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Science Communication Working Lunch
Toolkit for dialogue

Thursday 6 and Friday 7, April, Our Dynamic Earth, Edinburgh

The workshop aimed to explore what we mean by ‘effective dialogue’ and highlight recent
approaches to policy through dialogue and the potential impact on the science communication
community. It also aimed to create some consensus as to what we mean by ‘doing dialogue’.

SPEAKER: Mark Dyball, People, Science & Policy

The Working Lunch ran twice over two days and was attended by approximately 30 people on day
one and 20 people on day two.

Summary
e Although the Working Lunch offered to provide a toolkit, it was clear that there is no such
thing as a ‘best fit option’. Successful dialogue requires a combination of approaches
specifically chosen to match your needs and the needs of your audience

e It is vital that, before we start any dialogue process, we take time to think clearly about
what we want out of it. Why are we running this and what do we want the outcomes to
be?

The Working Lunch began with an introduction from Mark looking at different definitions of
dialogue and participants were asked to identify areas of their programmes that they considered to
be dialogue and why they ran them

Examples included

One way — Talks and presentations

Consultation — Visitor feedback or Government consultations

Engagement — Schools projects, discussions resulting from topics introduced

Dialogue — activities that share experiences and knowledge and encourage widespread
involvement

Participants were also asked to identify the barriers to greater public involvement in decision
making and discussion on science and technology

Responses included
e Time
Not knowing the issues
Not knowing how
Lack of confidence
Government not listening to or acting on discussions
No opportunities
People not wanting to take part




Lack of understanding

Lack of relevance

Language

Lack of knowledge about the facts of science
Lack of knowledge about active citizenship
Being labelled “the general public”

In the discussions that followed the following points were raised:

Why bother with policy through dialogue?

o I/we do not do it, things cannot be changed

o It allows you to influence policy that has been made for you

0 Makes you feel a part of society with an ability to respond to the changes going on
around you
You can engage people on topics where views are not yet determined
Why not?
Helps you understand what people want
Make better decisions
It's a means to an end
We have a democratic right to be involved
Because voting is not enough
To make your voice heard
Decisions are being made on citizens’ behalf, if you are a good citizen you should
engage

o0 Our society has become more complex that the systems we use for decision making,

we need to update our methods so that there is more accountability

Should dialogue be compulsory? Can you force people to take part?
What incentives can be used to encourage participation? If we have to pay people to engage,
are we using the right methods?
Is there not a duty to be involved?
Information provision is important. How should people look for information and how should it
be provided?
Even if the public are informed about science, it doesn’'t mean they will be able to make the
‘right choice’. Science doesn’t always have yes or no answers. The questions you ask are the
most important
Some people don’t want to know, should we bother with them? The challenge is to engage
those who don’t want to be engaged
How can we eliminate bias and inappropriate organisational impact? Interested publics can
also manipulate the discussions
What are the toolkits for policy makers to engage? How do we do dialogue with them?
We need to consider the role of scientific information. Science can be used in political ways
too
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Discussions then turned to the questions of whether dialogue should ‘go somewhere’. Responses
included:

Can any dialogue go somewhere?

You need to have buy-in from participants, this is often achieved from the potential to impact
on decision making

We need a better understanding of where dialogue fits into the process

Why bother if nothing happens?

It depends on whether you consider yourself a citizen or a consumer

If it doesn't we are being dishonest, have we just re-branded Public Understanding?

People what to know what they get out of it. I want more than information policy, | want to
see an impact on me and my life



e If it does have impact it makes people feel good about themselves

The discussions then turned to focus on different methods for dialogue. Mark shared experiences
of 5 different processes; citizen’s juries, consensus conferences, Democs games, deliberative
mapping and focus groups. Information on which is included below.



Democs is a conver sation

game anabling small groups to
discuss public policy issuss. Mo
speakers or experts are nesded,
as pre-prepared cards corvey the
necessary facts. It works best for
six people over two hours, but it is
flexible.

Description: Demeocs helps peopls
to absorb infomation and to rmake
itmeaningful. The information on
the topic is provided on playing
cards which ars dealt cut in twa
rounds. Each time, people rsflect on
their cards and chooss one o two
thatthey fesl are mast imporant.
They take turns o read them cut,
sxplainirg why they choss them,
and then place them on the tabls.
Mext they cluster the cards, with
=achcluzier representing a key iBsus
relating to the topic. Onoe they've
wated on arangs of responsss or
policy positions they try ko creale a
responss that sveryone in the group
can live with.

Cirigin: Gaming/Deliberative
democracy. Dezsignad by the Mew
Economics Foundation to provide
some of the deliberation af Citizens'
Junies and Deliberative Polls but for a
wider uze,

Used for: Helping citizens find cut
about an issus, formand shars their
opiricns with others and estabish
whether there is a policy position that
every membsr of the group can at
lzast live with.

Who participates? Llsualy

anyone who wants to. Sometimes
representatives are sought. For
inztarcs, the Human Genstics
Cammission, investigating over-the-
counter genstiz testing kits, was
intsrest=d i the views of the general
pubic and in thase of membsrs of
their consultative panel.

Cost: Low. A single kit casts £3010n

aboe ofiz fres by smail. Devdloping Can deliver:

the kitz in the first placs costs mors — Acitizenry that feslz it can havs a

{E£5-10k), as does a full consuiation say and wanlz o doso;

usirg Cemacs. — Zome information atout commen

ground and prefersnces.

Time requirements: Individual

s=ggions are arcund two hours. Won't deliver:

— Lengthy deliberation;

— Initzelf, it doesn't deliver follow-
up to people who have taken part
and wantmaors;

Targible outcomes.

When should you use?

— When you want 1o give psople
the chancs to participats in their
cwn time and place;

— Whenyou want 1o incrsase public
understanding of an intersst in
anizsue,

When should you not uss?

— Foraons-off sessionona
particular topiz, &2 developing
the informaticn cards would be
oo expensive;

— Dangsious fo combine cilizens
and experisin a single game.

Can it be used to make decisions?
Mo

Strangtha:

— lhencowages peopls 1o fom an
opirion on complex topics and
smpowers them b beleve that
they have a ighttoa say;

— Itavoids the passivity that can
come with Scperts leciuring
pEcplE;

— I provides a safe place that
wil apped o inexpeisncsd
participants;

— The game format helps pecide to
enjoy themselves whis they talk

Weaknessss:

— 'Works betier with a facilitatcr;

— Establishing commaon ground
is not poszible within a single
game;

— Fepresentaiveness is hard to
achisvs;

— Cancreate conflict betwsen
participants.

— Itis hard 1o fe=d the resulis ofa
Cemocs process into
desision-rmaking.
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Citizens’ juries consist of a small
panal of non-spacialists, modslled
toresemble a criminal jury, who
carefully sxamine an issus of
public significance and deliver a
“verdict”.

Description: A Ciizens’ Jury iz an
indspendent forum for membsrs of
the public 1o examine and discuss an
important izsus of public palicy. Itis
deliberative in the ssnss thal the Jury
recsives information abaout the issuss
in question. Thig information includes
a full range of opinions, oftsn in the
form of worked up options, onwhat
should be done about the issus.
Fuch of this infarmation is pressntsd
through wilness presentations
Tollwed by question and answer
sessions. Juries are not designed

o create a consensus amongst the
rors, but thers doss tend o be a
momentum bowards conssnsus. ha
four-day process, dayansis largely
about bringing jurars up B spsed on
the iszue. Ciays two and thres tend

1o fozus on wilness presentations
absout differsnt ways of dealing with
the iszue. Mozt of the fourth day

i= sp=nt by the Jury dewsloping ils
recommendations.

Dirigin: Sacial Research - the
model ugad in the UK iz a mixture
afthe LIS Citizens' Jury developed
by the Jefferson Canber, and the
erman Fannungszells (plarning
cell) developed by the University of
‘Wuppertal.

Used for: Live public policy issuss
where opinion is sharply divided and
palicy makers cannct decids bow

1o procesd. This deliberative modsl
cregies aninformed publiz opinicn
about what they feel policy makers
should deo Although originalty
desigred for local communitiss o
tackle issues of local concem, Juries
are now staring 1o be ussd o lock at
naticnal izsuss. Junes are decision-
advising rather than decision-making

toods. They ars about enhancing
repressntative democracy, not dirsct
derncerasy.

Who participatas? Most Jries
include a 'k=st fit' ([demographic)
samplke of 12 o 16 membsrs

af the public. They ars broaght
together b examine bath written
ard verbal evidence about difierent
perspectives on the issus they ars
delibsrating an.

Cost: ACitimens Jury usually costs
betwssn £20,000 and £40,000. The
differsncs in the costing usually
relates o howlong the procsss iz
designed B last and the exsct naturs
af the methodolegy. The afginal
type of Jury infrcduced into the UK
by IPFR and the Kings Fund tendsz o
lzsst for four days and invobkees much
preparaticn time. This wersion would
be at the higher end of the cosling.

Tima requiremants: The sst up time
for a jury can b= anywhene from two
to four months.

‘When should you use?

— When you have a 'live'
contenficus issusa where the way
forward has not been decided;

— Juni=s usualy work best where
feszible policy options have been
developad by policy malisrs
about how o respond © a
problem.

When should you not uss?

— When you have akeady decided
hiow o procesd on an issus;

— When the izsue iz notaf
significantinterszt 1o the public;

— When you s=sh conssnzus.

Can it be used to make decisions?
Mo

Strengtha:

— Gives an nfomed public opinian
about how a difficult izzue should
b= tacked;

— Enables decision-malers to
uriderstand what informed
rmembsrs of the public might
r=gard as rsalistic solulions;

— The results can ako beussd o
gensrabs wider public detate
about the issues.

Weaknesses:

— Only invobes a very small
riumber of people, which means
that the wider pubdic may stll
hakd a lesz informed view,;

— A challenge for policy maksrs
is how o reconcile these two
differsnt public waices o create
wider public ownership of the
jurcrs' recommendations;

— It can alzo be difficut for polcy
makers o decide how to
procesd if they rejectthe Jury's
recormmendations.

Can deliver:

— Decizion-making that bstter
r=flects the pubic's views;

— A high profile szample of public
engagsment.

Woan't deliver:
Wider demczratic sngagement and

ErmEOAEmment.
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& delibarative poll massurnes what
tha public would think about an
ivsiia i frhey had an adequate
chares to reflect on the questions
ol hand by obegreing the evclution
of atest group of cilizens’ wiews,
an they kam mone about abopic.
Deliberatieas polls are mors
statistically represantative than
mariy othar approaches dusta
hair large acale

Deaoripliorn: The particpating
sample is irsl poled on he angeted
isees. Blter this baseine pol,
mambars of the sample ara imiked
1o qathar fior a few daye o discues
tha iszuae. Bdancad bricfing
makrisls ares<nt 13 e parioipants
and made publicly avalable. The
particpanis engage in dakgua
with competing swparis based an
questions thal ha paricipants
themzehms develop insmal graup
dizoussiors with rained modarators.
AFier this deliberation, the eamplois
acked e origind questions again
The rasulting changes in opnion are
Thought to repr ezent ha condusions
The public would reach il pacple
had tha opportunity 1o becoms
mone informed about theissues.
Daliberatia Paling creakes dramatic,
statistioal by significant changes in
views. Folow up studies, however,
lervd o show that soma of these
chianges ore reversed over lime.
Delibemtim pollz areusual ynanin
oolabomtion with TV companies,
which then brasdess! parts of e
process, alkowing thewider public o
thiara tha leaming of theparticipants.

Drigini Zocial Research -Developed
by LES rasear chars lo ovecome he
olten uninlormed ard fole nature of
opinion pol reeuis.

Unad fon Delberative Pols measra
informiad opinion on anissue. The
resuite of a Dalbar afve Poll ars
partly presoripive - pointing fo what
aninformed and eleolisa ciizenry

might wart polioy-makers 1o do

‘Wha participates® Tha rumbar
of patticipants in a Delberative
Poling prooess range from
arcund 200 o &0, His important
thal he paricipants comslide a
reprasenialive sample ol sooiehy; if
a andom sakaction prooess might
aduds mincrity groups there is a
nawd lor a mora affrmaiiva method
of sakaction.

Gt Mg hard b estimats whal

a Ddiberaliva Poll might oot 2=
thare hizran't bean ary racentk;

bt wa astimate hiat nrning ona

vl cost ot ket £30,0040 This
adudes saperees for the madia and

parfcipants.

Time requirementsThe pol isef iz
nan over severd days, a few monhes
betore, tha parioipants iskepart
inanumbar of avarts (usualy over
a waakand| whars ey ora polled
tha first ima and whiara thay can
familizrisa themsstves with he
izguas, Allow al least 5w months,

When should you usa?

— Dalibaratrsa Paling is especially
eiitable for isses whara the
public may herss liflekrowadge
or iffomation of the Inde-alis

apphying o puic palicy

‘When should you not use?

— Hissue is non-conrovemsal;

— Nissua and its relevan irada-offs
ars already wal undamsicod by

th public.

Can it ba uoed 1o make decisiors?
Mo

Strengthum

— Combines ha staisical
reprasartativensss ol a soientilic
eamplie with interaotion and
delbenation;

— Balter demegraphical
represantation of popuation than

Cilizens’ bies ard Corsarsus
Conlorances;

— Incramses publio understanding
ol ha complaxity of iezues;

— Includes people hat would not
nommaly choosa o gel rwolved;

— Demonsirates the large
diflararcs belwean pacple's
unirformisd and rfommed views;

— Good maars ol measring the
diversity of public opinion

Waakne e

— Raquires use of lekasion
o achiove its wider public
v anass rasing sflacts;

— Does rot provida qualimiive
rfommation;

— Expensive;

— Lezs soope bor particpants ko
identily wilnesses and question
them or delamine e scope
ol ha quesiions than aists for
sarma other appraaches jag
Cilizens' Jbrigs and Corsarsus
Conlorsncss).

Can deliver:

— & slaisioaly epreseniative view
ol what the public’s corsidanad/
deliberated opinion might look
ika;

— Incramsed publo undarstanding
ol an issua thraugh broadcasting

ol averil

Won't deliwen

— Improved relalionships bekwaan
goups ol participants;

— Shored vicwsooremenss.




Consensus Conference
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A convensun conference
worminls of o pansl of ardinary
oilizers who question sxperl
wilnasass on & particular lopic.
Their recommerdations are than
wirculated,

Deooription: &1 a Corsersus
Conlerence apand of citizars
wipbores a lopic through questionirg
wiper] wilnezses. Tha parsd is given
lims I prepars belore ha aclual
vankerancein order to lulfil ther role
asinformed ciliars. Fanad members
red eve a comprehersive infomation
pack and atland prepamiory evants
[ussal by two hald ol waskands). &
distinctive laathura is that the nitiatie
e with the ditizens. They dedds
the key azpects of the debata
inchuding the cheica of questions
and sshaction of thewirsszes, and
Tormulats their own conclusione. The
press and public are ableto attend
1he main heating. At the and of tha
vankrance, he panel producas a
repor] cutlining conchusions and
recommendaions that are hen
drculated o bey decision-makars
and tha media. The process is
usualy nun by an organication with
nostaka in the oukcoma to imit
acous alions of bios

Drigin: Socid Fesaarch. Tha
Consersus Conloroncs is based on
armadd of lechnclogy assessment
originatineg in i heakh cam seaky in
the |t5& duning the 19805 and further
dewveloped by the Danich Board of
Teahnalkogy.

Unad fon A Corsensus Conference
is away of incorponaling the
perspeaives of ordirary members
ol soiatyint tha aszes=menl of
new sadentlic and kahrolegica
dewvelopmenits. In common with
Chizens' hnce, Corsarsus
Conlerences aim o both inkorm
and corsul with the dlizemy

The differenca is thal Conzensus
Conlerences lake plaoein open

view ol the public. This form of
oitizen participation is parfouarky
appropriate for imaving citizens in
deaision making on cormplea and
highlytechrical izsues olharwize
recpirineg spedialistknowlkdga

Who participabes™ A ciizens'
panel of betwean 10-20 pecpla is
saleoted o relkect a vanaty of sogic-
demographic criteia inoke howsver
thal dua to it size tha pansl cannct
b a shatisticaly rapr esentafva
sample ol he population). Pansl
mambss should ret have ary
sgriioanl prior involvement with the
oonkrance lopio —they are taking
partin thair capacily as cilizars, not
ae prokessionak or spacidisiz,

Gt & trainad and independent
fadfitator is equired during the
proparatony weokiends and duning
the corferencaitesil A Corsenns
Confarencs is expentiva, requiring
larga faiiies o accommodata
the madia and public during the
wvenl. Someclaim, how e, that
Consarsuz Conferancss are cosl
ehlwctive compared 1o e oost of
informming the publio through the
media. LK axamples hava

oot from SB0,000 ¥ 100,000

Tima requiremsnis: Tha Corsarsus
Confarence itsell usually lasis Tor
three daye; the parfidpants ass
altend prepanatory avents. Ensring
thal e rekersant soparts oan atkend
as wilnezsas unaly raquines
oonfacting tham wel inadvance ol
the ewrts.

Whan should you uea?

— Ussful for daaling with
oonroversial issues al & nakional
kv,

— Works wel with issuss hat are
sesn as oonroversial, complaar
aepert dominatad.

When should you not ues?
— Whenit is mportant bo imecke dl

ket stakshokders;

— When you wanl the participants
o ke achual dacizians;

— When tha topic i wary absragl or
unoorirovarsal;

— When tha hunding ard for
delivaring bodyis seen as
bizzad.

Can it ba used to maks decisiors?
L[]

Strangtha:

— Eood publio cutraach if on wall;

— Dpan and ransparenl process
which encourages increased
Insl;

— Mo contral over subjeat matier
and winsszes than is commeon in
Cifizans' bies ard Delibarative
Poling.

Weoaknowsses:

— Expencive;

— The smal sample of pecple
might smchida minorilies

Can deliven

— Tha views olinlormed dfizers
and thair kay issuas of concem
on apaicy area;
Usaful and understandabla
wrilten miabeial suilabla for public
uss;
Widar and batiar infomed public
debato on anissus through the
media

Won't deliwen

— Ceasgors;

— Dwtaled tachnizal
recommendaions;
Razuls that are represeniative of
sociafy as awhola




