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III Executive Summary 
 

III.1 Introduction 
 
III.1.1 The INTERACTS research project 

The INTERACTS research project is a pioneer cross-national study by organisations 
and institutions from seven different countries – Austria, Denmark, Germany, the Neth-
erlands, Romania, Spain, and the United Kingdom conducted in the period from Janu-
ary 2002 until December 2003. The aim of the project is to contribute to improved in-
teraction between NGOs, universities and Science Shops by providing information on 
the experiences and expectations of co-operation between small and medium NGOs 
and universities through intermediaries such as Science Shops.  The project should be 
seen as a contribution to the discussion of strategies for democratic governance. 
 
The INTERACTS research project was funded by the European Commission, DG12 
under the programme “Improving the Human Research Potential and the Socio-
economic Knowledge Base” – “Strategic Analysis of Specific Political Issues”. 
INTERACTS is an Accompanying Measure to ISSNET (the Thematic Network of Inter-
national Science Shop Network, Living Knowledge). 
 
The INTERACTS research project has included: 
• A State-of-the-Art survey about political and institutional contexts of co-operation 

between small to medium non-governmental organisations (NGOs), Science 
Shops, and universities in the partner countries. 

• Twenty-one national case studies analysing experiences of interaction between 
NGOs, researchers, students and Science Shops and the impact on societal dis-
courses, research agendas and university curricula 

• The expectations for and perspectives on co-operation between NGOs, re-
searchers and Science Shops expressed by stakeholder groups at the 
INTERACTS scenario workshops (NGOs, researchers, students, policy-makers 
and intermediaries) 

 
III.1.2 The concept of Science Shops 

Science Shops are organisations that offer citizens groups’ free or low-cost access to 
scientific and technological knowledge and research in order to help them achieve so-
cial and environmental improvement. Originally the concept of Science Shops was de-
veloped at Dutch universities during the 1970’s, now Science Shops exists in a number 
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of countries in Australia, Austria, Canada, Denmark, Germany, Malaysia, Romania, 
Spain, United Kingdom, and United States. Since the mid 1990’s an international net-
work among Science Shops have been growing, due to funding of networking and re-
search activities by the European Community.  
 
Most Science Shops are a department of a university, run by scientific co-ordinators, 
who act as the intermediary between a citizens group that proposes a question or prob-
lem and the university researchers and/or students who conduct the research. Some 
Science Shops are community-based and operate as non-profit private organisations 
through which researchers and students give advice to citizens groups.  
 
III.1.3 Policy framework and discourses influencing the relationship be-

tween science/university and civil society 

One part of the INTERACTS research project was an analysis in each country of the 
policy framework and discourses influencing the relationship between science and civil 
society. These analyses are gathered in the State-of-the-Art Report, which has served 
as basis for the national case studies. 
 
The analyses in the State-of-the-Art Report showed that public discourses on science 
and society in most of the INTERACTS partners countries are connected to the con-
cept of the knowledge-based society. Co-operation between science and society is 
perceived to be important, but the focus for most politicians and university policy-
makers is to generate and distribute knowledge with the aim of increasing economic 
competitiveness, which means that scientific knowledge primarily is seen as a means 
to achieve economic goals. Rather than satisfying the needs of civil society, business-
orientation plays a dominant role in the public discourse on science and society. Due to 
the tendency of favouring businesses rather than civil society organisations, some Sci-
ence Shops feel a pressure of having to open up for commercial clients. 
 
No legislation related to Science Shops exists in the countries conducting the 
INTERACTS research project. Regulations influencing Science Shops are derived from 
regulation of universities or of NGOs. This means that Science Shops depend on local 
conditions, regulations and goodwill, and in some cases it can put the Science Shops 
in a weak position when resources are distributed.  
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III.2 Key findings from national case studies 
 
Twenty-one case studies were conducted as part of the INTERACTS research project, 
in order to analyse experiences from co-operation between NGOs and universities 
through intermediaries such as Science Shops.  Twelve of the case studies were 
based on projects conducted by university-based Science Shops and nine case studies 
were conducted by community-based Science Shops, involving in total sixteen different 
Science Shops in Austria, Denmark, Germany, Romania, Spain and the United King-
dom. The analysed Science Shop projects concerned either environmental issues or 
social welfare.  
 
The case studies show that when NGOs or citizens approach Science Shops, their 
need for knowledge can be categorised as 1) Scientific analysis of a problem, 2) En-
hancement of knowledge around a certain topic, 3) Research of impact of governmen-
tal projects, 4) Development of solutions, or 5) Evaluation of NGO or community ser-
vices/projects. Ro get access to free or low cost research and independent research 
through the Science Shops is important to the NGO’s.  
 
The case study reports have shown that co-operation with Science Shops can have an 
impact on the NGOs, such as building up capacity in the NGO for analysis network and 
service delivery, and influencing the public discussion about a topic.  
 
The case study reports also show that Science Shops contribute to the role and tasks 
of the universities, by contributing to developing student competencies and skills, by 
applying project-oriented and problem-based methods, and by contributing to the stra-
tegic societal role of universities. It is also shown in the case study reports that Science 
Shop projects can have impact on curricula, lead to establishment of new research and 
teaching areas, and open up possibilities for scientific publications.  
 
Through the case studies it has been identified that by mediating between civil society 
and science, Science Shops provide an open door and easy access to research, and 
they help translate the knowledge needs of NGOs into scientific questions. In some 
cases they carry out research, and in other cases they find students to conduct the pro-
jects. Science Shops might act as knowledge repositories ensuring continuity and pro-
gress from project to project, and they can act as an antenna for new societal topics.  

 v



INTERACTS, The Final Report 

 

III.3. Key findings from national scenario workshops 
 
One part of the INTERACTS research project was to analyse the future expectations 
for co-operation and dialogue between NGOs and universities through intermediaries 
such as Science Shops.  This was done through seven scenario workshops held in the 
INTERACTS partner countries. The Scenario workshops were held as one-day events, 
and had participants representing four or five different role groups, e.g. Science Shops 
staff, university researchers and students, citizens groups and policy makers from uni-
versities and ministries. The overall aim of the seven scenario workshops was similar, 
however the specific topic for each was determined by the individual partners.  
 
The scenario workshops identified a desire among the participants for more networking 
and continued discussions of how to develop the dialogue between science and soci-
ety. This has resulted for example, in a follow-up meeting in Austria, a conference in 
the United Kingdom, and the establishment of a network in Denmark.  
 
More democracy in decision-making processes was also an issue which the partici-
pants at the scenario workshops identified as important for the future dialogue between 
science and society. In order to obtain a higher extent of democracy in the decision-
making processes, the universities needs to open themselves to civil society so that is 
concerns can legitimately be addressed by both universities and individual scientists 
 
The scenario workshops further highlights Science Shops as well networked, estab-
lished centres of knowledge transfer, interpreting for citizens and acting as bridge be-
tween academics and praxis. The scenario workshop also highlights that some aca-
demics recognise their responsibility towards society and that they perceive Science 
Shops as one institution which can ensure knowledge sharing and research integra-
tion.  
 

III.4 Policy recommendations 
 
Based upon the findings of INTERACTS the consortium have drawn out policy recom-
mendations for the strengthening the role of Science Shops in a more democratic form 
of societal governance. The recommendations relate to five Policy issues, which 
emerged through the work of the INTERACTS research project: 
1. How can Science Shops support the role of NGOs in developing societal govern-

ance? 
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2. How can Science Shops influence the curricula of universities to make them more 
responsive to the needs and demands of civil society? 

3. How can Science Shops help make the research agenda more responsive to the 
needs and demands of civil society? 

4. How can Science Shops contribute to regional development? 
5. How can Science Shops become more economically sustainable? 
 
The recommendations for the first four Policy issues addresses different actors, e.g.: 
• Universities 
• Local, regional and national governments 
• The European Commission (EC) and different DGs 
• Science Shops and their national and international networks. 
 
The following subsections summarises the Policy recommendations structured after  
which actor group the recommendations are directed at. After each recommendation 
the number of the related Policy Issue is mentioned. Some recommendations are di-
rected to more than one actor group and are therefore mentioned under more than one 
actor group headline.  
 
The section ends with a short overview of the different models of funding Science 
Shops. 
 
III.4.1 Policy recommendations for universities 

• Universities and city administrations should make NGOs aware of Science Shops 
and their potential benefits. (Issue 1) 

 
• Universities should make use of the expertise of Science Shops to participate in 

broadening the curriculum by including co-operation with civil society organisations. 
Citizen organisations as well as regional government should help this process by 
pressing university administrations over the necessity for such initiatives. (Issue 2) 

 
• Universities should ensure that students get credit points for carrying out Science 

Shop projects or internships in civil society organisations as part of their education. 
(Issue 2) 

 
• Universities should appraise faculty staff for co-operation with civil society and for 

initiatives within community-based learning and include this kind of experience in the 
criteria for tenure and promotion. (Issue 2) 
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• Universities should include research in cooperation with civil society organisations 
as part of their research strategy and make part of their PhD funding available for 
projects developed through a Science Shop or similar intermediaries. Community 
organisations as well as regional government should help this process by pressing 
university administrations over the necessity of such initiatives. (Issue 3) 

 
• Universities and national scientific councils should include explicit reference to 

community engagement and community-based research in the tenure criteria, when 
appraising and rewarding staff. Publications in journals directed towards civil society 
should be valued for promotion. (Issue 3) 

 
• Universities should promote Science Shops as part of their portfolio of contributions 

to university-society linkages and regional development in order to make them visi-
ble outside the university. (Issue 4) 

 
III.4.2 Policy recommendations for local, regional and national govern-

ments 

• National governments should encourage city administrations and universities to es-
tablish Science Shops to support NGOs. The necessary funding should be made 
available in ways that are compatible with the national funding traditions. (Issue 1) 

 
• National governments and the EC should establish formal channels for NGO influ-

ence on defining, planning and implementation of public and private projects, pro-
grammes etc. (Issue 1) 

 
• Universities and city administrations should make NGOs aware of the Science 

Shops and their potential benefits. (Issue 1) 
 
• National governments should through their influence over university funding encour-

age universities to incorporate cooperation with NGOs as part of the curricula 
through courses or internships. (Issue 2) 

 
• National and international research councils and programmes should finance re-

search cooperation between research institutions and civil society organisations in 
order to reduce barriers to NGO and researcher participation in joint research activi-
ties. This could include funding of PhD projects and Master level bursaries. (Issue 3) 
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• National and international criteria for research excellence should include coopera-
tion with civil society. New forms of quality evaluation in science and research need 
to be developed to ensure best practice for participatory and/or civil society-oriented 
science and research, which guarantee inter-subjectivity and transparency. (Issue 3) 

 
• Regional development associations should include Science Shops and NGOs as 

partners in regional development, and invest in their infrastructural development. 
(Issue 4) 

 
III.4.3 Policy recommendations for NGOs 

• NGOs should seek formal as well as informal ways and channels for influence on 
public and private projects, programmes etc. (Issue 1) 

 
• NGOs should consider writing Science Shop evaluation into their bids for funding of 

activities as a way of ensuring independent evaluation of the activities. (Issue 5) 
 
III.4.4 Policy recommendations for the European Communities through 

the Commission and the DG’s 

• The EC should encourage Open Coordination between member states, accession 
countries and regions on the exchange and spread of best practices related to co-
operation between science and civil society, including Science Shops. (Issue 1) 

 
• The EC, through DG Research should monitor the relation between the research 

projects they fund and civil society in terms of civil society involvement and social 
and environmental impact. (Issue 1) 

 
• The EC, through DG Research should support projects where Science Shops are 

engaged in participatory processes, for example acting as mediators between 
stakeholders in relation to policy making. (Issue 1) 

 
• The EC, through DG Research should finance the further development of the 

INTERACTS tool-kit on participatory workshops. The tool-kit should be developed 
further and promoted as support for the local and regional dialogue about visions 
and strategies for cooperation between science and civil society. (Issue 1) 

 
• The EC, through DG Education and Culture should encourage Open Coordination 

between member states and accession countries on the coordination of their poli-
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cies on higher education to include community based learning in the curricula. (Is-
sue 2) 

 
• The EC, through DG Research should fund research on how university research 

and curricula can be restructured to incorporate more community-based learning 
and research. (Issue 2 and 3) 

 
• The EC should encourage Open Coordination between member states and acces-

sion countries on their policies for the role of experience with community-based 
teaching and research as part of the criteria for tenure and promotion at universities 
and research institutions. (Issue 2 and 3) 

 
• The EC, through DG Research should encourage Open Coordination between 

member states and accession countries on their policies for community-based re-
search. (Issue 3) 

 
• National and international criteria for research excellence should include coopera-

tion with civil society. New forms of quality evaluation in science and research need 
to be developed to ensure best practice for participatory and/or civil society-oriented 
science and research, which guarantee inter-subjectivity and transparency. (Issue 3) 

 
• The EC, through DG Research, should demand that future Framework Programmes 

have a strategy for considering how civil society organisations as stakeholders in 
research can give input into programme design, and where appropriate, participate 
in projects. This demand is compatible with the current demand for gender main-
streaming within projects. (Issue 3) 

 
• The EC, through DG Research should increase its funding for research on govern-

ance in science and technology and other related areas, including the role of civil 
society organisations and Science Shops. (Issue 3) 

 
• The EC should start the process towards a Communication from the European 

Commission drawing attention towards the importance of research dedicated to civil 
society concerns and the role science shops and similar intermediaries and re-
search institutes can play herein. (Issue 3) 

 
• The EC should explore the potential for financing scientific research support from 

the structural funds for regional development such that NGOs in underdeveloped 
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regions could access funding for knowledge transfer, to be supplied by Science 
Shops. (Issue 4) 

 
• The EC should issue guidelines that explain the potential role of Science Shops in 

regional development through their partnerships with universities and the NGO sec-
tor. (Issue 4) 

 
 
III.4.5 Policy recommendations for Science Shops and their networks 

• Science Shops should consider a demand based as well as a supply based ap-
proach in their co-operation with NGOs. (Issue 1) 

 
• Science Shops should make use of national networks (where these exist) and the 

international ‘Living Knowledge’ network, which currently is supported by the EC via 
the ISSNET project. Through networking Science Shops should exchange experi-
ence with impact of Science Shop projects on societal governance. (Issue 1) 

 
• Science Shops should take steps to ensure that the knowledge gained from partner-

ing with NGOs on projects is accessible to the wider public, through edited publica-
tion of reports in print or electronically, while respecting confidentiality of information. 
This activity should be funded as part of the core functions of Science Shops. (Issue 
1) 

 
• Science Shops should regularly evaluate their range of services in relation to NGO 

needs. This activity should be funded as part of the core functions of Science 
Shops. (Issue 1) 

 
• Science Shops should seek to contribute to university curricula through introduction 

of and support to experiential learning based on Science Shop projects and through 
introduction of new scientific fields in the curricula based on experience from Sci-
ence Shop projects. (Issue 2) 

 
• Science Shops should through their national and international networking exchange 

experiences over contribution to university curricula. (Issue 2) 
 
• The international Science Shop network should consider developing a peer-

reviewed journal of community based research for dissemination of experience from 
Science Shop research. (Issue 3) 
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• Science Shops should through their national and international networking exchange 
experiences regarding contribution to research agendas and methodologies at local, 
national and international level. (Issue 3) 

 
• Regional and national associations of Science Shops should be created in each of 

the member states and accession countries to support, publicise and act as pres-
sure groups for opportunities in community-university partnerships to become more 
visible and more integrated into regional social, economic and environmental devel-
opment. (Issue 4) 

 
• Science Shops should through their national and international networking exchange 

experience on strategies for obtaining impact at regional and national level. The 
journal Living Knowledge should be used as one of the tools in creating visibility and 
cooperation. (Issue 4) 

 
• Science Shops should take a lead in providing training for small to medium NGOs in 

research appreciation and participatory methods, in addition to carrying out research 
projects, as part of the process of building capacity and social capital in the volun-
tary and community sectors of civil society, where voluntary and community sector 
stakeholders lack research skills. (Issue 4) 

 
III.4.6 Overview of models for funding of Science Shops 

Science Shops can be organised as community-based or university-based Science 
Shops and the funding can be obtained in different ways, which are summarised here. 
Several of the models might be combined for one Science Shop: 
 
Full funding by university:  
The universities provide direct financial support for Science Shops, which is the most 
readily sustainable model. The Science Shop staff can be dedicated Science Shop 
staff or it can be scientific staff, who are conducting part of their teaching and research 
in the Science Shop. The project research is carried out by students for free as part of 
their education, by the supervisors as part of their ordinary work or by the Science 
Shop staff. 
 
Part-funding by university: 
Where universities are unable to finance the full cost of a Science Shop, there is some-
times the possibility of part-funding, by attracting external funding from government or 
European programmes or private and charitable grants. If the external funding covers 
concrete projects, overhead from such funding might be able to finance part of the day-
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to-day work. Such funding arrangements are inherently less stable, and require Sci-
ence Shop staff to devote part of their time to fund-raising. University management 
needs to be aware of the existence of Science Shops and their potential and include 
them in university-led bidding procedures and proposals.  
 
Social entrepreneurship: 
Some Science Shops, particularly those independent of universities, act as social en-
trepreneurs supporting socially beneficial research activity with NGOs through staff 
conducting profitable research or other activities with organisations and funding agen-
cies which can pay market costs. This model could also be developed in universities, 
with Science Shops being part of research centres where again profits from research 
conducted on a commercial basis are used to support the socially beneficial scientific 
research of Science Shops and the day-to-day work operation of the Science Shop.  
 
Co-funding with NGOs for research and evaluation: 
Science Shops could be involved with NGOs when the latter are making application for 
funding by having science shop research written in to the bid to provided evidence on 
monitoring and evaluation of services. For funders this would ensure an independent 
scientific assessment as part of the bid, which may work out to be less expensive than 
a fully commercial research and evaluation service. This model is most likely to de-
velop when there is a long-term relationship between a Science Shop and a specific 
NGO. 
 
Studentships and research grants: 
A further model would provide dedicated studentships and grants for master level stu-
dents or researchers in Science Shops, who would then choose the most scientifically 
relevant issues to research. If this model could be supplemented with basic funding of 
the day-to-day work in a Science Shop it could in the case of PhD studentships enable 
sustained research in one area over a period of years. 
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1 General Introduction 
 

1.1 Explanation of the concept Science Shops 
 
Science Shops are organisations that offer citizens groups free or very low-cost access 
to scientific and technological knowledge and research in order to help them archive 
social and environmental improvement. Originally developed at Dutch universities dur-
ing the 1970’s, Science Shops now also exist Austria, Denmark, Germany, Romania, 
Spain and the United Kingdom, as well as in a number of non-European countries (in-
cluding Canada and the United States of America).  
 
In general, Science Shops provide independent, participatory research support in re-
sponse to concerns experienced by civil society. They act as intermediaries between 
the RTD system and the public at large dedicated to better connection of scientific ex-
pertise and the public by bridging available knowledge with public concerns. The term 
'science' in our sense is used broadly and includes the social and human sciences, as 
well as natural, physical, engineering and technical sciences. 
 
Science Shops today are characterised by a remarkable diversity of expertise fields, 
organisational forms and structures and working approaches. Aiming at bridging the 
gap between Science and Society, e.g., by bi-directional knowledge transfer, Science 
Shops are taking an intermediary role, following three main organisation structures: 
“university based”, “independent” and “mixed structures”. How Science Shops are or-
ganised and operate is highly dependent on their national context. According to esti-
mates during the last 10 years there are around seventy Science Shops in Europe now 
(http://www.scienceshops.org, http://www.wetenschapswinkels.nl) 
 

1.2 INTERATCS objectives 
 
The research consortium with eight institutions of the EU project INTERACTS, named 
“Improving Interaction between NGOs, Science Shops and Universities“, has been car-
rying out a complex study on how the interactions of NGOs, Science Shops and uni-
versities can be improved. The research time span has been from January 2002 to De-
cember 2003. It was funded by the European Commission, DG12 under the pro-
gramme “Improving the Human Research Potential and the Socio-economic Knowl-
edge Base” – “Strategic Analysis of Specific Political Issues”. 
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INTERACTS is the second study on Science Shops funded by the European Commission 
under the STRATA programme. The first study, named “Study and Conference on Im-
proving Public Access to Science through Science Shops” (SCIPAS), investigated the 
operational options for Science Shops: Success and failure in starting Science Shops, 
training programmes for Science Shop staff, the development of an international Sci-
ence Shop magazine, the impact of Science Shops on university curricula and re-
search, and accomplishments and further opportunities for developing an international 
network of Science Shops.  
 
In SCIPAS participated institutes from Austria, Denmark, Germany, Israel, the Nether-
lands, Northern Ireland, Romania, South Africa, and the USA. The results of these in-
vestigations were presented at the conference “Living Knowledge: Building partner-
ships for public access to research”, which was held in Leuven, Belgium, from 25 - 27 
January 2001 (for further information information on SCIPAS, see 
http://www.scienceshops.org, where all SCIPAS reports can be downloaded for free). At 
this conference the idea to INTERACTS was created. INTERACTS supplements and con-
tinues the work already carried out in SCIPAS. 
 
The partners have been collaborating across disciplines and in co-operation with rep-
resentative stakeholder groups to identify changes needed in structures and routines of 
the RTD system for improving the future interaction between NGOs, researchers, and 
intermediaries, like Science Shops. Bringing together the results from different coun-
tries allows a broader picture to emerge concerning past experiences with impact of 
Science Shops, future expectations and policy relevance as presented in this report. 
Thereby, INTERACTS results are contributed to strengthen the interaction between re-
search institutions and society and bring to more in-depth understanding of processes 
and effects of knowledge production.  
 
The growing need to create a culture of socially acceptable science, research and to 
policy makers. This study intends to answer the following key questions: 
• How can the RTD system become more accountable? 
• What are the potentials of interaction through intermediaries, such as Science 

Shops, to increase awareness of the mutual benefits of co-operation between uni-
versities and small to medium NGOs? 

• What are the expectations for future co-operation between NGOs and universities? 
• What are the functions NGOs and individual researchers expect these collabora-

tions to perform? 
• What are the changing needs and opportunities for this type of co-operation? 
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• Which similarities and differences regarding the above mentioned questions can be 
found between the participating countries Denmark, the United Kingdom, Germany, 
Austria, Spain, and Romania?  

• In which way these findings will influence the policy recommendations on the differ-
ent levels: local/ regional, national, European? development and to make them ac-
cessible to citizens creates new challenges  

 
INTERACTS has been realised in four steps: 
• Along with the State-of-the-Art Report a survey has been worked out about political 

and institutional conditions for the co-operation between small to medium non-
governmental organisations (NGOs), Science Shops, and universities of the par-
ticipating countries. This report served as a basis for the next tasks undertaken, the 
case studies and the participatory national workshops. 

• The national case studies examine the expectations from and the practical experi-
ences with interaction between NGOs, scientists, and Science Shops and produce 
an inventory of the impact, direct co-operations, mediated through Science Shops, 
had on NGO's, researchers and amongst Science Shops themselves. 

• Future expectations and perspectives for co-operation between NGOs, scientists, 
and Science Shops have been discussed by four role-groups, science and re-
searcher group, NGO and trade unions group, transfer group, policy and public au-
thority group, in participatory workshops in each of the six study-countries. To-
gether with the State-of-the-Art Report and the national Case Studies Reports, 
these discussions, reported in the national workshop reports, have produced an in-
ventory of operational options and challenges, and changes needed for improving 
the future interaction between NGOs, researchers, and intermediaries, like Science 
Shops. Giving voice to a broader range of stakeholders democratises Science and 
Technology policy. 

• The final report on hand, is based on national summary reports and a cross-over 
draft final report. 

• The INTERACTS findings are and will further be disseminated at national and interna-
tional workshops and conferences, aiming feedback by stakeholders. 

 

1.3 Link to ISSNET 
 
Interacts is an Accompanying Measure to the Thematic Network Issnet (Improving Sci-
ence Shop Networking). Within this Thematic Network thirteen organisations from nine 
countries – Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Romania, Spain, 
The United Kingdom, and the UAS – advance the size, outreach and impact of the con-
tribution of Science Shops to citizens’ access to scientific information, knowledge and 
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expertise. An indispensable step for establishing the future International Science Shop 
Network, ISSNET is funded by the European Commission under the programme Rais-
ing Public Awareness of Science and Technology of the Fifth Framework Programme 
(for more information, see www.scienceshops.org). The Thematic Framework Network 
started in 2003 and will last until 2005, as an Accompanying Measure to the ongoing 
International Science Shop Network (ISSNET) findings and experience of INTERACTS will 
be disseminated within the Living Knowledge Network on the European and global 
level to support the enlargement of the network of Science Shops. 
 

1.4 Target groups of the report 
 
The report at hand is not the only, but the final outcome of the INTERACTS consor-
tium’s work, including a State-of-the-Art report, case studies reports and workshop re-
ports. It is intended to contribute to the growing debate in the responsibility of science 
and research for society at university, civil society, member state and EU level as well 
as further afield. The report is addressed to all those who work on funding or evaluating 
research and science, developing university curricula and exploiting the results of re-
search and science.  
 
Improving public access to research, science and technology should have a place in 
the structuring of the European Research Area and should be on the agenda of all 
those who are concerned with the development of the scientific communities and their 
institutions. The policy options, worked out for being presented in this report, target five 
groups: the EU and its institutions, the Member States and their universities, scientists 
and researchers, and Science Shops. Therefore the main addressed target groups of 
the final report at hand are:  
 
Level Groups 
Local Policy makers: 

 Universities, Government, Administration; 
Regional Policy makers: 

Government, Administration, NGO, Bodies 
National Policy makers:  

Government, Administration, NGO, Bodies 
European Policy makers:  

Administration 
 

1.5 EC policy: STRATA 
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INTERACTS was funded by the European Commission, DG12 under the programme 
“Improving the Human Research Potential and the Socio-economic Knowledge Base” – 
“Strategic Analysis of Specific Political Issues” (STRATA) within the Fifth Framework 
Programme. 
 
STRATA (Strategic Analysis of Specific Political Issues) programme aims to bring re-
searchers, policy-makers and other societal stakeholders together for a continuous dia-
logue on general science, technology and innovation policy (STI) issues of European 
relevance. Through measures, such as establishment of networks and expert groups, 
policy-makers and other stakeholders become more involved with new state-of-the-art 
knowledge and the relevance of research is increased, thus the efficiency and effec-
tiveness of communication among them is increased. The Strata programme is building 
upon the experience of science and technology policy research in previous Framework 
Programmes (e.g. FAST, MONITOR, AND TSER). 
 
STRATA provided a support for analytical and synthesis work on specific science and 
technology policy issues in four main thematic areas: Policy development for the re-
search, technology development and innovation (RTDI) system; policies to leverage in-
vestment in resources for RTDI; science and governance: impact on other policies; and 
improved policy co-ordination in the European science systems 
(http://www.cordis.lu/improving/strata/strata.htm). 
 
By identifying needs and opportunities for policy in collaborations of small to medium 
NGOs with universities and Science Shops, INTERACTS contributes to strengthening 
linkages between research institutions and society at large and, thereby, will allow 
good practice to emerge. This is, among others, in accordance with priority (i) ("Policy 
development for the RTDI system") of STRATA. By investigating the collaborations of 
small to medium NGOs with universities and Science Shops, the findings of 
INTERACTS lead to better understanding of the sources and functioning of expertise. 
This is in accordance with STRATA priority (iii) ("Science and governance: impact on 
other policies"). 
 
The European Commission acknowledge the important role of Science Shops as a 
medium for improving public access to, and public awareness of, science and technol-
ogy by dedicating Action 21 of its current Action Plan “Science and Society” to Science 
Shops and is currently examining a variety of new ways of strengthening and promot-
ing the role of Science Shops under the Sixth Framework Programme for research.  
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1.6 Objectives of the report 
 
The main objective of the final report at hand is to disseminate improved potentials as 
well as barriers of the R&D-system to enable effective and sustainable future co-
operation between NGOs, researchers and intermediaries, such as Science Shops. 
Additionally the report presents policy recommendations to support future strategies 
and conditions for those co-operations, addressing all levels for change: local/ regional, 
national, European. 
 
To bring together the political agenda issues with the empirical national results of the 
INTERACTS study and cross-analyses results, a common criteria scheme was neces-
sary, as well as an overview on political agenda programmes and key issues (done by 
Science Shops “kubus” and “Vienna”). The meeting minute and the mentioned over-
view have been helpful to reach project findings on policy options.  
 
The developed recommendations for policy strategies to initiate change are based on 
the following main topics, analysed during the INTERACTS studies: 
• The possibilities for democratising Science and Technology policy decision-making 
• The access of NGOs and citizens to participate in Science and Technology deci-

sions 
• The conditions for intermediaries like Science Shops  
• The conditions for university teachers and researchers to work with NGO-initiated 

and NGO-related topics as part of their research and teaching activities. 
 

1.7 Structure of the final report 
 
This aim is reflected by the report structure, focused on the development of policy op-
tions. The executive summary presented by Søsser Brodersen and Michael Søgaard 
Jørgensen (DK), highlights the main INTERACTS finding. The Introduction, is 
presented by Dr. Wolfgang Endler, Kirsten von der Heiden (D), Michael Strähle (A) and 
Søsser Brodersen (DK). The next contribution deals more detailed with policy op-
tions, presented by Irene and David Hall (GB) and Michael Søgaard Jørgensen (DK). 
The methodology is topic of the following chapter, written by Irene and David Hall 
(GB), Kirsten von der Heiden (D), Søsser Brodersen and Michael Søgaard Jørgensen 
(DK), Gabriela Schroffenegger and Andrea Gnaiger (A).  
 
The policy recommendations is presented by Irene and David Hall (GB) and Michael 
Søgaard Jørgensen (DK), though based on information and comments from all part-
ners, including the subcontractor Loet Leydesdorff (NL).  
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The cross analyses of the national case studies, leading to policy options, pre-
sented by Michael Søgaard Jørgensen, and Søsser Brodersen (DK) and Andrea 
Gnaiger (A) are based on the national case studies reports, the national summary re-
ports of each consortium member organisation and the Internet based investigation 
carried out by the subcontractor Loet Leydesdorff. Gabriela Schroffenegger (A) have 
carried out the cross analyses of the participatory EASW workshops, leading to 
policy options. The EASW cross analyses are based on the national case studies re-
ports and the national summary reports of each consortium member organisation. 
 
The national section is the last part of the final report, consisting of summaries of the 
national findings. This includes the results of the State-of–the-Art Report, the Case 
Studies Report, the EASW Workshop Report, the National Summary Reports, and ad-
ditional publications and analyses of the respective countries and consortium partners. 
 
The authors of the national summaries are: 
• National summary: Austria (Innsbruck): Andrea Gnaiger and Gabriela Schroffeneg-

ger 
• National summary: Austria (Vienna): Regina Reimer, Michael Strähle and Christine 

Urban 
• National summary: Denmark: Søsser Brodersen and Michael Søgaard Jørgensen 
• National summary: Germany: Kirsten von der Heiden and Wolfgang Endler 
• National summary: Romania: Carmen Teodosiu and Irina Alexandrescu 
• National summary: Spain: Teresa Rojo 
• National summary: The United Kingdom: Irene Hall and David Hall 
 
All partners have commented and given input to the chapters in the final report.  
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2 Methodology of INTERACTS 
 

2.1 Introduction 
 
The discussion in this chapter reflects the emphasis in the INTERACTS contract for 
Work Package 2 (WP2) ‘Setting up a common methodology’ (Appendix 1) which 
stressed that the WP2 deliverable was ‘a case study methodology for analysing co-
operation between NGOs and the research system and the impact on societal and sci-
entific discourses and on research and curricula’. WP2 also included developing a 
common strategy for ‘national workshops with group discussions’ and for this reason 
reference is made below to the scenario workshop methodology.  
 
The INTERACTS project is about improving interaction between NGOs, universities 
and science shops, and aims to provide information on the experiences and expecta-
tions of cooperation between small and medium NGOs and universities through inter-
mediaries such as science shops (INTERACTS website: 
http://members.chello.at/wilawien/interacts/main.html). The project concentrates in the 
first 12 months on the experiences of cooperation, and in the final 12 months on the 
expectations for future cooperation and development. 
 
The INTERACTS methodology has been the basis for the production of three inter-
linked Work Packages and the reports on their outcomes: the State of the Art Report 
(WP3), The Case Studies Report (WP4), and the Scenario Workshops Report (WP5). 
These reports have in turn fed into the Final Report (WP6). 
 
All partners on the Project have contributed to the discussions on methodology, 
through email communication and especially through the sequence of project meetings. 
The State of the Art methodology was the responsibility of the Berlin partners who took 
the lead in providing guidelines for the collection and analysis of the information. The 
UK partners had responsibility for the Case Study methodology with specific input from 
the Dutch sub-contractor and the Danish team, while partners from Seville and Inns-
bruck provided the expertise for the Scenario Workshops in terms of training and sup-
port materials. All partners responded to the papers and draft reports which circulated 
on methodology throughout the project and contributed to producing the analytical 
frameworks and the reports of findings.  
 
A first task for the INTERACTS research project was for each national partner to con-
tribute to a State of the Art report, to set out the baseline with regard to science shops 
and science policy. The State of the Art Report described the methods as follows: 
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For the overview of the public discourse on science and society, current litera-
ture is reviewed. For the policy analysis, literature and web sites have been 
studied and the programmes of political parties were analysed. Political parties 
were questioned via e-mail, followed by telephone interviews with representa-
tives in some cases. In addition, interviews were conducted with Science Shop 
and NGO representatives and with policymakers. Each of the partners collected 
data with a common analysis framework and the authors evaluated the informa-
tion and put it together (Fischer, Wallentin et al, 2002: 8-9). 

 
Details of the common analysis framework can be found in Appendix 1. This commonly 
agreed framework is an example of the continuing concern of the project – to employ 
methodologies which would enable national diversity to be explored and accounted for, 
while using shared categories to allow comparison across the different countries.  
 
The State of the Art exercise sensitised the project partners to the policy environment 
of European science shops and flagged up right from the start, that INTERACTS was 
not simply a research project, but a project designed to generate policy and advocate 
action at the European level. 
 
The State of the Art Report raised issues for the major research activity of the project, 
the Case Study research (considered in detail below), providing avenues for question-
ing and for analysis. The case studies in turn helped provide the agenda for the Sce-
nario Workshops. The INTERACTS Scenario Workshop used methodology adapted 
from the European Awareness Scenario Workshop (EASW) 
(www.basisinnovation.com/easwtobasis.htm). This methodology was originally devel-
oped by the European Commission’s Innovation Programme in 1994 as a way of pro-
moting awareness and planning for sustainability in the urban environment. The 
method was designed to bring together participants from different backgrounds – tech-
nology experts, policy makers, residents, and employers – to consider future scenarios 
and to plan how they could overcome barriers to success. 
 
INTERACTS partners decided that the ‘national workshops with group discussions’ 
(specified in the contract) would best be delivered through scenario workshops, using 
the expertise of partners in the Project (in Innsbruck and Seville). The INTERACTS 
scenario workshops conducted in the Spring of 2003 brought together researchers, 
scientists, NGO practitioners, decision / policy makers and science shop staff in loca-
tions based on the 7 partners in order to look at how the relationship between science 
and society (university and community) could be strengthened through science shop 
activity. The workshops were participatory in nature to encourage a free development 
of ideas concerning policy issues for the future – for a ‘scenario’ of 10 years time. 
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The workshops provided the opportunity to disseminate INTERACTS and science shop 
information, and, more importantly, to translate the findings of the case study research 
into policy options for local and national groups to consider and develop. These pro-
duced outcomes which refined the issues introduced in the state of the art report, by 
developing them at a local level. The Final Report is intended to bring together the key 
national findings from all these activities into a comparative analysis for dissemination 
to NGOs, researchers, science shops and policy makers at national and European lev-
els. The main objective of this Report is to relate the findings from the project to policy 
objectives and recommendations, drawing upon current concerns in the science/ soci-
ety discourse and using the empirical data to direct the European Commission to areas 
where science shops can make a vital input. All the methodology on the project was 
developed with these aims in mind. 
 

2.2 State-of-the-Art Methodological approach 
 
The State-of-the-Art report (Fischer & Wallentin, 2002) presents an overview of political 
and institutional conditions for the co-operation between small and medium NGOs (as 
the predominant target group of Science Shops), Science Shops, and universities in 
Austria, Denmark, Germany, Romania, Spain and United Kingdom.  
 
This analysis was carried out in two steps: 
• First, by depicting the general scientific and public discourse on interrelation be-

tween science and society by a literature analysis 
• Secondly, by carrying out policy analysis of different programmes and legislation 

referring to the interrelation between science and society.  
 
Public discourse on science and society was analysed for references to such co-
operation to find out if and to what extent interaction between research institutions and 
small and medium NGOs is already present and supported. Based on their hands-on 
experiences, Science Shop staff members have named options and challenges for co-
operating with their clients.  
 
Governmental policy papers, programmes of political parties, university mission state-
ments, national legislation, interviews with politicians, Science Shop and university staff 
members, and literature on Science Shops and NGOs provide the basis for this analy-
sis. 
 
The central key-questions followed are: 
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• To what extent is the idea of interaction between science and society represented 
in the public and political discourse? In particular, to what extent is the concept of 
Science Shops as intermediary institutions known and named? 

• Which potentials and barriers arise from theses findings for co-operation between 
NGOs, science institutions and intermediaries such as Science Shops? 

• In the context of hindering and supporting factors, where are the starting-points for 
fostering co-operation between NGOs and science? For example, regarding politi-
cal and public lobbying? Regarding Science Shop practice? 

 
The adapted country methodology is described in the countries sub-chapters of the 
State-of-the-Art report.  
 

2.3 The Case Study Approach 
 
Case study research was chosen for the second research exercise on this 
INTERACTS Project, on the experiences of science shop mediation. This approach 
could provide detailed data on the varied experiences of the very different science 
shops in the member countries. Case studies are not merely descriptive, they are 
based on analytic categorisation and are designed to inform policy. According to key 
writers in this field: 

The research goal in a case history is to get the fullest possible story for its own 
sake.  In contrast, the case study is based on analytic abstractions and con-
structions for purposes of description, or verification and/ or generation of the-
ory. There is no attempt at obtaining the fullest possible story for its own sake. 
(Strauss and Glaser, 1977: 183) 

 
Case studies have a long history of use in social science research, and it is recognised 
that can generate uniquely important views of social processes, which may have both 
exploratory and explanatory emphases (Platt, 1992; Stake, 1994, Yin,1994). 
 
Criticisms of case study research usually relate to the idiosyncratic nature of a case, 
with the argument that case studies cannot deliver the kind of generalisable data which 
more positivistic, quantitative approaches can produce. Lincoln and Guba (1985) prefer 
to replace the concept generalisability with ‘transferability‘ as the latter term more accu-
rately expresses how cases can be transferred from specific contexts to illustrate par-
ticular differences and similarities between cases. With INTERACTS, the data collected 
had to be transferred to a wider policy context, through a method which involved com-
parison of cases.  
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For social policy researchers the case study has distinct advantages. 
All who wish to understand voluntary action will need to balance the parochial-
ism of the case study approach against its attention to process and dynamics. 
Dense, located detail, critically analysed, is as important as thinner, if numeri-
cally significant outputs. This is a message for all who study voluntary organisa-
tions, whether as policy makers, practitioners, researchers or students. 
(Scott et al: 2000) 

 
The work of INTERACTS was intended to generate policy implications and recommen-
dations by showing the empirical reality of science shop work ‘on the ground.’ If current 
policy does not connect with empirical experience then policy needs to be reviewed in 
the light of the evidence produced from this Project.  
 
Yin (1994: 44-51) in particular argues for multiple case studies, as in this INTERACTS 
project, to be considered not in terms of a ‘sampling logic’ attempting to assess and 
quantify the incidence of phenomena, but rather in terms of a ‘replication logic’ akin to 
multiple experiments on the same type of subject. Cases are chosen to predict similar 
results from similar circumstances (literal replications) as well as to produce contrasting 
results from predictable differences of circumstance (theoretical replications). 
 
As researchers we have collected information with a structured outcome as an objec-
tive, through gathering data via semi-structured interviewing using a standardised in-
terview schedule, and using a common framework for analysis. The research was been 
designed to make the information accessible and coherent, so that both common and 
unique features could emerge, along with explanatory discussion on the wider issues 
of impact and implication for policy. (Hall & Hall: 2002) 
 
Donmoyer (2000: 61) notes a key advantage of the case study method when he states 
that ‘case studies can take us to places where most of us would not have an opportu-
nity to go.’ Similarly, Stake (1986) believes the role of the evaluator is to provide narra-
tive accounts that provide vicarious experience. This report can therefore seen be con-
sidered as providing access to a variety of community experiences, a window on the 
localities of science shops in action. The account of unique situations and individuals 
provides models for action, while the rich data collected adds nuance and subtlety to 
overarching theoretical perspectives. 
 
2.3.1 Interview Questionnaire 

Each case was an example of research collaboration with an NGO which had been 
mediated by a science shop. Each was based on interviews with all the main key par-
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ticipants on two levels – those who had been directly involved in carrying out the re-
search (Level 1) and those who had a view on the policy implications of the activity, 
such as university deans or organisational managers (Level 2). In this way it was 
hoped to represent the overlapping spheres of university, science shop and NGO activ-
ity, similar to the model of the Triple Helix of university-industry-government relations. 
(Leydesdorff, 2001) 
 
In order to ensure a broad comparability of cases, a common methodology was de-
vised, with interview schedules (Appendix 2) derived from the issues which partners 
decided were central to the understanding of science shop work. So, for instance, the 
NGO respondent, researcher(s), supervisor and science shop mediator were asked 
about the main research questions and methods, findings and recommendations and 
about the organisation of the project – how it was initiated, channels of communication, 
budget and timescales. The outcomes of the research were also investigated, in terms 
of usage and publication, long term benefit to the organisation, and relation to the wider 
objectives of the organisation. These policy issues were also explored with Level 2 re-
spondents, although with the diversity of roles involved, it was more difficult to devise 
questions which could be asked across all 6 countries. In order to reflect the more 
general thrust of the research on science policy, some of the questions asked at this 
level were about science and society issues rather than about the specifics of the 
cases, with which respondents may have been unfamiliar. 
 
A major purpose of the study was not just to show whether negotiated applied commu-
nity research could be effective – but to examine the case for the intermediary organi-
sation in facilitating such research. So direct questions were asked about the role of 
the science shop and about the advantages and disadvantages of the three way rela-
tionship between science shop, community group and researcher.  
 
Open ended questions were used in all instances to enable interviewers both to probe 
on the development of the particular case being studied, and to permit flexibility be-
tween cases (as national contexts are so different). Careful consideration was given to 
the interviews being conducted according to appropriate ethical procedures as speci-
fied by professional social research associations. The following instruction was given 
by the designers of the methodology: 

Before any interview take place, it is important to gain the consent of the par-
ticipants for this research to be used by INTERACTS and for possible future 
publication. Please enquire whether they wish themselves and/or their organi-
sation to be anonymous – and a pseudonym to be used. 
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2.3.2 Sample 

It was agreed that partners would study cases of NGO-Science Shop interaction that 
were: 
• Complete (so that activity was finished and impact could be assessed) 
• Recent (so that those interviewed could recall fairly accurately what happened) 
• With Impact (so that cases contributed to knowledge or to usage) 
 
It was also agreed that case studies would focus on the three main actors: 
• NGOs (those whose activities cocnerned the environment or social welfare and 

health) 
• Researchers (students and/or supervisors) 
• Science Shops  
 
The option of including a non-science shop example of NGO-university collaboration 
was considered, but eventually rejected on the grounds that such cases would intro-
duce too much variability to allow valid conclusions to be drawn regarding the reasons 
for their impact. 
 
Instead, it was decided that the science shop examples from each country would in-
clude one case from a science shop / mediating organisation different from the part-
ner’s own science shop. Thus each partner agreed to complete three cases, one of 
which would be from a science shop other than their own. It was felt that this would 
supply further comparative perspective to the study and increase the validity of the re-
search – so that the findings would be less heavily biased to personal experience and 
justification of action. The extension of the sample would enable the inclusion of ques-
tions and issues which the INTERACTS members might not have encountered in their 
own science shops and might provide further insights into negative or difficult problems 
which could arise.   
 
It was suggested that a minimum of 6 interviews per case would be required: 
• 3 with those directly involved in the research, 1 each from NGO, Researcher, Sci-

ence Shop (level 1) 
• 3 with those involved in the research at a policy level, 1 each from NGO, Re-

searcher, Science Shop. These might include the NGO manager or regional net-
work coordinator, a University Dean with responsibility for curriculum and /or a re-
search profile Science Shop manager (level 2). 

 
In the event, it proved difficult to interview three level 2 participants for each case, be-
cause the science shops were all at different stages of development – with the level 1 
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science shop co-ordinator often being the only science shop worker. Further, not all the 
science shops were university based, while policy makers in academia who were will-
ing to participate were not easy to locate. 
 
2.3.3 Reliability and Validity 

A number of background discussion papers were circulated by the UK team to help en-
sure a common understanding of the methodology was being proposed, and to provide 
the opportunity for response by partners. One paper made the following comment: 

[Case study research] may not have the high generalisability (external validity) 
of a probability-based sample survey, but it will have high internal validity, in 
that it probes the processes and shifting views of our work, as well allowing the 
voices of participants to be more clearly heard. It enables us to research the 
perceptions of reality of the participants, which is what we are about. This may 
require the collection of information specific to the particular case, as well as 
the collection of information consistent across cases. As with all qualitative re-
search, this means that the data will have lower reliability than that produced by 
structured survey research, but it will have greater validity in that it is related 
more closely to our understanding of process.  
(Hall I, INTERACTS discussion paper 6/02/2002) 

 
Was the validity of the research weakened by a lack of ‘objectivity’? It was recognised 
from the outset that all the researchers shared a bias – they were committed to the 
ideals of science shop activity and to its promotion. Such researcher involvement re-
quires awareness of ‘positionality’ – of the positioning of the researcher within a wider 
structure which relates to how they have come to understand knowledge as well as 
how they have come to produce it (Rhoads, 1997: 17). For social scientists today, 
awareness of the role of the researcher in producing data has overtaken concerns 
about the elusive standard of ‘objectivity’ when values and positioning are made ex-
plicit. However, it was hoped to avoid undue bias in the interview itself by adherence to 
the common interview schedule and by standardising the introduction (Appendix 3). 
Partners were also required to keep a full transcript of the interviews in the national 
language as a reliability check on the data and the questioning.  
 
Validity was also strengthened by all partners being required to complete a pilot case 
to test the questionnaire before the main study began. This produced feedback via 
email on whether the questions were ‘working’ – i.e. they were unambiguous and pro-
vided information on science shop activity which was central to the study. Level 2 ques-
tions were found to be particularly problematic. Adjustments were made as a result of 
feedback from this pilot stage – although it is fair to say that in the final study, the level 
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2 questions were the hardest to deliver in a consistent way. National differences at the 
higher policy level meant that interviewers often had to rephrase the questions to make 
them meaningful. 
 
2.3.4 Reflection 

All partners were advised to keep a research diary to record their experiences of the pi-
lot and the main study. As a circulated paper noted, ‘reflection in action’ is the process 
of thinking about what you are doing, as the work progresses  and is distinct from “re-
flection on action” which is a post hoc activity – ‘stop and think’ when the action is no 
longer current (Schõn, 1983). 

Such reflection in action, Schõn argues, provides a way of opening thought up 
to possibilities which might otherwise be blocked off. It helps produce flexibility 
in finding solutions when objectives are unclear or problematic and so produces 
improvisation which is thoughtful rather than reactive.  
(Hall I & Hall D, INTERACTS discussion paper, 20/02/2002) 

 
For the INTERACTS partners representing different cultures and experiences, reflec-
tion in action was crucial, if not always comfortable, to finding solutions which were 
creative and scientifically sound, and which represented the commonality and the di-
versity of the cases. The interview schedule, for instance, was modified after extensive 
consultation and reflection by partners, and the analytic framework was similarly re-
vised.  
 
Reflection on action was also encouraged, and a questionnaire was circulated to all 
partners asking them to reflect on what they felt had been the strengths and the prob-
lems with the case study research. One partner noted a particular problem with admin-
istering the research, that it was  

time consuming (especially due to translations: we needed translated question-
naires and then transcriptions of the interviews in [the native tongue] and again 
citations in English), we spent more time than the allocated time (and budget) 
for this WP. [The problem] is not actually related to the form of the question-
naire, but to the whole research procedure application in the context of non-
native English speakers. 

 
These comments raise particular concerns for the conduct of cross-national qualitative 
research, which perhaps need to be addressed when research is being designed, 
timescales developed and budgets assigned for European projects. However, the part-
ner who raised the problems also felt that there were advantages to the method,  
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but I think it facilitates analysis and comparison of cases, and provides also sufficient in 
depth information to “feel the flavour” of specific experiences. 
 
2.3.5 Case Study Reports 

The case studies of the different partners and countries were analysed according to a 
common agreed framework applied to the cases in terms of a fact sheet summary, the 
process of project origination and negotiation, the aims and objectives of the research, 
data collection and analysis, the outcomes, impacts and usage of the research, and 
participants’ evaluations. This was preceded by a section introducing the science 
shops and the selection of case studies, and followed by a further section on policy 
evaluation. The policy section considered the application of the case studies to policy 
formulation from the points of view of the three main actors involved, the NGOs, uni-
versities, and science shops. 
 
The final case study reports were prefaced by an executive summary, and an introduc-
tory section on case studies and methods. This current paper is a revision and exten-
sion of the common introduction on case studies and methods. 
 

2.4 Scientrometric analysis of case studies – methodological 
considerations 

 
The research in this subcontract to the INTERACTS project addressed the question of 
the external visibility of Science Shop work in terms of communications which reach 
beyond the local context of the participants. In addition to the question of the effects of 
this specific type of communication in terms of publications, institutional development, 
and curriculum development, it is a study the communication of the results in the press, 
the popular and grey literature, and other means of communication insofar as retriev-
able on distance through the Internet. This is an important limitation because projects 
and authors may be visible in other respects, which are considered more important by 
the Science Shops. The Internet provides us with a specific lens that enables us to 
provide feedback on an increasingly important aspect of the visibility and social impact 
of the mediation.  
 
Each INTERACTS partner provided three detailed case studies from the perspective of 
the local Science Shops. These 21 case studies were selected by the respective part-
ners as “best practices” on the basis of a number of criteria.  
 
The methodology of the scientrometric analysis can be summarized as follows: 
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1. The first full drafts of the case study reports (available as of 19 January 2003 or 

shortly thereafter) were scrutinized for external references, names of authors, 
websites and other information that can be accessed from a bibliographic point of 
view. 

 
2. Each of these leads were followed-up using the Science Citation Index and the 

Social Science Citation Index for the scientrometric evaluation, specific web-
pages of authors and institutions, webportals of newspapers, Amazon.com and 
its national derivatives (like amazon.co.uk and amazon.de), and the integrated li-
brary system of the Netherlands (PICA) in the case of retrieving books, as well as 
the AltaVista Advanced Search Engine for identifiable clues like the ones men-
tioned. The AltaVista Advanced Search Engine was used among the many pos-
sible search engines because of its use in other webometric research (and there-
fore the availability of software and routines) and its option to search for different 
domains using Boolean relations and specific time frames (Leydesdorff, 2001). 

 
3. On the basis of these searches a bibliographic/infographic profile is sketched for 

each of the 21 case studies describing the main researchers involved, the output, 
the scientific institutions, and the role of the Science Shop in the mediation. Con-
clusions in the different dimensions of potential impact like higher education, sci-
entific publications, newspapers, etc. are elaborated and policy recommendations 
for enhancing the visibility of Science Shop research are made. 

 
4. Preliminary conclusions were reported to the internal meeting of the consortium 

at Innsbruck (Austria), 7-9 March 2003, as a contribution to the formative evalua-
tion. An initial version of the research report was circulated among the contrac-
tors in May 2003 for comments.  

 
5. In response to the initial report, it became clear that the retrieval of information 

about the researchers and clients in the case studies of Vienna could mean a 
breach of the guarantee of anonymity provided by the research team that ana-
lyzed the case studies. Although the information was retrieved at the Internet on 
the basis of the previously anonymized reports only, we agreed to further ano-
nymize section 3.3 in this meta-evaluation. The format of this section therefore 
differs in some respects. 

 

2.5 Scenario workshop methodology 
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Work package 5 of the INTERACTS project deals with the future expectations of and 
the perspectives for cooperation between the four actor groups NGOs, intermediaries, 
scientists and politicians, concerning the “improvement of the dialogue between sci-
ence and society”. A workshop bringing together all actor groups was envisaged. The 
obvious methodological approach to choose was an adaptation of the European 
Awareness Scenario Workshop method (EASW).  
 
2.5.1 What is an European Awareness Scenario Workshop? 

A European Awareness Scenario Workshop is a good tool to support and facilitate ac-
tive participation of people from across society and across different interest groups. 
The EASW methodology was originally developed by the European Commission’s In-
novation Programme in 1994 as a way of promoting awareness and planning for sus-
tainability in the urban environment by bringing together participants from different 
backgrounds – technology experts, policy makers, residents, and employers – to con-
sider future scenarios and to discuss how to overcome barriers to success. 
 
The European Awareness Scenario Workshop Method allows the direct participation of 
four social groups from civil society. The setting of a EASW Workshop offers the par-
ticipants a direct opportunity for exchanging and discussing their points of view, doubts, 
suggestions and wishes regarding a particular topic or problem with experts and deci-
sion-makers. Furthermore it is a tool for promoting dialogue, furthering involvement and 
for managing a constructive discussion between various actor groups. The Collingride 
dilemma also supports this choice of method. It states that: The attentiveness of soci-
ety for a certain problem or future development reaches its highest point at a time when 
control or influence of society on this problem is not possible any more. As a conse-
quence, the timely involvement of the citizens in decision-finding processes, with re-
spect to problems they are concerned with, can increase the chance of timely interven-
tion and control.  
 
2.5.2 What is a Scenario Workshop? 

Based on the standardized European Awareness Scenario Workshop methodology 
“Pax Mediterranea” developed a first adaptation of the methodology explained in detail 
in the “INSTRUCTIONS BOOKLET” – an INTERACTS Methodology for group discus-
sions and analysis: an adaptation of the EASW and BASIS Public Participation Tool 
(for full details see booklet) 
 
Bases on this booklet “The FBI Centre” further developed and adapted the methodol-
ogy to the specific needs of the INTERACTS project partners. This further step was 
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necessary as the majority of the project partners have not been experienced with the 
EASW methodology and needed a very basic tool, which could easily be adapted to 
their specific boundary conditions. In addition it proved to be necessary to have a train-
ing unit on the EASW methodology which took place at the third internal INTERACTS 
project meeting in Rinn, (Innsbruck – Austria) prepared and conducted by Gabriela 
Schroffenegger from “the FBI Centre” and Alain Labatut from “Pax Mediterranea”. 
 
The central element in the Scenario Workshop approach is dialogue aiming at moder-
ating the participants to develop their own visions related to a specific focus question 
and their specific area of interest, and through discussions enabling the participants to 
identify and develop suggestions on options to achieve their vision. 
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The main aims of a Scenario Workshop: 
- It helps raising awareness of future problems in the community. 
- It helps developing a common definition of a desirable development. 
- It allows discussions with different social groups about obstacles on the way to-

wards a future worth living. 
- It allows identifying and discussing the differences and similarities of problems and 

solutions as perceived by the different groups of participants.  
- On the one hand a Scenario Workshop helps to develop and generate utopian 

ideas. On the other hand it allows to plan first steps that can be realized in the near 
future or even to develop an action plan for the implementation of solution trails. 

- It supports attempts to work out solutions together. 
- An optimal result would be the agreement of all participants on a desirable devel-

opment with respect to the workshop topic. 

 
 
2.5.3 Basic Scenario Workshop Tool - BSWT 

2.5.3.1 The Adaptation of the EASW Methodology and the Rational in Detail 

Selection of Participants / The Interest (Role) Groups 
With respect to the key stakeholders in the INTERACTS project it was decided to have 
the following four role groups to be present at the Scenario Workshop: 

1. NGO representatives 
2. Politicians/decision makers  
3. Universities/researchers  
4. Intermediaries  

 
This subdivision is necessary to balance the various interests of the different role 
groups and to include them on an equal basis. All participating role groups are re-
garded as experts on an equal basis with knowledge of the problem and solution trails. 
 
Time Frame 
An EASW is scheduled to last two days in order to provide enough time to develop the 
scenarios and plan the activities.  
 
The partners of the INTERACTS project decided to shorten the time frame of the Sce-
nario Workshop to one day by combining and shortening intermediary stages. 
The rationale for this decision lay in the realistic assumption that for politicians and uni-
versity professors a workshop organised by a non-official institution like the Science 
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Shops would not warrant abandoning their day-to-day activities for two whole days. So, 
in order to prevent getting only second and third ranking representatives to attend, it 
was decided to contract the time frame. 
 
The second reason for shortening the time was the broadness of the topic. It was clear 
from the start that even two days would not be enough to discuss the topic exhaus-
tively, rather, the workshop would only serve to discover ideas, compare them and, at 
the most, agree on first steps to be taken in consultation with each other. The hope 
was to put into motion a process of dialogue and networking which has to be continued 
longer term on a regional level. 
 
Development of Scenarios 
Within an EASW the role groups develop a best-case (positive) and a worst-case 
(negative) scenario. For practical reasons, time constraints and also with respect to the 
general aim of the Scenario Workshop to investigate on the improvement of the rela-
tionship between university and society most partners decided to focus only on the 
best-case scenario. Even in the case a worst-case scenario is developed it is just to 
contrast the best-case scenario. Experience shows that people more easily develop a 
worst-case scenario compared to a best-case scenario. It supports developing the 
best-case scenario. 
 
Provision of Scenarios and Chairing of Working Groups 
In the classic version of an EASW, the participating groups are being confronted with 
given scenarios, in the case of urban planning on a scale of more or less technological 
development and more or less personal initiative.  
 
The given topic could, of course, also be modified. Most INTERACTS partners, how-
ever, did without pre-given scenarios and chairing of working groups. This is due to the 
perceived high expertise of the invited participants and the small numbers. It was con-
sidered too unwieldy and also patronising to chair a working group of city councillors, 
university professors, high-ranking civil servants etc. The people invited knew best 
what they wanted to discuss and wanted to do that in an unrestricted manner. There 
would have been little point for the organisers to construct future scenarios, only to 
have them rejected and start the working process on a negative note. We wanted to 
find out about new ideas, new visions and not hamper them with too tight a framework. 
The project workers of the Science Shops, for whom INTERACTS is their second pro-
ject on science transfer via intermediaries, think they know from experience and from 
their research work with this model in its various forms and development, how the dia-
logue between science and society via intermediaries can work, but they do not want 
this knowledge to dominate to such an extent, that other possibilities are not being 
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considered any more. We as workers of the Science Shops are keen to discover ideas 
hitherto not considered in our work and the best way to do this is not to channel the 
participants thinking into given scenarios. 
 

2.5.3.2 Main Elements to be included in the Basic Scenario Workshop Tool to conduct 
a Scenario Workshop 

A Basic Scenario Workshop is arranged as a combination of group and plenary ses-
sions. In the course of the Scenario Workshop the participants will go through a combi-
nation of different activities: brainstorming, development of positive scenarios, group 
and plenary presentations, development of actions or strategies in order to achieve a 
certain situation, dialogue and negotiations. 
 
Introductory Session in Plenary 
The Scenario Workshop starts with an introductory session in plenary, welcoming the 
participants and explaining them about the programme of the day.  
 
Presentations of the Organiser  
These presentations are explaining the wider settings and the aims of the workshop. 
There is also room for a short presentation of the organiser organisation and for any 
material the organiser considers as helpful in the frame of the workshop. 
 
Group Session: Development of the Future Scenario within the four Interest Groups 
(Role Groups) 
The participants develop and discuss within their role group a positive scenario related 
to the scenario workshop focus question (the prospective question) reflecting their in-
terests and future expectations. To support this process it is helpful to provide the 
groups with handouts to help develop the scenario, pointing out the main questions to 
ask and what steps to take.  
 
Each role group develops one common future scenario reflecting their interests and fu-
ture expectations.  
 
A minimum participation of four persons per role group is recommended. The maxi-
mum participation per role group should be limited to eight persons to give the individ-
ual participants a chance to discuss and bring forwards ones view. 
It is recommended to have around one and a half hour of discussion time. 
 
Plenary Session:  Presentation of the Results of each Interest Group (Role Group) 
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The individual scenarios are presented by on spokesperson each and are compared 
with each other. Thus one can learn to understand the ideas, fears and wishes of the 
participating role groups and identify common ground and conflicting issues. The dis-
cussion stimulates mutual understanding. Individual motives, backgrounds, intentions 
become visible and decisions are made transparent and comprehensible. 
  
Plenary Session:  Identification of common Themes derived from the four Scenarios 
In a first step the participants draw up a list of common topics and themes derived from 
the four scenarios. In a second step this list gets whittled down to four themes to con-
tinue working in the thematic groups. 
 
Group Session: Division of the Participants into four Thematic Groups 
Here the participants are divided into four thematic groups, and the aim is to discuss 
and develop means of actions towards the chosen theme for further discussions. Each 
thematic group consists of participants of all role groups. Thus the scenarios from the 
individual groups are present in each thematic group. Each thematic group gets sup-
plied with a handout focusing on the suggested questions and including a coordinate 
axes schema supporting a structured presentation of the findings. 
 
A minimum participation of four persons per thematic group is recommended (one rep-
resentative of each role group). The maximum participation per thematic group should 
be limited to eight persons to give the individual participants a chance to discuss and 
bring forwards ones view. It is recommended to have around one and a half hour of 
discussion time. 
 
Plenary Session: Presentation of the Results of each Thematic Group 
 
Plenary Session: Plenary Discussions of what to do next  - drawing up an Action Plan 
(a Master Plan) 
This part of the participatory workshop brings us back to reality. Based on the results of 
the thematic groups a plan is developed for the implementation of the results, i.e. what 
each participant or participating group can contribute to the realisation of the scenarios. 
This last step opens up perspectives for concerted action, shows practicable ways for 
implementation and can go as far as developing a strategic action plan. In some cases 
an actual action plan is developed pointing out responsibilities of the different actors, 
and in other cases, the scenario workshop ends with several suggestions to change a 
given situation, but without pointing out responsibilities.  
 
Feedback Round and Farewell 
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Follow up Meeting 
A Follow-up Meeting some weeks after the Scenario Workshop is recommended with 
the aim of discussing workshop results and next steps.  
 

2.6 Comparison of Case Studies – methodological approach 
 
The cross case study analysis is based on the inductive method, which means that 
themes and issues in the analysis have been identified by going though the policy 
evaluation chapters in all the case study reports. It was possible to base the cross 
analysis of the case studies on the inductive method, because the design of the re-
search (as explained in Hall & Hall, 2002) ensured that the information in the case 
studies was as coherent as possible, so that both common and unique features could 
emerge, along with explanatory discussion on the wider issues of impact and implica-
tion for policy.  
 
The cross case study analysis was carried out by Institute FBI and DTU.  
 
The cross analysis was developed in four steps: 
1. Reading through all the policy evaluation chapters in the case study reports, and 

in some cases reading through the whole reports.  
2. Issues and arguments were identified and grouped under themes (individually for 

each case study report) 
3. Themes, issues and arguments from each case study report were combined 

across the case studies 
4. The analysis was then structured along three perspectives (NGO, University (re-

search and teaching), and Mediation (Science Shop)) based on the themes, is-
sues and arguments identified.  

 
Step 1: Reading through all the policy evaluation chapters in the case study reports, 
and in some cases reading through the whole reports 
In order to ensure the unique features in the case studies, each chapter with policy 
analysis was read carefully and all issues and arguments concerning the background 
of the project, the interaction during the project and the impact of the project were writ-
ten down.  
 
Three perspectives (NGO, Research and Teaching (later called University) and Sci-
ence Shop (later called Mediation) were identified as the general division in the policy 
evaluation chapters.  This division was therefore used as the overall structure of the 
analysis. This should ensure views and arguments of the different stakeholders were 
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included in the analysis. The division is also a structural division of the stakeholders, 
equivalent to the different actors in a Science Shop project, but we tried to be aware of 
not to be biased about the actual role of a stakeholder, since some stakeholders might 
have several roles, like students and researchers also being active in a NGO. 
 
Step 2: Issues and arguments were identified and grouped under themes (individually 
for each case study report) 
The next step was to identify themes based on the issues and arguments in each of the 
case studies, like the problem addressed in a case, barriers in the cooperation etc. 
This meant that the themes emerged from the case studies and were not biased or 
predetermined by the researchers making the analysis.  
 
Step 3: Themes, issues and arguments from each case study report were combined 
across the case studies 
When each case study had been analysed separately and themes and issues identi-
fied, a cross analysis could be made. Identical themes and issues were grouped to-
gether and themes and issues only mentioned by one partner grouped separately. It 
was noted who had put forward the argument. In order to ensure no themes or issues 
were left out, the cross analysis was done both by FBI and DTU individually, and 
thereafter compared.  
 
The result after this phase was a document containing all themes and issues and top-
ics identified in the case study reports, divided into headings indicating the themes, and 
which partners had raised the themes and the underlying issues.  
 
Step 4: The analysis within each of the three perspectives (NGO, University, and Me-
diation) was written based on the themes, issues and arguments identified  
The last step was to write the final cross analysis chapter. This was done on the basis 
of the cross-analysis document worked out in Step 3. To ensure not to loose the part-
ners points and the unique features in the cases, points and issues are presented by 
using the partners’ own wording in the argumentation. Whenever an argumentation or 
issue are put forward it is stated by which partner, so that the arguments can be found 
in the case study reports.    
 
The cross analysis of the case studies has been discussed and commented on by all 
partners and modified in relation to these comments.  
 

2.7  Comparison of the workshops – methodological approach 
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In the given case the participatory workshops have been designed for the purpose of 
research with respect to a specific question, but the composition of the participants and 
their acting in role groups and thematic groups aimed at mirroring the social conditions 
as they are. The method applied is therefore established between an interview and a 
contents analysis. 
 
The analysis in the sense of working out similarities, differences and unusual features 
is restricted to the contents as it is not appropriate to conduct a linguistic analysis in a 
multilingual European setting.  
 
“In some cases sociologists investigate the social behaviour not in a direct way but 
through its outcomes. To tap relevant information in historical and contemporary mate-
rial they often apply the contents analysis. This method can by applied to nearly all kind 
of written communication: such as letters, diaries, autobiographies, laws, lyrics, news-
papers and even pictures, providing rich information about the behaviour of mankind. 
The contents analysis allows to organise and to summarize the manifest contents as 
well as the latent contents of the communication in a systematic way. (Calhoun 2003) 
 
The flip charts of the participatory workshops can be regarded as “the minutes of the 
verbal reactions of the interviewees to verbal stimuli”. “ The empirical analysis of the 
contents focuses on documents of social processes, on results of activities of single 
persons or groups…. These materials are in general not being produced just for the 
purpose of a contents analysis, but they mirror social facts which existed or exist inde-
pendent and uninfluenced of the intention of the research.” (Kromrey 2000) 
 
The results of the participatory workshops represent the remarks produced by the par-
ticipants in the role groups or thematic groups in response to provided questions and 
therefore equate a group interview.  
 
The discussion process within the working groups without the participation of the mod-
erator seems to represent even deeper and more genuine the opinion of the group 
compared to a regular group interview.  
 
In the plenary sessions of the workshop the opinions of the groups – the opinions of 
the individual role groups as well as the opinions of the individual thematic groups – 
are ranked by the participants themselves. The ranking and the interpretation of the 
underlying communication are therefore anticipated by the participants themselves. 
 
Based on a schema drawn up by Teresa Rojo (Pax med) all partners delivered summa-
ries of her national participatory workshop. The comparison of the workshops is based 
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on the information provided by the partners in the workshop summaries with one ex-
emption. In the case of the Spanish workshop the summary was not available at the 
time the cross comparison was drawn up. About that the information needed had to be 
taken from the detailed Spanish workshop report.  
 
Following the scheme provided the individual aspects have been compared in the fol-
lowing manner. The same results with regards to contents or similar results just formu-
lated differently have been summarised and ranked. Thus the results described most 
frequently by the partners are discussed in the first place emphasizing their impor-
tance. The second frequent results have been discussed in the second place etc. Fi-
nally it was tried to grasp all individual results of the individual workshops in a way that 
the essential of each country is covered in the overall view. In this way all aspects as 
listed in the schema have been dealt with. Results or opinions deviating of the majority 
have been also recorded and described. The same is true for outstanding details. To 
make visible the differences quotations have been used as much as possible. 
 
Each chapter ends with an overview summarizing the results with respect to their im-
portance as expressed in the sum of all national summaries and with respect to the 
frequency comparing all workshops. 
 
This comparison is aiming at providing an overview on the seven participatory work-
shops with respect to the thematic main focus, the organisation, the course of the 
workshop and the results. It will be particular of interest for readers who want to get an 
impression of the workshops without reading through all detailed individual reports. 
 
Of cause the common aspects could be described in a comprehensive manner. The 
deviations from the majority and the unusual features are only included and discussed 
selective and exemplary. Of cause the selection process was aimed at obtaining objec-
tivity but every selection also re-mirrors the personal view of the author. 
 
The detailed reports are therefore recommended to the interested reader to deepen 
their understanding.  
 

2.8 The process of policy option development  
 
One of the objectives of INTERACTS has been to develop policy recommendations, 
which can help strengthening the role of Science Shops as part of the future interaction 
between Science and Society and democratic governance at different levels. 
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This objective was described in this way in the Technical Annex of the INTERACTS 
project: 
 
“Develop policy strategies for improving conditions for future co-operation between 
NGO’s, researchers and intermediaries like science shops. The main points to be ad-
dressed are: 

• The possibilities for democratising Science & Technology policy decision mak-
ing 

• The access of NGO’s and citizens to participate in Science & Technology deci-
sions 

• The conditions for intermediaries like science shops  
• The conditions for university teachers and researchers to work with NGO-

initiated and NGO-related topics as part of their research and teaching activi-
ties.” 

 
The following paragraphs describe the methodology of the policy recommendation de-
velopment. 
 
The option development has been based on different processes: 
• an analytic approach, where we define issues to be addressed, consider objec-

tives for the future and think about options that might support these objectives 
• a creative approach, where we more think about what we think is needed in order 

to support the development of citizens participation and intermediaries like sci-
ence shops 

 
Options should be evidence-based 
The options are evidence-based. This means that they are based on the state-of-the-
art report about the role of NGOs and science shops in the partner countries, the case 
studies and the scenario workshops. 
 
Justifying issues and options 
During the development of the issues and options for policy recommendations we have 
focused on justifying our issues, objectives and options by referring to policy docu-
ments (EU or national) and about readily available options. Policy development is un-
derstood as a process of coalition building at different levels 
 
The steps in the policy option development 
The policy option development has followed these steps: 
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• Each partner has developed ideas for policy options at local, national, regional 
and international/EU level based on the local experiences from own case studies 
and own scenario workshop.  

• The cross-analysis of the case study reports and the scenario workshop reports 
have pointed to policy issues 

• An survey of relevant EU policy papers have pointed to issues, where science 
shops can be seen as one of the means for fulfilling policy goals 

• All these inputs have been merged into a chapter with policy options for the draft 
final report 

• Feedback to policy issues and options have been given at the international dis-
semination events of INTERACTS in Paris during the European Social Forum 
and at the JRC organised conference Interfaces between Science and Society in 
Milan, both in November 2003. Feedback has also been received from the inter-
national network of science shops, Living Knowledge as part of the ISSNET the-
matic network activities.  

• Based on this feedback the proposals for policy issues and recommendations 
have been revised. 

 
The structure of a policy option 
The policy recommendations have been given the following structure: 
• The policy issue written as a question 
• The Problem: Background;  
• Evidence from INTERACTS  
• Policy Options 
 
Cross-national similarities and differences 
The national ideas for policy options in the national summaries reflect the cross-
national similarities and differences within the Science-Society discourse in the partner 
countries. These differences and similarities have been reflected in the cross-analysis 
of the case studies and of the scenario workshops and the development of policy rec-
ommendations.  
 
Policy recommendations based on prerequisites and barriers 
Developing policy options can be a difficult process because one might be a little blind 
to the prerequisites in ones own context. This is like when one learns about ones own 
country by visiting other countries, because one normally does not think about the pre-
requisites of the daily practice. In the development of policy recommendations the fo-
cus has been on: 
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• What are the prerequisites of the impact of science shops of today and how can 
these prerequisites be developed further in our own countries and in other coun-
tries 

• What are the barriers to the impact of science shops of today and how can these 
barriers be reduced in the future. 
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3 Cross Analysis of Case Studies 
 
This chapter is divided into three sections. These analyse the Science Shop experi-
ences from the national case studies as seen from the perspective of NGOs, universi-
ties, and the Science Shops, respectively. Science Shop projects are about interaction 
between different actors, but the shaping of this interaction interacts with the conditions 
of these three actors: NGOs, universities, and Science Shops. 
 
References in this chapter are made to the national case studies by name of the coun-
try. For the Austrian case studies Innsbruck is used in relation to the case studies car-
ried out by the Institute FBI in Innsbruck, and Vienna for the case studies carried out by 
the Science Shop Vienna (Wissenschaftsladen Wien).  
 

3.1 The NGO Perspective 
 
3.1.1 The problems addressed in the case studies 

By analysing the case studies a number of important fields for societal governance has 
been identified. The national case study reports show that NGOs are approaching Sci-
ence Shops for different reasons and with different ideas and expectations. The initial 
step to consult a Science Shop is either based on problems they experience, observa-
tions they make, or ideas, desires or needs they have.  
 
The findings show how NGOs approach Science Shops over social or environmental 
problems or needs, or because of NGOs desire to improve their own services or pro-
jects. NGOs have some of the following needs, when approaching a Science Shop: 
• Scientific analysis of the need for action in order to establish dialogue with authori-

ties or companies 
• Enhancement of knowledge around a topic as part of their activity 
• Access to knowledge from governmental institutions or organisation 
• Development of solutions for prevention or abatement of problems 
• Evaluation of NGO service provision and community projects 
• Development of new knowledge-intensive NGO services based in new insights 
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More specifically, INTERACTS findings show that within the environmental area NGOs 
approached Science Shops because of the need for: 
• Analysis of industrial emissions, state of the environment and urban development 
• Dialogue with stakeholders about their perceptions of problems 
• Development of strategies for abatement or prevention of environmental problems 
 
Within the social area NGOs approached the Science Shops because of the need for: 
• Analysis of social problems and needs of ethnic minority groups, poor socially ex-

cluded people and people with mental health difficulties 
• Evaluation of NGO initiated social and welfare services or projects 
• Recommendations for improving and developing social services and social condi-

tions 
 
INTERACTS has focused on the environmental area (cases from Denmark, Germany, 
Romania, and Spain), and the social area (cases from Austria, Spain and UK). Eight-
een of the twenty-one projects analysed in the INTERACTS national case study reports 
were based on requests made by NGOs or civil society groups to the Science Shops, 
and three of the twenty-one cases were initiated by a Science Shop and not by a NGO.  
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Table 1 shows the type of knowledge production the NGOs wanted in the case studies 
initiated by NGOs. 

NGO/community initiated 
projects: Type of knowledge 

production wanted 

Number of cases (field of case) 
 
 
 

Scientific analysis of a problem 
about the need for action in 
order to establish dialogue with 
authorities or companies 

Denmark: One case about an environmental problem. (Title: ‘Biomanipu-
lation in shallow eutrophic lakes – a study of food web interactions and 
lake equilibria’) 
Romania: Two cases about an environmental problem. (Titles: ‘Evalua-
tion of the quality of drinking water supplied in the city of Iasi’, and ‘The 
impact of wastewaters resulted from the industrial production of yeast on 
the river of Siret’) 

Enhancement of knowledge 
around a topic as part of NGO 
activity 

Denmark: One case about the topic of bicyclism. (Title: ‘What is a bicy-
cle? – a social constructivist analysis of the possibilities of promoting the 
use of bicycles’) 
Romania: One case about bio-diversity (Title: ‘Project Vladeni 2000- Bio-
diversity Conservation in the Wetland Vladeni (Iasi County- Romania’) 

Research of impact of gov-
ernmental project 

Germany: One case about impact of infrastructure project. (Title: ‘Tier-
garten – Tunnel’) 

Access to knowledge from 
governmental  organisa-
tions/institutions 

Romania: One case about an environmental problem. (Title: ‘Evaluation 
of the quality of drinking water supplied in the city of Iasi’) 
Austria: One case about social services for people. (Title: Evaluation of a 
series of lectures on precaution against heart disease for Turkish migrant 
women in Tirol’) 

Development of solutions for 
prevention or abatement of 
problems 

Denmark: One case dealing with storage of organic food. (Title: ‘Organic 
food in the day care centre Vognporten – with special focus on storage 
and local supply of fruits and vegetables’) 
Spain: Two cases, one case concerning the development of green plan 
for city. (Title: ‘Urban Ecology Strategy Design, Seville 2025’), and one 
case about housing of minority and vulnerable group. (Title: ‘Architectural 
Study for Romany Community, Los Perdigones’) 

Evaluation of NGO or commu-
nity service and project 

Austria: Three cases concerning social services, and one case concern-
ing a research project about empowerment of a community in order to 
improve the community’s living conditions. (Titles: ‘Volunteers as Bud-
dies for Mentally Disordered Persons’, and ‘Children Poverty in Austria, 
and ‘Analysis on customer satisfaction of the aggrieved with respects to 
mediation in penal matters’, and ‘Mega Settlement) 
United Kingdom: Two cases concerning social services. (Titles: ‘Lake-
view Day Centre’, and ‘Midlands Befriending Service’) 

Development of new knowl-
edge-intensive NGO services 
based on new insights 

Austria: One case concerning the social conditions for youth. (Title: 
’Children and young people in the Lungau: Between participation and 
apathy’) 
United Kingdom: One case concerning social services. (Title: ‘Benington 
Hospital’) 
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