Evidence to the CST Review of Government Actions on Nanotechnologies 

Submitted by the core members of the Nanotechnology Engagement Group (NEG)
 

Summary

The NEG welcomes the Government’s commitment to support and promote public engagement on nanotechnologies. We believe that we are now at a stage of needing to build on initial exploratory work in order to put in place ‘a programme of properly targeted and sufficiently resourced public dialogue’ (HM Government 2005b). 

The recommendations listed in this report are intended to highlight the areas that we believe Government needs to revisit in order to meet its original commitments. 

R1
We recommend that civil servants allocate more time and resources to engage with public engagement projects.

R2
We recommend that more effort is made both on the side of the public engagement practitioners and decision-makers to ensure that the outputs produced are compatible with decision-makers’ needs. 

       R3
We recommend that the NIDG aim to establish direct links between public engagement projects, including the NEG, and the relevant Government departments 


R4 We recommend that more time be allocated for NIDG members to engage with public engagement projects
R6 
We recommend that Government clarify its objectives for doing public engagement on science. If institutional impact is a pre-requisite for public engagement success, then processes must be designed with this end in mind.
R7
We recommend that Government and public engagement organisers are realistic about what public engagement can deliver. 

R8
We recommend that Government, funding bodies and academic institutions establish formal recognition for doing public engagement within the science and higher education community

R9
We recommend that funding bodies stress the need for two-way engagement and, in the environment of full economic costing, explicitly fund the time required for it.

R10 We recommend that research students and staff learn about the value and different usages of public dialogue and receive training in how to engage with the public.
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1 
Introduction 

The Government’s response to the RS/RAE report states that the Government ‘is committed to promoting constructive dialogue on nanotechnologies’ and ‘agrees that properly targeted and sufficiently resourced public dialogue will be crucial in securing a future for nanotechnologies.’ (HM Government 2005a)

To help meet this aim, the Government is supporting a programme of activities that ‘will follow the Government’s general approach to public dialogue on science and technology issues and provide sufficient resources in relation to timing, skills and capacity and funding.’

These activities are detailed in the Government’s Outline Programme for Public Engagement on Nanotechnologies and are based on the Government’s Principles for Public Dialogue on Science and Technology (S&T), which are included as an annex in the report (HM Government 2005b).

These commitments are welcome, and the NEG appreciate the efforts made to carry them out. In that vein the NEG research team has made a number observations on the Government’s attempts to realise the Outline Programme for Public Engagement on Nanotechnologies. 

The Government has made significant progress in supporting public engagement on nanotechnologies and establishing an infrastructure for linking it with policy. Credit must go to the civil servants who have worked hard to achieve the progress to date. 

It should be noted, however, that only two projects have been funded as part of this programme since the RS/RAE report was published: NanoDialogues and the NEG. Of these, only the former is an actual dialogue project, and it is explicitly experimental in nature, designed to test how the theory of upstream engagement works in practice. Whilst we appreciate the value of running a series of exploratory activities, we believe that the Government ultimately needs to take responsibility for leading the public dialogue agenda.

With this in mind, the NEG research team has identified three areas which the Government needs to revisit, if their original aspirations are to be met:

1. Impact

2. Clarity of Purpose

3. Working in Partnership with Scientists

We present our recommendations fully aware of the great challenges they present both in terms of the business of doing government and the complexity and uncertainty of the subject matter. The recommendations should not be taken as criticisms; indeed we welcome the Government’s positive response to the challenge of S&T public engagement. Instead, our recommendations are intended as steers from friends who want to see a maximised return from the political capital invested in this arena. 

2
Impact

2.1
Connecting with policy

Government commitments: ‘[Public engagement should] feed into public policy – with commitment and buy-in from policy actors.’ (HM Government 2005b:7)

‘[Public dialogue aims to] ensure that participants’ views are taken into account, with clear and transparent mechanisms to show how these views have been taken into account in policy and decision-making.’ (HM Government 2005b:9)

NEG observation: 
Mismatch between outputs and needs: The recommendations produced by public engagement on nanotechnologies thus far have been criticised for being too generic or unrepresentative to be useful for decision-makers (Involve: forthcoming). Policy makers need to ensure that they are clear about what they want from public engagement, that they think through how they will make use of the findings, and that this is communicated clearly to the organisers of public engagement. 

Insufficient time and resources on the part of policy-makers: Establishing connections takes time. For meaningful connections to be established between public engagement projects and policy-makers, civil servants will need to prioritise allocating time to establishing relationships with the project organisers, as well as engaging with, and responding to the projects’ outputs and outcomes.  

Lack of capacity for incorporating the findings of public engagement: A key obstacle to effective public engagement is internal constraints caused by institutional cultures. How the findings of a public engagement exercise are received, and the extent to which they are incorporated into decision-making, depends on a range of internal conditions, such as wider policy drivers, the priorities of senior management, and the appreciation within these groups of the usefulness of involving members of the public in their work.

NEG recommendations: 

R1
Institutional capacity: We recommend that civil servants allocate more time and resources to engage with public engagement projects.
R2
Improved compatibility: We recommend that more effort is made both on the side of the public engagement practitioners and decision-makers to ensure that the outputs produced are compatible with decision-makers’ needs. 

2.2 
The role of the NIDG

Government commitment: ‘To comply with good practice in processes of participative dialogue, we will ensure that they connect to the machinery of government through linkage with the NIDG’ (HM Government 2005b:5)

NEG observation: The NEG believes that meaningful public engagement depends upon establishing responsive, two-way relationships between the parties in question, where the public’s input is not used merely as a risk-assessment tool but also to open up new debates and to stimulate learning for all involved. 

For the NIDG to operate as an effective conduit between public engagement on nanotechnologies and the S&T institutions concerned, it needs to play an active part in ensuring that such relationships are established. 

We believe that whilst the NIDG is a useful route to build awareness about public engagement on nanotechnologies within S&T institutions, it is unrealistic to expect NIDG members to single handedly fill the role of conduits between public engagement and policy-making. More direct communication channels need to be established between public engagement and the relevant Government departments to ensure that public dialogue is ‘directed towards those best placed to act upon its outputs’ (HM Government 2005b: 9). 
NEG recommendations: 

       R3
Direct links: We recommend that the NIDG aims to establish direct links between public engagement projects, including the NEG, and the relevant Government departments 


R4 Time and resources: We recommend that more time should be allocated for NIDG members to engage with public engagement projects
3
Clarity of Purpose

Government commitments 

‘[Public engagement should] be clear in its purposes and objectives from the outset.’  (HM Government 2005b: 7)

‘[Public engagement should] be clear about the extent to which participants will be able to influence outcomes.’ (HM Government 2005b: 8)
NEG observation: The NEG has found that there is ambiguity about what early stage public engagement on nanotechnologies seeks to achieve. Public engagement can be used to many different ends, and without clarity and agreement on purpose, it is very difficult to run effective processes and to evaluate whether or not they have been successful. There is also a risk that public engagement becomes tokenistic. 

The public engagement on nanotechnologies that has taken place in the UK thus far have been social research experiments first and foremost.
 This is reflected both in the projects’ objectives and their achievements.
 

Alongside their social research objectives, however, five out of six of these projects have also explicitly included affecting or informing decision-making on nanotechnologies as a key ambition. To date, there is no evidence that this ambition has been realised. 

NEG recommendations: 

R6 
Clarity of purpose: We recommend that Government clarify its objectives for doing public engagement on science. If institutional impact is a pre-requisite for public engagement success, then processes must be designed with this end in mind.
R7
Realistic expectations: We recommend that Government and public engagement organisers are realistic about what public engagement can deliver. When delivering established public engagement models (e.g. citizen juries or stakeholder dialogues) under normal institutional conditions (i.e. low level of public engagement experience) it is unrealistic to expect that the public engagement process will have a large impact on institutional decision-making. 

4
Working in Partnership with Scientists

Government commitment: ‘To be effective in informing policy and decision-making, public engagement on nanotechnologies must itself be informed. To this end, scientists and other specialists working in the area are involved in the programme. (…) The aim is mutual understanding and learning, with scientists being responsive to public attitudes.’ (HM Government 2005b: 6)

NEG observations: There are a number of barriers to the effective involvement of scientists in public engagement on nanotechnologies
: 

Different understandings of the meaning and purpose of public engagement: The NEG has found that there is a gap in the understanding of the term public engagement between parts of the science community and the organisers of public engagement. Many scientists see public engagement as an opportunity to teach the public about their work, rather than a chance to engage in dialogue and learn something new. There is often a sense that there is not much to be gained from public engagement for the scientists themselves, as the public is not well enough informed to advance current thinking. 

Lack of incentives, resources and capacity for scientists to take part in public engagement exercises: Institutional constraints, lack of resources and lack of capacity were identified at the NEG workshop in June 2006 as key obstacles to scientists’ involvement in public engagement. 

Different understandings of the role that scientists are expected to play in public engagement: 

Besides scientists being invited to public engagement events as ‘expert witnesses’ who are there to teach the participants about a particular area of science, there is often the additional expectation that the process should be a learning experience for the scientists themselves. This is a challenging issue: on the one hand, scientists have complained that these objectives have not been made explicit until the process was already underway; on the other, project organisers have claimed it to be difficult to get the scientists to understand that this is what public engagement entails.

NEG recommendations: Government must take measures to raise awareness about the benefits of public engagement within the science community, and to remove some of the disincentives for scientists to engage with the public. 

R8
Formal recognition: We recommend that Government, funding bodies and academic institutions establish formal recognition for doing public engagement within the science and higher education community
R9
Supporting dialogue: We recommend that funding bodies stress the need for two-way engagement
 and, in the environment of full economic costing, explicitly fund the time required for it.

R10 Formal training: We recommend that research students and staff learn about the value and different usages of public dialogue and receive training in how to engage with the public.

5  
NEG Actions

The NEG forms part of the Government’s programme for public engagement on nanotechnologies, and recognises its role in making this programme as effective as possible. To this end, we will address the issues listed above in the following ways:

A1
Host a policy seminar to explore how the links between public engagement and science policy can be strengthened, to take place in late 2006 or early 2007. 

A2
Produce evidence-based recommendations for Government policy on nanotechnologies and for Government policy on S&T public engagement, to be published in the NEG’s Final Policy Report, due Autumn 2007. – move till end

A3
Recruit more scientists to the NEG network, in order to promote awareness within the science community about the benefits of public engagement

A4
Host a workshop for scientists, policy makers and public engagement organisers in spring 2007 to raise awareness about the benefits of public engagement within the science community and to explore how the barriers to involvement can be overcome. 
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Annex 1

The NEG’s First Policy Report is available on the NEG website: 

www.involve.org.uk/negreports 

Annex 2

UK Nanotechnology Engagement Projects 

1
NanoJury UK

What’s new? Jasper Singh of PEALs has completed a final project report, to be made available from the NanoJury UK website. Professor Nick Pidgeon and Dr Tee Rogers-Hayden published the findings of their evaluation of the NanoJury in Nanotechnology Law and Business, Volume 3, Issue 2. Interviews with project partners have added more points to the list of challenges, below. 

Organisers: Cambridge University Nanoscience Centre, Greenpeace U.K, The Guardian, and the Policy, Ethics and Life Sciences Research Centre (PEALs) at the University of Newcastle.  Dr Tom Wakeford from PEALs acted as the project lead.  The backgrounds of the organisers include academia (social science and nanotechnologies science), NGOs and the media.  Professor Nick Pidgeon and Dr Tee Rogers-Hayden, Cardiff University, acted as reflectors on the process.

Timescale: The citizens’ jury met in June and July 2005. The findings were launched in London in September 2005.

Purpose: The project aimed to
· Raise awareness of nanotechnology and S&T governance among jurors

· Raise awareness of public views and concerns among scientists, directly and indirectly involved in the process

· Provide a potential vehicle for people's informed views on nanotechnologies to have an impact on policy 

· Facilitate a mutually educative dialogue between people with diverse perspectives and interests, including critical and constructive scrutiny of the hopes and aspirations of those working in the nanotechnologies-related sectors, by a wider group of citizens 

· Explore the potential for deliberative processes to broaden discussions about nanotechnologies research policy – both in terms of the range of issues and the diversity of people who are given a say 

Approach:  The jury was an example of two-way engagement.  Citizens were not just asked to discuss nanotechnologies; they also had the opportunity to select and discuss an issue of priority to them.  The NanoJury participants discussed young people, exclusion and crime, prior to discussing nanotechnologies.
The jury was made up of sixteen Halifax residents who were selected through letters sent to people on the electoral register and advertising within community groups.

The process also involved a multi stakeholder oversight panel to oversee balance and fairness in the process.  The jury also involved a science advisory panel to ensure accuracy and balance in the evidence presented.  Professor Pidgeon and Dr. Rogers-Hayden identified the involvement of the multi-stakeholder panel in the NanoJury as being one of its strengths. 

The jurors took part in eight evening sessions of two and a half hours each during April and May on the topic they chose.  They then discussed nanotechnologies in May and June over ten sessions of two and half hours each.  After an introduction to nanotechnologies, they heard evidence from witnesses who were selected by the oversight panel.  The jurors themselves could also select or request witnesses.  In the last few sessions they wrote recommendations on nanotechnology’s future development in the UK and noted the degree of support for each recommendation among the jury. These recommendations were presented at an event in London, which 3 jurors attended.

Evaluators Professor Nick Pidgeon and Dr. Tee Rogers-Hayden have stated in their evaluation reports that the jury process appears to be a useful approach for the kind of early engagement that nanotechnologies require.  In addition, Dr. Mark Welland, of the Cambridge University Nanoscience Centre, commented at the launch that he sees the jury as a good way for scientists to open up their work.

Findings:  The NanoJury recommendations covered openness about public expenditure on nanotechnologies, the need for more consultation at key stages in research development, ensuring money is spent on looking at how the technology can solve longer term health and environmental problems, calls for product labelling of nanotechnologies products and suggestions about managing the use of nanotechnologies in information and communication technology.  

Outputs: Final Report, a film of the process, a list of recommendations, a report by PEALs, and various articles and reports by the other partners.

Evaluation: Professor Nick Pidgeon and Dr. Tee Rogers-Hayden filled an evaluative role on the project. Their findings have been published in several notes and articles, most recently in Reflecting Upon the UK’s Citizens’ Jury on Nanotechnologies: NanoJury UK  in Nanotechnology Law and Business, Volume 3, Issue 2.

Challenges: The NanoJury's challenges are set out in more detail in the project report, which is to be made available on the project website, details below. Some identified challenges were:

· Finding partners with sufficient interest and resources to run a citizens’ jury on nanotechnologies

· Feeding the findings of the jury into relevant decision-making bodies in order to promote more democratic and open decision-making around science and technology; finding policy makers interested in engaging with it

· Running and documenting the jury on a low budget

· Conveying to the lay participants the breadth and importance of nanotechnologies without spending too much time on technological detail

· Finding a balanced selection of expert witnesses. The six witnesses that did attend were polarised; three nanotechnology enthusiasts and three sceptics, which made it difficult to cover the middle ground in discussions

· Getting scientists to communicate at the right level and to engage in two-way dialogue with the members of the public 

· Time restraints meaning that the recommendations were not properly talked through or agreed

· Gaining sufficient media coverage. 

Funders: The project was co-funded by Cambridge University Nanoscience Centre, Greenpeace, the Guardian and PEALs.

Cost: Difficult to quantify: donations by Cambridge University Nanoscience Centre, Greenpeace and the Guardian, in addition to hundreds of hours of time donated by PEALs and voluntary staff

Website: www.nanojury.co.uk 

Contact: Dr Tom Wakeford, PEALs. Email: Tom.Wakeford@newcastle.ac.uk 

2
Small Talk

What’s new? The last phase of Small Talk events is completed. The last event took place in March 2006 and the final report will be launched on 5 October 2006. Some of the findings are available on the project website. Interviews with the project organisers and partners in May-June 2006 have added more points to the list of challenges, below. 

Organisers: Small Talk is project-managed by Think-Lab, in collaboration with The British Association for the Advancement of Science, Ecsite-UK, the Royal Institution, and the Cheltenham Science Festival.  All the organisations involved are from science communication backgrounds. 

Timescale: The project began in September 2004 and is due to end in the autumn of 2006

Purpose:
· Facilitate dialogue on nanotechnologies
· Provide resources and support for organisations running dialogue events and activities
· Build a better understanding of the public’s and scientists’ aspirations and concerns about nanotechnologies
· Share the findings with policymakers and the science community
· Improve understanding and use of good practice in engaging with the public on scientific issues
· Evaluate the impact of a co-ordinated approach and share its findings with the wider science communication community
A wider objective, as expressed by Melanie Smallman, project director, is to see whether science communication organisations can meaningfully contribute to the public engagement agenda.
 
Approach: Small Talk aimed to help the science communication community to work together  on nanotechnology. The project provided organisations interested in running public engagement on nanotechnologies with suggestions about issues to cover, information about what has worked in previous events, evaluation, and the opportunity to share findings with the wider science community and policymakers. Two features distinguished Small Talk from other nanotechnology engagement projects: it developed iteratively and it brought a variety of different approaches to science communication and different motivations for communicating science together coherently.

Small Talk’s advice included ways to make events participative and how to enable attendees to enter into dialogue with scientists and representatives of institutions.  However, as it has been up to the individual organisers to decide on the type of event they want to run, most early events were in a lecture or panel-debate format with Q&A sessions at the end.

As a method of collecting opinions and to provide a channel for more reticent participants to contribute, Small Talk developed a postcard with space for participants to write their views on the risks, benefits and moral implications of nanotechnologies. These postcards were modified after a few events to make them less prescriptive. The newer postcards provide space for participants to write down what they would say to scientists or ministers about nanotechnologies and write the answers they would expect to get back. There has been a 60% return rate of these cards.

Findings:  There are three aspects to Small Talk’s findings:1) From the communication practitioner’s point of view, Small Talk provides insight into what works and what doesn’t work; 2) From the policymaker’s point of view, Small Talk provides insight into a) current public attitudes towards nanotechnologies and technology in general, b) public attitudes towards engagement and the relation of science and society; 3) The project also offers insight into possible roles of science communication in policy development and ways practitioners and policymakers to work together.

The practical lessons learnt revealed few surprises; recommendations include briefing speakers, framing events for participants, and setting aside sufficient time for discussion. More significantly though, collating the experience from a variety of events revealed the importance of science communicators role in mediating between scientists and publics’ expectations and communicating technical issues appropriately. 

Perhaps most significantly, Small Talk findings suggest that people have a clear sense of their own agency and the boundaries of their expertise. This means that they express fears in terms of the social structures in place to protect them rather than the specific hazards posed by technologies (which is somebody else’s job to determine). Small Talk found that people’s attitudes towards nanotechnology were not very different from their views towards new technologies in general and that there was a high degree of homogeneity in opinions across very different audiences.  There was also plenty of enthusiasm about the potential benefits of nanotechnologies. Participants were particularly positive about developments in the fields of medicine and IT and were keen for Britain to be a leader in the field. There was enthusiasm too amongst participants (though less so from the experts) for public involvement in the development of policy for nanotechnologies. However, many people stressed that they did not know enough about nanotechnologies to make judgements, and argued that more information needs to be made available to the general public.

For a list of practical guidelines and participant views on nanotechnologies, see the Small Talk website: www.smalltalk.org.uk 

Challenges: 
· Participants not knowing enough about nanotechnologies to discuss it

· Events being short and one-off, and consequently not providing enough time for both learning about nanotechnologies and discussing them in a meaningful way 

· Events not becoming sufficiently participatory and organisations not being interested in running two-way dialogues 

· Understanding why organisations and institutions are not interested in running more participatory events. I.e. is it due to a lack of will, or resources, or lack of understanding of the value of engagement?

· Making scientists and other speakers understand that they are there to listen as well as to educate  

· The same views coming out of all the events, despite the differences in scale, format and target audience  

· Lack of clarity about how the findings can be passed on and influence policy

Evaluation: Laura Grant at the Science Communication Unit at Liverpool University has been evaluating the whole project and individual events.  Event organisers, speakers and experts filled in a questionnaire about how it went, what the strong points of the discussion were, their motivation for organising the event and whether working with Small Talk helped.  Participants filled in a questionnaire about whether they felt that their voices had been heard.  There was also an online survey for providing more information.  The findings of the evaluation will be in the final report.

Funders: The COPUS grant scheme.  Individual events were funded by the organisation running them.
Cost: The project had £50,000 of funding.

Website: www.smalltalk.org.uk 

Contact: Adam Nieman, Think-Lab Associate. Email: adamnieman@think-lab.co.uk 

3
Engaging Young People: At Bristol

What’s new? The At Bristol Citizen-Science project is now completed. The findings from the two nanotechnology events held show that school students’ perceptions of nanotechnologies do not differ significantly from the views expressed by adults in similar projects. 

Organisers: At Bristol Science Centre and Bristol University.

Timescale: A three-year Citizen-Science project which ended in June 06. Two events focused on nanotechnology. 

Purpose: to encourage young people through discussion and debate to form opinions about scientific issues and their social and ethical implications, and to encourage active citizenship by teaching them how to act on their views.  

Approach: A variety of methods have been used, including chat-show style debates, web-resources, teachers’ materials and online games. The first nanotechnology event included 100 6th form students. It was a day-long event with a choice of different activities on offer, including the Democs game (see section 7), a ‘meet the experts’ session, presentations and plenary sessions. At the end, the students voted on areas of nanotechnology research they would like to see funded and the degree of regulation that they believed nanotechnologies should have.
Findings: Whilst participants were enthusiastic about the potential benefits of nanotechnologies, in particular in medical applications and IT, a lot of the discussions focused on their concerns about potential risks associated with nanotechnologies. Participants expressed concern that they did not feel informed of what goes on in nanotechnology research and development and that there is no way for them to have an input. Many participants claimed that they did not know enough about nanotechnologies to make judgements about the issues discussed. The majority of students were sceptical about the information they received about nanotechnologies through the media. Only 2.9% believed that press coverage of nanotechnologies is ‘fairly reliable’, with 29% agreeing with the statement that it is ‘undermined by lack of knowledge’, and 23.2% that it is ‘overblown hype or scare stories’.
 30.4% claimed not to have read any press about nanotechnologies at all.

When asked who they thought should control nanotechnology research, 13% believed that the public should be able to vote on how funding is allocated; 13% stated that nanoscientists are better equipped to do this; 15.6% argued that it is the government’s job; and 51.6% agreed with the statement that ‘it should be a three-way dialogue between the government, the public and scientists’. 

The sessions where the students were presented with hypothetical research proposals and asked which they would want to fund was found by both students and scientists to be particularly useful. 

Challenges:

· Lack of clarity about governance and responsibility in nanotechnology R&D makes it difficult to establish links between dialogue and policy
· The lack of knowledge about nanotechnology amongst participants make it difficult to engage in meaningful discussions about the subject. Gut instincts rather than informed opinions tend to prevail.
· Students not attending out of their own choice and therefore being difficult to engage
Evaluation: The University of Bristol is evaluating the whole Citizen-Science programme.

Funder: The Wellcome Trust

Cost: N/A

Website: www.at-bristol.org.uk 

Contact: Alex Garlick, At-Bristol. Email: alex.garlick@at-bristol.org.uk

 4
NanoDialogues – four experiments in upstream public engagement

What’s new? Three of the four experiments have taken place at the time of writing. The recommendations and report from the first experiment have been written. The final report is due to be published in spring 2007. 

Organisers: Demos and the University of Lancaster. Partners in the four experiments are: 

· Experiment 1 – The Environment Agency

· Experiment 2 – EPSRC and BBSRC

· Experiment 3 – Practical Action, a development NGO

· Experiment 4 – Unilever

Timescale:  The project is running from May 2005 to Autumn 2006. The final report will be published in 2007. 

Purpose:  The project aims to
· Experiment in a theoretically informed way with new methods of ‘upstream’ public dialogue in societal debates around nanotechnologies

· Ensure that these dialogue experiments are framed in a way that can inform processes of institutional decision-making and priority setting

· Generate intellectual and practical resources for enriched public, policy and scientific debate about the social implications of nanotechnologies

· Identify wider lessons and insights that can inform the policy and practice of public engagement in science and technology

Approach: The project involves practical experiments to explore whether the public can meaningfully inform decision-making processes related to emerging technologies in four different institutional contexts.  The four experiments are:

· Experiment One: A People’s Inquiry on Nanotechnology and the Environment (Environment Agency) – January 2006

· Experiment Two: A Citizens’ Panel to Explore and Discuss Research Council Decision-making (EPSRC and BBSRC) – May-June 2006 

· Experiment Three: Nanotechnology and Development - engaging poor people with nanotechnologies in the UK and Zimbabwe (Practical Action) – July 2006

· Experiment Four: Corporate Upstream Engagement (Unilever) – Autumn 2006

For detailed descriptions of the four experiments, see the Demos website, below.

Findings: At the time of writing, only the first three experiments are completed. The findings of all four experiments will be presented in the final report.

· The recommendations of the People’s Inquiry on Nanotechnology and the Environment included: 

· Nanoparticles should not be used to clean up contaminated land until their long-term effects are known.

· New types of testing and modelling should be used to increase our understanding of the effects of nanoparticles. 

· It should be mandatory to publicly declare the results of tests, good or bad. 

· A register of all organisations involved in nanotechnology is needed. 

· In managing nanotechnology we need to think both more globally and more locally. 

· The monitoring and regulation of nanotechnology needs to be done by a broad group of people, including Defra, the Environment Agency, Environmental NGOs and lay people. 

· We need to increase the provision of information, debates, forums and literature about nanotechnologies. 

· We need to engage the public in nanotechnology issues as early as possible.

For a full list of recommendations, see the project website, below. A group of panel members brought their recommendations to a meeting with civil servants at Defra in May 2006. Defra and the Environment Agency are planning to write a joint response to the Inquiry.

Challenges: 

· In all four experiments, a key challenge has been to manage the tension ‘between openness (public-led, bottom-up) and relevance (to the chosen issue and the needs of the agency)’.
 
· Finding a private sector partner for the fourth experiment was a challenge

Evaluation:  The project has an advisory group which is providing ongoing evaluation.  In addition, each of the four experiments are evaluated separately:

· Experiment One – University of Liverpool

· Experiment  Two – University of Birmingham

· Experiment Three – tbc 

· Experiment Four – tbc 

Funder: The DTI's Sciencewise grant scheme.

Cost:  £120,000

Website: www.demos.co.uk/projects/currentprojects/nanodialogues/
Contact: Jack Stilgoe, Project Manager. Email: jack@demos.co.uk 

5
Nanotechnologies, risk and sustainability 

What’s new? The project completed in April 2006 with the launch of the final report Governing at the Nanoscale. Interviews with the project organisers in May and June 2006 identified some additional challenges that are listed below. 

Organisers: Demos and the University of Lancaster. The project also involves input from scientists, industrialists, journalists, academics and the public.

Timescale:  The project ran from January 2004 to April 2006.

Purpose: The project aimed to explore four key questions:

· What can be learnt from the development of biotechnology since the 1970s, and associated public debates? 

· How are expert and public perceptions formed around the social, cultural and environmental implications of nanotechnologies, including benefits, risks, uncertainties, and opportunities for re-design? 

· How is it possible to improve dialogue between nano-scientists and the general public in order to integrate public responses into innovation processes, including industrial R&D? 

· What methods could be used to integrate public concerns into the development of a socially and environmentally sensitive regulatory framework for nanotechnologies? 

Approach:
The project had five stages:

· Learning from the biotechnology experience through research and interviews with key stakeholders in biotechnology regulation

· Research with nanotechnologies scientists about the ways in which they see public debate fitting in with their research

· Five focus groups, each conducted over two meetings, with a range of publics, recruited based on demographic groups

· An interactive workshop for scientists and a select group of members from the focus groups (focus groups members were selected on a mix of enthusiasm but also a desire to have two members of each groups present), and

· The writing up and dissemination of the research. The final report, Governing at the Nanoscale, and a film of the dialogue event were launched on April 6 2006 and are available to download from the Demos website. 

The focus groups, which constituted the first part of the public engagement aspect of the project, were advertised as discussions of technology in general, rather than of nanotechnology specifically. The reasoning was that whilst people may not have much knowledge about nanotechnologies, they tend to have a nuanced understanding of how technology in general fits into their lives, and are able to discuss nanotechnologies in this context.

The focus groups began by discussing the role of technology in their lives, after which they were presented with a few consumer products that had been fabricated using nanotechnologies, and a set of concept boards to introduce the subject. The concept boards included definitions of nanotechnologies, explanations of potential risks, and visions of the different futures that nanotechnologies may lead to. Three contrasting visions were presented: one which centred on nanotechnologies as a competitive advantage for the UK leading to wealth creation and investment, a utopian vision of a future where nanotechnologies lead to extensive human enhancement and technological development, and a sceptical perspective which focused on potential social and ethical implications and risks. 

The organisers chose to move away from the traditional citizens’ jury approach, whereby members of the public are given information about a subject and then asked to make judgements about it. The reason for this was that the timescale of the experiment would not allow the participants to learn enough about nanotechnologies to make informed judgements about it. Instead, the discussions centred on how visions and attitudes of science and technology are formed, and where the members of the public thought that they could have a voice in shaping the vision of nanotechnologies that is pursued. 

The last part of the public engagement process was a meeting between a select group of focus group participants and scientists working with nanotechnologies. This one-day event was divided into two parts: a series of small discussion groups followed by a plenary session at the end. Discussions focused on the potential social and ethical implications of nanotechnologies, and issues of governance and responsibility. 
Findings: The project set out to demonstrate that it is possible to have a productive dialogue between scientists and lay people about complex, ‘upstream’ technological issues. Positive feedback from the participants of the final workshop indicates that this aim was achieved. Lay participants left feeling empowered by the experience, and many of the scientists claimed to feel impressed and inspired by the level of discussions held with the members of the public. It is too early to say at this stage whether the project will be successful at showing how such dialogue can be incorporated into innovation- and regulatory frameworks.

An analysis of the focus group discussions and the meeting between scientists and members of the public can be found in Kearnes et al (2006) Governing at the Nanoscale.

Challenges: each stage of the project had a different set of challenges. Only those relevant to the public engagement aspect are listed here. 

· Discussing nanotechnologies and trying to gauge public attitudes with people who do not know anything about the subject

· Creating constructive discussions around such open questions as the future role of science and technology in society 

· Getting scientists to move away from standard Q&A type discussions to two-way dialogue

· Finding commonalities between scientists and lay members of the public to enable levelled discussions about the place of nanotechnologies in society

Evaluation: The  Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) has formally evaluated the project. The team’s evaluation report to the ESRC will be published on the Demos website.

Funders: the ESCR

Cost: £226,000 from the ESRC.

Website: www.demos.co.uk/projects/currentprojects/ESRCnanotechnologies 

Contact: Matthew Kearnes, Research Associate, Lancaster University. Email: m.kearnes@lancaster.ac.uk 

6
Democs

Democs (Deliberative meeting of citizens) is a method of engagement rather than a specific project.  However, its practitioners at the New Economics Foundation (NEF) have been funded to produce a version on nanotechnologies, among other subjects.

Organisers: The New Economics Foundation.

Timescale: The project based on promoting the games on scientific issues ran from November 2003 to January 2006, but NEF retains the games and continues to supply them when requested.

Purpose: Democs is a game designed to enable groups of people to engage with complex public policy issues.  

Approach: Democs includes an opportunity for people to learn about a topic and express their views.  The game does not need to be facilitated and can be played anywhere, which can make engaging with an issue more accessible. 

Experts on the subject assist with writing the information included in the game and others are consulted on it.  Participants are dealt a hand of cards to read and they pick out the ones that they feel are most important for discussion.  Participants then make clusters to represent the key themes of their discussion.  At the end of the game participants state their preferred policy positions on a subject by choosing from four pre-developed policy positions or developing one of their own.

Challenges: 

· NEF has been finding it difficult to make people play the nanotechnologies version of Democs.  They have approached organisations, many of which have publicly stated the importance of public engagement on nanotechnologies, to offer Democs as a tool but, as institutions are offered a choice of subjects they tend to choose topics which they think the public can relate to, such as stem cell research or animal testing.  
· Another challenge has been to use peoples' input to influence policy. 
Funders: The Wellcome Trust 

Cost: The development of a game costs from £5,000 - £10,000.

Website: www.neweconomics.org/gen/democs.aspx
Contact: Perry Walker, New Economics Foundation. Email: Perry.Walker@neweconomics.org
� The core group consists of: Professor Richard Jones, NEG Chair, Richard Wilson, NEG Project Director, Dr Robert Doubleday, Associate, and Karin Gavelin, Researcher


� See Annex 2 for a list of UK projects.


� The key outcomes that have been achieved by UK nanotechnology engagement to date are Social Mapping, Policy Analysis and Raising Awareness. (see the TAMI typology of impacts, Involve 2006: 12) These outcomes may not have an immediate and visible effect on nanotechnology policy or R&D, but are nonetheless perceived as adding value, for instance by opening up new political and academic debates or by generating personal benefits for those running and taking part in the projects.





� These findings correspond with the findings of the Royal Society’s recent survey of factors affecting scientists’ participation in public engagement and science communication (Royal Society 2006).


� Two-way engagement here refers to public engagement where all parties engage in dialogue, i.e. not science communication or education. Currently, the BBSRC does require that its researchers do public engagement as part of their research contracts but does not specify what kind of public engagement.


� This recommendation is intended as an addition to the RS/RAE recommendation 17: ‘that the consideration of ethical and social implications of advanced technologies should form part of the formal training of all research students and staff’ (RS/RAE, 2004: 87). 


� Interview with Melanie Smallman, project director, on August 31st 2005


� Total vote: 98


� Live Science Zone Nanotechnology: the future of tiny science: survey results. 


� Live Science Zone Nanotechnology: the future of tiny science: survey results. 


� Stilgoe J. (2005) Project Plan: Nanodialogues Phase 2 pp.7 London: Demos
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