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*or PES(T): public
engagement with
science (and

technology). let’s
not get too hung up
on this yet!




organised, explicit, and intended actions
that aim to communicate scientific
knowledge, methodology, processes or
practices 1n settings where non-scientists
are a recognized part of the audience

- Horst, Davies & Irwin (2017, p.884)



.intentional, meaningful interactions
that provide opportunities for mutual
learning between scientists and members
of the public

- Nisbet & Marcowitz (2015, p.2)



Participation model

‘upstream’; ‘coproduction/cocreation’; ‘negotiation’; ‘knowledge building’

; ‘knowledge sharing’; ‘deliberation’;

Dialogue Participation

Knowledge sharing Knowledge building
Deliberation Negotiation

Second order Third order

Type 3 Type 4

Cultural approaches

PEST: Public Engagement with

Dialogic approaches

PUS: Public Understanding

Linear, ahistorical approaches
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(showed low level of
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public had a duty to engage citizens)

citing a top-down approach
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2008
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From the perspective of
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public(s)
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“to encourage
kids to study

science”
“it's
important”
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/r—__’f “it’'s a good
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“to demystify ; )
research” L\¥
“because we’'re working
on public money” ;L/'
it’s fun
— T

“so people

understand the rcL
issues behind ...” /’
“to address
misconceptions” “to show the process
\\5;’—”—~—~) science”

Why do we get involved in education,
outreach, & public engagement? ) /
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an a a ‘“guardian of
“expert” “research manager” science”
communicating ’ communicating communicating about
factual knowledge knowledge products f rationality and
I know to be that show us in a scientific method
correct to ’ good light to enhance
L—W specific (branding) enlightenment

to stakeholders
\because it is a part
of a managerial role'&

.

to citizens
because I am
personally committed

target groups
because I am
obliged to do so

Horst, M (2013)
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research does suggest that
there has been a transition
over the last forty-odd
years from:

knowledge transfer

Wynne 2005, Irwin 2006, Trench
2008, Pouliot 2009

knowledge sharing

Jackson, Barbagello & Haste 2006,
Benneworth 2009

knowledge building

Jolly & Kaufman 2008, Williams 2010

Terms taken from Stocklmayer (2013)



One-way transfer of content
based on commonly understood laws of nature
no ilmpact or action required, little controversy



One-way transfer of content
based on commonly understood laws of nature
no ilmpact or action required, little controversy



The deficit mindset is an
assumption that the public
have a‘deficit’ of
knowledge, and this can be
remedied through more
sclience communication

one way does not
necessarily equal deficit.

One way communication is

important for consensual,
non-problematic concepts

builds ‘scientific
literacy’ and
understanding of role &
nature of science

Unhelpful framework for
communication of
controversial issues

no necessary causal
progression from more
knowledge to more
acceptance



research or
ect we want
ngage about

completely
done and
dusted

) ({

suitable for simple,
non-political issues
with common frameworks,
and requlires no change
in values, attitudes
or behaviour

not yet
started

the engagement
could change the
direction of the
research..

a lot - the research
agenda can/should
change based on what
is learnt

.

) ({

not at all - we just
want to share the
research

what we are
working on
with our
research is..

controversial or
contentious with
no community
acceptance

-

) ((

accepted by the
public and not at
all controversial



g. saence (ares
Skakeholder Meetings

W6 KShopsS
gamej

two way discussion

negotiation / consultation

some consideration of context as well as content
experts might disagree on subject



useful for topics with
high public impact or
areas of controversy or
political interest

the research or
project we want
to engage about
is..

completely
done and
dusted

.

not yet
started

the engagement
could change the
direction of the
research..

a lot - the research
agenda can/should
change based on what
is learnt

.

) ({

not at all - we just
want to share the
research

what we are
working on
with our
research is..

controversial or
contentious with
no community
acceptance

-

accepted by the
public and not at
all controversial



CConsensus  Sraleholder

Multi-directional co-production
considers content and context
participation and engagement



useful for topics with
high public impact or
areas of controversy or
political interest

the research or
project we want
to engage about
is..

completely
done and
dusted

.

the engagement
could change the
direction of the
research..

a lot - the research
agenda can/should
change based on what
is learnt

) ({

not at all - we just
want to share the
research

what we are
working on
with our
research is..

controversial or
contentious with
no community
acceptance

) ((

accepted by the
public and not at
all controversial



to design effective
communication we need to
understand the goals of
the communication ‘event’
and the audience..
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6.

Cormick (2020)

ans — who love everything related tg/science

People in the middle — who have some interest 1in
science

Those who say ‘I don’t get it’ — who are interested in
science, but have trouble understanding it

‘Too busy’ — those who don’t have the time to pay
attention to science

Distrustful people — who don’t trust science and often
hold anti-scientific beliefs.

‘I know it all already’ — those who feel they have
nothing new to learn from science, but often
have extreme anti-scientific beliefs.
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