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Theory

e How does the public discuss the topic of FES”

e Does science acquires its legitimacy among the
public through public discussions about FES?
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Theory

Periphery

Constructivist approach:
e NOt only content-based (essentialist)

e Attention to representations: boundary-work (Gyerin,
19995)

o [Witter: symbolism, density
e Process (Abbott 1988, 1995)

Field

/ Boundaries » Entities
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#FlatEarth Content analysis Discourse network
(N = 7138) Ncoding schema = 3950 analysis (Leifeld &
Nmain analysis = 700 Haunss, 2012)
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Actor-congruence

FSER

Ci1 C2 C3 Cq
Measures of netwprk clusterization
Actor-Congruence
Supporters Modularity 0.33 +
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" fdgedensty 017 -
"""""" Adversaries | Moduaity 020 -
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" cagedensty 034+
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Actor-congruence

Ci C2 C3 C4
Measures of netwprk clusterization
Actor-Congruence
Supporters Modularity 0.33 +
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"""""" Adversaries | Moduarity .20 -
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Actor-congruence Conflict

P

Ci C2 C3 C4
¢
Measures of network clusterization
Actor-Congruence Conflict
Supporters Modularity 50-33 + 01 8 —
Edge density 0.17 —:0.15 -
Adversaries Modularity 0.20 —:0.17 -
Edge density 50-34 + 01 9 -
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Actor-congruence Conflict
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Actor-congruence Conflict
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Ci C2 C3 C4
Measures of netwprk clusterization
Actor-Congruence Conflict
Supporters Modularity 033 + 01 3 -
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Summary

1. Heterogeneity of positions
2. Social and normative boundaries

3. Entities:

® supporters as pseudo-scientists
® adversaries as gatekeepers
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Implications

1. How is the process of agenda-setting established?

Periphery » Core

2. Importance of the field: surveys contextualized
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Thank youl!

email: luca.carbone@kuleuven.be

Twitter: @lucacarbone__Ic
syntax and data: https://osf.io/xwtdc/?view only=daa2a0893e/7546ba87d0103929bc893a
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