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The importance of sharing 

scienti�c knowledge from 

the �eld of psychology with 

a broader audience has long 

been acknowledged (e.g., 

Lewin, 1946). This may 

however oftentimes feel like 

quite a daunting task. For 

example, questions may arise as to how we should 

communicate the uncertainty surrounding our 

research �ndings without the key message being 

lost in translation – in other words, how can we 

responsibly communicate what is known and what 

is not in the �eld of psychology (Lewis & Wai, 

2021). Additionally, as early researchers con�icted 

by imposter syndrome, sharing our work with 

broader audiences does not come without 

hesitation. Hence, we were thrilled to hear that 

this year’s Collaborative Research and Training in 

the EHPS (CREATE) Workshop would address science 

communication.

Our CREATE workshop experience began on the 

eve of the workshop with a wonderful opportunity 

to engage in some informal science communication 

and networking with fellow attendees. This 

included an insightful guided tour of the city. 

Bremen has a rich history, including diverse 

contributions in science making it the perfect 

location for this workshop.

How we communicate our �ndings can come in 

a variety of shapes. Therefore, on the �rst day of 

the CREATE workshop the facilitators Prof. Dr. 

Laura König and Dr. Heide Busse laid the 

foundation for the topic by de�ning what science 

communication is and what are the formal steps to 

such communication efforts. While there is no 

agreed upon de�nition, we adopted the broad 

de�nition of science communication by Hagenhoff 

and colleagues (2007), which put shortly is all 

communication efforts on scienti�c knowledge or 

the processes of research within and outside of 

academia. In addition to distinguishing between 

internal (within academia) and external (outside 

academia) communication, this de�nition also 

recognizes that both communication types can be 

conducted in a formal or informal manner (see 

Figure 1). In the context of the workshop, we 

focused on external communication for lay 

audiences.

Figure 1. Graphical display for the de�nition of 

science communication. Adapted from Hagenhoff et 

al. (2007). 

Having de�ned science communication, we 

proceeded to cover the formal steps of such 
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communication efforts – which interestingly mimic 

the work�ow of designing interventions we as 

health psychologists are well acquainted with. The 

�rst step is planning a science communication 

concept. Planning entails setting the goal, de�ning 

the target group, specifying the content (what and 

how), and selecting the communication channel 

(where to communicate). Planning is a crucial 

stage which contains elements we had personally 

not given enough attention to in our previous 

science communication efforts, for example taking 

into consideration whether the target group and 

user demographics of a social media platform are 

congruent. After having created a plan, the 

following step is the implementation of this plan, 

and ultimately the evaluation of the completed 

communication effort. We found highlighting the 

role of evaluation as very insightful, as it is easy to 

succumb to disseminating content to the public 

without afterwards taking the time to re�ect on 

whether goals were met and identify potential 

learning opportunities.

What was also very well received was the 

presentation of 11 evidenced-based 

recommendations for effective written science 

communication (König et al., 2023). These 

recommendations included (but are not limited to) 

avoiding jargon, using lexical hedges to indicate 

uncertainty, and communicating in a neutral tone. 

We warmly recommend readers interested in 

improving their external science communication 

skills to take a closer look into these 

recommendations.

On the �rst day we also got hands-on practice with 

writing lay abstracts. A lay abstract is a short and 

easy to understand summary, that gives a concise 

overview of the key points and results of a research 

article, written for members of the public. A lay 

abstract may also be referred to as a lay summary, 

plain language summary, non-technical summary, 

or translational abstract.  Key learnings from this 

related to using everyday language (for example by 

illustrating numbers) and using verbs and an active 

voice instead of nouns and a passive voice typical 

or journal publications. The interested reader may 

also �nd it helpful to refer to the plain language 

summary guidelines from the Cochrane 

Collaboration (Cumpston et al., 2023). Even though 

still sparse (Stoll et al., 2022) research on lay 

abstracts have shown, for example, that 

participants could more easily extract key 

information, were more con�dent in their ability to 

make an informed decision and perceived them as 

more credible than scienti�c abstracts (Kerwer et 

al., 2021; Stricker et al., 2020) – making lay 

abstracts an effective tool for health psychologists 

to communicate their research. 

The �rst day of the workshop ended with a bang 

as we visited Universum, the science museum of 

Bremen. Before setting out to explore the 

exhibitions, the Universum staff kindly provided us 

with an introduction, explaining how they create 

their exhibitions from the premise that everyone 

can learn at their own pace and construct their 

own understanding of the world (picture a frog 

explaining to a �sh what a cow is). The museum 

visit broadened our perspective on science 

communication from text driven to more engaging, 

multimodal, and accessible formats. This experience 

surely provided all workshop attendees with food 

for thought on how we can more creatively and 

inclusively conduct science communication in the 

future. 

On day two of the workshop, we collaboratively 

established what are the pros and cons to various 

communication channels, and what type of 

audiences can be reached through these different 

channels. Science communication can be conducted 

through a multitude of channels, ranging from 

Twitter posts and podcasts to science slams and 

magazine articles. Importantly, the communication 

channel selection should be informed by the 

science communication concept planning. Other 

important considerations for communication 

channel selection include resource requirements. As 

such, depending on the target audience, budget, 
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and the time and effort available, there are a 

plethora of different option to choose from. When 

selecting the communication channel other factors 

are also worth considering; for example it may be 

dif�cult for lay audiences to distinguish 

information from misinformation on social media 

platforms impacted by the presence of malicious 

accounts and the echo chamber effect (Shu et al., 

2017).

The �nal part of the workshop entailed hands-

on group work with developing a science 

communication concept, where we were able to put 

our newly gained knowledge into practice. What 

made this truly compelling, was the opportunity to 

use these concepts as the foundation for 

submitting applications to receive funding and 

mentoring by the EHPS-UN Committee for a science 

communication project with a focus on 

communicating health psychology research to 

promote the United Nations Sustainable 

Development Goals. We are excited to see which 

projects are put into action and how they evolve!

Overall, we really valued the systematic and 

practical approach of the workshop, which truly 

facilitated gaining skills in science communication. 

An encouraging take-home message from the 

workshop was that science communication can be 

done in small steps, embracing this as an ever-

evolving learning process.

At this point we want to thank Heide Busse and 

Laura König for their amazing work on this CREATE 

workshop and the CREATE committee for organizing 

this brilliant workshop and related activities. It 

really helped us as early career researchers to be 

more self-con�dent in communicating on not only 

our own research, but also others research in the 

�eld of health psychology. And in this regard, we 

hope that this re�ection article inspires others to 

try and communicate their own (and others!) 

research, or others creative ideas related to 

academia. 
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