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Abstract
Becoming an expert in any knowledge domain takes 
time and a great deal of learning, both theoretical and 
experiential. The individual’s knowledge is often sup-
plemented through knowledge exchanges with other 
experts. Such exchanges are facilitated by events such 
as conferences or meetings. For two years we have 
been investigating the high profi le work of scientists 
who work in the accredited anti-doping laboratories 
that are located in various countries around the world. 
These scientists work to curb doping in sport by con-
ducting urinary analyses which detect athletes’ use of 
performance enhancing substances. These international 
experts, in the fi eld of anti-doping science, work in a 
complex socio-technical context comprising both sci-
entifi c and general anti-doping practitioners such as 
the staff of anti-doping agencies, sporting federations, 
sports physicians, coaches, athletes and the media.
 In order to maintain the high level of expertise nec-
essary for this work, anti-doping scientists continuously 
search for and integrate new knowledge into everyday 
laboratory practice. To facilitate this process anti-dop-
ing scientists have developed working relationships and 
networks with other scientists working in the area. A 
major enabler of this process is the annual Manfred 
Donike Workshop on Dope Analysis. This paper de-
scribes the contribution of this event to the work of these 
expert scientists from an Activity Theory perspective.
 Keywords: expansive learning, knowledge mobili-
sation, co-confi guration, complex socio-technical sys-
tems

Introduction
To become a professional, individuals under-
take a multi-faceted personal journey that in-
cludes the development of expertise in a par-
ticular area. However, becoming an expert in 
a chosen profession adds further dimensions 
to this journey, as the individual develops the 
ability to work at the cutting edge of their 
profession. As an expert professional, an indi-
vidual will contribute new knowledge to their 
fi eld, they will interact with other members of 
their profession, address problems which the 
profession faces and represent the shared views 
of the profession to those affected by its work 
including policy makers and society at large.
 Whilst globalization has led to the expan-
sion of workplace boundaries for many profes-
sionals, it has also led to international coopera-
tion as a means of tackling public issues that 
are of universal concern. Some of these global 
public issues require scientifi c expertise if they 
are to be resolved. The scientifi c experts, who 
become involved in such non-profi t global 
issues, fi nd themselves working in a context 
where they interact regularly with scientists 
and non-scientists from various organisations 
at both national and international levels as they 
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grapple with the challenges of their chosen 
fi eld. These globally dispersed settings where 
expert professionals interrelate with multiple 
organisations present a theoretically interesting 
research space.
 Our paper describes the history and our 
observations of the annual Manfred Donike 
Workshop on Dope Analysis (hereafter re-
ferred to as the Workshop). It then examines 
the contribution of the Workshop to the scien-
tifi c work using Activity Theory before draw-
ing conclusions about the nature of the Work-
shop outcomes

The research context

A complex problem of global social 
signifi cance
Sport is a high-profi le international activity. 
Millions of people around the world take an 
interest in sport. Youth are encouraged to par-
ticipate in sport and to admire elite athletes, 
who take on heroic stature. Elite athletes earn 
worldwide recognition, command large in-
comes and attract international media atten-
tion. As previously reported by the authors 
(Kazlauskas & Crawford, 2003a, 2003b), for 
many years, athletes have used both fair and 
foul means to enhance their performance in 
order to achieve such international status and 
rewards. Steroid use by the 100 metre sprint 
gold medallist, Ben Johnson, at the 1988 Ol-
ympic Games attracted global attention on the 
issue of doping in sport.
 Doping scandals during the 1990s led to the 
recognition of doping in sport as a culturally 
embedded problem, one which was eventually 
perceived as requiring continuous, consistent, 
global efforts both scientifi cally and non-sci-
entifi cally. Sporting organisations and govern-
ments spoke out strongly against the use of 
drugs to enhance athletic performance which 
they regarded as cheating, as deleterious to 
the athlete’s health and as against the spirit of 

sport. Sporting organisations developed rules 
which banned doping by athletes and set out 
sanctions against athletes who used drugs to 
enhance their performance.
 Individual nations responded by setting up 
laboratories which sought international ac-
creditation from the International Olympic 
Committee (IOC) to carry out doping control 
analyses. Over the years, the number of labora-
tories increased from fi ve in 1983 (Catlin, Hat-
ton, & Starcevic, 1997) to thirty three in 2005 
(see Table 1) accompanied by a growth in the 
number of scientists working in the area. Some 
of the countries listed in the table also have 
national anti-doping agencies whose role is 
to supervise the educational and non-scientifi c 
aspects of the national doping program such 
as sample collection and test results manage-
ment.
 By 2003, stakeholders in the work of anti-
doping scientists included international and 
national anti-doping agencies, national and in-
ternational sporting organisations, athletes and 
coaches, sports physicians and sports lawyers, 
other scientists working in related areas, the 
media and the general public. Interview data 
indicates that the stakeholders expect that the 
accredited doping control laboratory system 
will have the technical ability to identify ath-
letes who enhance their performance in unac-
ceptable ways, it will reliably produce accurate 
results which are defendable in a court of law; 
it will provide intelligence about new drugs 
being used by athletes to enhance their per-
formance and it will use scientifi c knowledge 
in accordance with the ethics of anti-doping 
work as well as the accepted ethics of scientifi c 
behaviour. Thus the nature the work of scien-
tists who work in accredited anti-doping labo-
ratories is a mixture of different types of sci-
entifi c work: regulatory, forensic, and research 
– both applied and pure. Further, anti-doping 
science is constantly evolving in order to keep 
up with a changing array of approaches to dop-
ing by athletes. Finally the ways in which the 
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work is carried out is subject to public scrutiny 
in terms of ethical conduct.

An emerging global response
Towards the end of the 1990s, national gov-
ernments, international sporting organisations 
and the IOC discussed the global issue of dop-
ing in sport with a view to taking global ac-
tion. These discussions led to the formation 
of the World Anti-Doping Agency (WADA). 
WADA commenced operation in January 2001 
and as we have stated previously (Kazlauskas 
& Crawford, 2003a), WADA has been the 
benefi ciary of substantial fi nancial support, a 
functioning laboratory accreditation system 
of thirty or so laboratories situated around the 
world as well as intellectual property built up 
over the International Olympic Committee’s 
more than twenty years of wrestling with the 
issue of drugs in sport.
 Since its commencement, WADA has built 
upon the efforts of the IOC and addressed 
both scientifi c and non-scientifi c aspects of 

the doping problem in sport internationally 
through offi ces in North America, Asia, Africa 
and Europe. It is responsible for the continued 
development of the list of substances and prac-
tices which athletes are not allowed to use and 
it also oversees dope control testing at major 
sporting competitions around the world on a 
continuing basis. In January, 2004, WADA 
assumed regulative authority for anti-doping 
measures internationally and took control of 
the accreditation of doping control laborato-
ries. An annual accreditation process was re-
placed by quarterly profi ciency testing. Under 
WADA, those laboratories which do not pro-
vide results which are 100% accurate and in 
line with ISO17025 guidelines are required to 
explain their results and describe the corrective 
actions they have taken to improve the quality 
of their work. Laboratories which are not able 
to consistently meet these requirements are 
suspended until they are able to comply with 
WADA’s standards.
 Thus, the context within which the scientifi c 

Table 1: Locations of WADA accredited doping control laboratories
(www.wada-ama.org, January, 2005)

Asia & Oceania Americas Africa

Bangkok, Thailand

Beijing, China

Penang, Malaysia

Seoul, Korea

Sydney, Australia

Tokyo, Japan

Bogotar, Columbia

Havana, Cuba

Los Angeles, U.S.A.

Montreal, Canada

Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

Bloemfontein, South Africa

Tunis, Tunisia

Europe

Ankara, Turkey

Athens, Greece

Barcelona, Spain

Cologne, Germany

Ghent, Belgium

Helsinki, Finland

Kreischa, Germany

Lausanne, Switzerland

Lisbon, Portugal

London, Great Britain

Madrid, Spain

Moscow, Russia

Newmarket, Great Britain.

Oslo, Norway

Paris, France

Warsaw, Poland

Prague, Czech Republic

Rome, Italy

Seibersdorf, Austria

Stockholm. Sweden
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directors of accredited antidoping laboratories 
work is like all other complex socio-technical 
activities in that it has evolved over a period of 
time, often in response to perceived needs or 
events that have had a high impact. The high 
profi le, social orientation, complex, pressu-
rised and changing nature of this context make 
it particularly interesting for our research into 
the dynamics of scientifi c work in the public 
sector. Interview data has indicated that the sci-
entifi c directors regard the Cologne Workshop 
as a major means by which they maintain and 
expand the expertise of both themselves and 
their staff. This paper examines of the contri-
bution of this annual community event to the 
work of anti-doping scientists.

An annual community event: 
the cologne workshop on 
dope analysis
The following two sections of this paper pro-
vide a brief description of the Workshop his-
tory and activities as observed and as elicited 
from discussions with participants.

Cultural Historical Account of the Cologne 
Workshop on Dope Analysis
Professor Manfred Donike, one of the pioneers 
in antidoping science and a former athlete, 
organized the fi rst of the annual week-long 
Workshops at the German Sports University 
in Cologne in February, 1983. The eighteen 
attendees from eleven European countries and 
the U.S.A. came to the Workshop to learn 
about the recent application of analytical 
chemistry to the detection of performance en-
hancing drugs in human urine through morn-
ing lectures, afternoon practical sessions and 
evening social outings.
 Over the years, the body of scientifi c know-
ledge and its application to anti-doping science 
has expanded and the number of scientists 
working in the area has grown. In 2004, there 

were more than one hundred and twenty at-
tendees at the Workshop and like all complex 
activity systems in which people learn and 
grow, the format for the Workshop exhibits 
signs of expansive reconfi guration (Engeström, 
1990) as a result of the response to the chang-
ing needs of the attendees. In the 1980’s the 
focus was on laboratory-based development of 
practical skills by attendees. The current for-
mat places a greater emphasis on presentations, 
either talks in the lecture theatre or posters 
displayed in the corridor which runs from the 
lecture theatre to the coffee break area. Both 
talks and posters disseminate the outcomes 
of recent scientifi c research. Lengthy coffee 
and lunch breaks ensure that participants have 
time to discuss the research outcomes with 
the researchers and with each other. The daily 
practical sessions in the laboratory have been 
replaced by an extended visit to the doping 
control laboratory in Cologne on the fi nal 
morning of the Workshop.
 The Workshop acknowledges and nurtures 
the achievements of new scientists. Many of 
the scientifi c talks and posters are presented 
by younger scientists from accredited labora-
tories. In the fi nal session of the Workshop, 
Marie Theres Donike, widow of the late Pro-
fessor Manfred Donike, presents an award to 
the young scientist whose contribution at the 
Workshop has been the most outstanding.
 The publication process for the proceedings 
of the Workshop has evolved in response to 
the need to share research outcomes within 
the community at the earliest possible time 
without compromising the needs of researchers 
to publish in more prestigious journals. Since 
1993, an editorial committee has overseen the 
publication of the refereed proceedings of the 
Workshop as ‘Recent Advances in Doping 
Analysis’. A few months after the Workshop, 
presenters are invited to submit the paper as-
sociated with their talk or poster. The reviewed 
papers are published and given to attendees at 
the Workshop the following year.
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 The Workshop is the major opportunity 
for the scientifi c directors of the laboratories 
to be together in the same place for a reason-
able length of time and so to engage in the 
informal discussions that facilitate working 
relationships between directors and laborato-
ries. The Workshop is the occasion when the 
World Association of Anti-Doping Scientists 
(WAADS) holds its annual general meeting. 
This organisation, formed in early 2001, pro-
vides anti-doping scientists with a forum in 
which to discuss important issues. As a group, 
WAADS is committed to high scientifi c and 
ethical standards within anti-doping scientifi c 
work.
 The Workshop also connects scientists with 
government and stakeholder groups. It is of-
fi cially opened by representatives of the Ger-
man Government’s Sports Ministry and the 
German Sports University’s administration. 
There is also a session in which the media are 
able to ask the scientists questions about dop-
ing issues.

Observations of the 2003 and 2004 
Cologne Workshops on Dope Analysis
In 2004, Workshop attendees came from 
around forty different countries. Ninety six 
attendees came from thirty two of the thirty 
three laboratories by WADA in January 2005. 
Twenty three of the thirty three 2005 accredited 
scientifi c directors attended the Workshop. Of 
the remaining ten accredited laboratories, nine 
sent one or more staff to the Workshop. Only 
one accredited laboratory did not participate in 
the 2004 Workshop. There were around nine 
non-laboratory participants from anti-doping 
agencies and commercial organisations which 
supply instrumentation or other resources for 
doping control. The remaining attendees were 
from either non-accredited anti-doping labo-
ratories whose work is in harmony with the 
ethics of the accredited doping control labora-
tory system, or from countries which are in the 
process of setting up an accredited laboratory.

 The scientifi c content of the Workshops 
were wide-ranging and substantial and fos-
tered ideas for further research in anti-doping 
science. Four workshop sessions were held 
daily from Monday through Thursday. Each 
session had three or four talks on a theme and 
was chaired by either a scientifi c director from 
one of the accredited laboratories or by another 
well-known Workshop participant. Few scien-
tifi c directors gave talks in 2003 or 2004 – only 
fi ve scientifi c directors gave talks at the 2004 
Workshop and the majority of these directors 
came from outside Europe. The contribution 
of the scientifi c directors was more obvious 
during the question time after each talk when 
they offered comments about work in related 
areas or shared other information relevant for 
the speaker and other attendees. Sometimes 
comments became a discussion about the sci-
ence or the policies of doping control. Such 
discussions were often extended over a meal 
or cup of coffee. The evening social events, 
ensure that participants have the opportunity to 
continue to talk with each other, to share ideas, 
to form working relationships and to build a 
shared vision of the community’s practice of 
anti-doping science.
 It is our observation that the atmosphere of 
this annual gathering affi rms and supports the 
highly pressurised work of these antidoping 
scientists. However, the term “family” was 
used by two different scientists to refer to the 
atmosphere of this annual gathering. External 
participants who attended the Workshop com-
mented on the relaxed, friendly, collaborative 
atmosphere of the group. One stated that this 
was not expected from comments made by 
other stakeholders about anti-doping scien-
tists. After the conclusion of the 2004 Work-
shop one director said that he had enjoyed 
the Workshop immensely and that he was 
leaving with many questions which he would 
attempt to answer with further research. An-
other commented that his laboratory’s staff 
knew that he would return with many new 
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ideas which they would explore over the next 
twelve months. In this way the Workshop has 
provided “a platform for advancing individu-
al and/or collective knowledge” (Nonaka & 
Konno, 1998, p. 40) through a need to learn 
“what is not yet there” (Y. Engeström, 1991, 
p. 270).

The cologne workshop: a 
context for activity

Drawing on the cultural-historical theory of 
activity fi rst proposed by Vygotsky (1978) and 
further develop by Leont’ev (1978; 1981) and 
extended and applied by Engeström (1987; 

Figure 1: The Cologne Workshop on Dope Analysis as a Tool
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1991; 2000), we have used Activity Theory 
to examine the annual Workshop as a context 
for the Activity of antidoping scientifi c work. 
The Workshop provides the directors and other 
anti-doping scientists with a regular opportu-
nity to grapple individually and communally 
with issues that relate to their work and in 
particular to view and discuss a large number 
of presentations about the results of recent re-
search relevant to their fi eld. They attend the 
Workshop because they wish to expand anti-
doping scientifi c practice through ensuring that 
their knowledge is current and that they are 
able to successfully integrate new knowledge 
into laboratory practice.
 We now present our analysis of this Activi-
ty, beginning with a description of the multiple 
cultural historical backgrounds of the scientifi c 
directors as subjects of this Activity System. A 
diagrammatic representation of the context in 
Activity Theory terms is given in Figure 1.

Diverse Cultural Histories and 
Experiences of Subjects
The scientifi c directors are a diverse group 
of people with diverse cultural histories. An 
examination of the list of 2005 WADA ac-
credited laboratories and the statistics for 
2003 doping analyses worldwide gives an 
indication of the group’s diversity (see Table 
2). The laboratories are situated in a variety 
of contexts which impact upon the nature of 
their work. Most are situated in universities 
or university hospitals and thus have academ-
ic work to do as well as their laboratory work. 
Many others are part of a government depart-
ment or organisation. Only a few laboratories 
are fully commercial. There is also variation 
in the formal qualifi cations and gender. Some 
laboratories are located in countries which 
also have established an anti-doping agency 
and thus the directors liaise with general anti-
doping practitioners regarding the conduct 
of the national antidoping program. The re-
maining laboratories often employ the only 

personnel knowledgeable about anti-doping 
matters in their countries.
 As can be seen from the Table 2, the di-
rectors come from all regions of the world, 
and thus have various cultural historical back-
grounds. The majority of the directors are 
 European. English is the accepted language 
for communication as it is the language of 
science, but it is the day-to-day language of 
only four of the directors. Interview data sug-
gests that some directors would like to be able 
to have in depth discussions of their work in 
their mother tongue; others were concerned 
that they were unable to represent themselves 
or their ideas adequately in English.
 The work of the laboratories also varies. Ac-
cording to WADA’s 2003 statistics of doping 
analyses conducted by the accredited laborato-
ries, 10 laboratories analysed on average more 
than 115 samples per week. Higher numbers of 
analyses are associated with a greater number 
of staff for the scientifi c director to supervise. 
With high numbers of samples to analyse, a 
laboratory is more likely to have to process 
a positive analytical result. Positive analyses 
are often associated with follow up testing 
and preparation of documentation which will 
enable the legal defence of the results of such 
analyses, all of which take considerable effort 
and expertise. Nine laboratories conducted 
fewer than 50 analyses per week with a cor-
responding decrease in the number of staff 
working and less intense involvement in both 
scientifi c and non-scientifi c doping control 
activities. Smaller laboratories frequently en-
gage in diverse activities. Interview data sug-
gests that, in the absence of suffi cient income 
from doping control work, some laboratories 
have undertaken other types of work in order 
to maintain fi nancial viability.
 Cultural histories are also shaped by the 
diverse pathways by which the directors came 
to this Activity and the length of their involve-
ment in the fi eld. Interview data suggests that 
the directors’ initial areas of expertise range 
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across various combinations of chemical, bio-
logical and medical sciences. Some directors 
sought to establish a laboratory because they 
felt that their scientifi c expertise would enable 
them to make a contribution to the prevention 
of drug abuse by athletes, others were em-
ployed because of their country’s intention 
to host a major international sporting event 
which required doping control. Some scientifi c 
directors have been in the role for just a few 
months whilst others have been involved in 
anti-doping science since the fi rst application 
of analytical chemistry to doping control more 
than thirty years ago.
 The various attributes of the individual 
directors and their laboratories highlight the 
fact that each scientifi c director has a unique 
cultural history. Whilst these unique histo-
ries give rise to a variety of needs, there are 
shared understandings which result in shared 
needs. For example, all directors have a need 
to maintain the quality of their laboratory 
in order to regularly demonstrate the profi -
ciency of their laboratory to WADA and to 

ISO accreditation bodies; all have a need to 
expand their knowledge of the application of 
science to the detection of doping agents by 
athletes.

Tools/ techniques/instruments used in the 
Workshop Activity
In Activity Theory terms, the Cologne Work-
shop provides a variety of instruments that 
assist the scientifi c directors as they grap-
ple with the object(s) of their activity. The 
refereed proceedings of the previous year’s 
Workshop, bearing the title ‘Recent Advanc-
es in Doping Analysis (#)’, provide attendees 
with the only annual publication which pro-
vides a collation of scientifi c work in the area 
together with references to other recent rel-
evant publications for anti-doping scientists. 
Workshop presentations disseminate recent 
research outcomes about the improvement 
of current methodologies, the development 
of new analytical techniques and work on 
areas of concern for the future, such as gene 
therapy. Questions and answers facilitate the 

Table 2: Diversity of the Cultural Histories of the Scientifi c Directors
Laboratory Context

University 14 (43%) Government 11 (33%) Commercial 3 (9%)

University/ Hospital 1 (9%) Hospital 1 (3%) Government/Commercial 1 (3%)

Director Qualifi cations

Doctorate 16 (49%) Professoriate 14 (42%) Other 3 (9%)

Gender Country has an anti-doping agency

Male 28 (85%) Yes 19 (58%)

Female 5 (15%) No 14 (42%)

Geographical Location Number of Samples Analysed in 2003

Europe 20 (61%) Under 2500 10 (32%)

Asia & Oceania 6 (18%) 2500 to 6000 12 (39%)

The Americas 5 (15%)

Above 6000 9 (29%)Africa 2 (6%)
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emergence of a deeper understanding of the 
research, possible refi nements or extensions 
to the research, related policy concerns and/or 
the relevance of the research to the routine 
work of the anti-doping laboratory. Informal 
conversations facilitate valuable sharing of 
stories about particular positive cases, the 
functioning of various instruments and ana-
lytical approaches, other research that has not 
been presented formally at the Workshop, and 
the impact of anti-doping policy on the labo-
ratories. Overall, these conversations provide 
a socially oriented context which facilitates 
learning both individually and collectively as 
well as the identity formation for newcomers 
to anti-doping science. The WAADS annual 
general meeting facilitates a more formal dis-
cussion of the policy issues which relate to 
anti-doping laboratories and also about the 
outcomes of the WAADS quality assurance 
program which supports the conduct of qual-
ity work by the laboratories.

Constituents of the Community
The Community which mediates the sharing 
of experiences, ideas and awarenesses (con-
sciousnesses) at the Workshop is comprised of 
the Workshop organisers, namely the Manfred 
Donike Society, involved staff of the Institut 
für Biochemie and German Sports University 
in Cologne, scientists from accredited anti-
doping laboratories and other scientists who 
hope to establish an anti-doping laboratory or 
conduct other relevant research, instrumenta-
tion manufacturers, general anti-doping practi-
tioners in agencies such as WADA, politicians 
and the media.

Division of Labour: Who does what
A feature of this workshop is the ways in 
which the participants of the community share 
responsibility for and carry out various tasks 
which contribute to the collegiality of the 
experience which supports the exchange of 
knowledge and values. The scientifi c and so-

cial program organisation and “housekeeping” 
tasks during the Workshop are carried out by 
members of the Manfred Donike Society, in-
cluding Mrs Donike, and the staff of the Ger-
man Sports University. Acceptance of appli-
cations to attend and Workshop presentations 
is undertaken by a member of the Manfred 
Donike Society who is also a senior member 
of the staff of the Cologne Doping Control 
Laboratory. The scientifi c presentations are 
given by some of the Workshop attendees. 
All Workshop participants contribute to vary-
ing degrees to the general discussion during 
the Workshop that supports the peer review, 
networking and identity formation processes. 
The Workshop proceedings are prepared and 
submitted by presenters, reviewed by a number 
of experienced anti-doping scientists and ed-
ited by a small number of staff in the Institut 
für Biochemie.

Rules: Attendance and Contributions
Rules relating to Workshop attendance and 
contributions support the Workshop’s goal: 
to ensure that anti-doping scientists are kept 
informed of the recent advances in their area. 
Thus the workshop aims to accommodate the 
increasing numbers of anti-doping scientists 
who wish to attend. The Workshop venues 
at the German Sports University restrict the 
number of attendees at the Workshop. With the 
need to give priority to staff from the growing 
number of accredited laboratories at the Work-
shop, the attendance of personnel from other 
institutions at the 2005 Workshop has been 
limited to a single representative. Attendees at 
the Workshop are expected to work towards 
controlling the abuse of drugs by athletes and 
so uphold the ethics of the anti-doping move-
ment and of good science. In 2004, the repre-
sentative of one commercial laboratory was 
not permitted to attend the Workshop as the 
activities of the laboratory were not in keep-
ing with the code of ethics of the accredited 
laboratory system. Presentation submissions 
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are vetted by Workshop organisers to ensure 
that the Workshop program covers recent re-
search outcomes in anti-doping science and 
other relevant issues.

A Variety of Object(s)
The diverse cultural histories of the subjects of 
this Activity system give rise to differing needs 
and to multiple objects. Survey and interview 
data has indicated that the directors’ work 
is focused upon establishing and maintain-
ing a laboratory of the required international 
standard to carry out doping control analyses; 
contributing to the development of knowledge 
in the area through carrying out relevant re-
search; participating in local or international 
policy development. Scientifi c directors are 
also frequently committed to the professional 
development of a new generation of anti-dop-
ing scientists (Kazlauskas & Crawford, 2003a, 
2004).
 Many directors regard attendance at the 
annual Cologne Workshop as compulsory be-
cause it enables them to achieve to consolidate 
and extend their knowledge of anti-doping sci-
ence. Other reasons for attending the workshop 
include: the dissemination to colleagues of 
their own laboratory’s research outcomes and 
developments; the establishment and nurturing 
of relationships with others through the shar-
ing of stories; conversations with their peers 
about scientifi c and policy issues that affect 
their work in doping control; the construction 
of a shared vision for the conduct of credible 
scientifi c practice in this area, and the experi-
ence of the supportive collegial atmosphere 
of the Workshop. The variety of these reasons 
align with the different objects of the directors 
and suggest that these objects are “constantly 
in transition and under construction, (taking) 
different forms for different participants … 
at different moments of the activity” (Hasu 
& Engeström, 2000, p. 64). Thus, these ob-
jects are transitory – “a moving horizon” (Y. 
Engeström, 2004, p. 6).

Expansive Resolution of Tensions
Over the years the Workshop organisers have 
had to resolve a number of tensions relating to 
the Workshop. This has resulted in multiple 
expansive reorganisations of the Workshop. 
The most obvious of these tensions have had 
to do with the growing number and increas-
ing expertise of attendees and the Workshop 
structure. These tensions have been resolved 
by fi nding alternative larger venues for Work-
shop activities and the change from an inten-
sive-classroom and practical “hands-on” ap-
proach to the current talks / posters / labora-
tory visit format. One interviewee described 
a tension that had existed between the Work-
shop organisers and researchers concerning 
the role of the Workshop as a forum for the 
dissemination of recent research outcomes 
for incorporation into anti-doping laboratory 
practice and university based scientifi c direc-
tors who viewed knowledge dissemination 
as being the function of publication in peer 
reviewed journals. The interviewee stated 
that this tension has been resolved through 
the publication of the Workshop proceedings 
twelve months after the Workshop at which 
the presentation was made. As a result of this 
year long timeline, the interviewee believes 
that presenters have suffi cient time to publish 
their research in both a prestigious academic 
journal as well as make a presentation at the 
Workshop and so enable discussion of the 
research with colleagues. This approach is 
built upon an acceptance of the right of the 
“discoverer” of research to be acknowledged 
by others working in the area.
 A more recent tension for the organisers of 
the Workshop as they endeavour to provide 
talks that will keep Workshop attendees well 
informed about relevant scientifi c develop-
ments in the anti-doping area has been the need 
to invite scientists who work in other fi elds 
such as genetics and protein chemistry to de-
scribe their research and discuss its relevance 
for anti-doping science at the Workshop.
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Workshop Outcome(s): Knowledge 
Mobilisation
The Workshop provides an annual opportunity 
to engage in an expansive learning cycle (Y. 
Engeström, 2000) which leads to laboratory 
improvement. During the Workshop, attendees 
acquire new knowledge and skills which they 
take back to their laboratories. They facilitate 
the growth of the knowledge and skills of their 
own staff, improve their own laboratory by 
transforming their new knowledge into labo-
ratory practice and conduct further research 
whose outcomes they present at future Work-
shops. The accumulation of the improvements 
in individual accredited laboratories contrib-
utes to the advancement of the accredited labo-
ratory system. Hasan and Crawford coin the 
term ‘knowledge mobilisation’ to describe the 
process of “actively mobilising knowledge to 
improve performance through collective learn-
ing for innovation” (2004, p. 1). We believe 
that the outcome of the Activity engaged in 
by attendees at this annual Workshop is one 
example of knowledge mobilisation.

Knowledge mobilisation, 
expansive learning and co-
confi guration work
The work of knowledge mobilisation, such 
as that achieved by the anti-doping scientifi c 
community through the Cologne Workshop on 
Dope Analysis, can also be regarded as co-con-
fi guration work. Hasu and Engeström (2000) 
have discussed the innovation pro cess and the 
concept of co-confi guration work which occurs 
during the transitional phase when a new prod-
uct is transferred from developers to users.
 Engeström (2004) asserts that expansive 
learning “provides a central framework for 
the analysis and design of learning processes 
in co-confi guration settings” (p. 4). Engeström 
describes the three central features of expan-
sive learning in co-confi guration work as:

• transformative: it “broadens the shared ob-
jects of work by means of explicitly objec-
tifi ed and articulated novel tools, models 
and concepts” (p. 5).

• horizontal: it “creates knowledge and trans-
forms the activity by crossing boundaries 
and tying knots between activity systems 
operative in divided multi-organization 
terrains” thus forming linkages between 
producers and users (p. 5).

• subterranean: it “blazes embodied and lived 
but unnoticeable cognitive trails that serve 
as anchors and stabilizing networks that 
secure the viability and sustainability of the 
new concepts, models and tools” (p. 5).

Engeström (2004) states that successful co-
confi guration work “requires dialogical and 
refl ective knowledge tools as well as new, 
collaboratively constructed functional rules 
and infrastructures” (p. 3) in order to interpret, 
negotiate and synthesize real-time feedback 
information.
 At the collaboratively constructed Work-
shop, the innovation being transformed is a 
knowledge product, produced and used by 
anti-doping scientists. The Workshop activi-
ties of formal sessions and casual discussions 
supply the functional rules and infrastructures 
that encourage the dialogue and refl ection. This 
dialogue provides speedy feedback from user 
to the producers that is then interpreted, nego-
tiated and synthesised throughout this Work-
shop. The resulting co-confi guration work of 
knowledge mobilisation transforms, links and 
stabilises research outcomes thus facilitating 
their integration into anti-doping laboratory 
practice.

Conclusion
In this paper, we have used Activity Theory to 
develop a deeper understanding of the contribu-
tion of the annual Manfred Donike Workshop 
in Dope Analysis to the work of the scientifi c 
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directors of accredited anti-doping laborato-
ries. The rich diversity of cultural histories of 
the directors has given rise to various needs 
which have resulted in multiple transitory ob-
jects. These objects have been and continue 
to be part of the expanding cycle of activities 
that has been a feature of the Workshop. As 
an annual event, the co-confi guration work of 
knowledge mobilisation that is the outcome 
of the Workshop has ensured that the direc-
tors are better able to advance the work of the 
laboratories and their contribution to the global 
issue of doping control in sport.
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