Overview and Approach to “Social Production of Science”
The form of thinking that is hegemonic among collegiate and secondary science education and in popular media (arising from various positivists in the 20th century) centers on science as method. Science, what they consider true knowledge, is obtained by the development of a singular method that can provide universal knowledge. We all know countless high school and university teachers that have proclaimed “you must know the scientific method!” Many philosophers and sociologists of science in the 20th century (and prior) have critiqued this approach. For our purposes, the best criticisms and retheorizations have started from the reality that science is an activity done by and with people—in other words it is “social.” Many have constrained their view and interpreted “social” in a narrow way, where their focus was the modes of interaction and the reproduction of the scientific community (communities). These people have enriched our understanding of science, but it is not sufficient. 
Here, we are interested in a more capacious understanding of “social.” Social, for us, means the mode by which people are reproducing conditions of existence. The scientists are not merely implicated within the scientific community, but also within broader social life. Moreover, the possibilities, impossibilities, modes of thinking, and praxis are not merely a result of the particular dynamics internal to the scientific community. To us, if there is a desire to understand the “social production of science,” we have to take seriously the fact that these scientific communities and its members are embedded within social and material life. There are a few traditions that have helped us rethink the social reproduction of science: (1) labor process theory, (2) historians of science, (3) feminist and marxist scientists.
Our first task in discussing the social reproduction of science was to discuss the foundations of all human social reproduction—labor.[1] Labor is action upon nature and/or other humans in order to create/obtain needs (and wants) in order to live. The specific ways that we interact with nature or other humans will produce specific objects with use-value. This understanding lays at the heart of our discussion of science in two ways. First, science is a labor process. Second, labor processes produce and require knowledge (what is the difference between knowledge and science). Understanding science as a labor process, which is composed of (1) purposeful activity, (2) means of production, and (3) dead labor, enables the specific ways activities done by scientists are shaped by various intellectual, economic, political, and technological forces. Understanding labor processes as requiring and producing knowledge enables us to stop focusing on the elite scientific communities and understand the ways that all labor processes (domestic, artisanal, industrial, agricultural, etc.) are forms of logic.
        	Scientific communities are no way reducible to dynamics in other parts of the capitalist social totality, but it attempts to grapple with questions as articulated by different segments of the social totality. From the problems of war to the control of workers, scientific communities have provided ideological, technological, and infrastructural responses to these “problems.” From the formulation of the problem to the mode by which the answer is developed (labor processes) to the way that the reception and implementation is developed, it is social. Scientific communities have transformed the labor processes in other sectors of social life and the mode of living. Scientific communities themselves have also been transformed to fulfill certain expectations of capitalist accumulation.
        	Understanding the social production of science requires much more than the understanding afforded by the idea that science is a labor process. These labor processes are done in space and require production of space to do science—buildings, ventilation, hubs, fields. Maintaining these spatial conditions require labor and capital. From those that are cleaning filters in labs to the organization of federal grants, the maintenance of the spatial condition for science requires much more than the “scientific community.” To expand these spatial concerns more, the labor process of science requires what we called “dead labor.” This dead labor can be the product of human or non-human organisms that collect, grow, and transport many of the foundational objects needed for scientific communities to start their labor process. This “dead labor” meets many of the scientific communities as fetish objects and they often have no knowledge of the labor done to make them. Many of the objects of scientific communities are wrapped up with histories of colonialism and imperialism; stripping objects from one context and utilizing them for imperial or capitalist domination.
        	 Lastly, to investigate the social reproduction of science, we need to investigate those who are the members of scientific communities. How do these specific people come into being? What is their education? Interests? Concerns? Modes of thinking? Etc.

