
 
 

Comm 6660/STS 6661 
Public Engagement in Science 
Spring 2018 
This syllabus (including any updates) appears at http://blackboard.cornell.edu 
This version updated: 3 March 2018 
 
Instructor 
Bruce Lewenstein 
Professor of Science Communication 
303A Morrill Hall 
Cornell University 
Ithaca, NY 14853 USA 
Phone: +1-607-255-8310 
E-mail: b.lewenstein@cornell.edu

Office hours 
Thursday, 1:00-3:00 pm in Morrill 303A 
and happily by appointment at other times

 
Time and location 
Thursday, 10:10-12:05, 101 Kennedy Hall  
 
Course description  
For more than 20 years, both the scientific community and the science studies community have 
been referring to “public engagement in science.”  But as more people have started using the 
term, its meaning has become less clear; “public engagement” has become a label to which 
people concerned about science and public have attached their own concerns.  
 
In the past few years, various publications have summarized the state of the field.  This semester, 
we will read, compare, and contrast these texts.  We will seek to understand how (or if) they are 
in conversation with each other.   
 
Everyone will be expected to do the reading and come to class prepared to explore the readings. 
To “explore the readings” means you’ve read the texts, you’ve thought about them, and you’re 
ready to see where the arguments lead. It also means you’ve identified inconsistencies or 
problems with the logic and are ready to tear the texts apart. You will usually find material that is 
intellectually challenging: it may require multiple readings to make sense, or it may challenge 
beliefs you already have (even though you may not have known that you have them). You will 
be expected to justify your reactions with specific references to the texts or, when relevant, to 
other texts.  As the class meets in physical space only once a week, cyberspace discussions via 
Blackboard will play a key role in the course. 
 
Each student will be responsible for helping lead one of the in-class discussions. You will come 
to class with a specific set of questions raised by the texts. Those questions may emerge from the 
content of the reading, or they may question the logic or approach taken by the author(s). 
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Discussion leaders should circulate the questions on the Blackboard discussion list by 6:00 pm 
on Tuesdays before class on Thursday.  
 
Texts  
Many (but not all) of the readings will come from various collections, mostly accessible through 
the Cornell Library or directly online. Some readings will be posted on Blackboard. You may 
want to download or bookmark the following texts: 
 
Fischhoff, Baruch, & Scheufele, Dietram (Eds.). (2014). Science of Science Communication II 

(Proceedings of a conference) PNAS: Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 
Vol. 111, suppl. 4, 13583-13671 [link].  

 
Bauer, Martin W., (ed.). (2014). Public Engagement [special issue]. Public Understanding of 

Science, 23(1), 3-76. [link] 
 
Lewenstein, Bruce V. and Weitkamp, Emma (eds.) (2016). Citizen science [special issue]. 

JCOM: Journal of Science Communication, 15(1) and 15(3), published in two parts, 
online only at https://jcom.sissa.it/archive/15/01 and https://jcom.sissa.it/archive/15/03. 

 
I have put on reserve at Mann Library: Jamieson, Kathleen Hall, Kahan, Dan, & Scheufele, 

Dietram A. (Eds.). (2017). Oxford Handbook of Science of Science Communication. New 
York: Oxford University Press. I will post a few chapters online. 

 
Assignments 
Reading response: Each week, you should submit a reading response of roughly 500 words. 
Responses should not be simple summaries of the readings, but responses – your statement of the 
key point of the reading and your sense of what works and what doesn’t work in the author(s)’s 
argument. Provide detail. When there are multiple readings, you may either make an overall 
response or choose one or two articles to look at. You must post your response on the 
Blackboard discussion board by Tuesday, 6:00 pm, of each week – and you should plan on 
reading your colleagues’ responses before class on Thursday. 
 
Final paper: You will write a 10-20 page final paper exploring the scholarly literature on one 
topic (of your choice), starting from the class readings. A draft assignment is attached to this 
syllabus; we will discuss further in class. 
 
Grades 
Grades will be based on class participation (30%, including written comments on the readings 
and contributions to class discussions both physically and virtually) and on the final paper 
(70%). 
 
Academic integrity 
Academic integrity is crucial to your personal scholarly identity.  Your rights and responsibilities 
in this area are outlined in the Cornell University Code of Academic Integrity: 
http://cuinfo.cornell.edu/Academic/AIC.html.    
 
Violations of the code of conduct include but are not limited to: 
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 Submitting work in this class that has also been submitted for a grade in another course 
without prior permission of both instructors. 

 Using, obtaining, or providing unauthorized assistance on examinations, papers, or any 
other academic work. 

 Misrepresenting another person’s work as your own. You are responsible for obeying the 
Code of Academic Integrity. Ignorance of the code is not an excuse. 

 
The most common problem for many students is plagiarism, which will not be tolerated and will 
be sanctioned by failure of the course.  Students from cultures outside the United States should 
be especially aware that American standards of acknowledgement and use of material prepared 
by others (especially one’s professors) can be much different than those in other cultures. More 
information about plagiarism is available at http://plagiarism.arts.cornell.edu/tutorial/index.cfm.  
 
By taking this course, you acknowledge that all required papers may be subject to submission for 
textual similarity review to Turnitin.com for the detection of plagiarism. All submitted papers 
will be included as source documents in the Turnitin.com reference database solely for the 
purpose of detecting plagiarism of such papers. Use of the Turnitin.com service is subject to the 
Usage Policy posted on the Turnitin.com site. 
 
If you have any questions about how to interpret the Code in the context of assignments or 
activities in this class (especially any that involve collaboration with your colleagues), please feel 
free to contact the instructor or the University Ombudsman.   
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Tentative course schedule 
 
25 January: Introduction 
http://informalscience.org/news-views/public-engagement  
[short, read in advance if possible] 
 
1 February: Three perspectives 
Science of science communication 
Kahan, Dan, Scheufele, Dietram A., & Jamieson, Kathleen Hall. (2017). Introduction: Why 

Science Communication? In Kathleen Hall Jamieson, Dan Kahan, & Dietram A. 
Scheufele (Eds.), Handbook of Science of Science Communication (pp. 1-11). New York: 
Oxford. [On Blackboard] 

Akin, Heather, & Scheufele, Dietram A. (2017). Overview of the Science of Science 
Communication. In Kathleen Hall Jamieson, Dan Kahan, & Dietram A. Scheufele (Eds.), 
Handbook of Science of Science Communication (pp. 25-33). New York: Oxford. [On 
Blackboard] 

Lewenstein, Bruce V. (2017). Scientific Controversies. In Kathleen Hall Jamieson, Dan Kahan, 
& Dietram A. Scheufele (Eds.), Handbook of Science of Science Communication (pp. 73-
78). New York: Oxford. [On Blackboard] 

 
Public engagement in science 
Bensaude Vincent, Bernadette. (2014). The politics of buzzwords at the interface of 

technoscience, market and society: The case of ‘public engagement in science’. Public 
Understanding of Science, 23(3), 238-253. [link]  

National Academies of Science, Engineering, and Medicine. (2017). Public Engagement. In 
Human Genome Editing: Science, Ethics, and Governance (pp. 125-137). Washington, 
DC: National Academies Press. [link] [This is a direct link; you can also register for a 
free account at the National Academies Press site, which will let you download the 
chapter or full report; you’ll probably want to register, as we will be reading other 
NASEM reports] 

 
Citizen science 
Eitzel, M V, Cappadonna, Jessica L, Santos-Lang, Chris, Duerr, Ruth Ellen, Virapongse, Arika, 

West, Sarah Elizabeth, . . . Jiang, Qijun. (2017). Citizen Science Terminology Matters: 
Exploring Key Terms. Citizen Science: Theory and Practice, 2(1), 1-20. [link] 

Bonney, Rick, Phillips, Tina B., Ballard, Heidi L., & Enck, Jody W. (2016). Can citizen science 
enhance public understanding of science? Public Understanding of Science, 25(1), 2-16. 
[link] 

 
8 February: Science of science communication, 1 
National Academies of Science. (2016). Communicating Science Effectively: A Research 

Agenda. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, chapters 1 and 2, [link] 
Scheufele, Dietram A. (2014). Science communication as political communication. Proceedings 

of the National Academy of Sciences, 111(supplement 4), 13585-13592. [link] 
Fiske, Susan T., & Dupree, Cydney. (2014). Gaining trust as well as respect in communicating to 

motivated audiences about science topics. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences, 111(Supplement 4), 13583-13584. [link] 
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Dahlstrom, Michael F. (2014). Using narratives and storytelling to communicate science with 

nonexpert audiences. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 111(supplement 
4), 13614-13620. [link] 

Medin, Douglas L., & Bang, Megan. (2014). The cultural side of science communication. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 111(supplement 4), 13621-13626. 
[link] 

 
15 February: Science of science communication, 2 
National Academies of Science. (2016). Communicating Science Effectively: A Research 

Agenda. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press., chapters 3-5 [link] 
“Part 3: Part 3 Science Comunication in Action: Failures and Successes” (chapters 14-18), in 

Jamieson, Kathleen Hall, Kahan, Dan, & Scheufele, Dietram A. (Eds.). (2017). Oxford 
Handbook of Science of Science Communication. New York: Oxford University Press. 
[http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190497620.001.0001/ox
fordhb-9780190497620,  and once cataloged, through Cornell University Library, 
https://newcatalog.library.cornell.edu/catalog/9909166]  

 
 
22 February: Public engagement, 1  
Bauer, Martin W., (ed.). (2014). Public Engagement [special issue]. Public Understanding of 

Science, 23(1), 3-76. [link] 
Rowe, Gene, & Frewer, Lynne J. (2005). A typology of public engagement mechanisms. 

Science, Technology & Human Values, 30(2), 251-290. [link] 
 

 
1 March: Public engagement, 2 
House of Commons Science & Technology Committee. (2017). Science communication and 

engagement. [link] 
Dudo, Anthony, & Besley, John C. (2016). Scientists’ Prioritization of Communication 

Objectives for Public Engagement. PloS One, 11(2), e0148867. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0148867 

Salmon, Rhian A., Priestley, Rebecca K., & Goven, Joanna. (2017). The reflexive scientist: an 
approach to transforming public engagement. Journal of Environmental Studies and 
Sciences, 7(1), 53-68. [link] 

Durant, John, Buckley, Nicola, Comerford, Dane, Fogg-Rogers, Laura, Fooshee, Julie, 
Lewenstein, Bruce, & Wiehe, Ben. (2016). Science Live: Surveying the landscape of live 
public science events. Cambridge: MIT Museum [link] 

Storksdieck, Martin, Stylinski, Cathlyn, & Bailey, Deborah. (2016). Typology for Public 
Engagement with Science: A Conceptual Framework. Washington, DC: AAAS Office of 
Public Engagement. [link]  

 
8 March: Citizen science, 1 
We’ll read selections from Lewenstein, Bruce V. and Weitkamp, Emma (eds.) (2016). Citizen 

science [special issue]. JCOM: Journal of Science Communication, 15(1) and 15(3), 
published in two parts, online only 

 
From Part 1, https://jcom.sissa.it/archive/15/01 

 Lewenstein, “Can we understand citizen science?” 
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 Kasperowski and Brounéus, “The Swedish mass experiments – a way of encouraging 
scientific citizenship” 

 Hoover, “We’re not going to be guinea pigs”; Citizen science and environmental health 
in a Native American community 

 
From Part 2, https://jcom.sissa.it/archive/15/03 

 Weitkamp, “From planning to motivations: citizen science comes to life” 
 Del Savio et al., “Crowdsourcing the human gut: Is crowdsourcing also “citizen 

science”?” 
 Roger and Klistorner, “BioBlitzes help science communicators engage local communities 

in environmental research” 
 
In addition, I encourage you to skim through the Citizen Science Association’s journal to see 

what people in the citizen science community are talking about: 
https://theoryandpractice.citizenscienceassociation.org/articles/. 

 
15 March: Citizen science, 2 
Martin, Victoria Y. (2017). Citizen Science as a Means for Increasing Public Engagement in 

Science. Science Communication [link] 
Ottinger, Gwen. (2017). Crowdsourcing Undone Science. Engaging Science, Technology, & 

Society, 3, 560-574. [link]. 
Ottinger, Gwen, & Cohen, Benjamin R. (2012). Environmentally Just Transformations of Expert 

Cultures: Toward the Theory and Practice of a Renewed Science and Engineering 
Environmental Justice, 5(3), 158-163.  

Haklay, Mordechai. (2013). Neogeography and the Delusion of Democratisation. Environment 
and Planning A, 45(1), 55-69. [link] 

Haklay, Muki. (2016). Why is participation inequality important? In Cristina Capineri, Muki 
Haklay, Haosheng Huang, Vyron Antoniou, Juhani Kettunen, Frank Ostermann, & Ross 
Purves (Eds.), European Handbook of Crowdsources Geographic Information (pp. 35-
44). London: Ubiquity Press. [On Blackboard] 

Stevens, Matthias, Vitos, Michalis, Altenbuchner, Julia, Conquest, Gillian, Lewis, Jerome, & 
Haklay, Muki. (2014). Taking Participatory Citizen Science to Extremes. IEEE Pervasive 
Computing, 13(2), 20-29. [link] 

 
22 March: Science literacy NOTE: Class this week will meet on TUESDAY, 20 March, 
7:30-9:30 pm, at my house. A detailed map is available on the Blackboard site. 
Snow, Catherine E., Dibner, Kenne A., & Committee on Science Literacy and Public Perception 

of Science (Eds.). (2016). Science Literacy: Concepts, Contexts, and Consequences. 
Washington, DC: National Academies Press. [link] 

National Science Board. (2018). Science and Technology: Public Attitudes and Public 
Understanding. In Science & Engineering Indicators--2018 (Chapter 7). Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. [link] 

 
29 March: Topic to be developed, based on class interests 
Possibilities include: 

Museums 
Controversies 
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Science education 
Development communication 
Online engagement 
Hobbies, DIY, Maker movement 
Etc. 

 
SPRING BREAK 
 
12 April: Topic to be developed, based on class interests 
 
19 April: Paper topic presentations 
 Last names M-Z [to be adjusted as necessary] 
 
26 April: Paper topic presentations 
 Last names A-L [to be adjusted as necessary] 
 
3 May: Future directions 
 
16 May (Wednesday):  Final paper due [tentative] 
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DRAFT ASSIGNMENT: Course paper 
 
 As we will discuss in class, the paper for this course should be a literature-based 
exploration of a topic raised by one (or more – but a limited number) of the readings in the 
course. 
 

Put another way: Take one of the readings that particularly interests, excites, or infuriates 
you, follow the notes and references, and explicate the issues raised in the set of literature you 
explore.   
 

Clearly, some of our readings might be lumped together.  But the idea is to take one key 
idea and find out more about its antecedents.  What assumptions are built into the argument?  
What broader argument is the paper a part of?  Would the authors of cited articles agree with the 
way your author has used them?  If so, what would they like about the extended argument?  If 
not, how would they counter-argue? 

 
Length: as long as necessary, and no longer.  (I'm guessing most of you will find 

yourselves writing 10-20 pages, double-spaced.)  Format: either footnotes or in-text references 
are fine.  Use a standard reference system from your field (ask if you're not sure; APA is usually 
a safe choice). 
 


