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Executive	  Summary	  
 
A decade ago, the European Commission warned: “ Our society is faced with challenge 
of finding its proper place in a world shaken by economic and political turbulence … 
science, technology and innovation are indispensible to meet this challenge. However, 
there are indications that [their] immense potential is out of step with ordinary citizens.” 
(Science and Society Action Plan, 2001).  
 
In response, the Commission proposed 38 actions, involving researchers, media 
professionals and the Commission itself that were vital if the public were have confidence 
in and support their scientists in providing solutions to the problems facing the European 
Union. Many of these actions centred on better, more honest and more engaging 
communication between researchers, journalists, broadcasters, policy-makers and 
European citizens.  
 
But a key question was how to empower Europe’s researchers to communicate better 
with the audiences identified by the Commission as crucial to ensuring science-in-society 
relations fit for the new millennium. After all, whilst researchers are well educated in their 
scientific disciplines, there is little in their training that prepares them to be involved in 
dialogue around the more controversial aspects of their work and its consequences, or 
even to talk to busy media professionals and policy-makers with deadlines to meet and 
decisions to be reached.  
 
ESConet, the European Network of Science Communication Trainers, set out to address 
this problem. ESConet has a team of 24 trainers from 12 countries across Europe, 
including many media professionals and leading science communication academics. 
ESConet was and is ideally set up to deal with the complex needs of researchers across a 
wide variety of natural, applied and social science disciplines from countries covering the 
entire European Union 
 
Under Framework 6, we developed a set of modules that could be put together flexibly to 
create science communication training workshops to fit the time available and the 
particular needs of the researchers to be trained. Under Framework 7, we have delivered 
two series of three-day workshops in both “basic” science communication practices and 
advanced, deliberative communication and engagement around key and controversial 
issues. 
 
The results of the Framework 7 programme have been “mass” science communication 
training on a scale never achieved before: 

• A total of 20 workshops delivered under contract to the European Commission – 
10 in 2009 and 10 in 2010; 

• A total of 367 training places delivered – 168 in 2009, 199 in 2010; 
• 231 researchers from 34 countries, trained, including 25 EU countries, 2 candidate 

countries, 5 other European countries and 2 non-European countries. 
 
The immediate feedback from these workshops has been overwhelmingly positive. More 
in depth evaluation shows that training on the workshops results in increased confidence 
and science communication activity levels.  
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A	  Summary	  Description	  of	  the	  ESConet	  Trainers	  project	  
 
ESConet (European Science Communication network) Trainers is part of 
enabling the vision of the European Commission’s Science and Society 
Action Plan (2001) to become reality. ESConet provides busy 
researchers with the key skills they need to communicate with the media 
and their fellow Europeans. Our team combines the talents of media and 
policy professionals with a solid basis in science communication 
training. 
 

 
 
Trainees and trainers in the courtyard of the Centre for Advanced Academic Studies, 
Dubrovnik: Photo – ESConet  
 

Some	  history	  
 
In 1999, the European Commission decided that issues concerning science 
communication and the relationships between the research community and European 
citizens should be eligible for funding under Framework 5. The result was the Raising 
Public Awareness of Science and Technology (RPAST) programme. Under this 
programme, seven institutions from the UK, France, Germany, Ireland and Spain 
came together to form the European Network of Science Communication Teachers 
(ENSCoT - http://www.ucl.ac.uk/sts/staff/miller/enscot/enscot_archive).  
 
ENSCoT, whose project lasted from 2000 to 2003, concentrated on producing a series 
of modules that could be used in full graduate and undergraduate courses and 



 7 

programmes on science communication and the public understanding of science. As 
part of its work, however, it carried out some trial workshops in science 
communication training, and made some initial developments in curriculum design 
and materials. 
 
In Framework 6, the ENSCoT core was widened to include 17 institutions from 11 
European Union countries to form ESConet, the European Science Communication 
Network (see http://www.upf.edu/pcstacademy/_docs/Esconet_Sci_Comm.pdf for a 
review). The resulting ESConet Workshops project (http://www.esconet.org) 
produced a set of science communication workshop training modules (available from 
s.miller@ucl.ac.uk on request).  
 
As well as basic skills in writing, being interviewed by the media, and communicating 
on the web, the modules developed by ESConet gave trainees insights into the aims 
and characteristics of their audiences, the functioning of the mass media, the place of 
science in society, and techniques from social science that could be useful in 
preparing and evaluating science communication activities. More advanced modules 
taught researchers to communicate to policy makers, talk about risk, deal with 
scientific controversy, and engage in dialogue with interest groups and ordinary 
citizens.  
 
These modules were successfully tested in a series of workshops, training other 
FP6—funded networks in science communication, such as the spectroscopy network 
QUASAAR (www.chem.uni-wuppertal.de/quasaar), the Care-Man healthcare 
network (http://www.care-man.eu/) and the European planetary science network, 
EuroPlaNet (http://europlanet.cesr.fr/). Additional workshops were held for members 
of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Belgian space science academics and 
industrialists (including one senior official from the EC DG12).  The modules were 
also used by ESConet members on countless occasions to deliver training at their own 
institutions. And, even more importantly, they were used to train a new generation of 
science communication trainers so that new forces could help in the potentially 
limitless task of training Europe’s researchers to communicate clearly and effectively 
to the European public at large and to the mass media. 
 

ESConet	  Trainers	  
 
During its lifetime under FP6, ESConet built up an international network of 
experienced and highly effective trainers, who work well as a team in whatever 
combination may be required for the particular science group or groups being trained. 
Many of the group of experienced trainers have also been, or still are, working 
journalists and broadcasters.  
 
Our “second tier” of younger trainers are now extremely proficient and regularly 
undertake training workshops of their own. In order to increase the overall media 
experience of the network, ESConet Trainers then recruited additional working 
broadcasters, particularly in the area of radio and TV journalism, as well trainers with 
experience in running press offices and briefing politicians at ministerial level.  
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The 2009-2011 project was carried out in response to a very specific call, SiS-2008-
3.0.2.1, which calls for training activities for high-level EC-funded scientists, chosen 
by the Commission: “the training should improve their abilities to interact with 
national and international media, especially the audiovisual ones … It should also 
include training to use new media with the objective to establish better dialogue with 
society …”. ESConet Trainers set out to do this with a series of residential workshops 
that enabled the trainees to interact intensively with both the trainers and their peers, 
maximising the lessons learned and the new skills acquired. 
 
ESConet draws its trainers from 12 member states from the north-west to the south-
east of the European Union. It is therefore well suited to training scientists on EC-
funded networks. ESConet Trainers is a reliable, tested and well-founded network, 
experienced in the worlds of the mass media and politics, with a lively and engaging 
set of resources for carrying out the training of high-level EC—funded scientists as 
required. During its two years of delivering workshops, ESConet Trainers ensured 
that participants were recruited from the newer European Union member states, where 
science communication training is often less readily availability. 
 
Unfortunately, many current training programmes in science communication tend to 
be generic, unreflexive and of the “bag of tricks variety”. One of the key aspects of the 
modules is that they address the issue of genuine dialogue and debate, essential for 
relationship between the European research community and their fellow citizens. 
ESConet’s modules emphasise the importance of listening, rather than the one-way, top-
down communication favoured by the scientific community prior to 2000. 
 

The	  2009-‐2010	  project	  
 
During 2009-2010, ESConet Trainers organised a series of three-day residential 
workshops. Over a period of two years, 11 “basic” workshops and 9 “advanced” 
workshops (10 workshops per year) were delivered. Each workshop was able to train 
~20 researchers. The ESConet modules were used to simulate quite probable, real-life 
experiences that researchers face in the course of their careers. 
 
ESConet Trainers makes use of the modular approach developed under FP6 to deliver 
workshops to high-level European scientists. Our workshops were able to offer 
multilingual training – English, French, Spanish and Croatian as a matter of course, 
with Greek, German, Portuguese, Italian, Bulgarian and Ukrainian depending 
individual trainers’ availability. Two levels of workshop were delivered: 
 
1) Basic workshops for those who had very little experience of communicating with 
lay audiences or the media. These trained participants in –  

• media writing, with practical exercises based around writing a press release 
• being interviewed by television or radio journalists 
• web writing and design , making use of good examples from around  the world 

 
2) Advanced level workshops for those who already had the communication skills and 
experience that would be acquired in the basic workshops. These trained participants 
to – 

• present to policy makers and potential funders 
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• communicate risk to non-scientifically trained interest groups 
• engage in dialogue to use science to solve problems whilst taking account of 

the interests and expertise of lay citizens and interest groups 
 
The way in which ESConet’s individual modules are designed and delivered enables 
the trainer to use materials that are particularly relevant to the (mix of) scientists 
participating in the workshop. So, for example, scientists from Europlanet were given 
a press release about water on extrasolar planets to discuss as part of their basic 
training. And members of the Care-Man network were asked to devise a strategy for 
communicating the risks posed by avian flu to airport and hospital workers as an 
advanced, optional module. For this proposed series of workshops, ESConet Trainers 
will ensure that materials are well suited to the scientists to be trained at any particular 
workshop. Moreover we developed a number of scenarios for the advanced 
workshops based on subject such as GM farming, and the treatment and prevention of 
Leishmaniasis on the Indian sub-continent. 
 
High-level scientists have very cluttered diaries. But ESConet showed that they were 
able to get away for these workshops and felt them to be important to their life as a 
researcher. Our strategy of having residential workshops dedicated to science 
communication activities is that the required skills cannot be acquired unless 
participants are able to focus for a reasonable period of time. Residential workshops 
encourage informal learning and peer learning. One lesson from ESConet has been 
that many of the participants at our workshops then keep in touch with one another, 
exchanging experiences so as to reinforce what they have learned together. 
 
So ESConet Trainers organised accommodation for workshop participants at the 
Centre for Advanced Academic Studies in Dubrovnik, Croatia, which had already 
been the venue for several very successful workshops carried out by ESConet and its 
individual members.  
 
 
 
 
 
Team working at CAAS, 
W7, 2010 

 
 Photo: Anibal Reñones 
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The results of the Framework 7 programme have been “mass” science communication 
training on a scale never achieved before: 

• A total of 20 workshops delivered under contract to the European Commission 
– 10 in 2009 and 10 in 2010; 

• A total of 367 training places delivered – 168 in 2009, 199 in 2010; 
• 231 researchers from 34 countries, trained, including 25 EU countries, 2 

candidate countries, 5 other European countries and 2 non-European countries 
(see Appendix 4 for breakdown by gender, age, nationality and country of 
residence). 

 
The immediate feedback from these workshops has been overwhelmingly positive. 
More in depth evaluation shows that training on the workshops results in increased 
confidence and science communication activity levels.  
 

Workshops	  in	  2009	  
 
During the course of December 2008, prior to the official start of our project, we 
worked with staff at DG Research to get full contact details for the list that had been 
put together as part of the Commission’s preparation for this call. All of the 
individuals and networks for which current contact details were provided were sent 
the 2009 brochure, and invited to participate in the planned workshops. Additionally, 
working with the Commission, the provisional list was expanded, with a particular 
view to recruiting trainees from the newer EU countries, such as Poland.  
 
During the course of March/April 2009, five workshops – three “basic” and two 
advanced – were delivered at the Centre for Advanced Academic Studies (CAAS) in 
Dubrovnik, Croatia. One of these was devoted to national outreach contacts for the 
International Year of Astronomy, then in its early stages. Another series of five 
workshops were delivered at CAAS during July, 2009. The overall attendance at these 
workshops was 73 trainees in March/April and 90 in July. These split into 103 on the 
basic courses and 60 on the advanced courses. Additionally, ESConet members 
organized a non-EC funded workshop for the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences in 
Velingrad, Bulgaria, during September. There were 13 attendees for the basic course, 
of which six stayed on do take the advanced course.  
 
During the course of the year, we developed a number of new scenarios to augment 
those already in the ESConet modules. These were used particularly for the advanced 
modules on Communicating Risk and Talking Science and Listening. For the former, 
it was decided to use a hypothetical outbreak of swine flu in Dubrovnik as a timely 
and local scenario, as well as a more general scenario of communicating the risk of 
genetically modified (GM) crops to a series of audiences.  
 
We also used the existing ESConet dialogue scenario of the sinking of the Prestige oil 
tanker off the coast of Galicia (Spain) for Communicating Risk. For the Talking 
Science and Listening advanced module, the new GM crop scenario was also used, 
with trainees being put in the role of GM scientists, farmers, food industry managers 
and green activists. In response to one particular trainee group, a new scenario on 
combating the deadly disease Leishmaniasis in the Indian state of Bihar was 
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developed, with trainees taking on the roles of European health scientists, local 
councillors, villagers, and pesticide manufacturers. A “playing card” voting system 
was introduced as a way of indicating how successful participants had been in 
engaging with the concerns of other groups. 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
Policy briefing delivered during W5, 2009 

Photo: Ronny Klæbø  
One key lesson learned during the course of the 2009 workshops was that a minority 
of senior researchers felt that being senior researchers meant that they were also 
senior science communicators. Unfortunately, this proved not to be the case. Having 
trainees at the advanced workshops who did not have some basic science 
communication training proved to be disruptive for the majority of participants and 
frustrating for them.  
 

Workshops	  in	  2010	  
 
At the end of the workshops in 2009, we discussed with the management of the 
Centre for Advanced Academic Studies (CAAS) our booking for 2010. It transpired 
that the Centre was booked in such a way as to make it impossible to deliver 
workshops efficiently in the March / April period. So bookings for all workshops 
were made during July and August. 
 
As a result of experience in 2009, the network decided that any researcher asking to 
participate in our SCII workshops either had to participate in our SCI workshop, or 
demonstrate that they had participated in an equivalent workshop. This stipulation 
was approved by ESConet’s then-EC Project Manager, Sofia Caira.   
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Playing for or against ‘sticking points’, 
W3, 2009 

 
 Photo: ESConet 
 
All of the individuals and networks for which current contact details were provided by 
the Commission were, once more, sent the 2010 brochure, and invited to participate in 
the planned workshops. Additionally, ESConet sent brochures to the National Contact 
Points, and various academies of science, particularly in Poland and Bulgaria, where 
the network had developed good contacts. We also sent brochures to FP7 researchers, 
whose contact details gathered through the Cordis website, internet searches, personal 
contacts and through the recommendations of past participants, brochures for 2010 
year’s courses were disseminated widely.  
 
During the period of July 12 to August 15, 2010, five “basic” and five advanced 
three-day workshops were delivered at the Centre for Advanced Academic Studies 
(CAAS) in Dubrovnik, Croatia. The workshops were presented by a total of 24 
individual trainers, working in pairs.  
 

 

 
 
 
 
‘Villagers’ speaking up at a town meeting, 
W10, 2010 
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Photo: Kajsa-Stina Magnusson  
 
This represents the most intense science communication training process ever 
delivered, and indicates the flexibility of the ESConet modular approach, and the 
suitability of its modules to being delivered by several trainers. Whilst each trainer 
brings with them their own particular approach to the modules, the design and 
delivery notes mean that the main topics and materials are covered consistently. 
 
The 2010 series of 10 workshops had a total of 200 training places available; of these 
199 were filled, and the one unfilled place resulted from a very late cancellation that 
occurred too late for us to fill the place. 124 individuals were trained, with most doing 
both workshops. Additionally, some of the 2009 SCI trainees returned to do the SCII 
workshop. Thus we delivered 99 SCI trainings and 100 SCII trainings.  
 
 
 
 
Coffee 
break in 
the 
courtyard, 
W5, 2010 

 
 Photo: Kajsa-Stina Magnusson 
 
 
During the course of the Dubrovnik workshops, it was felt necessary to develop a new 
scenario to augment those already in the ESConet modules. The scenario was 
intended for the module on Communicating Risk and it was decided that to use a 
hypothetical outbreak of cholera in Dubrovnik as a timely local scenario. Three of the 
original ESConet modules were developed further following the courses in 
Dubrovnik. These are Social Science for Science Communication, (see Appendix 3) 
Science in Dialogue (i.e. Talking Science and Listening), and Public Science on the 
Web.  
 
The changed social science module focuses more narrowly on the evaluation of 
science communication than it previously did, please find the new module attached. 
As for Science in Dialogue, it was felt that a slight adjustment to the module was 
needed and that new scenarios should be developed to complement those already 
used. The change lies in that less focus should be put on interpersonal communication 
than what has previously been the case. So far, one new scenario has been developed. 
The scenario is on the use of Deep Brain Stimulation as a possible treatment of Major 
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Depression (please find it attached as an appendix). The changes made to Public 
Science on the Web, a first draft has been submitted.  
 
ESConet members organised a non-EC funded one-day workshop in collaboration 
with Think-Lab Ltd. for EFDA (European Fusion Development Agreement) at Risø 
National Laboratory for Sustainable Energy, Technical University of Denmark, on the 
5th of May. ESConet members also organised a non-EC funded workshop for a group 
of neuroscientists in Trieste, Italy, in collaboration with SISSA (Scuola Internazionale 
Superiore di Studi Avanzati), held 20-22 June, 20111. 
 

The	  ESConet	  Evaluation	  Project	  
 
During the course of the 2009 running of the workshops, a number of ESConet 
trainers with a background in the social sciences drafted questionnaires that could be 
used to test whether or not the work of the project was having an effect on the 
competence and confidence of Europe’s key researchers to be involved in science 
communication, outreach and public engagement. 
 
The questionnaires were developed sufficiently rapidly that all trainees could be sent 
Post-training questionnaires to be filled in 6-12 months after training. But only the 
trainees of 2010 could be sent pre-training questionnaires, which would allow 
ESConet to compare their attitudes and opinions of the workshop(s) and science 
communication generally before and after attending the workshops. The two 
questionnaires did not seek answers to exactly the same questions, but they largely 
aimed to measure the same things, such as the confidence the trainees felt when 
facing various science communication activities, for instance.  
 
All questionnaires, which were anonymous, were fed into SPSS, as were the details of 
the trainees that did not respond to the questionnaires. The reason for the latter was to 
produce descriptive statistics for all of the trainees, which has been presented 
elsewhere. The data, totalling 129 cases out of 231, whereof the pre-training 
respondents amount to 92 and post-training questionnaires were handed in by 87 
respondents. 50 trainees submitted both pre and post-training questionnaires (all in 
2010), and 43 only handed in pre-training but no post-training questionnaires, while 
36 trainees chose to fill in the post-training questionnaires but not the pre-training 
questionnaire. A majority of the latter group were trainees in 2009, to whom no pre-
training questionnaires were sent. Three of the trainees that attended workshops in 
both 2009 and 2010 submitted post-training questionnaires for 2009 and pre-training 
questionnaires in 2010, but not post-training questionnaires for 2010. 102 trainees 
submitted neither pre nor post-training questionnaires. 
 

                                                
1 These events were non-EC funded as the organisers, EFDA, covered all associated expenses 
and trainer fees. The costs of the SISSA workshope were borne wholly by SISSA. UCL 
confirms that there was no duplication of expenses charged to the EC for this effort/work and 
involvement of ESConet members. All expenses for trainers fees and organisation related to 
these separate workshops were paid for by the EFDA, through Think-Lab Ltd, or SISSA, and 
independently of the existing trainers fees and organisation effort by UCL staff charged to 
ESConet. 
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The 120 variables provide answers to a large number of questions, a number of which 
are beyond the scope of this report. What is interesting here are questions related to 
the impact which the training may have had on the confidence levels experienced 
among the trainees, their overall opinions about the workshops, and their attitudes 
towards science communication. 

Confidence	  
 
Respondents of both the pre and post-training questionnaires were asked to rate, 
firstly, how easy they would find it to perform a number of public communication 
activities2. As mentioned above, the activities listed differed between the two 
questionnaires, yet, each have produced a mean that fascilitates a comparison between 
the level of confidence felt pre- and post-training when communicating publicly. This 
question was followed by a number of questions related specifically to the confidence 
felt by the respondents when taking part of science communication activities related 
to the modules included in the ESConet workshop(s).3 In this instance, both 
questionnaires asked exactly the same questions. 
 
Comparing the means for the ease by which trainees claimed to communicate 
publicly, it seems trainees found communication easier prior to the workshop(s) – 
3.06 of 5, where 1 was very difficult and 5 very easy, than after the workshops where 
the mean was 2.71 all cases considered. Comparing the replies submitted only by the 
respondents who chose to hand in both questionnaires, the figures did not change 
much as the mean for pre-training was 2.99 while the post-training equivalent was 
2.69.  
 
As for the second question, dealing specifically with the confidence felt in relation to 
a number of science communication activities, the mean rose following the 
workshops to 3.20, from 3.03 when all cases were included. A similar curve was 
noticed when the 50 cases encompassing both the pre and post-training questionnaires 
were selected, with the mean rising to 3.27 from 2.96 following the workshop(s).  
 
The numbers suggest that trainees may have assumed public communication to be 
slightly easier before training than after training. While the suggestion, by itself, could 
mean that he workshops did little to encourage trainees to communicate, the measured 
confidence levels imply that the workshop(s) have in fact increased their confidence 
when engaging in science communication activities. 
 
When put to a T-test, comparing the confidence measured before and after the 
workshops, the correlation between the two sets of scores is statistically significant (p 
= 0.004), and the difference between their means is also significant (p = 0.003). That 
is to say that the mean confidence that participants felt in terms of communicating 
science increased following the workshop(s). 
 

                                                
2 Question 11 (pre-training) and 3 (post-training). 
3 Question 12 (pre-training) and 4 (post-training). 
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	  Added	  value	  of	  the	  workshops	  
 
One of the questions on the post-training questionnaire related to how helpful the 
trainees found the workshops in relation to communicating their research to non-
experts, raising the visibility profile of their institutions, better understanding of 
science in society issues and getting in touch with colleagues who share similar 
interest in communicating with the public4. With the scale ranging between 1 – not at 
all and 5 – very much, the mean for all four was 3.60, while the mean for 
communicating research to non-experts achieved 4.01, raising the visibility of their 
institution got 3.07, increasing the understanding of science in society issues got to 
3.85, and getting in touch with colleagues who share a similar interest in 
communicating with the public achieved 3.41. Overall, the figures show that the 
ESConet were considered helpful to the trainees. 
 
Finally, when choosing between seven areas in which ESConet had an impact, the 
three options most often singled out by respondents were ‘writing up a press release’ 
(53), ‘understanding the key elements for a successful interview with journalists’ (47), 
and ‘understanding the critical features of your audience and adjust your presentation 
accordingly’ (41)5.   

Attitudes	  toward	  science	  communication	  and	  the	  public	  understanding	  
of	  science	  
 
As the move from the public understanding of science towards the ‘new mood for 
dialogue’ was stressed during the workshops, and most modules touched on the topic, 
the trainees were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with a set of statements6. 
The mean value was 3.427 (5 being the ideal), which points towards an increasing 
understanding for the ‘new mood for dialogue’ as opposed to the more paternalistic 
and one-directional PUS mentality. Comparing the means for the various statements, 
however, it becomes apparent that the trend is not necessarily consistent across the 
board. More of the trainees did, for instance, disagree with keeping discussions of 
uncertainties about facts and models within the scientific community, while more than 
half of the respondents agreed with the PUS notion by which the public will be more 
positive about science if they only know more about research. The individual means 
were as follows: 
 
“If the public only knew more about research, it would be more positive about science.”: 2.26 
 
“Discussions of uncertainties about facts and models should be kept within the scientific community.”: 
3.61 
 
“The main task of scientists in public communication is to educate the public”: 2.75 
 
“The public should be informed when scientists disagree about relevant issues”: 2.23 
 
                                                
4 Question 7 (post-training) 
5 Question 8 (post-training); n=87 
6 Question 9 (post-training); 1 – agree strongly, 5 – disagree strongly 
7 The 4th-6th statement was recoded as respondents were expected to agree with them 
rather than disagree, which was the case with the other statements. 
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“Scientists should do more efforts to make their research known to the general public”: 1.84 
 
“Scientists should do more efforts to understand public concerns with regard to science and 
technology issues”: 2.03 
 
“Journalists are not competent enough to cover science issues”: 3.16 
 
The mean values did not change by much when checked against whether or not 
respondents attended a Science Communication I or a Science Communication II 
workshop, or both8.  
 

Societal	  impact	  
 
This project has an immense societal potential in that it empowers the scientific 
community to get closer to the public, who often pay for research and make up the 
society in which science is being interpreted and implemented. Though the long-term 
societal implications of the project are impossible to evaluate at present time, it is fair 
to assume that most trainees are communicating about their research to the public, and 
will continue to do so.  
 
One of the questions in the post-training questionnaire dealt with the communication 
activities that trainees undertook following the workshops. A similar question was 
asked on the pre-training questionnaires, showing that all trainees had some form of 
public communication experience, yet, the numbers cannot be compared as the latter 
questionnaire did not ask respondents to clarify the number of years during which the 
activities had taken place. With regards to the post-training questionnaires then, only 
one of the trainees claimed not to have engaged with the public or media in any way, 
whereas the average number of different public communication activities was 5.74 
out of 11.  
 
The three most common activities being “Helping to prepare a brochure or any other 
communication material for the public” (66.7%), “Giving information to the public 
relations department of your institution” (56.3%), and “Helping to organise or 
conduct a public event (e.g. open-house day, science fair, exhibition)” (55.2%). This 
while only 16.1% of respondents claimed to have been “Helping to plan or conduct a 
public information campaign (e.g. health care)”.  
 
It is fair to assume that all trainees who attended the workshop(s) did so as they were 
interested in communicating science. As only one of the trainees claim not to have 
done any public engagement at all since the workshop, 86 respondents, who seem to 
have been very actively engaging with the public and the media, remain. Hence, 
considering that the measured confidence among trainees have risen following the 
workshop(s) as mentioned above, it seems that the ESConet project has had and will 
have a positive impact on society over all.  
 

                                                
8 The mean value for respondents who only attended a SCI workshop (n=26) was 
3.46; trainees who only attended a SCII workshop (n= 7) achieved an average of 3.47, 
while respondents who did both workshops (n= 54) achieved a mean of 3.40.  
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Dissemination	  
 
The project has been disseminated during two international conferences, and a paper 
based on the pre and post-training questionnaires is currently being prepared, and will 
be submitted to a peer-reviewed journal. 
 
EuroScience Open Forum (ESOF), Turin, Italy, July 2nd-7th 2010 
 
ESConet held three events in the Careers section at ESOF in Turin in 2010. One of 
the events was a talk offering general information about the project and the two other 
events were taster workshops for the Media writing and Talking to the media 
modules. All three events were very popular and gathered large audiences. 
 
11th International Conference on Public Communication of Science and Technology 
(PCST), New Delhi, India, 6-10 December 2010   
 
ESConet was represented at the PCST in New Delhi in December 2010, delivering a 
session together with Jenni Metcalfe (Econnet Com, Australia) and Bruce Lewenstein 
(Cornell, USA). The topic for the session was Talking Science & Listening: Science 
Communication Training for Dialogue & Debate, and the audience was offered a 
comparison between science communication training on three different continents, 
and the discussion offered insight and reflection.  
 

Ways	  ahead	  
 
Our experience with the two-years of training workshops demonstrated that it is 
feasible to deliver modular programmes on a relatively large scale, providing that a 
large training team is available. The workshops were well received and evaluated by 
the participants as being useful and enjoyable. It is clear that Europe’s leading 
researchers have a great appetite for undertaking such training, even though some of 
them were setting aside an entire week (if they did both basic and advanced 
workshops) to do so. 
 
In 2010, indeed, applications ran ahead of our ability to provide training places. We 
were oversubscribed by ~50%, and we were left with a list of ~120 researchers who 
wanted training, and indications from many of those who had attended workshops that 
colleagues in their networks would have liked to attend and would have benefitted 
from attending.  
  
During the extension period, ESConet Trainers decided to see to what extent potential 
trainees were prepared to fund their own costs, rather than have them provided by the 
Commission through ESConet. We calculated that we would need to charge €750 for 
one three-day workshop and €1250 for two consecutive three-day workshops for 2011 
(including accommodation), when it was still possible to cover some of the 
management costs from the remaining ESConet budget. 
 
A new brochure was designed and the webpage was developed to suit the needs of a 
more commercial entity. All those left on our reserve list for 2010 were contacted, as 
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were our entire list of contacts. We also sent materials to all of the National Contact 
Points who had proved so useful in previous years.  
 
Unfortunately, however, we were not able to attract a sufficient number of applicants. 
Judging from the correspondence with potential applicants, the reason for the low 
number of applications received seems to be the current financial climate in Europe, 
and that many framework projects are coming to an end, and had already used up 
their training budgets. Such concerns were particularly emphasised by would-be 
participants from the newer member states. As a result, ESConet was not able to offer 
the proposed set of five workshops.   
 
Our preliminary conclusions from this exercise is that future science communication 
training for Europe’s research community will either require a direct call for tender by 
the Commission, resulting in the award of a science communication training contract, 
or another Framework call, either in the FP7 2013 workplan or in the Horizons 2020 
programme.  
 
Another solution is that new FP7 / Horizons 2020 proposals are obliged to include 
plans for training in communication to lay audiences, policy-makers etc. In this way, 
they will be able to budget for sending their participants on such courses. It may be 
that some projects will enter into an agreement with providers such as ESConet that 
can be named in their contract. Another model might be that the European 
Commission will provide applicants for projects under FP7 2013 or Horizons 2020 
with a list of approved science communication training providers.  
 
The current network of trainers is very effective and works well as a team in any 
combination. So, parallel to the work under this contract, our trainers have also 
carried out several “bespoke” workshops for other organisations and networks, and 
this remains an activity to which we are committed. So ad hoc workshops on an as-
and-when-required basis are possible as future activities. 
 
ESConet has constructed a brand that has positive recognition qualities during its two-
year project, and it is important to protect and develop that brand, not least because it 
represents the investment of much time, effort and funding from the European 
Commission and the ESConet team.  
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Appendix	  1:	  The	  ESConet	  Science	  Communication	  Training	  
Modules	  
 
The ESConet science communication training modules have been extensively 
reported in the 2008 project final report (RITA-CT-2005-516861), in the journal 
Science Communication (vol. 31, pp. 116-126, 2009), and in Annex B to the current 
contract. They were the subject of presentations at the biennial conference of the 
international Public Communication of Science and Technology conference (Malmo, 
June 25-27, 2008), at the European Open Science Forum (Torino, July 2-7, 2010), and 
other conferences and meetings. One of the key aspects of the modules is that they 
address the issue of genuine dialogue and debate, essential for relationship between the 
European research community and their fellow citizens. ESConet’s modules emphasise 
the importance of listening, rather than the one-way, top-down communication favoured 
by the scientific community prior to 2000. 
 
The modules cover the following activities and topics, for the introductory, Science 
Communication I, workshops: 

• Introduction 
• Who are you communicating with and why 
• Writing for the Media 
• Talking to the Media 
• How the Media cover Science 
• Public Science on the Web 
• Science in Culture 

 
For the advanced, Science Communication II, workshops, the modules are: 

• Introduction 
• Presenting Research to Policy-makers 
• The Social Sciences for Science Communication 
• Communicating Risk 
• Talking Science and Listening 

 
In addition, modules on Hand-on Science, aimed at developing interactive exhibits in 
science museums and centres, and Science and Controversy, a more historic and 
immersive module, were developed by ESConet, but not used in the 2009 and 2010 
workshops completed under this contract.  Short descriptions of our modules follow: 

Who	  are	  you	  communicating	  with	  and	  why	  
 
This module acts an introduction to the workshop, and is designed to open up the 
trainees to the possibilities and pitfalls of communicating with lay audiences. Before 
embarking on any communications activity, it is vital to ask: who is your audience, 
and why are you communicating with them? For any science communication activity 
to be successful, it is important to understand the specific characteristics of the 
audience that may shape how people relate to science. So the first section of this 
module looks at what we know about European citizens and their attitudes to science, 
making use of the Eurobarometer surveys, among other information sources. The 
second part of this module presents the reasons why lay people need and seek 
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scientific information, using the “uses and gratifications” approach from 
communication theory. For both sections there are short exercises, including asking 
trainees to introduce themselves, outline their experience in communicating with the 
media and lay audiences, and say what their particular motives are for being involved 
in science communication. This module then leads into the following THREE 
practical modules that develop communication skills in writing for the media, talking 
to the media, and communication through the internet. 

Writing	  for	  the	  media	  
 
If they publish in high profile journals or have to make an important announcement 
or conference presentation, researchers may often be asked to provide information 
for a press release. They may, of course, leave the writing of this release entirely to 
their institution’s press office. But, increasingly, researchers themselves are being 
asked to play a part in formulating what goes out to the media, to ensure accuracy 
and to highlight the relevance, novelty etc. of what they are doing.  The press release 
is a very disciplined, formulaic piece of writing designed to fit closely to what news 
journalists have to write on a daily basis, and to answer a few very basic questions: 
who, what, where, why, when and how. So this module provides scientists with the 
skills required to prepare a press release about their own research. Before developing 
their writing skills, trainees are also given an introduction to news values that they 
can apply in their own press release writing, and taken through examples of press 
releases that have successfully generated media coverage. The module engenders 
good written communication practices that may be widely applicable, including in a 
purely research setting, such as a scientific journal or conference poster. This is 
considered a core module for a workshop in which participants with little or no 
experience of science communication are to be trained. 

Talking	  to	  the	  media	  
 
This module introduces trainees to the various forms and uses of the media interview 
in which scientists may be involved, and involves participants in a practical 
simulation of a media interview. It reviews participants’ experiences and expectations 
of media interviews. It considers the media’s approach to interviews and sets out the 
range of contexts in which scientists may be interviewed. Participants are advised on 
preparing for media interviews, underlining the importance of clear focus on key 
points, and of anticipating the possible lines of questioning. Participants are 
presented with a scenario in which the media wish to interview them, and they have 
the opportunity to prepare with a colleague-participant, under trainers’ supervision. 
Participants are interviewed by media professionals in one or more settings. The 
default setting is the t.v. or radio interview in a studio setting for live broadcast or 
recording. Other possibilities are: interviews on the telephone for radio (live) or 
newspaper; extended interviews for magazine; interview on-camera in non-studio 
location; presentation to media at a press conference.  Trainers and participants 
review the interview performances, offering opportunity for peer and self-critique. 
Time and numbers permitting, participants are re-interviewed in the same or similar 
setting and their improvement assessed. This, too, is a core module, essential for 
further training. 

Public	  science	  on	  the	  web	  
 
This module examines the various forms and uses of the web as a medium of public 
science communication. Tutors and participants will review critically selected 
examples of science web sites, aiming to identify elements of good and bad practice, 
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and to establish criteria for effective sites. Participants will be encouraged to reflect 
on use of language, structures of information, use of images, inclusion of interactive 
features and hyperlinks, and other features of web sites appropriate to science 
communication in various contexts. Participants will undertake supervised exercises, 
working in pairs, to review critically selected science web sites and to produce an 
outline of a web page or pages about the project, programme or institution to which 
they belong. They will be introduced to techniques such as blogging, and sites such as 
Facebook. Tutors and participants will review together the pages produced. This 
module does ask trainees to keep in touch with the trainers and undertake some 
follow-up exercises, to be undertaken in the following weeks.  

How	  the	  media	  cover	  science	  
 
There is much anecdotal evidence of scientists experience difficulties with journalists 
and broadcasters when it comes to popularizing their work: inaccuracies, 
oversimplifications, removal of qualifying statements, over-emphasising controversy 
etc. Much of the uneasiness between the world’s of research and the media is due to 
mutual unfamiliarity, and a separate call under FP7 is designed to make journalists 
more familiar with life in a research institution.  This module, however, is designed to 
increase researchers’ familiarity with the world of the media. The module presents an 
overview of the main features of media presentation of science and technology issues. 
It reviews the key findings of long-term studies of media coverage of science and 
technology, tries to highlight the dominant trends across time, the main differences 
across the diverse media (TV, press, radio) and presents some particularly significant 
case studies.  ESConet often delivers this module as an evening lecture and 
discussion. 

Science	  in	  culture	  
 
By the end of an intensive, two-day workshop, trainees have been exposed to a great 
deal of practical activity and detailed information. At the end of the workshop, 
therefore, it is useful to reflect on what has been learned and put it into a wider 
context. This module provides a useful framework for doing this: the public 
representation of science is the result of a combination of a great multiplicity and 
variety of factors, the origins of which are difficult to trace. This module provides a 
brief introduction to some of those factors, and aims to generate a final discussion on 
why science communication is important at a number of levels. In short, it reinforces 
the lessons learned in the workshop by emphasising the context and importance of 
science communication. 

Communicating	  to	  policy	  makers	  
 
This module introduces trainees to some of the concerns of policy-makers in relation 
to science, technology and medicine. The module is aimed particularly at presenting 
to Members of the European Parliament or to European funders such as the 
Commission, the European Space Agency, the European Science Foundation etc. It 
would be useful for this module if trainees were familiar with the European 
Parliament and its committees, and the policy background of the European 
Commission’s Science and Society Action Plan.  This module provides some initial 
understanding of the requirements of policy-makers for information about science, 
technology and medicine. It outlines some of the issues that are involved in the 
communication of science, technology and medicine to policy-makers who are not 
experts in the area. It commences with a brief introduction to the policy makers and 
the possible motivations for them to want to know about science, technology and 
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medicine. Trainees then carry practical exercises, involving presenting a short written 
report on some aspect of science and technology that has key policy implications, or 
in proposing a project to potential funders / funding bodies.  

Communicating	  risk	  
 
Risk is an unavoidable element of our society, and medicine, science and technology 
– as drivers for change – inherently bring risk along with their new developments. 
But, at the same time, medicine, science and technology are essential to the solution 
and avoidance of risk. This module introduces trainees to essential issues involved in 
communicating scientific topics that contain an element of risk, such as new 
technologies or potential pandemic diseases. Participants therefore get to understand 
that a range of cultural, social and psychological factors, not just narrow scientific 
facts, combine to create an understanding of risk among various publics. The 
scientific facts may not be the deciding factor in how people decide to act relative to a 
risk. The module will explore the differences between communicating ready-made 
science and science-in-the making, which involves uncertainty. In learning how to 
communicate science that contains risk or uncertainty, “experts” must also learn to 
listen as well as explaining their own view clearly. In this module, trainees will take 
part in a scenario exercise where they have to communicate a current scientific topic 
involving risks to various affected stakeholders. This involves trainees being put, 
themselves, into the roles not just of scientific researchers with information to 
impart, but also citizens with various professions and interests.  

Science	  in	  dialogue	  (talking	  science	  and	  listening)	  
 
Scientists will face both opportunities and obligations in their careers to discuss their 
research face-to-face with various interested non-scientists who are participating in 
the science policy process. These non-scientists may include politicians, policy-
makers, interest groups, community groups, business representatives, and members 
of the general public. These communication situations frequently occur outside the 
prepared environments of formal presentations or the unique situations of mass 
media interviews – and so demand a set of interpersonal skills. In the current 
political climate of science and society interaction, dialogue has been noted as a 
crucial means of engaging with the public, especially in areas where sections of the 
public are recognized as having a level of non-professional expertise, or lay expertise, 
in a scientific area. This module introduces trainees to conceptions of science in 
dialogue, and outlines key interpersonal communication skills needed to engage 
effectively in discussion and dialogue with others. Special emphasis is paid to active 
listening. The module introduces central topics, with short exercises used to put these 
skills into practice. It culminates in a scenario exercise in which participants will 
assume the role of different interest groups – including scientific researchers - in 
society who are meeting to reach consensus on a pressing social or economic issue 
that has a significant scientific dimension. Scenarios that are relevant to (at least 
some of) the trainees disciplines and expertise will be used.  

Social	  science	  for	  science	  communication	  
 
Several of the tasks in planning and evaluating major science communication 
activities – e.g. festivals, engagement processes, museum exhibits – required skills 
and knowledge drawn from the social sciences. Where required by trainees, this 
module can be offered as an optional session. It is designed to enhance the awareness 
of trainees about the relevance of social science resources for better understanding 
and improving their interaction with non-experts. Starting with examples of practical 
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situations, the module will introduce trainees to some of the methods and tools that 
the social sciences can offer. Trainees will then carry out practical exercises, relevant 
to their own disciplines and expertise, that make use of the methods presented. 
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Appendix	  2:	  The	  ESConet	  training	  team	  
 
 

 
Photo: ESConet 

Aleksandar	  Višnjevac	  

 
Profile 
 
Aleksandar is a research associate at the Rudjer 
Bošković Institute in Zagreb, Croatia, in the field 
of structural and bioinorganic chemistry. He has a 
Ph.D. from the University of Zagreb, and he was 
elected research associate (eq. to assistant 
professor) in 2003. During 2005/2006 and 2008 
he was a postdoc fellow at the Paris Descartes 
University in Paris, France. Besides Croatian, 
Aleks speaks French and English fluently, and 
has an active knowledge of German and Italian. 
He is author of more than one hundred articles 
popularising science in leading Croatian daily, 
weekly and monthly magazines. From 2003 to 
2005, he published a column called ‘Science in 
Context’ in CroatiaBiz, a Croatian monthly 
magazine for business and society. 
 
 
 
 

 
Rudjer Bošković Institute, Croatia 
 
aleksandar.visnjevac@irb.hr 

Modules taught 
 
Media writing 
Public Science on the Web 
Communicating risk 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W1, W2 
 
2010: W9, W10 
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Photo: ESConet 

Ana	  Godinho	  

 
Profile 
 
Ana coordinates media and external affairs for 
the Instituto Gulbekian de Ciencia (IGC) in 
Portugal. She has several years of professional 
experience in communicating science with the 
public and with the media, through press 
releases and interviews. Before joining the 
IGC, she was science communication officer at 
the Institute for Stem Cell Research, 
Edinburgh, Scotland. Ana has a Ph.D. in 
Developmental Neurobiology from the 
University of London and went on to do post-
doctoral research at King’s College London. 
Since 2003, Ana has organised several 
communication and media training workshops 
for scientists in Portugal and in Edinburgh, for 
EuroStemCell (European Consortium for Stem 
Cell Research). She has also been a trainer on 
workshops organised by ESConet. She has 
presented her work at international science 
communication meetings, published in science 
communication journals and co-authored book 
chapters. 
 
 
 

 
Instituto Gulbekian de Ciencia, 
Portugal 
 
agodinho@igc.gulbekian.pt 

Modules taught: 
 
Media writing 
Public science on the web 
Communicating with policy-makers 
Science in dialogue 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W7, W8 
 
2010: W9, W10 
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Photo: ESConet 

Anita	  Heward	  

 
Profile 
 
Anita is a freelance science writer and press 
officer. After completing an MSc in Earth 
Observation Science at the University of 
Leicester, she joined the team setting up the 
National Space Centre, a Millennium 
Landmark Project based in Leicester. 
Between 1997 and 2001, Anita was 
responsible for developing content and 
displays for the galleries, assembling a 
collection of space artefacts from around 
the world and setting up a gallery-based and 
online space news service. During this 
period she also completed a Diploma in 
Science Communication with Birkbeck 
College, London. Since leaving the National 
Space Centre, Anita has set up the British 
Festival of Space, which publicised the 
UK’s role in space and astronomy through 
events for the media, schools, teachers and 
the general public held in Guildford and 
Birmingham. From 2001 to 2007 she was 
the co-ordinator of ‘UK goes to the 
Planets’, a campaign to publicise the UK’s 
contribution to the exploration of the Solar 
System and she also co-ordinated events for 
Space50, the UK’s celebration of the 50th 
anniversary of the launch of Sputnik. 
 
 
 

 
Europlanet & Royal Astronomical 
Society, UK 
 
anitaheward@btopenworld.com 

Modules taught 
 
How media cover science 
Media writing 
Communicating with policy-makers 
Science in dialogue 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W3, W4 
 
2010: W7, W8 
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Photo: ESConet 

Blanka	  Jergovic	  

 
Profile 
 
Blanka has been a radio journalist for the past ten 
years, specialising in science at the national radio 
station. She has a Ph.D. in sociology from the 
University of Zagreb, where she is now part-time 
lecturer is science journalism. Blanka has been part 
of the management committee of ESConet under 
FP6 and FP7, and is an experienced trainer. She 
organised science communication workshops 
funded by the British Council and the United 
Nations, and works closely with staff at the 
InterUniversity Centre in Dubrovnik. 
 
 
  

Croatian Radiotelevision & 
University of Zagreb, Croatia 
 
blanka.jergovic@hrt.hr 

Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating with 
and why 
Talking to the media 
How media cover science 
Communicating with policy-
makers 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W1 
 
2010: W1, W2 
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Photo: ESConet 

Brian	  Trench	  

 
Profile 
 
Brian is a senior lecturer in the School of 
Communications, Dublin City University (DCU), 
where he teaches courses in Science and Society 
and Science in the Media and co-ordinates the 
Masters in Science Communication. He has 
organised and taught on numerous short training 
courses in media skills for research scientists and 
other university staff. He is co-editor with M. 
Bucchi of Handbook of Public Communication of 
Science and Technology (Routledge 2008). In a 
20-year career in journalism, Brian was news 
editor (Sunday Tribune, Dublin), chief sub-editor 
(Sunday Business Post, Dublin), magazine 
assistant editor (Hibernia, Dublin) and editor 
(Magill, Dublin), radio programme presenter 
(‘Media Vox’, RTE Radio 1, Dublin), and 
contributor on science and technology to various 
media, including ‘5-7 Live’ on RTE Radio1, 
Technology Ireland magazine and New Scientist. 
He is a former president of the Irish Science 
Journalists Association. 
 
 
 

 
Dublin City University, Ireland 
 
brian.trench@dcu.ie 

Modules taught: 
 
Talking to the media 
How media cover science 
Public science on the web 
Communicating with policy-
makers 
Social science for science 
communication 
 
Workshops 
 
2010: W1, W2 
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Photo: ESConet 

Declan	  Fahy	  

 
Profile 
 
Declan has worked as a journalist for several 
Irish publications, including the Irish Times 
and the Irish Daily Mirror. Currently, having 
obtained a Ph.D. in science communication at 
Dublin City University, Declan is Assistant 
Professor at the School of Communication at 
American University, Washington. Before 
moving to Washington, Declan was lecturing 
at DCU. He was the manager on the FP6 
funded ESConet project. 
 
 
 

 
School of Communication 
American University, USA 
 
fahy@american.edu 

Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating with and 
why 
Media writing 
Public science on the web 
Communicating risk 
Science in dialogue 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W1, W6, W7 
 
2010: W1, W2 
 

 
  



 31 

 
Photo: ESConet 

Elsa	  Poupardin	  

 
Profile 
 
Elsa is currently Senior Lecturer in 
Science Communication at the University 
Louis Pasteur. She has a Ph.D. in 
sociology of science from the University 
of Paris. Elsa was manager of ESConet 
before taking up her full-time lectureship, 
and is an experienced science 
communication trainer. 
 
 
  

University Louis Pasteur, France 
 
epoupardin@unistra.fr 

Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating with and why 
Talking to the media 
Communicating risk 
Social science for science communication 
Science in dialogue 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W8, W9 
 
2010: W4, W5 
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Photo: ESConet 

Hans	  Peter	  Peters	  

 
Profile 
 
Hans Peter is a senior researcher at 
Forschungszentrum Jülich, Germany, and 
Adjunct Professor of Science Journalism 
at the Free University of Berlin. After a 
journalism traineeship Hans Peter studied 
physics and social science and received 
his Ph.D. from the University of Bochum. 
He is a member of the Scientific 
Committee of the International Network 
on Public Communication of Science and 
Technology (PCST), the Scientific 
Advisory Board of the German 
Committee for Disaster Reduction 
(DKKV), and serves on the Editorial 
Advisory Board of ‘Science 
Communication’. His research deals with 
the formation of public opinion on 
science, technology, biomedicine and the 
environment under the conditions of a 
media society. In particular, he focuses on 
the relationship of science and journalism. 
He has organised media training 
workshops for scientists in Germany for 
more than 15 years. 
 
 
 

 
Forschungszentrum Jülich, Germany 
 
h.p.peters@fz-juelich.de 
 

Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating with and why 
How media cover science 
Talking to the media 
Public science on the web 
Communicating risk 
Social science for science communication 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W9, W10 
 
2010: W6, W7 
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Kajsa-‐Stina	  Magnusson	  
 
Profile 
 
Kajsa is an experienced project manager who 
has worked on diverse projects, such as those 
related to development and democratization in 
Southern Africa and running a centre teaching 
graduate courses in mathematics and statistical 
science in inner city London. Kajsa is 
particularly interested in science 
communication and policy-making related to 
emerging technologies, technological change 
and issues related to science and democracy 
and democratization. She teaches science 
communication courses at UCL, and is 
currently enrolled as a Ph.D. candidate 
researching science policy and the societal and 
ethical implications associated with 
nanotechnologies. 
 
 

 

 
Photo ESConet 
 
Project manager 
Department of Science and 
Technology Studies, University 
College London, UK 
 
k.magnusson@ucl.ac.uk 
 
Modules taught: 
 
How media cover science 
Media writing 
Public science on the web 
Social science for science 
communication 
Communicating with policy-makers 
Science in dialogue 
 
Workshops 
 
All 
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Photo: Ronny Klæbø 

Kostas	  Dimopoulos	  

 
Profile 
 
Kostas is Associate Professor of Learning 
Materials in the Department of Social and 
Educational Policy, University of the 
Peloponnese. He also teaches Didactics of 
Science at the Hellenic Open University. His 
current research interests concern the image 
of science and technology presented within 
various communication contexts like formal 
and non formal science education 
institutions, mass media, internet and 
advertisements, as well as developing 
science communication and education 
materials for non-experts (student and the 
general public). He has written many 
articles, conference papers, and recently two 
books on these issues. Among the 
international journals he has published are 
Public Understanding of Science, Science 
Communication, Research in Science 
Education, International Journal of Learning, 
and Mediterranean Journal of Educational 
Studies. Finally, Kostas has participated in 
many national and European R&D projects 
related to science communication and 
science education. 
 
 
 

 
Department of Social and Educational 
Policy, University of Peloponnese, 
Greece 
 
cdimop68@otenet.gr 
 
Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating with and 
why 
Public science on the web 
Social science for science 
communication 
Science in dialogue 
Communicating with policy-makers 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W5, W10 
 
2010: W4, W5 
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Lucie	  Green	  

 
Profile 
 
Lucie works in TV and radio and co-
presented the BBC/Open University 
astronomy programmes ‘Final Frontier’ and 
‘Stardate’, which covered some of the major 
events in astronomy and space physics. One 
of the Stardate programmes covered the 
transit of Venus, which took place on 6 June 
2004. This programme won the Royal 
Television Society’s Life Long Learning and 
Multimedia Award for the opportunities it 
gave viewers to join in on the event and make 
their own Sun-Earth distance measurements. 
In addition, Lucie regularly contributes to 
discussions on space and astronomy on the 
radio and in the news on BBC1, BBC News 
24, GMTV, carried out science 
demonstrations on the Children’s BBC 
programme the Xchange, discussed solar 
physics and solar observing of the Sky at 
Night. Lucie also works as a solar phycisist at 
the Mullard Space Science Laboratory. 
 
 

 
Mullard Space Science Laboratory, UK 
 
lmg@mssl.ucl.ac.uk 

Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating with and 
why 
Talking to the media 
 
Workshops 
 
2010: W7 
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Maggie	  Aderin	  

 
Profile 
 
Maggie is the founder of Science Innovation 
and an experienced television broadcaster. As 
STFC Fellow, she is developing projects to 
popularise particle physics and astronomy, 
particularly to black and ethnic minority 
communities, who have been hard to reach by 
traditional outreach and science 
communication projects. Maggie has a Ph.D. 
in Mechanical Engineering from Imperial 
College, London, and several years of 
experience making instruments for the space 
industry, in which she still works part-time. 
 
 
 

 
STFC Science-in-Society Fellow, 
Department of Science and Technology 
Studies, University College London, 
UK 
 
m.aderin@science-innovation.com 
 
Modules taught: 
 
Media writing 
Talking to the media 
Public science on the web 
Communicating with policy-makers 
Communicating risk 
Social science for science 
communication 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W4, W5 
 
2010: W6 
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Photo: ESConet 

Marta	  Entradas	  

 
Profile 
 
Marta has completed her thesis, Who’s for 
Space, in Science Communication at 
University College London. Her research 
deals with the public opinion on science, 
particularly related to space exploration, and 
the relationship between the public and 
policy-making. She has a Master’s degree in 
Earth and Life Sciences for Education from 
the University of Lisbon, where she focused 
on science communication strategies for 
informal education. Previously, Marta spent 
four years working as a Science 
Communication Officer at the European 
Centre for Marine Science and Technology 
(EurOcean). 
 
 
 

 
Department of Science and Technology 
Studies, University College London, 
UK 
 
marta.entradas@ucl.ac.uk 
 
Modules taught: 
 
How media cover science 
Media writing 
Public science on the web 
Communicating risk 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W8, W9 
 
2010: W5, W6 
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Photo: ESConet 

Mary	  Mulvihill	  

 
Profile 
 
In a previous existence, Mary worked as a statistical 
geneticist with Ireland’s Agricultural Research 
Institute – so she knows what it is like to be a 
scientist. But for over 20 years now, she has worked 
as a science writer and broadcaster, so she also 
knows what it is like to communicate a technical 
story to a general audience. She has written widely 
for Irish publications, presented numerous radio 
series for RTE, and edited Technology Ireland for a 
decade since the 1990s. A former president of the 
Irish Science & Technology Journalists 
Association, and former member of the Irish 
Council for Bioethics, she has co-ordinated and 
contributed to over 20 training workshops for 
scientists covering media and interview skills, 
communicating and presentations. Her book on 
Irish scientific heritage, Ingenious Ireland, won a 
number of awards. 
 
 
 

 
Freelance radio and print science 
journalist, Ireland 
 
mary.mulvihill@gmail.com 

Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating with 
and why 
Talking to the media 
Communicating risk 
 
Workshops 
 
2010: W7, W8 
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Massimiano	  Bucchi	  

 
Profile 
 
Massimiano has a Ph.D. Social and Political Science 
and is Associate Professor of Sociology of Science 
at the University of Trento, Italy. He has published 
several books, including Science and the Media 
(London and New York, Routledge, 1998). He is a 
head of the scientific committee of non-profit centre 
Observa Science in Society. Massimiano has also 
served as advisor and evaluator for several research 
and policy bodies, including the US National 
Science Foundation, the Royal Society and the 
European Commission. He has received recognition 
for his work, including the Mullins Prize awarded 
by the Society for Social Studies of Science (1997) 
and the Merck-Serono prize for science books 
(2007). 
 
 

 
University of Trento and Observa 
Science in Society, Italy 
 
massimiano.bucchi@unitn.it 

Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating 
with and why 
How media cover science 
Public science on the web 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W6 
 
2010: W5 
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Photo: ESConet 

Melanie	  Smallman	  

 
Profile 
 
Melanie holds a degree in Biology from the 
University of Warwick, and an MSc in Science 
Communication from Imperial College, London. 
She is the director of the private science 
communication consultants Think-lab. She was 
part-time manager of ENSCOT, and is 
responsible for giving science communication 
advice to the Chief Scientific Officer at the UK 
Department of the Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs. There, she has transformed the 
communication strategy of the ministry, to make 
it much more open to public engagement, as well 
as to the media. Through ENSCOT and ESConet, 
she is an experienced trainer. Melanie will offer 
training in writing for the media, communicating 
to policy makers, communicating risk, and 
science in dialogue. 
 
 

 
Think-lab and DEFRA, UK 
 
melaniesmallman@think-lab.co.uk 

Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating with 
and why 
Media writing 
Communicating with policy-makers 
Science in dialogue 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W5 
 
2010: W9, W10 
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Photo: ESConet 

Nina	  Kuryata-‐Stasiv	  

 
Profile 
 
Nina is currently an editor for the BBC website for 
Ukraine. She was previously editor-in-chief of the 
Seychas Newspaper, run by the LIGABusiness-
Inform Information Agency. She has a Ph.D. in 
microbiology from the Ukrainian Academy of 
Sciences (Kiev) and a Master’s degree in 
journalism. She used to be a science writer and has 
taught university courses in Science Journalism 
since 2005. Nina has also organised and taught on 
several science communication workshops. Nina 
was a member of the Management Committee of 
ESConet. 
 
 
 
 

 
Editor, BBC World Service 
(Ukraine) 
 
nina.kuryata@gmail.com 
 
Modules taught: 
 
Media writing 
Talking to the media 
Public Science on the Web 
Communicating risk 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W2, W3 
 
2010: W8, W9, W10 
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Quentin	  Cooper	  

 
Profile 
 
Quentin hosts BBC Radio 4’s weekly The 
Material World, the UK’s most listened to 
science programme, and he writes and 
presents a range of other science output on 
radio, television and in print. He also 
facilitates and directs and increasing number 
of other science events in the UK and around 
the world – in the last years these included 
everything from science journalism 
workshops in Japan to a biodiversity 
conference in Brazil, from a global diabetes 
summit in Kenya to the first European 
Commission forum on science journalism in 
Spain, and from talks about the image of 
scientists in Moscow to a dance-science 
project for schools in London. Among the 
organisations he has worked with regularly 
and recently are the British Council, the 
Royal Society, BBC Training, the Royal 
Institution, NERC (the Natural Environment 
Research Council), the Institute of Physics, 
DEFRA (the UK Department for 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs), Astra 
Zeneca, The Natural History Museum, the 
Wellcome Trust, Cheltenham Science 
Festival, The World Diabetes Foundation and 
the Cape Farewell climate change project. 
 
 
 

 
BBC Radio, UK 
 
quentin@dial.pipex.com 

Modules taught: 
 
How media cover science 
Talking to the media 
Communicating with policy-makers 
Science in dialogue 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W6, W10 
 
2010: W3 
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Sofia	  Araujo	  

 
Profile 
 
Sofia graduated in Applied Chemistry 
(Biotechnology) from Universidade Nova de 
Lisboa, in Lisbon, Portugal, and has a Ph.D. in 
Biochemistry from the University of London, UK. 
She holds a post-graduate Diploma in Science 
Communication from Birkbeck College, University 
of London. 
 
Sofia is a full-time scientist who possesses years of 
experience and many scientific publications in her 
field of research. In addition, she is particularly 
interested in Science Communication and in 
investigating innovative ways to bring science to 
the public and to engage the public in scientific 
discussion. Sofia is one of the editors of a 
Portuguese science weblog and has participated in 
a Portuguese TV-Science programme broadcasted 
in 2008 (ABCiência RTP, Portugal). Since 2003, 
she has organised and been a trainer in various 
science communication workshops for scientists 
both in Portugal and abroad as a member of 
ESConet. These workshops offer extensive media 
training and hands-on activities. Sofia has also 
been involved with the organisation of Science 
Communication conferences for Portuguese 
scientists and journalists. In 2008, she published 
her first book on biological experiments for 5-10 
year olds (Ciência a Brincar - descobre a Vida, 
Editorial Bizâncio). 
 
 

 
IRB Barcelona, Spain 
 
sofia.araujo@irbbarcelona.org 

Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating with 
and why 
Talking to the media 
Media writing 
Public science on the web 
Communicating risk 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W8, W9, W10 
 
2010: W3, W4 
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Steve	  Miller	  

 
Profile 
 
Steve was Head of Department of STS 
until 2011, and Professor of Science 
Communication and Planetary 
Science. Steve is a former political 
journalist. He directed ENSCOT and 
is currently directing ESConet. He 
was among the first to introduce 
science communication courses into 
British universities, doing so in 1990, 
and has been organising training 
courses for nearly 20 years. Steve also 
chaired the European Commission’s 
own exercise in Benchmarking the 
Promotion of RTD Culture and Public 
Understanding of Science (EC 2003) 
and has acted as an evaluator for FP5 
and FP6 projects, and for the 
Descartes Prize for Science 
Communication. He co-authored 
Science in Public: communication, 
culture and credibility. He is also a 
planetary scientist and co-ordinator in 
the FP6- and FP7-funded European 
planetary science network, 
EuroPlanet. 
 
 
 
 

 
Director of ESConet 
 
Department of Science and Technology 
Studies,  
University College London, UK 
 
s.miller@ucl.ac.uk 
 
Modules taught: 
 
Who you are communicating with and why 
How media cover science 
Talking to the media 
Social science for science communication 
Science in dialogue 
Communicating with policy-makers 
Communicating risk 
Science in culture 
 
Workshops 
 
All 
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Photo: Ronny Klæbø 

Toby	  Murcott	  

 
Profile 
 
Toby is a producer for Pier Productions and BBC 
Radio, whose programmes include Home Planet 
and Connect for BBC Radio 4. He was the science 
correspondent for BBC World Service and has 
produced and presented programmes across all of 
BBC Radio, He is a part-time lecturer in science 
journalism at City University, and has previously 
been a lecturer in science communication at the 
University of Glamorgan, teaching on the MSc 
course there. He is author of ‘The Whole Story: 
Alternative Medicine or Trial?’ and a regular 
columnist on The times newspaper. He has worked 
on several projects with leading scientific 
institutions, including working with the Institute of 
Physics; The Royal Society; The British 
Association for the Advancement of Science; The 
Medical Research Council; Nature Magazine; The 
British Council; Society of Chemistry in Industry. 
Tony is also consultant to science TV production 
companies and has a Ph.D. in biochemistry. 
 
 
 

 
Pier Productions & BBC Radio, 
UK 
 
tobymurcott@gmail.com 

Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating with 
and why 
How media cover science 
Talking to the media 
Public science on the web 
Communicating with policy-
makers 
Communicating risk 
Science in dialogue 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W3, W4, W5 
 
2010: W3, W4 
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Todor	  Galev	  

 
Profile 
 
Todor is a research fellow at the 
Technology studies Group, Institute of 
Sociology, Bulgaria. He obtained a Ph.D. 
in sociology and he is currently working on 
post-socialist innovation policy and 
technological development. In addition, he 
lectures courses in the field of sociology of 
science and economics of technical change. 
His interests include the issue of how to 
improve the use of social scientists’ expert 
knowledge in policy decision-making, and 
how to communicate with the general 
public over the internet. In this connection, 
he is responsible for web-communication 
activities in the Bulgarian Sociological 
Association. Todor has been a trainer in 
ESConet workshops within the FP6 project, 
and an organiser of associated training 
workshops on science communication for 
young Bulgarian researchers. 
 
 
 
 

 
Institute of Sociology, Bulgarian 
Academy of Sciences, Bulgaria 
 
todor_galev@dir.bg 

Modules taught: 
 
Who you are communicating with and 
why 
How media cover science 
Public science on the web 
Social science for science communication 
Science in culture 
Science in dialogue 
Communicating with policy-makers 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W2, W3, W4 
 
2010: W8 
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Vasilis	  Koulaidis	  

 
Profile 
 
Vasilis is Professor of Education and 
Communication in the Department of Social 
and Educational Policy of the University of 
Peloponnese. He is also head of the module of 
Science Education and Communication of the 
Hellenic Open University. His current research 
interest concern the diffusion of techno-
scientific knowledge (in formal and non-formal 
settings) including the development of relevant 
materials for non-experts (students and the 
general public) as well as representations of 
science and technology (including media). He 
has written a considerable number of books, 
articles and conference papers. Furthermore, 
Vasilis has participated in a large number of 
national and European R&D projects, most of 
which are related to science education and 
communication. Finally, he leads a team 
responsible for the production of audio-visual 
materials and programmes for popularising 
science and technology. 
 
 
 

 
Department of Social and Educational 
Policy, University of Peloponnese, 
Greece 
 
koulaidi@otenet.gr 
 
Modules taught: 
 
Who are you communicating with and 
why 
Public science on the web 
Social science for science 
communication 
Science in dialogue 
Communicating with policy-makers 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W7 
 
2010: W4, W5 
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Vladimir	  de	  Semir	  

 
Profile 
 
Vladimir is a former city councillor and 
commissioner of Knowledge Society for the 
city of Barcelona (1999-2008). He is 
Associated Professor in Scientific Journalism 
at the Pompeu Fabra University (Barcelona) 
since 1994, where he directs the Science 
Communication Observatory. The 
Observatory runs Master’s and Diploma 
programmes in science communication. 
Vladimir is a member of the CE expert croup 
Monitoring Activities of Science in Society 
and a member of the Scientific Committee of 
the Public Communication of Science & 
Technology Network; he currently edits the 
PCST-Academy website. He was also 
scientific director of the European project 
‘Science in the City’ (ESCITY). As a former 
journalist, specialising in scientific, medical 
and environmental issues since 1982, he 
became science editor of the Catalan daily La 
Vanguarida until 1997. 
 
 
 

 
Science Communication Observatory, 
Pompeu Fabra University, Spain 
 
vladimir@upf.edu 
 
Modules taught: 
 
How media cover science 
Talking to the media 
Media writing 
Communicating risk 
 
Workshops 
 
2009: W6, W7 
 
2010: W1, W2 
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Appendix	  3:	  Initial	  Trainee	  Feedback	  
 
All participants were asked to deliver feedback directly following each workshop, 
both orally in a feedback session and by handing in questionnaires. Many of the 
points made during the discussions were repeated on the questionnaires, which were 
returned by 78.18% of the participants. The questionnaires asked the respondents 
whether they agreed or disagreed with 8 statements made about the workshop (see 
Appendix), and also left room for longer and more detailed comments and feedback 
following the initial statements. 
 
In addition to the above-mentioned questionnaires, the trainees of 2009 were sent 
post-training questionnaires between 6 and 12 months after training, while trainees of 
2010 were sent pre-training questionnaires followed by post-training questionnaires 6 
months after training. These questionnaires, and the results of them are dealt with 
elsewhere (REF to relevant chapter). 

General	  
 
The feedback delivered for the courses was generally very positive. Many of the 
trainees were happy with the practical problem based approach that followed as a 
common theme through the workshops, and comments were mainly related to the 
modules, the delivery of the modules and the venue and location of the workshops. 
Several of the trainees provided constructive criticism related to the modules and their 
delivery, all of which were taken into account and, when appropriate, acted upon in 
terms of modular development, for instance. 

Modules	  
 
Most of the comments regarding the modules delivered during the workshops were 
positive: trainees enjoyed the practical activities associated with each module, and felt 
that the content of the lectures was appropriate and well developed. The practical 
activities changed from time to time, sometimes in order to suit a group of trainees 
better, and sometimes in order to reflect a current event in the science world, such as 
bird flu. This was well received by the trainees. The constellation of modules 
appealed to many trainees and those who had previously attended the first workshop 
felt that the transition to the more advanced second workshop went smoothly. 
 
Some negative criticism regarding the constellation of modules was voiced in 2009, 
mainly by trainees attending the advanced workshop who had not previously attended  
more basic workshop. In 2009, trainees had booked themselves into workshops, 
making their own self-assessment of their previous experiences and skills. This turned 
out not to work quite as well as we had hoped. Following a particularly trying 
workshop, where some of the trainees incorrectly considered themselves experienced 
enough to advance straight to the advanced modules, while the other half of the group 
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had previously taken the basic modules, ESConet decided to change the rules for 
admittance to the workshops, with the first workshop being made a prerequisite.  
 
Additionally, some trainees, both trainees of 2009 and 2010, found that there were not 
enough practical activities, while some called for more lectures or feedback sessions 
to be extended which would have limited the time given to lectures and practical 
activities. It is impossible to satisfy everyone, and though ESConet managed to tweak 
the schedule a bit, it would be impossible to satisfy all of the requests made without 
extending the workshops by another day, which in turn would not be feasible as the 
trainees and trainers have limited time to dedicate to attending the workshops. 

Science	  Communication	  I	  (‘Basic’)	  
 
Who you are communicating with and why 
 
This module aimed to make the trainees understand that their audience (in capital 
letters) should be the focal point of any communication activity. The message seems 
to have been understood judging from the feedback, though it was not necessarily the 
case when trainees had not attended the first workshop that included this module. As 
for direct feedback on the module, little was said, though some trainees expressed 
interest for the Eurobarometer figures displayed by many of the trainers giving the 
module. The Eurobarometer figures were portraying the understanding for and views 
associated with science and technologies among the European populace. It was used 
in order to give the trainees an idea of whom they are communicating with. 
 
 
Talking to the media 
 
The module on talking to the media was one of the more popular modules, and many 
of the trainees noted their happiness with the practical exercise (radio interviews) on 
the feedback form. The interviews were carried out by media professionals, which 
offered the trainees a genuine experience, which many of them were happy with. 
When possible and on demand, interviews were conducted in other languages than 
English (French, Russian and German for instance), which was appreciated by the 
trainees in question. One of the trainees from 2009 found the feedback on the radio 
interviews in the group, when extracts of the interviews were played to the whole 
group with instant feedback, embarrassing. None of the other trainees have made 
similar comments, and ESConet could not come up with a better way to deliver 
feedback. Hence, no changes were made to the feedback session associated with this 
module. 
 
Media writing 
 
Writing for the media was also a popular module according to the feedback given 
after the workshop. Many interviewees enjoyed having a go at writing a press release 
and the feedback session was largely popular, though some of the trainees did thought 
it too long as everyone’s press releases were given feedback. ESConet tried to make 
general points from the press releases and trainees were invited to comment on the 
press releases of their colleagues, time permitting. That said, some of the trainees of 
2009 questioned the use of learning how to write press releases as their institutions 
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had press officers doing that rather than themselves. This argument was contradicted 
by other trainees saying that they did not have press officers and that they, therefore, 
would be expected to write the press releases themselves. ESConet’s approach to the 
issue, following this discussion, was to underline that there are differences between 
the institutions and countries represented at the workshops, and that even though 
some researchers have press officers at hand, they too would benefit from learning 
how to write press releases as it would enable them to get a better understanding of 
what their press officers are looking for in a potential news story. Hence, the exercise 
would enable the communication to run more smoothly between researchers and press 
officers. No objections have been made against this argument. 
 
Public science on the web 
 
This module received both positive and negative comments and criticism. Some 
trainees liked it very much as it gave them a glimpse into knowledge that they had not 
encountered before (and some of them wanted to learn more about how to actually 
build websites), whereas other trainees, seemingly more knowledgeable about online 
tools and means of communication, claimed it was outdated and that the lecture was 
‘too basic’. Though it is impossible to accommodate everyone’s expectations and 
wishes, ESConet decided to update the module, considering the continuous 
development of online tools and media, and the move to Web 2.0. The module is 
currently being updated. However, it is impossible and not the objective here to teach 
trainees how to build their own websites. The aim is rather to reflect over the content 
and lay out of websites. 
 
 
How media cover science 
 
The aim with the module is to give trainees an idea of the workings of the media, 
what happens in the press room, and how does the story go from the press release into 
a fully fledged news story. The module does not include a practical activity. Though 
few comments were made specifically in relation to this module, a few comments 
underlined how the workshop was beneficial in that it provided trainees with an 
opportunity to learn ‘how journalists think and write, as opposed to what scientists 
think and write’. 
 
 
Science in culture 
 
Science in culture was the last module of the basic workshops of 2009, and came 
without a practical activity attached to it. It can be a challenging module to give, but it 
is still considered important as it aims to put science into a larger perspective. Yet, it 
did not receive a lot of feedback in the feedback session or on the feedback forms. 
The only comment noted on the feedback form was that it should be cut from the 
programme, but without further clarification. In 2010, the module was actually cut 
from the programme, which was done for the need to extend some of the feedback 
sessions for the other modules and for a necessary re-shuffle in the schedule, rather 
than to accommodate this one and only comment on the module.  
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Science	  Communication	  II	  (‘Advanced’)	  
 
Communicating to policy makers 
  
This module was the first among the advanced modules to be given, and it was very 
positively received and so were the practical exercises. The trainees were particularly 
happy with the 2-minute pitch introduced in 2010, during which the trainees got the 
chance to present their research to a policy-makers during a 2-minute ‘lift ride’. That 
said, a couple of trainees commented on one of the exercises (policy briefing to a 
committee of MEPs) as being too artificial and that the groups had too little time to 
prepare themselves for briefing policy-makers. Another trainee (2010) added that it 
was too much like political parties ‘battling it out’.  
 
Firstly, it is impossible to make the experience more genuine with the time available 
for the module (i.e. for trainees to write briefing papers on their own research from 
scratch), and more time could not be found anywhere in the schedule and would have 
resulted in making the workshop longer, which was not considered feasible. 
Secondly, ESConet’s view is that policy briefing for a group of MEPs representing 
different political parties is indeed about political parties battling it out. Some trainees 
would have wanted to spend more time presenting their own research to policy-
makers, which is why such an element was included, yet, ESConet found it of 
importance to introduce situations, such as policy briefings, to the trainees, as those 
are situations that many scientists one day may find themselves in.  
 
Communicating risk 
 
This module received a lot of positive feedback from the trainees, especially for its 
practical activity (press briefing). As many of the trainees dealt with issues within 
risk-intense disciplines such as nuclear physics, energy, GMOs etc., quite a few of 
them noted the usefulness of the module on their feedback forms. Many of them liked 
being questioned, and practicing ‘being put on the spot’. This practical exercise (and 
that of Science in dialogue) was particularly good in that it provided trainees with 
implicit feedback from their colleagues.  
 
Social science for science communication 
 
The social science module was given as a lecture only module. Some trainees 
appreciated it in that they had not come across much social science before, whereas 
some trainees criticised it, as they knew a lot about social science. ESConet’s reply 
was that the groups were mixed and that all modules were not necessarily news to 
everyone. Yet, the module received quite a few comments related to it being given as 
a lecture, where the practical application of its content was not made clear. ESConet 
therefore decided to change the content by narrowing it down to deal specifically with 
the evaluation of science communication activities (for syllabus, see appendix). By 
narrowing it down, it was possible to include a practical activity. 
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Science in dialogue 
 
This module got largely a positive reception among trainees, both in 2009 and 2010. 
Many of the trainees enjoyed the role-playing exercise that wrapped up most of the 
other modules rather nicely, according to the feedback forms. That said, it was during 
this module that the need for making the first workshop a prerequisite for the second 
workshop became the most apparent. During the last workshop of 2009 in particular, 
it was clear that many of the trainees were unclear about the concept of audience 
altogether. Also, at times trainees found it difficult to live into their roles during the 
roleplay, which was due to the instructions provided before the workshop. For one 
workshop, in 2010, for instance, the trainees thought that they had to stick to their 
original ‘sticking-point’ instead of realising that it may have been changed during the 
course of discussions with other actors. And finally, some of the trainees in the last 
workshop in 2010 would have liked the trainees to play one of the groups in the 
roleplay (the villagers), as, they claimed, it would have made the group of villagers 
act more like villagers. ESConet argued against it as it is of equal use for scientists to 
be able to sort out the arguments underlying the perspectives of villagers as of any 
other group. 

Delivery	  
 
Some of the points with regards to the delivery of training have been mentioned in 
relation to the modules. More specific details on the performance of individual 
trainers will not be conveyed here. That said, all trainers got positive feedback, and 
several of the trainees were happy with the mix of media professionals, academics 
and outreach people among them. As the trainers are gathered from all of the corners 
of Europe, so is their knowledge and teaching styles. While some of the trainees 
would have preferred a more laid-back and engaging mode of lecturing, others were 
used to a more didactic take on teaching. ESConet’s opinion was that it is important 
to maintain the geographical and cultural spread considering the equally diverse 
clientele, and we do not wish to impose a uniform on our trainers. 
 
A problem that was pointed out by trainees in 2009 and by one of the trainees in 2010 
was that there was a UK-bias in the allocation of trainers to workshops. In 2009, the 
point was also made as the briefing notes produced by the UK parliamentary office of 
science and technology (POST-notes) was used for the practical exercise in the 
communicating with policy-makers module. ESConet tried, without success to find 
something equally useful in terms of briefing papers, in English, from the other 
European countries, but with no success. Hence the POST-notes were kept for this 
purpose. As for a majority of the trainers being UK-based (not necessarily UK 
nationals though), it was partially due to the availability of trainers for the planned 
workshops. ESConet tried to avoid a similar situation in 2010, and succeeded in all 
cases but one where the majority of UK-based trainers in one of the workshops was 
due to the unforeseen personal circumstances of one of the non-UK based trainers 
scheduled for that workshop.  
 
Finally, one of the trainees in the second last workshop of 2010 criticised the trainers 
for giving different answers to a question/problem in one of the modules, implying 
that not coordinating their answers made the trainers seem less professional. ESConet 
continuously told trainees that science communication is not an exact science. 
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Whereas something works for one journalist, another journalist may advocate another 
solution, and they may both reach the same results in doing so. We wish to be as 
transparent as possible about the various different views and opinions that may be 
held by different practitioners and academics in the field, and hence increase the 
understanding for science communication. 
 
On the whole it seems the trainers were well matched with the modules they taught, to 
the point that many of them were sought up for further discussions and questioning 
following the module. 

Management	  
 
The management of the workshops got over all positive feedback for being efficient 
and well coordinated. The communication between ESConet and the trainees before, 
during and following the workshops got praise as well. However, a couple of trainees 
would have liked to have print outs of the power point presentations in front of them 
during the lectures. ESConet decided not to print notes or the presentations arguing 
that people pay more attention if they do not already have the presentation.  
 

Venue	  and	  location	  
 
Many of the trainees were happy with the location of the venue, and that Dubrovnik is 
a lovely place to have a workshop came up on several occasions. Some trainees 
pointed out that it is not necessarily that well connected with all of Europe and that 
flights would have been cheaper to better connected locations. Most people were very 
happy with the Centre of Advanced Academic Studies, though a few pointed out that 
there was no breakfast available at the centre, that the wireless network was not 
always working and that the internet connection in the dormitories was poor and did 
not work in every room, that the venue was not adapted to people with disabilities in 
terms of access, and that they were disturbed by noise at night. All of these issues 
were pointed out to CAAS, and acted upon when possible.  

Other	  issues	  
 
More issues were raised on the feedback forms and in person. The most frequent 
comments of those were made regarding the schedule. Some trainees wanted to 
extend the workshop in order to get more time for the practical exercises and 
feedback. As mentioned above, both the trainees and the trainers are busy people, and 
it has been difficult to schedule 3, 6, or in the case of some of the trainers 9 days of 
their time to the benefit of ESConet. Hence, the workshops were not extended. 
Further, the demand for more feedback was a recurring theme, which was addressed 
to the extent possible, for instance by removing Science in culture, and by tweaking 
the schedules in terms of breaks etc. This, while some trainees made no mention of 
wanting more feedback or longer workshops. A similar difference of opinion was 
apparent in relation to group work. Some trainees enjoyed it while some did not.  
 
Most trainees were very happy to attend a workshop with people from other scientific 
backgrounds than theirs, as they otherwise would never have met, which would 
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support the mixing of groups. One trainee advocated more homogenous groups, i.e. a 
workshop for social scientists and one for scientists, for instance. Again, it is difficult 
to satisfy everyone. ESConet believes that mixing groups is a good idea as it forces 
the participants to think about the manner in which they communicate their research 
from the start of the course, and for each element of the course – especially when 
working in groups and teams. 
 
One of the trainees underlined the difficulty in that the language used in the 
workshops was English. The fact that English is the working language in the 
workshops was communicated to the trainees early on. ESConet did, when possible, 
use examples from all over Europe in the lectures, and in some cases help was given 
in other languages than English. Some of the radio interviews in 2009 were, for 
instance, done in French, Russian and German. ESConet’s trainers cover a large 
number of languages between them (English, French, Spanish, Portuguese, Italian, 
German, Bulgarian, Greek, Swedish, Finnish, Norwegian, Russian, Ukrainian and 
Croatian, for instance). 
 
Though the atmosphere has been very good for a vast majority of the workshops, for 
two of the workshops in 2010, and one of the workshops in 2009, this was not entirely 
the case. As for the latter, the workshop in 2009, the hostility noted by some of the 
trainees was due to some of their colleagues not having attended the basic workshop 
before attending the advanced workshop, which disturbed the workshop. As for the 
former, some of the trainees in the fifth and sixth workshops reported (orally and on 
feedback forms) that a couple of their colleagues were disrupting the lectures. The 
matter was efficiently dealt with by verbal confrontation during the workshop. 
 
Finally, some of the trainees of 2009 called for more socialising between trainers and 
trainees (i.e. beyond what was possible to achieve during the coffee breaks). ESConet 
sought to achieve this in 2010 by going for dinner with the trainees between the first 
and the second workshop (i.e. between SCI and SCII). The dinner gave trainees and 
trainers an opportunity to socialise in a more relaxed setting, and also for the trainees 
to get to know one another better. Sadly, some trainees, especially those who only 
attended one of the two workshops, did not arrive in time for the dinner, or arrived the 
morning after and therefore missed out. It was, we found, impossible to arrange 
dinners out more often however, partially for fiscal reasons and partially due to the 
workshops already being very demanding on the trainers. Additionally, the project 
manager arranged a couple of kayaking trips along the coast and around the island of 
Lokrum, on which the trainees and trainers present were asked to participate. Both 
trips were successful and appreciated.   
 
Summary of the feedback related to eight statements to which the participants were 
asked to agree strongly, agree, neither agree or disagree, disagree, or disagree 
strongly: 
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Science communication I 
 
 
Statement I completely 

agree 
I rather 
agree 

I rather 
disagree 

I completely 
disagree 

1. I have learned new useful 
things 

126 28 1  

2. I found the workshop 
interesting  

129 24 1  

3. There was enough 
practical activity 

129 19 5  

4. I was given the chance to 
express my experiences and 
ideas 

104 42 7 1 

5. The trainers ran the 
workshop smoothly 

124 29 2  

6. The trainers were 
supportive 

135 17 1  

7. I found adequate the time 
allocated to the workshop 

89 56 5 1 

8. I consider the whole 
experience as beneficial 

132 22   

n= 155 out of 202 (77 out of 103 in 2009 and 78 out of 99 in 2010) 
 
Graph: level of agreement among trainees eight statements (above) 

The horizontal numbers refer to statements. 
 
 
Science communication II 
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Statement I completely 
agree 

I rather 
agree 

I rather 
disagree 

I completely 
disagree 

1. I have learned new useful 
things 

95 29 2  

2. I found the workshop 
interesting  

100 26 1  

3. There was enough 
practical activity 

112 14   

4. I was given the chance to 
express my experiences and 
ideas 

93 
 

25 9  

5. The trainers ran the 
workshop smoothly 

86 41   

6. The trainers were 
supportive 

101 26 
 

  

7. I found adequate the time 
allocated to the workshop 

61 56 9  

8. I consider the whole 
experience as beneficial 

106 21   

n= 128 of 160 (45 out of 60 in 2009 and 83 out of 100 in 2010) 
 
 
 
Graph: level of agreement among trainees eight statements (above) 

The horizontal numbers refer to statements. 
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	  Appendix	  4:	  Breakdown	  of	  trainees	  
 
Trainees	  by	  gender	  (n= 231) 
 

 
 
 

Gender 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid Male 95 41.1 41.1 41.1 
Female 136 58.9 58.9 100.0 
Total 231 100.0 100.0  
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Trainees	  by	  age (n=231) 

 
 
 
 

Age 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 20-34 86 37.2 37.9 37.9 
35-44 66 28.6 29.1 67.0 
45-55 47 20.3 20.7 87.7 
55 and over 28 12.1 12.3 100.0 
Total 227 98.3 100.0  

Missing 99 4 1.7   
Total 231 100.0   
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Trainees	  by	  nationality (n=231) 

 
 

Nationality 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid AT 16 6.9 6.9 6.9 
BA 1 .4 .4 7.4 
BE 18 7.8 7.8 15.2 
BG 17 7.4 7.4 22.5 
BR 1 .4 .4 22.9 
CA 2 .9 .9 23.8 
CH 2 .9 .9 24.7 
CL 1 .4 .4 25.1 
CY 1 .4 .4 25.5 
CZ 1 .4 .4 26.0 
DE 17 7.4 7.4 33.3 
DK 2 .9 .9 34.2 
ES 12 5.2 5.2 39.4 
FI 1 .4 .4 39.8 
FR 9 3.9 3.9 43.7 
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GB 16 6.9 6.9 50.6 
GR 3 1.3 1.3 51.9 
HR 2 .9 .9 52.8 
HU 2 .9 .9 53.7 
IE 11 4.8 4.8 58.4 
IL 1 .4 .4 58.9 
IN 1 .4 .4 59.3 
IT 22 9.5 9.5 68.8 
JP 1 .4 .4 69.3 
LT 11 4.8 4.8 74.0 
LV 1 .4 .4 74.5 
MT 1 .4 .4 74.9 
NL 3 1.3 1.3 76.2 
NO 2 .9 .9 77.1 
PL 18 7.8 7.8 84.8 
PT 2 .9 .9 85.7 
RO 13 5.6 5.6 91.3 
RU 4 1.7 1.7 93.1 
SE 3 1.3 1.3 94.4 
SI 7 3.0 3.0 97.4 
SR 3 1.3 1.3 98.7 
TR 1 .4 .4 99.1 
US 2 .9 .9 100.0 
Total 231 100.0 100.0  
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Trainees	  by	  country	  of	  residence (n=231) 
 

 
 
 

Country of residence 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid AT 17 7.4 7.4 7.4 
BA 1 .4 .4 7.8 
BE 21 9.1 9.1 16.9 
BG 17 7.4 7.4 24.2 
CH 4 1.7 1.7 26.0 
CY 2 .9 .9 26.8 
CZ 1 .4 .4 27.3 
DE 22 9.5 9.5 36.8 
DK 2 .9 .9 37.7 
EE 1 .4 .4 38.1 
ES 10 4.3 4.3 42.4 
FI 1 .4 .4 42.9 
FR 6 2.6 2.6 45.5 
GB 19 8.2 8.2 53.7 
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GR 1 .4 .4 54.1 
HR 2 .9 .9 55.0 
HU 4 1.7 1.7 56.7 
IE 13 5.6 5.6 62.3 
IN 1 .4 .4 62.8 
IT 17 7.4 7.4 70.1 
LT 11 4.8 4.8 74.9 
LU 1 .4 .4 75.3 
MT 1 .4 .4 75.8 
NL 5 2.2 2.2 77.9 
NO 3 1.3 1.3 79.2 
PL 16 6.9 6.9 86.1 
PT 3 1.3 1.3 87.4 
RO 12 5.2 5.2 92.6 
RU 3 1.3 1.3 93.9 
SE 3 1.3 1.3 95.2 
SI 7 3.0 3.0 98.3 
SR 2 .9 .9 99.1 
TR 1 .4 .4 99.6 
US 1 .4 .4 100.0 
Total 231 100.0 100.0  
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