastructures are situated in contexts where specific scientific and political ambitions are tied into the
configuration of biomedical research. These produce respective foci on individual lifestyle, the economic health of the state or
improved health care supply as targets of biomedical research on populations.
These different targets for biomedical research infrastructures raise questions about the contributions genomics can make to
public health. Biomedical research endeavors are closely entangled with socio-political considerations of health, collective and
individual responsibility and priorities in the allocation of public funds. As the comparison of various population-based
infrastructures thus shows, efforts in biomedical research do not only produce new insights in collectives of human lives; they
simultaneously affect the infrastructures of how we live collectively.
Tarkkala, H. University of Helsinki, Finland, heta.tarkkala@helsinki.fi
“Better care, diagnostics and good of and for the nation – imagining the future through Finnish biobanks”
Expectations once placed in genetic information and Human Genome Project are now moving towards biobanks and possibilities
they provide. It has been stated that biobanks “are essential to developing innovative solutions to address human health
challenges and will play an increasingly important role in disease prevention and precision medicine. 1 ” As the quotation shows
the concepts like precision medicine 2 and also translational medicine are figuring to underline the commitment of medicine to
the goals of improved diagnostics, care and individually tailored treatments.
Visions of both personalized and translational medicine are among the main goals of biobanks in Finland 3 , where establishing
biobanks as new kinds of research infrastructures is right now taking place. Biobanks in Finland are mainly built around publicly
funded hospitals or research institutes. For example clinical biobank Auria’s goal is to “sample all comers” so that all patients
coming to the University hospital of Turku would also participate in biobank. Eventually huge amounts of genomic information is
both produced, stored and utilized both for research, care and needs of pharma as one of the key ideas in translational medicine
is that bringing academia, health care and industry closer together will bring benefits to the patients faster. These vast amounts
of both register data and samples in biobanks are framed as a source of value for the state and the society.
In my presentation I will analyse what kind of sociotechnical imaginaries Finnish biobanks carry especially with their goals of
precision- and translational medicine. The presentation is based on different types of material collected widely from the field of
biobanking and biomedicine in Finland and in Austria (i.e. 40 interviews out of which 3 were conducted in Austria, 20 biobankor biomedicine related seminars, published materials etc.).
Marelli, L. Research Unit in Biomedical Humanities of the European Institute of Oncology (IEO), European School of Molecular Medicine
(SEMM), and University of Milan, Itlay, luca.marelli@ieo.eu
“Reprogramming Platforms: Charting Regimes of induced Pluripotent Stem Cell-based Innovation in the
European Union and the United States”
The Nobel Prize-winning discovery that adult differentiated cells can be reprogrammed to a state of pluripotency, to yield
induced Pluripotent Stem Cells (iPSC), has represented a major breakthrough in stem cell research, spurring a whole new
frontier of research into cutting-edge clinical applications. As a key site of biomedical innovation, holding the promise to redefine
the very notion of biomedical translational research, iPSC research has been invested with high socio-political expectations,
catalyzing powerful sociotechnical imaginaries and progressively positioning itself, through the mobilization of several biomedical
platforms, as a key resource of stem cell-based bioeconomies.
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Drawing from comparative ethnographic fieldwork, this work sets out to chart the momentous unfolding of distinct regimes of
iPSC-based innovation in three of the main iPSC platforms in the United States—the Harvard Stem Cell Institute and The New
York Stem Cell Foundation—and the European Union—the European Bank for induced pluripotent Stem Cells (EBiSC). To this
end, it explores the co-productive relationship between governance and scientific innovation, probing the distinct ways in which
some of the leading research institutions in the field design and implement governance and steering structures, organizational
arrangements, and practices of standardization in order to harness the innovational potential of somatic cell reprogramming
technologies.
Through this cartography of leading iPSC-based innovation in the United States and the European Union, my analysis thus
uncovers how the consolidation of new alliances and collaborations among scientists, clinicians, pharmaceutical companies,
disease foundations, venture philanthropists and governmental agencies has far-reaching implications for the ever salient issue of
biomedical governance, by challenging established socio-political configurations and ultimately redrawing the boundaries of the
polity having jurisdiction over stem cell research policy.
Thoreau, F. University of Liège, SPIRAL Research Centre, Belgium, fthoreau@ulg.ac.be
“Tracing and experiencing bioinformatics: a research agenda”
Bioinformatics can be deﬁned as the extensive use of computational techniques (softwares and algorithms) to get a grasp on
bodies. It is core to the ﬁeld of genomics, which precisely diﬀers from more « classical » genetics in that « -omics » designate a
whole, a comprehensive set of data, a boundary within which computers and software can operate. While such a comprehensive
approach has been made possible by the availability of new gene sequencing techniques and capacities, it furthers the
longstanding history which ties together biology and systems of information after WWII (Fox Keller). Nowadays, this approach is
becoming more and more commonplace in hospitals and redeﬁnes the very practice of medicine.
This paper tries to tentatively unfold three distinct, while interrelated, problematics. While each of these is « too big to bear »,
yet this paper intend to raise these order of problems as speculative hypothesis for further ﬁeldwork. The ﬁrst one deals with
the notion of positivism and post-modernity. Genomics use big sets of data and massive computer infrastructure, power
calculation. These bodies of knowledge can no longer be approached as something stabilized, a « reliable witness » (Stengers). It
cannot be said anymore that « les faits sont bien faits » (Latour). Could it be said that genomics is a postmodern discipline? Does
it go beyond « facts » in the most basic sense of this word? To unfold this hypothesis, it takes careful scrutiny to how data is
fabricated (from DNA extraction to gene analyser softwares).
This raise the question of objectivity which corresponds to the second problematic. Which are the ways and trials by which
predictive modeling can be told to tell the true or the false ? How does it establish the truth of a statement? To examine that,
we need to take a look at the data validation procedure, either internal and external validation of the data. We also need to take
a closer look to what the data is compared to, such as the current build of the « standard » human genome. In this respect, this
second problematic is an inquiry into how objectivity is deﬁned and constructed, through which codes and categories.
Lastly, a third problematic deals with the pragmatics of the genomic information. While undoubtably genomic analysis allow for
establishing certain realities (such as the case of predicting a future occurrence of the Huntington disease), the very power of it
make it diﬃcult to deal with it. What test should be ran or not ran and by weighing which kind of consequences (on the body,
the life, the family)? What to do with the resulting information? What does it provoke in the patient’s experience and singular
way to deal with the disease?

Genomics and Public Health [GPH2]
Room 3 : 13:00 – 15:00 – Blurring health and lifestyle
Chair: S. Jasanoff
Lucivero, F. King’s College London, United Kingdom, federica.lucivero@kcl.ac.uk
“Health and lifestyle: a blurring distinction in the age of direct to consumer genetic tests and wellness apps”
Mobile health systems include self-tracking devices and apps for health and wellbeing. These apps are designed as tools to enable
individuals to change their lifestyle in ways that are expected to improve their health: eating well, exercising more, sleeping
better, smoking and stressing less. Although these apps are not expected to be regulated as medical devices, they seem not to
simply fit in the normative category of consumer products. In recent FDA guidelines, these apps are defined as “general wellness
products” (January 20, 2015) and it can be expected that the EMA will also address the issue of defining these objects in the near
future. The current regulatory debate on mHealth recalls the recent debate on direct-to-consumer (DTC) genetic tests that has
been unfolding in United States and Europe since 2008. Like mHealth, DTC genetic tests have been often marketed as
“technologies for healthy lifestyle” (Lucivero and Prainsack 2015) ultimately occupying an ambiguous space between the highly
regulated medical domain and the less regulated consumer market (Saukko et al 2010). By learning from the regulatory debate
on DTC genetic tests, this paper reflects on the governance of “hybrids” in healthcare through the case of mHealth. I claim that,
as it happened in the case of DTC genetic tests, current debates concerning the regulation of m-health are shaped by an intrinsic
uncertainty in dealing with its hybrid nature between health and lifestyle. Through a thematic analysis of regulatory texts and a
document analysis of law and policy academic articles, I will examine the reasons behind such difficulty in governing these hybrid
objects. In so doing, I will highlight some normative and epistemic assumptions in these regulatory approaches that seem unable
to tackle the specific issues raised by these technologies.
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Sharon, T. Maastricht University, The Netherlands, tamar.sharon@maastrichtuniversity.nl
“Quantified Self: Enacting autonomy in a culture of surveillance and healthism”
In less than a decade a steady stream of new smartphone applications and wearable sensors that allow users to monitor anything
from sleep to physical activity to stress levels, have taken the health technology market by storm. Self-tracking devices point to a
future in which individuals will be more involved in the management of their own health and will generate health information that
will benefit clinical decision making and research. As such, they are expected to play a key role in the move towards personalized
healthcare, the model of targeted, preventive and participatory healthcare that is being envisioned as a solution to the crisis of
public healthcare systems.
In light of this, self-tracking for health has attracted a lot enthusiasm from policy makers, public health officials and medical
professionals (EC 2014, Wiederhold, 2012). Recently, however, critical discussions of self-tracking for health have begun to
emerge in the social sciences literature. Critics argue that self-tracking may soon become a duty, imposed on us by employers
and insurers, that it heralds an age of pervasive health surveillance, and that it poses a threat to collective welfare and solidarity
arrangements (Lupton 2013, Dickenson 2013). Far from being solely about health outcomes, then, this polarized debate is about
fundamental values that are at stake in the move towards personalized healthcare.
Based on fieldwork carried out among the avid self-trackers of the “Quantified Self” community, this paper looks at how the
value of autonomy is enacted in self-tracking practices. Drawing on empirical philosophy and ethics, my starting point is that
values are not pre-determined, abstract entities, but that they take shape in people’s everyday, situated practices. I thus ask:
“How is autonomy enacted in a culture of surveillance and healthism?” I suggest that self-tracking practices of “quantified selfers”
enact various forms of implicit and explicit resistance that problematize both the discourses of healthy living promoted by public
health officials and concerns of surveillance and discipline raised by critical sociologists, and thereby re-articulate the value of
autonomy in novel ways. I end by asking what can be learned from these re-articulations for how we want to design, regulate
and integrate self-tracking devices in the much anticipated move towards personalized healthcare.
Turrini, M. Université de Paris I, Panthéon Sorbonne, France, mauroturrini@gmail.com
“Socializing personal genomic information: Direct-to-consumer genetic test beyond clinical utility”
The emergence of direct-to-consumer personal genomics services marks a radical rupture with the traditional way of managing
clinical genetic information. Once restricted to people considered “at risk” and conducted within specialized clinical centres at
the prerogative of the medical professionals, health-related genome data creep into society, usually into a digital format and, so,
with an increased capacity to propagate. In the resulting circuit of genetic information, non-experts play a crucial role as active
agents who decide the phases of production, circulation, interpretation, and usage. This phenomenon has been surrounded by
contrasting and heated reactions. While some enthusiastically have adhered to what is presented as a revolutionary process
based on patient empowerment, many physicians and geneticists, medical professional associations, and governmental agencies
have contested the availability and use of very sensitive health-related genomic data without any clinical utility. So, why do users
opt for these genetic tests in spite of their very low, or even absent, clinical utility?
This paradox deserves here as a starting point to explore the meaning and value of genetic data beyond the narrow sense of
clinical utility. Presenting empirical materials coming from interviews with users, a nethnography of the platforms, forums, and
social networks where this information is produced, exhibited, discussed, and interpreted, and the auto-nethnograpic experience
as a user, I will reflect on the complex bio-social relations developed around personal genomic data.
In particular, I will present the ways in which the genomes is exhibited, is socialized as a family business, and shared. My aim is to
show that if this information is personal, it is not private, not exclusively individual. On the contrary it is personal for more than
one person, and it can also be the source for the construction of new genetic commons, which are particularly relevant in the
field of biomedicine. Finally, I will try to reflect whether these activities are simply vectors of the logics of genomics into society,
or new ways to conceive and participate to the future of healthcare and biomedical research.
Fallon, C. University of Liège, SPIRAL Research Centre, Belgium, Catherine.Fallon@ulg.ac.be
“Apparatuses as loci of bio-political emergence: development of genetic testing in Belgium”
In his vision of “biopolitics” Lemke (2011) proposes to conceptualize life and politics as entities intertwined within a dynamic
relationship. These technologies change the production of norms and the apparatuses (Foucault 2008) organizing the distribution
of the living in the domain of utility: therefore biopolitics must be analyzed as centre pieces in the transformation of politics.
The developments in genomics and epigenetics support the vision of the individual body as an “information network” rather than
a physical substrate. The experts (with the active support of the patients) construct models for the calculation of life in the
development of policy regulation and contribute actively to frame the policy relevant issues – either at individual or at population
level, on the basis of power strategies mobilizing and disseminating specific forms of knowledge which are disciplined and
selective.
The contribution will present the recent evolution of the apparatuses producing the technical regulation and financial norms for
the use of genetic testing in the federal Belgian public health system, considering the two complementary level of the “dispositif”:
At the political level, transformation of the “Conseil supérieur de la Génétique humaine” (1973-2013) into a “Collège
de médecins pour le centre de génétique humaine” and the development of new control relations between the
subsidizing and control bodies and the hospitals,
At the individual level, transformation of the cooperation between medical doctors, biomedical experts and psychosociologists in the relationship with the patients, as they can be observed at the level of the hospital;
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Who has the resources (intellectual, technological or financial) to control the technology and its use ? what are the social,
institutional and technological constrains? who defines and select the legitimate options ?
The analysis is not so much normative than critical, giving due attention to the social context and contingent rationalities in the
evolution of this peculiar political action, with the aim of opening new areas of discussions transgressing disciplinary and
institutional borders which are too often considered as self evident.

Genomics and Public Health [GPH3]
Room 3 : 15:30 – 17:30 – Beyond evidence-based medicine
Chair: S. Jasanoff
Duysens, F. University of Liège, SPIRAL Research Centre, Belgium, fanny.duysens@ulg.ac.be
“Beyond evidence: interrogating the multifaced nature of Huntington’s Disease throughout patients’
itineraries”
Huntington’s Disease (HD) is a neurodegenerative hereditary genetic disorder which causes gradual physical, emotional and
cognitive deterioration. Currently, no efficient biomedical treatment exists. In case of positive predictive genetic testing,
international guidelines argue that a multidisciplinary approach is needed to improve the altered persons and their relatives'
quality of life. Drawing on a multi-sited ethnography, my research intends to interrogate the multifaceted nature of HD
throughout patients’ itineraries from clinical diagnosis to subsequent caring. On the one hand, interviews are conducted
within the genetic service of a Belgian university hospital to observe the key moment of the clinical diagnosis of HD,
its announcement to patients and their early medico-psycho-social support. On the other hand, observations are conducted
within a local organisation which aim to provide longer-term daily life support.
Studies have brought out the way such patients’ organisations have increasingly mobilized their “experiential knowledge” of
health and disease to gain legitimacy or recognition of causes they are concerned with. In the recent years, this has led to
the emergence of a so-called “evidence-based activism” which focuses on knowledge production and knowledge
mobilization to intervene in health issues. From an exploratory overview of involved actors such as patients and their
relatives, medical experts and social workers in support organisations, I consider negotiations about “HD caring
guidelines” as objects of investigation including both scientific evidence and experiential knowledge in order to grasp the
multifaceted nature of the disease throughout patients’ ititnerary. Furthermore, extending the idea of the multiplicity of body
and disease, I consider how HD is enacted within the individual and collective empirical experiences. Beyond evidence, the
status of disease and altered persons in society is interrogating in all its dimensions.
Moes, F. University of Maastricht, The Netherlands, f.moes@maastrichtuniversity.nl
“An epistemic battle in healthcare rationing: the resilience of Evidence-based Medicine”
Recently, the Netherlands was host to a remarkable lawsuit in healthcare. The Patients Association for Interstitial Cystitis (ICP)
sued the healthcare rationing body of the Netherlands -the National Health Care Institute (NHCI)- for misconduct in its
decision to stop reimbursement of bladder instillations. The NHCI was challenged for basing its decision primarily on
experimental evidence and overruling clinical expertise and patient experiences. Also, the NHCI’s use of the principles of
Evidence-Based Medicine was disputed. Curiosity of this case lies in the fact that such a ‘battle of the evidences’ is the exact
opposite of what the founders of Evidence-Based Medicine had in mind. According to David Sackett, the aim of Evidence-Based
Medicine is to ‘integrate the best external evidence with individual clinical expertise and patients’ choice’ (Sackett et al 1996: 72).
In the NHCI’s rationing decision, the use of Evidence-Based Medicine has quite the adverse effect. In the end, the courtroom of
Amsterdam becomes a place of collective negotiation of what counts as evidence in healthcare priority setting.
Healthcare rationing decisions are highly charged political and moral issues. Time and again, these decisions -often framed as
verdicts on “the value of a human life”- trigger off heated discussions in media and politics. In rational accounts of policymaking it
is assumed that scientific facts and research evidence are to provide the medical-technical, non-political base for decision-making.
Supposedly, scientific knowledge forms the objective, rational and neutral background against which these political, value-laden
decisions are made (Pielke 2007). In the lawsuit on bladder instillations, it is the exactly this ‘objective’, ‘rational’ and ‘neutral’
domain of knowledge that is politicized and taken centre-stage.
As knowledge has come to play a more central part in contemporary governance of health care, the problem of whose
knowledge counts for such policy decisions has become politically and morally charged (Moreira 2012). Paradoxically, the
scientification of public policy leads to the politicization of scientific knowledge (Weingart 1999, Hoppe 1999). While scientific
advice is much solicited in complex public health issues, simultaneously, the authority of scientific advising bodies is vigorously
questioned in the public domain (Bijker et al 2009). Using a case-study approach, this paper explores the simultaneous process of
scientification and politicization of the NHCI’s rationing decisions. The paper is based on extensive fieldwork at the NHCI,
investigating the ‘epistemic culture’ of the NHCI (Knorr-Cetina 1999; 2007).
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Wauters, A. , KU Leuven, Belgium, annet.wauters@soc.kuleuven.be
“Living with a genetic predisposition: concerns of genetic discrimination in Flanders”
Over the past decades we have witnessed an immense increase in the amount of genetic knowledge. This new knowledge
generated a lot of positive as well as negative outcomes. The idea of differential treatment based upon personal genetic
information caused a great deal of concern in society. The concept of genetic discrimination was introduced and the idea of
creating a genetic underclass has often been mentioned. Since the nineties, policymakers in different countries around the world
reacted to this threat of ‘genetic discrimination’ by installing regulation through which the use of genetic information in the
context of insurance and / or employment has been forbidden. However, despite these regulatory efforts to reduce fears of
genetic discrimination people still seem to be concerned to become the victim of it. Research on this fear and its background is
still limited, especially in Europe. In my PhD research I investigate the fears of genetic discrimination and its background by
gaining insight in how people live with (the risk of) having a genetic disease (e.g. hereditary breast cancer). Here are some
questions I will address: How do individuals cope with (the risk of) having a genetic disease? Are they concerned to be
discriminated against on the basis of their genetic information or their disease? If so, what are the backgrounds of these
concerns? Do we witness differences between asymptomatic and symptomatic individuals and furthermore do they perceive
genetic information as fundamentally different form other medical information? Answers to these and other questions will help
to rethink the concept of genetic discrimination and the protection given to genetic information. I will present my PhD research
proposal and I hope to be able to present some preliminary findings as well.
Pidoux, V. Université Libre de Bruxelles, Université de Lausanne, Switzerland, Vincent.Pidoux@unil.ch
“Can STS inform evidence-based medicine ? Building trading zones for knowledge translation in medicine”
My paper is a contribution to a sociology of translational research in medicine. I present two ongoing projects which
problematize both what translational medicine (TM) is, and what could be the contribution of social sciences, mainly the Science
and Technology Studies (STS), in translating what TM is, or should be.
The first project is an interdisciplinary collaboration with health services researchers and epidemiologists aiming at questioning
what “knowledge translation” is as part of evidence-based medicine (EBM), and how it could be “improved” with the adding of
the social sciences “touch”. The project can be summarized as a try to rethink the linear model of know-do gaps, from the lab to
EBM, and as a try to construct trading zones for mutual exchanges of concepts, tools and shared understandings and ways of
knowing/acting in contemporay public healthcare. The purpose of these STS-EBM trading zones is also to try to “infuse”
reflexivity practice among the doctors we are working with/for.
The second project I want to deal with in this paper, is about the sociotechnical analysis of the attempt to melt psychiatry into
translational medicine. Reformers (mainly neuroscientists) adopt a pragmatic and relativistic stance which acknowledges and
criticizes the constructed (i.e. arbitrary) character of mental disorders, and they want to make them aligned with basic
neurobiological and genomics research, and EBM. Here the contribution of STS could be to bring the lacking symmetrical view
(neurobiological/genomics/EBM facts are constructed too), and to give more precision to what construction means in these
contexts and for STS as well.
It will be argued in this paper that STS role has to be pushed further as a political intervention which is less about assessing,
counselling, or merely criticizing, than providing a view on the options and sometimes unexpected pathways translation in
medicine can take.
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