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Abstract

Science outreach in the environmental third sector faces challenges that
go beyond translating knowledge into an accessible language, requiring
strategic approaches to engage with the public, especially through social
media. This study aimed to understand the perspectives of environmental
professionals regarding science outreach in their fields of work. This
nationwide survey conducted across Brazil was carried out through an
online questionnaire. The results revealed that structural and cultural
challenges, such as the lack of institutional support, are the main obstacles
faced by different professional profiles. The findings were applied to
the Fogg Behavior Model (FBM), to identify strategies to overcome
these barriers and encourage the practice of science outreach among
professionals and institutions, thereby expanding the reach and social
impact of environmental research.

Keywords: Science Popularization; Third Sector; Environment; Behavior
Model.

Resumo

A divulgacao cientifica (DC) no terceiro setor ambiental enfrenta desafios
que vao além da traducao do conhecimento para uma linguagem acessivel,
exigindo abordagens estratégicas para dialogar com o publico geral,
sobretudo nas midias sociais. Este estudo teve como objetivo compreender
a perspectiva de profissionais da area ambiental sobre a DC em suas areas
de atuacdo. A pesquisa, de abrangéncia nacional, foi realizada por meio
de questionario online. Os resultados revelaram que desafios estruturais e
culturais, como a falta de incentivo institucional, sdo os principais desafios
enfrentados pelos diferentes perfis profissionais. Os resultados foram
aplicados no Modelo de Comportamento de Fogg (Fogg Behavior Model —
FBM), que permitiu identificar estratégias para superar esses obstaculos e
incentivar a pratica da DC entre os profissionais e institui¢des, ampliando
o alcance e o impacto social das pesquisas ambientais.

Palavras-chave: Divulgacado Cientifica; Terceiro Setor; Meio Ambiente;
Modelo de Comportamento.
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Resumen

La divulgacién cientifica (DC) en el tercer sector
ambiental enfrenta desafios que van mas alla de la
traduccion del conocimiento a un lenguaje accesible,
requiriendo enfoques estratégicos para dialogar con el
publico general, especialmente en las redes sociales. Este
estudio tuvo como objetivo comprender la perspectiva
de profesionales del area ambiental sobre la DC en sus
areas de actuacion. La encuesta de alcance nacional
fue realizada mediante un cuestionario en linea. Los
resultados revelaron que los desafios estructurales y
culturales, como la falta de incentivo institucional, son
los principales obstaculos enfrentados por los diferentes
perfiles profesionales. Los resultados se aplicaron al
Modelo de Comportamiento de Fogg (Fogg Behavior
Model — FBM), lo que permiti6 identificar estrategias
para superar estos obstaculos e incentivar la practica
de la DC entre profesionales e instituciones, ampliando
asi el alcance y el impacto social de las investigaciones
ambientales.

Palabras clave: Divulgacion Cientifica; Tercer Sector;
Medio Ambiente; Modelo de Comportamiento.

This article is published in open access under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International (CC BY 4.0) license. The
authors retain all copyright, granting Intercom: Brazilian Journal of Communication Sciences the right to carry out the original

publication and to keep it permanently updated.

Avrticle published under the Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 (CC BY 4.0) Open Access license

REVISTA INTERCOM | S&o Paulo, SP | v. 49 | 2026 | e2026125en



Ana Carolina Duccini Miragaia Mendes and Flavia Souza Rocha

Introduction

The science democratization process can be driven by a variety of agents, including scientists, research
organizations, governmental entities, formal and informal learning spaces, and the media (MARANDINO,
ISZLAJI, & CONTIE, 2015). In this context, science outreach emerges as an essential component of scientific
activity, considered as an ethical element and essential part of the scientific development process (PRAIA et
al., 2007), as it fosters greater societal participation in socio-environmental and policy decisions (DANTAS
& DECCACHE-MAIA, 2020).

Science outreach (SO) can be defined as the methods, techniques, and communication channels
used to present scientific and technological information to a non-specialized audience (BUENO, 2009), also
referred to as “lay public”. There are ongoing debates regarding the conceptualization of science outreach,
as it traditionally assumes science must be translated for the lay public through approaches that often lack
effective dialogical interaction with society (MENDES & MARICATO, 2020). The advent of the internet has
brought significant changes to science communication, where the classic sender-receiver model of traditional
media (newspapers, radio, and television broadcasters) has opened the way for digital social media.

Digital social media can be conceptualized as social interactions promoted through an organized
digital environment connected to the internet. In these environments, there are specific virtual interfaces
(such as Instagram and LinkedIn) that aggregate human profiles (or managed by humans) sharing common
interests on specific topics (ZENHA, 2018). Thus, social media enables more personalized, decentralized,
instantaneous, and non-linear communication (MENDES & MARICATO, 2020).

Therefore, SO can be divided into two periods: before the internet, when it relied exclusively on
communication channels maintained by a few and distributed to millions of people; and after the internet,
when communication channels began to be maintained by millions of people and distributed to specific niches
(BARBOSA & SOUSA, 2017). In the case of social media, the accessibility of platforms has enabled scientists
to share research and engage in dialogue with society (FERREIRA, 2017).

Although social media are allies of science communicators (MASSARANI e ROCHA, 2018), they
also raise concerns about the quality, social use, and reliability of the information shared (LEMOS & LEVYY,
2012). The circulation of false information has been amplified through digital platforms such as Instagram,
Facebook, and X, often operating beyond regulations or editorial standards (SANTAELLA, 2020). Moreover,
the massive volume of data and the speed at which it is generated make information quickly outdated, leading
to a constant cycle of renewal and discard (MELO, DO PRADO, & DA SILVA, 2023).

As a result of this rapid informational obsolescence, there is insufficient time for critical analysis or
thorough verification, allowing incorrect or misleading information to spread widely before it can be corrected
or debunked (when possible), thereby fostering the advancement of pseudoscience (BARBOZA, 2023).

Thus, fostering active dialogue between science and society through SO activities can help reduce
vulnerability to misinformation (DANTAS & DECCACHE-MAIA, 2020). Governments and scientific
institutions play a central role in understanding and developing tools to combat this phenomenon (TOFFOLI,
2019), enabling the public to comprehend basic scientific explanations and develop rational thinking
(EPSTEIN, 2012).

On the other hand, the challenge of engaging the public on social media shows that SO is far from a
trivial task. Even though some scientists recognize public communication of science as an appropriate use of
time and financial resources (LEWENSTEIN, 2003), there are several barriers that prevent this communication
from occurring effectively. The most recurrent challenges are: linguistic skills that scientists are not always
familiar with (BUENO, 2010; EPSTEIN, 2012) to enable the interpretation, understanding, and assimilation
of scientific content by non-specialized audiences (PILT, 2023); the massive amount of information and topics
available on the internet, which compete for users’ attention (BUENO, 2010); the inherent complexity of
scientific topics, which often involve terminology and concepts that are difficult for non-experts to explain
and traduce (MASSARANI & ALMEIDA, 2005); and the emphasis on evidence-based persuasion, which
may fail to capture the interest of broader audiences (EPSTEIN, 2012), especially when there is no clear
connection to their everyday realities (BUENO, 2010).

Furthermore, Ghilardi (2016) highlights the prejudice from a portion of the academic community
that belittles or dismisses the relevance of their colleagues’ efforts in science outreach. Even professionals
that are active in social media recognize that these activities require significant dedication without assured
immediate returns in funding or academic recognition (MANNINO, 2021). This underscores the need to scale
up formal incentives that recognize SO in researchers’ academic and professional trajectories, such as the
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“Science Education and Popularization” program by the National Council for Scientific and Technological
Development — CNPq (BRASIL, 2021).

In this context, SO is typically relegated to the back burner (Ghilardi, 2016), sparking debate about the
ideal profile of a science communicator: while some argue this task should fall to journalists and specialized
communicators, others believe scientists themselves—as knowledge holders—should take it on, particularly
given their social duty to share publicly funded knowledge (Guimaraes, 2001).

Objective and Methodology

The primary objective of this study was to understand the opinions and perspectives of environmental
professionals regarding SO in their fields of work. To this end, an online questionnaire comprising both
open-ended and closed-ended questions was distributed to Brazilian researchers and professionals currently
working or previously employed at non-governmental organizations in the environmental sector. Responses
were collected from all participants aged 18 or older, nationwide (Brazil), between August and October 2024.
Distribution was conducted via WhatsApp, email, and Instagram using the snowball sampling method.

The analysis of both literature and questionnaire results revealed that cultural and behavioral factors
played a crucial role in professionals’ dedication (or lack thereof) to SO. This finding highlighted the need
to better understand how these factors can be addressed to strengthen SO within the scientific community.
In turn, this led to identifying behavioral sciences as a promising approach for examining the barriers and
motivations that influences professionals’ behavior, thereby enabling targeted interventions to promote science
communication beyond academic circles.

Results

The questionnaire received responses from 46 individuals with varying years of experience in the
environmental field, as detailed alongside the following charts.

How does the non-specialized public assimilate the research conducted by professionals?

Responses were divided between “moderate” and “low” to “very low” (Chart 1), with only 11% of
participants believing their research is satisfactorily understood (high and very high).

Chart 1 - Professionals’ views on non-specialist comprehension of their research and projects.

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).
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What are the biggest challenges you face in making your work accessible and understandable to people
without backgrounds in science?

Each participant could select up to three options. The top three challenges selected were: limited time
for SO (57%), indicating competing priorities; lack of resources to produce accessible materials (e.g., videos,
infographics) (54%); and lack of specific training/skills (40%) (Chart 2). Notably, these three most frequent
responses all relate to infrastructure needs or outreach (time, resources, training). Less common responses
cited specific skill gaps for communication and lack of public interest.

Chart 2 - Main challenges identified by respondents in making their work accessible and understandable to
non-scientifically audiences.

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).

Do you receive specific training or support in science communication from the organizations you work for?

More than half of participants (53%) reported not receiving organizational support for communicating
their work to broader and/or non-specialized audiences. The participants expressed interest in such support.

Chart 3 - Participants’ responses regarding science communication training/support provided by the organizations
they work for.

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).
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Have you ever participated in specific training on using social media for science outreach?

The vast majority of respondents (80%) reported never having participated in specific courses or
training on using social media for science outreach, despite expressing interest (Chart 4).

Chart 4 - Participants’ responses regarding training on using social media for science outreach.

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).

All participants with over 20 years of experience reported never having participated in courses
specifically aimed at this purpose but expressed interest in doing so (Chart 5).

Chart 5 - Respondents interest in training for science outreach on social media according to years of experience
in the environmental field.

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).

Have you ever used social media to promote or disseminate projects?

Most survey professionals (78%) have used social media to communicate their projects. The data
suggests that longer professional experience correlates with higher social media usage rates among participants
(Chart 6), likely due to accumulated opportunities over time. The only exception is professionals with over
20 years of experience, as 100% expressed interest in social media training for outreach to non-specialized
audiences (Chart 5).
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Chart 6 - Relationship between social media use for research outreach and professional experience.

Over 20 years

15 - 20 years mNo

10 - 15 years mYes

5-10 years

1 - 4 years

Menos de 1 ano

Have you ever used social media to promote or
disseminate projects?

0 5 10 15

Number os respondents

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).

Which platforms do you consider most effective for disseminating your research and/or projects?

Each participant could choose up to three platforms they considered most effective for disseminating
their research and/or projects. Instagram received 70% of the votes, followed by YouTube with 40% and
LinkedIn with 36% (Chart 7). It's important to consider that 27 participants (59% of the total) did not respond
to this question.

Chart 7 - Social media platforms that participants consider most effective for disseminating their research
and/or projects.

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).
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How frequently do you use social media to communicate your research to non-specialized audiences?

Nearly 40% of participants reported rarely using social media to communicate their work and research
to non-specialized audiences (Chart 8); nearly one-quarter (24%) did not respond to the question.

Chart 8 - Frequency of social media use by participants to communicate research/projects to non-specialized
audiences.

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).

Does the feedback you receive through social media contribute to improving your research or
communication techniques?

The most frequent responses were “Occasionally” (26%) and “Rarely” (23%). Most who reported
“Occasionally” also indicated rarely using social media to communicate their work to non-specialized
audiences (Chart 9).

Chart 9 - Participants’ opinions on how social media feedback contributes to improving their research or
communication techniques.

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).
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Do you believe it is necessary to adapt vocabulary and approach when communicating science,
depending on the audience?

Nearly all respondents (98%) agreed on the importance of adapting messages for lay/non-specialized
audiences (Chart 10).

Chart 10 - Participants’ opinions on adapting language and approach for science communication by audience.

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).

Has the dissemination of your research ever been misinterpreted or distorted?

Only 16% of respondents reported experiencing distortions or misinterpretations of their research,
while the remainder reported never encountering such issues or being unsure if misinterpretation occurred
(Chart 11).

Chart 11 - Respondents’ Perceptions of Research Misinterpretation or Distortion.

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).
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How do you usually communicate your research to non-scientific audiences?

Each participant could select up to three tactics most used to communicate research to non-specialized
audiences, plus an open-ended response option (Table 1). Over half of responses (52%) identified social media
as the primary dissemination method. Presentations and lectures at community events followed (44%),
suggesting appreciation for closer audience engagement through workshops and seminars (35%).

Table 1 - Frequency of the strategies most used by respondents to communicate research to non-specialized
audiences.

Strategies used by respondents to communicate Frequency of o
research to non-specialized audiences responses % of responses

Social media (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, etc.) 24 52%
Presentations/lectures at community events 20 44%
Articles/posts in blogs for non-specialized audiences 17 37%
Interactive workshops/seminars 16 35%
Participation in radio/TV program 9 20%
Collaboration with NGOs/groups 8 17%
Use none 6 13%
Quarterly newsletter via WhatsApp to neighborhood association 1 2%
Folders/pamphlets 1 2%

Have participated in a science outreach page
to showcase publications by theme 1 2%
Pursuing specialization in audiovisual and cinema to act in this area 1 2%
At school 1 2%

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).

How do you think organizations could improve scientific research communication to non-specialized
audiences?

Responses (Table 2) primarily focused on training for science communication (60%) and fostering
partnerships with schools/universities (53%). Both may be interconnected, as a more consistente and
structured SO within educational institutions could cultivate stronger science communication culture in
scientific careers.

The strategic use of social media ranked third (51%), reflecting respondents’ interest in developing this
skill. Audiovisual resources followed (42%), suggesting recognition of formats that better communicate technical
information to broader audiences. Collaboration with influencers (40%) indicates participants recognize the
potential for increased research visibility and public acceptance of scientific content. Events (lectures, workshops,
seminars) received 22%, while direct public interaction (digital/physical) garnered only 11%.

Finally, more integrated strategies were also mentioned, though less frequently: incorporating
communication from project inception through final evaluation (9%), promoting citizen science (2%), and
embedding science communication in project management cycles (2%).

Table 2 - Frequency of responses on how organizations can improve scientific research communication to the
general public.

How could organizations improve scientific research Number/ frequency o

communication to the general public? of responses % of responses

Training researchers in science communication 27 59%

Fostering partnerships with schools and universities 24 53%

Using social media more strategically 23 50%

Developing more accessible materials such as infographics and videos 20 43%

Collaborating with media outlets and influencers 19 41%

Organizing outreach events (lectures, workshops, seminars) 11 24%
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Promoting public interaction 5 11%
Incorporating communication strategies from o
- . . 4 9%
project conception through final delivery
Fostering citizen science 1 2%
Embedding communication as an integral part of project 1 2%
()

management cycles from conception to evaluation

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).

How do you evaluate the effectiveness of the communication techniques used to disseminate your
research?

Participant evaluations were categorized as “low,” “moderate,” and “high” based on response
prevalence (Table 3), revealing patterns in perceptions of employed techniques. Non-fitting responses were
grouped as “Challenges identified.” Among those reporting low or moderate effectiveness, “time limitation”
recurred, as in “I can’t dedicate time to this,” “I can’t meet this demand,” or “Time constraint for dissemination
investment”. This suggests that SO is considered a secondary task compared to other professional demands.

Another factor identified was the difficulty of translating complex topics into more accessible and
engaging formats for non-scientists, including research results. The absence of methods to evaluate the
effectiveness of dissemination strategies, as well as identifying the target audience to tailor communication
accordingly, also emerged in responses.

Scientific jargon and channels aimed at peers were also mentioned as limitations to reaching the
general public. Regarding the effective strategies mentioned by the participants, visual resources like photos
and storymaps stood out, alongside direct engagement actions with non-specialized audiences through
community events, lectures, field classes, and interviews. Publishing adapted texts on the organization’s
website was also mentioned as a way for researchers to practice simplifying technical language into more
accessible formats, since the websites are usually aimed at a broader audience.

Table 3 - Participants’ responses regarding the degree of effectiveness they attribute to projects and research
disseminated to non-specialized audiences.

Degree of effectiveness

Low effectiveness

"Low effectiveness. I have difficulty summarizing the results and conclusions
of my research in a presentation of up to one hour”.

Weak. Our website needs to be updated frequently, and I am unable to meet this demand”.

"Weak, because I haven't been able to translate it into a non-scientific format yet".

"Low effectiveness. Few people truly understand the topic".

"Very low effectiveness. Outdated strategies or social media posts with little impact, despite high-impact research".

“It is not very effective, because I can’t dedicate time to it.”

Moderate effectiveness

"Time limitations for investing in dissemination".

"Recognition of the importance of objective and simple messages".

“ Communication is still primarily aimed at the academic community, with limited reach to the general public ".

“1 believe effectiveness is average, given time limitations for such dissemination ".

“ Moderate. I imagine the more objective and simpler, the better".

“ Average. I believe dissemination through scientific articles, abstracts, or conference
papers targets only the academic community and similar groups ".

High effectiveness

“Ireceived positive feedback such as photos from events involving my research ".

“ Using photography and visual communication to impact the general public".

“ Participating in local community events, promoting interaction".

"Lectures, field classes, and interviews demonstrate effectiveness”.

REVISTA INTERCOM | S&o Paulo, SP | v. 49 | 2026 | e2026125en

Article published under the Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 (CC BY 4.0) Open Access license

11



12

Fostering the culture of science communication based on Fogg’'s behavior model

“Creative tools like storymaps to translate project results for non-specialized audiences, successfully”

"People are giving me feedback with photos from events involving my research, making science actively citizen-oriented".

"Mediation, I assess it as very good and efficient".

“I work with photography. I believe visual communication has a great impact on the public”.

"An example I believe worked well was participating in city events in Seropédica, like Environment
Day, with various activities, prizes, and interesting exchanges with residents”.

“ Lectures, field classes, and interviews. They have been effective".

"We created storymaps with geographic narratives to communicate project results to non-
environmental audiences (engineers from a renewable energy company) and it was successful".

Other challenges and/or additional comments

"Sequence of difficulties: 1. Translating research into accessible and engaging materials for the public; 2. Disseminating
and making materials available to the target audience; 3. Having indicators to measure the reach of this dissemination".

"Simplifying research materials into popular language and communicating results to the target audience".

"Encouragement to write about work conducted on the institution's website".

"We use techniques aimed at the academic environment. Data dissemination
through scientific articles and presentations at academic events".

"Making technical/scientific language more accessible, approaching journalistic and even poetic language".

Source: Author elaboration from own research data (2025).

Behavioral strategies to stimulate science outreach and the Fogg Behavior Model

Analysis of both literature and participant responses reveals a cultural gap hindering scientists’
dedication to science outreach. Without adequate prompts, dissemination becomes a secondary priority,
consequently leading to insufficient technical knowledge (e.g., linguistic skills, audience adaptation) for
effective engagement. Thus, we prioritized strategies to enable professionals to reach that stage, guiding our
exploration of behavioral models.

Among the behavioral models analyzed in the literature, the Fogg Behavior Model (FBM) was selected
to apply the questionnaire results from environmental professionals, as presented in the results section. This
choice was driven by its focus on skills and motivations—identified as most relevant by research participants,
which are central elements of this model. The FBM posits that three elements are required for behavior
to occur: motivation, ability, and prompt (Fogg, 2019), with ‘behavior (B) occurring when motivation (M),
ability (A), and a prompt (P) converge simultaneously’, as shown in the graph below (Figure 1).

Figure 1 - Graph demonstrating how the Fogg Behavior Model works.

Source: https://behaviormodel.org/.
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Motivation reflects how motivated or engaged a person is to perform the action; ability reflects how
capable they are of executing it; and prompt is what triggers the action at that moment. These three pillars are
interdependent, requiring simultaneous occurrence for the model to succeed.

Figure 1 graph shows that if metivation (M) is high, only a small prompt (P) is sufficient to achieve
the desired behavior (B), even if the action requires greater ability (A). However, if any of these factors
are absent or too weak, the behavior does not occur. The green line represents the threshold for behavior:
if the equation result is above the line, the action occurs; if below, it does not. The prompt (P) triggers the
action. There are three types of prompts: facilitator (when motivation is high, but ability is low), spark (when
ability is high, but motivation is low), and signal (when both ability and motivation are high) (Figure 2). A
facilitator might be a tool that simplifies action execution; a signal, a reminder for an individual who is already
sufficiently motivated and capable; and a spark, an incentive to prompt action when ability is sufficient, but
motivation is low.

Figure 2 - Graph demonstrating the three types of prompts to apply for behavior to occur, according to the
Fogg Behavior Model.

Source: https://behaviormodel.org/.

FBM’s application to promote a culture of Science Outreach

Questionnaire responses showed that ‘ability (A)’ was a crucial factor in professionals’ opinions. For
example, although 98% of respondents believe that adapting scientific language for accessible communication
is essential, reports such as ‘I have difficulty summarizing my research results and conclusions,” ‘I haven’t
yet managed to translate it into non-scientific language,” and ‘Challenge: having indicators to measure
dissemination reach’ demonstrate this skill gap persists. Additionally, although 80% of participants have
never received social media science communication training, they expressed interest in such opportunities.
Training was also the most voted suggestion for improving institutional science communication.

Thus, applying the research results to the FBM, we obtain (figure 3):

Motivation (M): high, as professionals demonstrated interest in training for science communication
on social media.

Ability (A): low, as despite this interest, lack of necessary skills was a recurrent report.

Figure 3: Fogg Behavior Model graph adapted to the research results on motivations and abilities of
the interviewed professionals.
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Figure 3 - Graph illustrating the application of the research results to the Fogg Behavior Model

Source: https://behaviormodel.org/.

Considering the interest in improving science communication to the public alongside the lack of
technical knowledge to do so, the most appropriate prompt is the ‘facilitator.” As skills remain low, resources
are needed to make the behavior easier to perform.

A feasible example of a facilitator prompt that could be tested is providing pre-formatted social
media post templates from institutions to researchers. These templates could include step-by-step guidance
on sharing their research on social networks. This would simplify posting their research, reducing barriers
such as time constraints and uncertainty about communication format, while gradually building their skills.

Discussion and conclusion

The results show that the most recurrent point in the interviewees’ opinions was the lack of time
to dedicate to science communication (DC), suggesting it is not a priority compared to other professional
demands. The other two most frequent reports refer to the lack of resources and specific skills to create
communication materials, which corroborates the lack of prioritization of SO in institutions.

The lack of a clear definition of the target audience, combined with the absence of methods to evaluate
whether strategies for disseminating their research and projects are effective, was highlighted as a relevant
factor among participants. This gap hinders identifying areas for improvement for more efficient disclosure
(LEWENSTEIN, 2003), requiring deeper analysis and a more strategic communication approach — which is
not feasible given the low priority and lack of incentives for SO in institutions and academia.

Instagram was considered the most effective platform for science communication (DC), both
participants who already use it consistently (over 50% of responses) and overall (70% of responses). However,
adapting language and formats requires skills that scientific professionals often lack (BUENO, 2010;
EPSTEIN, 2012), plus it demands time and effort for an activity rarely recognized by the academic and
scientific community (MANNINO, 2021).

Given this, we note that structural and cultural challenges are the main factors limiting scientific
professionals’ involvement in disseminating their projects. Structural challenges arise from limited resources
(funding and tools) and time constraints; cultural challenges, from lack of institutional recognition and
academic prejudice viewing science communication as low-prestige work often delegated to specialized
communication professionals.

These barriers intertwine, creating a vicious cycle: lack of recognition and low prestige generate less
interest in science communication, which in turn prevents institutional incentives and adequate structural
development. Therefore, for science communication to gain scale, the scientific community itself must
overcome this cultural barrier. Recognizing the challenges involved in this paradigm shift, we applied a
behavior model to support strategies that can foster a science communication culture in institutions.

The FBM was the chosen model, as discussed in the introduction, to which we applied the research
results to identify which types of prompts are most likely to encourage science communication practices in
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institutions. As indicated, the facilitator prompt would be most appropriate — something more specific and
pragmatic, such as the social media templates example, gradually introducing the habit of science disclosure
more subtly, or even training, as suggested by the respondents themselves.

Final considerations

The findings of this study can serve as a basis for researchers and institutions to develop more effective
science communication strategies both within and beyond the academic community, responding to the
growing demand from funding agencies for transparent and socially impactful communication. By expanding
the reach and relevance of research, such strategies not only facilitate accountability and transparency of
science investments but also strengthen the social role of research by promoting public access to scientific
information.
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