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Foreword

Science is not only an issue for scientists: science is an 
issue for society. Science enables us to understand the 
world around us and helps us improve the world we live 
in. Whether we are talking about health, demographic 
change, the transition to a low-carbon society, or the  
development of sustainable fisheries or agriculture,  
science plays a central role.

Through Horizon 2020, the EU’s new framework  
programme for research and innovation, the European 
Commission is leading by example, by putting the  
engagement of society at the heart of the research; the 
concept of Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) 
will be embedded in all dimensions of research. We want 
to engage society from the beginning and throughout  
the research process.

RRI has been developed to foster the creation of a  
Research and Innovation policy driven by the needs of 
society and engaging all societal actors through inclusive, 
participatory approaches. It stresses the fact that we have 
a much greater chance of successfully tackling the grand 
societal challenges if all societal actors are fully engaged 
in the construction of innovative solutions, products and 
services.

Horizon 2020 is constructed around societal challenges; 
public engagement is one of the biggest challenges of 
this programme. 

The Special Initiative for Citizen Engagement in Science 
“Have your say…about science” has been a welcome  
pilot project, starting to assess how the media can  
facilitate a stronger dialogue between science and  
society.  

 

Media plays a pivotal role as intermediary with the  
public, and it could support an even stronger direct  
dialogue between researchers, policymakers and the  
public in general. 

We can and must strengthen this dialogue. We must 
find ways to engage the public at large in discussions 
about research and innovation and show how this will  
support the improvement of our society. We must listen to  
people and take note when framing research and  
innovation policy.

The high level of interest and participation of citizens in 
the initiative “Have your say… about science” shows the 
potential of this innovative approach to engaging with 
society.

The results of the initiative give an insight into the  
opinions and concerns of citizens on questions relating 
to Responsible Research and Innovation, and could 
be useful contributions to discussions on the future  
orientations of the Science With And For Society  
programme of Horizon 2020.

Máire Geoghegan-Quinn
European Commissioner for Research, 
Innovation and Science
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The Special Initiative on Citizen Engagement in Science saw the participation of over fifty thousand Europeans who 
contributed with their opinions and concerns, responding to six questionnaires relating to the relationship between 
science and society as outlined in the framework for Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI).

Questionnaires on science education, gender, ethics, open access, engagement and governance were launched to 
engage the public at large in debates on these questions and to understand the main needs and concerns of society.

The questions were developed in collaboration with the European institutions, journalists and the scientific world in 
order to include relevant themes, scientifically valid concerns and questions that could spark a real debate among the 
public at large.

So what does the public think about the relationship between science and society? Are they interested in scientific 
themes? Do they want to have bigger say in science policy?1

First of all, it was clear from week 1 that there is a major interest in science among the respondents. Not only did over 
90% of the respondents say that they love science and maths but the discussions that followed on the comments 
section, Twitter and Facebook were among the most active discussions on the online sections of the media partners 
that week.

As Lydia Aguirre, Deputy Director of El País said: “Considering all the relevant information we are offering on our site 
(politics & policy, economy, corruption scandals, the terrible Boston attack, etc.) that directly compete for the attention 
of our reader/users, I think we can pretty much agree that people are very interested in science issues”.

Over 70% of participants feel that science should be guided by the needs and concerns of society in line with the vision 
of Horizon 2020 of putting the grand challenges at the centre of the research agenda.

However, the respondents seemed less enthusiastic about the way they feel that politicians and scientists are actually 
listening to of the opinion and concerns of the public when setting research agendas. Over 70% felt that politicians did 
not listen to public opinion at all and over 20% thought they only listened a little. Trust in scientists is slightly higher but 
still, over 50% feel that scientists do not listen or listen only a little to public opinion about science.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1 It is important to note that this is NOT a scientific survey or poll where respondents are carefully monitored to represent the perspective of 
society as a whole. The respondents to the survey are the readers of the media partners engaged in the platform, some of the most authoritative 
European newspapers.
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Over 50% of respondents felt that citizens should be systematically consulted for their views about science and  
innovation.

The results show that the impression among the public at large is that science policy is decided by research funding 
agencies, parliament/government and industry. Less that 5% felt that citizens and CSOs had any influence in deciding 
science policy.

Graph 6.5: Do you think researchers listen to public opinion about science?

Graph 6.4: Do you think that policy makers listen to public opinion about science?
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Ideally, the respondents showed openness for several actors playing an important role in setting the science agenda with 
scientists having the biggest voice and citizens and citizen society organisations (CSOs) being among the actors whose 
role should increase most.

So how can we increase the involvement of citizens in shaping science policy? The Directorate-General for Research and 
Innovation of the European Commission has been working on these issues for some time. 

In 2001, the «Science and Society» Action Plan was launched to set out a common strategy to make a better connection 
between science and European citizens. In 2007, under the 7th Framework Programme for Research and Technological 

Graph 6.3: What do you think are the most significant ways in which science can engage with society?

Graph 7.5: Who, in your opinion, should be deciding research policy?
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Development (FP7), «Science and Society» became «Science in Society (SiS)» with the main objective to foster public 
engagement and a sustained two-way dialogue between science and civil society. In Horizon 2020, the focus of SiS has 
been to develop a concept responding to the aspirations and ambitions of European citizens: a framework for Responsible 
Research and Innovation (RRI).

The pilot project showed that the public at large would like to see a stronger engagement with the mainstream media. 
Over 50% of respondents think that the mainstream media have a crucial role to play in bridging the gap that exists 
between science and society.

It is clear that people feel that science and technology provide added opportunities for sharing ideas and learning. The 
special initiative shows that people are interested and want to be engaged in these debates and would like that their 
opinions help to influence the research agenda. 

The pilot project has received a lot of positive feedback (please see the Chapter “Evaluation of project”, p. 53) and has 
shown that novel ways of cooperation between policy makers, media and researchers can create active debates and 
conversations with citizens on important questions relating to the research agenda. 

In this report you will find the results of the individual questionnaires and the concerns of the public at large in reference 
to the individual themes: science education, gender, ethics, open access, engagement and governance.

Graph 6.6: Do you think science and technology provide added opportunities for sharing ideas and learning?
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INTRODUCTION

“Citizens have a right—and are expected—to be involved in the crucial decisions of what their 
futures will look like and how science and technology can contribute to its betterment.” 1

As outlined in the framework for Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI), the grand challenges facing society will 
have a better chance of being tackled if all relevant actors are fully engaged in the co-construction of innovative 
solutions, products and services. Thus RRI is being developed in order to foster the creation of a research and 
innovation policy driven by the needs of society and engaging all actors via inclusive participatory approaches.

The Special Initiative on Citizen Engagement in Science promoted by Atomium Culture aimed to assess how media can 
engage the public at large in a two-way dialogue about science-related issues in order to develop a more participatory 
way to develop science policy at European level.

The pilot project was developed with Der Standard, El Paìs, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Il Sole 24 Ore and  
The Irish Times and was launched in 5 European countries (Austria, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Spain) in April and May 
2013.

The results of the Initiative were submitted to the European Commission to contribute to the preparation of the topics 
for the first call of the Horizon 2020 proposals (notably the ‘Engagement’ part of the Science With And For Society 
programme).

AIM

The aim of the Special Initiative for Citizen Engagement in Science was threefold:

�� To set some key questions to the public at large about the European research priorities and measure the reactions and 
opinions of the public on these questions;

�� To create awareness with the public at large about Horizon 2020 and the European research agenda (notably the  
	 ‘Engagement’ part of the Science With and For Society programme);

�� To assess how media can support citizen engagement in questions regarding research and innovation.

ABOUT

1 Report of an Expert Group to the European Commission, “The Role of Community Research Policy in the Knowledge-based Economy”, p. 37.
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FORMAT

The initiative ran for six weeks (from week 16–21 of 2013) in both the paper and online editions of the newspapers.  
Each week assessed one key “question” relating to science in society.

Each question was introduced by:

�� An editorial piece on the paper and online edition to introduce the topic of the question;

�� A banner on the online edition with the “question” that links to an external window where a poll with a  
multiple-choice answer panel is present;

�� A comment session for the persons who want to engage further in the debate.

EL PAÍS, miércoles 17 de abril de 2013 vida & artes 39

sociedad

Traje folclórico rosa, chihuahua
y pasaporte. La Barbiemexicana
que acaba de sacarMattel repro-
duce todos los estereotipos en
un país fuertemente machista.

Un estudio de las proteínas de la
cubierta del virus H7N9, causan-
te del último brote de gripe
aviar en China, ha detectado
que ofrecen pocos lugares de
ataque para una posible vacuna,
según la empresa estadouniden-
se Epivax.

BLOG MUJERES

Barbie, esterotipo
en rosa

Los recortes se han cebado con
el apartado de la cooperación in-
ternacional española, escribe el
politólogo experto en relaciones
internacionales Ernest Aibar i
Molano. Mientras el recorte ge-
neral en 2012 de los ministerios
fue del 17%, en este apartado ex-
cedió el 50%. Pero el ahorro pue-
de salir muy caro a medio y lar-
go plazo.

El español y el italiano no serán
válidos para patentar innovacio-
nes en laUE. El Tribunal de Justi-
cia de la Unión Europea ha deses-
timado los recursos presentados
por España e Italia, que habían
rechazado la propuesta de paten-
te única de la UE al entender que

el Consejo había eludido la exi-
gencia de unanimidad, ya que el
plan prevé que las patentes se
registren solo en alemán, fran-
cés e inglés, lo que obligará al
resto a traducir los expedientes.

INMUNOLOGÍA

El virus H7N9
ofrece pocos flancos
para una vacuna

TRIBUNA

En cooperación,
no siempre
menos es más

PROPIEDAD INTELECTUAL

La UE defiende las
patentes en inglés,
francés y alemán

A los europeos les inte-
resan los descubri-
mientos científicos y
los avances tecnológi-

cos—así lo dice el 80%de la pobla-
ción según el últimoEurobaróme-
tro sobre este tema, del año
2010—, pero esa atracción no se
traduce después en nuevas voca-
ciones: los licenciados enmatemá-
ticas, ciencias y tecnología supo-
nen apenas el 21% del total de gra-
duados en laUE. Una cifra que ha
decrecido, además, un 3% en nue-
ve años. Para tratar de acercar es-
tas materias a la ciudadanía y es-
cuchar su opinión sobre la agen-
da científica europea, la organiza-
ción Atomium Culture lanza hoy
un sondeo a través de cinco gran-
des periódicos, entre ellos EL
PAÍS. La iniciativa, auspiciada por
la Comisión Europea, preguntará
a los ciudadanos sobre asuntos co-
mo su interés por las disciplinas
científicas, la calidad de la forma-
ción educativa europea en esta
materia o asuntos relacionados
con la ética, el acceso a la informa-
ción científica o la presencia de la
mujer en este terreno. Las vota-
ciones y comentarios de los ciuda-
danos serán tenidos en considera-
ción para elaborar la nueva agen-
da científica europea Horizonte
2020. Se trata, según sus promoto-
res, de que la estrategia europea
en materia de ciencia no sea fija-
da por los políticos tras escuchar
a los colectivos profesionales (aca-
démicos, industria, etcétera), sino
que también el ciudadano de a
pie pueda hacer oír su voz.

Según la comisaria europea de
Investigación, Innovación y Cien-
cia, Máire Geoghegan-Quinn, “es
fundamental garantizar que la in-
vestigación y la innovación se im-
pulsan no solo por una mejor
ciencia y por el mercado poten-
cial, sino también para atender
las necesidades e inquietudes so-
ciales”. El sondeo se realizará a
través de las páginas web de cin-
co diarios europeos —Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung, Sole24Ore,
Der Standard, The Irish Times y
EL PAÍS—, que lanzarán a partir
de hoy una pregunta semanal du-
rante cinco semanas. “Se trata de
garantizar que las preocupacio-
nes de la opinión pública en gene-
ral se tienen en cuenta para elabo-

rar el nuevo programa europeo
de investigación”, explica Erika
Widegreen, directora ejecutiva
de AtomiumCulture, una entidad
sin ánimo de lucro que sirve de
nexoentre las universidades euro-
peas, las empresas y los medios
de comunicación para promover
el conocimiento y la innovación.

En el origen de esta iniciativa
está la inquietud de la Comisión
Europea al constatar que la inves-
tigación sigue siendo considerada
por muchos ciudadanos como al-
go lejano y ajeno. “La investiga-
ción y la innovación son pilares
fundamentales de la estrategia eu-
ropea para el crecimiento econó-
mico. Sin embargo, este impulso
solo podrá tener éxito si la investi-
gación y la innovación se desarro-
llan de manera responsable y tie-
nen el apoyo de todas las partes
interesadas, en especial de los ciu-
dadanos”, explica la comisaria
por correo electrónico.

La comisaria de Investigación,
Innovación y Ciencia explica que

su departamento ha lanzado ya
varios proyectos para involucrar
a la sociedad civil en la definición
de las agendas de investigación.
“Y lo hará aún más”, dice. El pro-
grama que se inicia hoy, denomi-
nado Iniciativa Especial para el
Compromiso Ciudadano, forma
parte del proyecto Ciencia en So-
ciedad, que busca crear un canal
de diálogo entre la ciencia y la so-
ciedad y despertar el interés por
las disciplinas científicas.

Los datos indican que la in-
quietud de la Comisión Europea
tiene fundamento. Tanto los resul-
tados educativos como las voca-
ciones profesionales reflejan que
buena parte de la ciudadanía eu-
ropea sigue viendo las disciplinas
científicas con recelo. El 57% de
los europeos cree que los científi-
cos deben esforzarse más por di-
vulgar su trabajo y el 66%conside-
ra que los Gobiernos deberían ha-
cer más por promover el interés
de los jóvenes por los temas de
ciencia, según refleja el Eurobaró-

metro. Y no sin razón, las compa-
ñías llevan años alertando de que
en el futuro habrá una demanda
insatisfecha de profesionales con
perfiles científicos y tecnológicos.

“Es importante involucrar a la
sociedad en la ciencia desde el
principio”, incide Octavi Quinta-
na Trias, director del área euro-
pea de Investigación de la Comi-
sión. “La ciencia no es un proble-
made los científicos, es un proble-
ma de la sociedad”, sigue Quinta-
na Trías, que habla de “compro-
meter” a los ciudadanos enel dise-
ñode las estrategias que la investi-
gación abordará.

Los resultados del sondeo y las
conclusiones que se extraigan de
los comentarios de los participan-
tes, explica la directora ejecutiva
de Atomium, se presentarán a la
Comisión y contribuirán a la pre-
paraciónde los temasde la prime-
ra convocatoria de propuestas de
Horizonte 2020. “Al involucrar a
los europeos directamente en es-
tos debates podemos acercar la
ciencia a la sociedad, así como

acercarles a lo que ocurre en Bru-
selas”, dice Widegreen.

La comisaria Geoghegan-
Quinn espera que la iniciativa
quenace hoy logre involucrar a la
ciudadanía. “La participación de
la sociedad civil y el público en
general en la formulación de polí-
ticas es más importante que nun-
ca para abordar desafíos globales
como el cambio climático o el cui-
dado de la salud. Y losmedios jue-
gan un papel importante para in-
formar e interactuar con el públi-
co más amplio posible”, apunta.
La iniciativa servirá además, co-
mo punto de partida para anali-
zar si este tipo de sondeos direc-
tos a los ciudadanos pueden apli-
carse a otras materias. De mo-
mento, Bruselas prevé que sus
consejos de asesores externos
también incluyan a expertos de
organizaciones de la sociedad ci-
vil. Un paso más para demostrar
que el Año Europeo del Ciudada-
no que se celebra en 2013 es algo
más que un eslogan.

¿Te gustan las matemáticas?
La Comisión Europea y Atomium Culture sondean el interés de los europeos por
los temas de ciencia � Los resultados ayudarán a trazar la agenda de investigación

� La encuesta EL PAÍS, en
colaboración con Atomium
Culture y con otros grandes
diarios europeos, lanzará
una pregunta semanal sobre
temas relacionados con
la ciencia durante cinco
semanas a través de su
página web.

� Las opiniones. Los
usuarios podrán además
aportar opiniones e ideas
a través de la sección de
comentarios que acompaña
al sondeos.

� Las conclusiones. El
resultado de las encuestas
y las opiniones recabadas
se tomarán en cuenta al
elaborar la nueva agenda
científica europea Horizonte
2020.

Voces europeas

Los resultados
se usarán en
la convocatoria
Horizontes 2020

Cinco grandes
periódicos europeos
participan
en la iniciativa

Futuro

M. R. S., Madrid

El 80% de los europeos afirma que le interesan los temas científicos. / getty

Hoy en sociedad.elpais.com/

18 EL PAÍS, miércoles 17 de abril de 2013
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The Pilot Project of the Special Initiative for Citizen Engagement in Science ran in five European countries with the 
cooperation of five leading European newspapers.

MEDIA PARTNERS

Austria

Language German

Der Standard DerStandard.at

Circulation 85 000 Page impressions 80 150 000

Reach 350 000 Users (month) 1 400 000

Germany
Language German

Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung FAZ.net

Circulation 382 000 Page impressions (month) 116 000 000

Reach 1 188 000 Unique users (month) 3 500 000

Ireland
Language English

The Irish Times irishtimes.com

Circulation 90 633 Page impressions (month) 35 000 000

Reach 321 000 Unique users (month) 3 500 000

 Italy
Language Italian

Il Sole 24 Ore DerStandard.at

Circulation 287 000 Page impressions (month) 130 000 000

Reach 907 000 Unique users (month) 9 670 000

Spain
Language Spanish

El País elpais.com

Circulation 297 995 Page impressions (month) 271 000 000

Reach 1 851 000 Unique users (month) 15 400 000
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AUSTRIA – DER STANDARD

Der Standard is an Austrian national daily newspaper that is published in Vienna. 

Der Standard is one of Austria’s best-selling quality newspapers and is readily quoted by foreign media when an  
opinion from the Austrian press is required.

Der Standard is published in accordance with the honour code of the Austrian press (which sets rules on  
matters such as a transparent division between news and comment and the right to privacy). The paper’s  
general editorial stance could be described as socially liberal and most of its regular columnists also tend to this  
position, although guest writers come from a wide variety of political positions. 

GERMANY – FRANKFURTER ALLGEMEINE ZEITUNG

Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (FAZ) is a German daily published in Frankfurt. Founded in 1949, this major  
conservative-liberal daily is a reference tool in business circles and among intellectuals, who appreciate its literary  
supplement, Feuilleton. 

The FAZ is the German daily with the widest circulation abroad and one of the world’s largest networks of  
correspondents, which makes it by and large independent from the press agencies. 

The FAZ promotes an image of making its readers think. The truth is stated to be sacred to the FAZ, so care is  
taken to clearly label news reports and comments as such. Its political orientation is classical liberal with an occasional  
support for conservative views by providing a forum to commentators with different opinions. In particular,  
the Feuilleton and some sections of the Sunday edition cannot be said to be specifically conservative or liberal at all.

IRELAND – THE IRISH TIMES

The Irish Times is an Irish daily published in Dublin. The Irish Times is considered to be Ireland’s newspaper of record.

Though formed as a Protestant nationalist paper, within two decades and under new owners it had become the voice 
of Irish unionism. It is no longer considered a unionist paper; it is generally perceived as being politically liberal and  
progressive, as well as being centre-right on economic issues.

ITALY – IL SOLE 24 ORE

Il Sole 24 Ore is an Italian daily published in Milan. Italy’s reference business daily was founded in 1965 after the merging 
of Il Sole (founded in 1865) and 24 Ore (1946). 

It is the third national daily, with circulation boosted by an increase in publication of non-economy related articles. Its 
Sunday culture supplement Domenica pulls in an intellectual readership that normally shows little interest for economics.

Il Sole 24 Ore’s website is more like a portal: in addition to a selection of articles published in the print edition, it features 
a wide range of services related to the stock exchange and the economy, most of which are subscriber-only.

SPAIN – EL PAÍS

El País is the world’s leading daily newspaper in Spanish and a byword for quality in the field of journalism in the 
Hispano-American world. It was first published on May 4, 1976, and its founders envisaged it as an independent quality, 
European-oriented newspaper, and an advocate of multiparty democracy.

Today, the newspaper remains true to its founding principles, while it continues to adapt to the changing times.  
El País can be read today in its print version, on the Internet, in any electronic format and through social networks.
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The Pilot Project on Citizen Engagement in Science was supported by two Committees that helped to develop 
the content together with the editorial team of Atomium Culture and the Science in Society Unit of the European 
Commission. 

The aim of the committees was to represent the different perspectives of the actors engaged. 

The committees created for the project were:

�� The Editorial Committee

�� The Quality Reference Group

COMMITTEES
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THE EDITORIAL COMMITTEE

Ms Lydia Aguirre  
Deputy Director of El País

Lydia is a Spanish journalist with over 20 years of experience as reporter and editor. For the last 
eight years she has been leading teams and managing newsrooms both in print and digital 
platforms.

Mr Dick Ahlstrom  
Science Editor of The Irish Times

In 1997 Dick became Science Editor of The Irish Times. His weekly “Science Today” feature  
displays his unique gift for presenting complex scientific research and technological  
developments in a form that can be clearly understood by a wide newspaper audience.

Mr Luca De Biase 
Science Editor of Il Sole 24Ore

Mr Luca De Biase is innovation editor at Il Sole 24 Ore and Nòva24. He is new media and 
journalism visiting professor at Iulm in Milan; visiting professor at Sciences Po, Paris; Chairman 
of Ahref Foundation; Scientific Director at Digital Accademia.

Mr Joachim Mueller-Jung 
Chief Science Editor of Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung

Since 2003 Joachim is Head of the Science Department at the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung 
(FAZ), Frankfurt. Since 1995 he has been the science editor at the FAZ.

Mr Klaus Taschwer 
Science Editor of Der Standard

Klaus Taschwer is currently the science editor of the Austrian newspaper Der Standard. He 
is also the founding editor of the science magazine heureka! Taschwer studied sociology  
(of science), political science and philosophy in Vienna.
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The Quality Reference Group brings together twelve experts in the different topics treated in the surveys of the Special Initiative.  
The members of the Quality Reference Group have supported the preparation of the questions by evaluating the initial suggestions and 
coming with input and comments how to improve the content in light of the current debates.

Science Education

Mr. Norbert Steinhaus, Science Shops 
 

 
Mr. Hans van der Loo, Advisor to President of WBCSD

 
 
 
 

Gender

Prof. Martina Schraudner, Fraunhofer-Gesellschaft and the Technical University Berlin 

Prof. Els Rommes, Radboud University Nijmegen 

THE QUALITY REFERENCE GROUP

Norbert Steinhaus joined the Bonn Science Shop in 1988 and became a Science Shop board member in 1990. For more than 12 years he has  
cooperated in international projects on training and mentoring Science Shops (TRAMS), citizen participation in science and  
technology (CIPAST) or Public Engagement in Research and Researchers Engaging with Society (PERARES) and coordinated an  
educational European project for primary schools and kindergartens, and SOUFFLEARNING, a project for the transfer of innovation 
in training staff of SMEs. Since the end of 2007 he is the coordinator and international contact point of LIVING KNOWLEDGE, the 
international Science Shop network. Future activities will focus on European co-operation on Responsible Research and Innovation.

Advisor to the President of the World Business Council for Sustainable Development. Expert on systemic risks and global resilience; 
advocate of strengthening EU Talent Pipeline Development. Over 30 years international experience; former Vice President EU Liaison 
for Royal Dutch Shell. Coalition builder & storyteller on future, energy and sustainability matters. Lecturer at World Economic Forum, 
IMD and Nyenrode University.

Prof. Schraudner is head of the department of Gender and Diversity in Organisations at the Institute for Machine Tools and  
Factory Management of the Technische Universität Berlin. Her research currently focuses on the integration of different  
perspectives in the innovation process already in very early stages of research planning. Another field of her work is innovative  
research initiatives. Martina Schraudner has served on several innovation committees of the German government. She is also a 
member of a European Expert Group. Dr. Schraudner, a biologist, became Professor at the Technische Universität Berlin in 2008.  
Up to now, she works at the Fraunhofer Headquarter in the field of strategic research planning.

Dr. Els Rommes is assistant Professor at the Institute for Gender Studies, Radboud University Nijmegen and guest professor at 
the Rhein-Waal University of Applied Sciences. Her research and publication areas include gendered design and use of ICTs,  
representations of Science, Engineering and Technology in the media and teenagers’ professional choices. She is (co)author of 
the books ‘Gender Scripts and the Internet; The Design and Use of Amsterdam’s Digital City’ (2002); ‘Gender Perspectives on  
Information Society Technology’ (2007); and ‘Technologies of Inclusion; Bridging the Gender Gap in the Information Society’ (2011). 
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Ethics

Dr. David Smith, Royal College of Surgeons in Ireland 

      
Prof. Johannes Rath, University of Vienna

Open Access

Niamh Brennan, Trinity College Dublin 

 

Natalia Manola, University of Athens, OpenAIRE 

Engagement

Prof. Jean-Pierre Alix, CNRS 

 
Alexander Gerber, German Research Centre for Science & Innovation Communication 

Governance

Christopher Coenen, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology

 

David Smith is Associate Professor of Health Care Ethics in Royal College of Surgeons in Ireland and Director of the MSc in Health 
Care Ethics and Law in RCSI and RCSI Bahrain. He lectures on Health Care Ethics in Trinity College Dublin, University College Dublin, 
the Royal College of Physicians of Ireland and Hibernia College. He is an Ethics Consultant to a number of Healthcare Systems in 
Ireland. He was a member of the Irish Council for Bioethics. He is a member of the National Advisory Committee on Bioethics Ethics 
and the National Council of the Forum on End of Life in Ireland. He is also a member of a number of Research Ethics Committees 
in Ireland.
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PARTICIPATION 

The special initiative saw over fifty thousand Europeans give their opinions and contribute with their views throughout 
the six weeks the initiative was running.

It is important to note that for all five media partners, the initiative was launched in both the paper and online editions 
with editorials running all six weeks (to access the editorials, please see Annex 1).

The first week saw the largest number of participants, with over fifteen thousand respondents. The very high number of  
respondents this first week was not only dependent on the question but the clear, additional “news-factor” that the media 
partners gave the launch of the initiative. 

This can also be noted in the spin-off discussions that were created on the official platform of the initiative, the  
newspaper comments sections, Facebook and Twitter. During the week of the launch of the initiative, in Spain alone 
over five hundred comments were given, with nearly one thousand Facebook posts and six hundred tweets from  
Twitter users to forward the article, which created an active debate on the issue. More details on the content of the 
debates are outlined in the chapters dedicated to each section.

When looking at participation, it is important to note that there were several public holidays during the six weeks 
when the project ran, from week 16 (starting the 15th of April) to week 21 (ending on the 26th of May):  

�� 25 April Liberation Day (Italy)

�� 1 May Labour Day (Austria, Germany, Italy, Spain)

�� 6 May Early May bank Holiday (Ireland)

�� 9 May Europe Day Ascension (Austria, Germany)

�� 15 May Madrid holiday (Spain)

�� 20 May Whit Monday (Austria, Germany, Italy, Spain)

Graph 1.1: Total number of participants 

OUTCOMES



17

Although the holidays did not bring any abrupt changes in participation, one should expect that they resulted in a 
slight decrease in participation. 

One important note is that because of these holidays, the publication of the questions regarding Gender and  
Governance was delayed for two weeks at Il Sole 24 Ore (Italy). This also resulted in lower participation.

Graph 1.2: Number of participants per questionnaire

Graph 1.3: Participation per week in each country

A) Austria B) Germany C) Ireland

D) Italy E) Spain



18

Graph 1.4.1 clearly shows the strong participation in Spain throughout the six weeks compared to the other countries.  
El País is the newspaper with the highest circulation (with a reach of 1 851 000) among the five media partners  
engaged in the pilot project, although the circulation of Il Sole 24 Ore and Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung is not much 
lower. So how can we explain this difference? The other four newspapers have a very similar pattern of participation 
when taking account of circulation (as can be seen in the two graphs below).

This difference cannot be explained by the different positioning given to the articles and editorials on the newspapers, 
as can be seen in the image below showing the paper and online editions of the newspaper in week 1.

Graph 1.4.1: Participation per topic per country (in percentage)

Graph 1.4.2: Participation per topic per country, taking account of circulation
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Editorial on the paper edition of El País, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung and Il Sole 24 Ore.

Image: Editorial on the online editions of El País, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung and Il Sole 24 Ore.
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According to results of the Eurobarometer, young people have a clear interest in science and maths. Yet they are less keen 
on studying these subjects. Why is this?  

Did you enjoy maths and science in school? What could have made these topics more interesting? Are recent developments 
making these subjects more current?

We want to hear your opinions and ideas.

A) Do you agree that maths and science education is fundamental for preparing our children for tomorrow’s 
world ?

��

��

��

B) On a scale from 1–10 (10 is the highest score) how would you evaluate science education in schools today?

C) What is your main concern when it comes to science education?

��

��

��

��

��

��

D) How much do you think our education system should change to take account of new internet and online tools of 
learning (from a scale from 1–10, where 1 is “not at all” and 10 is “completely”)?
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WEEK 1 – SCIENCE EDUCATION

OUTCOMES

The questionnaire on science education launched the Special Initiative for Citizen Engagement in Science.  
The questionnaire tried to understand what it was that made people love science or not. How does science education 
affect interest in science and what do citizens think are the biggest concerns within science education?

Over 90% of respondents believe that science education is fundamental in preparing our children for the future. 
However, the majority feel that there is ample room for improving science education in schools today, with results  
showing only an average score of 5.2.

The reasons for these results seem to be quite varied. This is valid both for the overall results as well as those divided by 
country. Further, as can be seen in Graph 2.2 below, we also report what respondents who said they were not interested 
in science felt about science education (see column “No”). There seems to be several reasons why science education is 
not considered good enough.

After analysing the nearly five hundred comments and discussions during the week, there seems to be significant idea 
that science education today is outdated for several reasons:

a)	 The system gives the wrong incentives: given the importance of national exams with clear tangible focus on 
the number of facts that students learn, teachers are not encouraged to teach pupils through curiosity. Rather, 
mathematics and science become the learning of facts, formulas and precise terminology to do well in exams.  

b)	 Teachers have a big impact in raising interest in their pupils. Those who are passionate about the subject and 
manage to transmit this passion encourage more students to like mathematics and science.

c)	 Maths and science should be about learning how to think. Experiments stand at the basis of science and 
should be used more in teaching. If you can teach formulas and facts by showing why they are important and 
how they can be used in real life, pupils will be more engaged and remember the concepts even 5–10 years later.

d)	 Our current education system does not allow for interdisciplinary learning. Curiosity-driven teaching that 
brings in the different elements and subjects of different issues would show children how all the different subjects 
come together and are needed in life. Today mathematics and science are so theoretical and people usually only 
realise later in life how these concepts are actually useful in real life.

From the discussion forum of SpICES

I agree with the opinion relating to the importance of learning how to think and rationalize. Today’s school 
curriculum is only based on information, underestimating the power of teaching how to THINK and RATIO-
NALIZE. I am personally ashamed that my father learned how to think for himself much more (we are talking 

about the school system over 40 years ago) than I did in the XX century system.
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There was a general consensus among the respondents 
that science education as it stands today has to be re-
visited. When asked how much they think the education 
system should change to take account of new internet and 
online tools of learning, the average response was 7 out of 
10, which shows that there are also ample opportunities 
to reform science education through new media tools.

So what would a more interactive, interdisciplinary and curiosity-driven science education look like? Can ICT tools be a 
catalyst in this change? Should the grand challenges be seen as key themes to tie in different subjects into interdisciplinary 
teaching?

RESULTS

Graph 2.1: Do you agree that maths and science education are fundamental for preparing our children for tomorrow’s world?

From the discussion forum of SpICES

Potential applications of science and maths can be 
used as “carrots”. My professor of analytic geome-
try showed how the maths was used to make video  
games: this got the attention of over half of the class. 
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Graph 2.2: On a scale from 1–10 (10 is the highest score) how would you evaluate science education in schools today?

Graph 2.3: What is your main concern when it comes to science education?

Graph 2.4: How much do you think our education system should change to take into account new internet and online tools of  

learning (on a scale from 1–10, where 1 is “not at all” and 10 is “completely”)?
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Women continue to be under-represented in research at a time when Europe needs more researchers to foster innovation 
and bolster its economy. In Europe, women represent only 33% of researchers, 20% of full professors and 15.5% of 
heads of institutions in the Higher Education sector. The under-representation of women becomes even more striking in 
fields such as science and engineering.

A) How much do you feel that your gender has influenced your professional life?
��
��
��
��
��
��

B) Why do you think fewer women choose careers in science?
��
��
��
��
��

C) How do you think science as a career could be made more attractive for women?
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

D) Why do you think it is important for more women to engage in science careers?
��
��
��
��
��

E) What is your age?
��
��
��
��



25

WEEK 2 – GENDER

OUTCOMES 1

The questionnaire on gender was expected to raise a significant debate.  The questions were also revisited several times with 
the members of the quality reference group to ensure the scientific validity. The aim of the question was to see how people 
felt their gender had affected their career choices and what were the most determining factors in these decisions.

The results have been analyzed by country gender and age group to see if there are any significant divergences in opinion.

There were quite diverging opinions when looking at how much gender influenced professional life, with around 45% of 
respondents feeling that gender had not influenced or had only influenced a little and one third of the respondents feeling 
that gender had had a significant impact.

We can see that the respondents in Austria and Germany felt that gender had had a smaller effect on their professional 
lives than in Ireland, Italy and Spain. Nearly 40% of male respondents (25% of the total) did not feel that their gender had 
had any effect compared to only 19% of women. On the other hand, 40% of women felt that gender had had a big effect,  
compared to 12% of men.

There are also clear differences in perspective when looking at age groups: the “under 25” and “over 65” clearly felt less 
affected by their gender than the respondents between the ages of 25 and 65. It is particularly telling that nearly 50% of 
women aged between 36–65 felt that their gender had influenced their professional lives “completely” or “very much”.

The reason for this might be explained by looking at the subsequent questions. One third of the women between the ages 
of 25–65 felt that the work environment is hostile to women; “improving working conditions in science” and “improving 
employment standards in science careers” were the most popular answers 
among women in these age groups when asked how science careers 
could be made more attractive.

It is also clear from the numerous comments in the discussion groups 
that the practical issues relating to work-life balance seems to be 
crucial for women when deciding about career.

Unfortunately, over one-third of the respondents did not feel that any 
of the options given for why fewer women chose careers in science 
reflected their opinions; a trend that is visible in all countries and that 
was particularly felt by the male respondents (over 40% of males 
responded “other”.

Looking at the debates, it is clear that the gender debate is a sensitive issue and many men feel that they are now being  
discriminated against. Although the debate about gender intends to be neutral, it still sparks strong reactions.  

1  It is important to note that there were some technical delays in the publication on the Italian media partner Il Sole 24 Ore this week 
that resulted in a much smaller participation. Thus the results relating to Italy have to be taken with some caution. 
There has been a note that the translation into Spanish, although correct from a language perspective, resulted in a possible misinterpretation 
of some of the questions: “In the Spanish version of the survey the first question is posed as if the survey respondent were only feminine: 
“¿En qué medida crees que el hecho de ser mujer ha influido en tu vida profesional?” 
In the English version of the survey the first question is formulated without assuming anything about the sex of the respondents. This 
might introduce a bias into your statistics coming from the Spanish population.”

From the discussion forum of SpICES

I am a 33-year-old married woman with two 
children. I have a doctorate in Biology but had 
to change my career for family reasons. It was 
impossible to conciliate my professional and  
family life. Mobility and labor instability in 
science makes women leave their careers  

looking for stability for their families.
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A better approach, felt by both men and women in the discussion groups, might be to assess the possibility of career-life 
balance. This is true for both men and women and as more couples decide to share responsibility for the family today, this 
is no longer a “gender” issue but a broader issue: in today’s competitive societies does one have to choose between family 
and career?

The current feeling described by many women in the discussion 
groups was that they had at one point had to make a choice: 
family or career. How can we change the family-work balance 
in order to allow individuals to have both? What would the 
consequences be for society if we do not address this problem?

The results also show that there is a concern that the cultural bias of society plays an important role in determining  
career. Twenty-five percent of under-25-year-olds and 25% of the male respondents felt that women were raised not to be  
interested in science. 

In fact, when looking at how respondents felt that science careers could be made more attractive, it is clear to see that the 
most important factor, with half of the respondents preferring this option, seems to be the practical aspects relating to the 
working conditions, whilst the second important factor, with 35% of the respondents choosing these options, relates to 
cultural bias: “gender bias should be removed from educational system” and “career advice should not replicate gender 
stereotypes”. These trends are quite similar in all age groups.

One of the most surprising results of this survey was the assessment 
of why the respondents felt it was important for more women to  
engage in science careers. Over half of the respondents felt that it is 
important to improve the quality of research. It is important to note 
that there was also the option “to represent the view and perspective 
of women” so the results show a more subtle concern. This opinion is 
shared by men and women alike (with over 50% of male respondents 
choosing this option) and can be seen in all age groups. In Spain, 
two-thirds of the respondents answered in this way. Respondents in 
Ireland and Italy seemed to prefer a more neutral response that we 
need more scientists in general: both men and women.

Only 10% of respondents felt that this question is not important.

When looking at the discussion forums, we can see that there is a  
consensus that this issue is not being addressed correctly in Europe. We need to rethink how the question is framed. It is clear 
that women are not less interested in science but are affected by other factors. It is not as much about gender as it is about 
education and the working environment in general.

From the discussion forum of SpICES

I am a physicist and I am currently pursuing a 
postdoctorate. The biggest problem I encounter is re-
conciliating work and family life. I see many women 
who have abandoned their scientific careers because 
their partners have found job security and they could 
not find work within the scientific world in the same 
city. They had to choose: a life with their family or a 

career away from their family.

From the discussion forum of SpICES

I had a career, cared for my wife, and looked 
after the house. Men certainly have an equal  

challenge to balance family and career.

From the discussion forum of SpICES
A career in science requires great  
dedication and mobility also during the  
years in which a woman usually starts a  
family (between 30 and 35). Job security is  
minimal, contracts usually only lasts two  
years and interim periods of unemployment 
are to be expected. In light of this many 
women decide voluntarily to not sacrifice 
their personal or family life for a career and  

decide to lower their job expectations.
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RESULTS

Graph 3.1: How much do you feel that your gender has influenced your professional life? (in percentage)

3.1.1) Total number of respondents 3.1.2) By country 3.1.3) By gender

3.1.4) By age group

3.1.5) By age group and gender
Under 25 Over 6536 - 6525 - 35 
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Graph 3.2: Why do you think fewer women choose careers in science? (Results given in percentage)

3.2.1) Total number of respondents 3.2.2) By country 3.2.3) By gender

3.2.4) By age group
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Graph 3.3: How do you think science as a career could be made more attractive for women? (Results given in percentage)

3.3.1) Total number of respondents 3.3.2) By country 3.3.3) By gender

3.3.4) By age group

Graph 3.4: Why do you think it is important for more women to engage in science careers? (Results given in percentage)

3.4.1) Total number of respondents 3.4.2) By country 3.4.3) By gender

3.4.4) By age group
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New research paradigms come with unforeseen ethical challenges–stem cell research, genetically modified food, human 
enhancement to name just a few.  

Do you think that scientific developments are challenging our norms and values? Do you think that it is right to rethink 
our values when faced with changing research paradigms?

We want to hear your opinion and ideas.

A) Do you think current ethical regulation and legislation of scientific research (including privacy, data protection 
and animal testing) is consistent with the needs and values of society?

��

��

��

B) Do you think that our values are changing as science and technology progresses?

��

��

��

C) Would you agree to give researchers access to your personal data if this could benefit specific scientific rese-
arch and benefit society in the future?

��

��

��

D) Which of the following ethical questions do you think will be the most important to deal with in the near 
future?

��

��

��

��

��
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WEEK 3 – ETHICS

OUTCOMES

The third questionnaire aimed to assess the views and concerns of the public at large when it comes to the relationship between 
science and ethics. There are many developments in science and technology that regularly give rise to ethical questions in 
European societies–stem cell research, genetically modified food, and human enhancement, to name just a few. 

How do people respond to these questions and which questions to they think are the most important ones?

The respondents had very diverging opinions when asked if 
they thought the current ethical regulation and legislation of 
scientific research is consistent with the needs and values 
of society; 32% felt that the current framework is consistent, 
43% did not think so and one quarter of the respondents did not 
know. In Austria and Germany the respondents were slightly 
more positive compared to the Irish, Italian and Spanish 
respondents.

However, over 80% of respondents felt that values change as 
science and technology progresses. This was unilateral among 
all respondents except for in Italy, where only 50% of 
respondents thought so. 

It is clear that ethical issues are seen as important by a majority of respondents, and, in looking at individual comments, 
we can clearly see that there is the feeling that those involved in research and those involved in ethics should collaborate more. 

Although a small minority of respondents felt that ethics should not restrict science and some felt that ethics will become 
obsolete in the future, it was interesting to see that not only did the respondents feel that more discussions on certain research 
topics will be important in the future but also that research should play a bigger role in some of the ethical questions that our 
societies will face in the near future (relating to the structure of our institutions, the reforms that need to be done in our social 
system, economic questions and much more).

Analysing the online discussions, we notice that the respondents have differing opinions when it comes to science and ethics, 
and there is a clear awareness of the importance of these issues. Having an ongoing dialogue between science and society is 
necessary in order to be able to develop ethical regulation and science as things progress seem important to many readers.

Although there seems to be a general trust towards scientists, with over 60% of respondents saying they would agree to give 
researchers access to their personal data if this could benefit specific scientific research and benefit society in the future, the 
discussions show that there are several areas of concern where the respondents feel that science is not in line with their ethical 
values.

GMOs, stem cell research and animal testing were a few of the points raised. Looking at the last question, we see that in Austria 
and Ireland the respondents feel that ethical questions concerning the use of personal data is the most pressing issue to resolve 
in the near future. This question is seen as very important in Germany, too, with respondents on par with those stating that the 
ethical questions relating to embryonic stem cell research is the most pressing. Respondents in Italy and Spain instead feel that 
the questions concerning human cloning should be on the top of the list.

What is interesting to see in the discussion is that several participants point out the ethical question regarding research itself: 
how research agendas are decided, the role of money in setting priorities (role of industry), and the idea that science is an end 
in itself and therefore should not have any limits. 

From the discussion forum of SpICES

Information, dissemination and diffusion. People fear 
what they do not know. There are thousands of interesting 
researches on topics open in ALL different fields of science 

and engineering that most people are unaware of.
The media and researchers should be obliged to  
inform the public about these advances that support our  
well-being and quality of life and above all health.  
Researchers should not be afraid of opening up the field 
to inexperienced people. This is a necessity: for science,  

for progress, for the future.
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The questionnaire clearly shows that ethics in science is an important debate for the public at large. The respondents would like 
to be more involved in these different ethical debates and be more informed about the progress of science and why these ethical 
debates are created.

Graph 4.1: Do you think current ethical regulation and legislation of scientific research (including privacy, data protection and animal 

testing) is consistent with the needs and values of society? (Results given in percentage)

4.1.1) Total number of respondents 4.1.2) By country

RESULTS

Graph 4.2: Do you think that our values are changing as science and technology progresses? (Results given in percentage)

4.2.1) Total number of respondents 4.2.2) By country
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Graph 4.3: Would you agree to give researchers access to your personal data if this could benefit specific scientific research and  

benefit society in the future? (Results given in percentage)

4.3.1) Total number of respondents 4.3.2) By country

Graph 4.4: Which of the following ethical questions do you think will be the most important to deal with in the near future? (Results 

given in percentage)

4.4.1) Total number of respondents 4.4.2) By country
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All research builds on former work and depends on a scientist’s ability to access and share scientific information. The 
advent of the internet and electronic publishing has resulted in unprecedented possibilities for the dissemination and 
exchange of information. The argument that the results of publicly funded research should be freely available has been 
adopted by researchers, research institutions and funding entities. Yet the discussion on how to implement the transition 
towards a more open world is ongoing.  

We want to hear your opinions and ideas.

A) Do you think the results of publicly funded research should be a public good?

��

��

��

B) Which of the following options best describes the way you believe access to the results of research should be 
regulated?

��

��

��

��

C) Do you think access to scientific information should be more open?

��

��

��

D) Would you use research articles if they were easily available for free?

��

��

��

E) On a scale of one to ten, how important is research and scientific information to you as a citizen?
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WEEK 4 – OPEN ACCESS

OUTCOMES

It is clear that a majority of the respondents, over 95%, 
think that the results of publicly funded research should 
be considered a public good. This questionnaire was  
developed to understand how access to research data should 
be regulated and how this information can be promoted 
with different stakeholders to benefit society at large.

Although the vast majority of respondents thinks that  
publicly funded research should be considered a public 
good, there was a clear divide between those who believed 
that access to these research results should not be regulated 
(46%) and those who believe that the results should be 
regulated in some cases (49%), for example, for reasons of security or ethical reasons.

In Germany and Italy the respondents were slightly more in favour of no regulation whilst in Ireland (over 60%), Austria 
and Spain respondents thought that regulation in some cases would be preferable.

The debates in the discussion forum, however, also demonstrate a concern of how this will be possible to finance. 

It seems that the majority of respondents  had a basis in science and an awareness of the questions concerning open access. 

This can be seen by the fact that over 90% of respondents confirmed that they would read scientific articles if they were 
available for free and the average rating for the question of how important research and scientific information was to the 
respondents was 9.2.

Yet it is clear that the interest has moved away from whether open access is desirable or not, which most respondents felt 
was a given. The question that seems to preoccupy most respondents is how to make this transition: who will put up the 
extra work? How do we ensure that open access journals remain as “good” as classical journals?  

From the discussion forum of SpICES

I am eager to know the arguments against open 
access. For me it is so obvious that there should 
be no debate. Open access benefits everyone:  
scientists can see a greater impact of their articles,  
people can be more informed. It is also consistent 
that citizens who pay taxes to develop research 
benefit from the results. It is not logical to have 
to pay twice  for something.	

From the discussion forum of SpICES

Perhaps not everyone knows that those who are dedicated to peer review for scientific journals do the work for free. 
Specifically, our public salaries are paid by taxpayers and, as part of our work in universities or research institutes, we 
prepare our own articles, we submit them to the journals in the requested format, we peer-review the articles of other 
researchers and select which articles will be published. All this does not cost anything to the publishers. Further, as 

paper publication is almost gone, scientific journals do not have any costs for printing and distribution.

From the discussion forum of SpICES

So far I have a good impression of “Open Access Journals”. To my knowledge, scientific journals were no gold mine 
for publishers. The publication of reputable scientific journals is a complex and demanding activity.

That the results of research financed with tax money should be freely accessible is true, but this is only a pretext.  
I’m afraid that “open access” is all about saving the cost of a proper publication. 
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Graph 5.1: Do you think the results of publicly funded research should be considered a public good?

RESULTS

5.1.1) Total number of respondents 5.1.2) By country

Graph 5.2: Which of the following options best describes the way you believe access to the results of research should be regulated?

5.2.1) Total number of respondents 5.2.2) By country
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Graph 5.3: Do you think access to scientific information should be more open?

5.3.1) Total number of respondents 5.3.2) By country

Graph 5.4: Would you use research articles if they were easily available for free?

Total number of respondents

Graph 5.5: On a scale of one to ten, how important is research and scientific information to you as a citizen?

5.5.1) Total number of respondents 5.5.2) By country
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Should scientists and citizens engage more with each other about science?

Science permeates all aspects of our life, whether we are aware of it or not, and it will play an integral part in defining 
our future. Do you feel that the public is engaged enough with scientific issues? Would you like to have a bigger say? Do 
you feel scientists should listen more to the concerns of the public at large?

We want to hear your opinions and ideas.

A) How interested are you in developments in science and technology?
��
��
��
��
��

B) Do you think citizens should be systematically consulted for their views about science and  
innovation issues?

��
��
��

C) What do you think are the most significant ways that science can engage with society?
��
��
��
��
��
��

D) Do you think that policy makers listen to public opinion about science?
��
��
��
��
��

E) Do you think researchers listen to public opinion about science?
��
��
��
��
��

F) Do you think science and technology provide added opportunities for sharing ideas and learning?
��
��
��
��
��
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WEEK 5 – ENGAGEMENT

OUTCOMES

The question on engagement aimed to understand how 
the public at large feels that society is currently engaging 
with research, whether there is an interest to engage more 
and how people would like to engage more.

Over 90% of all respondents said they were interested 
in science and technology with over three quarters of the  
respondents feeling that science and technology do provide 
added opportunities for sharing ideas and learning.

However, over 90% of respondents felt that policy makers 
did not listen to public opinion (70% said not at all and 20% feel they listen a little). The strongest distrust in policy 
makers can be seen in Italy and Spain, whilst Austria Germany and Ireland feel that policy makers at least listen a little 
to public opinion.

Only 5% of respondents felt that policy makers listen enough and less than 2% feel they listen very much. 

The opinion was slightly more positive when looking at whether the respondents thought that researchers listen to public 
opinion with 35% answering that they listened enough or very much. However over 55% of respondents still felt that 
researcher listen less than enough (37% responded that they listen a little and 19% that researchers do not listen at all 
to public opinion).

From the discussion forum of SpICES

I am surprised to see so many people in favour of the  
systematic consultation with citizens on research and  
innovation issues. By all means the public should be informed 
and be aware of developments in science, but not all opi-
nions are equal. If your knowledge of a particular subject is 
limited, your influence on this subject should not be expected  

to be very great.

From the discussion forum of SpICES

A resounding YES! Science is a public discussion topic.
However, any discussion with the public at large on research and innovation issues requires professional science communication.  
Research results can be made understandable and interesting only with appropriate communication skills. In fact, in recent years, the 
press and communications staffs of universities have been greatly expanded. However it is necessary for scientists themselves to open 
up the discussion if we want to achieve higher technical and scientific understanding. Exchange of research results should be done  
increasingly in public forums. Only here the legitimacy of the predominantly tax-funded research can be ensured. Transparency  
and cooperation agreements with third-party funding is a prerequisite for such a dialogue. Only when science sees itself 
as part of a civil society discourse will the value of freedom of research and a willing by taxpayers to finance be secured in the 
long term. A technical discussion among academic and professional association representatives together with politicians under  

quasi-exclusion of the public in the 21st Century is therefore no longer appropriate.

From the discussion forum of SpICES

I think science should be a central part of public debate, because it dominates so many aspects of our lives. We use technology, 
medicine, the environment, etc. I think there is a need to have a well-informed public debate on these issues.

I believe that science can and should set an example by giving priority to evidence-based policy and promoting fact-based  
understanding of issues, not ideology-based. Science can be the engine of the economy, the basis of evidence-based policies and 
a way to better understand the world around us, like it or not. I hope that Spain as well as in other countries we can start seeing 

the proper funding of science education and scientific research.
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The strongest distrust in researchers could be seen in Italy, where 70% of the respondents felt that researchers do not 
listen at all to public opinion. In all other countries the respondents felt that they listened a little (although not enough).

In general, we can see that the respondents did not feel that public opinion was considered in setting science policy. 
However, over 50% of respondents felt that citizens should be systematically consulted for their views about science and 
innovation issues. Italy and Ireland were the only two countries where more respondents did not feel that citizens should 
be systematically consulted.

So how can science engage more with citizens? Over 50% of respondents felt that increased media coverage in  
mainstream media of scientific issues is the best way to proceed. It is important to engage citizens in these debates 
and ensure the public visibility so that everyone can access. Respondents also felt that increased direct dialogue between 
researchers and the public at large throughout the research process is important. 

It is clear that there is a gap to bridge between science and society. The initiative showed that there is interest and  
willingness to engage. People feel that their opinion should count although the current perception is the public opinion 
is not listened to. How can this be changed? How can media, as suggested by the respondents, be more involved in this 
process? 
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RESULTS

Graph 6.1: How interested are you in developments in science and technology?

Graph 6.2: Do you think citizens should be systematically consulted for their views about science and innovation issues?



42

Graph 6.4: Do you think that policy makers listen to public opinion about science?

6.4.1) Total number of respondents 6.4.2) By country

Graph 6.3: What do you think are the most significant ways in which science can engage with society?

6.3.1) Total number of respondents 6.3.2) By country 6.3.3) By gender
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Graph 6.5: Do you think researchers listen to public opinion about science?

6.5.1) Total number of respondents 6.5.2) By country

Graph 6.6: Do you think science and technology provide added opportunities for sharing ideas and learning?

6.6.1) Total number of respondents 6.6.2) By country
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Science and technology permeate all aspects of our lives, whether we are aware of them or not, and they will play an  
integral part in defining our future. There is, in fact, an increasing effort to bring science and society closer to ensure that science, 
technology and innovation respect ethical values, take precautions against environmental, health and safety risks, and respond 
to societal challenges. On the other hand, science has been characterised by its independence and frontier thinking. So how can 
societal needs and expectations guide research and innovation, while also safeguarding the independent nature of science?

We want to hear your opinions and ideas.

A) Do you think research and innovation should be 
guided by the needs and concerns of society?

��
��
��

B) Do you think that the independence of publicly 
funded research is compatible with a science policy 
based on the needs and expectations of society?

��
��
��

C) Do you think that research and innovation policy 
should promote responsible conduct by scientists?

��
��
��

D) Who, in your opinion, is currently deciding on 
research and innovation policy?

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

E) Who, in your opinion, should be deciding research 
and innovation policy?

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��

��

F) Which of the following do you think try to behave 
responsibly towards society by paying attention to 
the impact of their research and innovation-related 
activities?  

��

��
��
��
��
��
��

G) What would be proper ways to stimulate responsible conduct in research and innovation? 

��
��
��
��
��
��
��
��
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WEEK 6 – GOVERNANCE

OUTCOMES

The last questionnaire of the pilot project addressed the 
issue of governance. What is the role and responsibili-
ty of science? Who has authority to determine the shape 
that science should take in the future? Who are science’s  
gatekeepers, and how can we be certain that they steer a 
path that is authentic to this vision?

The aspect of governance thus takes a central stage when 
looking at what the science of the future should look like, 
what drives the pursuit of knowledge and who should decide. 

What institutions need to be set in place to safeguard the independence of scientific enterprise? How much should 
science be driven by social concerns?  

Debates in the discussion forum clearly showed that the respondents felt that the issue is complicated and that the  
questions and answers were not always framed correctly. What was meant by “responsible behaviour”? There further 
seems to be confusion about science policy and science’s role in policy. This is important to note before looking more in 
detail at the results themselves.

The results show that over 70% of respondents think that science should be guided by the needs and concerns of society. 
This is particularly so in Italy and Spain. In Austria and Ireland the opinion is divided nearly 50/50, whilst in Germany only 
43% of the respondents felt that science should be guided by the needs and concerns of society.

The results suggest that this should have an effect on the independence of science as over 75% of respondents 
answered that in their opinion independence of science is incompatible with a science policy based on the needs and  
expectations of society. This was particularly true in Spain although the majority of respondents in all countries agreed with this  
statement.

From the discussion forum of SpICES

The questions in this survey are designed by politicians 
and sociologists and scientists. I think half of the 
questions are designed to induce a specific response.  
They are also confusing. I like the initiative but I fear that is 

intended to satisfy the gallery.

From the discussion forum of SpICES

Scientific research and development should be outside the social concerns of the moment; it should be a matter of state. 
It has to be promoted, supported and funded by public entities such as public universities, research centers, etc., regardless of  

whether private bodies get any tax advantages for carrying out these tasks. In any event, the determination of policies in this 
field, should be a shared task between the democratically elected authorities, associations representing researchers and research 
centers, representatives of civic and environmental movements, etc. All voices should be heard and decisions should be consensual. 

Stability should be sought in this area, regardless.
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There was a very strong support for the fact that science and innovation policy should promote responsible conduct by 
scientists and industry with over 90% of respondents answering affirmative to this question.

Thus it seems that science policy should promote responsible conduct and should be guided by the needs and concerns 
of society. But who do the respondents think is currently deciding on research and innovation policy?

Three core groups were identified in all countries as the decision makers of research and innovation policy:

1)	 Research-funding agencies
2)	 Parliament and government
3)	 Industry

Less that 5% of the respondents felt that individual citizens or civil society organisations (CSO) had any influence on  
deciding research and innovation policy (please note that respondents could choose as many options as they wanted). 
This is in stark contrast to the desires expressed in the previous questionnaires that stated that citizens should be  
consulted systematically on science issues.

The questionnaire in Week 5 on engagement also underlined the fact that the public at large does not feel that policy 
makers and researchers listen very much to public opinion, so who should be deciding research policy?

As the survey showed, 75% of the respondents felt that scientists from universities and academia in general should be 
deciding research and innovation policy together with other actors (research-funding agencies, 21%; parliament and 
government, 20%; Individual citizens and CSOs, 31%; Industry, 20%). This trend can be seen in all five countries where 
the pilot project was published.

From the discussion forums, it seems that a broad range of national and international (the EU institutions, for instance) 
institutions should be involved in this process. It is clear from the results that the majority of respondents favour an in-
clusive and transparent decision-making process where the voices of all the key stakeholders are heard and where the 
public at large can also participate.

In assessing how the respondents judged the behaviour of different actors towards society in terms of the impact of 
their science and technology related activities, we could see similar trends across the five countries: 85% of respondents 
felt that scientists working at a university or government laboratory behaved responsibly, whilst the trust in journalists,  
government representatives and industry was very low. Environmental protection associations and consumer  
organisations, as well as scientists working in private company laboratories, scored quite well. In particular, the Austrian 
respondents felt a lot of trust towards environmental protection associations and consumer organisations.
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So how can research and innovation policy stimulate responsible conduct in research and innovation? The answers seem 
to suggest that a number of actions are necessary, including:

1)	 Improving public understanding of research and innovation (59%)

2)	 Specific education and training for researchers on ethical and social issues in science, research and innovation 
(48%)

3)	 Public laws and regulations that address societal issues, like safety and ethical issues, in research and innovation 
(45%)

4)	 Public dialogue about research and innovation (policy) (43%)

5)	 Self-regulation by researchers via voluntary guidelines such as ‘Codes of Conduct’ (37%)

6)	 Public involvement in research and innovation (policy) (34%)

7)	 Self-regulation by industry via voluntary guidelines such as ‘Corporate Social Responsibility’ programmes (18%)

It seems that the general feeling is to use all the tools we have to try and stimulate responsible conduct. The results do 
not differ very much when looking at each country individually.
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RESULTS

Graph 7.1: Do you think science should be guided by the needs and concerns of society?

7.1.1) Total number of respondents 7.1.2) By country

Graph 7.2: Do you think that the independence of science is incompatible with a science policy based on the needs and

expectations of society?

7.2.1) Total number of respondents 7.2.2) By country
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Graph 7.3: Do you think that science and innovation policy should promote responsible conduct by scientists and industry?

7.3.1) Total number of respondents 7.3.2) By country

Graph 7.4: Who, in your opinion, is currently deciding on research and innovation policy?

7.4.1) Total number of respondents 7.4.2) By country
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Graph 7.5: Who, in your opinion, should be deciding research policy?

7.5.1) Total number of respondents 7.5.2) By country

Graph 7.6: Which of the below do you think try to behave responsibly towards society by paying attention to the impact of their

science and technology related activities?

7.6.1) Total number of respondents 7.6.2) By country
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Graph 7.7: What would be proper ways to stimulate responsible conduct in research and innovation?

7.7.1) Total number of respondents 7.7.2) By country
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Thank you for participating in the Special Initiative for Citizen Engagement in Science. This was a pilot project to assess 
how to directly engage European citizens in discussions about research and innovation questions that might have a direct 
effect on how the European research agenda develops.

The results of the questionnaires are currently being evaluated and a report will be published at the start of July with the 
full results of the initiative. 

In the meantime you can find some preliminary results at: http://atomiumculture.eu/content/preliminary-results

As you know, your input and opinions will be submitted to the European Commission as a contribution to the  
preparations for the topics of the first call for proposals of Horizon 2020.

A) Do you think this initiative is a positive tool for increasing dialogue between decision makers and citizens on 
questions about research and innovation? 

��
��
��

B) Do you think citizens should be systematically consulted for their views about science and innovation issues?
��
��
��

C) What did you think was the best aspect of the initiative?
��
��
��
��
��

D) What aspect do you think should be improved?
��
��
��
��
��

E) Which research topics do you think should be taken up in similar projects?

F) Any other comment



53

Evaluation of project

The evaluation of the Special Initiative for Citizen Engagement in Science was based on three factors:

1  The Evaluation Survey made available at the end of the initiative;

2  The feedback received from the partners and the members of the Committees;

3  The experience of the participants and the creators during the initiative itself received as comments, feedback or 
notes to the team leader.

The purpose of the evaluation was to get an understanding of whether the idea in itself of the project was well received, what 
aspects were most appreciated and what could be improved.

Evaluation Survey

Following the launch of the sixth question (during week 6) the evaluation survey was made available to give the  
participants the opportunity to evaluate the project itself and give comments.

The survey showed that nearly 60% of the respondents felt that the initiative is a positive tool for increasing dialogue  
between decision makers and citizens on questions about research and innovation.

When asked if they would like to see more initiatives similar to the Special Initiative for Citizen Engagement over 80% of 
respondents responded affirmatively.

Graph 8.1: Do you think this initiative is a positive tool for increasing dialogue between decision makers and citizens on  

questions about research and innovation?
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We understand from the questionnaires, and in particular the comments to the questionnaires that overall the project was 
received very positively and that the idea itself is what most participants felt was the strongest element of the project. 
Several participants felt that there are things that could be improved with over 30% feeling that the questionnaires was 
the weakest point of the initiative.

Graph 8.2: Would you like to see more of these questionnaires being developed?

Graph 8.3: What did you think was the best aspect of the initiative?
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This aspect was noted also during the pilot project with several comments being given in reference to this aspect. This will 
be explored in greater detail in this section. The main comments given for this in the evaluation survey were:

�� Some of the questions were leading. It gave the impression that the questions were built to give the desired results;

�� The questions could be more neutral and objective;

�� To fully represent the different nuances of the debate it would be advisable to not have yes-no answers but to give 
grades from “very” to “little” into six steps so trends can be better represented.

In general the comments received by the survey were positive and signalled that the communication between science and 
society is the most important aspect of the project and a very welcome novel approach to try to bridge the gap between 
decision makers and the public at large. Comments included the desire to see more coverage about science from the  
media (and more responsible coverage by the media) as well as stronger support for research and innovation from  
politicians.

When asked which research topics the respondents felt should be taken up in similar projects, the suggestions varied  
significantly from concrete proposals (human cloning, stem cell research, climate change, sustainable development,  
economic reforms in Europe) to more general scopes. Several respondents felt all research topics should be taken up by 
similar initiatives, others felt that controversial science and current themes should have priority. An interesting element 
shows the number of respondents who marked the importance of further developing questions regarding science and 
ethics, as well as questions relating to the relationship between science and society in general.

Graph 8.4: What aspect do you think should be improved?
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Limitations of Evaluation Survey

The evaluation survey was unfortunately only completed by a small number of respondents, thus giving a limited number of 
direct answers to the questionnaire. 

For any future initiative it would be important to publish the evaluation survey with all questions (and not only at the end 
of the full project) to be able to collect a larger number of responses, better monitor the nuances of the different questions 
and have a larger data-set to work with.

In this report we treat the evaluations from all different countries as one data set not separating, into the five countries 
for three reasons:

1  The small data set;

2  Compared to the other questionnaires, a disproportionate number of surveys was completed through the English 
survey, signalling that many of the respondents active in the debates who were sent the link to the questionnaire 
by email accessed the questionnaire from the website of Atomium Culture. Thus the different language surveys do 
not represent the geographic origin of the respondents;

3  The responses across the different countries only varied very little from country to country, showing the same 
trends across all surveys.

Feedback from Partners and Committees

Partners and the members of the Committees were encouraged to give feedback throughout the process in order to pick up 
on comments and possible areas of improvement.

The comments have been in general very positive on how the project was run and the results received from the pilot 
project. The majority of comments related to how the project could develop from a pilot project into an ongoing project 
and what elements could make the project even better. 

Comments to keep in mind for possible future editions:

1  Give more time for the members of the Quality Reference Group to evaluate the proposals as well as perhaps  
including the members of the quality reference group earlier in the process;

2  Organise a workshop with the different stakeholders present to formulate the questionnaires;

3  Develop of a closer link between the questionnaire and the European Institutions, perhaps by having a  
discussion forum following the results with members of the European Commission;
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4  Develop an online tool/website that can monitor the outcomes of the questionnaires and the effects these bring;

5  Have a more dynamic way of setting the questions taking account of the concerns that the public bring forward;

6  Include an active decision to use new media tools to “promote” the initiative, making more people aware of its  
existence (for the current pilot project the decision was made not to do any promotion in order to avoid influencing 
the results). 

General Feedback 

Atomium Culture had the possibility to follow the discussions about the project throughout the six weeks. Several  
comments were made on the online platforms as well as by email. For the purpose of this section we will only report the  
comments relating to the survey itself and its structure.

In addition to the comments already highlighted, the following comments are to be considered when developing the 
concept of the special initiative:

1  The importance of the translation: during the gender week, we received a comment from a Spanish participants 
highlighting that the nuance in the Spanish version was slightly different than that of the English version. It was 
not a mistaken translation in itself but did reflect a different perspective that could alter the results in Spain. 
 
Building a structured team of translators who can work well together and with the writing team is very important. 
Further, as different words or subjects do have different connotations in different languages, it could be important 
to keep these in mind when drawing up conclusions from the data sets. 

2  The development of a better defined new-media strategy for the project: in light of the high participation and the 
number of countries that were included in the pilot, it would be advisable to have a more structured new-media 
strategy with hashtags that can follow the debates across the countries and see how they spread. This could also 
facilitate reporting statistics from different new-media platforms. By analysing comments, blogs and tweets, we 
could already see that the debate spilled into different countries (including Sweden, France and China). 

3  The development of questionnaires that can allow for more nuanced responses (see above for more information).
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The Special Initiative for Citizen Engagement in Science was launched in order to experiment a new way for researchers, 
policy makers and the public to engage through the media on issues relating to research and innovation.  
 
It was launched with the perspective of using new media tools to better understand the concerns and  opinions 
of the public at large about science in collaboration with some of the leading science communicators in Europe 
and through the authoritative mediums of the media partners of the project. 
 
The questions that the project set out to answer were:	

�� Is it possible to create a direct dialogue between scientists, policy makers and the public through the media?

�� Do people want to be more engaged in debates relating to research and innovation?

�� Can the media support this direct dialogue?

�� Are policy makers willing to engage in a constructive debate with the public at large on these issues?

The pilot project proved that the answer to all the questions above is an overwhelming YES. The public at large is  
interested in scientific issues and would like to be more engaged in policy debates about research and innovation.  
Furthermore, in light of the ethical debates often involved in research and innovation, a majority of people feel that the 
opinion of the public should be listened to more.

In general, the survey brought forward a feeling among the participants that policy makers, both national and European, 
were far removed from public concerns about research and innovation and that they do not take account of the opinions and 
perspectives of the public. Whether this is true or not is not relevant for the purpose of this pilot project what is important to 
note is that the initiative was very welcomed because it was creating a real bridge with policy makers.

The results underline the need for further efforts such as the ones promoted by the European Commission in engaging citi-
zens more in developing the research agenda. The clear position of the Commission in this regard and the aim to ensure that 
Horizon 2020 takes account of the opinions and concerns of citizens is a laudable way to lead by example.  

The Special Initiative demonstrates that it is possible to engage the public in constructive debates relating to research and 
innovation. The public is interested and does welcome this type of action. New ICT technologies do facilitate the possibility 
of creating a more participatory approach to science governance. People do want to be engaged and have opinions about 
research and innovation.

The media have and should play a key role in this dialogue. The media have a key role to play in the relationship between 
government and the public. The authoritativeness of the journalistic school and the strong relationship that the newspapers 
enjoy with their readership make “traditional” media a key element of the special initiative.

In the chapter dedicated to the evaluation of the project, we look more in detail at how the project could be improved, what 
the key elements were and what to keep in mind for future editions. 

CONCLUSIONS
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Most importantly, the structure of the pilot project proved to be a success, with its key pillars being a necessary element for 
any development of the initiative:

Openness: The pilot project was developed with an open mindset to try and gain as much insight as possible (within 
the limits dictated by the editorial space and the suggested “time” of the survey) about the concerns and opinions of the  
public on six areas relating to Responsible Research and Innovation. This could be seen in the editorials, the questionnaires  
and the discussion forums–all of which were set up as starting points for the discussions without trying to lead the  
participant. 

Neutrality: The questionnaires and editorials were set out to be as neutral as possible. In order to ensure that the different 
perspectives and arguments were being represented, the Committees involved in the project represented the different actors 
engaged in the debate.

Authoritativeness: The authoritativeness of the partners involved in the pilot project was a key element of its success. 
Working with leading institutions (universities, media and the European Commission) gave the project the credibility that 
is necessary for a concrete debate. The questionnaires were developed by leading representatives from the research world, 
journalists and policy makers to construct surveys that were scientifically sound, accessible and of interest to the public, and 
whose results could develop into concrete choices by policy makers. The medium through which the surveys were presented 
to the public were some of the most authoritative media in Europe who, through active participation throughout the process, 
could stand as an “ombudsman” of the project, in charge of representing the interest of the public. 

Results: The active participation of the European Commission in the development of the pilot project was a necessary  
element to show that the initiative would come with some concrete results. Additionally, the European Commission  
confirmed that the outcomes of the survey would contribute to the preparation of the topics of the first call for  
proposals of Horizon 2020, notably  the ‘Engagement’ part of the Science With And For Society programme. 

The impact of science in today’s world is unquestionable. Yet the research process is still seen as top-down, with the products 
or results of research being presented to the public. This needs to become more dynamic. The public at large should be  
engaged from the beginning in setting research agendas.

“Science, research and innovation form the basis of our prosperity and of a healthier and 
happier society. If these tools are going to help us fix our economy and tackle society’s  
biggest challenges, we need science that is driven by the needs of society and that reflects 
our values.” 1

Máire Geoghegan-Quinn 
European Commissioner for Research, Innovation and Science

1Geoghegan-Quinn, M. (February 2013) Speech for conference under Irish Presidency and organised by Atomium Culture on “The role of media 
for responsible research and innovation” http://eisri-summit.eu/mrs-maire-geoghegan-quinn-european-commissioner-for-research-innovation-
and-science-speaks-at-the-european-intersectoral-summit-on-research-and-innovation/
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Graph 5.1: Do you think the results of publicly funded research should be considered a public 
good?

�� 5.1.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 5.1.2: By Country

Graph 5.2: Which of the following options best describes the way you believe access to the  
results of research should be regulated?

�� 5.2.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 5.2.2: By Country

Graph 5.3: Do you think access to scientific information should be more open?

�� 5.3.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 5.3.2: By Country

Graph 5.4: Would you use research articles if they were easily available for free?

Graph 5.5: On a scale of one to ten, how important is research and scientific information to you 
as a citizen?

�� 5.5.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 5.5.2: By Country

Graph 6.1: How interested are you in developments in science and technology?

Graph 6.2: Do you think citizens should be systematically consulted for their views about science 
and innovation issues?

Graph 6.3: What do you think are the most significant ways in which science can engage with 
society?

�� 6.3.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 6.3.2: By Country

�� 6.3.3: By Gender

Graph 6.4: Do you think that policy makers listen to public opinion about science?

�� 6.4.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 6.4.2: By Country

Graph 6.5: Do you think researchers listen to public opinion about science?	

�� 6.5.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 6.5.2: By Country

Graph 6.6: Do you think science and technology provide added opportunities for sharing ideas 
and learning?

�� 6.6.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 6.6.2: By Country
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Graph 7.1: Do you think science should be guided by the needs and concerns of society?

�� 7.1.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 7.1.2: By Country

Graph 7.2: Do you think that the independence of science is incompatible with a science policy 
based on the needs and expectations of society?

�� 7.2.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 7.2.2: By Country

Graph 7.3: Do you think that science and innovation policy should promote responsible conduct 
by scientists and industry?

�� 7.3.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 7.3.2: By Country
											         
Graph 7.4: Who, in your opinion, is currently deciding on research and innovation policy?

�� 7.4.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 7.4.2: By Country

Graph 7.5: Who, in your opinion, should be deciding research policy?	

�� 7.5.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 7.5.2: By Country

Graph 7.6: Which of the below do you think try to behave responsibly towards society by paying 
attention to the impact of their science and technology related activities?	

�� 7.6.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 7.6.2: By Country

Graph 7.7: What would be proper ways to stimulate responsible conduct in research and  
innovation?

�� 7.7.1: Total number of respondents	

�� 7.7.2: By Country

Graph 8.1: Do you think this initiative is a positive tool for increasing dialogue between decision 
makers and citizens on questions about research and innovation?

Graph 8.2: Would you like to see more of these questionnaires being developed?

Graph 8.3: What did you think was the best aspect of the initiative?

Graph 8.4: What aspect do you think should be improved?		
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Access to all the editorials and questionnaires of the Special Initiative for Citizen Engagement in Science  
can be found on: http://atomiumculture.eu/content/spices

ANNEX 1
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