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ANNEX 2
Interuniversity Attraction Poles V/16

The loyalties of knowledge. The positions and responsibilities of the sciences and of scientists in a democratic constitutional state
Coordinator: Prof. Serge Gutwirth

Vrije Universiteit Brussel

Comments on the "preliminary evaluation report" by the evaluation panel under presidency of Prof. Hartmann

Although we agree with some of the suggestions made in the preliminary evaluation report, we cannot accept this report because we believe that it is not a fair, complete, thorough and motivated evaluation of our work. In what follows we will substantiate and explain this statement

I. General remarks

We thank the members of the panel for their conclusion that the network should continue in the next phase and for the recommendations they offer for improvement. Unfortunately these will not be of much use because this evaluation kills the future of this project in the next phase. The overall 'average' assessment and the almost exclusively negative comments do not sustain the conclusion that the network should be continued in any way. 

There may have been some misunderstanding of the ex-post evaluation procedure because the Ex-Post Evaluation Manual and its 7 annexes did seem to us to imply that the evaluation panel was to read and evaluate the content of our research as presented in the description of the project, the annual progress reports and the overview document. We also thought that the referees would be acquainted with the objectives of the IAP program in general, and evaluate our research in terms of the stated objectives on the basis of which our project was selected. Not only is the content of our research neither commented upon nor evaluated, but the evaluation frame used by the panel appears to be more relevant for the evaluation of a settled team of research(ers), than for an evaluation based upon the objectives of the IAP program which are the following (see Annex 1) :

"-
to promote long-term, structured collaboration among university research teams of both Belgium’s linguistic Communities and teams belonging to the federal scientific institutions ;

-
to foster complementarity and interdisciplinarity among these teams ;

-
to enable young teams to benefit from the environment of excellence provided by a network and its international renown and influence ; 

-
to facilitate the insertion of Belgian research teams into European and International networks ;

 -
to give teams that are already recognized within the international scientific community additional human and material resources for building a sufficient critical mass."

It seems to us that the panel did not take into account the fact that although we are not a research institute leading interdisciplinary research, we are part of an effort to promote and foster such research. Our network brought together seasoned researchers who -three years ago- had hardly any connections and who were linguistically, geographically, disciplinarily and institutionally working in separate contexts. The remark about the existence of a “real overload from other work (teaching, other research assignments) for key senior staff” would be relevant if the project was to turn them into interdisciplinary researchers. This we consider a misjudgment. The promoters were meant to continue their own research and teaching activities. They were united by the challenging conviction that together they could complement each other and achieve what would have been impossible in the framework of their own disciplines, namely to provide a specific and innovative “environment of excellency” for young researchers, and to prepare them for a fruitful and relevant insertion in Belgian, European and International teams and networks.
We have been particularly astonished by the note that “some Belgian members have growing international reputations (e.g. Stengers, De Sadeleer) but it is often based on work not directly related to the project". The very project did expect the promoters and senior researchers to pursue their work, while interacting, exploring and actualizing the possibilities of complementarity created by the network. In particular, for Isabelle Stengers, this remark sounds very strange : what the preliminary evaluation report recognizes as a “good idea”, namely that young researchers continue their training in a ‘home-discipline’, is precisely the concretization of the concept of a practice, its demands and obligations, which she has given a theoretical basis in her “Cosmopolitics” book. Actually, the very title of our project “loyalty of knowledge” is an allusion to the theme of “practical obligations”. It is hard to imagine a stronger relation for a philosopher to a project than the one which gives her the opportunity to participate in an active way in an experiment which implements and puts to the test a set of ideas central to her work. 

It may be that the misunderstanding is rooted in the fact that the evaluation panel did not consider the educational challenge included in this idea of practice as an item worth evaluating. It was however the very challenge of our project itself, such as it has been developed both in the overview document, and as it was already stated and made explicit in our original (granted) project proposal : 

"The main originality of this project is nevertheless educational, concerning training for researchers. Our research is designed as an action research or an ‘experiment’ to conduct interactively with researchers from different walks of life, beyond the barrier of mutual exclusion that is created by ignorance. The question of how to wet a common appetite (create a common interest) from such different ways of seeing things, can be solved only in the field. Thus, through this experiment, our project will try to identify the new urgent training needs that the knowledge-transmitting practices linked to the democratic constitutional state must meet (e.g. in a graduate school). So, in addition to the more traditional targets of ‘knowledge generation’ defined in the various work packages, we shall try to foster the communication of knowledge, in the strongest sense of the word, for here we shall consider knowledge not just as content that everyone can acquire, but as something that must ‘count’, ‘be important’, be part of the way in which a researcher states her/his questions. Our project thus talks of ‘loyalty’, ‘ties’ and ‘attachment’ in order to underline this very challenge." 

From the outset, it has thus been our deliberate intention to create a new research landscape wherein what counts for other researchers in other fields is taken seriously, and wherein the demand to wet the others’ appetite for what you are doing is a strong one. In other words: we have tried to launch and stimulate a practice of constructing mutually interesting questions and knowledge. We feel we have begun to demonstrate the possibility of the fabrication or construction of better knowledge, both from the point of view of scientific robustness and of its democratic (participatory) legitimacy. We have also begun to experience that there need not be any tension between being a good specialist, a good disciplinary practitioner, and opening yourself to interdisciplinary work as it emerges from the concerns of other practitioners or the public. These first findings are described in the overview of the research results of the workpackages and summarized in the "main achievements"-chapter in the overview document (p. 39-42). 
This is why in the overview document, we did claim as an achievement what is recognized in the preliminary evaluation report as “Project meetings are reported to have been very inspiring for the participants”., The fact that researchers who are not defining themselves as interdisciplinary researchers, who go on belonging to their “home discipline”, who recognize that learning how to take seriously what matters for other disciplines, turns them into more creative researchers in their own discipline, is a practical achievement that we consider inspiring . A peculiar shock is that the relevance of WP1, which experimented how science students could be actively and constructively involved and interested in what usually escapes the frame of their discipline, is put into doubt. The very idea of our interest in educational research action is thus put into question. It is, of course, the very right of the referees not to be interested, but when the task is to evaluate a project whose official goal was to associate thematic and educational research, it is quite astonishing that they would impose their own priorities. 

The criticisms clearly reflect the evaluators’ decision to affirm their priorities against the experimental dimension of our work. They fully concentrate on an output that is defined as deficient and insufficient. Since the comments are very brief and sketchy, the place taken by the repetition of the same type of comments is striking:

"- The project urgently needs a ‘coming out’ to the outside academic world.

- The group did not yet seem to have made much of an effort to get this recognition. In the past 3 1/2 years, the group has been too ‘inner directed’.

- The publications produced so far are unsatisfactory with regard to their number and where they are published. 
- More publications in standard academic journals are needed
- The project should work out a serious strategy for international publication of their work.

- More visible publications

- A better and more informative website that should also be available for visitors from outside the project. 
- International conferences with invited speakers

- Participation in international conferences

- More international collaborations, funding applications etc. 
- PhD (as well as postdocs) students should attend international conferences in which they present their work. There are also many graduate student conferences." 

Even if we put aside the particular objective of our project, no doctoral student in Belgium is evaluated by reference to the number of publications, in "standard academic journals” which we take to mean "in English"
. What our network did was bringing together young PhD students and researchers of different disciplines in an environment of excellence (the promoters and their respective excellent records and teams); it offered them a closely knit network bringing together different disciplines, different languages and an outstanding European partner.
 What the seasoned researchers and promoters certainly did not consider as an option, was to use their students’ work and results in order to produce their own (eventually co-authored) publications. They considered it their job to actively provide a challenging and sustaining environment and not to rush students in a premature production cycle which would have deprived them of the time necessary to construct their own questions, to construe their own learning process how to deal with a rather disorientating, from the disciplinary point of view, environment. It should once more be kept in mind that our research is not of the "standard academic research" type, but that it includes an "action-research" component or, if you like, an experiment on the research practices themselves. 

We would also like to underline the fact that we scrupulously respected the scenario provided by BELSPO as regards the organization of the site-visit. This is to say that we do not accept criticisms based on the expectation that we should have done otherwise (see further).

Moreover, in providing information to the evaluators we have meticulously followed the detailed directives provided by BELSPO as regards the structure and content of the overview document. The same applies as regards the availability of our original project proposal and the 3 annual reports on our website, in July 2005. It should be remarked that the overview document was presented as a replacement of the “final report”, taking into account that we are still one year and a half away from the end of the project. It thus tries to give an interested reader all the means to evaluate the questions we have been producing, together with our own appreciations and conclusions. We are very disappointed to learn that the only answer to this document is "Where are the publications (in 'standard academic journals in English') ?"

II. The publications

The preliminary evaluation report is very critical about our network's output in terms of international publications as well as about the lack of a complete publication list in the overview document. This criticism is obviously the core of the report. . Although we believe that the objectives and the experimental approach of our project do weaken and relativize it substantially (see supra), we do at the same time contest the substance of this verdict itself of the evaluation panel.

1. There is a confusion or misunderstanding at work here. The rules of the ex-post evaluation of the IAP-networks required us to "list the 10 most relevant publications or co-publications directly related to the achievements of the IAP-project as a whole" in the overview document. This requirement was clarified by the explicit mention that "the complete list of publications is already provided in the annual reports" (Manual, Annex 3, p. 3). Although we "dared" to list 12 publications instead of 10, we did exactly what we were asked to do. In other words, we were not asked neither supposed to provide a "full publication list" in the overview document, for the manual for the ex-post evaluation assumed that such a list was already available to the referees in the Annual Progress Reports 2002, 2003 and 2004 which have been on our website since July 1, 2005. The pages 14-22 of the 2002 Report, the pages 20-23 of the 2003 Report and the pages 30-38 of the 2004 Report effectively do contain such lists of publications.

Confronted with the criticism that a "full list of publications" is lacking and that our publication record is considered "unsatisfactory", we cannot but wonder whether the evaluators have taken into account the full information that has been provided to them. Could it be that they did not read the BELSPO instructions? 

In order to avoid further confusion we now add our full list of publications since 2002 in annex 1 and a list of participations to colloquia and congresses in annex 2. We trust this list will show that, notwithstanding the specificity of our network, we are effectively publishing actively on subjects directly and indirectly related both to the core perspective and objectives, the workpackage topics and the two transversal issues of the project.
 
2. The 12 publications we did effectively select for the overview document are those that we found most illustrative for the core of our innovative experimental work. We have chosen those publications that are basic for and/or articulated upon the lateral research process we have launched. We do think that from the perspective of the complexity of the innovative process we have initiated, these 12 selected publications are already showing an excellent result as regards the objectives of the first phase of this project. This selection, which has been made after three years and a half, would have been different if presented today (cf. the annexed complete list of publications). 
3. The preliminary evaluation report addresses the issue of the publications in a very general way, as if publication habits and requirements are the same in all disciplines concerned. The panel also does not take into account that this project brings together Belgian and French teams making it a tri-lingual project (French, Flemish and English) working against a broad background both influenced by Anglo-Saxon and French continental cultural backgrounds. It does not seem to give any value to publications in other languages than English, neither to books, transforming them into invisible publications, if not irrelevant. It is clear that we do not share this perspective on publications, which seems copy-pasted from the hard sciences.

Let us just give one example. An important part of the project is done by legal scientists and theoreticians of law, mainly with a background in Belgian law. It is clear that legal scientists have fundamentally different publication habits than, e.g., sociologists or philosophers. Publishing about or in relation to Belgian legal issues in English, is not a current practice (except from a comparative law perspective). The article of Daniel de Beer, "Les O.G.M., les délinquants et le juge" [Genetically Modified Organisms, the delinquents and the judge] listed amongst our 12 most important publications, is digging into the application of Belgian criminal law to anti-GMO actions, from the perspective of our project. It has been published in the best French Belgian periodical in the field of criminal law - for us: a "standard academic journal"- namely the Revue de droit pénal [Criminal Law Review]. This is without discussion an excellent result for a researcher with three years of seniority, writing a PhD. Moreover, ranking systems of periodicals in the legal sciences do simply not yet exist. Which is why, at the Flemish level (!), there is now a subnational pilot project running, proposing a new system of ranking of legal periodicals and legal books
, which fundamentally differs from the model used in other disciplines. This example shows nicely that researchers in the legal field cannot be judged with reference to criteria used in other disciplines. But nevertheless, stimulated by this project, de Beer, de Sadeleer, De Sutter, Schreurs, Gutwirth & Hildebrandt do publish and seek to publish in English as well. In fact, since she joined the project Hildebrandt has published nearly exclusively in English. Please check the annexed updated list of publications.

4. According to Belgian PhD practices, and especially in this particular project (see above) emphasis is placed on the PhD itself and not upon ancillary publications. The project has now 5 PhD students - paid on the project - intensively working on their PhD (notably Comijn, de Beer, De Sutter, François and Trussart) and 1 PhD student who has fallen dramatically ill for almost a year now (Smet). Furthermore, Wim Schreurs, a PhD researcher who is paid by the VUB-Research Council and is preparing a PhD on Ambient intelligence and the protection of personal data, always has been actively involved in our project. It is surprising that the evaluation report does not give any consideration or any evaluation of their work, which we, as promoters, have always found to be quintessential. 
5. As the referees point out, the promoters cannot 'buy themselves out'. And neither should they buy themselves out of their own lines of research. The referees’ criticism that the publications of some of the promoters 'are often based on work not directly related to the project' is splitting up in two parts what we believe cannot be cut up, because the point is not to create one group devoted to “the project” but to construct the environment of excellency which none of them would have been able to create, if isolated in his or her own field. It is thus self-evident to us that the promoters' publications and research work was what led them to participate in the present research. This is for example obvious in the case of Gutwirth, when he publishes on data protection and privacy because "the processing of personal data" connects these issues directly to what we have called the "correlatable human". Equally so in the work of Jean Paul Van Bendegem and Karen François concerning present-day philosophy of mathematics, focusing on mathematical practice, and education of mathematics, including a politics of mathematics. And it is even the case when Stengers publishes a book on Whitehead and another on capitalism and the altermondialist challenge, as both are centered around the possibility to escape the settled paths of knowledge and action. The book on Capitalism and altermondialism has been fed by the IAP, as shown by the fact that the GMO case, the empowerment of the public, the participatory experiments and the problem of property rights are important ingredients of her argument. In both cases, her work explores a constructivist approach, which enables philosophy students to enter into new relations with both science studies and politics. The same reasoning a fortiori applies to senior researchers (such as de Sadeleer on the precautionary principle and on intellectual property law, and Hildebrandt on legal normativity and fair trial) who have been precisely attracted into this project with the aim of establishing links between their pre-existing expertise and research and our projects objectives. For these reasons we do not accept the discarding of the publications of Latour, Stengers and de Sadeleer as foreign to the project. 

6. Although they had access to the internal part of our website since July 2005, the evaluators do not refer at all to the internal publications and discussions to be found there. This is unacceptable. From the outset we have underlined the fact that the main objective of imbroglio.be was to be a dispositif, a vehicle through which “a true learning environment” was internally created in accordance with what is the main original focus of our project, namely to function as an action research, as an experiment concerning the training of researchers (see Description of the project, Form E and Form H). The cross-fertilization, publication of drafts and ideas, as well as the discussions on the internal site (both in the "weblog" and the "tree") were and are important as a way to realize our objectives. Of course, some just criticisms can (and should) be made about the way the internal website is structured and organized, but this question is already under review. 

III. Specific remarks

Ad 2.1 Information provided by the network
The evaluators do not answer all the questions. 
As already said, the content of the overview document and the agenda and organization of the site-visit have been strictly directed by BELSPO We did exactly what we were required to do. No complete list of publication was asked for in the overview document (see supra), neither was a self-assessment. Moreover, the appreciation that the overview document was 'badly edited' is unfair because it ignores that the Belgian use of English cannot (and should not) be compared to its use in Netherlands or Finland. De facto we deal here with the (small) price the English langua franca pays for becoming the language of international academic activities in the new economy of knowledge.
We did not know that the aim of the presentation was to be "impressive" and neither that "power point presentations" were expected. It may have been a mistake but to us the aim of the site visit was substantial and not formal. 

As regards the lack of focus and the unsatisfactory presentation of goals and results, no question starting with the overview document has been asked during the visit. We were quite unable to suspect that the referees had trouble with the document since there was not the least allusion to it. We have continuously, both in the document and during the site-visit, stressed the fact that our project is more to be seen as an experiment about the ways to undertake cross-fertilized research on and around two common subjects ("GMO's and food security" and "The correlatable human"), rather than as a focused academic research on these subjects. We actually think that this is a very clear focus or goal and disagree with the criticism. On the other hand we fear that the evaluators have been focusing on things that were not within the core of our original project as it was explicitly stated and accepted by BELSPO and as it should have been used as a frame of reference. 

Ad 2.2. Research results

It is hard to answer a comment which is imprecise and without motivation. 

We would like to know why "the track-record as a whole is unsatisfactory"? If this argument is another way to repeat the "lack of publications argument", we refer to point II (above). If this argument has something to do with content or working method, we would like to know what is at stake. As such, we do not accept this verdict.

"Some of the workpackages contributed little to the key issues". Is this an answer to the question, asking for the evaluation of the specific contribution of the partners in the project? What are we and BELSPO supposed to do with such comment?

"One workpackage failed to contribute anything at all. The leader of this workpackage also failed to show up at the site visit." This information appears repeatedly in the evaluation document, which is quite remarkable given the brevity of the report. 

We have openly acknowledged that this was a failure of our network. It was quite apparent in the overview document, and we did not foresee any future role for the Gent team. However the formulation or the report turns this failure into an argument, ending with the final recommendation that the “Gent leg” be cut, which is rather obvious. It is sure that the coordination of the Gent team definitely failed, and that Cazaux played a rather insignificant role (3 months at 100%, 9 months at 35%). But the very unfortunate illness of Smet was the last blow and the whole load of the Gent participation came to rest upon the shoulders of Danny De Waele, who has never been working on the project for more than 50% (resp. 35, 35, 40 and 50 %). Danny De Waele has nevertheless delivered input in the project. She has also realized some output under the form of publications. De Waele will quit the project from 1 January 2006 on. This means that a substantial part of the Gent funding has not been used, and will not be. The whole story is a very unfortunate and sad one but not a scandal to be debunked. 
In contrast, it is obvious to note that the evaluation report does not find it worth mentioning that the research group of Marc Mormont and François Mélard from the Fondation Universitaire du Luxembourg joined the network as corresponding partners and effectively took up the responsibility for two workpackages without any IAP-subsidies (See overview document, p. 4). Isn't this worth mentioning and taking into account ? 
Ad 2.3. Networking

The evaluators do not address at all the questions they are required to answer. Their comments do not deal with the way we networked (except for the repetition that "one of the workpackages failed to contribute at all" ). 

As a matter of fact, we are proud of the way we have been networking. We think we did an excellent job here, which we extensively described in the overview document and explained during the site visit, and which we are not going to repeat here. 
The comments, however, address two other issues, namely the 'coming out' of the project (which we will discuss further, under the appropriate heading) and the fact that there seems to be a real overload from other work for key senior staff. Although the latter is often right, it has (except for the Gent promoter) never been a burden for the participation of the different promoters to the activities of the network and we do not remember complaints on that point during the site-visit. On the contrary, the promoters have been very actively involved in the many activities launched and organized, they have participated in the discussions on the website, they have published, they have further projects of publication and they have been extremely accessible to the PhD students. Of course, more time would be welcome but the first limitation was the time the students did need to acclimate in their demanding environment and then to work on their dissertation project. 

Ad 2.4. IAP Position

A. Cutting edge
Again the evaluators do not answer the relevant questions.

Here they write that it is “(T)oo early to make an assessment of the potential of the project”. This is in contradiction with the statement sub 2.2 that “The core of the project has potential” and with the conclusion sub 3.2 that the network should be continued. In our Overview Report we explain why we think we have an important potential but since the referees do not take into account the educational challenge (which they reduce to the verdict that we have been too “inner directed”) and do not comment on the interest and innovative ambition of the students dissertations, we will concentrate on what seems their exclusive interest and priority :

- first of all, it was the core aim of this project to launch a reflexive research experiment as described above. This perspective indeed explains why we have been 'inner directed' : it was, as it happens, an explicit goal of the project.

- secondly, this project is in its first stage of experimentation, in the framework of a long-term perspective, working with young teams and young researchers which still need to stabilize.
- thirdly, it is incorrect to affirm that we did not make 'much effort to get this recognition', not only because contrary to the opinion of the reviewers we are publishing substantially, but also because we have participated and presented results in quite a number of international scientific gatherings and also because our 34 seminars attracted scientists from all over the world (Jasanoff, Backhouse, Shiva, Van Montagu, Rose, Marris, etc.) as did the cycle of seminars we launched in cooperation with the International Association for Legal Theory (with participation of the internationally renowned Fitzpatrick, Karu, Legrand, Papaux, Ost, etc.). A description of the efforts we undertook can be found in the overview document pages 44-46 and 53-58. 

- fourthly, we wonder what better argument there exists to show that we gained recognition than the fact that the VUB-LSTS research group, which was created as a result of this IAP in November 2003, in less than two years, with Gutwirth as promoter, became a partner in four FP6 research projects including partners from all over Europe. These projects include 2 Integrated Projects (REFGOV, 29 partners, and SPICE, 25 partners), one Specific Support Action (SWAMI, 5 partners) and one Network of Excellence (FIDIS, 24 partners) More information on FIDIS, REFGOV and SWAMI can be found in the overview document at p. 54 and 55. SPICE - Service Platform for Innovative Communication Environment - is a recent Project in which LSTS will participate in close cooperation with the department of communication sciences of the VUB ). Also, LSTS is a partner in the submitted FP6 Coordination Action TIED (Technology Identity: Ethics and Democratic Accountability. Promoting networking and international research on ethical, social and policy implications of emerging technologies for human identification.) including 9 European partners. LSTS is also a partner in the interdisciplinary research project on FLEmish E-publishing Trends (FLEET) granted by the Institute for the Promotion of Innovation by Science and Technology in Flanders (IWT-SBO, 4 main partners, 4 years). 

B. International role
Bruno Latour’s role is indeed internationally recognized. And his input has played a very important and challenging role for our project. His own interest in the project should be seen as relevant in the appreciation of our work. Why indeed would he be interested in an “inner centered group” without international recognition, if he did not acknowledge that we are trying to realize the kind of research his work is calling for ?

Again, one might expect that the international recognition of the network after 3-4 years would or should perhaps take the form of an "Interdisciplinary Research Institute", but our priority has been and remains to train researchers who will be able to achieve international recognition along innovative paths. Again the referees impose their own priorities in complete disregard with the stated ambition of the project as it has been accepted by BELSPO. 

We also wonder why the evaluators are not giving any attention or credit, for example, to the LSTS participation into a range of international projects, all strictly peer reviewed, such as the FP6 projects evoked above. These participations are indeed directly linked to the IAP both from a substantial as from an organizational point of view, because they respectively relate to the transversal theme of the "correlatable human" and the researchers of the IAP participate into these projects. Especially the role of LSTS in FIDIS is directly related to the theme of the "correlatable human" since we initiated the topic of "profiling" of which Hildebrandt and Gutwirth are workpackage leaders. A very exciting and fertile exchange between FIDIS and the IAP has been taking place, of which the fruits can be found in three substantial FIDIS reports that were edited and co-authored by LSTS in the last six months. Hence, our participation as workpackage leader in FIDIS would simply not have been conceivable without the IAP-project from the point of view of both the content and the effective participation in FIDIS of AIP-LSTS-researchers Hildebrandt, François, Schreurs, Gutwirth and Van Bendegem. 
Similar stories can be told of the other research groups, connected to the IAP-network, whether well-established or newly started. The Center for Logic and Philosophy of Science (CLWF), run by one of the IAP-promoters, viz., Jean Paul Van Bendegem, consisting of about 12 members at the present moment, has both benefited from the results of the IAP and, inversely, has been able to add its own expertise. As within the CLWF the methodological focus is more akin to the formal-analytical approach, the confrontation with the continental views within the project has been not merely inspiring, but rather unique within the international philosophical research community. Apart from this, the CLWF itself connects to other international projects as has been clearly listed on page 55 of the overview document.

Ad 2.5. Output

A. Publications

About the publications, see above.

B. Appeal

Except for its home page, our website as currently conceived has not been designed to appeal to visitors. In the first place it was built as a tool for the network and it has, sometimes intensely, been used for the exchange of texts, information and arguments. As such it has played a crucial part in the functioning of the network (see above). The process of opening the website to the public is ongoing. However, it should not merely be seen as an operation of visibility, but much more as an operation that will allow visitors to actively participate in the construction of knowledge (see overview document at p. 5) 
As regards our participation in conferences and so on, please have a look at the annual reports and the list in annex of this document. 

"More international collaborations, funding applications etc. ?". In order to respond to this unmotivated statement we could provide the list of research projects and applications which are running or are under submission in the teams of our network. For this we are glad to refer to the overview document (Chapter 4.2, p. 54 et seq.) In the present comment we already re-evoked and actualized the example of LSTS and CLWF at the VUB (see above). The question is : what more do the evaluators expect us to do ? 
C. PhD and postdoc training
We wish to recall that training (what are called) “junior researchers” was an intrinsic part of our program, and we are quite unhappy that the 34 seminars we organized, that were not teaching seminars but research and training ones, with external guests, could be interpreted as a “homey biotope”. It is precisely our goal for the biotope to be challenging, confronting students of mixed disciplines with a diversity of approaches. All of this has nothing to do with the idea of a comfortable environment. 

Our pre- and postdoctoral students are attending international conferences but it may well be that our (and their) idea about their future is not so much “competition” between similar rivals but to learn how to make a relevant contribution . It may be that we are hopelessly oldfashioned but we have not lost the hope to train researchers who will see the problem of “the position and responsibilities of the sciences and of scientists in a democratic constitutional state” as more than just a matter of competition in order to get positions. We are grateful to BELSPO for having acknowledged the idea that the future may indeed demand a change in the training of researchers. 

D. Young promising teams

We do not at all agree that it is too early to comment on this subject, for two new teams have been created and/or boosted by this project, namely LSTS-VUB and GECO-ULB. 

We answered the question of the effects of the IAP support on these teams at p. 66 and 67 of the overview document. With respect to LSTS an update has already been given above. As regards GECO it can be added that one of its post-doc researchers, viz., Maria Puig della Bellacasa obtained a Marie Curie Fellowship (in Santa Cruz, with Donna Harraway) and a second one, Didier Debaise, has a one year fellowship at the Max Planck Institute in Berlin.

We wonder what more is needed to assess the effects of the IAP support upon LSTS and GECO ?

Ad 3.1 and 3.2. General appreciation of the network and Recommendations for the continuation of the next phase

We thank the evaluators for finding 'some workpackages' important, interesting and promising, for concluding in favor of the continuation of the project, and for making a number of useful recommendations (which we have already discussed above).

However, we cannot accept to be judged and/or rated on the basis of an evaluation report that we find inadmissible. We think both BELSPO and our project deserve better.

� This document has been written after a general consultation of the network partners and has been endorsed by all the promoters (J.-C. Grégoire, S. Gutwirth, B. Latour, M. Mormont, F. Mélard, K. Raes, I. Stengers and J. P. Van Bendegem) 


� We come back to the issue of the publications below sub. II.


� The IAP phase V was the first to provide this possibility 


� We are not willing to redo the reporting, but as the premiminary evaluation report does not mention our transversal themes at all, we feel obliged to say again that the two common transversal themes ("GMO's and food security" and "The correlatable human") were the concrete objects/themes tying together our action-research. It is about those two concrete themes, part and parcel of the field of work of the promoters, that we undertook our research experiment.


� See : � HYPERLINK "http://www.vlir.be/vlir/02thema%27s/04onderzoeksbeleid/downloads_kzrechten_notitie15juni2004/notitie%20KZ%20Rechten%20Engels.pdf" �Model for the integral quality assessment of research in law.� At www.vlir.be 





