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Il est difficile de voir comment une perspective socio-
technique de la communication peut mener à autre 
chose qu’à la standardisation et par là même, à une ré-
duction de la diversité – thème qui fait l’objet du présent 
essai. la question de savoir si une telle standardisation 
devrait être considérée comme un avantage ou non 
dépend du contexte et de la substance des éléments en 
question. Une communication concernant des contenus 
purement techniques peut tirer bénéfice de la standardi-
sation, tandis que des procédures de communication 
standardisées ont toutes les chances d’entraîner une dis-
torsion des échanges à propos d’éléments sociétaux 
complexes. le recours lui-même à une perspective socio-
technique tend, cependant, à empêcher de se préoc-
cuper du contexte et, en particulier, de la substance. ef-
fectivement, cela empêche d’évaluer l’adéquation ou 
non de cas particuliers à des procédures standardisées 
et de standardisation. Une standardisation systématique 
peut en être l’aboutissement.xml:namespace prefix = o 
ns = «urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office» /> Les 
exemples sont tirés du discours fondé sur la communica-
tion scientifique. Il est suggéré que la réintroduction du 
concept classique de praxis, avec sa distinction entre 
raison technique et raison pratique pourrait être utile à un 
travail ultérieur sur la substance au cas par cas, et per-
mettre ainsi une délimitation de la standardisation.   la 
perspective technique la perspective technique relève 
de la sphère de production. Son domaine est le contrôle 
des choses. a cause de l’usage, inhérent aux procédures 
techniques, de la force sur les objets, les penseurs clas-
siques, a-t-on fait remarquer, redoutaient la perspective 
technique comme constituant une possible menace 
pour la liberté de la vie publique et politique[1]. Dans les 
sciences techniques d’aujourd’hui, intimement connec-
tées à la production de masse, l’objectif du contrôle 
s’exprime comme objectif de standardisation qui peut 
être considéré comme l’équivalent technique du 
concept religieux et scientifique de la vérité (universelle). 
la science, sous cette forme, vise la réduction de la com-
plexité et de la diversité. Par conséquent, l’Homo faber 
est l’opposé de la fin ouverte du langage humain[2] – un 
trait qui a été important dans la science moderne depuis 
ses débuts[3]. De plus, la science technique traditionnelle 
est encline à rechercher des réponses sans équivoques 
et des solutions applicables sans considération du 
contexte spécifique ni de la substance des questions. La 
perspective technique peut aller de l’intérêt exclusif pour 
les objets physiques jusqu’aux relations humaines, et la 
science de la communication a fréquemment été pour-
suivie comme science technique depuis ses premiers 
jours [4]. De récentes approches techniques des relations 
humaines, populaires, notamment, dans la communauté 
des Science and technology Studies [5,6], se montrent 
critiques à l’égard de traits de la pensée technico-scien-
tifique traditionnelle tels que ses objectifs de réduction de 
la complexité et de la diversité et ses dichotomies assu-
mées telles que nature contre Société. les efforts pour 
éliminer les dichotomies, cependant, semblent faussés 
par une adhésion de facto précisément à cette structure 
de pensée qui a créé en premier lieu les dichotomies, en 
considérant, semble-t-il, que toutes les distinctions sont 
de nature dichotomiques. en réalité, la résolution des di-
chotomies se fait au prix d’un renoncement à toute ca-
pacité de distinguer entre les différentes qualités. nature 
et Société deviennent alors une. en outre, aucune dis-
tinction n’est opérée entre les humains, les (autres) ani-
maux et les choses, tous perçus comme des acteurs au 
sens d’actants participant à des processus sans fin de 
négociations, de mises à l’épreuve et de jugements, dé-
pourvus de tout sens ou de signification éthique. Sur cette 
toile de fond, cet essai explore quelqus conséquences 
de l’application d’une perspective technique à une 
communication scientifique – perçue ou bien comme 
une opération de transport constituant la phase finale 
dans une hypothétique ligne de production du savoir [7], 
ou bien simplement comme une autre phase dans des 
processus sans fin de négociations, de mises à l’épreuves 
et de jugements entre actants [5,6].   la perspective so-
ciotechnique evidente dans la notion répandue de so-
cial engineering, la combinaison d’une perspective 
technique et d’une perspective sociale n’est pas inhabi-
tuelle. Dans une perspective sociale, les humains sont vus 

et observés comme l’une de ces espèces animales qui 
vivent en groupe. Cette perspective apporte une focali-
sation sur le statut et les relations de pouvoir et sur le de-
gré de distance ou d’intimité à l’intérieur des groupes ou 
entre eux. Fréquemment, on rencontre un intérêt particu-
lier pour les questions relatives à l’ (in)égalité sociale [8] 
et/ou pour les consensus et les conflits à l’intérieur des 
groupes ou entre eux. la perspective sociale rend plus 
aisé pour l’observateur l’approche des groupes humains 
comme de possibles cibles d’intervention technique vi-
sant à affecter les relations ou mécanismes sociaux à 
l’intérieur des groupes ou entre eux. Dans ce contexte 
plus large, le présent essai analyse quelques objectifs so-
ciaux répandus de la communication scientifique ac-
tuelle, tels que les objectifs d’inclusion et de contrôle du 
comportement. l’étude montre que la perspective so-
ciotechnique interdit de s’adresser au public comme à 
des citoyens dans le sens classique du terme : une plura-
lité de citoyens individuels qui ne sont liés les uns aux 
autres que par le partage de la responsabilité dans les 
affaires publiques, et par la capacité humaine de penser 
et de parler qui fait de l’être humain un animal politique.   
la notion classique de praxis Considérer l’être humain 
comme un animal politique est une idée liée à la notion 
classique de praxis [9, 10]. Pour aristote, la vie humaine 
n’était pas production mais action (praxis) [11]. la vie 
comme praxis – incluant la politique comme la forme la 
plus élevée de praxis – était incertaine et complexe. le 
monde était habité par une pluralité d’êtres humains re-
présentant chacun une perspective différente dans les 
affaires humaines – la vérité universelle faisait partie 
d’une autre sphère. en particulier à cause de cette diver-
sité d’humains, les conséquences des actions n’étaient 
pas prévisibles – les possibilités de contrôle relevaient de 
la sphère technique de la production. Une discussion 
publique opposant différents points de vue constituait le 
cœur de la vie des hommes comme animaux politiques. 
tel était le mode politique [12]. Parallèlement, la notion 
de phronesis ou raison pratique désignait une forme sé-
culière, temporelle et personnelle de raison reposant, se-
lon les cas, sur l’expérience passée, visant une action fu-
ture et incluant simultanément des évaluations éthiques 
et factuelles. Ravivée pendant xml:namespace prefix = 
st1 ns = «urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:smarttags» 
/>la Renaissance mais dédaignée par la science [13], 
cette approche ancienne, tridimensionnelle et, partant, 
non dichotomique des affaires humaines, a largement 
été laissée de côté par la science de la communication 
telle qu’elle a évolué depuis la fin de la Seconde guerre 
mondiale. Dans la communication scientifique une ap-
proche phronétique – posant le communicateur en 
agent de la raison pratique engagé dans l’institution poli-
tique de la discussion publique – pourrait offrir de nou-
velles options de communication en ce qui concerne les 
questions et conflits politiques liés aux sciences et aux 
technologies, qui sont importants dans les sociétés de 
savoir modernes [14].   Bibliograhpie [1] arendt, Hannah 
(1958/1959), «Kultur und Politik», Merkur, 12:1122-1145 [2] 
Frisch, Max (1957/1998), Homo faber, Frankfurt/M, Suhr-
kamp [3] Sprat, thomas (1667), «their manner of dis-
course», the history of the royal Society, http://ethnicity.
rutgers.edu/~jlynch/texts/sprat.html [4] Mcluhan, Mars-
hall (1964/2001), Understanding Media, london/new 
York, routledge [5] Callon, Michel (1986), «Some ele-
ments of a sociology of translation», Power, action and 
belief: a new sociology of knowledge? london, routle-
dge, 196-223 [6] latour, Bruno (1996), «on interobjectivi-
ty», Mind, Culture, and activity, 3:228-245 [7] Meyer, Gitte 
& Sandøe, Peter (in press), «Going Public: Good Scientific 
Conduct», Science and engineering ethics, doi:10.1007/
s11948-010-9247-x [8] Sloterdijk, Peter (2000), Die Ve-
rachtung der Massen, Frankfurt/M, Suhrkamp [9] arendt, 
Hannah (1958/1969), the Human Condition, Chicago/
london, University of Chicago Press [10] Gadamer, Hans-
Georg (1960/1975), Wahrheit und Methode, tübingen, 
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comachean ethics, london, Penguin [12] Crick, Bernard 
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Abstract: The widespread understanding of human communication as a socio-technical activity and the equally widespread 
commitment to diversity do not add up, this essay argues. It is suggested that the classical notion of praxis offers a wider 
framework that might serve to delimit standardisation and further diversity. Illustrations are drawn from the discourse on 
science communication, and particular attention is paid to challenges that relate to the role of science in knowledge societies.
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Understandings of human communication as a socio-technical activity are widespread in academic discourse. At the same 
time, there is an equally widespread commitment to diversity, and many regard standardisation as a problem. It is, however, 
hard to see how a socio-technical perspective on communication can lead to anything but standardisation and, thus, to a 
reduction of diversity.
Whether such standardisation should be considered advantageous or not depends on the context and the substance of 
the issues in question. Communication on purely technical matters may benefit from standardisation, while standardised 
communication procedures are likely to distort exchanges on complex, societal issues. The very use of a socio-technical 
perspective tends, however, to prevent a preoccupation with substance and context. In effect, the assessment of whether or 
not particular cases are suited to standardised and standardising procedures is prevented. Wholesale standardisation may 
be the net result.
The classical concept of praxis, on the other hand, comes with a distinction between technical and practical reason and 
case by case connects the latter to a preoccupation with substance. This essay, therefore, suggests that a re-introduction of 
the concept into current work on communication in general – and on science communication in particular – might serve to 
delimit standardisation.

The socio-technical perspective
The technical perspective or techne comes from the sphere of production. Technical reason concerns the control of things 
and is strongly present in art as well as in technical science. Because of the use of force on objects that is inherent to technical 
procedures, classical thinkers, it has been argued, feared techne as a possible threat to the freedom of public, political life [1]. 
Still, the artists’ use of creative force resulted (and results) in unique products.
In today’s technical sciences that are intimately connected to mass production, the logic of control is expressed as an aim of 
standardisation. That aim, in turn, can be seen as the technical equivalent to the religious concept of (universal) truth and its 
secularised version: the scientific concept of episteme (derived from a classical name-sake).
The twin concepts of techne and episteme constitute the bases of the academic science tradition (as distinct, for instance 
from the wider tradition of Wissenschaft) as it has evolved and expanded since the seventeenth century. The development 
has been marked by a continuous stress on science as technical by definition, but also by a continuous struggle regarding the 
relationship between the technical aims of understanding natural mechanisms in order to achieve control over things, and 
the epistemic aims of uncovering universal truth(s).
At the outset, the relationship between techne and episteme was assumed to be harmonious and to form the basis of scientific 
unity. In that traditional monistic shape – ascribing, in a straightforward way, epistemic value to understandings of natural 
mechanisms and the development of technical procedures – science is committed to searching for universal, unequivocal 
answers and solutions that can be applied regardless of the specific context and substance of issues. There is an aim for the 
reduction of complexity and diversity. Thus, Homo faber is adverse to the open-endedness and inherent pluralism of human 
language [2]. The latter feature, which is of particular significance to the study of communication, has been prominent since 
the dawn of modern natural and social science [3, 4, 5].
In monistic schemes, however, dualism is never far away. The focus on universal truth and unity is accompanied by a 
polarising tendency. Accordingly, the tradition of science abounds with assumed dichotomies, partly inherited from medieval 
scholasticism. The material versus the spiritual; facts versus values; facts versus emotions; objectivity versus subjectivity; 
observation versus participation; cynicism versus moralism; realism versus idealism; practice versus theory; and consensus 
versus conflict are just a few examples of assumed widespread dichotomies which have informed different interpretations 
of, and scientific infighting concerning, the relationship between the twin founding concepts of science – which may even 
be taken to constitute a dichotomy of techne versus episteme. In such a case, questions of precedence and dominance arise.
The science-critique generated by the student movements of the 1960s and 70s is a relatively recent example of a dualistic 
turn [6, 7, 8] within the science tradition. Demanding that techne be subordinated to higher (epistemic) aims it is likely to 
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have informed the past half-century’s expansion of the technical-scientific perspective to encompass ever more walks of life.
When expanded from encompassing only physical objects to including human relations the technical perspective becomes a 
socio-technical perspective. Humankind, then, is observed – from the position of an outside observer – as one of the animal 
species that live in groups. This position facilitates that mechanisms relating to status, power relations and aggression or to 
the degree of distance or intimacy within or between groups become visible, and the perspective is frequently accompanied 
by a particular concern with questions relating to social (in)equality [9] and/or to consensus and conflict within or between 
groups. Furthermore, human groups appear to the observer as possible targets of technical intervention or social engineering 
aimed at affecting the social relations or mechanisms of or between groups.
Along such lines, understandings of the study of communication as a socio-technical science have been widely taken for 
granted since communication was introduced as an academic topic. Those understandings, again, seem connected to the 
interrelated interpretations of technology as the extension of man, and of man as some kind of mechanical apparatus [10].
Traditional socio-technical approaches carry incentives for intervention, to discipline, to control, to bring into line, to 
create order out of chaos. Incentives to intervene for any purposes other than the purely experimental seem on the other 
hand absent in some more recent socio-technical approaches, popular for instance in the Science and Technology Studies 
community [11, 12].
The latter approaches are critical to features of traditional technical-scientific thought such as aims of reducing complexity 
and diversity, and assumed dichotomies such as nature versus society. The attempts to obviate dichotomies, however, seem 
distorted by a de facto adherence to the very framework of thought that shaped dichotomies in the first place, taking, or 
so it seems, all distinctions to be of a dichotomic nature. In effect, the dissolution of dichotomies comes at the cost of the 
renouncement of any ability to distinguish between different qualities.
The overall outcome appears to stand traditional values on their head and to represent a renewed, but somewhat twisted 
idea of the unity of science: the absence of order, for instance, is celebrated and the claim that science is good for society 
is replaced by the claim that there is no such thing as society (for an account of the early history of such turns, see [13]). 
Nature and society, then, become one. Furthermore, no distinctions are made between humans, (other) animals and things, 
all of which are perceived as actors in the sense of actants that participate in endless, natural processes of negotiations, tests 
and trials, deprived of any meaning or ethical significance. Socio-technical scientists may, thus, observe and record those 
processes in the same way that chemical processes may be observed and recorded.
Some features, it appears, are shared by all socio-technical varieties. Prominent among these are the position as outside 
observers of human affairs, and a normative stance of anti-normativity, connected to an assumed dichotomy of facts versus 
values and to the belief that humans, as seekers of knowledge, can and should avoid making any judgements. Traditional 
socio-technical approaches allow that ethics may be added on, as long as they do not affect the factual knowledge claims. To 
the above-mentioned more recent socio-technical approaches, there appears to be no such thing as ethical values.

Science communication as a socio-technical activity
Seen as a socio-technical activity, communication can be viewed as the final link in an assumed production line which includes 
a social relationship between producers and consumers. Communication, thus, is seen as a kind of transport operation. In 
the following discussion we will call this the traditional approach. As an example of a more recent approach, communication 
may be perceived as just another step in an endless series of negotiations, tests and trials between actants.
Within the field of science communication, the traditional understanding has prevailed for decades. Working within 
a convention of science transmission [14], science communicators have been seen as disseminators and ascribed the 
task of transporting scientific knowledge, viewed as products and goods for possession, distribution and consumption, 
to a lay public of consumers [15]. Metaphors – such as production, construction, consumption, toolboxes and effective 
communication – have been borrowed from the sphere of production. And scientific ‘producers’ and lay ‘consumers’ of 
knowledge have been widely perceived according to an assumed dichotomy of facts versus feelings. The use of emotional 
appeal and dramatisation in order to achieve fascination in lay audiences, thus, have generally been taken to be crucial 
elements of science communication methods, techniques and guidelines [16].
The overall transportation simile encourages the potential use of identical recipes, not only regardless of the context 
and substance of individual cases, but also to serve different and even to some extent conflicting purposes such as 
marketing (selling particular scientific outcomes or institutions), missionary activities (spreading the gospel of science) or 
democratisation (seeing scientific knowledge as a good that ought to be equally shared by all).
As a rule, the social perspective facilitates communicative approaches that address distinct social groups marked by shared 
sociological features which can be observed from the outside, such as age, education, ethnicity, income, gender, nationality 
or occupation. In science communication, however, the above distinction between the social categories of scientific knowers 
and lay non-knowers has been pervasive. Such framing, in turn, facilitates the concept that science communication can or 
should be viewed as a social relationship between elites and the masses of so-called ordinary people or average citizens. 
Thus, it connects to one of the staples of Western social thought: the assumption of a dichotomy between the economic, 
intellectual and/or political elites or power holders, and the people, perceived as the masses [17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22].
Guided by an interpretation of the scientist-cum-knowledge-producer as a holder of power, the recently introduced concept 
of scientific citizenship [23, 24] is a current example of attempts along those lines to come to terms with the advent of 
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knowledge societies that are pervaded by science in all walks of life [25]. The notion is accompanied by a suggestion that the 
citizenry at large should be enabled – supported, it seems, by social scientists – to adopt a scientific framework of thought so 
that they may confront scientists as holders of knowledge powers. There is an aim of inclusion. Underneath that aim there 
seems, however, to be an unspoken assumption that science constitutes, and must perforce constitute, the wider entity in the 
science-society relationship: not science, but citizens need to be integrated.
Bottom-up egalitarian aims of inclusion and top-down hierarchical aims of behavioural control are examples of widespread 
socio-technical aims of current science communication. Both share the above unspoken assumption and the perspective 
of an outside observer and potential operator of human affairs. Traditional aims of behavioural control – conspicuous, for 
instance, in the shape of attempts to persuade the public to obey scientific life-style guidelines – appear as straightforward 
technocratic attempts to discipline the lay masses of non-knowers. The understanding of those lay masses of non-knowers 
as possible objects of standardised and standardising socio-technical intervention seem, however, also to be present in aims 
of inclusion.
Some more recent socio-technical approaches, originating from actor-network theory, appear to lack or to be unwilling to 
admit to having any other agenda than to observe and record social and other natural processes as exchange of matter – the 
latter Hobbesian terminology [3] seems appropriate here – between actants. Renouncing a priori categories and framing any 
kind of editing as deplorable censorship, those approaches seem to be returning to some of the key stances of the earliest 
representatives of modern science, renowned for their peculiar combination of a clever use of rhetoric and confessions to 
“things, not words” [5, 26].

The knowledge society challenges
The socio-technical perspective facilitates perceptions of and approaches to science communication as transport operations 
and/or as processes of social positioning that allow the fittest and most powerful to dominate. There is a focus on natural 
mechanisms, power relations included. Where, now, does that take us with respect to present challenges?
Currently, scientific enquiry plays a crucial role in relation to vast, complex and controversial societal issues such as 
biotechnology, climate change, food production, environmental protection and human fertilisation, to name but a few. In 
these contexts, approaches to science communication as a socio-technical activity – and, thus, as even more applied science 
– seem inadequate.
Social analysis directs attention to participants in communication and can indeed be helpful in deliberation about, for 
instance, social barriers that may hamper participation in debates about science- and technology-related issues. It does, 
however, divert attention from the substance of issues.
Similarly, the transport and production metaphors do indeed make sense when applied to technical questions – such as how 
a new gadget works and must be operated or how a tsunami occurs and may be measured – and to technical aspects of more 
complicated issues. For something to be transported, however, it must be pre-packaged. Transportation only takes place 
when production has been completed. Closure is presupposed and uncertainty comes to be seen as a particular challenge 
[27]. The transport metaphor, thus, only works if scientists have the final say. In the context of doubt and disagreement it 
breaks down and may even generate polarised science wars [28].
The interpretational framework of production, producers and consumers, in other words, furthers neither the inclination 
nor the ability of scientists to contribute to an open public debate on complex societal issues. Within that framework, the 
traditional scientific commitment to sceptical and critical discussion remains restricted to internal communication between 
peers [29, 16]. But as science continues to expand, that restriction is likely to undermine the political institution of public 
discussion on public affairs – a prospect that renders some topicality to the warning issued by Hannah Arendt several 
decades ago about “the disintegration of all political institutions that preceded the great catastrophes of the thirties” [30].
The technical perspective as such is bound to facilitate technical approaches and to discourage reflection on whether or not, 
or to which extent, issues should indeed be considered to be technical in the first place. Ethical reflection and consideration 
of the limitations of the technical perspective must be made from other positions. Societies pervaded by science and, thus, 
by technical perceptions and approaches, therefore, need other perspectives in order to be able to deal with technical 
perceptions and approaches.
The extension of a technical perspective into a socio-technical one does not help. Rather, it disallows addressing the public 
as a citizenry in the classical sense: as a diverse plurality of individual citizens who are only bound together by shared 
responsibility for public affairs and by the human capacity for thought and speech that marks out humans as political 
animals. That definition, in fact, is directly at odds with the way social groups are defined; namely by reference to shared 
social features and, thus, to homogeneity. Moreover, there is no way the classical understanding of the citizenry can be 
verified by observation of social relations. From a socio-technical perspective, therefore, the public as a citizenry in the 
classical sense seems not to exist. But that raises the question of how political life and democracy, perceived as more than 
mere social competition and power play, may be maintained in today’s knowledge societies?
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The classical notion of praxis
The classical notion of praxis [31, 32, 33] offers another and wider framework of and for thought.
The idea of humans as political animals is connected to the notion of praxis. According to Aristotle, human life is not production, but 
action (praxis) [34]. Life as praxis, including politics as the highest form of praxis, is uncertain and complex: The world is inhabited by a 
plurality of human beings, all representing different perspectives on human affairs: universal truth belongs in another sphere. Not least 
because of that diversity of humans, consequences of actions cannot be foreseen: possibilities for control belong in the technical sphere 
of production.
As political animals, however, human beings have been ascribed the interrelated capacities of thought and speech and, thus, action. 
Therefore, public discussion between multiple points of view – as in today’s political institution of public discussion (Öffentlichkeit) – is 
considered pivotal to the life of humans as political beings. It is the political mode [35] of civilised living-together and is seen as a form of 
enquiry [36] into public issues and questions which can neither be solved by technical means nor, for that matter, answered by religion.
Crucial elements of action as praxis include the assumption that only humans (as distinct from other animals and gods) have the capacity 
to act, because only humans have the interrelated capacities for thought and speech. Action as praxis differs from production in the sense 
that it is connected (more or less consciously) to purposes, but has no object and is not aimed at gaining control, but at dealing with 
diversity, uncertainty and unpredictability as human conditions. Thus, action as praxis is constituted by a combination of freedom, related 
to thought and speech, and limitations related to diversity, uncertainty and unpredictability. It follows that the consequences of actions 
cannot be foretold and that actions cannot be undone or withdrawn. Against that background, the need to actually make use of the human 
capacity for thought and speech – for communication, if you like – seems imperative.
The distinction between production and praxis is intricate: production is, at the same time, a form of praxis and at odds with the conditions 
of diversity, uncertainty and unpredictability. From a technical point of view, one may build a house and tear it apart again, but the actions 
of having built the house and tearing it apart cannot be undone. Furthermore, the builder of course aims at – and usually succeeds in – 
controlling his object, so that the house does not fall apart, but there is no absolute certainty. Technical activities take place within the 
wider framework of praxis even though the conditions of that framework may not be recognised by producers as technical reasoners. 
They might, on the other hand, place their technical reasoning within a wider framework of practical reasoning and thereby become less 
vulnerable to hubris.
Practical reason or phronesis corresponds to the notion of praxis and signifies a worldly, temporal and personal kind of reason. Case 
by case it draws on past experience and aims at future action while including, at the same time, ethical and factual assessments of the 
conditions for action. To that form of reason, thus, thought and action, and knowledge and ethics, are inter-connected. Characteristically, 
in classical thought phronesis was considered an intellectual virtue and the general use of thick concepts – which include descriptive and 
normative aspects at the same time [37] – can be seen as a constitutive phronetic element. 
This ancient, three-dimensional and therefore non-dichotomic approach to human affairs and communication has been largely ignored in 
the evolution of the field of communication science since the end of the Second World War. The classical notions were revived by humanists 
during the renaissance, but then passed over by science [38]: the renunciation of the Aristotelian distinction between production and 
praxis can be found as early as the mid-seventeenth century in the writings of Thomas Hobbes [3]. 
In the 1940s – in the early childhood, that is, of today’s communication science –  the American sociologist Robert K. Merton struggled 
to understand and pinpoint the differences between American “mass communications research” and what he called the “the European 
species” of  “Wissenssoziologie” or “the sociology of knowledge”. Firmly rooted in the American, Anglo-Saxon science tradition – the origins 
of which he saw in the marketplace – Merton was bemused by the humanist approaches of the Europeans. He noted that while American 
social scientists depended on an abundance of techniques in order to secure the reliability of their data, to the European sociologist of 
knowledge “the very term research technique has an alien and unfriendly ring”. The Europeans, he found, were prone to declare that other 
scholars probably would have ended up with quite different interpretations of the material at hand. In Merton’s analysis, the European 
approaches were marked by a commitment to “diversity of interpretation” and “an aversion to standardizing observational data and the 
interpretation of the data”. That simply did not make sense to American social scientists with their commitment to the achievement of 
consensus [29].
Seven decades on, the understandings that Merton connected to American mass communications research appear to have retained their 
status as the backbone of the study of communication and of social study at large. Attempts have been made within the field of American 
pragmatism to integrate crucial elements of the notion of praxis, such as its relativity, into scientific thought [39], but the technical-
scientific scheme has been maintained as the baseline.
As an overall consequence of the above developments, the classical notion of praxis, concerned specifically with the world of human 
affairs, has been engulfed by techne and production metaphors. Correspondingly, practical reason has been submerged under technical 
rationality; the distinction between ethical reflection on the one hand and moralism based on absolute values on the other, has become 
blurred; and politics has come to be widely perceived as no more than a type of socio-technical activity.

Science communication as praxis
Useful as it is for many purposes, the scientific framework (as defined by the socio-technical perspective and the logic of production) 
is likely to increase standardisation and prevent diversity when applied prescriptively to communication and other human affairs. It 
comes with techniques, toolboxes and ideals of unambiguous language. It suits the transportation of information, but does not cater for 
communication as discussion between different points of view, and can be seen as particularly ill-suited to current science communication 
– that is: to the task of dealing with outcomes of enquiries that have been based, precisely, on technical perspectives and frequently 
concern complex societal issues. The science communication discourse seems, however, to be trapped in an understanding of science- and 
technology-related issues as scientific issues by definition.
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The wider framework of praxis, on the other hand, comes with a pluralistic understanding of human reality. It is not, therefore, at 
odds with the open-endedness of human language that allows multiple interpretations to unfold; and its case-by-case approach directs 
attention to the context and substance of individual instances. That, again – supported by the distinction between technical and practical 
issues – may facilitate different cases being treated differently.

From a practical point of view it is not a given that science- and technology-related issues shall be seen and debated purely or 
predominantly as scientific issues. There are more options. Importantly, some such issues may be regarded as political issues with significant 
scientific elements. The task of science communication, then, becomes one of integrating science into a wider and more complex societal 
sphere [32] and of introducing the issues into an ongoing public discussion that must include a multiplicity of perspectives on public 
affairs. To the science communicator as a practical reasoner, then, aspects of uncertainty and diversity – including, of course, disagreement 
– become crucial. 

There is no denying that approaches to science communication as praxis are more demanding than approaches to science communication 
as merely a socio-technical activity. Practical reason is more demanding than technical reason. It is not aimed at making life easy, but 
presupposes that life is difficult. It cannot be converted into techniques, but emphasises the virtue of good judgement in reasoners. 

If seen from a social perspective, that kind of emphasis might well be considered elitist [40]. From a practical point of view, critiques 
along such lines should neither be rejected nor accepted at face value, but be attended to in the general discussion of the role of science 
in society.

While science, as defined by the socio-technical perspective, has expanded and come to be ever more concerned with practical, political 
issues proper in the classical sense, the ability to even think in terms of praxis and politics in their own rights has been substantially 
weakened. At the same time, the socio-technical scheme has become almost invisible as a particular framework of and for thought and 
action, suited to some, but hardly to all challenges to humankind.

One of the main challenges to today’s knowledge societies is how to cope with the expansion of science while maintaining a public and 
political life marked by diversity and pluralism. One possible response might be that in the first place the expansion of science be dealt 
with as a practical, political challenge, rather than as merely a socio-technical one. To that purpose, the possible re-introduction of the 
notions of praxis and practical reason into the discourse on communication in general and science communication in particular offers a 
non-scientific, but far from anti-scientific, framework which might serve both to sustain and delimit the role of science in society.
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