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France 1. The first recommendation is to design a long-term 
communication plan that includes in-depth action to 

progressively build a shared culture. 

2. The second recommendation relates to the need to  
support scientists more effectively with practical 

communication guidelines. 

3. The third recommendation stresses the need to 

rebalance the work of communicating science by 

giving as much importance to the research process 

as to the findings. 

4. A fourth recommendation concerns the reinforcement 
of school curricula with regard to science and 

critical thinking. 

5. A fifth recommendation relates to the need to not 
be satisfied with a sloppy use of the notion of 

public trust in order to analyse its full social and 

political ramifications. 

Germany 1. Improve (school) education on science and the 

scientific method (scientific literacy). 

2. Contextualise scientific findings in the 

communication process and explain the scientific 

process, including information regarding potential 

limitations and remaining scientific insecurities. 

3. Communicate positively and constructively instead 
of conveying always more pessimistic and too 

generalising perspectives. 

4. Create stable and safe working conditions in 

research, especially for young researchers. 

5. Disentangle scientific findings and potential 

socio-political consequences in the discourses of 

all societal stakeholders. 

Greece 1. Institutional actions are needed to improve science 
communication. 

2. Public or other institutional educational reforms 
targeting both the general public and the younger 

generations in particular are needed. 

3. A responsible use of social media is essential in 
communicating science by public or research 

institutions and by individuals, targeting mainly -

but not only- younger people. 

4. A wider dialogue between science and society 

regarding the conduct of research and the use of its 

outputs. Some mentioned basically informative and 

science integration events, others expressed the 

opinion that the public must have a say on the way 

the science outputs are used. 

5. More transparency in conducting research. This is 
meant to be used both on communicating and on 

conducting science as well. 
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Table Ex.2 Recommendations for improving public trust in science based on Researcher 
suggestions 

Country Recommendations 
Denmark 1. The media and politicians should pay great attention 

to science representation and to how scientific 

information is verified, received and used 

politically, ensuring that knowledge dissemination 

meets high standards and avoids intentional 

misrepresentation. 

2. Attention should be focused on avoiding a negative 
framing of science and a political devaluing of 

higher education and the field of (science) 

communication. 

3. A greater focus should be given to exploring how 
citizens and other stakeholders could be involved 

in research, broadening the concept of involvement 

to support and strengthen research-based knowledge. 

4. Researchers should explore methods of communicating 
science in novel, pragmatic, and solution-oriented 

ways, while also increasing their presence in face-

to-face dissemination. The academic system should 

place greater emphasis on the importance of science 

communication. 

France 1. The first recommendation is to encourage scientific 
institutions to provide opportunities for 

scientists to reflect collectively on issues related 

to science and society. Some of the scientists we 

interviewed feel that, beyond the institutional 

discourse, their research organisation does not 

value the ability of scientists to develop a form 

of reflexivity 

2. The second recommendation has to do with 

institutional guidance for scientists who decide to 

take a public stand on a particular issue. The 

scientists interviewed report a degree of 

uncertainty in their risk-taking, both 

professionally and legally. A feeling of uncertainty 

that calls for the production of practical 

guidelines dedicated to the public engagement of 

researchers. 

3. The third recommendation relates to public 

communication by scientists in crisis situations. 

If we are to have a positive impact on public trust 

in science in a situation of great uncertainty, we 

need media resources that give scientists the time 

they need to develop a complex message. 

Collaboration with the mainstream media must 
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designing the Researcher interviews. For the Mediator interviews, 

each partner conducted a minority (n=2) of their interviews with 

institutionally based participants (e.g. working in research 

organisations) and a majority with non-institutional mediators (n=8). 

Between the focus group study and the EIS the integrity dimension was 

thus covered from the perspective of both scientific and societal 

actors. The generation of high quality and novel empirical data, 

which includes diverse actor perspectives and addresses all aspects 

of the 3i4T model from multiple sources, reflects a strong project 

design. 

The structure of the POIESIS empirical programme has generated 

National Reports for each of the individual studies, which are then 

synthesized into a global report. A national-level comparative 

dimension is thus built into the project design. Specific national-

level differences can be expected due to variation in institutional 

and organisational conditions in the seven POIESIS partner countries. 

Context-dependent insights emerging from the public consultation and 

focus group studies are summarised in Section 1.5. 

 

1.5. National insights from previous POIESIS studies 
 

The POIESIS project design (Figure 1.2) includes a diverse set of 

empirical studies using a variety of traditional and participative 

methods. Prior to the EIS, the public consultation (D2.2) and 

institutional focus groups (D3.2) have provided results and findings 

about the relationships between REI issues and public trust in 

science. This section contains brief national-level findings from 

these prior studies, both to provide additional context for the 

presentation of the EIS and to highlight the potential of the 

cumulative knowledge-building work being conducted in POIESIS. 

In Denmark, citizens perceive reputable and traditional media as more 
trustworthy than social media. Citizens place a high value on the 

independence of media and communicators. With regard to the role of 

laypersons in research processes, Danish participants were concerned 

that their lack of expertise could have a negative impact on data 

quality and by extension scientific results. 

Danish institutional actors rejected any general crisis in public 

trust in science, instead point to the increasing complexity of 

challenges to trust. Nevertheless, these actors connected 

inappropriate research practices, irresponsible science 

communication, and the pernicious influence of some private and 
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The Protocol can be viewed in full at Appendix A. The remainder of 

the Section thus contains abbreviated summaries of selected topics 

contained in the Protocol. 

 

2.3. Ethics 
 

An ethics approval application for Task 2.3 of POIESIS was submitted 

to the CSIC Ethics Committee in December 2023. Following one round 

of revisions a favourable report was received with approval number 

300/2023 (6 February 2023). This information was included on the EIS 

Information Sheet and Informed Consent form provided to interview 

participants by national partners. These documents are included as 

appendices to the EIS Protocol. 

 

2.4. Joint data handling agreement 
 

Following the process undertaken for the public consultation and 

focus group studies, a joint data controller agreement (JDCA) was 

signed by all partners. The JDCA stipulates how data shall be handled 

and shared by national partners with the Task Lead. The purpose of 

the JDCA is to comply with Article 26 of the General Data Protection 

Regulation (GDPR). The JDCA is attached as Appendix B. 

 

2.5. Gender content of the research 
 

The POIESIS project proposal contains general provisions related to 

ensuring gender balance in terms of participation in the various 

empirical studies included. In the EIS, each national partner strove 

to achieve a gender balance among participants. Details can be found 

in Section 3, which summarises the interviewees. No further gender 

analysis was included in the design of the EIS. For example, it was 

beyond the scope of the study to investigate whether there are gender 

differences or preferences in relation to the structure or outputs 

of chains of mediation. This is an avenue of investigation that would 

be an important future topic. 
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2.6. Semi-structured interview research 
 

Semi-structured interview methodologies are highly flexible and can 

be used to conduct research that is predominantly deductive or 

inductive in character. In the case of the EIS, the i34t model and 

the multi-study design of the POIESIS project assigned a specific 

role, research object and set of questions. Interview schedules were 

thus designed that reflected both the pre-existing expectations of 

the research team and the existence of pre-identified essential 

information that the interviews were designed to elicit from 

participants. 

As the EIS involved two distinct groups of participants, Mediators 

and Researchers, it was necessary to develop two distinct interview 

instruments. The interviews were designed in an iterative process 

between the Task Lead (CSIC) and the POIESIS team. Feedback from the 

national partners was used to shape a series of revisions in the 

interview designs. The Workpackage Leader (ISCTE) commenced 

interviewing (n=3) ahead of other partners and provided feedback 

leading to some final revisions of the instruments. 

A supporting Interview Guide was produced that explained the aim of 

each question and elaborated on additional prompts that might be 

used. A training session was held online in which the interviews were 

reviewed and discussed. Between the supporting Guide and the training 

session the national partners were prepared to conduct interviews 

following a consistent approach. 

 

2.7. Recruitment 
 

Recruiting was structured according to criteria first outlined in the 

POIESIS proposal and specified in the EIS Protocol.  
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2.9. Quality assurance 
 

The EIS followed the POIESIS quality assurance process described in 

section 3.1 of D5.1 (Horbach & Ravn 2023). An internal reviewer was 

invited to provide comments on the draft of D2.3, with these comments 

taken into account in producing the revised version for submission. 

An additional reading and set of comments was also provided by the 

POIESIS Coordinator. 

Due to the large volume of material expected in the National Reports, 

the EIS Protocol proposed an additional process to support quality 

assurance. This proposed process involved interchanging National 

Reports among partners for cross-reading and short comments. However, 

the timing of the delivery of National Reports made this approach 

practically unfeasible, as many partners went on annual leave 

immediately after submitting their National Report. In discussion 

with the Coordinator and Work Package Lead it was decided to shift 

to a centralized model to support quality assurance at the level of 

the National Reports. Whilst this Global Report was being prepared 

National Reports were read and edited by the team at Aarhus. Revised 

National Reports were then finalized and are attached at Appendix 4. 

 

2.10. Interview translation 
 

POIESIS partners wrote their National Reports in English, working off 

the local language transcripts of their interviews. In the subsequent 

activity of Task 2.3, partners will translate their interviews into 

English and deliver the transcripts to the Task Lead CSIC (September 

2024). 
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Table 3.1. Mediator participant characteristics (n=78) 

Country Gender Career stage Mediator type 

F M Early Mid Senior Science 
writer or 

communicator 

Journalist Blogs, 
podcasts, 

other 
content 

Institutional 

Denmark 3 7 - - 10 2 1 4 3 

France 7 7 7 5 2 3 4 1 6 

Germany 5 5 1 3 6 3 4 1 2 

Greece 3 8 - 5 6 2 2 3 4 

Portugal 8 3 1 4 6 1 2 6 2 

Spain 3 8 1 5 5 5 1 2 3 

UK 8 3 1 2 8 1 1 3 6 

TOTAL 37 41 11 24 43 17 15 20 26 
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The overall target of 70 interviews for the EIS was exceeded with a 

total of 78 interviews conducted. Five of the seven POIESIS partners 

conducted more interviews than their target of 10. 

The interviews were planned to be strongly prioritised toward the 

inclusion of non-institutional participants working as Mediators 

outside public R&I organisations. Overall, a total of 52 interviews 

were conducted with non-institutional Mediators, just below our 

target of 56. Four of the POIESIS partners met their target of 8 non-

institutional Mediator interviews and one partner exceeded this 

target. 

A total of 14 interviews with institutional Mediators were planned. 

This target was substantially exceeded with a total of 26 

institutional Mediator interviews conducted. All POIESIS partners 

either met or exceeded their target of two institutional Mediator 

interviews. 

In terms of the distribution by Mediator type, all POIESIS partners 

succeeded in achieving the planned diversity of participants. A 

relatively even balance was obtained between science writes and 

popularisers, journalists, and creators of other types of content. 

Regarding our secondary sampling targets, a gender balanced sample 

was achieved overall. At the individual country level this was often 

not the case. In terms of the career stage of participants, more than 

half were at a senior career stage. Nevertheless, six of the seven 

POIESIS partners were able to include a good number of early and/or 

mid-career Mediators among their participants. 

Further detail on the composition and any variation in the planned 

and final sample of Mediator participants can be found in Section 1 

of the respective National Reports. 

 

3.2. About our Researchers 
 

As described in the EIS Protocol, participating Researchers should 

be topical experts in climate change and COVID-19, who are actively 

involved in studying and communicating about the content of science 

related to these topical areas. This focus on two cases with in-built 

public controversy and heightened science communication challenges 

for researchers was a planned element of the POIESIS project design. 
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Targets were set for each POIESIS Partner to conduct six of a project 

total of 42 Researcher interviews for the EIS. Of these, three should 

be with Researchers working on climate change and three with 

Researchers working on COVID-19. Of the three participants for each 

of our topic case areas, one interview should be with a Researcher 

from the SSH fields. 

Secondary targets were also set for our Researcher sample. Gender 

balance was sought as closely as possible. Individuals at early, mid- 

and senior career stages were targeted, reasoning that researchers 

in different career phases might have varying degrees of opportunity 

and interest in communicating and working directly with citizens. 

 



 

 

 

 
37 
 

Table 3.2. Researcher participant characteristics (n=41) 

Country Gender Career stage Discipline Case context 

F M Early Mid Senior Nat & 
Phys 

Med Eng SSH Climate COVID-
19 

Denmark 4 2 - 2 4 1 1 - 4 3 3 

France 1 5 3 - 3 3 1 - 2 2 2 

Germany 3 3 1 2 3 1 1 - 4 4 2 

Greece 2 3 - - 5 2 1 1 1 3 2 

Portugal 5 1 1 1 4 3 1 - 2 3 3 

Spain 3 3 - 2 4 2 1 1 2 3 3 

UK 1 5 1 - 5 2 2 - 2 3 3 

TOTAL 19 22 6 7 28 14 8 2 17 21 18 
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Of the 78 Mediators participated in the EIS, 52 work in the private 

sector or independently, and 26 work in public R&I organisations, 

principally universities or research institutes (Table 3.1).  

The sources of information most commonly used by Mediators (Table 
4.1) include a notably direct interaction with both scientists and 

research results. A total of 65 Mediators (77%) rely on interpersonal 

networks with researchers for access to information for their work, 

while 56 (72%) read scientific articles. Interestingly, the next most 

common source of information are colleagues working in science 

communication. The importance for Mediators of being connected to 

interpersonal networks of professional colleagues stretching across 

science and the media fields is evident. 

Press releases are a less common sources of information for Mediators. 

However, more than one-third use press releases from research 

performing organisations and almost a quarter use press releases from 

academic publishers. Mainstream and social media sources are equally 

prominent information sources overall, each being used by 40% and 36% 

of Mediators respectively. 

A broad range of additional information sources are also used by 

Mediators. These include contacts in various types of institutional 

positions, technical and legal documentation, and professional 

organisations.  
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Table 4.2. Types of communication outputs produced by Mediators (n=78) 

Country 
Bo
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Selected others 

Denmark 4 8 2 3 4 - 7 - Satisfaction survey; museum 

exhibitions 

France 3 11 1 2 2 5 13 1 Games; graphic novel 

Germany 2 9 2 2 5 - 4 1 Stage shows; Games; Art; 

Communication training; 

Networking platform; 

Videos/films 

Greece 2 4 1 1 5 5 6 2 Education modules; Guided 

tours; Demonstration 

laboratories 

Portugal 1 3 - - 3 6 5 1 Digital games & art; 

Illustrations; Graphics, 

posters, flyers; digital 

games; Letter exchanges & 

meetings - scientists and 

children; Reports 

Spain 4 5 3 3 2 6 5 1 Satisfaction surveys; 

Posters; Newsletters; 

Artistic performances; 

Illustrations; Protocols; 
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Table 4.3. Main communication channels used by Mediators (n=78 Mediators) 

Country Traditional 
media 

Internet-
based 

Social media (interactive) Selected others 
TV
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Denmark* 3 3 6 5 6 1 2 - - 2 - 1 5 Museum exhibits; Education 

programs for children 

France 2 1 5 11 3 3 3 4 10 1 - 1 1 - 

Germany - 3 4 7 3 3 4 2 4 5 1 - 5 Artistic performance; podcast 

platforms; live events 

Greece 1 1 5 10 1 - 1 5 2 3 3 3 3 Museum exhibits; live events 

Portugal 2 1 4 10 1 4 4 2 3 7 1 3 6 Art installations; Live events; 

Letter exchanges 

Spain 5 6 6 5 3 3 6 6 8 7 2 - 3 Webinars; live events 

UK 6 5 8 8 7 5 4 4 8 2 1 - 1 Whatsapp; Telegram 

TOTAL 19 20 38 56 24 19 24 23 35 27 8 8 24 - 
* Denmark: Social media not further specified n=6 
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Science journalists are particularly concerned about the credibility 

and reliability of the sources for their work. Many specialist science 

journalists work for large media organisations, where fact-checking 

and veracity of their contributions are essential. Their training in 
a profession with certain standards is considered a first line of 
assurance when dealing with novel or potentially attention-grabbing 

science information. 

Once you are trained, you know by the book how the professional 
evaluation of research quality goes. And for that, you need to be 

a science journalist; you can't be anything else. That is the 
internal distinction we have, which is somewhat threatened by the 

sheer quantity of online content. (DE_M08) 

As with science communicators, journalists also place a high value 

on the scientific consensus. The apparent novelty of a new results 

or finding does not alone guarantee its take-up by Mediators. 

I must be able to reflect on the state of research. I cannot 
pretend that a single result fell from the sky and that nothing 
was known before. That is a common journalistic mistake, seeing 
paradigm shifts everywhere when there are none. When 50 papers 

make a statement and one says something different, it is still 50 
to one. (DE_M08) 

But perhaps even more important for specialist science journalists 

is to engage in a process of third-party verification or assessment 
of new information that they may wish to develop into new content. 

The evaluation is done firstly indirectly through the fact that 
they have gone through a peer review process etc. And secondly, to 
the extent that they are in subjects in which I have a relative 

competence, I can also have a relative judgment. The second is in 
relevant material with which I come into contact through my 
network of associates, either at the university or former 

professional associates, with whatever credibility they can offer 
to the material proposed by them, with positive or negative 

connotations.  And the third one, on the websites that I mostly 
trust, is a matter of whether they have proper citations to 

reliable sources or whether the very writing of their writers is 
trustworthy. (GR_M04) 

So that's probably one of the most complicated parts of the job 
(...) It's really difficult. First of all because people change... 
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content creation process involves interactive work between the 

Mediator and the scientist. Sometimes this process involves 

collaboration with other institutional mediators from other research 

organisations that have participated in the research to be 

communicated (ES NR, p.22). 

Institutional mediators thus consider as key groups in their close 

mediation network both the scientists from whom they receive inputs, 

and the community of institutional mediators and science 

communicators with whom they collaborate and share professional 

concerns. These institutional mediators often follow a more stable 
plan in their activities as they depend on the institutional strategy 
for science communication, meaning that there are some regular 

activities that they conduct, for example hosting exhibitions or 

circulating newsletters.  

Starting from the laboratory strategy, and this is scientific 
strategy, the political strategy in terms of intergovernmental 

organization, of assuming a communication strategy and then, based 
on that communication strategy, defining and implementing 
different activities that answer to the objectives of that 

communication strategy. (PT_M01) 

For institutional Mediators, once their output has been prepared, 

they typically disseminate it through their non-institutional 

Mediator colleague network, made up of science journalists who they 

think will be interested in the topic and who can communicate it to 

the public through their media channels. Typically, institutional 

mediators do not engage in delivering their outputs directly to 

citizens. As the targets of these institutional outputs, usually 

press releases, science journalists need to be selective in view of 

the competitive environment in which they work (FR NR, p.21). The 

formation of tight networks between institutional and selected non-

institutional Mediators working in mass media is thus a common part 

of the professional science communication landscape. 

In contrast, non-institutional Mediators who are not science 

journalists have more freedom about topic selection and often a less 
stabilised creative process and workflow. Social media influencers, 
for instance, show less planning and more improvisation in their 

activities (PT NR, p.23).  

In our world, it is rushing, sometimes in great whirlwind, we make 
an instantaneous assessment and immediately realise: this subject 
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Essentially, it is about elucidation, or one could say about 
empowering people to think for themselves, to think more for 
themselves than they could before. If I read or hear something 
about a topic I didn't know much about before, and afterwards I 
feel I can discuss it better, more calmly, and more factually, 

then that is a success of journalism, especially science 
journalism, I believe. (DE_M06) 

Mediators also seem aware that trust in science is a precondition for 

their own work to be successful, and for their aspirations to 

contribute to objectives they value that reach beyond the idea of 

building or reinforcing public trust in science. 

I don't write to learn more, to earn money, because you don't earn 
so much writing in this country, nor for the ego. I write to 
change consciences, to activate people, to transform reality. 

(ES_M03) 

Our goal is not to increase trust in science, our goal is to bring 
science closer to children. (PT_M06) 

So I consider it a success, I would like to think that [...] I 
have changed the way of seeing life, science, education and 

training to all the people who have passed through my workshops, 
conferences, who have bought my book or who have gone to my 

exhibitions. (ES_M08) 

Yes, regarding what we talked about earlier. Incredibly, 
incredibly important because... not just for me personally, but 

for the entire media profession. And not just science journalists, 
but really the entire journalism profession. It is really us who 
have a key role in ensuring that the public and citizens trust 

research, because it is not just... one thing is that citizens... 
that we are gatekeepers. The citizens' way of understanding 

research largely goes through the media. (DK_M04) 

I think it has a lot to do with building trust in science, because 
I see it as a public service that is being provided, with public 
money, that people often don't know about. Without my work and 

that of the people who do my job, people would not know about it, 
or would know about it much less. At the end of the day, you are 
showing and making people aware of what society's money is being 
invested in and what kind of research is being done, and above 

all, for what purposes and with what criteria. (ES_M01) 

Mediators thus express a clear interest in and value associated with 

helping to build public trust in science through their work. However, 
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Table 4.4 Recommendations for improving public trust in science based on Mediator 
suggestions 

Country Recommendations 
Denmark 6. Enhance transparency and quality in research 

communication through upholding impartial research, 

implementing rigorous quality checks, and 

disseminating processual and methodological 

explanations. 

7. Formalize stakeholder inclusion at universities and 
encourage more citizen science and public engagement 

activities. 

8. Bridge the gap between researchers and mediators and 
build co-partnerships. Place greater priority and 

value on science communication activities within 

academia, and support researchers in engaging with 

the public with a focus on effective communication. 

9. Engage in direct dialogue with the audience, reduce 
the gap between science mediators and the public, 

and use their preferred platforms and channels for 

communication. 

10. Place a higher priority on covering research in the 
media and put greater emphasis on explaining the 

value of science. 

France 6. The first recommendation is to design a long-term 
communication plan that includes in-depth action to 

progressively build a shared culture. 

7. The second recommendation relates to the need to  
support scientists more effectively with practical 

communication guidelines. 

8. The third recommendation stresses the need to 

rebalance the work of communicating science by 

giving as much importance to the research process 

as to the findings. 

9. A fourth recommendation concerns the reinforcement 
of school curricula with regard to science and 

critical thinking. 

10. A fifth recommendation relates to the need to not 
be satisfied with a sloppy use of the notion of 

public trust in order to analyse its full social and 

political ramifications. 

Germany 6. Improve (school) education on science and the 

scientific method (scientific literacy). 

7. Contextualise scientific findings in the 

communication process and explain the scientific 

process, including information regarding potential 

limitations and remaining scientific insecurities. 
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5. Researchers translating between science and society 
 

This chapter describes and discusses the results of the EIS series 

of Researcher interviews. A total of 41 Researchers participated in 

the EIS. An overview of these participants is provided in Table 3.2. 

In any study of the relationships between REI and public trust in 

science, the research community is particularly important. 

Researchers in the EIS were approached from the perspective of being 

active agents involved in constructing the relationship between 

science and society. By targeting researchers involved with climate 

change and COVID-19, we were able to look closely at their work and 

experiences in the contexts of socio-technical crisis and 

controversy. The Researcher interview series was designed to focus 

principally on the integration dimension of the 3i4T model. In what 

follows in this section we thus looked at how our Researchers deliver 

their work to the public, their experiences and perceptions of having 

others (mediators) deliver their work to the public, and their 

activities in directly engaging with citizens. 

 

5.1. Connecting science and society in contexts of public crisis 

and controversy 
 

Researchers can be vital active agents in ensuring research results 

and findings, and general scientific expertise, reach the public in 

a timely way. There are numerous pathways for the dissemination and 

communication of science to citizens. Most Researchers participating 

in the EIS described using multiple of these pathways in communicating 

about their work. Table 5.1. contains a summary of these pathways. 
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disseminate their work through different types of specialist events 

dedicated to science, public meetings, and school visits. Some 

Researchers make contributions to public policy pathways. 

Many of the pathways Researchers use to communicate and make visible 

their work and expertise are also contexts in which they interact 

directly with citizens (Table 5.2). In the majority of the POIESIS 

countries Researchers report involving citizens in aspects of the 

research cycle. Involving citizens in research projects happens in 

many different ways, including for data collection and analysis. 

Researchers also work directly with stakeholder groups, patient 

organisations, and industry partners, including through 

transdisciplinary project designs. 

The contexts for interacting with citizens include a range of 

different types of events. These include open public meetings, school 

visits, and specialist science promotion and popularisation events.  
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Table 5.3 Recommendations for improving public trust in science based on Researcher 
suggestions 

Country Recommendations 
Denmark 5. The media and politicians should pay great attention 

to science representation and to how scientific 

information is verified, received and used 

politically, ensuring that knowledge dissemination 

meets high standards and avoids intentional 

misrepresentation. 

6. Attention should be focused on avoiding a negative 
framing of science and a political devaluing of 

higher education and the field of (science) 

communication. 

7. A greater focus should be given to exploring how 
citizens and other stakeholders could be involved 

in research, broadening the concept of involvement 

to support and strengthen research-based knowledge. 

8. Researchers should explore methods of communicating 
science in novel, pragmatic, and solution-oriented 

ways, while also increasing their presence in face-

to-face dissemination. The academic system should 

place greater emphasis on the importance of science 

communication. 

France 5. The first recommendation is to encourage scientific 
institutions to provide opportunities for 

scientists to reflect collectively on issues related 

to science and society. Some of the scientists we 

interviewed feel that, beyond the institutional 

discourse, their research organisation does not 

value the ability of scientists to develop a form 

of reflexivity 

6. The second recommendation has to do with 

institutional guidance for scientists who decide to 

take a public stand on a particular issue. The 

scientists interviewed report a degree of 

uncertainty in their risk-taking, both 

professionally and legally. A feeling of uncertainty 

that calls for the production of practical 

guidelines dedicated to the public engagement of 

researchers. 

7. The third recommendation relates to public 

communication by scientists in crisis situations. 

If we are to have a positive impact on public trust 

in science in a situation of great uncertainty, we 

need media resources that give scientists the time 

they need to develop a complex message. 

Collaboration with the mainstream media must 
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through communication and to a lesser extent integration and 

integrity practices. 
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- Revision of draft based on initial comments 
- Drafting of Pre-coding Scheme and Template for National Reports 
- First version of the Protocol and the Interview Instruments shared with Consortium 

and revised following discussion at Lisbon meeting (Feb 2024) 
- Piloting the interview instrument 
- Revision of the Pre-coding Scheme for analysing interviews 
- Revision of Template for National Reports 
- Online training session for the researchers developing the interviews on the content 

of the protocol and instruments. 
- Conduct of 16 interviews in each country 
- Transcriptions and translation into English of the interviews.Writing of the national 

reports in English following using the template supplied (national partners). 
- Writing of the comparative report resulting in D2.3 (CSIC). 
- Dissemination and communication activities such as writing of a scientific paper and 

presenting the results at scientific conferences. 

  













 

 

 16 

 

Figure 6: Disruptive chain of mediation 

These models represent our initial 'ideal-type' expectations about some possible 
configurations of chains of mediation. Actual empirical configurations are likely to be more 
diverse and there are potentially a wide variety of chains of mediation linking research 
ethics and integrity (REI) and societal integarion practices in science to the public. These 
models also provide an initial reference point for the possibility of asking participants in 
'mediator' interviews to draw diagramatically how they see their own position in 
translation and communication of science and of REI practices. 

These ideal-types are simple schematics for visualising sequences of actors through which 
translation processes may operate. These sequences follow a simplistic linear logic that are 
not meant as representations of actual chains of mediation, which are likely to be far more 
messy and involve information flows in multiple directions. The interviews will allow 
participants to describe the complex information ecosystems in which they work and how 
they understand, interpret, and act in them. In this sense, the schematics shown are 
intended only as initial sense-making tools for developing a shared understanding among 
POIESIS interviewers. 
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6 Ethics and research data management 

This protocol and its appendices were submitted to the CSIC Ethics Committee as part of 
the ethics approval process for Task 2.3 of POIESIS. 

As part of the study ethics approval process, project partners will be asked to sign a form 
confirming they have read and will comply with the Ethics requirements established in this 
Protocol. The compliance form is attached as APPENDIX A. Poiesis Partners ethics 
compliance form. 

POIESIS partners in some countries may also need to notify relevant authorities of their 
intention to conduct research and that an ethics approval has been obtained from the CSIC 
Ethics Committee. It is the responsibility of POESIS to notify the appropriate ethics 
institution or organisation in their countries if required. 

A reference to the ethics approval information is included in the information sheet and 
informed consent form for participants. An informed consent must be signed by each 
participant. Without a signed consent form data collected cannot be used.  

6.1 Ethics approval by the Ethics Committee of the CSIC 

The procedure established by the Ethics Committee of the CSIC involves the following steps 
that were followed by INGENIO: 

1. In order to initiate the ethical evaluation of the research, the investigator in charge 
of the research submitted the following documentation: 

a. The Assessment Request Form, duly completed and signed, to the CSIC 
Ethics Committee. Research involving human subjects, samples, and/or 
human data (as the POIESIS project), requires filling in the data referring to 
the research and the researcher(s) researcher/s and answering all the 
questions formulated in section A of the application document.  

b. Information sheet for participants (Appendix B) 
c. Informed consent (Appendix C) 

2. The applicant may be contacted to request further information and/or additional 
documentation, or to make changes to the submitted documentation. 

The ethics approval application for Task 2.3 of POIESIS was submitted in December 2023. 
An ethics approval was received from the CSIC Ethics Committee with the approval number 
300/2023 (6 February 2023). This information should be included on the information sheet 
and informed consented form provided to interview participants by national partners.  
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Prior to data collection commencing in the project, the research team will enage in a 
process to develop conventions for file labelling and file storage. This will be documented 
and will ensure coherence and shared understanding among the research team with 
respect to formats and standards for soring data. File labelling protocols will include 
Month, year and type information, along with pseudonym information for interview 
transcripts. 

The translated transcription will be pseudonimised by the respective project partner and 
processed through qualitative analysis software (Nvivo). The translated transcription and 
analysis undertaken through Nvivo will be shared with the CSIC to elaborate on the final 
deliverable of the task. Data sharing will be done through the SharePoint used in the 
project POIESIS which is a secure web-based solution with Two-factor authentication (Ravn 
& Horbach, 2023:19). Transcriptions will be produced through Microsoft Office software 
(Ravn & Horbach, 2023:10). The translated transcription will be stored securely in 
SharePoint by the respective project partner and INGENIO, in order to analyze and describe 
the overall results of the Expert Interviews, which will result in Deliverable D2.3 of the 
project. After a period of five years after the last publication,  the translated transcriptions 
will be destroyed. 

Each partner will then produce a short report summarising the main findings. The whole 
corpus will then serve for comparative analysis across the involved countries, coordinated 
by CSIC in D2.3. The reports generated by each project partner will be sent by email to CSIC 
and uploaded to the SharePoint platform. It will be the responsibility of each project 
partner and the POIESIS consortium in general, to ensure that any direct quote included in 
the reports that is used in subsequent project outputs does not reveal the identity of the 
expert/interviewee concerned. 

A Joint Data Control Agreement will be signed by the project partners containing 
comprehensive information about data security, handling, and use (APPENDIX D. Joint Data 
Control Agreement).   
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8 Quality control 

A simple quality control process will be used to support POIESIS partners prepare their 
National Reports. The complete draft of each report will be shared with one other partner 
prior to the final deadline for submitting each report to the Task Lead (CSIC). Partners will 
be required to read the draft report and comment on its development and identify any 
areas for suggested changes or improvements. This process will also allow each partner to 
identify areas in which their own draft report might be improved. It will the responsibility 
of each partner to respond to the comments received as they consider best. 
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APPENDIX A. Poiesis Partners ethics 
compliance form 

 

Please return the signed form to:  

Dr Richard Woolley  
Coordinator, Task 2.3 of the POIESIS project 
INGENIO (CSIC-UPV) 
ricwoo@ingenio.upv.es  

 

POIESIS Expert Interviews 

Confirmation of compliance with the Study's Ethics Declaration 

 

 

I, the undersigned [                             ], hereby confirm to have received, read, and 
unterstood the ethics and data management requirements presented in the Protocol for 
Experts Interviews of the POIESIS project. When conducting the expert interviews' study in 
my role as project partner of the POIESIS project, I will diligently adhere to the principles 
outlined in the Protocol, particularly with regard to obtaining written informed consent of 
the interviewees, data protection, data management, and data handling. To this end, I 
confirm to have received the Protocol for the Expert Interviews, the POIESIS Data 
Management Plan (D5.2), the support material to obtain informed consent and information 
on Data Protection Compliance. In case unforeseen ethical issues arise during the study 
process, I will immediately inform the Study Lead and the Coordinator, and collaborate 
closely with them to resolve any such issue.  

 

Place and date      Signature  

       Project Partner 

 

An ethics approval for this research was received from the CSIC Ethics Committee with the 
approval number 300/2023 (6 February 2023). 

  

mailto:ricwoo@ingenio.upv.es
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APPENDIX B. Informed consent form 
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I ____________________________________________, researcher responsible for 
obtaining this informed consent, with ID _____________________[Replace by the relevant 
information in your country]: 

DECLARE that I have explained the characteristics and scope of the research to the 
participant, taking into account his/her capabilities, and I have informed him/her of the 
potential risks and direct benefits derived from the same. 

 

 

 

_______________________________________________________ 

Date and signature of the person responsible for obtaining informed consent. 

 

An ethics approval for this research was received from the CSIC Ethics Committee with the 
approval number 300/2023 (6 February 2024). 
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APPENDIX C. Participant information sheet. 
Expert Interviews (T2.3) 
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III. Nature of your participation 

Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary and you may choose to participate or not.  

Should you agree to participate, the interview will be audio-recorded for the exclusive use of the 
research team. The recordings will not be shared on any public platform. Participants may end their 
participation at any time during the interview. They may also request the deletion of their data by a 
simple request to the study coordinator in your country [Name and email of the responsible 
researcher]. However, pseudonymised data that has already been published cannot be deleted. 

The experts who will participate in the interviews have been selected on the basis of their 
professional expertise and experience. Sixteen experts will be interviewed in each country, for a 
total of 112 interviewees. 

IV. Procedures and information relating to the data obtained in the interview 

You will participate in a semi-structured interview of approximately 45 minutes to one hour 
duration. The interviews will take place in the period May to June 2024 in the seven POIESIS partner 
countries. 

The interview will be audio-recorded for transcription, translation into English, and analysis of the 
content, which will be used for research purposes only. The interview will be pseudonymised 
before transcription and translation. Pseudonymisation will be carried out by the project partner 
responsible for conducting the interviews in your country, [Name of the project partner]. Please 
take care not to mention any confidential or defamatory information during the interview. 

Data management procedures will be in accordance with the European Union (EU) general data 
protection regulation (GDPR) and with the joint data management agreement (JDCA) managed by 
INGENIO (CSIC-UPV) as lead partner of Task 2.3, and signed by the rest of the project partners. 
Following these protocols, appropriate technical and organisational measures are implemented in 
such a way as to ensure that data processing complies with the requirements of the GDPR and 
guarantees the protection of the data subject's rights. The data will be stored electronically for five 
years after publication of the research results. 

We intend to share the project findings with all interview participants as soon as possible. 

No significant risks associated with participation in the study are foreseen. Thus, no potentially 
critical ethical implications of the research results on human dignity and integrity, nor on the 
privacy of individuals, are foreseen. Participants are selected on the basis of their merit and 
professional positions and no high risks are foreseen in the selection of professional stakeholders 
for this particular study. 

V. Funding of the research 

The POIESIS project, Grant Agreement number 101057253, has been funded by the European 
Commission under the Horizon Europe programme (HORIZON-WIDERA-2021-ERA-01). 

VI. Team responsibilities and financial compensation for participants 

Your participation in this study is strictly confidential. Your personal data will always be processed 
by authorised personnel subject to the duty of secrecy and confidentiality. INGENIO (CSIC-UPV), as 
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task coordinator, ensures the use of appropriate technical, organisational and security measures to 
protect personal information. The entire research team is obliged to maintain the confidentiality of 
all personal data. Transcripts translated into English of the interviews will be processed by the lead 
partner of the task, in this case, INGENIO (CSIC-UPV).  

One of the project partners is located in the UK, where there is an adequacy decision by the 
European Commission, and as such, applies protection measures and guarantees your rights in the 
same way as the European Union. 

Your personal data will be kept for five years after the last publication related to the expert 
interviews, after which time it will be destroyed. The partners of the POIESIS consortium share 
responsibility for the processing of your personal data which are collected and processed 
exclusively for the purposes of the study, lawfully based on Article 6 (a) of the General Data 
Protection Regulation (GDPR). All partners signed a joint Data Controllers Agreement. 

The study is coordinated in [Name of your country] by the researcher [Name and email of the 
responsible researcher], who can be contacted to clarify doubts, share comments or exercise your 
rights in relation to the processing of your personal data. You can use the contact details above to 
request access, rectification, deletion or limitation of the processing of your personal data, data 
portability, or any other rights you may have. 

[Name of the project partner] does not disclose or share information related to your personal data 
with third parties, except when legally required to do so. 

Thus, in terms of data protection, we will comply with Regulation (EU) 2016/679 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 27 April 2016 on the protection of individuals with regard to the 
processing of personal data and the free movement of such data and repealing Directive 95/46/EC 
(General Data Protection Regulation), as well as with [Name of the national legislation in terms of 
data protection].  

Likewise, you are informed that the [Name of the project partner] has a Data Protection Officer, 
who is [Name, email, contact data of the Data Protection Delegate in the project partner 
organization]. 

Participants will be reimbursed for any travel expenses arising from their participation in the 
interview. 

VII. More information 

As a participant in this study, you have the right to clarify any doubts you may have at any time and 
to request more detailed information about the research. To do so, you can contact the study 
coordinator in [Name  of the country]: [Name and email of the responsible researcher]. 

For more information on the project, please visit the following website: www.poiesis.eu. 

If all your doubts have been clarified and you have the conviction to participate in this study, you 
can sign the Informed Consent form. 

An ethics approval for this research was received from the CSIC Ethics Committee with the 
approval number 300/2023 (6 February 2024). 



 

 

 33 

APPENDIX D. Joint Data Control Agreement 
 

Attached as a separate file. 

 

 

  



 

 

 34 

APPENDIX E. Interview instrument: 
Mediators 
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APPENDIX F. Interview instrument: 
Researchers 
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APPENDIX G. POIESIS data processing 
information sheet 

 

Attached as separate file 
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6.4. If personal data are processed by data processors and where applicable sub-
processors, each Party shall be informed, upon request, of the content of the 
agreements between the other Parties and the data processor / sub-processor. 
 

 
7. Records of processing activities 

 
7.1. Parties shall be responsible for complying with the requirement in Article 30 of 

the GDPR on records of processing activities. This implies that each Party shall 
establish a record of the processing activities for which the Parties are joint 
controllers.  
 

7.2. Parties shall inform upon request the other Parties of the content of the above 
record. 
 

8. Notification of personal data breaches to the supervisory authority 
 

8.1. Parties shall be responsible for compliance with Article 33 of the GDPR on the 
notification of personal data breaches to the supervisory authority. 

 
9. Communication of personal data breaches to the data subject 

 
9.1. All Parties shall be responsible for compliance with Article 34 of the GDPR 

regarding the communication of personal data breaches to the data subject. 
 

10. Data protection impact assessment and prior consultation 
 

10.1. Parties shall be responsible for compliance with the requirement in Article 35 of 
the GDPR on data protection impact assessment. Where a type of processing, 
in particular using new technologies and by virtue of its nature, scope, 
interrelation and purposes, is likely to result in a high risk to the natural person's 
rights and freedoms, each Party shall, prior to the processing, carry out an 
analysis of the implications of the envisaged processing activities for the 
protection of personal data. 

 
10.2. Each Party shall also comply with the requirement in Article 36 of the GDPR to 

consult the supervisory authority in advance, where appropriate. 
 

11.  Transfers of personal data to third countries or international organisations 
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 _____________________________ _____________________________ 

 Name: ________________________ Name: ________________________ 
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Interviews were recorded through Microsoft Teams and transcribed verbatim 

through the automatic speech recognition (ASR) system WHISPER, for which 

a data agreement is in place and approved for use by Aarhus University. 

All interviews were then individually and carefully checked by 

participant CLA or a student assistant for transcription accuracy to 

improve the reliability and validity of the data. Subsequently, interview 

transcripts were coded in the software and data facilitation programme 

NVivo (by TR) using the codebook provided by the study coordinator. 

Interviews were coded through a systematic and primarily deductive 

approach in alignment with the codebook design to support the comparative 

and across-case research design of the study. The coding strategy also 

encompassed an inductively oriented approach, where emerging sub-topics 

and themes were coded and added to the final coding tree/list. Project 

member SF manually coded all interviews to populate the descriptive 

tables in section 2.1 and 2.2. All interviews have been securely stored 

in a specific project system folder with granted access for AU project 

members only.   
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2.1 Mediators 

Table 1. Demographics and occupation 

Id. Gen. Career 
stage* 

Mediator type** Organization type 
(where applicable) 

Occupational Description Topic 
CV/CC 

DK_M01 F Senior  Institutional 

mediator 

University 

publisher 

Editor at university 

publisher 

 

DK_M02 M Senior  Institutional 

mediator 

University Research communicator, 

Journalist 

 

DK_M03 M Senior  Science writer National 

broadcaster 

Journalist Covid 

DK_M04 F Senior  Science journalist Newspaper Journalist, book author  

DK_M05 M Senior  Institutional 

mediator 

University Research communicator, 

book author  

 

DK_M06 M Senior  Science-related 

outlets 

Independent Consultant, communicator Covid 

DK_M07 M Senior  Science-related 

outlets 

Independent Consultant, journalist Climat

e 

DK_M08 F Senior  Science-related 

outlets 

Independent Communicator, journalist  

DK_M09 M Senior  Science-related 

outlets 

University museum Curator, Ph.D.  

DK_M10 M Senior  Other content 

creators 

Independent Consultant Climat

e 
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Table 2. Mediators' main communication tasks 

Id. Description of mediators' main communication tasks 

DK_M01 Editor of (popular) science publications. Coordination with authors and reviewers. 

Interaction with readers at conferences or online. 

DK_M02 Communication strategy, press releases, and public relations. Regular column in national 

newspaper. Curates public communication efforts. 

DK_M03 Editing and quality checking science related news. Producing articles. Producing and 

preparing analyses for other journalists. 

DK_M04 Producing articles for national newspaper.  

DK_M05 Mediating between researchers and media outlets. Research dissemination. Author of 

popular science books.  

DK_M06 Blog on the covid pandemic. 

DK_M07 Science communication consultant and journalist. Part-time writing of scientific 

articles for specialist journals. Involved in climate organisation.  

DK_M08 Podcast host. Writer for specialist journal. Teaches communication. Previously in-house 

communicator at university. 

DK_M09 Science museum curator. Producing educational content aimed at school children. 

DK_M10 Blog on climate and environmental policy. Public climate and environmental policy 

debates. 
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Table 3. Outputs produced by Mediators 

Id. 
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Other: (please describe in a 

few words only) 

DK_M01     p  p   

DK_M02          

DK_M03          

DK_M04          

DK_M05    p p     

DK_M06          

DK_M07       p   

DK_M08   P p      

DK_M09  See 

note 

      Note: Writes academic 

articles  

DK_M10          

Notes: p: previous activity 
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2.2 Researchers 

Table 8. Description of the Researcher interviews sample 

Id. Gen. Career 
stage* 

Position or title/Career stage** Organisation type Topic CV/CC# 

DK_R01 F Senior Senior researcher University Climate, SSH 

DK_R02 M Mid Assistant professor University Climate, SSH 

DK_R03 F Mid Postdoc University Climate 

DK_R04 F Senior Professor University Covid 

DK_R05 M Senior Associate professor University Covid, SSH 

DK_R06 F Senior Professor University Covid 

(+Climate), 

SSH 
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Table 9. Researcher notes 

Id. Note 

DK_R01 Environmental social science. Studies public policy and public involvement on environmental 

and climate issues. 

DK_R02 Environmental humanities. Studies how the climate crisis and its (lack of) solutions is 

portrayed in media. 

DK_R03 Climate researcher. Studies climate change in the arctic. 

DK_R04 Epidemiology researcher. Expert in pandemics. 

DK_R05 Sociologist, studies volunteering. Studied the processes of volunteering during covid 

lockdown. 

DK_R06 Business communication researcher. Studies crisis management and crisis communication, for 

instance in relation to Covid-19 and climate change. 
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Table 10. How Researchers work with the public 

Id. Brief description of how the researchers' work reaches the public 

DK_R01 Social media, done primarily at project level and mostly by colleagues. Public lectures at 

educational institutions (secondary and high school). Participations in public dialogue 

events (organized by unions and/or public authorities). Media interviews (written media and 

radio and not TV). 

DK_R02 Involved in public debates, mainly through established written media. 

DK_R03 Likes the idea of public dissemination but does not participate personally. 

DK_R04 Involved in public debates, dialogues and talks. Provided information to Covid-19 policy-

making. Newspaper articles, national radio and television, guesting podcasts. Previous 

efforts to engage sceptics. 

DK_R05 Mediated by journalists.  

DK_R06 Mediated by journalists. 
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3.4 Other themes 

 

Additional relevant and related topics have been covered in the 

sections above. For instance, different role perceptions of 

researchers and science mediators emerged as a minor but inherent 

topic in several interviews. 

 

3.5 Synthesis of recommendations 

 

Collectively, mediators provided a set of recommendations for 

improving public trust in science. The recommendations are displayed 

in the table below, categorised according to a main topic (i.e. 

research integrity, public engagement with science, organisation and 

resources, targeted communication and science education) and 

according to the specific topic and mediator source.  

Mediators pointed to the need to focus more attention on targeted 

communication in relation to meeting the audience 'where they are' 

and engaging with the public through their preferred platforms and 

channels. They also stated the need to allocate more resources to 

science communication initiatives at both an institutional level and 

within the general media sector. For instance, prioritising and 

valuing science communication activities within academia to a greater 

extent, increasing national science programs, and engaging in direct 

dialogue with the audience rather than merely writing for a specific 

target group were among the suggestions mentioned. 

Mediators also suggested implementing formalised stakeholder 

inclusion within universities and encouraging greater participation 

of researchers in public debates. Several recommendations inherently 

aim to bring researchers, science communicators, and the public 

closer. One suggestion, for instance, is to integrate the media more 

into the world of research. A mediator from a university publisher 

mentioned that researchers sometimes experience their work being 

taken out of context and turned into clickbait headlines. In turn, 

closer collaboration would result in researchers being more 

comfortable with giving their opinions according to the mediator and 

also ensure a better match between researcher and expertise, avoiding 

researchers commenting on issues outside of their area of expertise. 

 

Mediator recommendations to increase public trust in science 
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General topic Specific topic Recommendation  Med. 

Research 

integrity 

Processual 

transparency 

Publish content along 

with explanations of 

the publishing and 

communication 

processes 

M01 

Arm's length 

principle 

Increase focus on the 

principles of arm's 

length in research 

collaboration and 

clarify their 

implications for 

research 

communication. 

M02 

Quality 

criteria 

Implement rigorous 

quality checks for 

research practices 

M03 

Responsible 

media 

Report weaknesses 

transparently and only 

publish after thorough 

quality checks 

M03 

Public 

engagement with 

science 

Formalized 

procedures for 

public 

engagement 

Universities should 

formalize the 

inclusion of 

stakeholders in their 

processes 

M08 

Citizen science Enhance citizen 

science initiatives 

and expand public 

engagement activities 

overall 

M05, 

M08 

Public debates Encourage greater 

participation of 

researchers in public 

debates 

M09 

Foster 

reflection on 

sensitive 

issues 

Foster reflection on 

sensitive and key 

societal issues to 

bolster public trust 

in science 

M09 

Bridge gap 

between 

Promote greater 

integration of media 

M01 
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performing institutions, media, and the educational and political 

systems. These recommendations can be summarized as follows to 

improve public trust in science: 

 

Overall Researcher Recommendations  

The media and politicians should pay great attention to science 

representation and to how scientific information is verified, 

received and used politically, ensuring that knowledge 

dissemination meets high standards and avoids intentional 

misrepresentation. 

Attention should be focused on avoiding a negative framing of 

science and a political devaluing of higher education and the field 

of (science) communication. 

A greater focus should be given to exploring how citizens and other 

stakeholders could be involved in research, broadening the concept 

of involvement to support and strengthen research-based knowledge. 

Researchers should explore methods of communicating science in 

novel, pragmatic, and solution-oriented ways, while also increasing 

their presence in face-to-face dissemination. The academic system 

should place greater emphasis on the importance of science 

communication.  

 

5 Conclusion 
 

As part of the Danish expert interview study, 10 interviews with 

mediators and 6 interviews with researchers were conducted to explore 

how knowledge and science dissemination between research and citizens 

takes place and to gather recommendations on approaches to increase 

public trust in science. 

Interviews with mediators suggest that while a traditional mediation 

model still exists, it does not capture the reality, complexity, and 

multiple translation processes within the Danish science 

communication landscape. Overall, mediators do not position 

themselves firmly within a prescriptive chain of mediation; instead, 

they act as more autonomous actors trying to bridge the relationship 

between science and society. Mediators emphasize credibility in their 

work and high institutional legitimacy as important aspects in the 

process of transforming scientific inputs into products. Other 

aspects include thorough research, valid results, reliable source 

referencing, a critical approach, and maintaining independence to 

avoid potential conflicts of interest. The importance of researcher 

independence and impartial research is also mentioned, which aligns 
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with the findings from the deliberative workshop with citizens 

(please see section 1.2). 

Most mediators engage with citizens directly or indirectly through 

social media, blog posts, podcasts, articles, and email comments. 

Some mediators have also taken part in public dialogue events or 

citizen science projects as part of their present or former positions. 

On the topic of how they define research integrity and ethics and 

integrate principles into own practices, mediators generally do not 

use the specific terminology of research ethics and research 

integrity but still apply the concepts in alignment with field-

specific understandings and definitions of research integrity, in 

particular. Mediators include a large number of research integrity 

principles and practices related to the themes of research practices, 

research collaboration, and research publication and practices. In 

relation to their own work, mediators highlight overlapping 

principles in how research studies/sources for instance are 

critically assessed according to methodological transparency, 

validity and soundness of results and disclosure of potential 

conflicts of interests.  

Mediators generally exhibit high awareness and familiarity with 

public trust in science, considering it an essential aspect of their 

professional role. Similar to the previous studies (section 1.2) they 

do not identify a general crisis of trust but highlight areas of 

concern that may decrease public trust in science, such as having to 

navigate a complex media landscape partly characterised by 

disinformation and conflicting science representations. Mediators 

provide a long list of recommendations to enhance trust in science, 

summarised in the following five suggestions:    

 

Overall Mediator Recommendations  

Enhance transparency and quality in research communication through 

upholding impartial research, implementing rigorous quality checks 

and disseminating processual and methodological explanations. 

Formalize stakeholder inclusion at universities and encourage more 

citizen science and public engagement activities. 

Bridge the gap between researchers and mediators and build co-

partnerships. Place greater priority and value on science 

communication activities within academia, and support researchers 

in engaging with the public with a focus on effective communication. 

Engage in direct dialogue with the audience, reduce the gap between 

science mediators and the public, and use their preferred platforms 

and channels for communication. 

Place a higher priority on covering research in the media and put 

greater emphasis on explaining the value of science. 
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The interviews with researchers in climate and Covid-19 research 

found that public debates and controversies surrounding Covid-19 and 

climate change have impacted researchers' work in various ways.  

All researchers agree on the importance of research dissemination, 

and they engage with the public through diverse channels such as 

written media, social media, TV/radio, podcasts, public talks, and 

participation in dialogues. Generally, researchers emphasize the 

significant role that media and politicians play in science 

representation, consequently affecting public trust in science. 

Overall, misrepresentation of researchers' work in the media does not 

emerge as a major or consistent issue across interviews, but several 

researchers mention instances of their work being framed or 

contextualized in ways that misalign with their intentions. 

Researchers identify citizen concerns toward science as stemming from 

research outputs disseminated in contradictory ways or conflicting 

with personal beliefs or desires, potentially leading to uncertainty 

about the truth of the knowledge and research findings presented. In 

this regard, authoritative expert knowledge emerges as a main issue 

in how climate and Covid-19 research controversies impact public 

attitudes. Several researchers note that ambiguity in research 

knowledge and in the role and objectivity of experts can both reduce 

and increase the polarization of public perceptions. 

The six researchers are involved in citizen engagement with science 

in different ways and to varying extents, ranging from none to 

extensive engagement. Overall, researchers express a positive view 

towards citizen involvement in science, though two explicitly mention 

that its relevance depends on the research question. Despite the 

general positive stance, several researchers express doubt as to 

whether citizen involvement can increase trust in science. Political 

differences are mentioned as one obstacle along with challenges 

related to resource allocation and data quality.     

Researchers provide several recommendations related to increasing 

public trust in science through science representation and citizen 

involvement, summarized according to the following four suggestions: 

 

Overall Researcher Recommendations  

The media and politicians should pay great attention to science 

representation and to how scientific information is verified, 

received and used politically, ensuring that knowledge 

dissemination meets high standards and avoids intentional 

misrepresentation. 

Attention should be focused on avoiding a negative framing of 

science and a political devaluing of higher education and the field 

of (science) communication. 
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2! Introduction   
This section  describes  the various elements associated with the 
completion of POIESIS task 2.3 by the French team. This task  was carried 
out between May 2024 and August  2024, immediately following the writing 
of the  national and  synthesis report for task 3.1. (See deliverable 3.2 
-  Focus Groups Ð Findings. Exploring Institutional Roles in Fostering 
Public Trust in Science).  

2.1! General and specific r esearch questions  

Task 2.3. essentially consisted of conducting semi - structured 
sociological interviews with a target group of experts. Some of the 
research questions that guided these expert interviews were general:  

1) ! To what extent and how does the alignment of research practices 
with principles of research integrity (or, conversely, scientific 
misconduct, questionable research practices, poor or absent science 
communication, and/or misinformation) impact public trust in 
science? (POIESIS RQ2);  

2) ! To what extent and how does the integration  of citizens and societal 
stakeholders in research practices (or, conversely, lack of co -
creation and open science practices) impact public trust in 
science?  

Some others research questions were more specific:  

3) ! How does information about (ir)responsible research practices reach 
the wider publics, which actors play a role in this, and how does 
it affect the publicÕs trust in science, i.e. how are Ôchains of 
mediationÕ organised and how do they impact levels of pub lic trust?  

4) ! Which processes and activities connecting (ir)responsible research 
practices and levels of public trust in science are identified by 
experts?  

5) ! What kinds of manifestations of integrity and integration in the 
research cycle are likely to affect levels of public trust in 
science, and how?  

2.2! Insights from previous tasks  

In the French case, the previous tasks have highlighted the importance 
of the  collective  sense of a crisis of trust  between science and society. 
Although this belief  is not  objectively  supported by opinion surveys such 
as Les fran•ais et la science  2021 1, it is very influential  in the public 
debate.  

 
1 See the report of the 8th wave of this national survey, https://www.science -
and- you.com/sites/science - and-
you.com/files/users/documents/les_francais_et_la_science_2021_ -
_rapport_de_recherche_web_v29112021_v2.pdf  
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The public deliberative workshop (task 2.2) has  highlighted the 
complexity of the issue of generating trust. French participants 
particularly valued transparency in research processes and accepted that 
doubt is intrinsic to research. They mentioned the possibility that 
citizen participation could boost  trust  in science, but with the risk 
that this trust  would only concern the most aware part of the population. 
While transparency was generally seen as a trust builder, it could 
paradoxically also seed distrust. Some participants argued that too much 
trans parency might reveal instances of malpractice or fraud, negatively 
impacting public trust  in science. Participants also expressed distrust 
arising from sensationalized announcements and unfulfilled promises. They 
underscored the inherent conflict between the long - term nature of 
scientific research and the media's haste to disseminate informati on. 
the complexity of the issue of generating trust. Participants also voiced 
concerns over compromised integrity due to conflicts of interest, 
unwarranted political a ffiliations, over - promised expectations, and 
occasionally, the questionable roles of certain institutions. A breach 
in a researcher's ethics was cited as a hallmark of integrity deficit.  

The three focus groups held with institutional stakeholders (task 3.2) 
helped identifying possible courses of action in the French context. The 
following 6 actions were  described as collective priorities : 1) 
developing a massive public communication strategy to promote science 
and critical thinking on social networks, seeing them as an 
"informational war zone"; 2) organising small - scale events to create and 
cultivate the link between citizens and scientists; 3) radically change 
the culture of research organ isations when it comes to the handling of 
scientific misconduct: from secrecy to transparency; 4) changing the 
evaluation culture in science by giving priority to collective success 
over individual success, to quality over quantity ; 5)  training the entire 
scientific community in the values of  scientific integrity, including 
senior researchers ; 6) encouraging scientific institutions to address 
the t ensions  and conflicting imperatives they contribute to generate.  

2.3! Brief summary of  organising the interviews  

A total of 20 experts interviews were conducted, 4 more than what was 
expected  in the protocol. The first interview took place on 7 June 2024 
and the last on 10 July 2024. The addition of 4 extra interviews is 
mostly  due to the fact that some experts gave us the opportunity to 
contact people who were not initially planned.  

The month of May 2024 was used to identify and solicit experts. Experts 
were selected on the basis of the nature of their expertise, their 
visibility and any pre - existing relationships  with the investigators . 
Initial contact was generally made by email, describing the nature of 
the project and the interview setting. Out of a total of 20 interviews, 
18 were conducted online with  the  zoom app provided by the French national 
research organization (CNRS)  and 2 face - to - face  with a digital recorder .  

The composition of our expert population is as follows:  6 researchers, 8 
non - institutional mediators, 6 institutional mediators.  
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The 6 researchers contacted have  all  worked in recent years or spoken 
publicly on the topics of Covid19 or climate change  (3  researchers for 
each topic ) .  It should be noted that given the time constraints associated 
with this task, it was not possible to conduct an interview with a social 
scientist.  

The interviews generally lasted around 60 minutes and were conducted in 
pairs by the French POIESIS partners, with two  exception : a 30 minutes 
interview  due to an unforeseen change in availability  of the expert and 
a 2 hours interview with a researcher. Some experts, particularly 
communication officers, sometimes expressed surprise at being asked to 
be interviewed and sometimes doubted their ability to make a useful 
contribution to the research. The conditions under which the interviews  
were conducted were excellent and most interviewees asked to be kept 
informed of the progress of the project.  

We had no particular difficulty with the interview guide. The main 
difficulty has been  practical: transcribing and analysing the qualitative 
data in time.  

 

2.4! Data processing  

The recorded interviews were all stored on Sorbonne University's DropSU 
repository web site. This institutional website is currently the most 
suitable for guaranteeing data security. It should be noted that the CNRS 
has just opened a new SDrive website, which will benefit from the same 
security measures for data transfer and management.  

The French team  produced a verbatim transcript of the 20 interviews. All  
transcriptions were made in the original national language. Using 
computer - assisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS/NVivo), the 
data from the transcripts was  then  coded using a common coding scheme 
provided by the coordinator  of the task .  

The two coding schemes  Ñ one for the mediators, one for the researchers 
Ñ are reproduced below.  

 

Coding scheme  for Mediators  

Parent Codes  Child Codes  Description  

Research ethics and 
integrity  

REI_definition  [M1]  Mediators' description of what they understand by 
REI  

REI_work  [M2]  Mediators' description of how REI or REI - related 
issues are relevant to, or part of, their work  

REI_assess  [M3]  Mediators' description of how they assess or 
evaluate the credibility of scientific information 
they use in their work  

REI_case  [M4]  Mediators' experiences of REI issues related to 
the Covid - 19 or Climate Change cases  
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Public trust in 
science  

Pubtrust_contrib [M5]  Mediators' perspectives on the contribution that 
their work makes to the science - society 
relationship  

Pubtrust_pubatt [M6]  

Mediators' perspectives on the impact of news of 
scientific fraud and misconduct on public 
attitudes  

Pubtrust_own [M7]  

Mediators' experience of fraud or misconduct 
impacting on their own work, including their 
response  

Recomm_pubtrust [M8]  
Mediators' recommendations for improving public 
trust in science  

Recomm_young [M9]  

Mediators' recommendations for improving public 
trust in science among younger 'social media' 
generation  

 

Coding scheme  for researchers  

Parent code  Child code  Description  

Science 
communication  

Scicom_channels [R1]  Channels or Mediators through which Researchers' 
work is presented  

Scicom_presentation 
[R2]  

Researchers' perceptions about qualities of 
presentation of their work  

Scicom_response [R3]  Researchers' responses to, and/or sentiments 
regarding, poor or mis - representation of their work  

Scicom_impact [R4]  Researchers' perceptions about how public 
controversy impacts public attitudes  

Social integration  Socint_recognition  [R5]  Researchers' awareness of, and perspective on, 
citizen participation in research  

Socint_rationale [R6]  Rationales underlying Researchers' views on citizen 
integration, positive or negative  

Socint_ownact [R7]  Modes or activities that connect citizens to 
Researchers' own work  

Socint_ownvol [R8]  Frequency or scale of Researchers' interaction with 
citizens  

Socint_owncyc [R9]  Connection of Researchers' interactions with 
citizens to phases of the research cycle  

Socint_owncit [R10]  Types or groups of citizens involved in 
Researchers' own work  

Socint_ownbest [R11]  Researchers' opinions on the most effective or 
appropriate way(s) to integrate or interact with 
citizens  

Socint_barriers [R12]  Researchers' perceptions of barriers or obstacles 
to greater integration of citizens in research  

Public trust in 
science  

Pubtrust_concern [R13]  Researchers' experience or perceptions that 
citizens' do have concerns about science  

Pubtrust_conduct [R14]  Researchers report concerns expressed by citizens 
about the conduct of science  
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Pubtrust_outputs [R15]  Researchers report concerns expressed by citizens 
about the products or impacts of science (and 
technology)  

Pubtrust_other [R16]  Researchers report other concerns expressed by 
citizens  

Pubtrust_rationale 
[R17]  

Rationales or explanatory factors used by 
Researchers to explain challenges to maintaining 
trust, or rising distrust, in science among 
citizens  

Pubtrust_challenge[R18]  Researchers' perceptions about whether the conduct 
of science or the context for communicating science 
is the biggest challenge for maintaining or 
enhancing public trust (or something else)  

Synthesis of 
recommendations  

Recomm_socint  [R19]  Researchers' recommendations related to social 
integration in science  

Recomm_REI [R20]  Researchers' recommendations related to research 
ethics and integrity  

Recomm_other  [R21]  Researchers' other recommendations  

 

These coding schemes were  intended to draw our attention to a number of  
themes that are expected for the analysis developed in the following 
sections of this report, but these themes are not of equal importance or 
frequency.  Some themes may not have appeared, and conversely some themes 
that emerged during the interviews gave rise to the production of new 
codes.  

3! Participants in the Expert Interview study  
This section describes the main characteristics of the experts 
interviewed.   

3.1! Descriptive tables  
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3.2! Mediators  

Table 1.  Demographics and occupation  (grey background: institutional mediators ; white background: non institutional 
mediators)  

Id.  Gen.  Career 
stage *  

Mediator type**  Organization  type ( where  
applicable)  

Occupational Description  Topic 
CV/CC# 

FR_M01 F Mid  Communication officer  RPO Head of internal communication  CV 

FR_M02 M Early  Communication officer  RPO Communications director of a regional 
delegation  

CV 

FR_M03 F Early  Press officer  RPO Responsible for press communication  CV 

FR_M04 F Senior  Communication officer  Office for research 
integrity  

Integrity communication officer   

FR_M05 H Early  Author of science - related 
blog  

University  Co- founder of a platform  for science 
blogging  

 

FR_M06 H Mid  Journalist  Newspaper (print & online)  Journalist specialized in science and 
environmental issues  

CC 

FR_M07 H Early  Journalist  Newspaper (print & online)  Journalist specialized in science 
with a strong focus on covid  

CV 

FR_M08 F Mid  Communication officer  Research organization  Head of the Press Office  CV- CC 

FR_M09 F Mid  Communication officer  Research organization  Communication director of a national  
research  institute  in social 
sciences  

 

FR_M10 H Senior  Science populariser  RPO Former scientist now working as  
scientific mediat or  

 

FR_M11 F Early  Science populariser  Newspaper (print & online)  Designer and host of popular science 
videos  

CV, CC 

FR_M12 H Early  Science populariser  Online platform  Designer and host of popular science 
videos  

CC 

FR_M13 F Early  Journalist  Radio  Journalist specialized in science 
and technology  

CV, CC  

FR_M14 H Mid  Journalist  Newspaper (print & online)  Journalist specialized in science 
and environmental  issues  

CV, CC  

!  
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