Bauer et al. 2007
Identifies three paradigms in public understanding of science:
1) Scientific literacy. Jon D. Miller articulated perhaps the most influential
concept of “science literacy”, which relies critically on the public having a
deficit of knowledge. It included four elements: a) knowledge of basic
textbook facts of science, b) an understanding of scientific methods such as
probability reasoning and experimental design, c) an appreciation of the
positive outcomes of science and technology for science, and d) the rejection
of superstitious beliefs such as astrology or numerology.
2) Public understanding of science (PUS). The PUS paradigm “shares with the
previous phase the diagnosis of a public deficit. However, this time round, it
is public attitudes that are highlighted (Bodmer, 1987). The public is not
positive enough about science and technology; there are dangers citizens will
become negative or outright anti‐science, and this is of natural concern to
institutions of science.”
3) Science and society. “The critique of the literacy and PUS paradigms as “deficit
models” ushered in a reversal of attribution. The diagnosis of “institutional
neurosis” has been widely heeded: the deficit is not with the public, but with
the scientific institutions and expert actors who harbor prejudices about an
ignorant public. Henceforth, there can be several deficits: public deficits of
knowledge, attitude or trust, but also deficits on the part of scientific and
technological institutions and their expert representatives. Now, the focus of
attention shifted to the deficit of the technical experts.”
The paper then explores research methodologies used within each paradigm,
solutions to the main problems, and critiques of each. A good summary of the
different perspectives.
Burns et al. 2003
Authors define science communication “as the use of appropriate skills, media,
activities, and dialogue to produce one or more of the following personal responses
to science (the AEIOU vowel analogy): Awareness, Enjoyment, Interest, Opinion‐
forming, and Understanding.” They then visually represent science communication
as ladders in the “literacy mountain” of science or a scientific issue. Good for
definitions but not much else.
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