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The Sciencewise programme enables policy makers to
develop socially informed policy, with a particular
emphasis on science and technology. We do this by
supporting government bodies to commission
deliberative public dialogue. Our support includes 50
percent co-funding, expert advice and guidance.
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FAQ 1: What is public dialogue?

Public dialogue is an approach to involving citizens in decision making. Dialogues bring
together a diverse mix of citizens with a range of views and values, and relevant policy
makers and experts, to discuss, reflect and come to conclusions on complex and/or
controversial issues.

What is public dialogue? How is it different from other forms of engagement? Are there
other definitions of public dialogue?

Dialogue is at its heart about democracy and good governance. It starts from the position that:

* People should be able to influence the decisions that affect their lives.

¢ Goodpolicy makingrequiresengagementwiththe publicand stakeholderstoensurethe
inputofthewidestpossiblerange ofknowledge andviews, and needsto gowiththe grain of
the public’s views and values.

For example, Sciencewise public dialogues bring together members of the public, policy makers,
scientists and other expert stakeholders to deliberate and come to conclusions on national public
policy issues involving science and technology.

Compared to other forms of engagement, public dialogues typically engage a relatively small
number of citizens directly, but generate a high level of discussion and outputs. Public
dialogues often sit alongside other forms of public engagement, such as public meetings,
written consultations (offline and online), focus groups and surveys (see FAQ 7: How many
people need to be involved?). These other forms of public engagement include some of the
following elements, but public dialogue places a particular emphasis on them. Public dialogue
is:

* Informed — participants are provided with information and access to experts;

» Two way — participants, policy makers and experts all give something to and take
something away from the process; dialogue is neither solely about informing the
public nor extracting information from them;

» Facilitated — the process is carefully structured to ensure that participants receive
the right amount and detail of information, a diverse range of views are heard and
taken into account and the discussion is not dominated by particular individuals or
issues;

» Deliberative — participants develop their views on an issue through conversation with
other participants, policy makers and experts;

» Diverse - participants tend to be recruited to ensure they represent a diverse
range of backgrounds and views (participants are not self-selecting);

» Purposeful — dialogue engages the public at a stage in a decision-making process
where the policy can be affected,;
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* Impartial — public dialogues are often convened, designed, delivered and facilitated
by independent individuals or organisations to help ensure the process is not biased
in favour of a particular outcome; and

* Expansive — public dialogue opens up conversations rather than closing them down.

The majority of public dialogues in the UK are done using mixed or bespoke methods

designed by their facilitators, but there are also some “off-the-shelf” approaches; for

example:1
®* Citizens Juries —these consist of a small panel of citizens (typically 12 to 16) who discuss
and deliver a “verdict” on an issue (like a criminal jury), having received information and heard
from expert “witnesses”.
® Citizens’ Summits — these are large scale events (typically involving between 500 and
5000 people) that use communications technologies to facilitate discussions.
®* Citizen Advisory Groups — these involve members of the public (typically 10-30) sitting on
a committee, which meets over a couple of days as a one-off event or regularly over a longer
period of time, to inform and advise decision making.

Sciencewise has a particular approach to public dialogue, as set out above, but definitions
of public dialogue vary between organisations and practitioners, with some taking a broader
view of what dialogue encompasses. Research Councils UK (RCUK), for example, gives
this broad definition of public dialogue:

“Dialogue, is generating debate and interaction between individuals and groups and
creating a climate where people discuss scientific issues in the way in which they discuss
other issues of public and social policy. This dialogue may not lead anywhere in terms of
decision-making, but it is stimulating interest in, and awareness of, issues. Scientists may
be talking to the public, the public may be talking to each other, there may be television and
radio programmes, web chat sites, etc. with no end in sight other than that science
becomes just another facet of life, rather than

something different and difficult.” (RCUK)?

This briefing paper focuses on Sciencewise’s approach to dialogue, with its direct link to
policy making. Box 1 provides an example of a Sciencewise funded dialogue.
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FAQ 2: When should and shouldn’t public
dialogue be used?

Public dialogue is suitable for understanding and taking account of the public’s views to

inform a decision, particularly when that decision involves complex issues, requires diff
trade-offs to be made, or needs the support of others to implement. However, it is not

icult

suitable when crucial decisions have already been made or engagement cannot realistically

influence the decision- or policy-making process.

When should and shouldn’t public dialogue be used? In what situations is public
dialogue suitable? Under what circumstances isn’t public dialogue suitable?
Public dialogue, with its commitment to in-depth and informed deliberation, can make an
important contribution to decision and policymaking processes (see FAQ 3: Is public
dialogue useful?).

However, like all approaches or methods, public dialogue is not appropriate all of the
time, and there are certain conditions under which it should never be used. It is as
important to understand when public dialogue should not be used as when it should be.

Involve’s deliberative public engagement principles state that public dialogue is suitable when:

On the other hand, Involve’s deliberative public engagement principles sets out two conditions
under which public dialogue should not be used:

» ‘ FAQ 2: When should and shouldn’t public dialogue be used?



Public dialogue can only be effective and sustainable if citizens trust the process and
believe that their contribution is heard and will make a difference (see FAQ 8: Do the public
want to be involved?). Recent in-depth research into how and why people participate has
shown the damaging effects experiences of bad engagement can have on an individual’s
likelihood of becoming involved again and their trust in an institution.®

It is important to understand the strengths of public dialogue, compared to other
approaches and methods. For example, public dialogue methods are not, with a few
exceptions, suitable for involving large numbers of people (which methods such as public
meetings, surveys and written consultations are more suited to). They do not typically seek
to produce absolute numbers (such as the proportion of the population who would agree
with something), but rather look to explain in depth what different groups feel about issues
and why (see FAQ 7: How many people need to be involved?).

Sciencewise has a formal set of guiding principles that the public dialogues on science
and technology it funds are required to meet. The principles seek to ensure that:

Regarding the context and scope, Sciencewise dialogues must:
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FAQ 3: Is public dialogue useful?

Public dialogue has been shown to have wide ranging benefits for policy makers and
experts, from understanding public opinions, values and knowledge to developing better
relationships with stakeholders, and from increasing public trust in organisations and
science to making policy more robust and credible.

Is dialogue useful? Does it add to policy makers’ and scientists’ expertise and knowledge of
an issue area? Is it more effective than other ways of engaging the public? Does “public
opinion” have a place in decision-making processes?

The evidence to date, collected through evaluations of public dialogues, shows public
dialogue to have been useful to both policy makers and experts. In fact, participating in a
public dialogue has transformed a number of initially sceptical policy makers and experts
into advocates of public dialogues.

That said, for dialogue to be useful, experience has shown that it must have a clear and well
defined purpose, be tailored to the specific circumstances of the issue area and decision-
making process, and be well designed and facilitated (see FAQ 2: When should and
shouldn’t public dialogue be used). Where these elements are present, evaluations have
found dialogue can have a number of benefits to policy makers and experts.®

Many policy makers have identified the practical value of public dialogue in creating better
policy through providing them with ‘direct access to the knowledge, experience, views,
priorities and values of the public’, and helping them to understand why the public hold the
views they do.®

Policy makers have reported the benefit of directly hearing and feeling the strength of public
views on issues through a process that goes beyond people’s “knee jerk reactions”.
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The usefulness of public dialogues is best represented by their impact on policy (see FAQ 4:
Does dialogue make a difference?). Policy makers who have participated in public dialogues
have said that policy is better as a result of dialogue because: %°

Policy is more socially informed, making it more robust and credible with less
chance of negative social impacts. The Hybrid and Chimera Embryos for
Research dialogue, for example, gave policy makers at the HFEA confidence in
their final decision (on whether hybrid embryos should be allowed for research
purposes), ‘as it accorded with informed public views and there was also a rich
understanding of why people held the views they did.’?

Policy is more publicly acceptable, because it is ‘developed with an
understanding of how and why the public is likely to react, where they will draw the
line, where are the issues of conflict and consensus, and what the public suggest
will and will not work in practice.’22 The Nanodialogues, for example, led the
Environment Agency to revise its approach to regulating nanoparticles in the
environment as a result of listening to the recommendations of public
participants.?®

Policy is more cost effective in the long term, because the likelihood of future
unforeseen conflict is reduced and final decisions are easier to implement as they
are based on the best possible knowledge from a range of sources (see FAQ 6: Is
public dialogue worth the cost?).
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Beyond the value to policy making, policy makers have cited a number of other benefits from public
dialogue; among other things, they have: %

» Developed better relationships with stakeholders. The dialogue on the Forensic
Use of DNA, for example, ‘provided a node through which a variety of relevant actors
have been linked (e.g. individual citizens, professionals working in various related
disciplines, HGC, government officials, public dialogue specialists, research bodies
and academics)?®and Sciencehorizons led to the establishment of six new
collaborative initiatives among stakeholders.

» Developed better relationships with public participants. Effective public
dialogues, such as Big Energy Shift, Drugsfutures, Nanodialogues and
Sciencehorizons, have helped to develop mutual trust and confidence between
public participants and institutions. A departmental project manager involved in the
Sciencehorizons dialogue commented that public dialogue ‘improves and
strengthens relations between citizens and state — a relationship that needs
strengthening.”*®

» Enhanced profile and reputation by demonstrating good practice. For example,
the dialogue on the Forensic Use of DNA was identified as good practice by the
House of Lords Constitution Committee and raised the profile of the Human Genetics
Commission through media coverage of the citizen inquiry’s findings.

* Improved their future communications, through better understanding the
interests, concerns, knowledge and values of the public. For example, a policy
maker involved in the Big Energy Shift dialogue said that, ‘It gave me an idea of how
delivery methods actually will change the impact of what’s being said — it was quite
clear that this message may as well have been quite a new message on the
seriousness of climate change [...]3!

Experts also cite a number of benefits from patrticipating in a public dialogue; among other
things, they have:*3

¢ Developed new skills, experience and confidence, particularly in communicating
complex ideas to lay audiences. For example, a scientist involved in the
Nanodialogues commented that ‘It has made me think much more carefully about
how we present this work ... it has made me take a step back and consider how we
think about this and how I can explain why we should be doing it.”**

» Enriched their own work and research. Scientists have reported that ‘this
interaction with the public [...] in an informal, safe environment in which ethical
issues can be explored, helps them test their own assumptions about the issues,
helps to improve the transparency and scrutiny of their work, enables them to ask
better questions of and within their own research, and stimulates ideas for new
research of public value.”®
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Perhaps the best indication of the usefulness of public dialogue is that a number of policy
makers, scientists and organisations have begun to embed it into more of their work (see
FAQ 5: Can the public contribute meaningfully?).

FAQ 3:Ispublic dialogue useful?
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FAQ4:Doesdialogue make adifference?

Public dialogues have made an important difference to both policy making and
participants; changing how decisions are informed, made and communicated,
increasing public awareness and knowledge of issues, and increasing trust in public
policy-making.

Does dialogue make a difference? Does it affect policy making decisions? Are policy
makers and experts affected by their involvement in a dialogue? Are public
participants affected by their involvement in a dialogue?

Demonstrating direct cause and effect from a public dialogue project to a policy is difficult
because impacts on policy often take a long time to manifest themselves and public
dialogue is often one element of a wide range of inputs and evidence contributing to a
decision. Ministers and policy makers can also be reluctant to identify and admit publicly the
specific evidence and arguments that have influenced a policy decision.*

However, evidence of the impact of public dialogues on policy can be found in documents
relating to dialogue projects and through interviewing policy makers. In addition, a significant
amount of evidence of the impact of dialogue on participants has also been amassed from
evaluations of dialogue projects.

Public dialogues have influenced policy in a number of ways, including directly impacting
policy decisions, contributing to policy outcomes, increasing the robustness and
credibility of policy decisions, influencing plans for future public engagement and
influencing wider debates.** Box 2 summarises a selection of the impacts of public
dialogues on policy and policy making found by evaluations.
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Having participated in a public dialogue, the majority of participants have greater confidence
that the sponsoring body will take their views into account. For example, at the beginning of the
Big Energy Shift dialogue 58% thought the project would make a difference to government
policy, but by the end 79% did. The presence of government ministers at the Big Energy Shift
dialogue particularly helped to demonstrate that the Government was listening.

Evaluations of public dialogues show that they have had some significant impacts on
public participants.

The vast majority of participants say they have learnt something new from participating in a
public dialogue and many report feeling more interested and enthusiastic about the topic:
talking to friends, family and colleagues about the issues and continuing to follow
developments. An evaluation of a deliberative dialogue process found that on average, each
participant spoke to 30 others.>3



Participants in public dialogue processes also develop greater levels of trust in public policy-making
processes and bodies.

Many public participants say that taking part in a dialogue project affected their views
and some even report changing their behaviour.

FAQ 4: Doesdialogue make adifference?

As the result of taking part in a public dialogue, participants report feeling increased levels
of self esteem and sense of self worth. They are pleased to have had an opportunity to
have their say and make a difference on something important.®°That said, participants
views on the worth of a public dialogue are often dependent on their contribution being
meaningfully recognised (see FAQ 6: Is public dialogue worth the cost?).



FAQ 5: Can the public contribute
meaningfully?

Experience has shown that given the right information, support and time, the public
can participate in discussions on complex and/or contentious subjects. Many policy
makers and experts have been impressed with the speed at which public
participants can pick up complex issues and the interest they show.

Can the public contribute meaningfully? Do participants engage with issues? Are they able
to ask appropriate questions? Can participants take large amounts of complex information
on board?

The experience of almost 20 public dialogues supported by Sciencewise so far on issues in
science and technology research has been that the public can contribute meaningfully on
complex and challenging issues.

As a result of their experience of participating in a public dialogue, public bodies have reported
‘confidence in the commitment and ability of the public to understand complex issues and to
engage in dialogue with common sense and a sense of responsibility.’®?

The evaluation of the Sciencewise programme found that participating in a public dialogue
has led experts to develop an:

Policy makers and experts often comment on the enthusiasm with which public
participants approach subjects and the level of engagement they show.
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Policy makers and experts are also regularly impressed by public participants’ ability to
delve into and understand the key issues, taking on board large amounts of information
and asking relevant and probing questions of experts.

Experience has shown that participants are able to make complex trade-offs between the
benefits and risks of science and technology developments. The public do not reject new
developments out of hand, but form nuanced positions regarding how research should be
regulated and governed. For example, a review of public dialogues on Genetic Modification
(GM) found that, even on such an apparently controversial topic, the public has nuanced
and conditional views and does not accept or reject innovations completely:

FAQ 5: Canthe public contribute meaningfully?
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Ensuring that the public can contribute meaningfully requires a carefully designed process and a
safe environment, which gives time and space for participants to digest appropriate information,
ask questions and engage with experts, and talk among themselves.

Perhaps the best indication that the public can contribute meaningfully to complex issues
through public dialogues is that many have led to recommendations for more. Since the
Nanodialogues in 2007, for example, research councils have held public dialogues on
topics including energy research (2007), stem cell research (2008), nanotechnology for
healthcare (2008), synthetic biology (2009), living with environmental change (2010) and
geoengineering (201

FAQ 5: Canthe public contribute meaningfully?
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FAQ 6: Is dialogue worth the cost?

Thecosts of public dialogues are small in comparison to the money spentontheissue areasthey
cover,andalittleupfrontinvestmentinpublic dialoguecansavelots oftimeand moneyinthe
long term.

Is dialogue worth the cost? What are the costs? What are the benefits? Do the public support the
cost?

While the budgets for the external costs of public dialogue are relatively easy to calculate, the
benefits are much harderto quantify and can, by the nature of upstreamengagement, take timeto
emerge. However, policy makers report a wide variety of benefits from public dialogue (see FAQ 3:1s
public dialogue useful?) and that public dialogue can save time and money in the long term.

Thereisastrongargumentthatpublicdialogue cansave moneyinthelongterm. Public opposition
tonewtechnologiescandelayor preventanyfurtherdevelopmentorinnovation, resultinginlarge
costsmanaging conflict, not to mention the opportunity costs of developments being delayed
that the public might otherwise have supported. Public dialogue gives policy makers direct
experience of the hopes and fears, and views and values of the public, enabling themto ‘find
ways forwardthatgo withthe grain of public views, and avoidthe conflictsand entrenched
positionsthatcanresultinthe complete rejection of new technologies.’ ’®

Forexample, the Stem Cell Dialogue in 2007 cost £300,000, but the dialogue helped policy makers to
find away forward that enabled the UK to take a leading positionin regenerative medicine —an
industry worth £500 million per annum in 2009:7°
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The cost of Sciencewise dialogue projects so far have ranged from £30,450 to £788,000,
though the majority lie in the £100,000 to £300,000 bracket (see figure 1).

Figure 1. Cost of Sciencewise
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NEG: Nanotechnology engagement group
CX: Community x-change

ND: Nanodialogues

DF: Drugsfutures

SC: Stem Cells

BES: Big Energy Shift

SB: Synthetic Biology

GE: Geoengineering

WW: Ways to wellbeing

RB: Risky Business

TG: Trustguide

SH: Sciencehorizons

HCER: Hybrid and chimera embryos for research
FD: Forensic Use of DNA

IB: Industrial biotechnology

ACHM: Animals containing human material
LWEC: Living with Environmental Change

E2050: Energy 2050 pathways

The costofadialogue projectdepends onthe scope and methodology chosen, which is largely
defined by the purpose and context of the project. Adequate and appropriate resources are
needed to enable dialogue to be effective and for its benefits to be fully realised, but that
does not mean it always has to be expensive — cheaper methods can sometimes be equally
effective. It is worth highlighting that the cost of a public dialogue is a very small proportion
of an overall budget for science and technology development. For example, the
Nanodialogues project in 2006 cost
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£240,000, while the value of nano research in 2007 was estimated to be about $12 billion
and the value of nano-enabled products $50 billion. 82

However, it should be noted that the small relative cost of dialogue can actually have an
adverse affect on policy makers’ time commitment. For example, the budget for the Ways to
Wellbeing dialogue (£264,000) was seen by policy makers as quite small in terms of the
overall spend on the issues covered which affected their expectations of time commitment.®
An effective dialogue requires time commitment from policy makers and experts to
participate, which must be factored in when considering the costs.

Theviewof public participantsisthat public dialogueis worththe cost, butonlyiftheirviews are
listened to and the process makes a difference.?

Some participants also identify the potential for the government to save money in the long
term by responding to what the public tell them.
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FAQ 7: How many people need to be
iInvolved?

Public dialogues to inform policy or decision making typically involve a relatively
small number of participants in order to allow for in depth deliberation to explore
their views, and the values, beliefs, experiences, interests and needs that underlie
them. Public dialogues are, however, often complemented by other forms of
engagement that involve a larger number of participants.

How many people need to be involved? How does public dialogue achieve
representativeness and legitimacy? What are the trade-offs and compromises that need to
be made?

Public dialogues cannot involve everyone in a meaningful way. It is therefore inevitable that
guestions of how public dialogues can achieve representativeness and legitimacy arise. The
assumption is often that greater numbers of participants equal greater representativeness
and legitimacy, but this is not the case. The answers to these questions, and by extension
the number of people that need to be involved, ultimately come down to the purpose of a
public dialogue and, more specifically, who or what (if anything) the participants are
intended to represent.

Public dialogues to inform policy or decision making commonly involve a relatively small
number of participants, compared with other forms of dialogue, engagement or social
research. This is because there is a trade-off between the depth of a discussion and the
number of people that can be involved in it.

The purpose of public dialogues is typically to achieve in-depth deliberation in order to
support participants to develop their views and delve beyond them to uncover the values,
beliefs, experiences, interests and needs that underlie them. This necessitates quite an
intense process with high quality facilitation and the opportunity for participants to interact
with one another and directly with experts.

This is particularly important for complex subjects, such as science and technology issues,
that require high levels of engagement from participants for them to understand the issue
and contribute meaningfully.

This type of dialogue therefore requires the involvement of enough participants to represent
a range of different and diverse views, values, beliefs, experiences, interests and needs.
However, there is a theoretical (but impossible to define in advance) optimum number of
participants, beyond which there are diminishing returns from adding more participants in
terms of the difference or diversity of contributions, but rising costs and challenges for
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facilitation and analysis (which are both likely to begin to suffer).

Therefore, representativeness in this case is typically achieved via the same approach as
qualitative researchers take. Participants are chosen through a process of purposive
sampling, as opposed to random sampling often used in quantitative research. The aim of
purposive sampling is to involve a selection of people who might represent the widest
possible set of views, values and demographies. The findings therefore cannot be taken to
be statistically representative of the general population, but can uncover participants’ views
and the values, beliefs, experiences, interests and needs that underlie them.

While this is commonly the case for dialogues that inform policy or decision making, there
are other methodologies, such as Deliberative Polling® and Citizens’ Summits, which
involve much larger numbers of participants, typically because they have a different primary
purpose.

Deliberative Polling® takes more of a quantitative approach to achieving
representativeness, using random stratified sampling to select a statistically
representative sample of the population whose views are polled at the beginning and end
of a deliberative process, enabling comparisons to be drawn. Deliberative Polling® is
good for statistical rigour but suffers from high costs.

Citizens’ Summits sometimes use a process of purposive sampling, but are often open to
anyone with an interest to attend (i.e. participants are self selected), with some targeted
interventions to include “hard-to-reach” groups. This is because they typically focus more on
moving participants towards consensus and action after the event. Citizens’ Summits are
good for creating agreements and action but are not necessarily representative and also
suffer from high costs.

Public dialogue projects do not necessarily just use one methodology, but take a mixed
approach. The Sciencehorizons dialogue project, for example, included a deliberative panel
(involving 31 participants), facilitated public events (involving 842 participants) and self-
managed, small group discussions (involving around 2,400 participants).8’

Public dialogues are also often complemented by other forms of engagement or social
research (see Box 1 in FAQ 1: What is public dialogue?). Written consultations, focus
groups, opinion polls, simulations and other methods have been used to complement the in
depth findings of public dialogues.

Figure 2 sets out the number of participants who have been involved in Sciencewise
projects. Some of these dialogue projects included other forms of engagement, as well as
deliberative dialogue. These elements are highlighted in the key so as to distinguish them.
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Figure 2: Number of participants in
Sciencewise dialogueprojects
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TG: Trustguide
SH dp: Sciencehorizons deliberative panel

SH sgd: Sciencehorizons self-managed small group
discussions

HCERdd: Hybrid and chimeraembryosforresearch
deliberative dialogue

HCER pm: Hybrid and chimeraembryosforresearch
public meeting

SC: Stem Cells

BES: Big Energy Shift
SB: Synthetic Biology

ACHM os: Animals containing human material
deliberative workshop omnibus survey

LWEC: Living with Environmental Change

E2050 yp: Energy 2050 pathways youth panel

ND: Nanodialogues

SH fpe: Sciencehorizons facilitated public events
DF: Drugsfutures

HCER wc: Hybrid and chimera embryos for research written
consultation

HCER op: Hybrid and chimera embryosforresearch opinion
poll

FD: Forensic Use of DNA
IB: Industrial biotechnology

ACHM dw: Animals containing human material deliberative
workshop

GE: Geoengineering

WW: Ways to wellbeing

E2050 dd: Energy 2050 pathways deliberative dialogues
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FAQ 8: Do the public want to be
Involved?

Experience has shown that the public are interested in participating in science and
technology issues, enjoy the process and see the value and importance of public
dialogue.

Do the public want to be involved? Do they see the benefit of public engagement
in science and technology issues? Do they enjoy and/or value the experience of
being involved themselves?

A commonly cited concern is that citizens are disengaged from public institutions and

won’t get involved even if there’s the opportunity to do so. Some suggest that citizens are
apathetic

(referencing the decline in voting over recent decades) and care little about political, social or
ethical issues.

While it is true that people have increasingly disengaged from public institutions, this does
not reflect a lack of interest or desire to have a say.®Participants in the vast majority of
public dialogues are remunerated for their involvement meaning there is an extra motivation
for them to participate. However, many report being motivated to participate for a number of
other reasons, and enjoy and value the experience of being involved.

A study® of public attitudes to science in 2011 found that 73% of the public agreed that
government should act in accordance with public concerns about science and technology
and 66% thought that scientists should listen more to what ordinary people think. Two-thirds
(65%) also agree that they would like scientists to spend more time than they do discussing
the social and ethical implications of their research with the general public.

Over a third (35%) agreed that for them, it is important to be involved in decisions about
science and technology. While this is significantly lower than the proportion of people who
think the public should be consulted, it still shows a significant level of personal
enthusiasm for public engagement in science and technology from a significant proportion
of the population. The study found that:
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However, it should be noted that a significant proportion of the population are confused by
what “public consultation on science” means, ‘with two-fifths saying either that they don’t
know (17%), saying nothing (16%), or saying they have never heard of it (5%).°* The study
also highlighted:

These findings therefore suggest a strong appetite for public engagement in science and
technology, but also an equally strong need to ensure that public dialogue processes are
meaningful and robust.

Evaluations of public dialogues also show that public participants have an appetite for taking
part, and enjoy and value being involved in what they consider to be important discussions
about science and technology issues.

The vast majority of public participants (typically 90%-100%) support continued public
involvement in discussions about science and technology. For example, the Stem Cell, Big
Energy Shift, Industrial Biology and Drugsfutures dialogues all demonstrated significant
enthusiasm for dialogue, with 99%, 98%, 96% and 96% of public participants respectively
saying they felt it was important to involve the public in discussing the sorts of issues
covered. Similarly, the majority of participants in the Sciencehorizons dialogue thought there
should be more events for the public on such issues, and more discussions on science and
technology.®®

Public participants often cite the deliberative dialogue approach itself as something they
enjoyed and valued being a part of. The evaluation of the Sciencehorizons dialogue,® for
example, found that participants enjoyed the deliberative panel process, liking the level of
engagement they had with the issues and experts.



Public participants say that they particularly value the opportunity to engage directly with
policy makers and experts on an issue, being able to ask questions, hear their views and tell
them directly what they think. Participants also value being able to share views with other
participants they are otherwise unlikely to meet.

Having taken part in a dialogue, the vast majority of public participants say they would be
even more willing to take part in a similar event in future. Over 90% of participants in the
Drugsfutures, Hybrid and Chimera Embryos for Research and Stem Cell dialogues, for
example, said they were more likely to get involved in public dialogues as a result of
attending.

FAQ8:Dothepublicwanttobeinvolved?
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