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Abstract

How do scientists view the public and think about public engagement? In this article, we
analyze interview data from 205 scientists in the fields of biology and physics from four
countries — India, Italy, UK, and the USA — to show that scientists do not perceive
the public as a monolithic entity. Three distinct kinds of publics were described by sci-
entists, which we analytically characterize as “indifferent”, “dogmatic”, and “pragmatic”,
and discuss in relation tomajor trends in extant literature. Our analysis showed that the re-
spondents in our sample represented advanced and nuanced understandings of the public.
Even though the deficit model still persists, and the preferred mode of public engagement
remains science education andmostly (one-way) science communication, the purpose and
focus of education and communication differ according to scientists’ orientations. We also
identify discipline- and country-specific variations that warrant further investigation.
Keywords: Sociology of science; public understanding of science; social trust; imagined
public; public engagement in science.
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1 Imagined Publics and Public Engagement in the Field of Public

Understanding of Science (PUS)

The domain of the debates around science—society relationships, the domain of Public Un-
derstanding of Science (PUS) is almost three decades old (Coates, 2022; Scheufele, 2022). In-
stitutionalized through multiple agencies (e.g., British Science Council), academic journals
(e.g., Science Communication and Public Understanding of Science), government large-scale oc-
casional surveys (e.g., Eurobarometer), and public engagement exercises (e.g., Indian public
consultation on Bt Aubergine, NanoNL), the field has taken a central position in understand-
ing and shaping science—society relationships worldwide (Bauer, 2009; Davies, 2013; Wynne,
2014). Building on pre-existing work in PUS, science communication, and sociological re-
search (Horst, 2013), this essay investigates how physicists and biologists from four countries
(US, UK, India, and Italy) imagine their public. In particular, we focus on the scientists’ per-
ception of the public and how they think about public engagement (Llorente et al., 2019).

Literature has conceptualized the science—society relationship through different theoreti-
cal models. For example, Callon (1999) developed a tripartitemodel that describes the possible
ways in which non-specialists (the public) can participate in debates on science and technol-
ogy. The three types are: (1) the public education model, (2) the public debate model, and (3)
the co-production of knowledge model. Similarly, Michael (2002) classified PUS into three
main academic/policy trends: (1) traditional PUS, (2) critical PUS, and (3) heterogeneous PUS.
These models are based on their diverse conceptualizations of the role of scientists/science in
society, understandings of the public, and the mode of public engagement with science.

Both the public education model and traditional PUS (Royal Society, 1986) assume that
science/scientific knowledge is unbiased, fact-based, universal, and a superior form of knowl-
edge. Science is considered pivotal to the betterment of the everyday life of people as well as
the proper functioning of modern democratic systems (Irwin, 2014). For the public to be bet-
ter citizens, an appropriate and adequate understanding of science is essential (Michael, 2002;
Callon, 1999). Thus, traditional PUS is based on a deficit model (Millar & Wynne, 1988; Zi-
man, 1991) which imagines the public as a monolithic entity that is “ignorant”, “emotional”,
“irrational”, “indifferent”, and deficient in “relevant” scientific knowledge (Blok et al., 2008;
Burchell, 2007; Besley & Nisbet, 2011). The public’s mistrust in science is attributed to lack
of scientific education. The major focus of programs under these models is measuring and
promoting scientific literacy among citizens through one-way communication (Bauer, 2009).

The public debate model and Critical PUS shifted attention from the “understanding” of
science to the “engagement” with science (Hu, 2024; Burri, 2018). This trend contests the
traditional one for creating imagined hierarchies between science and society, leading to in-
creasing inequalities.1 The critical tradition argued that scientific institutions and experts are
themselves prejudiced and limited in their assumptions on the inferiority of other knowledge
systems and the “ignorant/disinterested” public (Bauer et al., 2007; Callon, 1999). Mistrust in
science derivesmore from the unpredictability of science, and its socially embedded nature and
practice, rather than from the ignorance of the public (Miller, 2001). In this view, the affirma-
tion of science as a superior form of knowledge is best understood if considered as part of an
epistemic struggle, that is, as an effort by scientists “to distinguish their work and its products
from non-scientific intellectual activities” (Gieryn, 1983 & 1999; see also Guston, 2001). Crit-

1. For example, Brian Wynne’s path-defining 1992 study investigating the impacts of nuclear fallout in Cum-
brian sheep farmers; see also Gustafson & Rice, 2016.
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ical PUS and the public debate model assume therefore that all knowledge is context-specific
and, therefore, scientific knowledge can only be useful for specific communities when it is con-
textualized and situated in the local context. What is relevant is therefore to understand the
differentmeanings of science in different publics and for specific social groups (Gauchat, 2011;
Michael, 2009; Bauer et al., 2000). As a consequence, science should dialogue with social, cul-
tural and political actors as well as many other knowledge systems. It is only through locally
established mechanisms of trust that scientific knowledge gets locally embedded and thus ac-
cepted in specific social contexts. The “public” in the dialogue model is not a deficient public;
rather, by virtue of being entangled in local, social and cultural settings, it has its ownontologies
and epistemologies through which it interprets scientific knowledge (Wynne, 2007; Jasanoff,
2005). In this context of diversity of expertise and complex mechanisms of establishing the va-
lidity of knowledge claims, science shifts from deficit to “dialogue” (Stilgoe &Wilsdon, 2009),
entering a field marked by discussions, debates, contests, and negotiations (Law & Lin, 2017).
Critical PUS argues for dialogue and participatory mechanisms for public engagement with
science.

The co-productionmodel and heterogeneous PUS has been gaining increasing recognition
through Citizen Science. This approach is aimed at actively involving specific kinds of pub-
lic in scientific efforts directed towards co-advancing knowledge that concerns them (Bonney
et al., 2016). This trend departs from previous ones because it does not postulate a one-way
(Traditional PUS/Public education) or a two-way (Critical PUS/Public dialogue) flow of com-
munication between science and society, but is rather based on a model of co-production of
knowledge (Callon, 1999). This involves an upstream engagement of people (Stilgoe & Wils-
don, 2009), who participate in scientific research in the form of data collection, analysis, and
dissemination of results (Hu, 2024; Cohn, 2008; Silvertown, 2009).

Types/trends — constructed as ideal types — are not to be considered as displacing one
another over time, but rather as co-existing. Literature signals how they vary in their adoption
depending on disciplinary differences and on the type of knowledge produced, where the need
for democratization of science is less or strongly felt (Dickinson et al., 2010; Burri, 2018; del
Savio et al., 2016; Lewenstein, 2016).

Within existing literature, most studies are devoted to understanding the public’s view of
science, while few focus on scientists’ view of the public (Bauer & Jensen, 2011; Poliakoff &
Webb, 2007; Burri, 2018) and how this may impact the public understanding of, and engage-
ment with, science. Because of this, some debates remain unsettled. In particular, research
showsmixed results about the attitudes of scientists towards the public, their role in policymak-
ing, and the influence of the media on public opinion. In terms of the persisting prevalence of
the deficit model, Besley and Nisbet’s (2011) analysis of two large-scale surveys conducted in
theUK andUSA suggests that the dominant understanding among scientists about the public
is still that of “ignorant/indifferent” individuals. Dietram et al. (2017) confirmed the findings
of the above study, that the main motivation for scientists to participate in public engagement
is to provide scientific information to the “ignorant/lay/deficient/indifferent” public. While
other studies confirm that the deficitmodel is still themost preferredmodel of science—society
interaction (Schmid-Petri & Burger; 2019; Simis et al., 2016), Kessler et al. (2022), in their re-
cent large-scale survey, observed that the notion of deficit in lay people has been changing, just
as it has been abandoned as the preferred model in public engagement (Burri, 2018; Koizumi
& Yamashita, 2021; Stilgoe et al., 2014). In addition, there is little research on how these dif-
ferent models of science—society engagement appear in practice. Are these models and their
corresponding elements, such as different public perceptions andmodes of engagement, evenly
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distributed in the way scientists actually think, or do they appear in combinations not entirely
corresponding to the models? This aspect calls for further investigation.

The present article contributes to this debate by suggesting, through empirical evidence,
that although the deficit model is still the most widely adopted by scientists, they in fact at-
tribute different meanings to it, depending on nuanced views of the public and about the role
of one-way communication.

Besley and Nisbet (2011) also highlighted the limitations of survey methods for generat-
ing a nuanced understanding of how different publics are imagined and co-produced during
science—society interaction. They show how survey methods based on the “deficit model”
prevent an understanding of the processes through which values and meanings are ascribed to
science, society, public, politics, and media (Davies, 2022). The limitations of survey meth-
ods in understanding trust as both an individual and a socially shaped attitude have also been
highlighted by a few recent sociological studies (Eyal et al., 2024; Möllering, 2024). Scholars
have argued that trust must be studied through the actions and practices of actors (Eyal et al.,
2024; Möllering, 2024). In PUS literature, the two dominant ways of understanding trust
are surveys (individual attitude and rationale) and mechanisms of public engagement (actions
to build trust) (Davies, 2022; Besley & Nisbet, 2011; Wynne, 2006; Law, 2009). Yet, stud-
ies on scientists’ perceptions of the issue of public trust are limited. Even though Kessler et
al. (2022) found that scientists’ approaches toward public engagement are based on mental
models shaped by individual experiences and knowledge, neither their study nor similar ones
specifically discuss how scientists perceive their publics, what they think about public trust in
science and scientists, or the impacts of these perceptions on science—society engagement.

Our study engages with geographical and disciplinary diversity in science to provide in-
sights into how scientists imagine their public (cf.Maranta et al., 2003) and how these imagina-
tions influence the perception of science—society relations (see Besley et al., 2018; Landström
et al., 2015; Koizumi & Yamashita, 2021), thus contributing to PUS literature on this topic.

2 Data andMethods

Data for this study are derived from a larger project in which quantitative surveys and quali-
tative in-depth interviews were conducted with scientists (Mauceri, 2016). While the present
study is based on the analysis of qualitative data derived from the in-depth interviews, for the
sake of clarity the complete research design is briefly sketched. Online surveys were rolled out
to 22,840 physicists and biologists at 233 universities and research institutes in four countries
(India, Italy, the UK, and the US) betweenMay–September 2021. Ultimately a total of 3,442
completed surveys were collected (AAPORResponse Rate of 15.2%). Along with the surveys,
the project team conducted a total of 205 interviews with scientists in physics and biology de-
partments in the four countries between July–December 2021. Most of these intervieweeswere
recruited from survey respondents who gave permission to be contacted for an interview. An
additional 24were recruited via “snowball sampling” techniques—either from contacts of aca-
demic scientists interviewed for the study, or personal contacts from members of the project
team. The 205 in-depth interviews conducted were carefully balanced across disciplines and
countries, with an even representation by gender. We selected scientists primarily along six
different career levels (Post-graduate Student, Postdoctoral Researcher, Research Scientist, Ju-
nior Faculty, Mid-level Faculty, Senior Faculty). Additionally, we aimed to interview approxi-
mately equal numbers of postgraduate students and postdoctoral fellows. We also strived for
a balanced representation across junior, mid-level, and senior faculty positions. In terms of
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demographic composition, the majority of our respondents were Caucasian, while approxi-
mately one-quarter were of South Asian descent. Table 1 summarizes key demographics of the
in-depth interview sample.

Table 1. Demographics of interview sample

Country

(institutional affiliation) Frequency

India 50

Italy 52

UK 51

USA 52

Discipline

Biology 100

Physics 104

Other 1

Gender

Female 96

Male 107

Other 2

Race/Ethnicity

Black, African, Caribbean 2

Caucasian,White, European 136

Central Asian / Arab 1

East Asian 3

Hispanic or Latino/a 6

Middle Eastern 1

Multiracial 1

South Asian 55

Career Level

Masters / Ph.D. student 51

Postdoctoral fellow 50

Junior Faculty 35

Mid-level Faculty 25

Research Scientist 13

Senior Faculty 30

Other 1

Total 205

The initial quantitative survey was aimed at examining well-being among scientists and did
not include questions about public trust in science. However, considering the changing social
contract of science (Funtowicz &Ravetz, 2018; Guston, 2000), we included questions during
the follow-up in-depth interviews to examine scientists’ views on (a) the public, (b) the public’s
understanding of and trust in science and scientists, and (c) what would help improve public
trust in science. As is well known, during in-depth interviews (Bryman & Burgess, 1994), it is
common for a particular theme to surface not necessarily as a direct response to a specific ques-
tion, but at any point throughout the conversation (Deterding&Waters, 2021; Savin-Baden&
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Major, 2013; Sbalchiero & Tuzzi, 2017; Strauss &Corbin, 1990). This phenomenon is partic-
ularly notable when respondents introduce topics that were initially scheduled for discussion
later in the interview. The spontaneity of these thematic introductions highlights the dynamic
nature of in-depth interviews, emphasizing the need for flexibility in addressing subjects as they
naturally unfold. To discern how scientists perceive and imagine the public and public engage-
ment with science, it was necessary to identify the portions of text that addressed our specific
subject of interest and contained a thematic list of keywords (Neuendorf, 2016). For these rea-
sons, we arranged a two-step analysis. The first step focused on analyzing the interviews using
Reinert’s topic detection method (1983). As will be illustrated subsequently, this application
led to the identification of three distinct orientations within our corpus. The second step com-
plemented the automated analysis with an interpretive, qualitative analysis of the reworked
corpus (Silverman, 2006), allowing us to interpret narrative accounts of scientists within each
orientation in light of the theoretical debates discussed in the previous section. Since all the
authors participated in conducting interviews, a back-and-forth between our field diaries, in-
terview data, and content analysis enabled us to navigate the extensive qualitative data gathered
during this study.

Reinert’s method (1983 & 1993) — implemented in the R-based version of Iramuteq (In-
terfacedeRpour lesAnalysesMultidimensionnelles deTextes et deQuestionnaires) (Ratinaud,
2014; Ratinaud &Marchand, 2015) — is based on the automatic classification of portions of
text that contain certain words in order to identify topics by considering the semantic contexts
of words that co-occur in the same portions of text. As the topics are composed of “words”,
the quotations that contain themprovide a lens throughwhichwe can identify andunderstand
the meaning of these “words in context” wherever they appear. This approach allows for a nu-
anced exploration of how specific words are employed in different situations, contributing to a
more comprehensive understanding of their contextual significance. A keyword search helped
to identify relevant portions of the text. To this end, a frequency vocabulary of the interview
corpus was constructed, and words were selected based on their relevance to the research fo-
cus. This resulted in the following list of keywords: “perception”, “view of science”, “people
understand”, “perception of science”, “public thinks”, “population”, “public opinion”, “pub-
lic trust”, “communication”, “mistrust”, “distrust”, “trust science”, “communicating science”,
and “public engagement”. This selection enabled us to focus on portions of text containing
relevant content for the purposes of the analysis and to build a thematic corpus related to the
research objective. The final corpus was composed of 1,516 portions of text (Table 2), and
the lexicometric measures clearly indicate that a statistical analysis of textual data is plausible
for these corpora, considering that the ratio between hapax (words that appear only once in a
corpus) and type (different words) is less than 50% (48.8%), and the TTR (Type-Token Ratio)
between type and tokens (total occurrences) is less than 20% (7.4%) (Lebart et al., 1998).

Table 2. Lexicometric characteristics of the analyzed corpus

Corpus

Number of texts 1516 portions of text

(N) word-tokens 68726

(V) word-type 5074

(V1) hapax 2477

(V/N)*100 = Type/Token Ratio 7.4%

(V1/V)*100 = Percentage of hapax 48.8%
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The pre-processing phase involved normalization (which consisted of replacing uppercase
with lowercase letters, and removing punctuation, numbers, and stopwords, as they are not sig-
nificant in terms of content), lemmatization (by grouping together inflected forms of words),
and the identification of relevantmulti-words expressions, i.e., informative sequences of words
repeated at least three times in the corpus (for example, “public trust”, “public opinion”). The
pre-processing phase focused on increasing the amount of information conveyed by sequences
of words, and it helped to reduce redundancy and provide homogeneity amongwords through
lemmatization (Sbalchiero, 2018). The outcome of the classification is a set of topics, i.e., se-
mantic classes, that group together words relevant for interpreting each class, thereby enabling
the identification of three major semantic areas, which we interpreted as orientations. Finally,
we assessed the degree of association between these classes and themodalities of other variables,
namely country and scientific discipline.

3 Results

3.1 Scientists’ Views of the Public and Public Engagement in Science: Distinct Orientations

Results reflect a multiplicity of themes and semantic contexts (fig. 1), including the issue of
information, communication, and trust in science (see the word “trust” above the center of
the graph and the other associated words nearby). Words such as “controversial”, “problem”,
and “misunderstand” point to contingent factors that, for scientists, affect the public’s view
of science. Similarly, words such as “skepticism”, “negative”, “misinformation”, “polarize” po-
sitions, and “conspiracy” refer to negative factors generating distrust in science. The role of
the pandemic (bottom right of the center of the graph, close to “influence” and “impact”) is
especially connected to “uncertainty”, “suspicion”, and “doubt”.2

In the next paragraphs, the three semantic areas will be presented, showing significant cor-
relations with variables such as country and scientific discipline, and will then be interpreted
through the lens of PUS literature.

In the Correspondence Analysis (CA) graph (Greenacre, 2007; Lebart et al., 1984;
Murtagh, 2005), each semantic area points to a distinct orientation of scientists towards the
imagined public. Orientation 1 is characterized by the keywords “trust in science”, “public
opinion” and “understand science”. Orientation 2 revolves around keywords such as “am-
bivalences”, “doubt”, “confusion”, “confidence”, and “hopes”, all based on the “experience”
of the public with science. Orientation 3 refers to “public perception” and the role of
“communication”. To compare and contrast the presence of each orientation for the different
variables available, we can observe the association, in terms of general prevalence, expressed by
the modalities of the variables: if an orientation tends to be more present in the texts of some
groups of scientists, then it means that these scientists have used the words characterizing that
orientation (fig.2).

2. While individual words can take on different meanings depending on the context, our analysis does not rely
solely on isolated words. Instead, we examine them within broader thematic areas. Specifically, the words we
discuss are correlated because they frequently co-occur in the same sections of text. This co-occurrence reveals
semantic contexts that inform our interpretation. For example, the word “problem” consistently appears
in discourses referencing contingent factors that shape the public’s perception of science. These semantic
associations enable us to attribute theword to a particular orientation, reflecting broader textual and thematic
dynamics rather than its standalone meaning.
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Figure 1. Sub-corpus. Principal Factorial Plan (CA), Topics andWords (size of the words is related to
the contributions of χ² of words x topics)
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Figure 2. Sub-corpus. Principal Factorial Plan (CA), Topics and Variables (Gender, Country,
Discipline)

Orientation 1 (purple, bottom left) is characterized by a consideration of the public as
mostly skeptical, holding to their beliefs firmly even though they are formed mostly through
external factors such as politics, religion, and the media. In this view, the formation of pub-
lic trust undergoes a process of polarization: among the most significant words, we find, in
fact, “polarize”, “government”, “misinformation”, “trust science”, and “public opinion”. The
main causes of this “dogmatism” are attributed not directly to scientists but to other factors
(e.g., misinformation, the role of media, lack of education). That means that the public does
not always trust science and scientists because of other social factors that lead to polarization,
information manipulation, and conspiracy. While there is no gender-based orientation, Ori-
entation 1 is more likely to be present among biologists and, by comparing countries, among
European and UK scientists.

Orientation 2 (blue, bottom right) is not associated with a particular country, tends to
prevail among physicists, and is characterized by a consideration of the public that takes a posi-
tion toward science and scientists based on their experiences. In this case, they underline that
“uncertainty”, “confidence”, and “doubt” are not based on negative or positive preconceptions
about science and scientific knowledge, but are based on the experiences the public might have
with science. The main cause of “uncertainty” or “confidence” is not attributed to external
factors, but to the concrete experiences of people with science.
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Orientation 3 (green, top center) is not associatedwith a particular discipline, tends to con-
cern non-European contexts, with a slight prevalence in India, and is characterized by a vague
conception of the public. These scientists don’t always have a clear idea of what the public
thinks about them and about science; they say they don’t know if the public is interested in
science at all. So, if in some ways they are undecided about how the public perceives them and
science—whether in a positive or negative sense— for these scientists, the communication of
science can be crucial in shaping the perception of science: they are convinced that communi-
cation plays a central role in the public’s perception of science as an instrument to build social
trust in science.

3.2 Scientists’ Perceptions of the Public: “Indifferent”, “Dogmatic”, and “Pragmatic” Publics

By jointly analyzing what was previously discussed, we can describe the different orientations
that, with a classificatory effort, correspond to ideal-types (in the Weberian sense) and can be
interpreted as follows. We characterized “Orientation 3” as an “indifferent” public because,
here, scientists believe that the public is uninterested in scientific knowledge (good or bad) al-
together. We define “Orientation 1” as a “dogmatic” public because, here, scientists associate
the public’s view of science with (external and internal) factors that lead to strong opinions
and positions about scientific knowledge and innovations. We categorize “Orientation 2” as
“pragmatic” because —whether it is characterized in terms of ambivalence, doubt, confusion,
confidence, positive attitude, or hopes — scientists imagine that the public forms its view of
science based on their own experiences.

“Indifferent” Public
The indifferent public squarely fits into the traditional model of PUS. Scientists think of

the public as “ignorant/indifferent”, arguing that it needs to knowmore about science in order
to improve its positive perception of science. According to the scientists in our sample, know-
ing more about science would improve the quality of everyday life for the public and make
it more appreciative and respectful of what scientists do, thus improving the public image of
science and public support:

“I don’t think the public has respect for science. I don’t think they understand
how science is done. […] the motivations of people who do it” (Biologist, Female,
USA).

“[The] public does not understand science. This is something that wemust accept.
They understand a simplified version of it, and this does not need to change. I am
talking about people who would require a scientific input to make a decision, any
decision. They do not need to understand the details. They just need to under-
stand this is dangerous: Please, take your vaccines; and that is probably enough”
(Physicist, Male, India).

“Dogmatic” Public
Scientists in this category view the public as having its own strong opinions on certain issues

that differ from scientific positions. These opinions, according to the scientists, are shaped by
factors that include socialization, political and religious influences, as well as the media. The
role of mass media as a source of misinformation appeared repeatedly during our interviews.
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“We have got the same types of people […] they’re basically anti-vaccine, anti any
kind of controlmeasures […] I suppose, my feeling is that these people spreadwhat
we call misinformation, these crazy ideas, conspiracy theories, that type of thing. I
think they must have always been there in society, but I guess that social media is
facilitating it” (Biologist, Male, UK).

“People are starting to question [scientific advice] because of the availability of in-
formation with the internet and then it kind of went too far” (Physicist, Female,
UK).

As per the scientists in this orientation, the public becomes dogmatic about their opinions
as a result of two interconnected factors. First, the public is not deficient in information but
rather lacks the “right” scientific information tomake their decisions. Scientists defined “right”
in terms of the sources of information, as well as the level of trust the public has in these sources.
Second, in situations of uncertainty, people want information from a source that is consistent,
approachable, and available for debate and discussion. People often associate science with un-
changeable truths, and when scientific information changes (in cases of uncertainty) without
proper engagement and discussion with the public, they turn to sources that are more consis-
tent and approachable.

“How could you expect the public when they’re in the middle of a public health
emergency to understand scientists, when one day they say wear masks, and one
day they say them don’t wear masks. They’re saying things that are demonstrably
not true” (Biologist, Male, UK).

The lack of “right” scientific information provided through approachable media makes
them the subject of manipulation by politics and mass media, leading to polarization of views
on contentious issues such as vaccines, nuclear energy, and GMOs.

“You can produce all the great data in the world that you want, but it will be less
influential to the people whowatch those YouTube videos or Facebook posts than
a David Icke type person saying something that the person wants to hear in an
eloquent way” (Biologist, Male, Italy).

“People have always hadmad ideas, and we say, like, people are easily led if they got
it from a man in the pub. They have sat in a pub and some guys [say something];
we have got this expression, like, ‘You heard it from a man in the pub’ ” (Biologist,
Male, UK).

“Pragmatic” Public
As per the scientists in this orientation, public understanding of science is shaped by indi-

vidual experiences. Positive and negative encounters with specific scientific knowledge or ad-
vice, and with technological artifacts or applications (such as medicine, pesticides, etc.), shape
people’s perceptions and opinions of specific scientific artifacts, events, and issues. There is
no indifference toward science due to a lack of connection, or rejection of science due to in-
consistency. Rather, the public contextualizes and uses science according to their needs in a
pragmatic way. This means that public trust in science is partial, conditional, and contingent
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on socio-cultural factors. For example, scientists argued that peoplewill follow scientific advice
(such as going to a doctor if they are sick), but, at the same time, they may also follow advice
from other knowledge systems (such as home remedies or praying to God) to counter the un-
certainties of scientific knowledge, especially when that knowledge directly affects their lives
and beliefs.

“People trust scientists who maybe work in technology, and don’t trust scientists
that, or don’t necessarily trust scientists who are working in something that is con-
troversial and maybe new. So, it’s like people accept that scientists understand the
ins and outs of the electronics of the television, for example. But when you bring
in something like climate or vaccination, or any of the other slightly more contro-
versial topics, suddenly science becomes this thing that is a bit more questioned by
some groups in the public” (Biologist, Female, UK).

“Most science that is done is still abstract, and how great you’ve discovered what-
ever, not going to change my life. But the closer it gets to someone’s life, so that
vaccines, there’s understandably probably more of a hesitance to trust it” (Physi-
cist, Male, USA).

Table 3. Scientists’ understanding of the public and public engagement

Orientation Indifferent Public Dogmatic Public Pragmatic Public

Challenge Lack of access to any kind

of scientific information

Access to scientific information

polluted withmisinformation and

biased sources; lack of

understanding of authentic

sources.

Access to scientific information

from authentic sources but lack

of complete trust in scientific

authority

What shapes

public

understanding of

science

Disconnect/distance with

science

External factors (media, religion,

politics)

Personal experiences and

localized knowledge

Remedy Improved access to science,

better communication

Improved access to and capacity

in recognizing authentic sources

of science

Dialogue, discussion, and

involvement of public in

decision-making

Role of science

education in

building trust

Provide scientific

information to improve

decisionmaking

Prevent misunderstanding by

appreciating the contextual and

contingent nature of scientific

knowledge

Empower the contributing citizen

by building capacity for

appreciating the scientific

method beyond individual

experiences

Country based

orientation

India and USA UK -

Discipline based

orientation

Biology and Physics Biology Physics
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Orientation Indifferent Public Dogmatic Public Pragmatic Public

Relationwith

academic trends

Primitive deficit

model/Public education

model, except the blame

for deficit is attributed to

scientists rather than the

public. Public is a passive

receiver of scientific

knowledge

Advanced version of deficit

model where the blame for deficit

and lack of trust is put of the

education system. The public is a

passive receiver of scientific

knowledge.

A combination of public dialogue

and co-productionmodel. The

public is recognized as a

contributor to scientific

development in different forms.

3.3 The Problems and Solutions for Science-Society Engagement

Indifferent Public
Similar to traditional PUS and public deficit model, the scientists in this orientation be-

lieved that science is crucial for the shaping of our societies. As a result, an understanding of
science among the public is very important to ensure their well-being.

“I think scientists do a bad job of selling how beneficial science is to the general
public […] the public doesn’t understand how much— the discoveries of science
shapes the modern world today” (Biologist, Male, USA).

These scientists often attributed the lack of interest in science among the public to inad-
equate communication strategies between scientists and the public. Many believe that this
public’s lack of interest in science is an obvious issue and that the public should not be blamed
for it. For these scientists, ensuring that science is understood and valued by the public is the
responsibility of scientists.

“I do not think this needs to change. What needs to change is scientists’ presenta-
tion of the simplified version. If [the] public is not understanding science, I think
at the end is the scientist’s fault. I think [the] public is not meant to understand
science” (Physicist, Male, India).

Many scientists associated with this orientation emphasized the need to cultivate public
communication skills among scientists for better science—society engagement. Here, a lot of
emphasis is placed on making science accessible to people by improving the simplicity and vi-
sualization of scientific discourse, as well as working on the communication skills of scientists:

“It is very rare for someone with the right background to disseminate the infor-
mation effectively. [Now] it is getting better. Like there’s more emphasis put on
science communication now. But years ago, I mean, well, up until this point, sci-
entists have been very, very poor communicators for the general public. They will
talk to each other and it makes sense to them but when they try and like when the
general public hears their conversations, it is just […] it’s another language. There
are efforts now tomake it easier or to facilitate how this information is distributed
to the public so that people can understand but it’s an ongoing process” (Biologist,
Female, Italy).

Many scientists emphasized that the presentation, content, and language of communica-
tion with the public ought to be simple, interesting, and appealing to the public interest and
their day-to-day life.

https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401 203

https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401


Indifferent, Dogmatic or Pragmatic Sociologica. V.19N.2 (2025)

“So, I think having scientists communicate right things that aren’t just scientific ar-
ticles. We train scientists now to translate science, towritemore digestible versions
of ourwork sometimes. You see that with, like, ScienceDirect, right […] sometimes
those get picked up, and next thing you know, it’s Jimmy Kimmel saying some-
thing about it” (Biologist, Female, USA).

“This kind of science has to be taught at a slow pace and be associated with things
that people know already” (Physicist, Male, UK).

Here, the role of aesthetics (in presenting science in an appealing, attractive way) becomes
crucial for science communication activities:

“I really like being able to convey the importance of science and how useful it is
in our everyday life […] it is so important educating people in a certain way […]
You need to make it more pleasant and accessible for everyone; to make people
understand the usefulness of science” (Biologist, Female, Italy).

For the indifferent public, the issue of trust is deeply entangledwith the absence of a shared
vocabulary of communication between the scientists and the public. In comparison to the tra-
ditional deficit model understanding, where the blame for the lack of communication is placed
entirely on an uneducated and undifferentiated public (Callon, 1999), in our case, this blame
was mostly taken up by scientists. Science is generally seen as beneficial to society, and to en-
sure that the public enjoys these benefits, scientists have to put effort into making science un-
derstandable, accessible, and interesting to the public. Alongwith improving scientific literacy,
the modes for public engagement with science proposed within this orientation are one-way
science communication events where scientists give information to “deficient”, “lay” people.

Dogmatic Public
For the scientists in this orientation, the problem with the science-society relation is not

just the lack of accessible information. It is more about misunderstood images of science, the
scientific process, and scientific institutions. Scientists argue that the epistemic authority of
science is contextualized by ensuring that efforts are made to let the public know the “true”
nature of science which is contingent and changing.

“We just got to really talk to people more, and I think [there should be] an empha-
sis on what the scientific process means and why it’s acceptable and is good that
in science what is defined as the truth changes over time based upon having new
evidence. And why that, yeah, why that’s a good thing rather than a bad thing”
(Physicist, Male, UK).

The role of “right” information and education is considered important in this orientation,
not just in termsof providing scientific literacybut also as amechanismofbuilding trust among
the public for scientific knowledge. Themechanism of public engagement, in this orientation,
relies on increasing platforms where the public can find “right” and “trustworthy” scientific
information to make informed decisions.

As per Critical PUS, the public does not trust science because of the lack of embedding of
science in the social and contextual factorswithinwhich knowledge is appropriated and trusted.
Regardingmechanisms of public engagement, while Critical PUS argues for the social and cul-
tural contextualization of science and advocates for a two-way communication and dialogue
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between different knowledge systems and forms of expertise, the scientists in our sample once
again prescribed mostly science education, and more rarely, dialogue and debate. When dia-
logue was suggested, it was mostly to understand the fears and doubts of people in order to
devise a better education strategy for developing scientific thinking:

“Science is not a monolith, a source that people go to drink from; it is clearly some-
thing that is built up, and, in fact, the whole of society builds it up, not just scien-
tists. And so, I think that in the dissemination of science, in order to approach the
‘no vax’, it is fundamental, first of all, to listen to their fears and doubts, whatever
they may be, and gradually educate them in scientific thinking. In other words,
the important thing is to think, the scientific method. It’s more a philosophical
question in the end than a technical one, in my opinion” (Physicist, Male, Italy).

The role of science education in this case is associated with building the capacity, mostly
in schools and universities, to understand the contingent nature of scientific findings, and to
maintain trust in science in situations of uncertainty (such as during a public controversy):

“We should be communicating to our students how science works, not just what
the facts are, but how science works. How you propose hypotheses, test hypothe-
ses, revise your hypotheses. There is no truth, there is no proof of anything in
science. It’s continually revised” (Biologist, Male, UK).

Based on the understanding of the scientists’ views in this orientation, we found that they
too associate with a version of the deficit model that is more nuanced compared to the indiffer-
ent public. Despite the connection with the Critical PUS tradition in terms of contextualizing
science and encouraging some form of dialogue to understand public opinion, the dogmatic
orientation also relies on educating the public. Here, the blame for a dysfunctional science—
society relationship is placed on science education systems that create a misguided image of sci-
ence as a system that produces certain, fixed facts. As a result, situations of uncertainty lead to
a crisis of trust, where people end up engaging with other sources that are more consistent and
approachable. The proposed solution to this challenge is building capacity among the public
(likely through schools) to understand the complexity and contingency of science, which will
eventually build trust in the right sources of information.

Pragmatic Public
For scientists in this orientation, the problemwith the science—society relationship lies in

the non-recognition (among scientists) of the ways in which scientific knowledge fits into the
public worldview. Scientists in this orientation, therefore, question their epistemic authority
and accept public skepticism of science as valid. According to these scientists, the pragmatic
public is more knowledgeable about the everyday purpose and use of scientific knowledge and,
consequently, public engagement—where different actors talk to each other—was designated
as important.

“There are people who are thinking in a different way, who think truth can be at-
tained in other ways. And I think our compass should be — I don’t know— we
could call it justice. If someone doesn’t share my ideas, yet they want to obtain
similar goals, why should not we collaborate, even though our underlying theories
are fighting each other?” (Biologist, Male, Italy).
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“I think it’s also important for the public to be engagedwith scientists and inmean-
ingful conversation and not talking past each other” (Biologist, Male, USA).

In linewith heterogeneous PUSwhich argues for amulti-directional engagement that takes
into account the diverse networks through which sense-making and trust around knowledge
arebuilt, andCitizenSciencewhich suggests implementing strategies of co-productionof scien-
tific knowledge, scientists who held this view adopted a more open view of public engagement
involving dialogue and debate and, even more rarely, co-production:

“I believe wholeheartedly that when I say, ‘get the public engaged in science’, I
don’t mean just teaching it to them. They should be involved, but they should
have ownership in that involvement. Science should serve the community, not the
other way around. And to do that, we need to get the community into the labs,
into the universities, and saying: ‘These are our issues; this is what we need’. It’s
so often just left to the scientists to decide what it is that they’re going to study.
But how do you know that you’re solving a problem that is a real problem, or that
you’re solving it in the right way, if you’re not asking the people who this is meant
to help?” (Physicist, Male, UK).

4 Conclusion and Future Directions

This article examined how scientists imagine their public, public trust in science and scien-
tists, and, consequently, how they envision public engagement with science. Our analysis of
interview data gathered from four countries shows that scientists do not see the public as a
monolithic entity. Based on their own experiences and engagement with the public, scientists
envisioned different kinds of publics, which could be broadly characterized as “indifferent”,
“dogmatic”, and “pragmatic”. The scientists based their responses on multiple experiences,
ranging from active, individual interactions with family members and local communities, to
science outreach events organized by their universities, to understandings developed through
followingmedia andpolitical debates on scientific issues. According to our respondents, events
of crisis and controversy, such as the COVID pandemic, become major sites where scientists’
opinions of the public are shaped, and vice versa. These events are seen by scientists as “make or
break” moments for scientific disciplines, where ensuring public trust through engagement is
critical. Scientists employedmetaphors like the “Sputnikmoment”, “Chernobyl disaster”, and
“GMOcontroversy” to explain how the pandemic provided an opportunity for scientific estab-
lishments (especially in virology and vaccine development), to build greater trust in science by
ensuring effective science communication.

In this article, we analyzed the typology of publics and public engagement that has consti-
tuted a three-decades-long debate in the field of PUS (Bauer et al., 2007; Miller, 2001). The
analysis showed that, in terms of understanding the diversity of publics, respondents in our
sample demonstrated advanced and nuanced understandings of the public. The categories of
“indifferent”, “dogmatic”, and “pragmatic” publics share features from the three dominant
trends of PUS in a complex and messy way. Compared to the existing PUS and science com-
munication literature — that is majorly produced in the Global North (Wynne, 1992; Bauer,
2009) — the categorization of “indifferent” public by the scientists emphasized the lack of ac-
cess, both physical and ideational, to science education. Similarly, the categorization of “dog-
matic” public was associated with the deficit model (Simis et al., 2016), in terms of encounter-
ing anopinionatedpublic that needs science education and communication. In addition,while
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these two orientations served to safeguard (indifferent) and contextualize (dogmatic) the au-
thority and epistemic boundaries of science (Gieryn, 1983), the third orientation (pragmatic)
accepted civic epistemologies and public skepticism as valid (Jasanoff, 2005). Simultaneously,
all three orientations demonstrated explicit and implicit tendencies towards the deficit model
of public engagement (Stilgoe et al., 2014). Many scientists in our sample resorted to science
communication and scientific literacy/education as their main prescriptions, except in the case
of the “pragmatic” orientation, which highlighted co-production, as seen in Citizen Science
initiatives (Bonney et al., 2016; Silvertown, 2009).

The aims of scientific education and communication, however, differed across the three
orientations. For “indifferent” publics, the purpose of scientific communication and educa-
tion was to provide a “deficient” public with information about science, in line with the deficit
model and Traditional PUS. Aesthetic factors must bemobilized to communicate complex sci-
entific information to the public in simple ways. Interestingly, in this characterization of pub-
lic engagement, scientists argued that the responsibility for effective communication also falls
on scientists, who shouldwork towards improving public engagement by enhancing their own
communication skills and devotingmore time to such (often institutionally unrewarded) activ-
ities. In our data, this orientation towardunderstanding thepublicwasmostly observed among
scientists from India and the USA. For “dogmatic” publics, the role of science communication
and education was twofold: to provide the “right”, “trustable” information in moments of cri-
sis, and to build intellectual capacity among the public regarding the uncertain and contingent
nature of scientific information, as a long-term educational endeavor. Here, the frequency of
information provision, the platform, and the format in which information was shared were
considered crucial factors in building public trust. These factors become even more central in
science communication duringmoments of uncertainty and emergency, such as the pandemic,
which led to a crisis in public trust in science, due to the uncertainty of knowledge production
(Ballo et al., 2024; Pandey & Sharma, 2022). The “dogmatic” orientation in our data sample
was predominantly represented by scientists from theUK. For the “pragmatic” publics, science
education emphasized building capacity for logical thinking. For these scientists, subjecting in-
dividual experiences to rigorous scientific evaluation is important for maintaining trust in sci-
ence, in linewith the idea of empowering the contributive citizen. These citizens can eventually
participate in the co-production of scientific knowledge along with scientists.

The association of different views of the public and public engagement among scientists
from different countries points to the role of distinct national political cultures and civic epis-
temologies that shape science—society engagement (Jasanoff, 2004 & 2005; Entradas et al.,
2020; Kessler et al., 2022). Nevertheless, we should note that scientists in our sample con-
tinue to focus onone-way science communication/scientific education, in linewithTraditional
PUS (Simis et al., 2016), and less frequently on a two-way dialogue (Critical PUS) or multi-
way/multi-format interactions (Heterogeneous PUS), which entail direct involvement in data
collection, analysis, and communication. However, the data also show that clear-cut theoret-
ical categorizations become messily entangled in practice, as scientists present more nuanced
understandings of the public and science education (in the “indifferent” and “dogmatic” orien-
tations), primarily in relation to the deficit model. Similarly, the co-production and dialogue
aspects of public engagement were coupled with the understanding of the public associated
with the “pragmatic” orientation. In relation to the question of trust, in all three orientations
we found issues that are not commonly discussed in the literature. For example, scientists dis-
cussed the misrepresentation of science and the scientific method within education systems,
which creates unrealistic expectations and thus fosters distrust in science. Likewise, the recog-
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nition of public skepticism as a plausible aspect of civic epistemology in the “pragmatic” orien-
tation points to reflexivity among scientists regarding public positions on trust.

This study has several limitations. First, due to the research design being primarily focused
on work and well-being among scientists, public engagement constituted only a section of the
in-depth interview portion of the study. As a result, we can only identify significant orien-
tations. Further work is needed to gain deeper insights into these orientations and their rela-
tionshipswith the socio-cultural, economic, and historical factors shaping the science—society
relationship. Similarly, follow-up research should be devoted to assessing, through representa-
tive surveys, the distribution of the three types among the broader population of scientists.

Despite these limitations, our findings have important implications for the sociology of
scientific knowledge in general, and for the fields of science communication and PUS in partic-
ular. As our sample consists of scientists frombiology and physics in four countries (UK,USA,
Italy, and India), this study addresses a topic that is under-analyzed in the sociology of scientific
knowledge and STS, which have mainly focused on science in action and scientists’ narratives
about their work rather than their views of the public, thus encouraging further investigation
on the topic. The study may also serve as a heuristic for determining future trends and direc-
tions in science communication and PUS research and policy (Nisbet & Scheufele, 2009). For
example, it raises a critical concern about the impact of PUS research: while the field has de-
veloped and experimented with nuanced approaches to public engagement over the past three
decades, we found a lack of interest among scientists in incorporating these approaches into
their vision and practices of public engagement. Whether the field of PUS/science communi-
cation should focus more on scientists as the subject of analysis and intervention rather than
the public in public engagement activities remains an open question for future research.

References

Ballo, R., Pearce,W., Stilgoe, J., &Wilsdon, J. (2024). Socially-Distanced Science: HowBritish
PublicsWere Imagined,Modelled andMarginalised in Political and Expert Responses to the
COVID-19 Pandemic. Humanities and Social Sciences Communications, 11, 975 (2024).
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-024-03446-y

Bauer,M.W. (2009). TheEvolutionof PublicUnderstanding of Science—Discourse andCom-
parative Evidence. Science, Technology and Society, 14(2), 221–240. https://doi.org/10.117
7/097172180901400202

Bauer,M.W., Allum,N.,&Miller, S. (2007). WhatCanWeLearn from25Years of PUSSurvey
Research? Liberating and Expanding the Agenda. Public Understanding of Science, 16(1),
79–95. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662506071287

Bauer,M.W., & Jensen, P. (2011). TheMobilization of Scientists for Public Engagement. Pub-
lic Understanding of Science, 20(1), 3–11. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662510394457

Bauer, M.W., Petkova, K., & Boyadjieva, P. (2000). Public Knowledge of and Attitudes to Sci-
ence: AlternativeMeasures thatMay End the “ScienceWar”. Science, Technology &Human
Values, 25(1), 30–51. https://doi.org/10.1177/016224390002500102

Besley, J.C., Dudo, A., & Yuan, S. (2018). Scientists’ Views about CommunicationObjectives.
Public Understanding of Science, 27(6), 708–730. https://doi.org/10.1177/096366251772
8478

https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401 208

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-024-03446-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/097172180901400202
https://doi.org/10.1177/097172180901400202
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662506071287
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662510394457
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224390002500102
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662517728478
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662517728478
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401


Indifferent, Dogmatic or Pragmatic Sociologica. V.19N.2 (2025)

Besley, J.C., &Nisbet, M. (2011). How Scientists View the Public, theMedia and the Political
Process. Public Understanding of Science, 22(6), 644–659. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963
662511418743

Blok, A., Jensen, M., & Kaltoft, P. (2008). Social Identities and Risk: Expert and Lay Imagi-
nations on Pesticide Use. Public Understanding of Science, 17(2), 189–209. https://doi.or
g/10.1177/0963662506070176

Bonney, R., Phillips, T.B., Ballard, H.L., & Enck, J.W. (2016). Can Citizen Science Enhance
Public Understanding of Science? Public Understanding of Science, 25(1), 2–16. https:
//doi.org/10.1177/0963662515607406

Bryman, A., & Burgess, R.G. (1994). Analyzing Qualitative Data. London, UK: Routledge.

Burchell, K. (2007). Empiricist Selves and Contingent “Others”: The Performative Function
of theDiscourse of ScientistsWorking inConditions ofControversy. Public Understanding
of Science, 16(2), 145–162. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662507060587

Burri, R.V. (2018). Models of Public Engagement: Nanoscientists’ Understandings of
Science—Society Interactions. Nanoethics, 12, 81–98. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11569-
018-0316-y

Callon, M. (1999). The Role of Lay People in the Production and Dissemination of Scientific
Knowledge. Science Technology & Society, 4(1), 81–94. https://doi.org/10.1177/09717218
9900400106

Coates, R.L. (2022). 1992: The First Issue of Public Understanding of Science. Public Under-
standing of Science, 31(3), 340–345. https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625211070886

Cohn, J.P. (2008). Citizen Science: Can Volunteers DoReal Research? Bioscience, 58(3), 192–
197. https://doi.org/10.1641/B580303

Davies, S.R. (2013). Constituting Public Engagement: Meanings andGenealogies of PEST in
Two UK Studies. Science Communication, 35(6), 687–707. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075
547013478203

Davies, S.R. (2022). STS and Science Communication: Reflecting on a Relationship. Public
Understanding of Science, 31(3), 305–313. https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625221075953

del Savio, L., Prainsack, B., & Buyx, A. (2016). Crowdsourcing the Human Gut: Is Crowd-
sourcing Also “Citizen Science”? Journal of Science Communication, 15(3), Article A03.
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.15030203

Deterding, N.M., &Waters, M.C. (2021). Flexible Coding of In-depth Interviews: A Twenty-
First-Century Approach. Sociological Methods & Research, 50(2), 708–739. https://doi.or
g/10.1177/0049124118799377

Dickinson, J.L., Zuckerberg, B., & Bonter, D.N. (2010). Citizen Science as an Ecological Re-
search Tool: Challenges and Benefits. Annual Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics,
41, 149–172. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ecolsys-102209-144636

Dietram, A., Scheufele, D.A., Jamieson, K.H., & Kahan, D.M. (2017). Conclusion—On the
Horizon: The Changing Science Communication Environment. In K.E. Jamieson, D.M.

https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401 209

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662511418743
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662511418743
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662506070176
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662506070176
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662515607406
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662515607406
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662507060587
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11569-018-0316-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11569-018-0316-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/097172189900400106
https://doi.org/10.1177/097172189900400106
https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625211070886
https://doi.org/10.1641/B580303
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547013478203
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547013478203
https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625221075953
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.15030203
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124118799377
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124118799377
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ecolsys-102209-144636
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401


Indifferent, Dogmatic or Pragmatic Sociologica. V.19N.2 (2025)

Kahan &D.A. Scheufele (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the Science of Science Communica-
tion (pp. 462–468). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfo
rdhb/9780190497620.013.49

Entradas, M., Bauer, M.W., O’Muircheartaigh, C., Marcinkowski, F., Okamura, A., Pellegrini,
G., & Li, Y.Y. (2020). Public Communication by Research Institutes Compared Across
Countries and Sciences: Building Capacity for Engagement or Competing for Visibility?
PLoS ONE, 15(7), e0235191. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0235191

Eyal, G., Au, L., & Capotescu, C. (2024). Trust is a Verb!: A Critical Reconstruction of the
Sociological Theory of Trust. Sociologica, 18(2), 169–191. https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1
971-8853/19316

Funtowicz, S.O., & Ravetz, J.R. (2018). Post-Normal Science. In N. Castree, M. Hulme,
& J.D. Proctor (Eds.), Companion to Environmental Studies (pp. 443–447). London, UK:
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315640051-89

Gauchat, G. (2011). The Cultural Authority of Science: Public Trust and Acceptance of Or-
ganized Science. Public Understanding of Science, 20(6), 751–770. https://doi.org/10.117
7/0963662510365246

Gieryn, T.F. (1983). Boundary-Work and the Demarcation of Science from Non-Science:
Strains and Interests in Professional Ideologies of Scientists. American Sociological Review,
48(6), 781–795. https://doi.org/10.2307/2095325

Gieryn, T.F. (1999). Cultural Boundaries of Science: Credibility on the Line. Chicago, IL: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press. https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226824420.001.0001

Greenacre, M. (2007). Correspondence Analysis in Practice. New York, NY: Chapman &
Hall/CRC.

Gustafson,A.,&Rice, R.E. (2016). CumulativeAdvantage in SustainabilityCommunication:
Unintended Implications of the Knowledge Deficit Model. Science Communication, 38(6),
800–811. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547016674320

Guston,D.H. (2000). Retiring the SocialContract for Science. Issues in Science andTechnology,
16(4), 32–36. https://issues.org/p_guston/

Guston, D.H. (2001). Boundary Organizations in Environmental Policy and Science: An In-
troduction. Science, Technology &Human Values, 26(4), 399–408. https://doi.org/10.117
7/016224390102600401

Horst, M. (2013). A Field of Expertise, the Organization, or Science Itself? Scientists’ Percep-
tion of Representing Research in Public Communication. Science Communication, 35(6),
758–779. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547013487513

Hu,W. (2024). Imagining theModel Citizen: A Comparison between Public Understanding
of Science, Public Engagement in Science, and Citizen Science. Public Understanding of
Science, 33(6), 709–724. https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625241227081

Irwin, A. (2014). From Deficit to Democracy (Re-visited). Public Understanding of Science,
23(1), 71–76. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662513510646

https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401 210

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190497620.013.49
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190497620.013.49
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0235191
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19316
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19316
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315640051-89
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662510365246
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662510365246
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095325
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226824420.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547016674320
https://issues.org/p_guston/
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224390102600401
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224390102600401
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547013487513
https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625241227081
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662513510646
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401


Indifferent, Dogmatic or Pragmatic Sociologica. V.19N.2 (2025)

Jasanoff, S., (2004). Science andCitizenship: ANewSynergy. Science andPublic Policy§, 31(2),
90–94. https://doi.org/10.3152/147154304781780064

Jasanoff, S. (2005). Designs onNature: Science andDemocracy in Europe and the United States.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400837311

Kessler, S.H., Schäfer,M.S., Johann,D.,&Rauhut,H. (2022). MappingMentalModels of Sci-
ence Communication: How Academics in Germany, Austria and Switzerland Understand
and Practice Science Communication. Public Understanding of Science, 31(6), 711–731.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625211065743

Koizumi, H., & Yamashita, H. (2021). Deficit Lay or Deficit Expert: How Do “Experts” in
Environmental Projects Perceive Lay People and LayKnowledge? SAGEOpen, 11(3). https:
//doi.org/10.1177/21582440211023155

Landström, C., Hauxwell-Baldwin, R., Lorenzoni, I., & Rogers-Hayden, T. (2015). The
(Mis)understanding of Scientific Uncertainty? How Experts View Policymakers, theMedia
and Publics. Science as Culture, 24(3), 276–298. https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2014.
992333

Law, J. (2009). Seeing Like a Survey. Cultural Sociology, 3(2), 239–256. https://doi.org/10.1
177/1749975509105533

Law, J., &Lin,W.Y. (2017). Provincializing STS: Postcoloniality, Symmetry, andMethod. East
Asian Science, Technology and Society: An International Journal, 11(2), 211–227. https:
//doi.org/10.1215/18752160-3823859

Lebart, L., Morineau, A., &Warwick, k.M. (1984). Multivariate Descriptive Statistical Analy-
sis. Correspondence Analysis and Related Techniques for LargeMatrices. Chichester: Wiley.

Lebart, L., Salem, A., & Berry, L. (1998). Exploring Textual Data. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Lewenstein, B. (2016). Can We Understand Citizen Science? Journal of Science Communica-
tion, 15(1), E1–E5. https://doi.org/10.22323/2.15010501

Llorente, C., Revuelta, G., Carrió,M., & Porta,M. (2019). Scientists’ Opinions andAttitudes
towards Citizens’ Understanding of Science and Their Role in Public Engagement Activi-
ties. PLoS one, 14(11), e0224262. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0224262

Maranta, A., Guggenheim, M., Gisler, P., & Pohl, C. (2003). The Reality of Experts and the
Imagined Lay Person. The Knowledge Society, 46(2), 150–165. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0001699303046002005

Mauceri S. (2016). Integrating Quality into Quantity: Survey Research in the Era of Mixed
Methods. Quality & Quantity, 50, 1213–1231. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-015-
0199-8

Michael,M. (2002). Comprehension,Apprehension, Prehension: Heterogeneity and thePub-
lic Understanding of Science. Science, Technology & Human Values, 27(3), 357–378. https:
//doi.org/10.1177/016224390202700302

Michael, M. (2009). Publics Performing Publics: Of PiGs, PiPs and Politics. Public Under-
standing of Science, 18(5), 617–631. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662508098581

https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401 211

https://doi.org/10.3152/147154304781780064
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400837311
https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625211065743
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211023155
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211023155
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2014.992333
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2014.992333
https://doi.org/10.1177/1749975509105533
https://doi.org/10.1177/1749975509105533
https://doi.org/10.1215/18752160-3823859
https://doi.org/10.1215/18752160-3823859
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.15010501
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0224262
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001699303046002005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001699303046002005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-015-0199-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-015-0199-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224390202700302
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224390202700302
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662508098581
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401


Indifferent, Dogmatic or Pragmatic Sociologica. V.19N.2 (2025)

Miller, S. (2001). Public Understanding of Science at the Crossroads. Public Understanding
of Science, 10(1), 115–120. https://doi.org/10.1088/0963-6625/10/1/308

Millar, R.,&Wynne, B. (1988). PublicUnderstandingof Science: FromContents toProcesses.
International Journal of Science Education, 10(4), 388–398. https://doi.org/10.1080/0950
069880100406

Möllering, G. (2024). Practice(s) ofTrusting. Commentary onGil Eyal, LarryAu andCristian
Capotescu’s “Trust is a Verb!”. Sociologica, 18(2), 199–208. https://doi.org/10.6092/issn
.1971-8853/20450

Murtagh, F. (2005). Correspondence Analysis and Data Coding with Java and R. New York,
NY: Chapman &Hall/CRC.

Neuendorf, K.A. (2016). The Content Analysis Guidebook. Thousand Oaks, C: SAGE Publi-
cations.

Nisbet, M.C., & Scheufele, D.A. (2009). What’s Next for Science Communication? Promis-
ingDirections andLingeringDistractions. American Journal of Botany, 96(10), 1767–1778.
https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.0900041

Pandey, P., & Sharma, A. (2022). Science Advice for COVID-19 and Marginalized Commu-
nities in India. In P. Martin, S. de Saille, K. Liddiard, & W. Pearce (Eds.), Being Human
During COVID-19 (pp. 67–74). Bristol, UK: Bristol University Press. https://doi.org/10
.1332/policypress/9781529223125.003.0009

Poliakoff, E., & Webb, T.L. (2007). What Factors Predict Scientists’ Intentions to Participate
in Public Engagement of ScienceActivities? ScienceCommunication, 29(2), 242–263. https:
//doi.org/10.1177/1075547007308009

Ratinaud, P. (2014). IRaMuTeQ: Interface de R pour les Analyses Multidimensionnelles de
Textes et de Questionnaires [software, Version 0.7 alpha 2]. Retrieved from http://www.ir
amuteq.org

Ratinaud, P., &Marchand, P. (2015). Des mondes lexicaux aux représentations sociales. Une
première approche des thématiques dans les débats à l’Assemblée nationale (1998—2014).
Mots. Les Langages du Politique, 108, 57–77. https://doi.org/10.4000/mots.22006

Reinert, M. (1983). Une méthode de classification descendante hiérarchique: Application à
l’analyse lexicale par contexte. Les Cahiers de l’Analyse des Données, 8(2), 187–198. https:
//www.numdam.org/item/CAD_1983__8_2_187_0/

Reinert, M. (1993). Les “mondes lexicaux” et leur “logique” à travers l’analyse statistique d’un
corpus de récits de cauchemars. Langage et Société, 66, 5–39. https://doi.org/10.3406/lsoc
.1993.2632

Royal Society, The. (1986). Public Understanding of Science: The Royal Society Reports. Sci-
ence, Technology & Human Values, 11(3), 53–60. https://doi.org/10.1177/016224398601
100306

Savin-Baden, M., & Major, C. (2013). Qualitative Research: The Essential Guide to Theory
and Practice. London and New York: Routledge.

https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401 212

https://doi.org/10.1088/0963-6625/10/1/308
https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069880100406
https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069880100406
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/20450
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/20450
https://doi.org/10.3732/ajb.0900041
https://doi.org/10.1332/policypress/9781529223125.003.0009
https://doi.org/10.1332/policypress/9781529223125.003.0009
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547007308009
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547007308009
http://www.iramuteq.org
http://www.iramuteq.org
https://doi.org/10.4000/mots.22006
https://www.numdam.org/item/CAD_1983__8_2_187_0/
https://www.numdam.org/item/CAD_1983__8_2_187_0/
https://doi.org/10.3406/lsoc.1993.2632
https://doi.org/10.3406/lsoc.1993.2632
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224398601100306
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224398601100306
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401


Indifferent, Dogmatic or Pragmatic Sociologica. V.19N.2 (2025)

Sbalchiero, S. (2018). Finding Topics: A Statistical Model and a Quali-Quantitative Method.
In A. Tuzzi (Ed.), Tracing the Life-Course of Ideas in the Humanities and Social Sciences
(pp. 189–210). Cham, Switzerland: Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-97064-
6_10

Sbalchiero, S., & Tuzzi, A. (2017). Italian Scientists Abroad in Europe’s Scientific Research
Scenario: High Skill Migration as a Resource for Development in Italy. International Mi-
gration, 55(4), 171–187. https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12340

Scheufele, D.A. (2022). Thirty Years of Science—Society Interfaces: What’s Next? Public Un-
derstanding of Science, 31(3), 297–304. https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625221075947

Schmid-Petri, H., & Bürger, M. (2019). Modeling Science Communication: From Linear to
More Complex Models. In A. Leßmöllmann, M.Dascal, & T.Gloning (Eds.), Science Com-
munication (pp. 105–122). Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. https://doi.org/10.1515/978311
0255522-005

Silverman D. (2006). Interpreting Qualitative Data. Methods for Analyzing Talk, Text and
Interaction. London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: Sage Publications.

Silvertown, J. (2009). ANewDawn for Citizen Science. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 24(9),
467–471. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.03.017

Simis,M.J.,Madden,H., Cacciatore,M.A., &Yeo, S.K. (2016). The Lure ofRationality: Why
Does theDeficitModel Persist in ScienceCommunication? PublicUnderstanding of Science,
25(4), 400–414. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662516629749

Stilgoe, J., Lock, S., &Wilsdon, J. (2014). Why ShouldWe Promote Public Engagement with
Science? Public Understanding of Science, 23(1), 4–5. https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625
13518154

Stilgoe, J., & Wilsdon, J. (2009). The New Politics of Public Engagement with science. In
R. Holliman, E. Whitelegg, E. Scanlon, S. Smidt, & J. Thomas (Eds.), Investigating Science
Communication in the Information Age: Implications for Public Engagement and Popular
Media (pp. 18–34). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of Qualitative Research: Grounded Theory Procedures
and Techniques. London/NewDelhi: Sage Publications.

Ziman, J. (1991). Public Understanding of Science. Science, Technology & Human Values,
16(1), 99–105. https://doi.org/10.1177/016224399101600106

Wynne, B. (1992). Misunderstood Misunderstanding: Social Identities and Public Uptake of
Science. Public Understanding of Science, 1(3), 281–304. https://doi.org/10.1088/0963-
6625/1/3/004

Wynne, B. (2006). Public Engagement as a Means of Restoring Public Trust in Science. Hit-
ting the Notes, But Missing the Music? Community Genetics, 9(3), 211–220. https://doi.
org/10.1159/000092659

Wynne, B. (2007). Public Participation in Science andTechnology: Performing andObscuring
a Political—Conceptual Category Mistake. East Asian Science, Technology and Society: An
International Journal, 1(1), 99–110. https://doi.org/10.1215/s12280-007-9004-7

https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401 213

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-97064-6_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-97064-6_10
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12340
https://doi.org/10.1177/09636625221075947
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110255522-005
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110255522-005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.03.017
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662516629749
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662513518154
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662513518154
https://doi.org/10.1177/016224399101600106
https://doi.org/10.1088/0963-6625/1/3/004
https://doi.org/10.1088/0963-6625/1/3/004
https://doi.org/10.1159/000092659
https://doi.org/10.1159/000092659
https://doi.org/10.1215/s12280-007-9004-7
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401


Indifferent, Dogmatic or Pragmatic Sociologica. V.19N.2 (2025)

Wynne, B. (2014). Further Disorientation in the Hall of Mirrors. Public Understanding of
Science, 23(1), 60–70. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662513505397

Poonam Pandey – Post-Growth Innovation Lab, University of Vigo (Spain)
 https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2296-6821
 https://postgrowth-lab.uvigo.es/people/poonam-pandey/
Poonam Pandey is a Research Fellow at the Post-Growth Innovation Lab, University of Vigo (Spain).
She is an interdisciplinary researcher working at the interface of STS, development studies, and innova-
tion studies. Her recent work engages with the debates onResponsible Research and Innovation (RRI)
from a Global South perspective. Broadly, her research focuses on understanding knowledge politics,
inclusion, and justice in socio-technical systems.

Stefano Sbalchiero – Department of Philosophy, Sociology, Education and Applied Psychology
(FISPPA), University of Padova (Italy)
 https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4369-1983
 https://www.unipd.it/en/contatti/rubrica?detail=Y&ruolo=1&checkout=cerca&persona=SBA
LCHIERO&key=85C8831A8F388F6EABB76CDD53E70E8C
Stefano Sbalchiero (PhD in Sociology, 2010) is a Researcher (RtdB) and Assistant Professor at the
University of Padova (Italy), where he teaches Social Research Methods with special emphasis on
quantitative analysis. He was a visiting fellow at Boston University, MA, USA (2023) and at the Polish
Academy of Sciences, Department of Methodology, Kraków, Poland (2018), where he focused on
quantitative methods, text mining approaches, and topic modelling.

Cesare Silla – Department of Economics, Society, Politics (DESP), University of Urbino “Carlo Bo”
(Italy)
 https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0995-8592 | cesare.silla@uniurb.it
 https://www.uniurb.it/persone/cesare-silla
Cesare Silla is Associate Professor of Sociology at the University of Urbino (Italy), where he teaches
History of Sociology, Sociology of Globalization, and Advanced Topics in Sociology. Trained as a his-
torical sociologist and a social theorist, he researches in the fields of sociology of capitalism, urbanmedia
studies, and sociology of science. His main interest focuses on the study of the link between the “spirit”
of modernity and the “spirit” of capitalism, conducted through a genealogical reinterpretation of Max
Weber, which brings innovative concepts such as liminality to the fore.

Brandon Vaidyanathan – Department of Sociology, The Catholic University of America (United
States)
 https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5748-6051
 https://www.brvnathan.com/
Brandon Vaidyanathan is Professor of Sociology and Director of the Institutional Flourishing Lab at
The Catholic University of America (USA). His research explores the cultural dimensions of commer-
cial scientific, and religious institutions, and has beenwidely published. He is the author ofMercenaries
andMissionaries (Cornell University Press, 2019), co-author of Secularity and Science (Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 2019), and co-editor ofRebuilding Trust (CUAPress, 2025). His ongoing research examines
aesthetics and spirituality in science and innovations in religion/spirituality.

https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401 214

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662513505397
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2296-6821
https://postgrowth-lab.uvigo.es/people/poonam-pandey/
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4369-1983
https://www.unipd.it/en/contatti/rubrica?detail=Y&ruolo=1&checkout=cerca&persona=SBALCHIERO&key=85C8831A8F388F6EABB76CDD53E70E8C
https://www.unipd.it/en/contatti/rubrica?detail=Y&ruolo=1&checkout=cerca&persona=SBALCHIERO&key=85C8831A8F388F6EABB76CDD53E70E8C
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0995-8592
https://www.uniurb.it/persone/cesare-silla
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5748-6051
https://www.brvnathan.com/
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.1971-8853/19401

	Imagined Publics and Public Engagement in the Field of Public Understanding of Science (PUS)
	Data and Methods
	Results
	Scientists’ Views of the Public and Public Engagement in Science: Distinct Orientations
	Scientists’ Perceptions of the Public: “Indifferent”, “Dogmatic”, and “Pragmatic” Publics
	The Problems and Solutions for Science-Society Engagement

	Conclusion and Future Directions
	References

