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Executive Directors’ Welcome 

 
 

 THE IAS 2006-2016 
 
On behalf of all of my colleagues at the Institute of Advanced 

Study in Durham I would like to extend a very warm welcome to 

the delegates attending the IAS’s international conference. In 

putting Evidence On Trial, the conference addresses a research 

theme that is central to every academic endeavour. The panels 

focus on wonderfully diverse topics, yet some of the issues around 

evidence – what we think it is; how data become evidence; how 

evidence gains authority, or fails to convince – will surely surface in many of them, and 

the conference is bound to spark a lively discussion.  

 

As well as providing a grand finale for Evidence, our annual research theme for 2016, the 

conference is part of a series of events celebrating an important milestone for the IAS: 

the 10th anniversary of its establishment. During the last decade the Institute has become 

well known internationally for its commitment to creating and maintaining a space in 

which people with diverse disciplinary and cultural perspectives can meet and exchange 

ideas, learn from each other, and generate new and exciting thinking about shared 

research questions. It has done so through an important ethos: one that promotes 

collaboration over competition; valorises the equality of people and disciplines, and 

encourages intellectual openness and generosity. This collective project succeeds in part 

because of our visiting Fellows and collaborators, who come to Durham to share ideas 

and expertise from around the world. It is a great pleasure to welcome our former Fellows 

back to the IAS, and to bring into the discussion colleagues visiting for the first time. A 

happy anniversary to all of us.   

 

 
 
 
Veronica Strang 
Executive Director, Institute of Advanced Study 
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Schedule 

 

12 July   

 

 
10:30–
12:30pm 

Registration 

12:00–
12:45pm 

Lunch 

  
Opening Welcome and Plenary Session - Calman Learning Centre 

1:00–1:30pm 

Conference Welcome: Professor Veronica Strang (Durham University) 
(Rosemary Cramp Theatre) 

Conference Introduction 
(Rosemary Cramp Theatre) 

1:30–2:30pm 
Keynote: Professor Monica Grady (Open University)  

Evidence for Life Beyond Earth (p.11)  
(Rosemary Cramp Theatre) 

2:30–3:30pm 

Session 1 – Calman Learning Centre 

Characterizing and Evidencing 
Impact in Research and 
Knowledge Translation 

Blurring Boundaries, 
Bridging Gaps and Building 
Networks?  (The humanities 

as) expertise in and for 
policymaking 

 

Convenor: Prof Brian Belcher 
(Royal Roads University) 

 
 

(Kingsley Barrett Room) 

 
Convenor: Dr Alix Green 

(University of Central 
Lancashire) 

 

(Rosemary Cramp Theatre) 
 

 

 

 
Roundtable Discussion (p.12) 

All welcome 
 

Alexander Khodnev (p.13) 
Robert Siebörger (p.14) 

 

3:30–4:00pm Refreshment Break 

  Session 2 – Calman Learning Centre 

4:00–5:30pm 

 
Cultural Studies and the 
Evidence of Addiction 

 

Blurring Boundaries, 
Bridging Gaps and Building 
Networks?  (The humanities 

as) expertise in and for 
policymaking 

 

 
Evidence and 

Psychoanalysis 

 
Convenors: Dr Gerald Moore; 

Prof Nicholas Saul 
(Durham University) 

 

(Kingsley Barrett Room) 
 

Convenor: Dr Alix Green 
(University of Central 

Lancashire) 
 

(Rosemary Cramp Theatre) 

Convenor: Dr Louise Braddock 
(University of Cambridge) 

 
 

(Ken Wade Theatre) 

 

 
Roundtable Discussion: all 

welcome (p.15) 
 

Zoe Hope Bulaitis (p.16) 
Jenny Jeffes (p.16) 

Michael Lacewing (p.18) 
David Kaposi (p.18) 
David Taylor (p.19) 

5:30pm Close 

6:00pm  Drinks Reception (Collingwood College) 
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13 July  
 
10:00–11:00am Plenary Session - Calman Learning Centre 

  
Keynote: Professor Penny Harvey (University of Manchester)  

Lively Materials - Framing Questions of Evidence in Spaces of Uncertainty (p.20) 
(Rosemary Cramp Theatre) 

11:00–11:30am Refreshment Break 

  Session 1 – Calman Learning Centre 

11:30–12:30pm 

 
Collaborative Evidence:  

the role of research 
institutes in supporting 

interdisciplinary approaches 
to evidence 

 

 
Under the Heritage Bridge 

 
 

 
Caring for Evidence:  

perspectives of archivists, 
librarians, museum curators 

and conservators 
 

 
Convenors: Prof Veronica 

Strang (Durham University) 
Prof Brad Gregory  

(University of Notre Dame) 
 

(Kingsley Barrett Room) 
 

Convenor: Dr Andreas 
Pantazatos 

(Durham University) 
 
 

(Rosemary Cramp Theatre) 
 

Convenor: Judy Burg  
(Durham University) 

 
 
 

(Ken Wade Theatre) 
 

 
Roundtable Discussion (p.23) 

All Welcome 
Andreas Pantazatos (p.24) 
Helaine Silverman (p.25) 

Roundtable Discussion (p.22) 
All Welcome 

12:30–1.30pm Lunch  Roundtable Discussion (p.) 

All Welcome 

  Session 2 – Calman Learning Centre 

1:30–3:30pm 

 
Evidence in Risk - Risk in 

Evidence  
 

Convenor: Prof Louise 
Bracken 

(Durham University) 
 
 

(Kingsley Barrett Room) 

 
Under the Heritage Bridge 

 

Convenor: Dr Andreas 
Pantazatos 

(Durham University) 
 
 

(Rosemary Cramp Theatre) 

 
Material Evidence  

 
Convenors: Prof Alison Wylie  
(University of Washington); 

Prof Alia Al-Saji 
(McGill University) 

 

(Ken Wade Theatre) 

 

Margreth Keiler (p28) 
Ted Schrecker (p.29) 

Andrew E Collins (p.29) 
 
 

Sophia Labadi (p.26)  
Jane Gibson (p.26) 

Kalliopi Fouseki; Dimitra Kizlari 
(p.27) 

Seif El Rashidi (p.27) 
 

 
Alia Al Saji (p.30) 

Maurits W. Ertsen (p.31) 
Chris Scarre (p.31) 

Simon Werrett (p.32) 
Alison Wylie (p.32) 

 
 
 
 

3.30–4:00pm Refreshment Break 

  Session 3 – Calman Learning Centre 
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4:00–5:30pm 

Evidence in Science, 
Theology and More - the role 

of the unseen ‘Prior’ 
 
 

Convenor: Prof Tom McLeish  
(Durham University) 

 
 

(Kingsley Barrett Room) 

 
Evidence: of the people, by 

the people and for the 
people 

 
 

Convenors: Arely Cruz-
Santiago; Prof Louise Amoore 

(Durham University) 
 
 

(Rosemary Cramp Theatre) 

 
Material Evidence 

 
 
 

Convenors: Prof Alison Wylie  
(University of Washington) 

Prof Alia Al-Saji 
(McGill University) 

 
 

(Ken Wade Theatre) 
 

 

 
Michael Levine (p.37) 
Sarah Harris (p.38) 
Giles Gasper (p.38) 

Michael Goldstein (p.38) 
 
 
 

Pirjo Kristiina Virtanen; Marja-
Liisa Honkasalo (p.34) 

Arely Cruz-Santiago (p.35) 
Christina Varvia (p.35) 
Amade M’charek (p.36) 

 

Panel continued (p.32) 
 
 
 
 

5:30pm Close 

6:30–7:00pm Pre-Dinner Drink - University College, Tunstall Gallery 

7:00–8:30pm Conference Dinner - University College, Great Hall 

8:30–9:00pm Coffee - University College, Great Hall 

9:00–9:45pm Durham Bluff - University College, Senate Suite 

 

14 July   
 
  Session 1 - Calman Learning Centre 

09:00–10:30am 

 
Evidence and Ethics in Animal 

Research 
 

Convenor: Dr Helen Cassaday 
(University of Nottingham) 

 
 

(Kingsley Barrett Room) 
 

 
The Evidence of the Sciences 

 
 

Convenors: Dr Anne M. Dijkstra; 
 Dr Fokko Jan Dijksterhuis 

(University of Twente) 
 

(Rosemary Cramp Theatre) 

 

Roundtable Discussion: all 
welcome (p.42) 

 
Helen Walls (p.39) 

Sandra J. Junier (p.40) 
Elisa Vecchione (p.40) 

David Knight (p.41) 
 

 

10:30–11:00am Refreshment Break 

  Session 2 – Calman Learning Centre 

11:00–12:30pm 

  

 

12:30pm Conference Closes 

  Buffet lunch 

  

Conference Summary and Discussion chaired by Prof Robert Barton 

(Kingsley Barrett Room) 
Are there universal standards of evidence? 

The nature of evidence across disciplines (p.44) 
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Conference Venue  
 
All conference panels and plenaries will take place in the Calman Learning Centre on the 
University Science site, a short walk from Collingwood College where most of the delegates will 
be accommodated.  
 

Please see below a site map: 
 

 

 
 
Calman Learning Centre 
 

On the second floor are two 260 lecture theatres CLC203 (The Ken Wade Lecture Theatre) and 

CLC202 (The Rosemary Cramp Lecture Theatre). Both keynotes will be delivered from the 

Rosemary Cramp theatre. 

On the fourth floor is a 105 seat room CLC407 (The Kingsley Barrett Lecture Theatre). Several 

sessions will be given from this room. 

Catering will be available in CLC406 (The Derman Christopherson Room) on the fourth floor. 

All rooms have audio-visual (AV) equipment and facilities.  

Registration will take place on 12 July 2016 between 10.30am and 12.30pm on the fourth floor. 

To 
Collingwood 

College 
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12 July 2016 – Plenary - Lecture:  1.30 - 2.30pm  

Rosemary Cramp Theatre 
 
 
Evidence for Life Beyond Earth 
 

Professor Monica Grady (Open 
University) 
 

Monica Grady is a leading British space 
scientist with a career spanning three 
decades at the University of Cambridge, the 
Natural History Museum and now the Open 
University where she is the Professor of 
Planetary and Space Science.  
 

 
She is an alumnus of Durham University and conducted her undergraduate studies 
(1976-1979) in the Departments of Chemistry and Geology.  
 
Her research interests are in the fields of carbon and nitrogen stable isotope 
geochemistry of primitive meteorites and of Martian meteorites, interstellar components 
in meteorites, micrometeorites, and also in astrobiology and the possibilities of life 
elsewhere in the cosmos. She also has expertise in infra-rí and optical 
microspectroscopy, and has worked with astronomers in order to make connections 
between dust observed around stars with that analysed in the laboratory.  
 
She has led major research programmes in study of meteorites. Her main work has been 
in trying to understand the history of carbon and water on Mars, and interactions between 
surface, atmosphere and hydro(cryo)sphere. She has pursued this through investigation 
of minor components in martian meteorites, components that were formed by alteration 
processes on the surface of Mars.  
 
Professor Grady returned to Durham in 2010 as a Fellow of the Institute of Advanced 
Study, spending 3 months at the Institute during its ‘Water’ theme and was resident at St 
Mary's College. 
 
Alongside her distinguished contribution to research, Professor Grady is an enthusiast for 
'science in society' and gave the 2003 Royal Institution Christmas Lectures. Asteroid 
4731 was named 'MonicaGrady' in her honour. 
 
She was made a Commander of the Most Excellent Order of the British Empire (CBE) in 
recognition of her services to space science.  
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12 July 2016 – Session 1 – 2.30 – 3.30pm  
Kingsley Barrett Room 
 

Roundtable: Characterising and Evidencing Impact in Research and 
Knowledge Translation 
 

Convenor: Professor Brian Belcher (Royal Roads University)  
 

Publicly supported research and knowledge programs face high expectations from funding 
agencies and from society to achieve and to prove “impact”. In many fields, the nature of 
research and the way it is being done is evolving to improve effectiveness. And yet the nature of 
research “impact” and how to measure it remain poorly defined and highly contested. This 
discussion will draw upon substantial new and emerging experience with conceptualizing, 
measuring and evidencing impact in research and knowledge translation programs. It will: review 
the range of users, uses and meanings of terms like “results”, “outcomes” and “impact”; discuss 
the various ways that research and knowledge translation can and do contribute to impacts; 
explore current best practice for measuring research impact at the macro and micro scales, and; 
explore new avenues and research needs to improve the quality of evidence needed to support 
learning and accountability.  
 

Gaia Allison (Department for International Development for International Development) 
 

Professor Brian Belcher (Royal Roads University) 
 

Brian Belcher is a Professor in the College of Interdisciplinary Studies at Royal Roads University 
in Victoria, Canada, where he holds the Tier 1 Canada Research Chair in Sustainability Research 
Effectiveness. He is also a Senior Associate Scientist with the Centre for International Forestry 
Research and the Forests, Trees and Agroforestry Program. His research focuses on research 
effectiveness, research quality and knowledge translation, primarily in the context of natural 
resources management and sustainable development 
 

Dr Steven Hill (Higher Education Funding Council for England) 
 

Steven Hill is Head of Research Policy at the Higher Education Funding Council for England. 
Prior to joining HEFCE Steven was Head of the Strategy Unit at Research Councils UK, covering 
a range of research policy issues, and had several roles in the Department for Environment, Food 
and Rural Affairs, working on evidence-based policy making.  
 

Tonya Schuetz 

 

Tonya Schuetz has 15 years of experience in change and results-based management, monitoring 
and evaluation, personnel and capacity development: five years in the private sector focusing on 
process analysis and resource optimization, and ten years in research for development projects 
and programs in over 20 countries in Sub-Sahara Africa and Asia with substantial field 
experience on the project and program level.  She has worked across a range of sectors, 
including agriculture, water, health and education for organizations like IFAD, CGIAR Centers 
and Research Programs.  Her cross-cutting experience includes institutional analysis and 
assessment of their capacity, quality management, knowledge and innovation management with 
hands-on skills in project/ program design, monitoring and evaluation of research projects for 
outcomes and impact, and social learning.  Currently, she works as an independent consultant, 
e.g. with CGIAR Research Programs, like Climate Change Agriculture Food Security, with the 
CGIAR system level on facilitating a task force on the development of indicators.   
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12 July 2016 – Session 1 – 2.30 – 3.30pm  
Rosemary Cramp Theatre  
   
Panel: Blurring Boundaries, Bridging Gaps and Building Networks? 
(The humanities as) expertise in and for policymaking 
 

Convenor: Dr Alix Green (University of Central Lancashire) 
 
History is one of many disciplines identifying a ‘gap’ between the distinctive forms of ‘evidence’ it 
produces and those policymakers appear to require. ‘Bridging’ such 'gaps' has for some while 
served as a prominent metaphor in both political and historical studies. Efforts to do so up to now 
have often focused around the concept of translation, for example assembling shorter, targeted 
summaries of academic work or holding in-house workshops for the curious official.  The framing 
of both the ‘problem’ and the ‘solution’ are revealing – and neither are satisfactory.    
 
This panel has been consciously assembled with speakers with experience of the policy/evidence 
environment from more than one perspective or standpoint. They will address a number of issues 
that run through these debates, such as:  
 
Ways in which we might assemble accounts of attitudes to evidence and academic expertise with 
more effective disciplinary grounding, and how this helps us think about the role of evidence and 
academics, in public and other debates today (such as the future of Europe, the ‘refugee crisis’ 
and Scottish independence as only three among very many);  
 
The tendency of disciplinary communities to advocate for the relevance of their own specialised 
field. What are the implications of such advocacy for influence? Is there indeed potential, as 
advocates of 'interdisciplinarity' have claimed over many years, for an approach based more on 
the complementarity of different disciplines?  
 
The tendency to seek to preserve the integrity of the boundaries that define each discipline. How 
do our conceptions of politicians and the policymaking process shape the terms on which we are 
willing to be active in policy relevant work? 
 
Participants will address these issues by drawing on their own specialised research and 
boundary-crossing experience. 
 
 

The Boundaries or the Fences?  The Russian Case in the Policy of 
History and Collective Memory 
 
Professor Alexander Khodnev (Yaroslavl University) 
 
For many Russians who have some interest in history and humanities or for those who work in 
the area of history the inevitability of the politicization of history is an axiom.  The political context 
still is the main anxiety for school and other kinds of history in Russia. A great number of Russian 
politicians in the State Duma dreams and are taking real steps to make the history and 
humanities work for political targets. In short they want Russians to follow strict rules in the field 
of evidences and history what to commemorate and what to forget.  
 
The key concept of historical policy of the state in Russia looks as follows:  
 

 History and memory are viewed primarily as an arena of political struggle with foreign and 
domestic opponents;  
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 The policy makers justify their actions by pointing to the universality of historical policy 
actions around the world;  

 The policy makers argue that foreign enemies are working to establish an interpretation of 
past events that will harm their country if not countered;  

 Historical politics is justified by the poor state of education in the country 
 
This interference of the State occurs through such mechanisms as the establishment of institutes 
for historical memory, the creation of museums designed to enshrine a particular version of 
history, and state sponsorship of school history textbooks that promote certain historical 
interpretations while dismissing or ignoring other versions that are less favorable to the 
achievement of state policy objectives.  
 
All these practices look like building the fences around history with closed gates to humanities 
and new interpretations of the evidences. Professor Khodnev will give examples of restrictions, 
boundaries and fences and how the historians in Russia blur boundaries and building networks in 
this context.  
 
 

Exploring the Implications of Becoming “evidence-based” in a South 
African Context.  

  
Emeritus Associate Professor Rob Siebörger (University of Cape Town) 
 
South Africa often moves quickly to borrow current concepts and practices in education from 
Europe and America, but rapid adoption is frequently followed by slow acceptance and 
adaptation. The contribution to the panel is based on Professor Siebörger’s varied experiences in 
history education for schools and the peer review processes for programmes and institutions in 
higher education, under the auspices of the SA Council on Higher Education. 
 
When John Fines wrote “Evidence: the Basis of the Discipline [of History]” in 1983, the notions of 
both evidence and disciplinary knowledge were foreign to the teaching of history in South Africa. 
In the late ‘80s and early ‘90s, evidence-based history teaching became a tool to undermine the 
hegemony of the apartheid system and a vehicle to introduce a questioning and inquiry approach, 
which was carried through to post-apartheid national curricula, always with mixed results. In the 
same post-apartheid context, the Council on Higher Education sought a means to legitimate the 
introduction of institutional and programme accreditation in institutions of higher education in 
South Africa and found it in peer review accompanied by “supporting evidence,” to be provided by 
both the institution and the reviewers. 
 
This presentation will attempt to account for both instances of the introduction of “evidence” and 
to reflect on the gap between the meanings and use within both contexts – as well as the 
personal shifts it involved for a practicing academic. 
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12 July 2016 – Session 2 – 4.00 – 5.30pm  

Kingsley Barrett Room 
 

Roundtable: Cultural Studies and the Evidence of Addiction 
 

Convenors: Professor Nicholas Saul (Durham University); Dr Gerald Moore (Durham 
University) 
 
From Facebook to shopping and online pornography, consumer culture has brought with it 
numerous well-publicised claims about the addictiveness of and widespread addictions to our 
contemporary habits and technological devices, and no small controversy, too. In neuroscience, 
the long-standing distinction between ‘physical’ and ‘psychological’ addiction is being 
deconstructed by the emerging consensus that all experience alters brain chemistry, notably via 
the reorganisation of neural networks and the dopamine (reward) system.  Yet those who have 
diagnosed cultures of addiction, like the philosopher Bernard Stiegler and the neuroscientist 
Susan Greenfield, have routinely been dismissed as trading in metaphors, lacking the requisite 
evidential support for their claims (see, for example, Turkle 2013).  And we even invoke historical 
reports of spates of cultural addiction - for example: addiction to the new mass media of print in 
the C18 and C19 and to digital media in more recent decades (Hayles 2007, Grusin, 1998/2010) - 
to reinforce the suspicion of hysteria and loose language at work in our readings of the present. 
This has not stopped addiction psychologists from taking such reports at face value.  Bruce K. 
Alexander’s The Globalization of Addiction (2008), for example, reads Plato’s discourse on 
‘weakness of the will’ to propose that Athens in the age of Socrates may well have been in the 
grip of addictions, brought about by the collapse of Athenian society.  Developing on work by the 
‘neurohistorian’, Daniel Lord Smail (On Deep History and the Brain, 2007), Catherine Malabou 
has gone so far as to suggest that all cultural history can be read as the ‘history of addictions’.[1] 
 
But what would constitute adequate evidence? Must we suspend judgment in the absence of 
brains scans and chemical evidence, or can we accept fictional and eyewitness testimony of what 
look like withdrawal symptoms in lieu? 
 

 

[1] https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eDdTqr-5APg 

  

https://www.dur.ac.uk/ias/decennial/panels/culturalstudies/#_ftn1
https://www.dur.ac.uk/ias/decennial/panels/culturalstudies/#_ftnref1
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12 July 2016 – Session 2 – 4.00 – 5.30pm  
Rosemary Cramp Theatre  
   
Panel: Blurring Boundaries, Bridging Gaps and Building Networks? 
(The humanities as) expertise in and for policymaking 
 

Convenor: Dr Alix Green (University of Central Lancashire) 
 

Evidencing the Humanities: articulations of public value in contemporary 
higher education 
 

Zoe Hope Bulaitis (University of Exeter) 
 
Zoe Hope Bulaitis’ research investigates how the valuation of the humanities is changing in the 
marketised university sector in England. She seeks a socially aware study that shifts the focus of 
current debates away from what has typically been a binary clash between policy-makers (with 
the demand for quantified products, profitable ideas and conclusive evidence) and scholars (with 
the desire to look deeper into a topic, to find problems more often than solutions, to expand the 
boundaries of what we know). 
 
This paper will interrogate the ways in which the value of the humanities is articulated and 
measured in the changing field of higher education since 2010. More specifically, she uses 
instances from contemporary critical theory to argue that the formulation of targeted summaries 
or the concept of translation of academic ideas can only be seen as inept. Drawing upon 
significant public debates such as the obesity crisis, visualizing climate change and ethics of 
charitable action, she will examine the ways in which contemporary literary theory testifies to and 
engages with these political moments. Rather than seeking humanities scholarship to articulate 
itself in a familiar environment, her paper utilizes work that aspires towards a wider implication 
concerning the role of educators in the humanities as a part of British society.  
 
This paper is a measured critique of the role of the humanities academic in policy-making. Zoe 
Bulaitis argues that in a rapidly changing university sector it is critical for academics to examine 
and respond to the changes affecting their disciplines. More importantly still, it is vital that 
humanities scholars produce evidence that will shape policy, instead of producing results that 
merely align with it. 

 
Getting Beyond the Evidence: academic freedom, intellectual leadership 
and evidence-based policymaking 
 
Jennifer Jeffes (Durham University) 
 
This paper will explore the practice of political engagement when utilised by academic 
researchers – broadly defined to encompass a range of campaigning, advocacy and lobbying 
activities with the aim of engendering political or social change based on research evidence.  
 
In recent years, the relationship between academics, their research and the policy environment 
has become an increasingly prominent feature of the narrative surrounding the public benefit of 
universities. Many researchers have long since viewed engagement with policymakers as a 
critical aspect of their academic role, enabling them to respond effectively to policy 
developments, gain new perspectives that feed their research disciplines, and bring about wider 
societal benefit.  
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However, the introduction of the Research Excellence Framework (REF) – a new system for 
assessing research quality in UK universities, which places considerable emphasis on the 
external impact of research – has undoubtedly created new pressures for researchers to engage 
with, and influence, political stakeholders. This presents a particular challenge to those who may 
face obstacles in marrying together their ‘traditional’ academic roles (the expert, or the critical 
observer) with their political activities and aspirations for direct involvement in social change.   
Drawing on empirical research exploring the nature of the relationship between humanities and 
social sciences researchers and policymakers, the paper will challenge conventional assumptions 
about accepted routes to achieving policy impact, instead arguing that researchers possess 
unique qualities that enable them to step outside of the established ‘rules of the game’ when 
interacting with policymakers. 
 
Through exploration of the twin concepts of intellectual leadership and academic freedom, as well 
as the ethical imperatives underpinning these concepts, the paper will address the challenges 
and opportunities for researchers seeking to play a role in evidence-informed policy development 
today. 

 
Whitehall’s historical vacuum?  
 
Nick Hillman (Higher Education Policy Institute)  
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12 July 2016 – Session 2 – 4.00 – 5.30pm  
Ken Wade Theatre 
 
Panel: Evidence and Psychoanalysis 
 

Convenor: Dr Louise Braddock (University of Cambridge) 
 

Evidence is a central concern for psychoanalysis both as theory and as practice. As a theory of 
the mind and of society, psychoanalysis has been much attacked for its claim to find evidence for 
the workings of unconscious mind in the interpretation of human behaviour. And as a therapeutic 
practice it has equally been attacked for its claim to bring about improvement and cure of 
emotional disturbances by interpretive methods.  
 
Speakers will address these claims. Empirical evidence produced by psychoanalytic methods in 
psychosocial investigation relates psychoanalytic theory and current qualitative thinking in the 
social sciences. Old debates about psychoanalysis' claim to provide a scientific basis for 
treatment will be revisited, challenged and revised.  
 
 

Evidence and Suggestion in Psychoanalysis  
 

Dr Michael Lacewing (University College London) 
 
Dr Michael Lacewing takes the question of whether the psychoanalytic theory of the mind is 
scientific to be the question of how we can establish whether its claims are true or not. It is a 
question about the nature of the evidence and the methods that are used to gather that evidence. 
It is also a question of the way the evidence and methods are marshalled in support of theoretical 
claims. Psychoanalysis has a distinct method that has generated a distinct body of evidence, the 
clinical data, produced in the clinical setting and comprising the behaviour, including verbal 
behaviour, of the patient. The most famous objection to this method and data is that of 
‘suggestion'. After discussing what the charge amounts to, Dr Lacewing argues that it can be met 
with regard to some parts of psychoanalytic theory but not others. 
 
 

What Psychotherapy May Contribute to Research 
 

Dr David Kaposi (Open University) 
 
To talk about the relationship between research and psychoanalytic thought, present 
developments in the social sciences seem to give us two obvious approaches. For one thing, 
therapy is evaluated by research so that its well-defined outcome can be measured and 
compared to other therapeutic techniques. For another thing, a cluster of researchers, known by 
the term psychosocial, apply psychoanalytic concepts in understanding social and psychological 
phenomenon "outside the clinic".  
 
This presentation chooses an alternative vista in exploring the relationship between research and 
psychodynamic thought. It proposes that, despite it being often ignored by researchers, any 
qualitative research encounters interpersonal dynamics akin to a therapeutic encounter. 
Therefore, a wealth of tradition in psychodynamic reflections on process may be of use not only 
for the specific enclave of psychosocial researchers but of qualitative psychologists and social 
scientists in general. The last phase of the presentation will substantiate these theoretical claims 
by drawing on a work by a contemporary ethnographer, Ruth Sheldon, where reflections on 
social phenomena (i.e., British student encounters with Palestine-Israel) derived from reflections 



Evidence On Trial: weighing the value of evidence in academic enquiry, policy and everyday life 

 

19 

 

on the process of research: that is to say, the meaning of the phenomena was reconstructed with 
recourse to the psychodynamic process of affective encounters. 
 

High Stakes: random allocation controlled trials of psychoanalytic 
treatments  
 

Professor David Taylor (University College London; Tavistock & Portman NHS Trust) 
 
For those who believe in psycho-analysis, submitting it to an RCT can be felt to resemble the test 
that Kierkegaard described in his exegesis of the Old Testament story of Abraham’s binding of 
Isaac: namely, offering up a best-loved object as a blood sacrifice at the behest of an omnipotent 
god. A proper test equally requires a willingness of empirical researchers to place at risk the 
method upon which they rely for their identity. A proper test must have the capacity to evoke 
archaic anxieties in both the researcher and the psychoanalyst. There is at least the prospect of a 
yes or no answer. Properly designed, RCTs are a wager. They involve placing a bet. Their results 
can have a peculiar authority. Professor Taylor will discuss the rationale of the Tavistock Adult 
Depression Study in this light. After briefly presenting its findings, Professor Taylor will discuss by 
what means this kind of Study does or does not offer evidence of the effectiveness of 
psychoanalytic therapies.  
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13 July 2016 – Plenary - Lecture:  10.00 – 11.00am  

Rosemary Cramp Theatre 
 
Lively Materials - Framing Questions of Evidence in Spaces of 
Uncertainty 
  

Professor Penny Harvey (University of Manchester)  
 
Penny Harvey is Professor of Social Anthropology at the University of 
Manchester. She has carried out ethnographic research in Peru, Spain 
and the UK and published widely on politics and power, on language, 
information and communications technologies, and on knowledge 
practices with a particular focus on engineering practice and technical 
expertise. Although her own research is grounded in anthropological 
theory and methods. .She worked for six years at the Institute of Latin 
American Studies at the University of Liverpool, before moving to 
Manchester in 1991. For the past ten years she has worked in the 
ESRC Centre for Research on Socio-Cultural Change (CRESC), latterly 
as the Convening Director.  
 
Her key publications include Roads: An Anthropology of Infrastructure 
and Expertise (with Hannah Knox), Cornell University Press, 2015. 

Objects and Materials: A Routledge Companion (edited with Hannah Knox and CRESC 
colleagues) Routledge, 2013. Roads and Anthropology: Ethnography, Infrastructures, 
(Im)mobility (edited with Dimitris Dalakoglou), Routledge: 2014. Technologized Images, 
Technologized Bodies: anthropological approaches to a new politics of vision, edited with J. 
Edwards and P. Wade. Berghahn Books (2010).  
 
Professor Harvey’s other key contribution has been her on-going work on the anthropology of the 
state. Her most recent research project, “Experimental States”, is a collaborative ethnographic 
study of expert knowledge and regional government in Cusco, Peru. The research looks at 
contemporary (neoliberal) state form, focusing on two main issues: firstly how government 
experiments with, and constructs moral legitimacy in relation to new forms of regulatory authority 
and technical expertise; and secondly how the normative imaginaries of nature, resources, 
territory and law that inform cultural understandings of the nation state are articulated with 
respect to newly formed instances of the state, in this case the regional government of Cusco.  
 
Since 2012 Professor Harvey has been Professor II at the University of Oslo, and she has also 
previously held a similar position at the University of Bergen (2004-2006). With Professor Tony 
Bennett (University of Western Sydney) and Professor Kevin Hetherington (Open University) she 
is editor of the Routledge book series, Culture, Economy and the Social. She has twice served as 
Chair of the Anthropology Review Panel for the Danish Council for Independent Research, and 
she was also a member of the review committee for Cultural Anthropology in the Netherlands in 
2013.  
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Lively Materials - Framing Questions of Evidence in Spaces of Uncertainty 
  

Professor Penny Harvey (University of Manchester) 
 
Drawing on the contrasting use of stone and concrete in Andean architectures of state, the paper 
sets out to interrogate the terms in which matter assumes vitality in human affairs. Both stone and 
concrete enact relations of stabilization and control but the social and physical forces that these 
materials channel or contain also routinely exceed such attempts. The intrinsic uncertainty of 
material processes fascinates both the artist and the scientist and challenges the engineer to find 
stabilizing solutions commensurate with a complex and conflicting array of human desires and 
expectations. Anthropologists routinely engage human worlds where material vitality disrupts 
established modern scientific distinctions between organic and non-organic matter. Here the 
fascinations with uncertainty give way to their companion anxieties about the effects of social 
entanglements with destructive material forces. A concern with evidence of the nature of material 
vitality and the consequences of such vitality provides some common ground.  Working from the 
assumption that the questions we ask of the world will frame the form that evidence takes, the 
paper explores how we might bring together very different questions about material vitality in 
order to foster new spaces of collaboration in the face of environmental/material uncertainty.  
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13 July 2016 – Session 1 – 11.30 – 12.30pm 
Ken Wade Theatre  
 

Roundtable: Caring for Evidence: perspectives of archivists, librarians, 
museum curators and conservators 
 

Convenor: Judy Burg (Durham University) 
 
At the heart of the working practices and principles of heritage professionals is the imperative to 
preserve evidence. In the process of acquiring, appraising, cataloguing, conserving and providing 
access to collections, we ensure the preservation and dissemination of facets and layers of 
evidence, whether physical, textual or intellectual. We are concerned with provenance, 
authenticity, understanding the purpose and context of creation, linking items with their creators 
and owners, working with consistency and objectivity. 
 
Of necessity, much of this activity is carried on ‘behind the scenes’ - it is a prerequisite and 
therefore precursor to resources being made available for research. This panel will encourage a 
discussion between researchers and curators (encompassing museum curators, archivists, 
conservators and librarians) around questions such as: 
 
 How can we do more to bring together curators and researchers in different disciplines? To 

explore the way that we each understand and evaluate evidence; the links between the 
methods we use to preserve evidence and mediate access to it, and the ways in which it is 
interpreted by researchers. 
 

 How can curators and researchers work more closely together to select and gather 
evidence? As scholarship changes and technology develops, would this help us collect 
evidence for future as well as current research? What more can archivists and museum 
curators learn from each other in terms of their approaches to information and materiality as 
evidence? How do you define, select and evaluate so-called ephemera? 
 

 What more can we do to help shape future researchers? How could students benefit from 
our perspectives on evidence throughout the curriculum, as they are developing critical 
thinking and knowledge of the key concepts within their disciplines? 
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13 July 2016 – Session 1 – 11.30 – 12.30pm  
Kingsley Barrett Room  
 

Roundtable: Collaborative Evidence: the role of research institutes in 
supporting interdisciplinary approaches to evidence 

 

Convenors: Professor Veronica Strang (Durham University); Professor Brad 
Gregory (University of Notre Dame) 
 
The nature and use of evidence is, simultaneously, one of the major issues that divides 
disciplines, and one of their most important opportunities for collaborative exchanges of 
knowledge. Information becomes ‘evidence’ in relation to specific disciplinary epistemologies and 
research practices. Even when researchers share common questions, they may call upon 
different kinds of evidence to answer these. Or they may approach the same body of evidence 
with quite different research questions and methods of analysis. What kinds of data or materials 
constitute evidence in different disciplinary areas? How is evidence analysed, understood and 
evaluated? How should evidence be used?  
 
A critical role for Institutes of Advanced Study and interdisciplinary Centres is to foster 
conversations between disciplinary areas that enable them to reconcile sometimes radically 
different views on these questions. How, for example, can we bring a reductive commitment to 
measurement together with a stronger emphasis on qualitative material and the discernment of 
patterns and recurrences? How can we help groups to navigate different ideas about the 
‘objectivity’ of evidence and the positionality of the researcher? How do we bring into alignment 
evidence collected on diverse spatial and temporal scales? Interdisciplinary projects need to 
develop narratives about evidence that encompass disciplinary differences yet provide sufficient 
common ground for a collective endeavour. They must find ways to represent their approaches to 
evidence both internally, to enable collaboration, and externally, to engage with particular social 
and ideological contexts. 
 
What can Institutes and Centres do to help interdisciplinary researchers to create successful 
narratives about evidence? This panel brings directors of IASs and Centres together to consider 
their experiences in reconciling different approaches to evidence, and to lead a roundtable 
discussion aimed at sharing good practice. A possible output is the production of a joint 
‘guidelines’ paper aimed at assisting interdisciplinary groups in composing collaborative 
evidence.  
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13 July 2016 – Session 1 – 11.30 – 12.30pm  
Rosemary Cramp Theatre 
 
Panel: Evidence under the Heritage Bridge 
 

Convenor: Dr Andreas Pantazatos (Durham University) 
 
Surprisingly, the critical study of evidence is missing in a domain – cultural heritage promotion 
and heritage management – where countries’ economic fortunes and community sustainability 
are at stake. A concern with evidence, regardless of its field of deployment, should ask “who set 
up the parameters of the question”, “what are the data”, “how was the information acquired”, “is it 
credible/free of bias,” “who uses it”, “what are the limits of its application” and “do we have 
enough evidence to draw plausible conclusions and make reasonable policy recommendations 
such that the intended effect will be achieved.” Evidence is simply that which supports a 
conclusion. But in that “simplicity” evidence is laden with corollary issues, for evidence implicates 
a legal structure, ethical considerations, ethnographic sensibility, sound methodology, and a keen 
awareness of political context and economic realities at multiple scales. Evidence should be a 
topic of major interest in heritage studies and heritage practice for at the highest level – in the 
United Nations and its organ, UNESCO – cultural heritage is argued to be in the public interest.  
 
This panel will explore how to best address what kind of evidence is required to inform those who 
manage World Heritage sites so as to meet obligations to protect the past for future generations 
and realise a shared sense of belonging for all relevant stakeholders. The 1972 UNESCO 
Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage defines these 
obligations, establishing a mandate to foster global solidarity through wise stewardship of these 
unique sites.  
 
The focus of this panel will be two-fold. It examines the evidence – or lack thereof – for the 
widespread contention by UNESCO that its World Heritage system has brought positive results 
and beneficial change to its participants. And will debate the kinds of methodology best suited for 
a new period of research that will gather evidence about how World Heritage sites effectively 
engage with their stakeholders, especially those who are living in the immediate locale of World 
Heritage sites. A particular concern is the lack of evidence about the roles and voices of those 
who too often remain invisible yet should be heard in the World Heritage process.  
 
The contributors will compare the evidence from a cross-section of major World Heritage sites 
with our own Durham World Heritage site, which will be celebrating its 30th anniversary in 2016. 
Head panelist, Professor Helaine Silverman (University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign), will 
present the ethnographic methodology she has employed for her long-term research in the World 
Heritage historic district of Cuzco, Peru, and she will draw a comparison between World Heritage 
sites in the developing and developed worlds. Dr Sophia Labadi (University of Kent) will present 
the strengths and weaknesses of the strategy she used to build a strong evidence basis for the 
role of Outstanding Universal Value in wise management of World Heritage sites. Ms Jane 
Gibson (Durham World Heritage Site Coordinator) will explore how evidence shapes the 
management planning of Durham World Heritage Site. The panel is moderated by Dr Andreas 
Pantazatos.  
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Intangible Evidence of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Tangible World 
Heritage Sites: Cuzco, Peru and Collinsville-Cahokia, USA  
 

Professor Helaine Silverman (University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign) 
 

In the World Heritage system – in place since 1978 with the first set of sites inscribed on 
UNESCO’s World Heritage List – a top-down practice and epistemology of heritage management 
has come to focus on garnering statistical data – evidence – on the economic and social value of 
World Heritage for the purpose of generating policy. In this talk Professor Silverman refocuses 
the attention of critical heritage scholars in a different direction: toward the actual lived and non-
mediated experience of place and identity in population centres that either are themselves World 
Heritage sites or in immediate proximity to them.  
 
Professor Silverman disputes both the undertaking of evidentiary exercises and their results 
arguing that the economics of “value” of the World Heritage inscription are fairly irrelevant from 
rights-based, ideology-based, social justice-based, and exploitation-based perspectives, and that 
it is alternative ethnographic projects that have generated needed information about the “value” of 
World Heritage designations. The latter – involving archival research, long-term observation and 
a wealth of broad spectrum interviews – have yielded what we may call the “intangible evidence” 
of the most important aspect of cultural World Heritage sites: their intangible cultural heritage.  
 
She argues that a “value” approach is the wrong approach, the wrong question to ask, because 
epistemologically it originates in the Authorized Heritage Discourse of the official heritage 
management sector that by its nature has different goals from those of the public at large. 
Moreover, a totalizing view of heritage (the World Heritage view) does not easily recognize, let 
alone accommodate nuance and dissonance.  
 
To investigate “value” presupposes that there is value in the World Heritage designation. While 
designation may be “valuable” for the inscribed sites (i.e., preserving them), Professor Silverman 
questions the implicit assumption that “value” is perceived and obtained by the impacted 
community. She is particularly concerned with “value” as an AHD that, like “heritage” is taught. 
Indeed, “heritage” itself is promoted as a “value.” What is the evidence that communities see and 
obtain value from their World Heritage sites? What is the evidence that “people” have a pre-AHD 
concept of “value”? In fact, what is it they value in their communities?  
 
Professor Silverman approaches this topic from two ends of the World Heritage spectrum: Cuzco, 
a World Heritage site that is a massively visited living historic urban centre in a developing 
country where actual, adequate diachronic economic data are impossible to obtain, and Cahokia, 
an undervisited World Heritage ancient site embedded in Collinsville, an ordinary American town 
with minimal tourism but a transparent abundance of economic data. She emphasizes the 
ubiquity of simultaneously held contradictory attitudes toward World Heritage in what should be 
the most important category of stakeholders: community members – those living in or in proximity 
to World Heritage sites. She attends to the significant (1) generational, (2) class and (3) 
situational differences of opinion within that category.  
 
Professor Silverman concludes by proposing that the World Heritage List has become “the 
emperor’s new clothes” and that critical heritage scholars and heritage professionals now have 
an ethical obligation to engage in an activist practice that informs and monitors communities 
enveloped in the World Heritage system so that the full range of their rights are respected and 
enhanced.  
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13 July 2016 – Session 2 – 1.30 – 3.30pm  
Rosemary Cramp Theatre 
 
Panel: Evidence under the Heritage Bridge 
 

Convenor: Dr Andreas Pantazatos (Durham University) 

 
Outstanding Universal Value and Heritage Management  
 

Dr Sophia Labadi (University of Kent) 
 
Outstanding universal value is the central concept of the World Heritage Convention. This 
presentation will analyse whether and how the principles defining outstanding universal value 
relate to best practices in heritage management. The first theme discussed will be the ambivalent 
consideration of local communities, considered in some documents as fundamental to the proper 
management of World Heritage sites and in others as a threat to the properties. The second 
theme discussed will be the increasing need to manage change at site level, whilst the values for 
which properties have been inscribed on the World Heritage List have tended to remain static. 
Finally, this presentation will discuss the 2015 adoption by UNESCO of the policy on the 
'Integration of a Sustainable Development Perspective into the Processes of the World Heritage 
Convention' and how this policy might represent a new approach to heritage management. Issues 
with the implementation of this policy will also be presented. This presentation is based on in-
depth analyses of key documents on the World Heritage Convention, as well as participation in its 
implementation, most recently in the reflections and policy on World Heritage and Sustainable 
Development. 

 
‘What has World Heritage Ever Done for Us?’ Towards an understanding 
of our audiences, their motivations for and potential benefits of 
engagement with World Heritage in Durham  
 
Jane Gibson (Durham World Heritage Site) 
 
As Co-ordinator for the Durham Castle and Cathedral World Heritage Site, Jane Gibson’s aim is 
to gain a deeper insight into the range of stakeholder groups with whom we have the potential to 
engage and their motivations for engagement (actual or potential). UNESCO now recognises the 
importance for World Heritage Sites to engage with their local communities and often this is 
simplified to groups in the immediate, spatial vicinity of the site - particularly those who have been 
excluded from engagement as the Sites have developed as visitor attractions. For Gibson, these 
groups (and she uses the plural term intentionally) are a vital starting-point. Her claim is that 
greater insight into groups who already engage with us and their motivations for doing so is vital 
to ensuring the ongoing sustainability of Durham’s Site. Establishing a relationship with these 
groups can act as a starting point for the even more challenging task of engaging with those who 
currently do not engage with the Site and understand and begin to address the barriers to their 
participation. This requires an approach to community segmentation - no one description or 
solution fits all groups. Perhaps there is something to learn from the techniques of market 
segmentation in which colleagues in the commercial arms of our operations are well-experienced. 
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Evidencing the ‘value’ of Cultural Heritage: a realistic expectation or a 
utopia?  
 

Dr Kalliopi Fouseki (University College London); Dimitra Kizlari (University College 
London) 
 
Measuring the value of heritage sites has grown to be a fundamental aspect in policy making in 
the cultural sector. The driving force to measure the ‘value’ of heritage and support it with 
evidential material came with the 1972 UNESCO Convention and the call for the compilation of 
the World Heritage List. The development of indicators to assess the ‘universal value’ of heritage, 
as UNESCO declares it, has been a hotly debated issue the past decade. At its core lies the 
classic epistemological pseudo-dilemma of which methods - quantitative or qualitative - produce 
the most valid and thus most ‘scientific’ knowledge.  
 
This paper aims to critically review the ‘scientific evidence’ required by policy-makers from 
heritage organizations to justify the ‘value’ of heritage and the type of ‘evidence’ produced in 
response to such requests. Particular emphasis will be placed on recent and growing studies 
related to ‘measuring’ the social and economic impact of heritage and heritage participation in the 
UK and beyond. The paper will examine:  
 

 The driving forces leading policy-makers to request ‘scientific evidence’ for the ‘value’ of 
heritage  

 The type of data and the processes that are generated by researchers working at or on 
behalf of heritage organizations who need to respond to the above requests  

 The ethical issues emerging during the data collection, analysis and dissemination stage.  
 
Examples and case studies will be drawn from the personal experience of the authors in the 
professional and academic field where the authors themselves have often come across with 
ethical dilemmas regarding the methods used for generating and analysing ‘scientific evidence’ 
on the ‘value of heritage’, with an emphasis on world heritage. The analysis will thus be heavily 
based on critical self-reflection and empirical observation. The paper concludes with a discussion 
about the ethics that surround policy makers’ decisions on the allocation of funds. 

 
Listening to the Voices that Don’t Care: a methodology for effective 
heritage management  
 
Seif El Rashidi (Salisbury Cathedral)  
 
Taking Islamic Cairo World Heritage Site as case study, this paper emphasises the importance of 
gathering information from the many stakeholders that occupy, own and interact with World 
Heritage Sites but don’t really care about them. 
 
Understanding the forces compromising the integrity of a World Heritage Site is often the most 
effective way of putting in place a plan of action to safeguard it. Islamic Cairo, with its hundreds of 
listed buildings and thousands of unlisted ones, exemplifies many of the challenges typical of 
historic cities: tensions between residents and the government, development pressure, limited 
resources, tourism and its demands, a lack of awareness, corruption, and a blinkered view of 
what heritage really is. Highlighting some the key problems of this text-book case of a challenging 
World Heritage Site can help create a checklist to guide the development of heritage 
management policies in other places. Seif El Rashidi, having worked in historic Cairo for a 
decade, and then in Durham between 2008 and 2014, reflects on the best ways of developing an 
understanding of heritage realities, and using that knowledge to create smarter management 
systems that attempt to pre-empt the challenges that often arise. 
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13 July 2016 – Session 2 – 1.30 – 3.30pm  

Kingsley Barrett Room 

 
Panel: Evidence in Risk – Risk in Evidence? 
 

Convenor: Professor Louise Bracken (Durham University)  
 
This panel will discuss the practices and challenges of evidence in risk-related fields of activity - 
be it in risk research, in risk management, risk reduction or in pursuing policies to decide how to 
address various risks for providing safety.  
 
Dealing with risk requires taking decisions – right from the outset when defining a specific risk, to 
outlining its implications (for whom, when, under which circumstances) to proposing 
measurements to limit the probability of its occurrence. Since evidence is highly depending on the 
set of frameworks in which it is located, the evidence used for taking these decisions is far away 
from being ‘hard evidence’, but rather being arguable and contingent. Moreover, it is likely that 
what is understood and addressed as evidence differs in the various fields of risk activities and 
between different disciplinary perspectives. For instance, when the evidence gathered in risk 
research attaches value for creating a certain risk scenario that differs from the understanding of 
the evidence when the scenario is communicated to political leaders of the affected communities. 
There might even be cases when it is risky (for the researchers) to point to certain evidence (e.g. 
the controversy about what causes global environmental change, or the debate over sugar as a 
cause for many widespread diseases).  
 

Evidence in Risks from Natural Hazards: a contradiction? 
 

Dr Margreth Keiler (University of Bern) 
 
Guttannen is a small village in the Swiss Alps surrounded by high mountains. The population is 
used to the frequent occurrence of debris flows, rock fall and snow avalanches and thus has a 
long tradition in risk management. Between 07/2009 and 10/2011 several large-scale debris flows 
with high erosion occurred in one of the small catchments and caused up to 20 meters of 
aggregation in the receiving river – experts and authorities were fully surprised. Based on the 
recent developments in the steep torrent with increasing flood risks further downstream, the 
authorities were considering the relocation of 15 houses. Two years later, a more thorough 
analysis of the prevailing risks resulted in a completely different management decision: no 
relocation required. Nevertheless, uncertainties remain and evidence of the assessed risks would 
come true only if the event occurs. 
 
Risk analysis in the context of natural hazards consists of several methodological steps: system 
description, hazard analysis (probability of occurrence/intensity) and the related consequences 
including the analysis of exposed elements at risk and vulnerability. Risks from natural hazard are 
often associated with interacting systems or sub-systems for which no or only limited data for the 
analysis are available. The evidence base for the system as a whole and for the sub-systems is 
often rather small or even inexistent. In this contribution, Dr Keiler investigates the methods of 
risk analysis and all necessary steps with the focus on different types of evidences (scientific, 
empirical, conflicting, evidence as the essential critical insights of the risk assessment): how they 
are used and what is the result if they are applied from different perspectives. We highlight the 
differences by using the example of Guttannen where cascading processes and related scenarios 
are a fundamental challenge for the risk analysis and the related management decision.  
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Standards of Proof in Health Policy and Politics 
 

Professor Ted Schrecker (Durham University) 
 
The concept of a standard of proof is familiar in the legal context, notably from the difference 
between civil and criminal proceedings in common law jurisdictions, and at least as long ago as 
1978 a jurisprudential analogy was being used to illuminate the question of how scientific 
evidence should be used in the treatment of ‘environmental risks’.  Yet despite the current vogue 
for evidence-based medicine and health policy, too little attention has been paid to the criteria we 
use to decide how much evidence is enough (to justify introducing a policy or intervention, or to 
consider it successful); what kind of evidence is appropriate; and the crucial political question of 
who should decide.  In this paper, Professor Ted Schrecker argues against the hierarchies of 
evidence approach that is common in systematic reviews, and in favour of an approach that 
considers multiple categories of evidence with explicit recognition of the values that should guide 
choice of a standard of proof; of the potential costs of being wrong in different kinds of ways; and 
of the importance of understandings of mechanism.  He demonstrates the value of this approach 
using three case examples: (a) treatment of evidence related to endocrine disrupting agents in 
the environment in the European Union’s regulatory process; (b) treatment of the health 
exception in Article XX of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in the World 
Trade Organization’s dispute settlement process; and (c) recent discussion of the strength of 
evidence that interventions to reduce economic deprivation will reduce health inequalities. The 
most critical points of immediate policy relevance to emerge from these examples are the 
importance of transparency about how a standard of proof is chosen, and the need to distinguish 
questions that can be answered within the epistemic universe of science from those that cannot.     
 

Working the Uncertainty Game in Disaster Risk Reduction to Achieve 
Non-evidence based Sustainable Development Interventions 
 

Professor Andrew E. Collins (Northumbria University) 
 
Risk as a function of uncertainty may be represented as evidence and non-evidence based 
probability. There are economic, social and environmental costs and benefits of uncertainty, such 
that acknowledging predictable change alongside the unmeasurable presents opportunities for 
improved decision making. Where there are high levels of uncertainty through lack of evidence, 
disaster risk reduction decision making depends on ascendant precaution. This principle can also 
be guided by moral, economic or other imperatives rather than risk calculation. The evidence 
base for disaster reduction may be part guided by experiences and education that provide a 
knowledge base for risk reduction; but this is disrupted by power, culture and chaotic 
environmental systems. Understanding of the nature of risk reactions gets accentuated closer to 
major crises. However, working with nuanced evidence for disaster risk provides only subjectively 
derived routes to disaster reduction and sustainable development intervention. Ongoing 
evaluation is crucial, since more concentrated knowledge about disasters can uncover hitherto 
hidden or neglected risks, risk transfers and risk non-linearity with evidence. Meanwhile, evidence 
based risk reduction for some people might translate to other people’s risk increase in an 
interconnected world. However, not recognising a risk may allow further risks to develop with a 
shifting evidence base. In this way improved evidence might prevent otherwise beneficial actions. 
Negotiated risk reduction may be for better or for worse. Despite these challenges it is 
nonetheless argued that the responsibility for risk management always resides somewhere. It is 
argued here that the relationship between disaster losses and disaster risk reduction works for 
the better depending on how more certain disaster phenomena (based on evidence) are 
accompanied by sentient moral and political commitment. Conversely, more uncertain disaster 
phenomena (lacking evidence) can nonetheless be accompanied by vulnerability reduction and 
investments in sustainable development that would offset hitherto unknown disaster threats. 
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13 July 2016 – Session 2 – 1.30 – 3.30pm  
Ken Wade Theatre 
 

Panel: Material Evidence: knowing the past 
 

Convenors: Professor Alison Wylie (Durham University) and Professor Alia Al Saji 
(McGill University) 

 

This panel highlights one evidence-related aspect of the IAS 2012 annual theme ‘Time’: that of 
evidential reasoning from material traces.  
 
There is growing emphasis on the need to put material evidence to work in the context of social, 
historical research programs that have typically relied on ‘interactive’ methods (surveys, 
interviews, participant observation) and on textual sources. Often enough, however, even the 
strongest advocates for this expansion of evidential resources lament the fact that they lack 
crucial expertise to make effective use of physical traces and material objects as evidence. The 
focus of this panel is on the strategies and implications of uses of material evidence in various 
contexts. It includes two archaeologists who reflect on the strategies pioneered by archaeologists 
in addressing this challenge with respect to an enormously diverse range of material evidence; an 
historian of science who actively engages material evidence and can speak to its impact in 
science and technology studies; and two philosophers (both 2012 IAS Fellows) who address 
questions about the complexities of evidential reasoning – how it is reconfigured by studies of it 
and how it can both provide insight into and do violence to the past.  
 
 

A Past that Coexists with the Present: a philosophical understanding of 
the reconfiguration of the past 
 

Professor Alia Al Saji (McGill University) 
 
This paper puts forward an ontological theory of the past that tries to give an account of how the 
past co-exists with the present, while being reconfigured along with it. What such 
“reconfiguration” might mean is the central question of the presentation: how does the way we 
read the past—know or forget it, live with and based upon it—reconfigure that past. Professor Al 
Saji presents this not on the model of erasure and rewriting, but on the model of a folding and 
reorganization of the past, oriented to the present, though irreversible and within limits. She 
attempts to understand the past itself as material (while going beyond a dualism of mental 
representations and memories vs. physical residue). One aim of the paper is to develop a way of 
thinking about the past as deeply textured and relational—where ways of knowing and of 
misrepresenting the past participate in “forming” it, but also where this activity itself leaves a trace 
(and can be uncovered). Philosophically, this presentation is indebted to Henri Bergson and 
Maurice Merleau-Ponty (as well as to Frantz Fanon, Edouard Glissant and Anibal Quijano). This 
philosophical theory of “reconfiguration” has social-political import, as Professor Al Saji attempts 
to understand colonial and racializing representations of the past as doing violence to the past in 
ways that create fissures and discontinuities in its folds, and hence can be felt and uncovered. 
This ontological account of the past is hence aimed at understanding its coexistence and 
reconfiguration in the present and the material traces that remain.  All this complicates the 
question of evidence, while still acknowledging the weight—the embodied and material 
continuation—of the past in the present. 
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Nothing but Shapes and Variations. The Material in Actor Network Theory 
 
Dr Maurits W. Ertsen (Delft University of Technology) 
 
Just as the actions of ants building a nest affect their environment, actions of humans have co-
shaped their environment in relation to that same environment. Humans change almost 
everything in the landscapes surrounding them, through processes analyzed as (Human) Niche 
Construction, Evolutionary History, Socio-Ecological Systems, et cetera. What these approaches 
have in common is their focus on (the results of) human-environment interactions emerging over 
long periods of time – as in archaeology in general. Longer term trends, however, are created by 
series of short-term, small-scale interactions between people, institutions, technologies and the 
environment. Based on the realization that the short term creates the long term instead of the 
other way around and framing the paper around three case studies – with two of them developed 
through cooperation with Durham – Dr Ertsen will highlight theoretical principles and 
methodological implications for studies of the past. Case 1 deals with ancient Mesopotamia 
(Wilkinson et al 2015), case 2 with the Hohokam in the USA (Ertsen et al 2014), and case 3 with 
the Gezira system in Sudan (Ertsen 2016). Allowing the material as much agency as humans 
would have, the paper explores a Latourian perspective on landscape and environmental change 
within archaeology. Every actor – modern, historical or archaeological – is dealing with the 
progressive construction of reality through “a translation which completely transforms that which 
gets transported” (Latour 1991; 117). In these transformations, the material does not translate 
wishes faithfully – the material is “naturally recalcitrant” (Latour 2000; 116). As such, power and 
domination are heavily expressed in the material, but are “never a capital that can be stored in a 
bank” – they have to be maintained (Latour 1991; 118).The paper will assess insights as well as 
pitfalls such an approach can bring to our understanding of landscapes as actor-networks.  
 
Ertsen M.W. 2016 Improvising planned development on the Gezira Plain, Sudan, 1900-1980, 

Palgrave MacMillan, New York, USA 
Ertsen M.W., Murphy J.T., Purdue L.E. and Zhu T. 2014 A journey of a thousand miles begins with 

one small step – Human agency, hydrological processes and time in socio-hydrology, 
Hydrology and Earth Systems Sciences 18, 1369-1382 (Predictions under change: water, earth, 
and biota in the Anthropocene) 

Latour B. 2000 When things strike back: a possible contribution of ‘science studies’ to the social 
sciences, British Journal of Sociology, Vol 51 No 1 pp107-123 

Latour B 1991 Technology is Society Made Durable, in J. Law (editor) A Sociology of Monsters 
Essays on Power, Technology and Domination, Sociological Review Monograph 38, 103-132  

Wilkinson T.J., Rayne L. and Jotheri J. 2015 Hydraulic landscapes in Mesopotamia: the role of 
human niche construction, Water History, 7, 4, 397-418 

 
 

Patterns and outliers in archaeological narratives  
 
Professor Chris Scarre (Durham University) 

Evidence in archaeology can be construed as material traces or the observations of those traces. 
In reality, it often takes the form of ‘secondary sources’ in the form of written accounts or 
illustrations. From such secondary sources we seek to construct narratives and interpretations 
that rely both on specific, grounded observations, and on more general patterns. This process 
frequently leads to the dilemma where isolated data points, seemingly secure in themselves, fall 
outside accepted patterns and do not fit easily with current understandings. In a South American 
context, early dates for apparent human settlement in Brazil reported in the 1980s have not won 
general support but continue to generate new research. A similar instance from European 
prehistory is offered by claims for ‘precocious agriculture’, evidence for cultivation centuries if not 
millennia earlier than the accepted pattern would support. Recent reports of sedimentary DNA 

http://link.springer.com/journal/12685
http://link.springer.com/journal/12685/7/4/page/1
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from 8000 year old deposits off the Isle of Wight have revived the debate, and challenge us once 
to present robust frameworks through which to evaluate such outlier results within archaeology. 
 

Matter and Facts: material culture in the history of science 
 

Dr Simon Werrett (University College London) 
  
The presentation will offer a brief exploration of how historians of science have shifted from a 
focus on intellectual history to an interest in the material culture of science, considering material 
culture both as a form of historical evidence and as means to consider the nature of scientific 
evidence more broadly. Historians have explored the role of the human body in making 
knowledge and have used re-enactments and re-stagings of past experiments to reveal this. 
They have investigated how instruments and models came to be regarded (or disregarded) as 
legitimate sources of scientific evidence, and they have suggested old materials might offer new 
insights in scientific research. The presentation will conclude with an exploration of 
archaeological studies of scientific material culture, identifying some of the ways archaeology 
might contribute to extending the use of materials as evidence in the history of science. 

 

The Paradox of Material Evidence  
 

Professor Alison Wylie (University of Washington; Durham University) 
 
An enthusiasm for material evidence has taken hold in a range of fields that traditionally depend 
on archival and ‘reactive’ methodologies (face-to-face, experimental, and survey research). As 
Daston puts it in Things that Talk (2008), the ‘bony materiality’ of physical traces of human action 
sustains a certain epistemic optimism; they can be a uniquely candid source of insight about 
dimensions of social, cultural life that are otherwise inaccessible. At the same time, however, 
Daston echoes reservations about material evidence that have been a recurrent theme in 
archaeological debate: that they are famously enigmatic, ‘speaking’ only when we animate them, 
susceptible to the imposition of projected assumptions and expectations. This vacillation between 
epistemic optimism and pessimism is the ‘paradox’ Professor Wylie refers to. She argues that 
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13 July 2016 – Session 3 – 4.00 – 5.30pm  
Ken Wade Theatre 
 

Panel: Material Evidence: knowing the past 
 

Convenors: Professor Alison Wylie (Durham University) and Professor Alia Al Saji 
(McGill University) 
 
 
Session continued  
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13 July 2016 – Session 3 – 4.00 – 5.30pm  
Rosemary Cramp Theatre 

 
Panel: Evidence: of the people, by the people and for the people? 
 

Convenors: Arely Cruz-Santiago (Durham University); Professor Louise Amoore 
(Durham University) 
 
The panel aims to consider the different disciplinary, spatial and temporal contexts in which 
composites of information are brought together in order to be assessed and then presented as 
evidence. Drawing from experiences in cloud computing and algorithmic analysis, forensic 
identification techniques and citizen’s engagement with forensic data, the aim is to stress that 
evidence collection and assemblage is not a task exclusively deemed to belong to governmental 
security agencies or allocated experts, but also a task for engaged citizens that through 
experience and local knowledge are part of the production of knowledge and assessment of 
evidence. Thus, it will consider questions such as how data is collected and by whom? Who or 
what is allowed to assess and scrutinise that information so it can be considered evidence? (i.e. 
citizens are not allowed to collect certain type of data that only is reachable for experts, 
governmental institutions nor to question and contest expert evidence even though information 
coming from authorised experts is sometimes inaccurate or unreliable). 
 
Further, the panel will address the different spaces in which evidence is presented and 
materialised in order to make a claim. The aim is not only to consider the sites where these 
visualisations occur (whether in a laboratory, a court room, a border control visualisation 
software, international organisations or in political forums) but also to think about the strategies in 
which the invisible —and the relations between gaps of information— renders action in the world 
open for examination, and thus we are able to ‘almost see’. How academics, practitioners and 
citizens work/read through the gaps of information, and use what is not ‘there’ to make it 
productive, visible and actionable. 
 

Challenging Translations: evidence of the invisible, evidence for 
authorities 
 
Dr Pirjo Kristiina Virtanen (University of Helsinki); Professor Marja-Liisa Honkasalo 
(University of Turku) 
 

Knowledge and experience of invisible beings is understood differently across cultures. 
Amazonian indigenous socio-philosophies consider nonhuman entities as integral to human 
social and bodily realities. In contrast, in European modern societies, experiences of the invisible, 
such as encounters with dead or hearing voices without a visible source are mostly considered as 
abnormal by the authorities, pointing to mental disturbances. In this paper, Dr Virtanen and 
Professor Honkasalo ask how do people in these unlike contexts express themselves in relation 
to authorities? What do the criteria of evidence produced by people consist of? Their European 
data consists of written testimonies of over hundreds of letters directed to authorize about their 
experiences of the invisible, while from Amazonia they have ethnographic data on indigenous 
people’s negotiations with potential collaborators to construct economic projects. Comparing 
these research materials, similarities and differences of the type of evidence demanded of people 
in order to give their experience a legitimated space are examined from the perspectives of 
‘evidence for’, in the context of power hierarchies, and separated from ‘evidence of’ the truth of 
certain experiences (Csordas 2004). Amazonian indigenous people increasingly aim at creating a 
space where the vitality of nonhumans can be materialized in the bodies of potential 
collaborators. For their European collaborators, evidence of their experience is also often about 
materiality, for instance in the experience of presence through things and in automatic writing. Yet 
these shared materializations occur dissimilarly, due to differing cultural understandings of the 
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invisible, the subject itself. This paper demonstrates that in the study of evidence by the people 
and for people a translation work requires a careful methodological attention taking into account 
encounters of the ontological assumptions of knowledge, the social environment, materiality, and 
the ways of being (non)human. Moreover, Dr Virtanen and Professor Honkasalo argue, this 
poses special ethical considerations to the whole research process. 

 
Citizen-led Forensics: how Mexicans are leading the search for the 
disappeared  

 
Arely Cruz-Santiago (Durham University) 
 
This presentation engages with disappearances in Mexico through the analysis of the forensic 
practices that families of disappeared persons have been developing over the last years, 
especially since the so called ‘war on drugs’ began in 2006. Arely Cruz-Santiago analyses 
families’ search/location strategies not as an act of desperation, commonly framed by various 
human rights organisations, but as a way to reinvent themselves and make of uncertainty the 
very basis for action. By doing so, they transform the way in which their absent loved one is 
perceived, and politically mobilised. To achieve their strategic search, they bring forth new 
practices of knowledge production that publicly challenge governmental authorities, and also 
enhance scientific practices of forensic identification and search. She looks closely into the 
different ways in which they engage and understand forensic science in their everyday life and 
experience, and how they frame their activities in a troubled and divided political arena, in order 
to impact diverse audiences and interests. Throughout a year of ethnography in Mexico, Cruz-
Santiago dwells on the diverse practices that families of the disappeared have learnt (both 
intimate and public), and that have helped them transform, not only their lives, but also the lives 
of others. Analysing these journeys and their continuous engagement with forensic materiality, 
renders a variety of possibilities for being political in a scenario plagued by uncertainty, lack of 
rule of law and corruption. This paper points out the multiple ways in which evidence for the 
people, and by the people, is experienced in such perilous scenarios.  

 
The Space between Evidence - The case of Gaza 2014  
 

Christina Varvia (Forensic Architecture) 
 
Unprecedented on many levels, the 2014 war in Gaza was also a striking example of the new 
media field within which contemporary armed conflicts are now taking place. In addition to 
testimonies the historical footprint of this war left behind a cloud of data, a disorderly collection of 
images, videos, tweets and metadata. In collaboration with Amnesty International, Forensic 
Architecture undertook a close examination of this 50-day conflict in which over 2,200 people 
were killed. This presentation will expose some of the key methods used to reconstruct both 
specific events and overall patterns of the war, through two projects. The Gaza Platform is a 
proof of concept research tool for an open-source software designed to gather data about human 
rights violations; while the Rafah: Black Friday report illustrates the efforts to move from a cloud 
of images to the image complex: a set of spatial and temporal relationships that can be used to 
unlock a sequence of events.  
 
The two projects will be used to present the work of Forensic Architecture, a multidisciplinary 
research project assembling a team of architects, filmmakers, activists, theorists and scientists 
who undertake spatial investigations in conflict zones and provide such analysis in legal and 
political forums.  
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When Humans and Technologies Cross Borders: identifying refugees 
around the Mediterranean sea  

 
Professor Amade M’Charek (University of Amsterdam) 
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13 July 2016 – Session 3 – 4.00 – 5.30pm  
Kingsley Barrett Room 
 

Panel: Evidence in Science, Theology and More – the role of the 

unseen ‘Prior’ 
 

Convenor: Professor Tom McLeish (Durham University) 
 
The idea of this panel is to discuss the effect of prior assumptions, or in mathematical (Bayesian) 
form the ‘prior probability’ on the admissibility and weight of evidence. 
 
The deployment of ‘Evidence’ in history, law, science, theology, literary studies is nuanced by 
disciplinary methodologies, special narratives and contexts. However, all make and then urge 
reasoned deductions from incomplete evidence. Furthermore, all experience the phenomenon of 
disagreement in face of universally-shared evidence. 
 
The panel will explore similarities, comparisons and divergencies in this divergence of deduction. 
The initial framing hypothesis will be that, in all these fields, divergences of deduction are the 
result of different ‘prior probabilities’ brought, but not declared, to the conversation. 
One possible direction to take this panel is to refer to and draw on the previous IAS annual 
themes. After Darwin, Being Human, Futures, for example, bring the evidence-based 
conversations around evolution, psychology and climate change to the fore. 
 
The panel will also attempt a serious conversation between mathematics-based approaches and 
the humanities, at the heart of the IAS’ mission. 
 

Bayesian Analyses of Hume’s Argument Concerning Miracles  
 

Professor Michael Levine (University of Western Australia) 
 
There are various versions of Bayes's theorem. For example, John Earman (1993:307n4; 
2000:27) employs the following:  
 

 
 
"The reader is invited to think of H as a hypothesis at issue; K as the background knowledge; and 
E as the additional evidence. Pr(H/E&K) is called the posterior probability of H. Pr(H/K) and 
Pr(E/H&K) are respectively called the prior probability of H and the (posterior) likelihood of E." 
 
Bayesian analyses are prominent among recent interpretations of Hume's argument. Bayes’s 
Theorem is a formula that allows us to calculate the probability of one event given another if (i) 
we know the probability of the second given the first, and (ii) the probabilities of each event alone. 
Since there is no consensus on just what Hume's argument (Part I) is, or exactly what he is trying 
to establish, it is impossible that any recasting of the argument in terms of Bayes's theorem, will 
not beg issues of interpretation. In so doing, such analyses will also beg epistemological issues 
concerning, for example, evidence. Recasting Hume's argument in a Bayesian form cannot clarify 
the structure or substance of the argument without presupposing what the argument is. 
 
On the interpretation of Hume's argument given above, a Bayesian analysis sheds no light 
whatsoever on the structure or substance of the argument, and can do nothing by way of either 
supporting or refuting the argument. Any Bayesian analysis of the question of justified belief in 
miracles must be otiose until the difficult and essential questions concerning "evidence" in 
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relation to an allegedly miraculous occurrence are resolved — at which point any Bayesian 
analysis will add little. 
 
One cannot balance probabilities until it is decided what goes into the balance — that is, what 
constitutes the evidence that is to be subject to the balancing of probabilities. Bayesian analyses 
beg the question by ignoring Hume's account of a posteriori reasoning in favor of accounts of 
their own. So-called Bayesian analyses of Hume's argument are not analyses of Hume's 
argument; they are superfluous representations of it. 
 

Computer Simulation, Information and Evidence 
 

Dr Sarah Anne Harris (University of Leeds) 
 

Simulation is used for entertainment, education and for science. Simulations can either exploit the 
ability of computers to perform iterative calculations very rapidly by evolving a numerical 
algorithm based on physical laws, or they can deduce empirical rules by performing a systematic 
analysis of huge data sets. Which of these two approaches is most likely to provide reliable 
“evidence”? 
 

Evidence for a Medieval Life 
 
Dr Giles Gasper (Durham University) 
 
The life and career of Robert Grosseteste (c.1170-1253), sometime bishop of Lincoln, offer an 
excellent case-study for the plethora of assumptions that are, and in many senses have to be 
made, in the (re-)construction of the past. The status of the sources (eye-witness or not), their 
genre (chronicle, self-writing, administrative documents) and their type (artistic, literary, 
archaeological) all come with powerful capacities to create a particular point of view. How they 
are held in tension, how alternative lives and careers can be constructed equally plausibly, are 
vital to explore, not least in the provision of iterative and on-going critique of conclusions’.  
  
 

Why Bayes?  
 

Professor Michael Goldstein (Durham University) 
 
The Bayes paradigm, in which prior judgements of uncertainty are combined with data, via Bayes 
theorem, to produce posterior uncertainty judgements, is a popular and successful approach to 
uncertainty quantification. Professor Michael Goldstein will discuss why Bayes deserves this 
central role and consider the strengths and limitations of this approach.  
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14 July 2016 – Session 1 – 9.00 – 10.30am 
Rosemary Cramp Theatre 
 
Panel: The Evidence of the Sciences 
 

Convenors: Dr Anne M. Dijkstra (University of Twente) and Dr Fokko Jan 
Dijksterhuis (University of Twente) 
 
The authority of the sciences is under pressure in this day and age. The new challenges of our 
times are characterized by matters of risk that do not allow for unequivocal knowledge. The 
cogency of scientific evidence is increasingly disputed; even science as such is called in 
question. Trust in scientific knowledge is declining due to ambiguous, uncertain and complex 
risks which surround scientific evidence. Nuclear risks undermined physicist’s assurances; 
biotechnology caused heated public debates. The special status the sciences acquired in 
modernity has thus become insecure. This status was hard-won: in the early modern period great 
effort was made to obtain epistemic and societal meaning for empirical and exact ways of 
knowing. The likes of Bacon, Boyle and Newton successfully established the philosophical 
cogency of experimental and quantitative knowledge and thus its foundational nature for the 
sciences. The officials of the new states, from Colbert onwards, showed how such knowledge 
can be employed to organize governance and advance the commonweal. 
 
In retrospect it looks like the Enlightenment project is coming to an end. The growing distrust in 
evidence of the sciences and their early modern rise are mirror images. In the wake of the 21st 
century the sciences have to re-establish their place in society. The new and emerging 
technologies of these days not only confront society but also the sciences. Researches are 
challenged to explicate the evidence of the sciences and engage in societal dynamics from a 
place within society. They need tools for responsible innovation. 
 
This panel aims at a mutual enrichment between a long term view and an analytical deepening of 
the way scientists and the sciences give voice to their claims and foster public understanding and 
the dialogue between science and society. 
 
 

Different Evidence for Different Issues? A critical analysis of the forms 
and roles of evidence within health policy-making in Cambodia 
 
Dr Helen L Walls; Dr Justin Parkhurst (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine) 
 
Discussions within the health community increasingly emphasise the importance of data and 
evidence in informing policy formulation and implementation. Many observers have argued that 
policy decisions are often based on inadequate engagement with ‘high-quality’ evidence. In many 
such discussions, evidence is treated as a uniform independent variable, differing only in quality, 
and assumed to improve decisions if it can only be used more. Research evidence is particularly 
assumed to be ‘objective’ or unbiased and a priori positive, especially if it comes from a 
systematic review or randomised controlled trial. In contrast, authors informed by political science 
and related disciplines have described this as an overly simplistic ‘naively rational’ view of the 
policy-making process. Alternatively, such authors increasingly emphasise how institutions 
(including political, economic and cultural structures), and ideas (the way that issues are framed 
and understood) influence which pieces of evidence appear to be relevant for, and are used 
within, different policy processes. Drawing on in-depth interviews undertaken in 2015 with health 
sector stakeholders in Cambodia, Dr Walls and Dr Parkhust reflect on the framing of evidence 
seen to be relevant to policy decisions for three contrasting cases – tobacco control, HIV/AIDS 
and performance-based salary incentives. These cases allow them to examine the role of ideas 
as well as how the broad institutional context in which those decisions are made influence what is 
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seen as policy-relevant evidence. The cases highlight that it is not simply that more evidence can 
be used for the better, but rather that different constructions and pieces of evidence become 
relevant given the features of the political decision – features such as the actors and interests at 
stake, the importance of other government agendas/concerns, and the technical nature of the 
decision (e.g. if it affects technical services or broader public health concerns).  

 
Exploring Evidence: a Dutch case of modelling for policy implementation  
 

Sandra J Junier (Delft University of Technology) 
 
The Water Framework Directive (WFD)(2000/60/EC) aimed to improve water quality throughout 
the European Union. In 2000, the text was fixed, but the text’s meaning remained fluid. The goal 
of the WFD may be the same for all European water bodies – reaching ‘good status’ or ‘good 
potential’ – each country decides, within limits, how to define “good” and how to reach this goal. 
Actual implementation of the WFD emerges from actions by changing associations of actors, 
which keep transforming the WFD meaning through their agency. This paper discusses one of 
the projects in the Netherlands that has been mobilized within WFD implementation. As of 2005, 
a modelling tool to assess effectiveness of measures for water bodies – the WFD Explorer – was 
developed to make (scientific) expertise accessible for policy developers and decision makers. 
The Explorer was to have a role in harmonising practices for WFD implementation and in 
coordination processes. As it stands now, however, the Explorer is not accepted by several 
prospective users – which re-introduces diversity as other tools with similar objectives are being 
developed. The WFD asked for qualifications of water bodies in terms of the substance water 
(including chemical and physical properties), the infrastructure of water, and flora and fauna in 
that water. The (perceived) properties of the materiality of the substance were negotiated within 
the WFD and the Explorer. Explorer development saw huge debate about which (sets of) rules 
needed to be mobilized in order to compute effects of measures on water quality. The Explorer 
required scientific knowledge to be consolidated before incorporating it in an instrument, which 
proved to be extremely complicated. Although Latour may not have had such an instrument in 
mind when writing Science in Action (1987), developing a policy-support instrument while the 
knowledge required is still very much contested is exceedingly value-laden. 
 

On the Narrativity of Science  
 

Dr Elisa Vecchione (London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine) 

 

Evidence is not reality: evidence is a hint to some reality we find relevant to debate. In the same 
way, evidence is not demonstration, as it does not speak the same language to all available 
publics. Science should reposition itself in society starting from these two simple premises and 
re-interrogates its activity of evidence production as an activity of inspirational imaginaries and 
collective reflexion. At the same time, it is indispensable that inspirational imaginaries be admitted 
into the space of public debate and contestation, a condition that the expanding political paradigm 
of evidence-based policy (EBP) tends to suppress. A narrativity approach to policy-making and 
science-making allows creating a new public space of debate, in which science is presented by 
the scientists in the form of narratives and interpreted by their public in the form of reflexive 
imaginaries. To explain how this is possible, Dr Vecchione will use scientific models for climate 
change as experimental ground of inquiry. Science can contribute to the public space of debate 
by having modellers committed to communicate results in the form of personal scientific stories of 
reality construction. As the sequence of events narrated in climate-economic scenarios depends 
upon the ability of modellers to shrink the uncertainty separating two events and to connect them, 
the narration of personal scientific stories is primarily intended to produce a kind of public 
reflexion over the modeller’s choice over subsequent points of uncertainty and to show that 
his/her choices become ‘evident’ only at the end of the story, when its morality is fully revealed. It 
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is on that contingent and ephemeral evidence that the science can be reinstalled in and work for 
the public debate.  
 

Applied Science, Exact Science, and Imaginative Science: Davy, 
Herschel, and Tyndall 
 
Professor David Knight (Durham University) 
 
Three events that illustrate aspects of the acceptance of the cultural authority of science and its 
evidence in the nineteenth century. 
 
The first is Humphry Davy's Inaugural lecture at the Royal Institution in 1802, which enthused his 
elite audience with the idea that applied science, will bring prosperity to all, taking away the threat 
of revolution. The evidence for science will be in its works: facts and laws discovered in the 
laboratory will transform the world (as indeed happened with his safety lamp) - the days of the 
ignorant inventor were past.  
 
The second is John Herschel's 'Preliminary Discourse' of 1830, setting out what he took to be the 
inductive method which had brought certainty to the physics of Newton and his successors: 
mathematics combined with experiment and careful generalisation will yield exact science. 
Among those who claimed to be following him were John Stuart Mill in his 'Logic’ and William 
Whewell in his more hypothetico-deductive work on the history & philosophy of 'the inductive 
sciences'.  
 
And then John Tyndall's lecture of 1870 to the British Association on the role of the imagination in 
science; seeking (as the better-educated Prussians overwhelmed the French Second Empire) to 
counter the idea that scientific education was mere technical training. He saw the sciences as an 
essential part of a liberal education, and the practice of first-rate science as involving imaginative 
leaps, tested and controlled by experiment. 
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14 July 2016 – Session 1 – 9.00 – 10.30am 
Kingsley Barrett Room 
 

Panel: Evidence and Ethics in Animal Research 
 

Convenor: Dr Helen Cassaday (University of Nottingham) 
 
Best practice for laboratory animal welfare should be based on evidence. What forms should this 
evidence take? The Openness Concordat, published early in 2014, aims to promote public 
understanding of animal research based on the increased availability of information. In particular 
many animal protection organisations would like greater access to images, including CCTV. 
However, the work of a leading neuroscientist was recently the subject of a broadcast on German 
national television showing footage filmed by an undercover activist working at his institute. The 
scientist has said the footage of his experimental work with primates was inaccurate, presenting a 
rare emergency situation following surgery as typical, and showing stress behaviours deliberately 
prompted by the undercover caregiver. So it is possible that video footage can be misinterpreted. 
Difficulties in interpreting video footage can work both ways - a rat might show no visible sign of 
distress in a nonetheless stressful environment. Which stakeholder is in the best position to 
contextualise CCTV evidence? 
 
Animal behaviour science provides scientific evidence based on controlled experimental studies. 
Experimental studies of language learning in primates conducted in the US have been 
controversial in that they are non-invasive but in the longer term the ‘retired’ subjects (e.g. Nim) 
do not receive the same level of human attention and affection. However, such studies have been 
immensely important to our understanding of primate sentience. Evidence for mouse sentience 
should ultimately improve things for mice as a species, albeit at the expense those used in the 
proposed experimental studies. Invertebrates not currently protected by the UK legislative 
framework provided by the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986 have been the subject of a 
number of studies offering evidence that they may suffer more than is commonly believed. 
Should further experimental studies to delineate levels of sentience in non-human animals be 
permissible? 
 

Dr Helen Cassaday (University of Nottingham) 

Helen Cassaday is an experimental psychologist with a PhD in psychopharmacology, whose 
present research projects are in areas of behavioural neuroscience. She has held a Home Office 
Project Licence to conduct experiments on animals since 1997 and - as appropriate - studies 
some of the same behaviours with human participants. During this time she has sat on her 
university ethical review bodies which deal with animal welfare and human research ethics. She 
has also worked within number of external committees and other groupings set up to address 
animal welfare and research ethics. As an active researcher using animals, she has a vested 
interest in the appropriate interpretation of visual and other evidence pertaining to animal welfare. 

Penny Hawkins (RSPCA) 
 
Penny originally trained as a physiologist at the University of Birmingham and has worked within 
the RSPCA Research Animals Department since 1996.  The RSPCA aims to further the 
implementation of the Three Rs (replacement, reduction and refinement) and to encourage and 
facilitate robust ethical review of animal use.  Penny has a strong interest in supporting the local 
Animal Welfare and Ethical Review Body (AWERB), leads the Society’s work in this area and sits 
on two AWERBs. She also served two terms on the Animal Procedures Committee and one on 
the Animals in Science Committee, from 2006 until May 2016. 
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Dr Rachel Kendal (Durham University)  
 
Rachel is a comparative psychologist and anthropologist with a PhD in Zoology.  She has studied 
cognition and behavioural ecology in humans and nonhumans since 1999.  Her work involves 
both wild and captive individuals and their welfare is of paramount importance not only ethically 
but also to ensure experimental data are representative of participant's cognitive capacities.  She 
is involved in the Anthropology Department's ethics committee and the University's AWERB 
committee. 
 

Dr Iryna Kuksa (Nottingham Trent University) 
 
Iryna Kuksa holds a permanent Research Fellowship in Art and Design at Nottingham Trent 
University. Her educational background is quite diverse. Initially trained as an industrial designer, 
Iryna received her PhD in Theatre and Performance Studies from the University of Warwick. In 
her research, Iryna investigates immersive virtual environments, virtual ecologies, sustainability 
and personalisation of digital spaces. She has been involved in a number of multidisciplinary 
research projects which challenged traditional methods of teaching and learning. She 
collaborates closely with Dragon Breath Theatre company and school teachers, exploring the 
potency of theatre to communicate complex scientific ideas and improve young learners’ literacy. 
She has recently embarked on a new collaborative project which surveys and measures changes 
in public attitudes to the use of animals for scientific research. The aim of this project is to engage 
the media of social performance, theatrical ‘intervention,’ puppetry and audience participation for 
outreach and as a potential method to manipulate attitudes 
 

Dr Jo Setchell (Durham University) 
 
Jo Setchell is a primatologist with a long-standing interest in the practice and ethics of 
primate fieldwork. She co-developed the International Primatological Society's Code of Best 
Practices in Field Primatology. She is Editor-in-Chief of the International Journal of Primatology 
and Vice-President (Research) of the International Primatological Society. Her research focuses 
on two areas: sexual selection in primates and human-wildlife interactions. 

Bella Williams (Understanding Animal Research) 

Bella Williams has been exploring the relationship between science, society and communication 
for over 20 years, working through research across disciplines to consider how ideas about 
science are communicated to the public and their influencers such as media and policy 
makers.  She is currently Head of Engagement at Understanding Animal Research (UAR), and is 
responsible for initiatives around member engagement and public engagement: both helping 
UAR member and stakeholders with outreach and reactive initiatives on the use of animals in 
research, and engaging directly with the public on this issue.  She leads on Openness at UAR, 
working with signatory institutions of the Concordat on Openness on Animal Research to help 
them build openness into communications strategies. 
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14 July 2016 – Session 2 – 11.00 – 12.30am 
Kingsley Barrett Room 
 

Conference Summary and Discussion 
 

Chair: Professor Robert Barton (Durham University) 
 

This House Believes it is Possible to Apply Universal Standards of 
Evidence   
  
 
Despite the diversity of forms of evidence across academic disciplines, there may be rules of 
evidence that can be applied universally. The IAS will ask three people, from across the Arts and 
Humanities, Social Sciences and Natural Sciences, to consider this question, and to give short 
presentations on their perspectives on the motion proposed. This will initiate a wider discussion 
on Evidence in which all conference delegates are warmly invited to participate. We hope that the 
debate will draw together some of the issues raised during the conference, and provide some key 
take home messages. Are there universal standards of evidence that should be applied across 
disciplines, and if so, what are they? Or do different disciplines require different rules about of 
evidence. And if so, why and how should these differ? 
  
At the conclusion of the debate all will be asked to vote on the motion.  
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                                       Calman Learning Centre 
 
 
 

      
 
            Collingwood College                             University College 
 
 
Useful Contact information 
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