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Nanotechnology, a broad area of research focused on particles that are between 8 and 80 

thousand times smaller than the width of a human hair, is often described as the next frontier in 

cutting edge research (National Nanotechnology Initiative, n.d.; Woodrow Wilson International 

Center for Scholars, 2007). This area is predicted to have a wide range of applications, from 

computers to improved materials to medicine to environmental clean up, and the U.S. 

government is estimated to have invested a total of over $2 billion in nanotechnology research in 

2005 and 2006 alone (Russel et al., 2006). To protect nanotechnology’s future, the 

nanotechnology advocacy community is known to be making an effort towards public 

communication of nanotechnology so as to better manage its role in society (Keller, 2007).  

Many of these science communication activities involve non-formal education (for 

examples see: UW-Madison, 2007; O’Neill, 2006; UNC Chapel Hill, n.d.). Yet, some outlets, 

such as the National Nanotechnology Initiative and the Woodrow Wilson Project on Emerging 

Technologies also have a broader societal focus (National Nanotechnology Initiative, n.d.; 

Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, 2007). As the Wilson Project describes in 

part of its Mission Statement, they are concerned with “helping ensure that as nanotechnologies 

advance, possible risks are minimized, public and consumer engagement remains strong, and the 

potential benefits of these new technologies are realized” (Woodrow Wilson International Center 

for Scholars, 2007). For science in general, science communicators and those interested in 

science communication have expressed concern that public involvement about scientific issues in 

democracies, especially where they concern policy and where scientific applications fit in 

society, should allow for two-way communication between the public and experts or at least  
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public feedback (Leshner, 2003; Durant, 1999). The question then is how the nanotechnology 

research community views science communication. 

 

Scientific community and science communication 

Research has investigated how the public views nanotechnology (Cobb and Macoubrie, 

2004; Gaskell et al., 2005; Priest, 2006; Priest and Fussell, 2006). However, no known studies 

have investigated how nanoresearchers view the public or how they view their own role as 

science communicators, although there have been a few studies examining other scientists’ views 

of the public and science communication. One study, which examined the discourse about 

science communication that took place within professional biochemistry, chemistry and physics 

science magazines found that many pieces discussed the public from the deficit perspective, or 

what the public lacks in positive attitude and knowledge (Trench and Junker, 2001). Yet, there 

was a range of opinion that also included pieces promoting dialogue and pieces promoting 

deference to the public (Trench and Junker, 2001). These results suggest that while scientists 

may largely assume public involvement should be public education, there are those within the 

community who see room for democratic approaches to discussing scientific issues. Another 

study of how British experts, non-experts, and stakeholders viewed public discourse about 

genetically modified (GM) foods, though, found scientists used rhetorical devices to question the 

public’s rationality and thus the public’s right to participate in public discourse (Cook, Pieri and 

Robbins, 2004). A third interview-based study of American geneticists found interviewees felt 

scientists should be more involved in science communication and science policy formation 

(Matthews, Kalfoglou and Hudson, 2005).  
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No studies could be found that examined nanoresearchers specifically. These studies 

suggest scientists’ views of the public range from patriarchal to inclusive. However, as they only 

examined the views of selected scientists, those writing comment pieces in professional 

magazines (Trench and Junker, 2001) and scientists chosen for interviews (Cook et al., 2004; 

Matthews et al., 2005), they do not demonstrate how prevalent these different views may be and 

especially not within the nanotechnology research community.  

Many science communication scholars argue for involving the public in a dialogue about 

science, especially for policy decisions, on a variety of grounds, including respecting the 

democratic process and facilitating a long-term positive relationship with the public (see: Durant, 

1999; Logan, 2001; Wynne, 1992). Studies have been done to understand how members of the 

public think about nanotechnology (Cobb and Macoubrie, 2004; Gaskell et al., 2005; Priest, 

2006; Priest and Fussell, 2006), which would give insight in how to involve them in this 

dialogue. Yet, if nanoresearchers are also to be involved in a dialogue about nanotechnology, 

their preconceived notions of how society views nanotechnology is likely to affect how they 

approach the public or even if they feel willing to interact with the public. How then do 

nanoresearchers believe ordinary people think about nanotechnology?  Furthermore, most 

ordinary people do not have direct contact with scientists and so rely on the mass media to learn 

about scientific news (Weigold, 2001). Thus an extension of how nanoresearchers view public 

nanotechnology knowledge is how they view ordinary people’s likely source for gaining this 

knowledge, the media. How, then, do nanoresearchers view media coverage of nanotechnology? 

It is also important to recognize that not all scientists choose to interact with the public. 

Therefore, one might ask why it is important to understand how the community of researchers 
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views the public when only certain members will choose to become involved in outreach and 

engagement. Yet those nanoresearchers considering interacting with the public are coming from 

this community, and the community view of the public may color how they approach 

interactions with the public. For example, researchers have expressed concern about outreach 

activities taking too much time from their research and potentially negatively impacting their 

career prospects (Pearson, Pringle and Thomas, 1997). How then does the community of 

nanoresearchers see scientists’ responsibilities towards society and science’s role in policy 

making? 

 

Research Focus 

This study was designed to explore how nanoresearchers view the public and public 

discourse in nanotechnology and whether these views are consistent with public involvement in 

democratic dialogue about nanotechnology. Because little research exists on scientists’ views of 

the public, this study relies on research questions rather than hypotheses. This study asks three 

research questions: 

RQ1: How do nanoresearchers perceive ordinary people? 

RQ2: How do nanoresearchers perceive the media coverage of nanotechnology? 

RQ3: How do nanoresearchers view science’s role in society? 
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Method 

Statement Design 

The survey statements1 are listed in the Appendix. Most statements were based on issues 

and topics that arose in an open-ended interview protocol with eight nanotechnology researchers. 

These researchers were primary investigators of research projects funded by the NSF and NIH. 

They were interviewed as a foundation for a larger survey of nanoresearchers’ views of 

nanotechnology. Three graduate students pre-tested the questionnaire for clarity and time 

Five of the statements did not arise directly from issues in the interview process. The 

statement “News media coverage (i.e. t.v. news, newspapers, magazines, etc.) of nanotechnology 

is generally accurate” was a logical extension of the statement about popular fiction, a concern 

that did arise in the interviews. Likewise, “There is enough coverage in the media about 

nanotechnology” followed from whether or not the public knows much about nanotechnology. 

The remaining three statements came from concerns about science communication that 

have been expressed in the science communication literature and in the scientific community. 

“Scientific information about nanotechnology should be the most important information for 

policy decisions” addresses nanoresearchers’ support for one aspect of the deficit model that 

implies scientific information should have primacy over any other type of information in 

scientific issues (Durant, 1999; Logan, 2001). Several have discussed the importance of feedback 

from the public, especially where science policy is concerned (Durant, 1999; Leshner, 2003; 

Rowe, Marsh and Frewer, 2004). The statement “Ordinary people who have been given 

background information on nanotechnology should be consulted in nanotechnology policy 

decisions” examines their willingness to let an informed public participate in discussing science 
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issues. Research into science communication has also examined how public perceptions that 

scientists are not relating to them can stymie productive interactions (Wynne, 1992). Therefore, 

to examine how nanoresearchers thought they, as scientists, might be viewed by the public, they 

were asked to give their opinion of the statement “In general, ordinary people view most 

scientists as out of touch with them.” 

 

Identifying “Nanoresearchers” 

The goal was to identify scholars recently active in creating published research regarding 

some aspect of nanotechnology. “Nanoresearchers” are not a well-defined group since it is a 

cross-disciplinary field. Therefore, the ISI Web of Knowledge database, the most 

interdisciplinary science database available, was used to identify those publishing on the topic so 

all corresponding authors with U.S. addresses could be contacted.  

To identify corresponding authors, the ISI Web of Science was searched using all 

languages, all databases, and article as the document type. The date searched was from January 

1, 2004 to October 10, 2006, the day the list was created. The search terms for article topic were 

nanotech* OR nanosci* and yielded 1840 total articles. Any articles with a country other than 

U.S.A. for the corresponding author’s address were removed. Authors listed as the corresponding 

author for more than one article were only on the final list of contacts once. Most authors had an 

e-mail address listed. For those who did not or who had multiple e-mail addresses listed, their 

organization’s or institution’s website was used to identify the correct e-mail address. Not all e-

mail addresses could be found. The final list contained 563 corresponding authors with at least a 
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mailing address. Fifteen authors had bad addresses for both e-mail and mailing addresses 

yielding 548 authors with at least one good address. Of the e-mails, 462 were good. 

 

Response Rate 

All authors on the list were contacted, making this a census rather than a sampling. 

Requests to participate were sent in three waves. First, a letter was sent on university letterhead 

requesting authors’ participation and giving them the web-survey URL. The letter was followed 

up with an e-mail request one week later and reminder e-mail two weeks after the first e-mail. E-

mails containing the web survey URL were sent from a .edu account on an individual basis to 

avoid spam filters. There were 177 responses. The most conservative response rate based on 

having at least one way to contact the authors was 32.3%. The least conservative response rate 

based on good e-mail addresses was 38.1%. 

 Of the 177 respondents, a large majority (92.1%) came from a science or research 

background. Respondents were asked an open-ended question about the field of their highest 

degree, and the responses were coded into different categories. The respondents fall into the 

following degree categories: engineering (20.3%; n=36), biology (18.6%; n-33), physics (18.1%; 

n=32), chemistry (13.6%; n=24), materials science (11.3%; n=20), social sciences or the 

humanities (5.1%; n=9), some other science-related degree (5.1%; n=9), and business or law 

(2.3%; n=4). Ten respondents (5.6%) did not indicate their degree area. 

 Respondents for the most part had their terminal degrees for over a decade. The 

proportion of respondents falling into the different dates for earning their degrees is as follows:  
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36.4% (n=63) before 1987, 15.6% (n=27) between 1987 and 1991, 18.5% (n=32) between 1992 

and 1996, 19.1% (n=33) between 1997 and 2001, and 10.4% (n=18) between 2002 and 2006. 

 

Survey Design 

The survey was a simple web-based survey. If an author had a bad e-mail address but a 

good mailing address, no attempt was made to send a hard copy of the survey. All survey 

questions appeared on one scrollable screen, and respondents could choose to not answer any 

question on the survey. The statements in this study were the last statements respondents were 

asked to rate before being asked demographic information. They appeared in the survey in the 

order in which they appear in the Appendix. For analysis, questions have been divided into three 

categories as indicated in the Appendix: those asking opinions of ordinary people, those asking 

opinions of media coverage of nanotechnology, and those asking opinions of science’s role in 

society. 

This study was a census of recently published corresponding authors. Because this is not 

a sample population and this study is not attempting to generalize to a larger population, no tests 

of statistical significance are used. The data are instead presented using descriptive statistics. 

 

Results 

 To answer the first research question, nanotechnology researchers were asked seven 

questions about their views of ordinary people (see Table 1). Almost half of those who 

responded (46.6%) felt they understood what ordinary people think about nanotechnology. Less 

than one quarter felt they did not. When asked if they felt they could describe nanotechnology in 
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a way ordinary people would understand, 74.8% believed they could. About one out of five 

(21.6%) were not sure. Just over half of the respondents (52.9%) did not believe nanotechnology 

was too difficult for people to understand. 

 Respondents were further asked their perceptions of the public’s knowledge and 

opinions. More respondents believed ordinary people have heard of nanotechnology (44.9%) 

than believed ordinary people have not (33.9%). Almost half (45.5%) were not sure if ordinary 

people are supportive of nanotechnology while 42.0% believed they are. Only 17.1% of 

respondents did not believe ordinary people think of nanotechnology as very small robots. 

Almost half (48.0%) thought ordinary people do think of nanotechnology as robots. According to 

58.3% of respondents, ordinary people believe scientists are out of touch with them. Almost one 

third (30.9%) were unsure. 

 To answer the second research question, respondents were also asked their views of 

media coverage of nanotechnology (see Table 2). Over three quarters (76.0%) saw popular 

fiction as inaccurately portraying nanotechnology. None were inclined to strongly agree that 

popular fiction accurately portrayed nanotechnology. Respondents also did not view news 

coverage of nanotechnology as very accurate. Only 18.9% believed it was accurate while about 

one third were neutral and 46.9% saw it as inaccurate. About one third (32.6%) believed there to 

be enough coverage of nanotechnology in the media. A little more (35.5%) disagreed. 

 Respondents also saw media content as affecting public opinion. Most respondents 

(67.7%) thought overly positive coverage would lead to inflated expectations in the public. 

Almost as many believed overly negative coverage would lead to inflated concerns (66.6%). For 

both of these statements, only about one out of ten disagreed (9.9% and 11.5% respectively). 
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 For the third research question, respondents were also asked their views on science’s role 

in society (see Table 3). They overwhelmingly agreed that scientists had an ethical responsibility 

to participate in public outreach with 84.1% either agreeing or strongly agreeing. None strongly 

disagreed with the statement. Most (57.5%) saw scientific information about nanotechnology as 

the most important information for policy decisions. The modal choice for the statement 

“Ordinary people who have been given background information on nanotechnology should be 

consulted in nanotechnology policy decisions” was “agree” (31.6%). However, more 

respondents responded negatively to that statement (35.7%) than positively (33.9%). 

 

Discussion 

 This exploratory survey begins to answer how nanotechnology researchers view the 

public, science communication, and science’s role in society in relation to nanotechnology. 

Nanotechnology researchers seemed to hold several misconceptions about the public. They were 

also concerned about media coverage of nanotechnology and may see a limited role for the 

public in nanotechnology policy decisions. 

 Most of the nanotechnology researchers did not think nanotechnology was too difficult 

for ordinary people to understand while over half thought people could understand it. This might 

be interpreted as a positive step towards discourse about nanotechnology as there would be no 

point in having a conversation with the public if they could not understand the topic. However, 

such a conclusion should only be reached cautiously as the question itself has a “correct” answer. 

Social norms would make most people reluctant to say ordinary people could not understand 

nanotechnology even if a respondent actually believed this to be the case.  
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 Interestingly, while almost half of the respondents were not sure or did not believe the 

public could understand nanotechnology, almost three quarters thought they could describe it to 

ordinary people in a way they could understand. Again, this is a question with a correct answer, 

that they could describe nanotechnology. However, these results suggest nanotechnology 

researchers have more confidence in their ability to speak understandably to the public than in 

the public to understand what is being said. They also suggest a paradox for some of the 

respondents where they can describe something “understandably” that the public may or may not 

understand. 

 That a large majority thought they could describe nanotechnology could both help and 

hinder communication. That they believed they could describe it might help by giving 

researchers confidence in articulating nanotechnology. However, it could also be a hindrance 

especially in light of what they think the public knows about nanotechnology. 

 Almost half of the respondents thought ordinary people had heard of nanotechnology for 

the most part. However, a 2004 U.S. national survey showed over 80% of the public had heard 

little or nothing about nanotechnology (Cobb and Macoubrie, 2004). This overestimation of the 

public’s familiarity with nanotechnology could lead researchers to be unprepared to describe 

nanotechnology adequately to the public. 

 Many of the respondents also thought the public thinks of nanotechnology as robots. The 

same U.S. survey found only 12% of respondents thought uncontrollable nano-robots were the 

“most important potential risk of nanotechnology to avoid” (Cobb and Macoubrie, 2004, pg. 

399). In the national survey, the topic of robots was also broached by the researchers conducting 

the survey and not the respondents (Cobb and Macoubrie, 2004). Another focus-group study 
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examining Americans’ and Canadians’ views of nanotechnology found less than 2% of all 

comments made in nine one- and two-hour focus groups mentioned robots spontaneously (Priest 

and Fussell, 2006). The focus group protocol did not broach the subject of robots but allowed for 

respondents to bring them up and discuss them on their own (Priest and Fussell, 2006). Together, 

these results suggest the public is rarely inclined to think of nanotechnology as robots on their 

own, and even when the topic is brought up, nanorobots are not their primary concern.  

 The interviews conducted to help form the questions for the survey of nanotechnology 

researchers suggested there is a myth among nanotechnology researchers that the public thinks of 

nanotechnology as very small robots. Therefore, the statement about robots was included in the 

survey. However, the community’s tendency to assume the public thinks of nanotechnology as 

robots may in fact be a self-fulfilling prophecy. The public generally does not think about 

nanotechnology at all, much less as very small robots (Cobb and Macoubrie, 2004; Priest and 

Fussell, 2006). However, if scientists make sure to tell ordinary people that nanotechnology is 

not robots, this may artificially give them that idea. 

 In light of their misconceptions of the public, it is interesting that 46.6% of the 

respondents thought they understood what ordinary people think about nanotechnology. While 

not a majority, this is still a high proportion of the nanoresearcher community. They overestimate 

how much the public is aware of nanotechnology, demonstrating one level of how they do not 

understand the public.  

Almost half of them were also unsure or neutral about the public being supportive of 

nanotechnology. Yet, studies have shown the public is generally supportive of nanotechnology 

despite not being familiar with it. Cobb and Macoubrie (2004) found 70.1% of the public is 
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“somewhat hopeful” or “very hopeful” of nanotechnology. Another survey of Americans and 

Canadians found that while there were some differences in approval of nanotechnology based on 

where they fall into five groups of science “publics,” almost 80% of respondents overall 

approved of nanotechnology (Priest, 2006). 

Although only 12.5% of nanotechnology researchers did not believe the public was 

supportive, not knowing how the public feels about nanotechnology could affect how they 

approach the public. With concerns made by scientists that skeptics of science may “relate more 

to the risks of science and technology advances than to their benefits” (Leshner, 2003, p. 977), 

scientists may be approaching citizens thinking they are more hostile than they actually are, 

especially since over half the scientists thought the public saw them as being out of touch 

(58.3%). This could also affect scientists’ willingness to approach the public at all. 

 Nanotechnology researchers were also generally concerned about both popular and news 

media portrayals of nanotechnology. They overwhelmingly thought popular fiction and, to a 

lesser extent, news portrayals of nanotechnology were inaccurate. Over two-thirds of 

respondents were concerned that overstressing benefits would lead to inflated public 

expectations of nanotechnology. About two-thirds were concerned about over-emphasized risks. 

These views of both risks and benefits are consistent with their being largely unsure if the public 

is supportive of nanotechnology. 

These results may also indicate that nanoresearchers are concerned that the media may 

sway ordinary people. They overwhelmingly supported outreach, another question with a 

socially correct answer. However, their responses to other questions suggest this support was for 

persuasive and educational forms of outreach rather than dialogue.  
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Over half of the respondents thought scientific information should be the most important 

for policy decisions. No questions were asked regarding what other types of information 

nanoresearchers would have believed to be legitimate for deciding policy. Therefore, one cannot 

assume that because nanoresearchers saw science information as the most important that they 

would be resentful of other types of information, such as social or economic impacts, playing a 

large role in nanotechnology policy. Further investigations would need to examine how 

nanoresearchers viewed social, political and economic factors playing a role in nanotechnology 

policy. Yet, their response to ordinary people being involved suggests that they may see policy 

as something that should largely be decided by experts and politicians. Only 33.9% agreed that 

ordinary people with background information should be consulted in nanotechnology policy 

decisions. 

However, nanotechnology researchers’ views of scientific information and ordinary 

people’s roles in policy formation is not far removed from the public’s view. In an analysis of 

several surveys given in the U.S., Canada, and Europe, two-thirds of the public also believed 

scientific information should be the basis for policy decisions about technology when forced to 

make a choice between scientific information and moral/ethical information (Gaskell et al., 

2005). Furthermore when forced to make a choice, almost three-quarters of ordinary people 

responding to these surveys believed experts, not the public, should make these policy decisions 

(Gaskell et al., 2005). 

Future research should examine how nanoresearchers actually do communicate with the 

public and how any dialogue between the public and scientists does or does not foster the 

involvement of the public in policy decisions. Just because the nanotechnology community and 
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the public may be communicating in a two-way dialogue does not mean this communication is 

about policy decisions or negotiating nanotechnology’s role in society. 

 

 Significance 

The aim of this study was to capture a census of leading nanotechnology researchers’ 

views of the public, media coverage of nanotechnology and public discourse and not to 

generalize to a larger population of nanotechnology researchers. Therefore, the response rate 

should be addressed. Approximately two-thirds of those contacted did not choose to participate 

in the survey. The demographic information suggests those who responded have representative 

training with an emphasis on hard science, engineering and medical researchers.  

Because scientists are often quite busy though, those researchers who took the time to 

take the survey may have seen the topic as more important than those who did not. It is possible 

those who took the survey are also more positively disposed towards the public and public 

discourse. However, they may not have more positive views of media coverage. Even those 

scientists interested in public engagement may be concerned when they perceive the media as 

misrepresenting their field. However, even if the respondents are more positively disposed 

towards the public, that they hold these misconceptions and conflicting views of the public 

suggests scientists engaging in nanotechnology outreach need further guidance in how to 

approach the public. 

This study begins to address an area of limited research within science communication, 

that of scientists’ views of the public. In light of expectations of scientists to become more 

involved with the public on scientific issues, their perceptions of the public and public discourse 
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is likely to be important in the quality of their discourse with the public. This study as a pilot 

study of scientists’ views of the public suggests that, at least within the nanotechnology 

community, scientists have complex views of the public, media and public discourse. Further 

research should be done not only to delve deeper into their views, but also to investigate how 

those views influence and are influenced by their interactions with the public. 
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Appendix 

Survey Questions 

Order in Survey  View of 

I feel I understand what ordinary people think about nanotechnology.*  OP 

Ordinary people have never heard of nanotechnology for the most part.*  OP 

News media coverage (i.e. t.v. news, newspapers, magazines, etc.) of nanotechnology is 

generally accurate. 

 MC 

Ordinary people are supportive of nanotechnology for the most part.*  OP 

Scientists have an ethical responsibility to participate in public outreach.*  SR 

In general, ordinary people think of nanotechnology as very small robots.*  OP 

Scientific information about nanotechnology should be the most important information 

for policy decisions. 

 SR 

There is enough coverage in the media about nanotechnology.  MC 

Ordinary people who have been given background information on nanotechnology 

should be consulted in nanotechnology policy decisions. 

 SR 
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Popular fiction (i.e. books, t.v. shows, movies) generally portrays nanotechnology 

accurately.* 

 MC 

In general, media content (i.e. news media coverage and popular fiction) stressing 

nanotechnology's benefits leads to inflated public expectation.* 

 MC 

Nanotechnology is too difficult for ordinary people to understand.*  OP 

In general, ordinary people view most scientists as out of touch with them.  OP 

In general, media content (i.e. news media coverage and popular fiction) stressing 

nanotechnology's risks leads to inflated public concern.* 

 MC 

I feel I could describe nanotechnology in a way that ordinary people would understand.*  OP 

Note. * = From Interviews; OP = Ordinary people, MC = Media coverage of nanotechnology,         

SR = Science’s Role in Society  
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Footnote 

1. The statements in this study were one section of a larger survey that asked 

nanotechnology researchers about their views of nanotechnology. Other portions of the larger 

survey examined how researchers defined nanotechnology, how they believe nanotechnology has 

affected research agendas and society, and how they perceive the risks and benefits of 

nanotechnology. The section with these statements followed questions concerning how adequate 

they believed current U.S. regulations were at controlling various nanotechnology-related risks 

and how they believed nanotechnology will impact the economy and scientific discoveries. 

These statements were the last section of questions before they were asked for demographic 

information. The larger survey was part of an NSF-funded project designed to examine how 

scientists’ and ordinary people’s understanding of nanotechnology compares.  
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Table 1 

Nanotechnology Researchers' Views of Ordinary People 

 Response Percentage  

Question 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree n 

I feel I understand what ordinary people 

think about nanotechnology. 
5.7% 18.8% 29.0% 38.6% 8.0% 176 

I feel I could describe nanotechnology in 

a way that ordinary people would 

understand. 

1.1% 6.3% 17.7% 51.4% 23.4% 175 

Nanotechnology is too difficult for 

ordinary people to understand. 
14.4% 38.5% 25.9% 20.1% 1.1% 174 

Ordinary people have never heard of 

nanotechnology for the most part. 
5.7% 39.2% 21.6% 27.3% 6.3% 176 

Ordinary people are supportive of 

nanotechnology for the most part. 
1.1% 11.4% 45.5% 40.9% 1.1% 176 

In general, ordinary people think of 

nanotechnology as very small robots. 
3.4% 13.7% 34.9% 38.9% 9.1% 175 

In general, ordinary people view most 

scientists as out of touch with them. 
1.1% 9.7% 30.9% 48.6% 9.7% 175 
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Table 2 

Nanotechnology Researchers' Views of Media Coverage of Nanotechnology 

 Response Percentage  

Question 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree n 

Popular fiction (i.e. books, t.v. shows, 

movies) generally portrays 

nanotechnology accurately. 

36.6% 39.4% 19.4% 4.6% 0% 175 

News media coverage (i.e. t.v. news, 

newspapers, magazines, etc.) of 

nanotechnology is generally accurate. 

10.3% 36.6% 34.3% 18.3% 0.6% 175 

There is enough coverage in the media 

about nanotechnology. 
4.6% 30.9% 32.0% 28.0% 4.6% 175 

In general, media content (i.e. news 

media coverage and popular fiction) 

stressing nanotechnology's benefits 

leads to inflated public expectation. 

1.2% 8.7% 22.5% 48.6% 19.1% 173 

In general, media content (i.e. news 

media coverage and popular fiction) 

stressing nanotechnology's risks leads 

to inflated public concern. 

1.7% 9.8% 21.8% 51.7% 14.9% 174 
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Table 3 

Nanotechnology Researchers' Views of Science’s Role in Society 

 Response Percentage  

Question 

Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree n 

Scientists have an ethical responsibility 

to participate in public outreach. 
0% 1.7% 14.2% 52.3% 31.8% 176 

Scientific information about 

nanotechnology should be the most 

important information for policy 

decisions. 

5.2% 8.6% 28.7% 33.9% 23.6% 174 

Ordinary people who have been given 

background information on 

nanotechnology should be consulted 

in nanotechnology policy decisions. 

12.1% 23.6% 30.5% 31.6% 2.3% 174 

 

 


