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Introduction
Complex and nonlinear dimensions of research’s practice seem difficult to describe beyond the steps outlined in various methodological manuals (i.e., Bonneville et al., 2007; Gauthier, 2003; Javeau, 1985). It is the vagueness of this “beyond” and this recognized difficulty that puzzled us and seemed particularly interesting to explore. How to account for the non-linearity and the contingency of the research process? How can we translate the dynamics of fieldwork in all its richness without ignoring the classical procedures that govern any rigorous scientific approach? In this article, our aim is to capture and to understand what make research practice complex and non-linear through researchers’ narratives. As Czarniawska for ‘organizations’ (2004b), we consider that what we usually name ‘research’ should not be seen only as resulting in a number of temporary reifications (like a published article, or a patent) but as continually being produced. In this view, we study ‘researching’ and not ‘research’. 
Bricolage as researching?

We first question this idea of researching as bricolage through a literature review on the concept. Bricolage is the creative exploitation of existing resources or materials (Levi-Strauss, 1962). It means: “to do with” the environment, the context and resources that are available (even imposed according to de Certeau et al., 1990). Bricolage refers to the means by which non-literate men, who lack of technical knowledge, respond to the world around them. This process involves a practical science of men called primitive that is opposed to the science of the abstract of men called civilized. This opposition between practical and abstract science is questionable. In particular, Jouvenet, in 2007, speaking of the conceptualization of the scientific process proposed by Levi-Strauss, says it does not take into account the variety and the thickness of scientific practices, that laboratory studies have also documented from the 1980s (i.e., Latour, 1987). 

Although Levi-Strauss speaks very little about it, the notion of intellectual bricolage is interesting because it includes a more conceptual and abstract dimension of bricolage as we can find it in research practice. Some authors looking at research practice take over the idea of intellectual bricolage, without really naming it, and push it further (Berthelot 1991; Lautman 1992; Kincheloe 2001). Their reflections are rich, epistemologically and ontologically, as they bring another dimension to the bricolage. It is no longer seen as a “how to do” issue or simply a question of method, but as a posture adopted by the researcher/bricoleur, turned towards the process and not the object. However, despite this contribution, researchers interested in this issue are struggling to explain and describe specifically how bricolage, as researching, produces research. While others tend to think that what is non-linear, non-sequenced is messy and that doing good or “real” research is to have a linear and sequenced research strategy.

More, we propose that scientists should integrate material contingencies, personal orientations, trials and errors, etc. to their reflexion on research practices. Yet, how to report accurately on the thickness of researching? One way to approach this question is to encourage researchers to relate their practices through biographical interviews, to inspire in them the narrating
 involving an argument about the meanings of their practices.
Biographical interview and narrative as a dialogical sensemaking process

As highlighted by Czarniawska (2004a) and de la Broise (2008), a biographical interview produces the narrative, but it cannot be reduced to it. It is also the context (Hansen, 2006), the moment, but especially the relationship in which “narrating falls necessarily into co-enunciation” and by which “the object of inquiry is contextualized into a story that overflows it and gives it meaning” (de la Broise, 2008, p.4). Narrating is a retrospective sensemaking exercise that does not mirror reality. It is a co-construction of it, as seen by narrators in their relationships with scientist-interviewers in a given context (Demazière, 2003). In the relationship, the researcher asks researcher-narrators making connections, opening some black boxes and omitting others in order to produce coherence and meaning. Thus, it is in and through the narrative that their practices become intelligible. Therefore, the narrative is not simply a tool that makes visible the connections between the events narrated but a part of the practice as a whole. The narrative is, thus, one of the sites constituting the research practice just as scientific publications and communications are.

Data collection took place in two phases. During the first interview, respondents led telling one of their research projects, from A to Z (that is to say, from the emerging idea to the dissemination of results), which exemplified their practices. The subsequent meeting allowed us to come back to some key moments or stages of the research process that we believe were important to address (e.g., reflexive aspects, when the theory is mobilized, etc.). It also allowed the introduction of reflections that emerged from listening to the record of the previous encounter and the reading of notes.
Kairotic time and action nets as analytical keys of researchers’ narratives
During the analysis, a second challenge aroused. Indeed, it would have been unrealistic for us to think that the stories that researchers told were chronological and linear. Instead, they were made of round trips between past and present, theory and empiricism, also populated by digressions, moments of affect and emotion. How to make our way through this messiness? To that end, we borrow the concepts of kairotic time and action nets from Czarniawska (2004b). Kairotic times are key moments in research narratives particularly rich and thick with a number of actions meshing together in the telling to form action nets. 

One often thinks that the narratives follow a certain well-defined timeline. This vision tends to skew our perception and reading of a narrative. As Demazière emphasizes, “wording is not scheduling (...) the reconstitution does not necessarily occur chronologically over time” (2003, pp.76).  Kairos is the opportune time or occasion, the decisive moment. Kairos is interesting because it allows understanding of narratives not as chronological sequences but rather as a set of key moments to which narrators refer. Yet, to make these moments significant implies to enrich and to thicken them. In other words, it means both to evoke and invoke context (Hansen, 2006), understood here as people, objects, encounters, etc., in the situation as it is told. Paradoxically, in so doing, the narrators struggle in their attempt to be intelligible. The researcher, who co-constructs the narration, can help to render intelligible the thickness of researching notably through clarification, rephrasing or restatement. This thickness of research in practice, which we try to report accurately on, Czarniawska sees it as action nets.  
The identification of kairotic times and the analysis of action nets enable to make visible the thickness of research and what it produces. Czarniaswka in her book Theory of Organizing (2009, p.19) gives an example of action nets typical of a research in her field. It consists of actions such as: teaching, reading, writing, consulting, participating in conferences, fieldwork, etc. For the author, to think in terms of action nets also minimizes “what is taken for granted prior to the analysis. A standard analysis begins with actors or organization [or in our case, research]; action nets’ approach permits us to notice that these are the products rather than the sources of the organizing – taking place within, enabled by and constitutive of an action” (2004b, p. 780). 

Practically, our analytical work starts with identifying what we believe to be an episode that is ordered in upstream and downstream of the narrative around the Kairotic time. Kairos creates the appropriate time and space that allow the action nets to produce something. In this sense, kairos and action nets are linked (Herndl and Licona, 2007). It is a moment in the narrative where actions, under tension, interconnect to form action nets generating meaning or knowledge. 
Application to researchers’ narratives

In the empirical part, we analyse two research episodes. In the first episode, the researcher B talks about the role of the euthanasia’s declaration in the events surrounding the death of his father. This experience triggered a personal and scientific reflection
. We chose this passage because it illustrates both the kairotique time and its contingency. It shows, at the same time, the role of the personal orientation in the researcher’s choice of objects and theoretical reflections. In the second episode, the researcher C talks about his choice of field and the problems that he contended with
. These problems constrained him to reconsider his methodological strategy. We chose this particular episode because it shows how some concrete difficulties in choosing a field trigger a set of actions that forced him not only to review his initial choices but also to reposition himself methodologically.
To conclude

Finally, this paper further Czarniawska’s work providing a very operational method to apply kairos and action nets to deal with messiness in narratives. With those two keys, kairos and action nets, we were able to make visible the thickness of research and what it produces. For us, each Kairotic time represents a gravitational point around which a story builds up. Kairos provides more precise criteria for the selection of episodes to analyse. Once kairos identified, the researcher needs to travel upstream and downstream to circumvent the episode or the story in order to improve their understanding of research contingency that needs to deal with empirical realities (e.g., denial of access or inconsistency between the objective and data collected) or epistemological assumptions. 
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