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—(Felt et al., 2009, 54)

“Until well into the 1980s the dominant official 
perception was ‘that the public had no role to play 
in defining the public interest or social benefit in 

techno-scientific domains’”



~ ‘Public deficit model’  
     (Wynne, 1991; Irwin and Wynne, 1996) 

~ ‘Public education model’  
     (Callon, 1999; see also Irwin and Wynne, 1996) 

~ ‘Public dialogue model’ 
     (Stilgoe, etc, 2014) 

~ ‘Bottom-up initiatives’ 
     (Often w/o expert input: citizen science, etc)



– Tsouvalis & Waterton, 2012

“We are…witnessing a strange confluence at which 
processes of public participation and deliberation 
have almost become orthodoxy, whilst 
simultaneously great scepticism is being 
pronounced about them.”



– Marris & Rose; Tsouvalis & Waterton, 2012

“The knowledge gained from these initiatives often 
seems directed towards anticipating controversy in 
order to ward it off, rather than to giving the public any 
actual role in decisions about research trajectories.” 



– Moore, 2010

“The involvement of social scientists in the 
prescription, delivery and evaluation of public 
engagement with science has been met with the 
accusation that we are performing a simplistic 
argument that ‘the technical is political, the political 
should be democratic and the democratic should 
be participatory’ ” 



– Tsouvalis & Waterton, 2012

“One can see how post-political theorists naturally 
hold great scepticism about the potential of public 
dialogue on techno-scientific issues and 
trajectories. How can ‘thinking outside the box’ be 
achieved, and what is its point if there is no 
possibility of ‘changing the game’ anyway?” 
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