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Summary: The focus of evaluation practices on the criteria of publishing in top reviews shows some contradictions with the political purpose which aims to built both interdisciplinary knowledge and a more integrated relationship with social and industrials actors in the perspective of distributed knowledge in the society. That situation obviously appears in the case of the French National Centre of Research. Going beyond these contradictions needs to conceive and enforce adapted policies based upon multicriteria evaluations of researchers activity and careers. 
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Introduction

The management of the research activity is changing according two main directions, which can reveal themselves opposite. On one side, the evaluation procedures and tools of the academics activity which aim to reach a higher quality of output become more objective and standardised. That process is linked both to the destabilisation of proximity evaluation criteria within small groups of academics and to the increasing number of academics which have to be evaluated. Such a virtuous process have led in fact to focus on a quantitative evaluation of the number of publications in top reviews completed by the use of « Citation Index » (Combes et Linnemer 2000). On the other side the research activity has to adapt to what is called the “emergence of a new production of knowledge” linked to the requirement of a knowledge socially distributed in the society (Gibbons and others 1994, Lundvall and Barras 1997). That change leads the researchers in reviewing their choice of research themes and objects and the actors with whom they lead research (who are more heterogeneous). It also leads them to change the way in which they codify their knowledge to facilitate its accessibility to a larger panel of actors. These changing practises lead also toward the mobilisation and the production of a more interdisciplinary knowledge.

In this paper we intend to show by analysing the case of the French National Centre of Scientific Research (CNRS)
- and more particularly the current orientations of that institution - that it exists some main contradictions between these two changing processes. If we acknowledge that the researchers evaluation can influence the research practices then it would exist a way to make the two previous change coherent each other; that is to say the expectation and requirements of a knowledge society on one side and the requirements of a high quality of scientific research activity and output on the other side.

More precisely our critical analysis does not put into question the requirement of quantitative evaluation through publishing in top reviews. But it aims to underline the difficulties in the adaptation of the knowledge production to the requirement of a socially distributed knowledge that can engender a strong focus on that kind of evaluation procedure. 

More subtle practises in using the quantitative evaluation according publishing in top reviews in the researcher evaluation (Berry 1991) can be proposed. That proposition consists in integrating in the evaluation procedures a “mix” of tools and multidimensional criteria whose weight could be variable according different research practises and different careers profile. That specificity would be definite according the researcher’s position in the chain of knowledge production and diffusion and according the research domain and disciplines.

I. The differences between the political French vision and the academic model of a new production of knowledge 

According the CNRS top management’s the society agree to say that we are living a moment of “scientific revolution” which is characterised by the shift of certain boundaries. Three kind of classic distinctions need to be revisited (Le journal du CNRS 2002) :

1)
The distinction between “basic research” and “finalised research”. According the top management, “the different field of knowledge develop themselves in relation with know-how, production means, spaces and multiple interests which contribute to built and orient them”. That acknowledgement would lead to see research as “an integrated space of activities” where basic research and finalised research need to be more articulated. 

2)
The distinction between “ knowledge theoretical priorities” and “equipment of research”. It is argued that the thematic of research are more and more dependant from technological equipment (which now include not only big instruments for physics or astronomy but also every kind of other strategic equipment: centre of genome sequencing, data centres, … )
. 

3)
The distinction between disciplines to which different methods and fields of knowledge are assigned. It is assumed that the big sectors of scientific innovation are located at the intersection of several disciplinary fields to which they blur the frontiers.

In a certain way that vision could appear closed with the vision expressed by some academics (Gibbons et alii 1994). Starting from empirical studies and self experience, these academics show that the current change of knowledge production involves new processes where the notion of basic or applied research have no more meaning (Cohendet 1996). According these authors a new mode of knowledge production is emerging. New process of knowledge production is described operating within a context of applications, which don’t set within a disciplinary framework. They need to organise transdisciplinary knowledge production associated to a research, which becomes innovation oriented. 

It involves also the interaction of many actors. The knowledge is always produced under continuous negotiations including the interest of the various actors (Latour 1994). In fact, the process of negotiation that operate to determine what knowledge is produced is not only restricted to the idea to create something for the market place. In that model the sources of supply (number of potential knowledge producers) are increasingly diverse as it is the sources of requirement of specialised knowledge in the demand side (Cambrosio et Keating 1996). According the authors the working process of change in the knowledge production evolves toward a “socially distributed knowledge” to the extent that knowledge production become diffused throughout the society
. In consequence the knowledge production is becoming more socially accountable and reflexive including a wider more temporary and heterogeneous set of practitioners which collaborate on a problem defined in a specific and localised context. 

Thus, transdisciplinary knowledge production, innovation oriented research, heterogeneity of actors in the process of research, social accountability, reflexivity and new form of quality control reveal themselves to be the different ingredients of a same process of change. So, the context in which knowledge is pursued, the way in which it is organised, the reward system it utilises and the mechanisms that control the quality of what is produced are all changing in a relatively coherent mode of knowledge production. In the author’s opinion the way in which that new mode will be established in a particular context depends on the degree to which the institutions of the traditional mode of knowledge production are able to adapt themselves to the new situation. That means more precisely that “the rules governing professional development and the social and the technical determinants of competence will all need to be modified to the extent that the new mode of production becomes established” (Gibbons et alii 1994).

In fact, we will see in the next part that even if the vision of the CNRS management shows some proximity with that academic model, the latter, through its theoretical coherence, seems to go far beyond the vision of change expressed by the CNRS managers. Indeed, according the vision of these managers, the integration of basic and finalised research does not lead to change the nature of the process of knowledge production. It remains based on a linear vision. Disciplinary knowledge remains the nucleus of the knowledge production. It remains the source of further developments through finalised and more interdisciplinary research, which will more linked with industrial and societal expectations. Following that vision, as it is analysed by Stengers (Stengers 1988), science remains independent from the society and its opinion. The scientific community may be viewed as a space of a “conceptual invention, which is in the same time a space of power invention: power to rise its own questions, to assert its own criteria of interests and of validity”. That vision is the one, which have permitted the creation of scientific community during the four last century (Stengers and Schlanger 1988). 

II.
The contract between the CNRS and the state as a reflect of a path dependant strategy 

On the base of that analysis we can say that the estate of mind of French science managers appears - in fact - strongly linked with the capacity of adaptation of an organisation. This organisation remains path dependent on the base of the historic construction of its main rules and professional actors in a societal context. That is what we intend to show by analysing the content of the planed contract which has been signed with the state

This first contract between the State and the French National Centre of Scientific Research (CNRS)
 has been signed in March 2002. It formalise the meeting point between the orientation of the government scientific and technological policy and the strategy and expectations expressed by the CNRS through its project of establishment which have been previously adopted by the CNRS board of directors. The contract affirms that the challenge for the CNRS is to go beyond the compartmentalisation and the structuring into disciplinary fields: interdisciplinarity, multidisciplinarity, transdisciplinarity are firstly put forward to take part in the development of interface researches in the study of complex objet and in an integrative vision of different kind of research. A second important priority is expressed through the attempt to “put in synergy basic research and applied research”. 

The position of the scientific policy makers and of CNRS managers is in fact ambiguous. This can be illustrated by the use of the notion of interdisciplinarity, which is finally preferred to the notion of transdisciplinarity. This state of mind is not a hazard to the extent that transdisciplinarity is presented by the direction of the CNRS as a very ambitious target, probably being given the current structures of knowledge production. Effectively the latter embodies more requirements than the former if we follow the definition given by specialist academics (Morin 1994). According Erich Jantsch (1972)
, interdisciplinarity is characterised by the explicit formulation of a uniform discipline-transcending terminology or a common methodology. The corresponding form of scientific co-operation consists in working on different themes, but within a common framework that is shared by the disciplines involved. Transdisciplinarity arises only if research is based upon a common theoretical understanding and must be accompanied by a mutual interpenetrating of disciplinary epistemology. Co-operation in this case leads to a clustering of disciplinary rooted problem solving methods (in the terminology of Erich Jantsch) and creates a transdisciplinary homogenised theory or model pool. Its theoretical and methodological core is often locally driven and locally constituted, thus any such core is highly sensitive to further local mutations depending on the context of application (Gibbons et alii 1994).

Moreover, the interdisciplinarity is applied in only five great sectors: the living and its social stakes, information, communication and knowledge, environment, energy and sustainable development, nanosciences, nanotechnology and nanomaterials, astroparticules. The human and social sciences are supposed to be involved in the three previous ones, which are also governmental priorities. In principle, these five sectors are different from the disciplinary traditional ones and are also distinct from the existing division of the CNRS into big scientific departments at the national level
. They are supposed to be organised as a matrix where different disciplines must be involved into each proposed sector. That proposition reveals the difficulty to manage a general change from the classic model of research toward the new requirement in a knowledge-based society.

The same ambiguous position in leading change appears also when are pointed out the purpose “to put in synergy basic research and applied research” and to give “the answer to the expectations of the society ”: the CNRS has “to meet the society expectations and have to find on their basis a source for orientating these researches” and has “to be attentive to the societal fears generated by its undertaken researches”. In that perspective it must “identify scientific problems and bring to them argued answers”. This synergy is considered as the best mean to contribute to “the advancement of knowledge and to the understanding of social mechanisms ”. It is supposed that a large amount of this knowledge will flow into future socio-economic or technological developments following a very traditional representation of the scientific research. Moreover the place given to social actors within and along the research process is not evoked: they are kept outside the process even if the researchers might be more attentive to their claims
. The action for strengthening the relationship with societal expectations confirms this previous analysis about the discourse. The project of a creation of expert status to inventory the state of knowledge and the controversy on a given subject let see the status given to social actors in the research process. In fact the relationship with social actors is rather viewed as problem of communication than a cognitive and reflexive processes.

Concerning the purpose to contribute to “the economic expansion”, two main orientations are indicated. In one hand the CNRS “must be attentive to the industrial’s needs and must try to find solutions to the bottlenecks their encounter”. On another hand it has “to anticipate the technological and scientific ruptures” and “to invent and turn the inventions into innovations through partnership with firms or trough the creation of start-up ”. That proposition corresponds to the traditional view of applied research, which has been more and more acclaimed as something positive.
 The actions planed to reinforce the valorisation and the transfer of result show that the links with economy actors are seen mainly through the problem of product/technology development carried out for industry. By consequence it is oriented toward partnership with firms. That is directly translated by a private and restrictive status in the conventional framework of partnership and by the focus on the intellectual property and on start up creation trough researchers.

For these reason the contract content could be red rather as an attempt to impulse a change in the state of mind of the scientific community than a project for changing deeply its dominant practices. However, despite the fact that translation of a general vision into actions plan does not put forward a radical change of the knowledge production, protestations of the scientific community rose against it through unions denouncing the “reinforced leading of research” and the “management culture” reflected by the contract.

	“Le contrat est clairement présenté comme l’instrument de réorientation permanente de la recherche, avec un pouvoir accru du directeur de laboratoire[…]. Le directivisme ministériel sur les orientations des chercheurs s’exercera au travers des directeurs de laboratoire, véritables “préfets” chargés d’imposer la mise en œuvre du contrat dans les équipes qu’ils dirigent…”
Source: SNPREES-FO, Professions de foi pour l’élection au Conseil Scientifique du CNRS, Collège A1, 2001  


III
The changing procedures of individual evaluation and the position of researchers unions representatives

To the extent that it is the principal mean to lead changes in researchers practices within an organisation, the change in the procedures of evaluation is also a good indicator of the political and strategic vision of the changing process of knowledge production 
. 

Among the actions planed in the contract is included the project to use individual and collective evaluation as leverage to reach the interdisciplinary purpose and more generally to implement the global strategy. This orientation has been translated within the strategic framework of action into two structural targets at the level of individuals: 

· The interdisciplinary recruitment must be ensured with 20% of the whole recruitment.

· The creation of five interdisciplinary commissions by 2003. 

	Project of interdisciplinary: sections
1. Sciences cognitives (sections 7-9-34) 

2. Physique / Chimie/ Biologie (PCB) (sect. 5-8-15-20-21) 

3. Bioinformatique (sect. 21-22-25-7-1) 

4. Astroparticules (sect. 2-3-14) 

5. Surfaces continentales (sect. 11-13-30) 

Liste complémentaire 

1. Énergies renouvelables (sect. 8-9-10-17-18-37) 

2. Analyses contemporaines (sect. 33-36-40)

Source: mail from the president of the section “economy and society” to researchers depending of this section, august 2002


More generally, the individual evaluation of researchers ought to evolve according the main following kind of actions:

- The taking in account of the different dimensions of researcher activity (in order of citation): education, valorisation, and team management (notably in foreign countries).

- The set up of a minimum quota of posts to be attributed for promoting researchers that have been involved into knowledge transfer and valorisation, in order to acknowledge this activity into the CNRS. The quota for these career profiles has been increases up to 8% of all the promotions for the year 2002. That proportion, which is perceived as a big effort, shows, by itself, the low level of legitimacy attributed to such career profile into the institution through its evaluation and promotion practices.

- Codification and formalisation of the criteria from which the different dimensions of the researcher activity ought to be evaluated. Among them: the interdisciplinarity dimension, the European dimension, the regional development and the partnerships dimensions such as they are evoked in the strategic orientations of the project of establishment. 

If we consider the history of the CNRS these planed actions are no new (Iribarne 1995). Moreover they let open the question of the definition of what precise criteria would be chosen by peers to evaluate individuals according the new scientific strategy, and the respective weight that will be given to these different criteria. The answer to these questions are capital for understanding how to built the identities of collective and individual actors to lead them to co-operate in the search of building new practices capable to link more tightly science with society and industry.

Traditionally, the researchers and their representatives at the national committee are extremely attached to their evaluation freedom. In general they do not accept that the CNRS direction decide by itself which criteria must be used. For these reasons the new evaluation procedures have engendered some fears expressed by the scientific community about the weakening of peer regulation embodied by this committee (Vilka 1996). These fears are linked to a higher control of recruitment and mobility by the direction in the management of careers in a context of budgetary rigor.

By this way, the intentions announced by the CNRS action plan in the domain of researchers evaluation appear below the intentions, which has been announced for the reform of the national committee in 1991. They represent a sort of compromise between the wishes of the state requiring a real evolution of research practises and the evolution of researchers evaluation practises according excellence criteria. 

IV.
The contradictions between the current process of individual evaluation and the new process of knowledge production 

Practically, inside the “National Committee”, the current codification of individual evaluation has been over the passed ten years more and more focused on the number of publications in top scientific reviews which are mainly disciplinary reviews. That situation is the result of both the contemporary institutionalisation of disciplinary knowledge supported by paradigms and the rationalisation of the scientific community’s practises in search of excellence. But it represents now a bottle neck for the evolution of science toward a new form of knowledge production that is claimed by the management of the CNRS, science policy makers and a part of the researchers themselves.

Indeed, the creation of top scientific reviews through their committees and the publications in them were ones of the principal means for modern scientific communities to codify and accumulate knowledge within scientific paradigms and thus to affirm their existence. These practises have contributed to the institutionalisation of disciplinary fields and of their scientific communities at the international level enabling them to be recognised as fundamental science by government and science policy makers. And the requirement of objective criteria in the evaluation through internal regulation of human resources allocation within disciplinary fields have contributed to focus the individual evaluation on the ability to publish in top scientific reviews acknowledged at the national or international level. More over this criteria is considered as a good external criteria for rationalising the procedures of evaluation to face the increasing amount of work that these ones represented for the peers in charge of them. This situation has led in numerous disciplinary fields to focused the evaluation of individual quality on the number of publications in top reviews and more over on the number of citation in an Citation Index (Iribarne and Gadille 2001). 

Nowadays this evaluation of researcher activities strictly based on this output involves several negative effects. These negative effects concern the process of knowledge and its results toward a socially distributed knowledge and the associated research practices. Three kind of them can more precisely be underlined: the effects on research practises, the effects on knowledge diffusion and accumulation, the effect on scientific publishing practices.

1) The effects on research practises.

A first effect is mainly linked to the fact that in different research field there is practically no transdisciplinary reviews and a limited number of interdisciplinary reviews ranked among the top ones. The domination of that evaluation criteria encourage the “normal science” and its traditional disciplinary fields and paradigms. Indeed the production of interdisciplinary and further more transdisciplinary knowledge do not fit with the requirements of the disciplinary reviews which work within a constituted paradigm of what is science. Thus, it appears to be difficult for people who undertake interdisciplinary research to publish in that kind of reviews because of the language break they have to face. To limit this negative effect a researcher has always the possibility to publish in different disciplinary top reviews. But this kind of solution does not completely solve the difficulty to valorise discipline-transcending terminology. 

An other important negative effect concerns the nature of the production of scientific knowledge and its transfer between the academic researchers and the others actors inside the society. Indeed that production and transfer are changing in the new form of knowledge production. As Michael Gibbons and others observes, in the traditional mode knowledge productions are before realised into academic teams and after results are communicated through institutional channels: among them the academic reviews have an important place. In the emergent mode, production of knowledge is realised inside heterogeneous networks and results are communicated before all between the network of those who have participated in the process of production. They are after communicated out side the network through patents and licences 
. In that mode, the subsequent diffusion occurs primarily when the original practitioners move to the new problem contexts rather than through reporting results in professional journal or academic conferences. These kind of knowledge production and transfer which are very important for the innovation process because their capability to solve problems or to bring good methods and concepts within short delay, is not taken in account by the top academic review way of evaluation: the time passed to manage networks and to achieve the reflexivity between the heterogeneous practitioners involved in the networks as well the time passed for patenting are not though as useful.

Thus, the pressure of a quantitative evaluation – publish or perish - reinforce this process of normalisation in favour of the “main stream” in each discipline and sub discipline and in each field of research. It limits the risk in the choice of research themes and practices and favours the pure theoretical approach instead of more balanced practices combining empirical observations or experimentation within heterogeneous networks
.

2) The effects on knowledge diffusion and accumulation.
These negative effects are linked to the diversification and heterogeneity of the supports of knowledge codification, accumulation and diffusion. If we assume that a new requirement of the knowledge production is the capacity to diffuse more widely the knowledge toward other professional actors that are interested by it then that requirement is more difficult to reach when researchers are mainly evaluated trough their publications in top reviews with a quantitative approach. The researcher who wishes to gather more and more publications in that kinds of reviews is not interested by publishing in the second rank review destined to others professionals or publish books. Due to the fact that in this second register the language cannot be only theoretic, professionals must translate the scientific language whose languages and referents of action are not so closed from the academic community. This needs time to make the translation from one language to another. 

Some of others negative effects could be noticed concerning these process of diffusion and accumulation:

· a limitation of teaching activities;

· a limitation of transfer practice through patents;

· a limitation of different sorts of professional mobility between public and private research or between the different links of the research chain.     

3) The effects on scientific publishing practices.

Here, the first pervert effect of the quantitative evaluation process is braking the publication of the scientific results into a great number of redundant articles with law added value for the knowledge. The consequence is an inflation of articles and greater difficulties to have some synthetic view in different research fields

A difficulty is also emerging for the academic reviews and among them for the top reviews themselves. On one way the selection process of the review ought to eliminate step by step all the “non A review” and practically all the non-English written reviews.  One the other way as the top-level reviews have become very prized, the time to publish turned out to be longer and longer. It results from this a polarisation between a market of prime communications (on the Web for example) and a market of certified publications in top reviews. So the status of these reviews shifts from a role of scientific knowledge diffusion within a discipline toward a supporting role of individual evaluation of academics through the certification procedures of the reading committees (De la Vega 2000).
V.
Propositions for leading change toward a “distributed knowledge in the society” 

The change operating within the expectations of a knowledge society on one side and on the other side the focus of evaluations procedures of the scientific researcher on quantitative criteria according the publishing in ranking mono disciplinary top reviews lets see a worrying hiatus. It results from this situation an important problem that must be solved by the community of peer researchers and by their management. It deals with the invention of new evaluation modalities and practises capable to favour those new conditions of knowledge production.

Reaching such a purpose needs to go far beyond the consensus of a monolithic evaluation centred on a unique standard: the publishing in a disciplinary ranking of top reviews. In other terms it needs for each country to be capable to invent specific measures which permit remaining in the path dependency of its traditions but also allow inventing a new way to lead scientific research according different domains.

	“Plutôt que dans la science qui représente un patrimoine commun partagé par l’ensemble de l’humanité, c’est dans la pratique de la recherche, source de toute connaissance nouvelle, que se manifestent les pratiques culturelles propres à chaque nation. La recherche est fondée sur une approche créative et représente pour moi une forme d'activité artistique. Elle requié de ceux qui la pratiquent le goût du risque et de la contestation et, comme toute activité créatrice, ne se prête à aucune tentative d’uniformisation.”
“Le pricipal danger menaçant actuellement la recherche française est l’émergence d’un système hybride qui ne peut que cumuler les faiblesses des appareils de recherche français et étrangers. Les meilleurs chercheurs français sont poussés à se plier aux critères dominants de la communauté scientifique internationale. Ils ne profitent pas de la chance exceptionnelle qui leur est offerte, qui les autorise à prendre des risques scientifiques en abordant des sujets nouveaux dont le succès n’est jamais assuré”. 

“Deux logiques peuvent être envisagées. La première est de se plier à l’idéologie dominante qui prévaut dans la plus part des grands pays industrialisés. […] Une autre solution est d’assumer sans complexes nos différences en tirant pleinement parti des possibilités offertes par notre mode d’organisation de la science, tout en tentant d’en limiter les défauts les plus flagrants”.

“Certain d’entre nous [..] ne mesurent pas les conséquences désastreuses que pourrait entraîner un écroulement des traditions qui ont façonné depuis deux sciècles le paysage scientifique français”  

Source: Une singularité: la recherche, P. Joliot, de l’Académie des sciences, Le Monde, 17 octobre 2001, pp 18


Following the intentions announced by the CNRS direction board several propositions can be made. They could allow both a very rigorous evaluation of the research activity (and not only formal output) and a variety in the practices of the scientific knowledge production. The implementation of such proposition could thus permit the flourishing of different talents within a collective acknowledgement of their value in a double meaning, symbolic and monetary ones. 

Within such evaluation measures, the disciplinary ranking reviews have they own place. Nevertheless some boundaries are essential. They would consist by the requirement of different scale of ranking reflecting the diversity of reviews whose committees will not be limited to disciplinary monopoly. They would require also diversity from the mainstream approaches with their own concepts and methods. In social sciences and more over in human sciences it matters to favour the diversity of reviews, which permits the plurality of languages reflecting the plurality of thought 
.

	                                Building a European Citation Index for the Humanities….

“A year ago, ESF’s Standing Committee for Humanities (SCH) opened up wide consultation and reflection on what should be basic criteria used to evaluate the research productivity of researchers and research teams. The conviction, which became firmly entrenched, was that it is necessary for an appropriate evaluation to include both qualitative and quantitative criteria, and that it would focus not only on the research results but also on the integrity of the research process”.

“The decision taken was to assume that the first step needed would be to work on a quantitative criteria and to advance an evaluation of the research productivity in terms of bibliometrics”.

“References to books would also need the construction of a database”.

“Actually, there is one database produced by the Institute of Scientific Information (ISI) of Philadelphia for the Humanities domain, called AHCI (Arts and Humanities Citation Index). However, there is a general consensus that the database – contrary to the SCI (Science Citation Index) - is clearly deficient. Even if one can find the major US Humanities journals in such indexes, they rarely include the best journals published outside of the USA, especially those in languages other than English”.

Source: ESF Communications, The journal of the European Science Foundation, spring 2002, n° 44, pp 12-13   


It matters more particularly to favour the creation and the ranking of interdisciplinary reviews or transdisciplinary reviews according different domains of research as by the example it is shown by the British Academy of Management 
. 

The diversity of criteria of competency evaluation is also an important stake. These criteria permit to the evaluation authority to have a better view of the individual and collective competencies and to legitimate and valorise that knowledge base diversity. Within that perspective of new evaluation references according a multiplication of criteria, the scientific publications towards the peers would represent only one component. Other criteria are necessary linked with the others competencies that are expected from researchers: the publication corresponding to the knowledge diffusion toward a larger public; the monitoring of research; the transmission of know how through higher education, the innovation in instrumentation and methods, the expertise and the scientific consultancy.

But in order to be used in a rigorous way, such a diversity of evaluation criteria leads to acknowledge a diversity of professional skills in the population of researchers (Gibbons1994, Iribarne 1999). Indeed a deep observation of the research activities shows that in the reality a great variety of practices are finally necessary to make the whole scientific and technical research system working well. These practises correspond to different temporalities in the research activity and to particular specialisation in the research process. That observation justify the proposal of distinguishing inside the research (both public and private) several professional skills profiles to which would be associated a different ranking of evaluation criteria. That criteria would be adapted to the chosen specialisation, according different professional profile. They could be for example: the disciplinary or interdisciplinary bases, the specialisation according thematic fields, the specialisation for making theoretical conjectures or empirical validations, the invention of new quantitative or qualitative methods, the research in co-operation with others partners
.
Face the monolithic careers that multicriteria evaluation of professional skills would involve necessary a greater diversity of career profiles that would be conceived, implemented and legitimated. Such a working legitimacy is particularly vital in the French case where are pointed out the weaknesses of the mobility into the public research between the core of professional researchers belonging to the CNRS and the core of university academics whose main skill are focused on higher education. That legitimacy is also necessary in order to tackle the weaknesses of the mobility between public and private research. But that constitutes a more general problem.
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� The choice of the CNRS as case study is linked to the fact that it represents the main scientific research institution in France (Iribarne 1999).


� For European, the choices made in those fields will depend on the European construction of research and on the national concerted policy organising regional poles of research


� To the invention as power support is substituted the invention as partial creation of sense, with the word “partial” taken in its double meaning (Stenger and Shangler 1988). 


� The CNRS is the main French public institution of scientific research which covers all the institutionalised scientific disciplines. It has been created in the specific purpose to develop scientific research. The financial means for University to undertake research are dependant from the scientific evaluation made by the national committee and by the scientific direction of the CNRS. While the researchers belonging to the CNRS are evaluated both at the individual and collective level (of units), the academics belonging to the university are only evaluated collectively by the CNRS through their association in mixed units with the CNRS. 


� Cited by Gibbons and others (1994). 


� Since 1975 the CNRS was organised in six large disciplinary department from “Mathematics and Basic Physics” (MPB) toward “Human and Social Sciences” (SHS). In 1975 a first interdisciplinary scientific department is created: the Department of “ engineerical sciences” (SPI). It is in 2001 that has been created an other interdisciplinary department, which has been named  “Sciences and Techniques for Information”.  


� By comparison with the beginning of the 90 the same backward appears concerning the strategic orientations. Indeed at that time the General Director of the CNRS had made sure that the general orientation of the CNRS have deeply discussed by different actors of the society among which firm leaders  (Iribarne 1995)


� That claim is not really recent. Effectively we can read some article written about researchers who were also science managers, about this subject since the beginning of the sixties (Sadron 1961) 


� The CNRS evaluation authority is embodied by “the national committee of scientific research. Since 1991, that latter is organised through forty sections constituted by reference to main scientific disciplines and through two transversal commissions : one in charge of the management evaluation and the other to the evaluation of interdisciplinary researchers Before 1991, there was 44 sections and the mono disciplinary orientation of these sections were much more predominant. 


� It is underlined that the emerging new mode of knowledge production includes a wider more temporary and heterogeneous set of practitioners collaborating on a problem defined in a specific and localised context.


� It favours also the development of well known bad manners such as the plundering of non publish works…


� The sciences sociologists have well describe all these fight among the scientists around the creation academic reviews and the control of their committee . See for example (Dubois 2001). 


� “The British journal of Management is the official journal of the British Academy of Management. It welcomes papers that make interdisciplinary or multidisciplinary contributions, as well as research from within traditional disciplines and managerial functions”. ”Ranked in the Social Sciences Citation Index from 2003”


Source: Advertising from the editor Blackwell Publishing


� We refine hear the diversity of criteria which has been announced by the CNRS management since a long time but which has never been precisely used by the National Committee. The “pure” evaluation by the top disciplinary academic reviews will be limited to some specific research professional skills, precisely identified as well concerning their target as their professional practices. 


� “Similarly, we must also allow for non-traditional careers. With the present mobility of professional as a given fact, it is not uncommon for researchers to be employed in the private sector for a numbers of years.[..] Our funding must now be made sufficiently flexible to cope with these new career option”


Towards a new Renaissance for science, Extract from the keynote address given by the ESF President, Reinder van Duinen at the 2001 Assembly, ESF Communication, pp 10
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