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| spent far too much time going through your work and have to say you're You filthy piece of shit
a straight up fraud. Should be ashamed.
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:‘\ F
Replying to @ProfMarkMaslin | don't know - | don't trust surveys where people survey themselves. This
YOU LYING #ClimateScam artistill propaganda & fearmongering&politicization about climate&killer viruses

will damage your credibility. It's a shame.
Go BEYOND the 1970s!!! You can't can you? Coz your crap

DIES when you do that!!! LYING sod.

***THEY NEVER GO BEYOND THE 1970s FOR A REASON***
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Will public trust in
science survive the
pandemic?

The confluence of rapidly evolving science
mixed messaging, misinformation, and
flagrant politicization in the US is creating a
perfect storm for eroding trust in science

by Ryan Cross
January 25, 2021 | A version of this story appeared in Volume 99, Issue 3

—

@he Washington Post

Democracy Dies in Darkness

Americans’ increasing distrust of
science — and not just on climate
change

0 By Aaron Blake
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€he New Nork Times

Yale Report Finds Colleges Deserve
Blame for Higher Education’s
Problems

A 10-member committee offered a brutal assessment of
academia’s role in creating the forces challenging American
colleges and universities.
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Is there a in science?
What are effects of against academia?

What are implications for universities?



Is there a in science?



nature human behaviour

NEWS 14 February 2024

Largest post-pandemic survey
finds trustinscientists is high

Study of more than 70,000 people suggests that trust levels vary
among countries and are linked to political orientation.
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Trust in Science and

Science-Related Populism
(TISP)

A Global Many Labs Study
with 241 researchers from 179 institutions in 68 countries
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Trust in scientists is moderately high on average.
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Trust in scientists is moderately high on average.

No country shows low trust.
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Country nsrange between 312 and 8,014 (see Supplementary Information for range between 0.008 and 0.133.



Trust in scientists is moderately high on average.

No country shows low trust.
European countries rank slightly below world average.
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Big majorities perceive scientists as experts.

How expert or inexpert are most scientists?

22% 50% 20% -2%

How intelligent or unintelligent are most scientists?

39% 45% 12% .1%
How qualified or unqualified are most scientists when it comes to conducting high—quality research?

30% 48% 16% 1%

How honest or dishonest are most scientists?

14% 43% 31% 2%

How ethical or unethical are most scientists?

13% 41% 35% 2%

How sincere or insincere are most scientists?

15% 44% 30% 2%

B very expert, intelligent, qualified, etc. neither nor

somewhat expert, intelligent, qualified, etc.

How concerned or not concerned are most scientists about people’s wellbeing?

15% 41% 29%

How eager or uneager are most scientists to improve others’ lives?

20% 44% 26%

How considerate or inconsiderate are most scientists of others’ interests?

12% 36% 35% 3%

How open are most scientists to feedback?

11% 34% 34% 5%

How willing or unwilling are most scientists to be transparent?

13% 36% 32% 4%

G
2

How much or little attention do scientists pay to others' views?

12% 30% 36% 5%

[ somewnhat inexpert, intelligent, qualified, etc.

Il very inexpert, intelligent, qualified, etc.

2%



Big majorities perceive scientists as experts.

Only a minority thinks scientists are dishonest.
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Big majorities perceive scientists as experts.
Only a minority thinks scientists are dishonest.
However, people are more divided on scientists’ openness.
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Demographic factors explain different trust levels.

Block 1: Demographic characteristics

Gender (male) ot
Age ot
Education (tertiary) lo
Income ot
Residence place o
(urban)
Block 2: Ideological views
Political orientation (right)
Political orientation (conservative) te
Religiosity ot
SDO ot
—(;).2 6] O‘.2
Standardized 8

-0.019 (P <0.001)
0.029 (P<0.001)
0.035 (P <0.001)
0.035(P <0.001)

0.029 (P <0.001)

0.007 (P=0.049)
-0.034 (P <0.001)
0.051(P < 0.001)

-0.098 (P <0.001)

Block 3: Attitudes towards science

Science-related populist attitudes
Perceived benefit of science
Willingness to be vulnerable to science

Trust in the scientific method

Block 4: Country-level indicators

GDP per capita

Govt expenditure on
education (% of GDP)

Gini index

Science literacy
(PISA)

Academic freedom

Degree of populism in
politics

]

[ ]

L ]

-0.2

Standardized 8

0.2

-0.022 (P <0.001)
0.153 (P <0.001)
0.184 (P <0.001)

0.188 (P <0.001)

0.024 (P=0.567)
0.044 (P = 0.226)
0.095 (P =0.006)
0.017 (P = 0.635)
0.013 (P = 0.705)

-0.024 (P = 0.450)



Demographic factors explain different trust levels.

Public trust is polarized along sociopolitical and religious beliefs.
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Demographic factors explain different trust levels.

Public trust is polarized along sociopolitical and religious beliefs.

Academic freedom is not a predictor of trust in scientists.
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Public trust is polarized along sociopolitical and religious beliefs.

A Country-level effects of right-leaning political orientation and trust in scientists

Standardized country-level effect size

S
T

-0.2 -0.1 0 . 0.2
(Right-leaning people (Left-leaning
have lower trust) have lower trust)




Is there a in science?

, at least not across the general population. But trust in
scientistsis along sociopolitical views.



What are effects of against academia?



People support public criticism of errors and funding relations, but
find insults, threats, and assault clearly unacceptable.

Nationally representative survey in Switzerland, 2025

How acceptable are these
public reactions against
science in your opinion?

C

Wissenschaftsbarometer
Baromeétre scientifique
Barometro scientifico

2025

Point out errors in research

Criticize funders of research

Criticize that scientists say their political
opinion

Ban of certain research topics

Protests or petitions against science

Substantial cuts of budgets for scientific
research

Insults of scientists

Threats of violence against scientists

Physical assault of scientists

1 = not at all acceptable
5 = acceptable under certain circumstances
(n = 628—702)



Noteworthy minorities consider insults, budget cuts, and research
bans acceptable if scientists speak out about political issues.

Nationally representative surveys in Switzerland and Netherlands (2025)

Perceived deservingness of backlash
If scientists speak out publicly about political issues, they have to accept...

Switzerland

...criticism
Netherlands =

- Switzerland
...protests and petitions

Netherlands gmm

Switzerland

...Insults
Netherlands o

Switzerland

...physical attacks
Netherlands o

Switzerland
...budget cuts

Netherlands o

) Switzerland
...bans of research topics

Netherlands g

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Percentage

Response . 1 (do not agree at all) . 2 . 3 . 4 5 (completely agree)



Hate speech against scientists on social media does not reduce
trustworthiness, but may even bolster support for science
Online survey experiment in Denmark, Germany, UK, and USA (2025)

substack.com

User 1
Kim Berg @kberg
No, | never wondered, only you white-coated out-of-

touch scientists do, moron. One day | will get your ass
if you don’t stop deceiving people with your fake data

. = Q
User 2

Noé Busch @nbusch

Calm down, Kim, let’s be respectful here. Alex Beck’s
data was checked by other experts and is reliable.
And the fact that he wrote an intelligible blog article
shows that he’s not an out-of-touch scientist

J P o

Compassion towards victims: Hate
speech does not reduce trustworthiness

Hate against scientists can backfire:
Higher support with scientists under
attack, particularly in Denmark and
Germany

But counterspeech can also backfire:
Gives haters more legitimacy



What are effects of against academia?

Effects among citizens , but a concerning, loud

against science.
However, hate speech seems to have small effects on
public opinion about scientists.



What are implications for universities?



University communicators are typically not backlash targets, but
they support victims and thus require training and resources.

Qualitative interview study with communication officers at 15 universities in 9 countries (2022/23)

Communicators are not often Communicators support
targets, but “in the line of fire” attacked scientists

So far it has always been aimed at
either the institution, like the university
(...), orindividual researchers and

We’ve put up a core team of
people who are from different
expertise (...). | remain the point

colleagues. But luckily, myself,
personally, | haven't experienced it.

(Netherlands, female)

of contact so that they don’t
have to call five different people.

(Netherlands, female)

Mede, N. G. & Volk, S. C. Public backlash against science communicators: Conceptualization and qualitative
analysis of perceptions, effects, responses, and context factors. Preprint; 10.31235/0sf.io/szwgk_v1 (2025).

Communicators
also need support

We do have training
courses in how to
communicate, but not

how to deal with just
troublesome people.

(Sweden, female)




University communicators are typically not backlash targets, but
they support victims and thus require training and resources.

Qualitative interview study with communication officers at 15 universities in 9 countries (2022/23)

This is a preprint and has not yet been peer-reviewed.

 Limited institutional impact: Universities Publc Backlash Against Selence Communiestors: Conceptualzation and Quakitative
relatively robust to reputational damage, due to Analyss of Perceptions, Effects Response, and Context Factors
experienced communications offices with crisis Niels G. Model" & Sophia €. Vol
management expertise

! Strategic Communication Group, Department of Social Sciences, Wageningen University & Research,

Wageningen, Netherlands

? Department of Media and Communieation, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitat Manchen, Munich, Germany

* Boundary-spanning burden: University
communicators bear an underappreciated double
load, acting as buffers between attackers and
scientists while also serving as scapegoats s bt gl Wt s, . gt

citizens, politicians, or journalists and range from legitimate criticism of scientific work to

*Corresponding author, email: niels.mede@wur.nl

harassment and physical attacks. However, criticism and harassment also affect science

communication professionals, which has received comparably little public and scholarly

attention. Our study addresses this gap. Drawing on qualitative interviews with 15 university

Mede, N. G. & Volk, S. C. Public backlash against science communicators: Conceptualization and qualitative
analysis of perceptions, effects, responses, and context factors. Preprint; 10.31235/0sf.io/szwgk_v1 (2025).

communicators from multiple countries, we develop a conceptual model that systematizes




University communicators are typically not backlash targets, but
they support victims and thus require training and resources.

Qualitative interview study with communication officers at 15 universities in 9 countries (2022/23)

This is a preprint and has not yet been peer-reviewed.

* Resilience and positive effects: Many
communicators show resilience and report Awissof Pereptions, Efect, Responses and Content Fncton
cognitive, affective, and institutional benefits from e s v
navigating backlash — suggesting they have more e
agency than public discourse typically assumes. S —— oo T i g

? Department of Media and Communieation, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitat Manchen, Munich, Germany

*Corresponding author, email: niels.mede@wur.nl

* Country-level differences: No single standardized
approach to handling backlash is universally 4
effective (e.g., Netherlands and Germany seem Public backlash against sietits 1 draws concen. Tt can oiginate from
b ett ere q u | p p e d ) citizens, politicians, or journalists and range from legitimate criticism of scientific work to

harassment and physical attacks. However, criticism and harassment also affect science

communication professionals, which has received comparably little public and scholarly

attention. Our study addresses this gap. Drawing on qualitative interviews with 15 university

Mede, N. G. & Volk, S. C. Public backlash against science communicators: Conceptualization and qualitative
analysis of perceptions, effects, responses, and context factors. Preprint; 10.31235/0sf.io/szwgk_v1 (2025).

communicators from multiple countries, we develop a conceptual model that systematizes




What are implications for universities?

Universities can rely on largely supportive publics — but they
need to maintain agency and allocate financial resources to
protecting their employees and reputation.



Thank you!

Asst. Prof. Dr. Niels G. Mede
Wageningen University & Research

niels.mede@wur.nl

www.nielsmede.com

IN /in/ngmede/
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