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Abstract
The coproduction idiom within Science and Technology Studies (STS) centers on how science and society produce
knowledge together. The current thesis explores expert communication – which is immersed in the relationship between
science and society – as a case for understanding such coproducing processes. Expert communication is often characterized
as a democratic initiative of knowledge enlightenment. But we know less about the consequences that communication
initiatives bring. For instance, while groups of publics and experts are large and heterogeneous, expert communication
often involves simplified and dichotomized relationships between these groups. The aim of this thesis is to understand the
practice of expert communication in terms of how expertise is communicated and received. Who gets to represent experts
and publics, in what ways and in which situations, and how do they engage with expertise?

Expert communication takes place in all kinds of fields. The focus of this thesis is communication of addiction
expertise. The addiction field makes a suitable case for studying co-constitutive practices of communication, as it is
broad and disparate, and filled with different contradictory perspectives, actors and relations. The current study explores
communication of addiction expertise through three cases that involve different types of experts and publics, as well as
different dimensions of the expert/public relationships and of communication as a process of coproduction: Newspaper
readers’ interpretations of media representations of biomedical addiction expertise, conference participants’ collaboration
within a conference on codependency, and civil servants’ and politicians’ interaction within county council committee
meetings. Drawing on STS approaches of coproduction of knowledge and classical sociological conversation analysis,
the thesis explores questions of how, what, and whose knowledge is communicated and received, and what activities and
actors are involved in these processes. A specific focus is put on how sociability in the form of conversational routines
is productive, as sociability carries expertise and establishes relations between actors involved in coproducing processes
of communication.

Publics are not only recipients of expertise but also active enablers of how expertise comes into being in the everyday
society, as publics engage with expertise through filtering and intertwining expertise through and with their personal
experiences. Expertise, at least regarding human and social activities such as addiction, is thus bound to everyday
experiences and lives. It is also shown how certain expertise, certain experiences, and certain actors and victims of addiction
related problems are included while others are excluded. For example, biomedical explanations such as the reward system
and the brain disease model seem to co-exist well with peoples’ personal experiences in contrast to social scientific
explanations. Moreover, certain actors manage to draw on personal experiences in multiple roles as both experts and publics.
Introducing the concept of conversational coproduction, the studies also highlight the sociability and conversational
routines involved in expert communication as crucial for (de)establishing relations and making expertise flow or freeze in
local coproducing processes as well as for understanding consequences of expert communication and its relation to public
participation and democracy.
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communication, science communication, public participation, publics, experts, addiction, codependency, media, politics,
conversation analysis, biomedicalization.
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INTRODUCTION  
 
 
A great deal of effort and resources are put into communication initiatives for 
dissemination of scientific and expert knowledge. Science outreach is more or 
less an explicit task and routine of universities and their staff, often articulated 
as researchers’ “third mission” (Bucchi, 2013; Bucchi & Trench, 2014). 
Scientific representations are regular elements in the news media, publishing 
houses have specific edition series for popular scientific literature of public 
interest, and in different types of semi-scientific and public events, experts 
inform audiences on different phenomena. In particular, advice and reports 
regarding matters of health are prominent (Briggs & Hallin, 2016). In 
numerous cases, experts give us new perspectives and knowledge on how to 
improve our bodies and our lives when we eat, sleep, work, exercise, and love. 
Communication of health expertise also takes other forms. Recent decades’ 
calls for evidence-based treatment (EBT), medicine (EBM), and policy-
making (EBPM) raise visions of the enlightened knowledge society, in which 
rational decisions are made based on objective and factual knowledge about 
populations, their bodies, health, and diseases. 
 
There are many good reasons for disseminating expertise to the public and 
political sphere, such as improved relations between new technology and its 
potential users, avoidance of polarization, and increased democracy (Davies 
& Horst, 2016). There is, however, no consistent way to assess the impact or 
quality of expert communication, or to separate “good” from “bad” 
communication (Bucchi, 2013). Moreover, communication processes involve 
simplifying practices that transform expertise. Adjusting messages for publics1 
with no preunderstanding of complex scientific processes is often necessary 
– but also important – because these simplified or repackaged knowledge 
claims represent what science “is” in the public discourse. In addition, Irwin 
and Wynne (1996) argue that expertise could also be inadequately adapted, 
resulting in ignorance on the part of the addressed groups. 

                                                
1 To highlight that the public is heterogeneous, and that generalizations therefore often are misleading, 
the term “publics” was introduced (Irwin & Wynne, 1996: 9). 
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Experts and expertise are not only trusted or not trusted, they are also 
challenged and confirmed by their addressees (Beck, 1992; Wynne, 1996; 
1998; 2001; Irwin & Michael, 2003). Receivers of information are thus not 
misinformed, passive, or empty containers waiting to be filled and educated. 
Such an understanding reflects the “deficit model” (cf. Wynne, 1991; Irwin & 
Wynne, 1996; Irwin & Michael, 2003; Bucchi, 2014). This model builds on the 
notion that disrupted communication, like sensationalist media coverage, 
needs correction by good communication initiatives that fill in the gaps and 
educate the misinformed. The deficit model was substantially criticized and 
to some extent replaced by the dialogue approach from the 1990s onwards. 
The dialogue approach is illustrated as a shift from a one-way relation of 
science and publics to a more inclusive approach to dialogue, in which publics 
are active participants in a two-way relation of interweaving new information 
and previous knowledge, and in which they interpret science in different and 
creative ways (Bucchi & Trench, 2014). Nevertheless, the dialogue approach 
too has been extensively problematized (see, e.g., Wynne, 2006).  
 
Experts are also explored based on questions of how, whose, and what 
knowledge is produced in what ways. During the past 40 years, studies within 
Science and Technology Studies (STS) have shown how expertise is 
contradictory, value-laden and pervaded by power relations that affect 
legitimacy (cf. Martin, 1991; Harding, 1991), also demonstrating that expertise 
is a product of a constant interplay between science and society. Thus, expert 
communication is a successful and recognized enterprise aiming at an 
enlightened knowledge society, on the one hand, and both communication 
and expertise are contested phenomena, on the other. I see communication 
as a process through which we can lay bare not only how and in what ways 
expertise is disseminated and received, but also what expertise is in society – 
because communication is not a process separated from the scientific 
enterprise at large, but instead an integral part of how, for example, research 
groups, results, and fields are recognized and realized (Davies & Horst, 2016). 
Drawing on an STS approach on science and society, I aim to explore the 
relationships between publics and experts by viewing expert communication 
as processes of coproduction (Jasanoff, 2004). 
 
Expert communication takes place in all kinds of fields. The focus in this 
thesis is on communication of addiction expertise. The addiction field 
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involves many conflicts and debates; the terminology is no exception. The 
appropriate choice of conceptualization of problems, actors, and activities 
related to different types of drug use has varied throughout history, contexts, 
and perspectives. We are, just like Christie and Bruun (1969) emphasized 50 
years ago, struggling with many different, often vaguely defined concepts such 
as abuse, addiction, alcoholism, dependence, (brain) disease, misuse, 
substance use disorder, problematic substance use, and so on. There is little 
consistency across disciplines, but problems are also seen within disciplines. 
For example, debates related to the development and renewal of diagnostic 
manuals illustrate the ambivalence and disputes, constructionist scholars 
engage in debates on what concept they consider the least stigmatizing, and 
medical researchers disagree on the possibility for persons with problematic 
drinking to decrease instead of totally abstain from drinking.  
 
The addiction field makes a suitable case for studying co-constitutive 
practices of expert communication based on the general understanding that 
expertise within the field is overcome with conflicts between different 
perspectives, actors and power relations. Addiction expertise is thus broad 
and disparate, and filled with different contradictory perspectives. The 
present study explores cases of expert communication that all, although on 
different levels, involve such conflicting accounts. For example, the studies 
involve both (bio)medical and social explanations of addiction, different types 
of substance use and activities that could be explained as or associated with 
addiction (although some would – if anything – explain them as habits), as 
well as different actors engaged in different perspectives on different 
problematizations of addiction. My main interest is to explore publics and 
experts involvement in the activities that constitute how addiction expertise 
is communicated and received.  
 

A im and  r e sea rch  ques t ions   
 
The aim of this thesis is to explore processes of communication related to 
addiction expertise. More specifically, I will analyze the relationships between 
publics and experts at the intersections of knowledge communication and 
production, and how the knowledge claims of these groups, which are also 
partly constituted in this very process, are contested or legitimized. I focus 
on three cases and relationships within communication of addiction expertise; 
these were chosen to explore different types of experts and publics and 
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different dimensions of communication as a process of coproduction. These 
are newspaper readers’ interpretations of media representations of biomedical 
addiction expertise, conference participants’ collaboration within a public 
conference on codependency, and civil servants’ and politicians’ interaction 
within county council committee meetings. In relation to this material, I ask 
the following questions:  
 
1) What and whose knowledge is present in contemporary communication of 

addiction expertise? 
2) How are knowledge claims communicated and received, and what types of 

activities and actors are involved in this process? 
3) How does coproduction of knowledge affect the relationships between 

publics and experts, including the more or less contested knowledge claims 
of these groups, in the area of addiction? 
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PUBLICS,  EXPERTS, AND THEIR 
UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT?  
 
 
In this section, I will discuss the relationships between publics and experts, 
followed by a discussion on the motives for the present study. Scholars within 
the research fields Public Communication of Science and Technology (PCST), 
Public Understanding of Science (PUS), and Public Engagement in Science 
and Technology (PEST) have explored dichotomies of science and society 
and how interaction and communication between actors of different domains 
result in new premises for (new) scientific and public knowledge, practice, 
and relationships between publics and experts. Early approaches to science 
and expert communication viewed the media as a sensationalist actor of 
disrupted communication in need of correction, and the publics as 
misinformed, empty containers waiting to be filled and educated. Such an 
understanding reflects the deficit model (Wynne, 1991; Irwin & Wynne, 1996; 
Irwin & Michael, 2003; Trench, 2008; Bucchi, 2014), a one-way relationship 
between science and passive publics in need of enlightenment. Although the 
deficit logic is still present – some have argued  that “the death of the “deficit 
model” has been greatly exaggerated” (Wilsdon, Wynne & Stilgoe, 2005: 34, 
see also Wynne, 2006; Trench, 2008) – other studies have argued that 
communication between science and society is instead a two-way relationship 
in which the publics are active and engaged in their interpretations of and 
their interaction with scientific discourse, or even a three-way relationship, in 
which this active dimension also feeds back into the scientific domain and 
between/within domains (Bucchi, 2014). As pointed out by Davies and Horst 
(2016), however, the narrative of a movement from deficit to dialogue is 
indeed useful for understanding restrictions and possibilities in relation to 
expert communication from a historical perspective, but the narrative also 
risks reproducing restrictions on understanding of expert communication. 
 
Moreover, analysis of the intentions and/or purposes of communication in 
the media shows that this is not solely about informing less knowledgeable 
citizens about the essential truths of a certain phenomenon, as it regards 
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researchers’ desire to establish their own positions (Cassidy, 2006). The 
publics, politics, or the media are not necessarily final destinations for 
communication. Instead, such arenas are possibilities for experts to talk to 
other experts, and for experts to disseminate their own positions as well as 
their knowledge. Experts are thus not automatically altruistic actors with one 
main ambition when it comes to communication – to educate their fellow 
beings – and expertise is also not a consistent collection of facts separated 
from the society in which it is produced.  
 
Other studies have focused on the production of knowledge within 
communication processes. For example, Bucchi (2008: 61-62) argued that 
facts are produced in scientific practice, competing within and between 
institutions and disciplines and stabilized through a communication process 
in which alternative accounts are removed. These facts are represented in 
news media, conferences etc., which reach the publics, but also other experts, 
much faster than any other scientific publication form. The media and public 
discourse can thus be the ‘‘centre of the dynamics of scientific production’’ 
(Bucchi, 2008: 64) rather than the end point of a communication process. In 
this way, the public arenas become as important as the scientific ones in 
scientific knowledge production. For example, the media prioritize and focus 
on certain research areas, simplify complex research, and emphasize certain 
concepts that publics, politicians, and others pick up and use. The media thus 
influence how the publics and others interpret and internalize concepts and 
ideas. Among others, Oudshoorn (2003) showed that there are great 
differences between journalistic and scientific texts relating to the same 
phenomenon. Other studies have shown that journalists and scientists are not 
that different in how they treat scientific knowledge after all, and that 
scientists are largely satisfied with journalists’ versions of their research 
(Peters, 2014).  
 
Classical work within STS, outside the PUS studies, has also engaged in 
investigations of how stabilization and establishment of facts depend on 
different types of communication channels. In particular, previous scholars 
of coproduction have explored how witnesses are crucial to the establishment 
of a fact, knowledge, or truth (Shapin, 1984; Barry, 1999; Collins, 1988). For 
instance, Shapin (1984: 507) discussed three technologies used to increase 
witnessing: the material technology of performing experiments in front of 
publics, the social technology of replication of experiments and, last and most 
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important, the literary witness technologies. The purpose of performing 
public experiments is to decrease doubt while increasing trust in different 
types of technologies. Collins (1988: 725) argued that such events bring 
uncertainty rather than certainty; evidence of experiments can be and is 
reinterpreted in different ways, and public tests can turn out to be either more 
of an experiment or more of a demonstration. But as the publics “only appear 
to be brought close to the research front” (Collins, 1988: 743), their distance 
from science creates certainty. Previous STS scholars have thus argued for the 
importance of experiments in terms of demonstrations, witnesses and 
distance in establishing expert knowledge. In particular, the media offer 
witnessing at a distance (Peters, 2001). 
 
What previous studies have in common is first of all the active role of publics 
and experts (Trench & Bucchi, 2014; Einsiedel, 2014; Bucchi & Neresini, 
2007; Callon, 1999; Rowe & Frewer, 2000; 2004). Scholars have emphasized 
publics’ active engagement with science and expertise to different extents. 
Bucchi (2014) and Einsiedel (2014), for example, have argued that publics’ 
active participation creates new intersections and meetings in which different 
kinds of actors (scientific experts, non-experts, quasi-experts) replace 
traditional scientific and expert communities. For example, citizen 
participation in the form of patient involvement could influence actual 
research processes or their implications for treatment (cf. Bucchi, 2008; 
Rabeharisoa & Callon, 2004). The publics are thus also important contributors 
to expert knowledge. Some scholars have argued that publics are even more 
reflexive in their responses to expertise than the experts themselves (Wynne, 
1993; Michael, 1992) and that the naïve characteristic of the lay person must 
be challenged (Irwin & Wynne, 1996: 215). In addition, Michael (1996) argued 
that what has been assumed to be public ignorance could in fact be the result 
of active reflection on scientific knowledge and social identity. In other 
words, experts and expertise are not only trusted or not trusted, they are also 
challenged and confirmed by their active addressees (Beck, 1992; Wynne, 
1996; 1998). 
 
Although several studies (including those acknowledging publics as active) of 
publics’ perspectives and participation treat experts and non-experts as 
separate and stable categories (and there are substantial reasons why this 
separation should be maintained, see e.g. Wehrens, 2014 for a discussion of 
the ‘two-communities-logic’), other studies have emphasized that 
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dichotomizing expert and non-expert worlds separates stages of knowledge 
production that are in fact processes of co-constitution (cf. Irwin & Wynne, 
1996; Irwin & Michael, 2003). The publics must not be explored as masses or 
one singular object, but instead as a heterogeneous category (Irwin and 
Wynne, 1996: 215). Other scholars have also emphasized the heterogeneity 
and complexity of the often dichotomized relationship between publics and 
experts (cf. Allgaier, 2012; Einsiedel, 1999; Felt et al., 2013; Irwin & Michael, 
2003; Stilgoe, 2007) and presented alternative frameworks for such purposes 
(Myers, 2004; Irwin & Michael, 2003). Experts and publics have, for example, 
been explored as fluid identities within ethno-epistemic assemblages, 
coalitions involving both experts and publics instead of separate juxtaposed 
groups (Irwin & Michael, 2003). “Ethno-epistemic” refers to how the 
coalitions are “locally situated, have more or less well-delineated identities 
(though drawing on global flows of knowledge and culture) and are, crucially, 
involved in the ‘establishment’ of knowledge and the production of 
knowledge claims” (Irwin & Michael, 2003: 85). Such coalitions better reflect, 
for example, social movements or other hybrid groups of different types of 
scientific and political resources and actors in contemporary society. In this 
understanding, it is the coalitions that fight over legitimacy rather than groups 
of actors identifying with different positions.  
 
Experts and publics have also been explored as actors of mutual learning 
(Rabeharisoa & Callon, 2004). Mutual learning between patient groups and 
scientific actors “transforms both patients’ identities and the status of their 
diseases”, and the knowledge of these actors (laboratory research and 
patients’ experiences) coproduces neuromuscular diseases (Rabeharisoa & 
Callon, 2004: 145). Rabeharisoa and Callon showed that after the 
acknowledgment of patients and parents knowledge, these actors did not 
resign into the patient role, and thus letting the expert continue the future 
work. Instead, several new meeting spaces – hybrid forums – were organized 
in which all actors “interact, discuss and negotiate, seeking answers to 
questions on the research to undertake, the evaluation of results obtained, 
and the programmes to support”. Epstein’s (1995) study of AIDS activists 
also illustrates coproduction of medical practice and knowledge. AIDS 
activists negotiated their credibility as lay experts through the use of medical 
vocabulary and consequently affected AIDS research processes as partners.  
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Other studies have explored the multifaceted character of and the relation 
between and within publics and experts using analytical categories, for 
example through an expertise typology of no expertise, contributory expertise 
and interactional expertise (Collins & Evans, 2002; Carolan, 2006), or an 
activity typology: In Myers’ (2004: 166ff) analysis of focus groups, the 
participants used “voices” of different positions in their activities, which 
provided different representations of themselves and experts in relation to 
different topics. Actors claimed both their own and others’ expertise. This 
affected their entitlement to speak, the ability to change topics, and the initial 
identities of actors. What mattered was how other actors reacted to the claim 
and the provided roles. By showing how identities are used by participants 
initially categorized as either expert or lay (“different from those they are 
assigned in the research methodology: publicist speaking as a gardener, 
unemployed man evaluating professors”, Myers, 2004: 177), Myers showed 
how expertise is indeed multifaceted, even in the same setting. Still, Myers 
differentiate between lay and expert identities: “the professional identities are 
permanent and externally certified, while the identities offered in 
conversation is provisional […] and multiple” (Myers, 2004: 167). Although 
previous studies have embraced and explored the fluidity of publics and 
experts, they have seldom focused (as Myers does) on publics and experts as 
being fluid in the very same setting at the very same time. 
 
In sum, scholars of STS and PUS have applied different concepts and 
typologies to study the actors, knowledges, and relationships involved in 
expert communication expertise. The notion that publics are active and 
heterogeneous is crucial to understanding expert communication. The public-
expert dichotomy is not stable and consistently defined, and recent decades’ 
research has thus argued for, and engaged in, a symmetrical approach to 
publics and experts and their respective knowledge when exploring the public 
understanding of science.  
 
The current study sympathizes with the problematizations of the 
dichotomized relationship between publics and experts. Experts as well as 
publics do of course exist. The ambition in this thesis is not to relativize 
science or expertise, but rather to lay bare what expert communication 
processes involve, and explore the consequences that experts and publics 
engagement in participatory and coproductive practices may have. To explore 
such processes, the present study acknowledges Irwin and Michael’s (2003) 
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approach to ethno-epistemic assemblages and Myers (2004) approach to a 
local multiplicity of roles.  
 

Mot ive s  fo r  the  s tudy  
 
Developments in communication have increased the potential openings for 
interaction between ranges of different actors (Bucchi, 2014). This 
accentuates the fact that publics should not be excluded from analysis of the 
interaction of science and society and the (scientific) knowledge that results 
from this interaction. The current thesis draws on cases from the addiction 
field. This field involves an embedded problematization of the relation 
between experts and publics. Expertise is manifold and contradictory, but so 
are the recipients of expertise, depending on their role, how active they are, 
and what their view of and relation to addiction are. For instance, 
representatives of the public could be a patient, a user, a family member of a 
person with addiction-related problems, and at the same time be a journalist 
or a politician.  
 
What addiction is, what kind of activities and behavior we relate to it, and 
how we look at it in society have been sociologically analyzed for decades 
(see, e.g., Howard Becker, 1966 on drug-related deviance and rule breaking as 
a collective act; MacAndrew and Edgerton, 1969, on the social construction 
of drunken comportment; and Sherri Cavan, 1966, on how societal 
agreements on “time outs” explain drunken behavior). These studies 
emphasize how consequences (in terms of societies’ responses), rather than 
the act itself, constitute the foundation for labelling of behavior, and how 
drug problems and related phenomena are collectively produced. Several STS-
inspired social science scholars (e.g., Vrecko, 2010; Campbell, 2007; 
Weinberg, 2002; 2013) have continued the work on inclusive approaches to 
drug problems as hybrids of different human and non-human actors. The 
phenomenon we are trying to grasp using that single concept is a matter of 
historical, cultural, individual, and societal processes of understanding, 
classifying, experiencing, and studying certain activities as problematic (cf. 
Keane, 2002; Vrecko, 2010).  
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Addiction as such is a multiple object (cf. Mol, 2002) intersecting different 
fields and disciplines, as it is simultaneously an object of medical and social 
science, politics, and publics2.  
 
There are also motives for the present study that more concretely relate to 
addiction, the position of biomedical expertise within the field and the 
presence of addiction in everyday discourse. As mentioned in the 
introduction, the addiction field is characterized by many theoretical and 
practical struggles. Despite, or possibly because of, its hybrid character, 
addiction is surrounded by several dimensions of governance: the legal and 
illegal economy, prohibition, and punishment. Biomedical accounts of 
addiction are said to challenge the traditional governance paradigms through 
an orientation toward public health instead of criminalization (Garriott & 
Raikhel, 2015: 484). For example, advocates of the brain disease model and 
its dissemination initiatives argue that biomedical accounts counteract the 
morality and stigma that is intertwined with experiences of addiction. “Public 
health” is, however, an open-ended concept. It can include and cover almost 
anything and consequently lead to very different policy recommendations 
(Bergenheim, Edman, Kananen & Wessel, 2018). Other studies have 
emphasized and problematized how biomedical approaches dominate, are 
prioritized over, and ascribed higher status and potential than social scientific 
approaches in the contemporary understanding of addiction (Fraser, Moore, 
& Keane, 2014; Elam, 2015; Garriot & Raikhel, 2015: 486). For example, STS-
inspired addiction studies involve analyses of how today’s discourse leans 
more and more toward (bio)medical explanations, and how such explanatory 
models (e.g., problematic drug use as a genetic or brain disease) tend to 
naturalize and individualize problems within certain persons or groups. Such 
tendencies of biomedicalization (cf. Clarke et al., 2003) risk naturalizing 
problems related to alcohol and other drugs within certain persons or groups, 
                                                
2 It is crucial to say that constructionist approaches do not necessarily mean that concepts or explanations 
are “wrong or useless” (Room, 2014). Rather, they emphasize the difficulty involved in defining and 
analyzing problematic behavior. Such difficulties are also visible in the articles in this thesis. In the first 
study, I rely on the concept of addiction because, I argue, “Neither the stimulus text, the researchers 
quoted later in the news article, nor the newspaper readers are consistent in their use of terms describing 
the phenomenon.” (Winter, 2016: 43) In other words, no specific concept dominates the material in the 
first study. In the second and third article, I continuously use addiction in the English translations of the 
transcripts, while in the second I also discuss codependency, and to some extent dependence, on an 
analytical level. Although not one single concept can capture all things that are meant, experienced or 
talked about in the present study, I will henceforth use “addiction” as an overarching concept for 
describing problems related to drugs, whether I am referring to media representations of biomedical 
research in Study 1, the discussions of codependency in Study 2, or the discussions on public health and 
psychiatry in Study 3. 
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rendering them individual rather than social problems (Campbell, 2012; 
Conrad & Schneider, 1980). These studies argue that the brain disease model 
is an example of such individualization processes and that morality and stigma 
are highly present in these. For example, when responsibility for getting into 
treatment is individualized, the stigma will be reduced for ”successful” but 
not for ”failing” addicts (Dwyer & Fraser, 2016; Elam, 2015; Fraser et al., 
2014; Garriet & Raikhel, 2015: 486). Moreover, Edman (2015) argued that 
medicalization does not bring specialization, but a widening of the 
conceptualization of treatment and disease. The multiplicity and vagueness of 
concepts, however, do not mean that the concepts per se are innocent or 
meaningless. Rather, the vagueness of concepts has important consequences, 
for example in terms of extending new diagnostic areas (Edman, 2015). 
 
Moreover, studies within this research tradition have argued that the 
consolidation of specific (bio)medical solutions to addiction problems within 
politics and treatment lead to an imbalance in scientific resources, such as 
research funding (cf. Campbell, 2012) or scientific credit and status (cf. Fraser 
et al., 2014). This process is not strictly reflected in Sweden, where access to 
alcohol is regulated through a retail monopoly with restricted opening hours, 
taxes, and licensing laws, and bio-psycho-social perspectives are applied in 
treatment and prevention interventions. Nevertheless, Swedish drug 
prevention has shifted its focus from social structures to interventions 
focusing on individuals (Roumeliotis, 2016; Sahlin, 2011). Swedish drug policy 
from the 1990s onwards has abandoned the former structural approach in 
favor of evidence-based solutions and  medicalization (cf. Edman, 2015; 
Edman & Blomqvist, 2011), and Swedish addiction treatment guidelines 
present medical interventions as “evidence based” and “scientific,” while 
psychosocial interventions are considered “unscientific” (Bergmark, 2012). 
Other studies have shown how the imbalance of social and medical accounts 
is reflected in media representations (cf. Conrad & Gabe, 1999; Midanik & 
Room, 2005).  
 
Overall, there exist contradictory tendencies within the addiction field, but 
the recent developments point toward a prioritization of individualization, 
(bio)medicalization, and evidence-based practices over social scientific 
perspectives on addiction. Regardless of the hierarchy of social and medical 
explanations of problems related to alcohol and other drugs, they bring with 
them an infinite number of more or less conflicting knowledge claims that are 
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communicated to and used by the publics. While the cases are all related to 
(bio)medical accounts to some extent, the presence of other perspectives, 
experiences, and understandings allows for simultaneous challenging and 
exploring – rather than reproduction – of the representations and 
communications of addiction expertise. 
 
Moreover, addiction expertise concerns many people’s lives and health, and 
addiction is an object of knowledge that is highly present in the public 
discourse. As citizens we are flooded by information in the media, in our 
schools and during visits to health care institutions on how we should or 
should not use alcohol and other drugs, how to recognize whether you or a 
family member is in the “risk zone” of being addicted to, by and large, 
anything, as well as on the consequences of addiction. Fraser et al. (2014) 
characterized the ‘addicting’ of contemporary life as:  
 
The sense in which society is increasingly being subjected to (and by) a logic of addiction as 
substances, persons, brains and activities are all being brought into, or reinscribed by, notions of 
addiction.  
 

(Dwyer & Fraser, 2017: 2)  
 
Addiction is an ever-present object used allegorically and metaphorically in 
everyday language. But everyday language is also used in representations of 
the scientific (cf. Peters, 2014) and political domains. An example is the word 
“knark” (dope), introduced through author Birgitta Stenberg novels in the 
1960s, which became a key notion in Swedish politics (cf. Linton, 2015). 
Moreover, in an overview of recent studies of behavioral addiction, Kardefelt-
Winther et al. (2017) presented an endless list of new addictions observed in 
contemporary empirical studies, including “‘study addiction’, ‘work 
addiction’, ‘dancing addiction’, ‘mobile phone addiction’, ‘social network site 
addiction’, ‘fortune-telling addiction’ and ‘body image addiction’.” One could 
become dependent on almost any habit in everyday life, and the intertwining 
of academic and colloquial language appears to be specifically urgent in the 
addiction field, which justifies empirical studies of coproduction in this field.  
 
At the same time, the importance of sound communication and citizen 
involvement in political and social matters is increasingly emphasized. For 
example, concerned citizens might feel or even become more included in 
society when they are represented in communication initiatives, and 
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potentially enhanced knowledge in society in general, as well as in specific 
arenas or certain groups, might lead to more understanding, empathy, and 
solidarity. Indeed, addiction as an everyday knowledge object is beneficial in 
several ways (less guilt, shame, loneliness, etc.). How initiatives for 
communication of addiction expertise are constituted, what they involve, and 
how they are received then become crucial questions for understanding how 
contemporary societies construct problems related to alcohol and other drugs, 
and more specifically, how we relate to and think of the persons affected by 
such problems.  
 
In sum, the addiction field constitutes an interesting subject for studies of 
expert communication. Addiction is plural, flexible, and contested, and at the 
same time, a very real, material, and ongoing phenomenon for individuals and 
societies. It is highly present in both scientific and everyday discourse, and 
the addiction field involves different types of experts and publics that 
potentially co-constitute knowledge and each other. 
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
 
The sociology of knowledge must concern itself with everything that passes for knowledge in society.  
 

(Berger & Luckman, 1966: 26) 
 

Studies on knowledge coproduction usually draw on classical STS. While my 
work is positioned in this research domain as well, I also draw on classical 
sociology of knowledge and conversation analysis. Below, I will present these 
three strands – sociology of knowledge, coproduction, and conversation 
analysis – and introduce the concept of conversational coproduction3.  
 

Soc io logy  o f  knowledge  
 
Karl Mannheim (1936) early outlined the premises for knowledge production 
and thinking as a collective activity. Such modes of thoughts – or thought 
styles – are not collective in the sense of being coherent and universal. Rather, 
thought styles are multiple, contradictory, and interrelated with each other, 
and they explain how people think together, in relation to each other, or, in 
line with one another, depending on their social positions. The inevitable 
conclusion is that knowledge is relational and “bound up with social 
existence” (Mannheim, 1936: 250). 
 
Sociology of knowledge thus concerns understanding the construction of 
knowledge as a social project. This ambition brings with it rejection of 
essential truths and highlights understanding of how different approaches and 
perspectives – related to different positions in society – affect how the world 
is perceived. Understanding the construction of knowledge consequently 

                                                
3 I thank Mark Elam for suggesting the notion of “conversational coproduction.” Although conversation 
analysts could talk about a conversational co-construction, or sometimes even a coproduction of 
knowledge, that regards the actual micro-situation, e.g. coproduction of learning in conversation (Boyd, 
2004), of meaning of an acronym in a group discussion (Bierbach & Birken-Silverman, 2007), or of 
empathy between patient and therapist (Buchholz & Alder, 2015), or the like. Here, the ambition is rather 
to understand how local conversational routines enable and coproduce interaction between science and 
society. 
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means understanding how truths and thoughts are socially situated. This 
understanding of knowledge as dependent and relational undermines 
approaches that view knowledge as absolute and objective. One problem 
associated with recognizing the “situatedness” of different approaches is that 
it reinforces claims of relativism. Although Mannheim problematizes the 
existence of essential truths, he does not relativize realities, but sidestep the 
relativism of scientific knowledge by understanding ideas and knowledge as a 
relational process of times, places, positions and perspectives (Mannheim, 
1936: 70; 237; 270). Facts must thus be understood in “constantly changing 
configurations of experiences” because that is where they are lived and 
acquire meaning (Mannheim, 1936: 97). The core idea for sociologists is thus 
that we cannot be satisfied with explanations of isolated facts and individuals, 
but instead must recognize and synthesize different styles of thoughts 
(Mannheim, 1936: 104; 136). Contradictions in thought styles do not only 
occur between different thinkers or positions, but also within the same 
thinker, as a specific person’s thought style is a combination of different 
styles.  
 
Mannheim’s insights have had great consequences for how later scholars have 
related to and understood (production of) knowledge in both the everyday 
and scientific society (see, e.g., Berger and Luckmann, 1966, on everyday 
knowledge constructions of reality). Although Mannheim influenced many 
later scholars of knowledge production, he is often neglected and the field of 
STS is no exception. Sociology of science scholars (e.g., Latour & Woolgar, 
1979; Knorr-Cetina, 1981, etc.) have not acknowledged Mannheim’s influence 
on their thoughts (styles), but have rather relied on Ludwik Fleck and Ludwig 
Wittgenstein. Still, the notions that knowledge is situated (cf. Haraway, 1988; 
Harding, 1991), collective, and that actors and objects coproduce (Jasanoff, 
2004) realities together are principally rephrases of Mannheim’s focus on 
relational assertions. Reading Mannheim thus offers important insights, for 
example, on how to understand the social context as inevitable for expertise, 
into more recent approaches to the relationship between science and society. 
In the following sections, I will present the coproductionist approach more 
fully and introduce the concept of conversational coproduction, which 
resonates Mannheim’s insights concerning how knowledge has determinants, 
in other words, how the everyday is relational with the professional. 
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(D i s to r t ed )  commun ica t ion  and  coproduc t ion  
 
Communication4 is a broad concept. This thesis approaches expert 
communication in contexts where expertise typically meets its addressees. 
This meeting is a situation that offers both possibilities and barriers. The view 
of communication as a process involving potential distortion is not new 
(Habermas, 1989; Einsiedel, 2014: 128). Habermas defined the primary goal 
of communicative action as understanding before winning an argument. Free 
communication, and with it a better society, is achieved through a 
rationalization in which ideas are communicated, criticized and continuously 
communicated in a setting liberated from barriers and norms in the form of 
legitimizations and ideology (Ritzer & Goodman, 2004: 146). Such an ideal 
type of a speech situation enables studies of how power, money, hidden 
agendas, etc., distort communication (Stevens, 2010: 251). Critics argue that 
the ideal speech situation is an abstraction that can never be practiced, as two 
different parties in a conflict rely on two different idioms, with different ideals 
about the legitimacy of the different standpoints (Lyotard, 1988). Others 
argue that communication can neither be undistorted nor distorted. Activities 
that maintain order or status could of course be manipulative – but also 
unconscious – as influences on communication are necessary. Understanding 
communication as processes of coproduction, we can gain insights into how 
influences of ideology, experiences, beliefs, and so on are premises for, rather 
than threats against, expert communication. It is, in other words, impossible 
to “strip” expertise from the social settings and premises in which they are 
produced. Such premises enable studies that – instead of continually 
concluding that actors, politics, and science are affected, influenced or even 
caused by values, ideology, and beliefs – can focus on how such impacts are 
made, who gains and loses what because of who and what, when such 
activities are more or less precarious, and so on.  
 
In the current study, expert communication is understood as a process 
through which we can explore the relationship between science and society. 
This relationship has been extensively explored by coproductionist work, 
challenging dichotomies of traditional/modern, nature/culture, 
                                                
4 “Communication” is a huge field as well as concept; it is even an academic discipline in its own. This 
thesis will not study communication at large, but rather focus on communication of expertise, and more 
specifically, addiction expertise. Neither will this thesis handle the actual research or actors involved in 
research processes to a greater extent. Rather, I argue for the importance of studying what is talked about 
as expertise. 
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social/medical, and science/society through symmetrical approaches to 
objects and actors belonging to either the one or the other domain. Although 
this dissertation at times treats domains and contexts as opposing and 
conflicting, this is not intended to stabilize the different domains as distinct, 
static, and separate worlds in the sense of the “two communities” perspective 
(cf. Wehrens, 2014: 549). Neither the domains nor what counts as 
knowledgeable in these domains is given beforehand, but produced and 
reproduced in practice and interaction. Consequently, an important insight of 
the coproduction framework is that not only the different domains, but also 
the boundaries between them, are constructions (Wehrens, 2014).  
 
The coproduction idiom (Jasanoff, 2004) was developed from earlier STS, and 
various applications of coproduction exist (see, e.g., the contributions in 
Jasanoff, 2004). The current study acknowledges coproduction building on 
four premises. 1. ”Science” just as “society” and other social activities are 
productions, constructions made by actors (Latour & Woolgar, 1979; Knorr 
Cetina, 1981); 2. Science and society cannot be studied as separate domains 
(cf. the “knowledge translation” approach that treats domains, roles, and 
actors as distinctly separate). Instead, they co-constitute each other through 
coproduction (Callon, 1999; Jasanoff, 2004; Shapin & Shaffer, 1989) of non-
linear relations; 3. This means that even the actors within these relations are 
active and coproduced; and 4. Coproduction is practiced within structures of 
power (Harding, 1991). The key aspect of work within STS and coproduction 
is thus to understand production of science and society as a co-constitutive 
process. The coproduction approach is consequently a constructionist 
approach. Like all constructionist approaches, the coproduction framework 
presupposes that we understand reality as made, constructed, performed, or 
produced. This does not, however, imply that reality is relative, a common 
misunderstanding among critics of constructionist approaches. Instead, the 
insight of “it might have been otherwise” (Hughes, 1970), the deconstruction 
of the social/natural dichotomy and the critique of distinct separations of 
domains and practices provide insights for how to more fully understand a 
phenomenon.  
 
Work on coproduction reflects both earlier and more recent work in STS. 
While earlier work focused on the social features of knowledge production in 
the scientific domain, for example in laboratory research (Latour & Woolgar, 
1979), and the emphasis on both human and non-human actors in knowledge 
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production (Haraway, 1997; 2004), later work explored knowledge production 
processes in society, for example the relation between research and policy (cf. 
Jasanoff, 2004) or so-called “research in the wild” (Callon & Rabeharisoa, 
2003). Calls have been made for future research to continue such explorations 
of the relationship between science and society, and of how expertise is 
represented in society (Jasanoff, 2014).  
 
The current study heeds this call by exploring processes of communication of 
addiction expertise within a coproductionist analytical framework. First, this 
approach enables a focus on the active participation of both publics and 
experts. Second, it offers a bilateral relationship between experts and non-
experts and a potential fluidity for approaching experts and expertise. Last 
but not least, the current study focuses on analyses of human, verbal 
communication, and the coproductionist approach lays bare the coproductive 
dimensions of conversational routines in terms of conversational 
coproduction.  
 

Conver sa t iona l  coproduc t ion   
 
The approach of coproduction resemblances interactionist strands on how 
individuals, their identities, and activities as constituted by, rather than as 
preceding, interaction with others (Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Becker, 1966). 
For example, Becker’s (1966) interactionist approach clarified and 
complicated how “deviant action” was a product, not only of the obvious, but 
of interaction of many different actors engaged in rule-making and -breaking. 
Other studies have explored actors’ interaction with texts. Audience studies 
have consistently argued that readers of a text are active in their 
interpretations, to the extent that a text does not gain meaning or existence 
until it is read (Selden, Widdowson, & Brooker, 2005).  
 
The problematizations of experts, expertise, and expert communication call 
for new types of understanding. We need to study how expert communication 
takes place, what enables or hinders it, and how it and its addressees co-create 
and are co-created in a process involving more than interactional aspects 
solely associated with expert claims. The conversations that embed knowledge 
in expert communication constitute one such aspect. 
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Concrete conversations and their involvement in coproduction processes are 
often overlooked. Yet Jasanoff (2004: 4) highlighted that the idiom of 
coproduction emphasizes “meaning, discourse, and textuality,” and that 
language clearly plays an important role in coproducing realities. Some 
previous work has also recognized this. The classical work of Peters (2001), 
Barry (1999), Collins (1988), and Shapin (1984) emphasized the linguistic 
dimension of knowledge production. For example, Shapin (1984) and Shapin 
and Schaffer (1989) explained that not only is a technological object relevant 
to the success of an experiment, but that also the linguistic communication 
concerning how to conduct the experiment and writing up experimental 
results are literary technologies necessary for experiments and knowledge to 
exist. Such technologies thus play a major role in the success of experiments, 
as they extend and validate experience in terms of “virtual witnessing” that 
extends in principle to unlimited numbers of witnesses (Shapin, 1984: 484; 
494). Moreover, Lynch (2004) showed how acceptance of experts builds on 
interaction in everyday conversations rather than on actual competences. 
 
The current project sympathizes with Shapin and others, but their work 
seldom provided detailed analyses of the meetings between literary 
technologies and their witnesses, or any strategies for how to perform such 
analyses. Lynch analyzed interactional routines, but he did not treat them as 
complete conversational patterns or structures, but rather as activities for 
starting up a sequence (Lynch, 2004: 1980). Conversation, in terms of 
sociability, is seldom acknowledged and when it is, it is framed as a 
supplementary part of (see, e.g., Lynch, on mundane conversation as starting 
up a discussion) rather than an inherent process of coproduction. Moreover, 
what could be read from previous work is the importance, but still missing 
aspect, of the meeting of actors in conversation. The meeting as an arena for 
studying conversation is crucial, because meetings – that is, specific situations 
of co-presence of at least two actors – constitute and bring expectations 
concerning how we speak to each other. I explore three types of meetings in 
detail: media representation of research and its readers, a public conference 
and its different participants, and civil servants’ and politicians’ interaction 
within committee meetings. What is relevant here is not primarily the content 
of the conversations, but the conversations as a function and form – the 
conversation as producer.  
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Simmel’s (1949) understanding of sociability and conversation as play, “freed 
of substance,” and taking place for conversation’s sake, involves a distinction 
in relation to talk of rationality, reason and business (in contrast to Habermas’ 
notion of conversation aiming at reason). Myers (2004: 228) similarly argued 
that “there is pleasure in the interaction for its own sake.” Sociability in terms 
of everyday mundane conversations can thus appear quite peripheral to arenas 
of expertise. In the current thesis, I draw on an understanding of sociability 
as not just a by-product but rather an essential part of “real social 
organization” (Myers, 2004: 228) to argue that expert arenas also involve 
sociability in the form of conversation for conversation’s sake, in that 
sociability carries expertise. In this way, sociability constitutes a central 
dimension in processes of expert communication as coproduction. While 
others have studied productive effects of certain persons’ or groups’ 
sociability (see, e.g., Elyachar, 2010 on phatic labor), I try to lay bare the 
importance of the collective conversational routines within a local setting, the 
activities involved in these processes and how they can be related to 
coproduction of knowledge at large, thereby manifesting what I refer to as 
conversational coproduction.  
 
Expert communication is inescapably an example of social interaction. 
Besides the established structures that build trust or knowledge in such 
interaction – associations with universities or other reliable institutions – 
there are other activities that are crucial, but also subtle and therefore more 
difficult to lay bare. Such activities are everything from “making 
conversation,” “small talk,” to strategies for winning an argument or avoiding 
conflicts. These are conversational routines – ways of interaction – that 
connect us with our conversation partners (audiences, colleagues or other 
addressed recipients of knowledge) and that can be both universal and 
situation-specific routines for how to talk to each other. Actors can bring 
agendas, identities, and ways of speaking into a meeting, but something 
specific happens when actors are separated from their initial activities and put 
in face-to-face social situations that create frames for how to perform their 
tasks. Disregarding how meetings and conversational partners constitute such 
frames, actors rely on conversational routines to put forward their messages. 
Actors will need to conform to these routines as they tie actors together, make 
them interact, and make knowledge objects flow between them. 
Consequently, the routines thus act and coproduce, as they both separate 
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actors from their initial activities and contexts and are enablers of actors’ 
different initial communicative tasks, strategies, or intentions. 
 
What do such activities do to processes of expert communication, and how 
are they part of coproduction? To answer these questions, I have drawn 
together analytical concepts from both STS and conversation analysis. I aim 
to show how mundane conversation and sociability are part of 
coproductionist activities, as expert communication presupposes taking part 
in conversational routines.  
 
More specifically, Study 1 and 3 apply theoretical concepts from traditional 
conversation analysis in an attempt to understand interaction and 
coproduction in the respective materials. The analytical processes draw on 
Harvey Sacks’ (1995) and David Silverman’s (1998) work on gaps, sequences 
and paired activities. In Study 1, I approach the news article and the reader as 
conversational partners. The news article’s text – its activities in the 
conversation – provides gaps that the readers fill with their own 
understanding of the discussed topic. What this filling of the gaps involves 
depends on the “before and after” of the gaps. Thus, it is important to pay 
attention to the context – the sequences – surrounding the gaps. The term 
paired activities refers to the relationships of sequential activities. The first 
and second activities of the pair are constrained by, or at least depend on, 
each other, and the order of the activities is set, as the first part defines the 
second. For instance, greetings, jokes and laughter, and requests and 
responses are paired activities (Wästerfors, 2009). If the second activity (in 
Study 3, this regards responses to requests) does not appear as expected, the 
activity is seen as not having occurred. This initiates repetition of the first 
activity, which either results in a “satisfying” second activity, a stand in, or an 
explanation for why this is happening (Silverman 1998: 107, see also 
Wästerfors, 2009). Moreover, paired activities could be explained as accounts 
in ritualized processes of giving and taking (Scott & Lyman, 1968). In Study 
3, accounts are the content of the requests and responses, and these are 
adjusted to live up to the expectations brought about by the first activities. It 
is of course impossible to isolate the first and second activities from the 
context in which they take place. Thus, whether accounts are accepted 
depends not only on the expectancies brought about by the first activity, but 
also on other background expectancies, the status and roles of the actors 
involved in the interaction, and so on. Scott and Lyman (1968) analyzed 
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accounts as setting-specific justifications and excuses for deviant behavior 
and to prevent conflicts. In Study 3, I explore not only whether there is a 
response to a request, which would be the basic understanding of paired 
activities, but also, what they contain, and whether the response lives up to 
the expectations of the request. In other words, I explore how the accounts 
– the conversational routines – negotiate knowledge and expertise.  
 
In Study 2, I have a somewhat different focus, drawing on the notion of 
boundary concept. A boundary concept, or object, is a concept for 
understanding and exploring cooperation and interaction between different 
domains. Actors from different domains interact and bridge different social 
worlds by gathering around objects or concepts that are loosely defined to 
allow interpretive flexibility (Star & Griesemer, 1989; Löwy, 1992), but at the 
same time, they are cohesive. Such interaction blurs boundaries for the sake 
of cooperation (Allen, 2009; Löwy, 1992; Star & Griesemer, 1989). In Study 
2, I explore practices of repetition of boundary beliefs as the foundation for 
constituting a community of different actors from different domains.  
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METHODOLOGY  
 
 
This dissertation project is part of the larger project entitled Knowledge 
production, communication and utilization: Biomedical alcohol research as an 
emerging field of knowledge (funded by FORTE, the Swedish Research 
Council for Health, Working Life and Welfare, 2012–0691). Besides that, the 
data for the first study were collected within the project Media 
representations and lay interpretations of biomedical research on alcohol: a 
cultural sociological study of Swedish newspaper discourse 1995-
2010 (funded by FORTE, 2010-0989). Both projects are led by Associate 
Professor Alexandra Bogren. While the overall project aims to broadly 
explore biomedicalization in Sweden by focusing on biomedical alcohol 
researchers, politicians, stakeholders, and the new electronic media (Bogren 
& Winter, 2013), the current thesis instead specifically explores processes of 
expert communication that to some extent – but not exclusively – involve 
knowledge claims and actors related to the biomedical field. 
 

Genera l  approach   
 
Research and theorizing are always related to previous knowledge. 
Preunderstanding is important to initiating how, why, and what thought 
processes (Layder, 1998). However, previous knowledge should be applied 
broadly and not as a direct inspiration, because this risks repeating existing 
results or constraining one’s imagination from asking new questions on new 
aspects (Berner, 2005). Berner (2005) argued against linear and idealized 
search light models and instead proclaimed the ”bucket method,” which is 
not free from theoretical and methodological approaches, but avoids 
collecting data with a specific theoretical focus in mind. It is dynamic and 
allows for the openness to refine existing or introduce new approaches, 
problems, analytical topics and theorizing. Haraway (1997) also emphasized 
the importance of having an ”ethnographic attitude” toward one’s field, that 
is, putting oneself at risk in one’s research process is a way to destabilize 
presuppositions and other conserving practices, and at the same time, to 
acknowledge ethics and responsibility (cf. Haraway, 1997; Skeggs, 1999;  
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Lindén, 2016). The element of risk of an ethnographic attitude does not 
primary concern the specific methods involved, as these could be anything 
from text analysis to 24/7 field work. Rather, this attitude implies a 
continuous relation to risk in one’s attention to theory, practice, actors, and 
analysis. In the present study, this “mode of attention” (cf. Lindén, 2016: 61) 
is coupled to the acceptance of reality as kaleidoscopic and ontologically 
pluralistic (Layder, 1998: 176).  

Acknowledging the insights of Layder (1998), Berner (2005), and Haraway 
(1997), I have been forced to learn, relearn, and “delearn” what publics, 
experts, and expertise are. This has challenged my theoretical frameworks and 
realized the relation between me and my object of study as well as my 
responsibility for the consequences of this relation. Two initial premises 
illustrate this practice. I was initially convinced that citizens in contemporary 
societies rely on different systems of experts and expertise (cf. Beck, 1992), 
and that the biomedical research discipline dominates both the solving and 
defining of problems of addiction in science, media, and politics (Fraser et 
al., 2014). Had I kept myself within the realm of these premises, I would have 
been occupied with evidence supporting such claims (of which there is a great 
deal!). Having a symmetrical doubt and interest concerning theories, findings, 
and problematizations potentially hiding others can enable surprises as well 
as recognition of existing patterns. This allows for differentiation of the “the 
publics” as well as “the experts” regarding power, agency, and claims-making, 
and hopefully leads to more insights into the object of study and 
presuppositions about it. Below I will first present my material and then 
discuss the practice of observation and interviewing in more detail.  
 

Choos ing  da t a  on  th ree  a r enas  
 
The coproduction idiom centers on how science and society produce 
knowledge together. But expert communication, which is obviously immersed 
in this relationship, has been neglected as a case for understanding 
coproduction between science and society (Horst & Davies, 2016; Davies et 
al., 2009; Briggs & Hallin, 2016). Moreover, few studies have looked at how 
addiction expertise is communicated to and received by the publics, especially 
in the Swedish context. This means that the consequences of interventions 
engaging (with) the publics are often overlooked, especially within the 
addiction field.  
 



 33 

Addiction expertise is articulated everywhere in society. The present study 
focuses on cases from three arenas: the news media, public conferences, and 
politics. I wanted to “visit” activities and conversations where it was likely 
that different scientific, ideological, practical, clinical, personal, and political 
perspectives, actors, and activities met, interacted, and engaged with 
expertise. The cases – a meeting between a news article about biomedical 
research and its readers, a public conference on codependency, and a political 
committee aiming for more knowledge through extended meeting hours – are 
examples of different types of expert communication that involve one-, two-
, and three-way relations between experts and publics. The three cases of 
expert communication were selected because they reflect different processes 
and actors in different arenas and different types of publics that problematize, 
and thus potentially offer insights into, previous theory on the public-expert 
dichotomy. I decided to focus on one news article and its readers 
interpretation processes (in Study 1), one conference (in Study 2), and four 
meetings (in Study 3) to enable a rich and detailed analysis that enables a focus 
on nuances and alternative explanations based on a manageable amount of 
data. 
 
The first study explores the relation between scientific media communication 
and newspaper readers. The news media have a long history of communicating 
science to the publics, and the importance of the media as a platform for 
communication is increasing owing to digitalization and globalization (Bucchi, 
2014). Moreover, although mass media were seen as the “next battleground” 
of drugs for governments, industries and NGOs already 20 years ago (Proctor 
& Babor, 2001), few studies have focused on the relationship between media 
coverage on drugs and audiences’ reception (Bogren, 2018; Lancaster et al., 
2011). The study focuses on communication of expertise to the publics in the 
form of newspaper readers and how they interpret media representations of 
research. The material consists of interviews with 25 newspaper readers, all 
of whom were asked to read two news articles within the time for the 
interview.  
 
Second, public conferences are important communication arenas, not only 
from experts to publics, but also to and between professionals, for example, 
social workers, healthcare practitioners, and school personnel. Such arenas 
thus provide an intersection of scientific, medial, clinical and public actors, 
and offer insights into how these actors together produce and legitimize 
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certain problems, models, and solutions. Drawing on literature that 
problematizes the dichotomized relationship between experts and publics 
(Allgaier, 2012; Einsiedel, 1999; Felt et al., 2013; Irwin & Michael, 2003; 
Stilgoe, 2007, Myers, 2004), I aimed for a case of expert communication that 
encouraged public engagement and participation. U-FOLD – an initiative for 
solving problems related to addiction with collaboration, communication and 
interdisciplinary ambitions – was selected among other initiatives in the 
nearby Stockholm area that I visited online and offline. First, U-FOLD is a 
rather new initiative, and I saw it as an opportunity to explore the emergence 
of a public participatory initiative through an organization that was not too 
stabilized (e.g., with established ways of working with certain actors). Second, 
gaining access was easy, both for me and for the rest of the audience. The 
organization provides several annual meetings. Although other potential 
arenas were also open for the publics to some extent, the cases had quite small 
audiences and were organized with a closed conference for researchers only. 
In U-FOLD, there were several hundred people in the audience, and the 
central placing of the conference, in the middle of Uppsala in the large, 
symbolic building Universitetshuset, drew attention to its seminars. Third, the 
organization was clearly associated with a university and provided education 
to practitioners and students associated with Uppsala University, but at the 
same time, the organization was open for collaboration with actors outside 
academia. It had officially worded goals that described the organization as an 
active participant in society, not only as a provider or producer of knowledge. 
It had clearly expressed ambitions, “solving addiction problems” through 
boundary-crossing collaboration, and shared a participatory message in all of 
its invitations. They were thus, at least on paper, more open to participation 
and public engagement than other public conference arenas. In this way, U-
FOLD’s design made it suitable for analysis of the interaction of different 
actors from inside and outside academia and met my goal of finding a case 
that could provide insights into participation and the public/expert 
dichotomy. The material consists of online and offline observations (web page 
documents, video recordings, press releases, etc.) of a conference on 
codependency.  
 
The third study took on communication within county council politics. This 
case was added owing to its potential to make further insights into the 
public/expert dichotomy and to challenge or stabilize the explanations 
offered hitherto: What happens if we disturb the association between expert 
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and scientific actors and the receiver of expertise as the layperson, as in Study 
1 and 2? The third study explores this question by analyzing the interaction 
between knowledge-providing civil servants and knowledge-receiving 
politicians. Politicians and civil servants are positioned within a process of 
different praxes, ideologies, and decision-making. The reason for selecting 
this group of politicians was to reach an arena in which all county council 
parties were represented rather than specific opposition or majority groups. I 
wanted to capture the interaction that preceded the decisions to come. The 
design of the political committee meetings was suitable for analysis because 
it involved more time for discussion. Moreover, I was interested in political 
discussions of politicians lower down in the hierarchy, those without 
stagnated voices. My decision to base the study primarily on the observations 
derived from a wish to place the analysis in the context of knowledge 
exchange and decision-making discussions within politics. In choosing the 
members of the planning committee, I was offered engagement with a group 
of actors with several abilities, as they simultaneously represented the publics, 
as in the citizens of the county council, the receivers of information, and the 
actors making political decisions when they engaged with knowledge provided 
by civil servants. Specifically, the interaction between civil servants’ responses 
to the politicians’ requests was explored. The material consisted of 
observations of group meetings, interviews with politicians and civil servants, 
and protocols and documents related to meetings and decisions. 
 
A c c e s s  t o  t h e  f i e l d s  

The access differed in each case. In the first study, the aim was to reach a 
heterogeneous group of laypersons. There were no limitations except that we 
wanted to interview adult persons between 18-80 years of age. Twenty-five 
interviewees of varying age, gender, and occupation (e.g., artists, 
administrators, manual workers, health-care workers and teachers, self-
employed, unemployed, retirees, and students) were reached by manually 
posting information about the study on notice boards at libraries, schools and 
food markets, and by sending e-mails with information about the study to 
municipal districts and labor unions in Stockholm. As for Study 2, the 
conference was public and open to anyone who wished to participate. I 
registered using my name and affiliation and went to the conference as one 
among many other participants. Regarding Study 3, I contacted a civil servant 
within the county council administration, with whom I had friends in 
common, and booked an interview in which we talked about the organization 
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of the county council, its hierarchy, and potential cases of observation. I 
contacted the committee chairperson by e-mail with information on the 
project and asked if I could observe the committee meetings and interview 
some of its members. The group accepted this through a decision made at one 
of their meetings. I observed four meetings. In addition, I conducted 
complementary interviews with seven persons, four civil servants and three 
politicians (one majority politician and two opposition politicians).  
 

E thnograph i c  me thods  
 
Ethnographic work aims to uncover the “situated activities, tools, and 
interpretive frameworks utilized in an environment, that support the work 
and on-going meaning-making apparatus of a community” (Kurz-Milcke, 
Nersessian & Newstetter, 2004: 669). This could be done in various ways, and 
different scholars promote different strategies. Emerson, Fretz, and Shaw 
(1995) argued that knowledge and meaning-making practices are best explored 
through observation of ”speech in interaction,” that is, naturally occurring 
talk. Likewise, Silverman (2010) preferred “naturally occurring data” – 
observations of phenomena and events happening without the interference of 
a researcher – over “fabricated data,” such as interviews constructed by the 
researcher. The materials from the conference (Study 2) and the political 
meetings (Study 3) are thus naturally occurring data, as they would have taken 
place irrespective of my participation, while the interviews with newspaper 
readers (Study 1) and politicians and civil servants (Study 3) are fabricated 
data. This division between natural and fabricated is, however, ambiguous. 
Researchers take part in co-constitutive activities, both when we interview 
persons and when we observe how they act. All studies of the social are in a 
certain respect participant observations, because the social world cannot be 
studied without us taking a place in it (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007). 
Participant observation is thus a way of “being-in-the-world” (Atkinson & 
Hammerslay, 1998: 249), and regardless of how natural an activity might be, 
I – as an interviewer/observer – am a tool engaged in active sampling, 
listening, documenting, and analysis, through which the material is collected. 
 
Kurz-Milcke, Nersessian, and Newstetter (2004) argued for an interactive, 
pluralistic, methodological approach combining different methods of 
observation, interviewing, and document analysis. This has also been 
recognized by other scholars, for example within the feminist ethnographic 
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research tradition (cf. Wilsnack & Wilsnack, 1997; Staunæs, 2003; Lykke, 
2010). To fully understand expert communication, I have collected naturally 
occurring data when possible (documents, observations, and recordings of 
meetings), and performed interviews when needed, for example when 
studying interpretation processes. Consequently, my material consists of 
various online and offline documents, news articles, interviews with 
newspaper readers and politicians, and observations of a conference and 
political meetings. A discussion of observations and interviews continues 
below.  
 
O b s e r v a t i o n s  

My role as an observer varied between and within the studies. No one knew 
that I was observing the conference in Study 2; I participated on the same 
terms as the rest of the audience, meaning that I acted like a typical audience 
member. In the first observation in Study 3, I sat at the same table as the 
committee members, and I also did a quick presentation of myself and the 
project. In the later observations, I sat outside the circle of the meeting table 
(often next to different civil servants), which means that my presence was less 
obvious, and I could have been mistaken for just another political secretary. 
During breaks in the meeting, however, I did talk to both civil servants and 
politicians. Like other ethnographic scholars, I experienced that although I 
was accepted, I was accepted as an outsider without full membership (Berner, 
2005). The outsider status is unavoidable in many studies and it does not need 
to be a problem, although it might be to the observers themselves. Goffman 
(1989) argued that the observer must not only accept his/her outsider status, 
but also step away from any ambitions of appearing to be smart, and allow 
him-/herself to be ridiculed. I have applied these insights together with the 
ethnographic attitude of putting myself at risk (cf. Haraway, 1997), mentioned 
above, as a warning against taking an overly critical and definite observer 
position. In an early stage of the observations in Study 2, I noticed a rallying 
tone in the way I described the milieu of the conference. Acknowledging this 
tone and realizing what it consisted of, instead of claiming my professionalism 
as a critical and objective sociologist, hopefully helped me avoid taking some 
doubtful fieldnotes and succeed in my analytical work. For example, this tone 
may have come from my aversion to my hometown Uppsala, where the 
conference was held, and its – in my view – haughty academic identity, full of 
symbols like the magnificent University Hall, and its descriptions of unique 
and world-leading research. The outsider status in Study 3 had other 
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advantages. I had to work hard to understand the underlying logics and 
ordering of things at the meetings. An insider status could have afforded me 
a comfortable position, but I would potentially lose detailed documentation 
of too familiar activities. A strategy I stuck with in order to keep focused 
throughout the long and sometimes quite intense discussions was to accept 
that I did not have much control, that I was the novice – an “acceptable 
incompetent” (Lofland, 1971) – and the respondents my teachers (cf. 
Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007).  
 
The different studies involved different experiences for me as an observer, 
but the ways in which I documented my observations were more similar. I 
wanted documentation that was as detailed as possible and used both 
recordings, fieldnotes, and photographs (of PowerPoint slides, the 
environment and the like). There is seldom a perfect space or time for taking 
fieldnotes. I took fieldnotes constantly in both Study 2 and 3, and continued 
to add information both immediately afterwards and when I transcribed the 
recordings. In Study 2 I was quite anonymous. The audience was large, and 
taking notes is a common activity at conferences. Indeed, I was not the only 
one taking notes. Perhaps I was also not the only observant! In Study 3, I 
explained at the first meeting that I would take notes during the meeting. At 
these meetings, several other actors, mainly administrative staff, were also 
taking notes on their computers, although not as frequently as I was.  
 
So what did I observe and write down? In Study 2, I took notes in a clean 
document, while in Study 3 I used an observation scheme to have a “minimum 
of method” (Baszanger & Dodier, 1997: 9). I wanted to leave room for several 
things. I wrote down as detailed descriptive notes as I could about basically 
anything that happened, but I focused more on the interaction between the 
observed actors. What did they actors do, what did they say and do, and which 
actors were active together? I had previously noticed the practice of laughing 
and joking, and I wanted to stay open to these and other ways of framing 
activities. When things of a methodological, reflective, or analytical character 
came up, I put them into the text within square brackets. Reflections on my 
own role were mainly made afterwards, although keywords were noted during 
the active observing as well. I also made descriptive notes about the 
environment before and after the meetings. Transcriptions were made using 
the program Express Scribe. I was mainly focused on the verbal interaction, 
but I also took notes on pauses, laughter, doubt, body language, facial 
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expressions, and applauses, while I did not consider sighs, whispering, 
swallowing, breathing etc. The pauses, laughter and so on were noted within 
square brackets, sometimes with a short description, for example [laughter 
from panel participant journalist 1 and 3]. Words that were strongly 
emphasized were underlined.  
 
Being open to new troubling or surprising insights and research focuses was 
crucial to the subsequent analysis. Had I, in Study 2 for instance, narrowed 
my approach to the actual speech only, I would have missed out on the 
PowerPoint presentation’s images of addicted brains, the non-verbal symbols 
of scientific knowledge (buildings, music) and their impression on the 
presenters, the applauses from the audience as tools of enthusiasm and 
repetition, as well as the sponsors and their tables outside the lecture hall. 
This is not to say that I will necessarily study this in detail, but that I can keep 
such insights for the future together with other collected questions, ideas, 
methods, data, and theories. On the other hand, this openness entailed a 
problem for me, in that I found it difficult to handle all the impressions during 
the observations. This was problematic in that I sometimes got carried away 
and focused on discussions that I was interested in due to previous theoretical 
readings; on the other hand, I was lucky to have the recordings to rely on and 
I could consequently note the time and some keywords to get back to them 
later on.  
 
I n t e r v i e w s   

Everything cannot be explored through observations. Through interviews, 
complementary knowledge about and a deeper understanding of people’s 
thoughts and interpretations can be achieved. As I mentioned in the beginning 
of this section, interviews are constructions of realities – constructions made 
by the interviewer and the interviewee together (Holstein & Gubrium, 1995) 
– and researchers need to be careful about this and what types of claims can 
be made on the basis of interviews throughout the research process. It should 
thus once again be stated that the view of interviews as an absolute reflection 
of the inner reality of interviewees is not adhered to here. Still, the interviews 
in Study 1 add an important dimension to the analysis. Previous studies on 
how media represent and communicate scientific knowledge have fully relied 
on researchers’ interpretations and analysis. The reason for interviewing the 
readers was to answer questions about how everyday citizens understand such 
communication. In Study 3, the observations are the main empirics. The 
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interviews with the politicians and civil servants add information on how the 
observed people think about their interaction with each other, as well as their 
work and role within politics. In this way, I could “run” the different interview 
and observation narratives through each other, both to find support for my 
analysis and to recognize potential friction and complexity.  
 
The interviews in both studies were semi-structured and consisted of open-
ended questions, the goal being to encourage interviewees think and associate 
freely and capture each individual’s meaning-making in terms of their 
interpretation process (Study 1) and view of their respective role and the 
politician-civil servant interaction (Study 3). As suggested by Forsey (2010), I 
applied engaged listening and ethnographic imagining to avoid direct 
questioning, for instance about what interviewees find important or what they 
think about specific concepts (cf. Emerson et al., 1995: 140). Study 1 requires 
additional inquiry regarding this discussion, as the conversational 
coproduction of the media representation and the reader is staged by me. I 
cannot know that our experiment in Study 1 is an actual demonstration of 
what happens at people’s kitchen tables when they read their morning papers. 
Moreover, just because an article is about something that is generally ascribed 
power in society, that does not necessarily mean that it has power in these 
particular relationships with newspaper readers. Observing newspaper readers 
during their ’natural’ reading moments was not an option. Such a study would 
have risked resulting in an intrusive situation in persons’ private homes and 
their daily routines, which after all could be more unnatural than an interview 
situation. Thus, interviews were preferred for gaining knowledge about the 
knowledge production and ‘constructed realities that are wrapped up in the 
jargon of the respondent’ (Tjora, 2006: 430). The activity ‘lay person reading 
newspaper article about biomedical alcohol research’ (as well as the interview) 
is a construction initiated by the researcher, but it is a construction of an 
activity that takes place in many persons’ everyday life. Following my 
discussion in the previous chapter, however, this means that the norms for 
conversation are a collective product created by me, the article, and the 
interviewee. This will of course affect their responses. Therefore, I had to 
work hard to release any ambition of making my respondents agree with me 
or conform to what I represented. I did not communicate my view on the 
article or the issues that we talked about, and I told the interviewees that there 
were no right or wrong answers and that I was interested in hearing their 
thoughts. In fact, they were quite critical of social scientific drug research, 
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which I interpreted as a success to some extent. Moreover, this was 
accomplished through semi-structured interview guides that were flexible 
enough to follow the respective interviewees’ accounts, giving opportunities 
to explore new themes further, and at the same time I could return to the 
guide when needed, for example when the interviewee went into a discussion 
that I did not consider relevant, for example very detailed descriptions of the 
interviewee’s workplace, etc. Another important strategy was to identify as a 
novice and to treat the interviewee as a teacher and a unique individual in the 
interview situation. This is not to claim that the interviewees actually are 
teachers or unique, at least not more than anyone else is, but it was helpful 
regarding not revealing my view on the topics discussed. The analytical 
process involves a collectivization of the interviewees in terms of merging 
their activities into clusters and patterns of meaning, interpretation and 
knowledge production. On the other hand, the “unique strategy” proved to 
be quite useful to get closer to the interviewees’ lives, perspectives and 
feelings, to keep focus, and to not miss out on things that at first sight seemed 
trivial or repetitive. Attributing a teacher position to the interviewees was 
important in helping me respect their interpretations and thoughts even more.  
 
The interviews for Study 1 were conducted during 2011 and 2012. The 
majority of interviews lasted 1-1.5 hours, and all interviews took place in 
locations chosen by the interviewee: cafés, libraries, their own and my 
workplace. The questions were open-ended and did not focus on specific 
parts of the news article but were rather constructed as in the following 
examples: “What do you think of when you read this?” “Is there anything 
missing?” and so on. Most interviewees were very reflective and interested in 
answering the questions. I experienced very few conflicts in these interviews, 
and compared to the interviews in Study 3, I succeeded better in the strategies 
of engaged listening and ethnographic imagination in Study 1. It was easier to 
equalize the power relations between me and my respondents in Study 1, 
probably because of my gender and age. On the other hand, this was more 
difficult in Study 3.  
 
The interviews in Study 3 were conducted during 2016 and 2017 and lasted 
for 1-1.5 hours. Most questions regarded their knowledge and views of 
addiction-related political problems, and their actual work, mainly in relation 
to the committees, but to some extent also outside this setting, and from 
different standpoints depending on whom I was talking to: a majority or 
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opposition politician, or a civil servant. Overall, the interviews with both 
politicians and civil servants took place at a work location of their choice, 
although one interviewee welcomed me to a work-related area in his/her 
home. In general, the civil servants were very polite and correct. They gave 
me information in a stereotypical way in that they only answered questions 
they could directly relate to and were confident in shutting me out of areas 
they did not want to discuss by offering answers like “that’s really not my 
area.” This could have several explanations. I have interpreted this as a 
confirmation that the civil servants were confident in their roles as 
professional knowledge providers. The politicians, on the other hand, were 
generally more “generous” and broader in their conversations. They talked in 
an engaged manner about most topics, as their interest in certain questions 
did not – at least not on the surface – conflict with my affiliation as a drug 
researcher. As compared to Study 1, the interviews in Study 3 had more 
passages characterized by friction, although they all contained passages of 
enthusiasm and flow as well. Again, I believe this to be a consequence of 
unequal relationships, but here my gender and age may have been a 
disadvantage. I noticed that I sometimes tried to compensate by using 
unsuccessful strategies. For example, I fell into the habit of proving that I 
knew a lot about drug policy a few times, while the better approach – which 
I learned after a while – was instead to stick to the learner/novice position 
(cf. Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007). The interviews were transcribed verbatim 
using the same procedure as in the observations regarding the non-verbal 
activities. I also wrote memo pages before and after the interviews in Study 
3, about my presuppositions and thoughts before the interview, and my 
feelings and experiences during and afterwards. 
 

Cod ing ,  ana l y s i s ,  and  theor i z ing  
 
I used an open coding strategy inspired by Strauss and Corbin (1990). Coding 
openly and broadly suits my ambitions well, as I strive for openness to 
surprises, troubling of previous theory, and change of perspectives. The 
coding process basically involved asking questions (What is this? Who does 
it? How is it done? What does it represent?) and comparing within and 
between groupings of data (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). These procedures lead 
to the conceptualization and categorization of data. Comparing is thus a 
strategy used both to avoid double codes, that is codes describing the same 
phenomenon using different concepts, and to differentiate between and 
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within concepts. The software program Nvivo was used to perform the 
coding. I also made memo notes in notebooks and in Nvivo, to remember 
associations, thoughts, and ideas I got from reading and engaging with the 
material. In practice, I performed very detailed coding initially, which resulted 
in a large number of codes, often with empirically based names that were 
subsequently conceptualized as sub codes and merged into larger main codes. 
Although codes are presented in a very structured way in Nvivo, the way there 
from the very beginning of coding was a long and winding road. Codes have 
changed names, moved between sub codes and main codes, theoretical 
concepts have been tried out, removed, brought in again, and so on. I have 
read the different materials many times so as not to lose sight of the whole 
picture, and to avoid construction of new realities that belong more to me 
than to the settings in which I collected them.  
 
Layder (1998) and Berner (2005) have argued that the process of theorizing 
needs to be initiated already at the beginning of research. Theorizing is a 
never-ending process, but it is complete in its context; the methodological 
and theoretical pluralism aimed for is thus not about anarchy or relativism 
(Layder, 1998: 178). Instead, pluralistic approaches facilitate the navigation 
between existing theories and new theorizing practices. The research process 
thus requires dialectics (Berner, 2005), adaptivity (Layder, 1998), and 
theoretical sensitivity (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) if we are to know what is 
(ir)relevant and gives meaning to the data. Moreover, Swedberg (2016; 2012; 
see also Peirce, 1903) has argued that one should do research until one gets 
surprised about something, and stick to that thing. What surprised me during 
this work is discussed in the previous sections in terms of the themes of 
repetition, experiences, enthusiasm, and conversational routines, and the 
destabilization of who the communicators of expertise are and what their 
knowledge is. Not only is the knowledge negotiated, but also the roles. 
Subsequently, it was the acts with which actors related to each other and to 
knowledge claims (by involving experiences in Study 1; repetition, 
enthusiasm, and experiences in Study 2, and routines for requests and 
responses in Study 3) rather than the content within a specific setting that 
kept me most engaged during the work with this thesis. 
 
Naming a phenomenon through speculation and imagination is the initial step 
and indeed a stimulating practice in expanding a concept. In the early stages 
of theorizing, we can use concepts to help us see new things in the 
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phenomenon under study. In the end of a process, a stipulated, logical and 
clear definition is of course necessary: Concepts are used here in another way; 
they are stable and precise, capture what we want to explain and relate to 
other sociological traditions. It is thus reasonable to apply a more flexible 
approach to concepts at the outset of a project while moving toward a stable 
approach in the end (cf. Swedberg, 2017). Here, I will present a concept that 
has meant a lot to me as an example of theorizing processes within this thesis. 
In Study 2, I worked with the concept of “mantra” in referring to the 
“boundary beliefs.” A mantra is “a word or sound repeated to aid 
concentration in meditation,” but it can also illustrate “a statement or slogan 
repeated frequently” (Oxford English Dictionary, 2015). It is a word or 
sentence that is holy and of certain spiritual importance. The concept of 
mantra was suitable, because the boundary beliefs were not only repeated, but 
also filled with expectations and meaning for the respective actors, not only 
for the first one followed by mere repeaters. An association to spirituality and 
religiosity came from the singing and musical opening the conference, and the 
crying, laughter, screaming, and applauses involved in some presentations. 
The use of mantras seemed to strengthen the community and the belief in 
collective power, while it was also true that knowledge claims that did not 
reach the level of mantras remained invisible and silenced. Thus, although 
“collaboration” was a reappearing mantra within the conference, this mantra 
itself also excludes other perspectives. That is, if you do not use the mantra, 
you will not be listened to.  
 
There seems to be a remarkable productivity in repeating sentences and 
words. It is obvious, however, that we lock our eyes and minds to see things 
we have already seen. When your thoughts and use of theories are old, 
approaching material with new eyes is difficult, even when the material is new. 
Approaching old material thus brings with it expectations and streams of 
thought that are difficult to change course from. However, this does not mean 
that we should not try. Swedberg (2017) as well as Mills (2000 [1959]), Lave 
and March (1975), and Goertz (2006) have all highlighted the importance of 
considering the opposite of a concept when mapping out its meaning. 
Consequently, I needed to ask the material: What was not a mantra? 
Something that was not repeated. What was not repeated? The words of the 
social scientist. What were those words? He criticized the repeated knowledge 
claims of the children. Thus, this strategy could help me see not only which 
knowledge actors counted, but also which knowledge did not.  
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Combining the elaborations on the mantra with an existing theoretical model 
like boundary objects in Study 2, I could learn that something takes place 
owing to the mantra and that there are effects of the mantra. These effects 
were coproduction. Bringing the mantra concept with me to Study 3 was a 
natural experiment in testing its capacity, to get a hint of whether mantra and 
repetition were present in types of conversations other than the ones I had 
studied in Study 2. Unlike in Study 2, there was not an obvious common goal 
in Study 3, because there were different political and ideological approaches 
to the questions discussed. Still, mantras – now in relation to what I came to 
call conversational routines – were highly present. 
 

E th i ca l  cons ide ra t ions  
 
Researchers in all disciplines have a responsibility to uphold ethical principles. 
Unethical practices are not external threats, but created within scientific 
contexts. An ethical approach does not only mean following the ethical 
guidelines of the Swedish Research Council (2017). It also means, when it is 
required, weighing different ethical norms against each other, and knowing 
which one to follow in what situation. This easily becomes a demanding task. 
For example, most ethical guidelines proclaim that one should not expose 
one’s research participants or cause them harm of any kind (Swedish Research 
Council, 2017). Researchers might want to immediately acknowledge this call, 
but in practice it is more difficult. Different phases in one’s research could 
bring uncertainty as to whether the research is the best way to increase our 
understanding of the potential conflicts of different perspectives (Swedish 
Research Council, 2017). Resnik (1998: 19) argued for a pluralistic approach 
to ethics. Although this brings some potential conflicts, it also offers 
flexibility that we need to succeed in navigating between different projects, 
perspectives and ethical requirements. Because we cannot see the conflicts 
beforehand, we need flexibility in relation to ethical principles to manage 
prioritization when ethical or moral dilemmas appear. Below, I will discuss 
the main ethics-related issues in my research project, based on discussions of 
risks and consequences as well as potential benefits. 
  



 46 

R i s k s  a n d  c o n s e q u e n c e s  

There are different risks at stake in the three studies, although they also 
overlap. For instance, it is possible that the project runs the risk of violating 
the integrity of all interviewees, although the interviewees in Study 1 are 
probably the most exposed, as this study focuses more on individual thoughts 
and interpretations regarding addiction-related problems than do the other 
studies. All studies could, however, involve (personal) thoughts and 
standpoints on the relatively sensitive matter of addiction to various extents. 
Because the topic of addiction could be quite sensitive to discuss depending 
on the interviewees and their experiences, some precarious tasks are involved.  
 
The data collection in Study 1 was approved by the Regional Ethics Review 
Board in Stockholm in 2011 (DNR 2011/445-31/5). In Study 1, I interviewed 
newspaper readers, lay persons, aiming to explore and understand their 
interpretations of biomedical addiction research represented in the media. It 
was reasonable to believe that laypersons’ interpretation processes are related 
to their own pre-understandings. This presupposition made it even more 
important to critically scrutinize the interview situation, the collection of 
material and the relation between the interviewer and the interviewee. The 
interview had an open structure and followed the interviewees’ interpretation 
processes on their own terms, the goal being to ascribe power to the 
interviewees and allow them to decide what they wanted to share or not share. 
The interview questions were thus formulated to cause as little harm as 
possible; the questions were open-ended and the interviewees could control 
how much information they wanted to share. In practice, on the other hand, 
they did at times share sensitive and private information, sometimes that they 
had not expected to, or they brought up topics that could trigger sadness or 
negative feelings. Such situations are dependent on the continuous 
responsibility of researchers to be sympathetic and responsive to their 
interviewees’ needs. I often considered such answers relevant to explore in 
my research questions, as it was evident that the interpretation process did 
not only involve a certain way of understanding media representation of 
scientific knowledge as such, or the interviewees' obligation to absorb 
information or learn new things. Instead, it seemed crucial for the 
interviewees to use their own experiences to enable understanding of what 
they were reading. To answer the question of whether it is ethical to allow 
someone to speak about their own or relatives’ problems related to addiction, 
I must weigh the potential harm against the potential profits that come from 
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the study. The possible gains would appear to be many. There are few Swedish 
studies on reading and interpretation processes related to media 
representations of scientific knowledge, and it might be important to 
understand that although scientific knowledge can appear very complex, it can 
also largely co-exist with newspaper readers’ own personal and everyday 
experiences. The interviews in Study 3 focused more on the work performed 
by the politicians and the civil servants. For the interviewees, however, such 
topics could still result in similar association patterns as in Study 1. The open-
ended questions in Study 1 brought insights into the fact that the interview 
process is an active and unfixed practice. This view does not accord with the 
understanding that professionals only respond based on their professional 
position as either civil servants or politicians. In fact, the politicians did talk 
about their own experiences to some extent during both the interviews and 
observations, although I did not ask specifically about them.  
 
One strategy to sidestep some of these issues is to get feedback on transcripts 
or analyses from participants. There is no guarantee, however, that this will 
lead to increased transparency and understanding of the material. It is of 
course ethically correct to let interviewees withdraw and regret their 
participation, but this will probably reduce the depth of the analysis and 
hinder possibilities to write up the results in the best way. The ethical 
requirement of transparency can thus weaken the research result, but at the 
same time strengthen the protection of research participants (cf. Swedish 
Research Council, 2017: 39). Another strategy is to focus on the collective 
activities and patterns of interpretations, understandings, or knowledge 
claims, and thus decrease the focus on the respective individuals. This 
ambition is enabled through, for instance, conceptualizing activities and 
situations rather than persons. I explained to the interviewees that the data 
would not be analyzed by highlighting individual activities, but rather 
collective patterns (of values, practices) concerning how persons read and 
relate to media representations (Study 1) or how actors interact and relate to 
each other’s knowledge (Study 3). A third strategy is to work hard on the 
requirement of anonymity and confidentiality. It is extremely important to be 
as clear as possible in the information given to the participants about the 
project (aims, collection and publication of material), to get informed consent, 
and to ensure general ethical usage of the material (cf. Swedish Research 
Council, 2017: 40f). For example, this could mean that names, workplaces, 
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and other information are changed and that the material is transcribed in a 
private room using ear phones.  
 
The participants in Study 1 and 3 received written information about the study 
before the interview. This information contained, for example, what informed 
consent involves, what rights they have, for instance to interrupt the interview 
at any time, and that their real names will not be distributed in research 
presentations and publications. Moreover, a short, transparent verbal 
presentation of the project was given before each interview, the aim being for 
interviewees to feel safe to pose questions regarding the project and its 
ambitions. In the verbal presentation, I also explained that there are no 
‘correct answers’ and that what was of interest were the interviewees’ own 
thoughts and beliefs. It is, however, difficult to promise participants total 
confidentiality, for example, in relation to the principle of public access to 
official records and the duty to report that is required by law (Swedish 
Research Council, 2017: 40).  
 
Anonymization of the material occurred to different extents. Regarding Study 
1, the anonymization involved names, workplaces, and other characteristics, 
whereas regarding Study 3, the participant’s political view, in terms of 
oppositional or majority politicians, was represented, but not his/her party 
affiliation. The participants in Study 2 were presenters at a public conference. 
Written information and recordings of their presentations were attainable 
through a website afterwards; the actors were thus aware of the open nature 
of their presentations. Their presentations also largely overlapped the 
narratives some of them had shared in TV shows, media debates, and other 
forums. Thus, I did not work too much with anonymization of these actors, 
partly because it was a public conference, and partly because most participants 
were professional and/or official actors, or represented well-known 
organizations. Still, I did not keep their real names. I did not do this because 
I though it fulfilled the requirements of anonymity, as the names are not 
farther away than a ”googling”, but because it is a small step to take when 
aiming to cause as little harm as possible. Moreover, the research results do 
not depend on their names. Because the conference was a public event open 
for anyone, I did not obtain informed consent. However, without asking all 
of the participants, I could have at least contacted the organizer before 
entering the field. It could be assumed that the organizer, also an academic 
within the addiction field, possessed sufficient competence to act upon the 
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aim and ethics of the present study. But even if the organizer said yes, this 
brings up questions of indirect exploitation and lack of respect for 
individuality. Getting consent from the organizer would create the impression 
of collective consent, but this conflicts with the view of consent as an act of 
respect for individual persons and their rights.  
 
The aim of the conference was for certain actors (experts, professionals, 
practitioners) to disseminate information to publics and other relevant actors 
(e.g., social workers). I was thus part of a broad target group. Although the 
participants were fine with sharing their sometimes rather personal stories to 
a large audience of around 300 persons, I do not know what they would feel 
if they knew that a sociologist transformed them from informers into research 
objects. Moreover, my study risks putting their knowledge in a different light, 
for certain good intentions to help victims of addiction. My critique of these 
actors can appear more or less ethically problematic depending on the readers 
of my work. The question that arises is: In what respect is it important to 
criticize actors with the intention of creating a better world for citizens? The 
answer is also a question. What does better mean? Is saying that you will create 
a better society the same as actually creating one? It becomes a question of 
utilitarianism, that is, who gets to decide the value of the consequences our 
actions have? If it is me, then the benefit to society is, for example, that my 
study of these research subjects (subjects that I also aim to protect) shows 
how actors recognize a certain type of victim, experience, and solution and 
simultaneously exclude others. The benefit to society – a potentially deeper 
understanding of how, for example, good intentions can also stigmatize and 
exclude – is thus in conflict with the protection of research subjects. The only 
way forward is probably to problematize and scrutinize my own research and 
choices even more than the research and knowledge claims that I analyze, 
through honesty, carefulness, openness and respect (cf. Resnik, 1998).  
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P o t e n t i a l  b e n e f i t s  

There are no immediate benefits for the actors in any of the studies, except 
possibly Study 3. Indirect benefits for Study 1 and 3 are the time for reflection 
that interviewees seemed to appreciate, but in Study 3 there are also potential 
direct benefits. The results could bring clarity to the interaction between 
politicians and civil servants, and this clarity could possibly increase actors’ 
understanding and the quality of their work processes.  
 
The studies could, however, contribute beneficial knowledge on a societal 
level. They could be relevant to researchers who communicate their research 
to the media and by extension to the publics, to actors involved in initiatives 
for public participation, and actors within the political domain. Moreover, 
they could be useful for researchers, practitioners, politicians, journalists, and 
publics specifically interested in the public understanding of scientific 
knowledge about addiction-related problems. I also hope that my project will 
contribute to the addiction field by troubling arguments of multiplicity rather 
than providing the one and only understanding of addiction (cf. Storbjörk on 
‘One model to rule them all,’ 2018). If biomedical research is as crucial to 
understanding addiction as it is acknowledged to be, actors in such research 
will need to be aware of how their knowledge claims are interpreted and used. 
The ambition to improve our understanding of expert communication 
processes and the heterogeneous and active actors and knowledges these 
involve brings with it a potential critical attitude toward dissemination 
practices and communities that treat addiction knowledge as well as the 
publics as uniform singularities. My ambition is to complement rather than to 
criticize and replace existing practices intended to improve the public 
understanding of addiction expertise as well the expert understanding of the 
public. I hope to contribute to increased dialogue between contradictory 
perspectives, and to explore the consequences of expert communication.  
 
Expert communication involves activities of contradiction. Still, 
communication is generally emphasized in the scientific domain, often as a 
question of ethics, meaning that the ethically correct thing to do is to 
communicate your findings to society. For example, in Resnik’s (1998) twelve 
premises for ethics in research (honesty, carefulness, openness, freedom, 
credit, education, social responsibility, legality, opportunity, mutual respect, 
efficiency, and respect for subjects), communication is viewed as a necessary 
part of both education and social responsibility. Scientific actors should 
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inform the public about science and its consequences, because the public 
“needs to gain an understanding of science,” and because “science depends 
on public support” and therefore benefits when the public has a sound 
understanding and suffers when it does not (Resnik, 1998: 56). But 
communication of research comes with consequences and responsibilities. It 
does not only increase ethics and good scientific conduct, but could rather 
involve the opposite consequences, as the practice of communication often 
results in borderline cases.  
 
The actual practice of communicating science is a question of ethics, yes, but 
it is not one-sided. Is it ethically correct to provide the publics with simplified 
explanations of complex chemical processes within the brain? On the other 
hand, is it ethically correct to fund research with taxes and not communicate 
back to society? There are many issues at stake here. In literature highlighting 
the ethical dimension of communication, however, it is often the 
unprofessional media that are pointed out as failing to accurately 
communicate scientific knowledge, which can lead to misinformed publics, 
inappropriate use of science, and poor political decisions. (Resnik, 1998). But 
this framing of science communication neglects two important dimensions 
that this thesis is highly engaged with. First of all, dissemination of knowledge 
is an activity of interaction, or in other words, of coproduction. The media 
can of course succeed or fail in communicating to varying extents, but the 
receivers of the media representations are also active. Politicians, 
practitioners, and the publics use science in strategic ways, and their 
interpretation of science is influenced by their ideologies, values, and beliefs 
(Baekgard et al., 2017; Boswell, 2009; Stevens, 2011; Nilsson & Sunesson, 
1988). This cannot be handled as a question of correcting errors, but rather 
as a presumption for understanding science communication. This also brings 
two important sub-presuppositions for the relationships within science 
communication. First, the receivers of communication are not passive, but 
actively engage in their understandings and interpretations of expertise, using 
their previous experiences and knowledge. Second, the publics are a broad 
heterogeneous category (cf. Irwin & Wynne, 1996). This problematizes the 
relationship between the active enlightening experts and the passive 
knowledge-absorbing publics and brings several questions into the discussion 
on communication. What does it mean for the dichotomy between “sound 
understanding” and ignorance (Resnik, 1998: 56)? Is it important to inform 
the publics about research (Resnik, 1998; Swedish Research Council, 2017) if 
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their active engagement transforms the knowledge into something we might 
not be able to control? Second, in such literature the scientist is often 
recognized as a rational actor with altruistic intentions (Resnik, 1998). But 
researchers too can have agendas and ambitions. The Swedish Research 
Council (2017: 53) mentioned a few more problematizations of the scientific 
actor as potentially willing to fall for the temptations of simplifying and 
magnifying of research results in the media. Researchers can also simplify or 
mistreat research results on their own. In Study 2, the conference is framed 
as an arena for research and expert communication, and for new 
interdisciplinary scientific collaboration, but there are few scientific actors 
present, and the presentations generally involve statements and knowledge 
from actors with personal rather than professional experience of addiction-
related problems. The framing of the communication of this knowledge is 
nevertheless scientific. Regarding the actual scientific representation, one of 
the two scientific actors – that is, an actor associated with research at a 
university – presents knowledge on the brain disease model as an explanation 
for addiction. The text and the brain scan images in his PowerPoint 
presentation are, however, based on work performed by, and metaphors made 
up by, researchers at NIDA, the National Institute on Drug Abuse, in the US; 
work that was conducted several years ago. Still, the scientific actor is 
established as the producer and sender of the knowledge, and the conference 
as a whole is framed as a producer and communicator of new, potential 
solutions to problems related to addiction. Because the work is seldom fully 
ascribed to NIDA but to the researcher presenting the pictures, it intersects 
plagiarism in terms of both ”appropriating the work of someone else” and 
”passing it off as one’s own by not giving proper credit” (Helgesson & 
Eriksson, 2015: 92). Moreover, it intersects with social responsibilities in two 
ways. First, it does so in relation to the contexts in which the brain disease 
model is presented. Why is it important that the publics understand addiction 
as a brain disease and what consequences can this have? Second, it intersects 
with social responsibilities, in that the main part of the knowledge 
communicated at the conference, constituting the knowledge base for 
potential problem-solving and networking within the conference, comes from 
other domains – NGOs and lay experiences – but it is nonetheless framed as 
scientific. This is problematic, but it does not mean that it is completely bad. 
It is, for example, possible that communication of such knowledge does 
increase the quality of life for several persons with problems related to 
addiction, and in this way, the conference organizer (the scientific actor) 
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might fulfil a part of his social responsibility, although failing in relation to 
other ethical premises. In other words, regarding scientific ethics, the 
scientific framing is potentially an unethical example of scientific misconduct, 
while regarding societal ethics the potential collaboration that the meeting 
initiates could increase “socially valuable research” that could “promote 
benefits” in society (Resnik, 1998: 57), at least for some persons, and in this 
way fulfil the social responsibilities of research.  
 
Expert communication is generally a grey zone, as it involves practices that 
can both meet and conflict with the overall ambitions of communication and 
research ethics. Problems of scientific misconduct are thus not avoided 
through dissemination of knowledge, but rather highly involved in such 
processes. We therefore – also in discussion on ethics – need to avoid the 
dichotomy of the altruistic enlightener and the passive/ignorant receiver by 
developing tools for systematic reviews of the strategies, agendas, 
involvement, and positions of the actors involved in communication.  
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RESULTS: SUMMARY OF STUDIES 
 
 
This section presents the three separate studies. The discussion and 
conclusion following this chapter provide a more synthesized discussion of 
the studies. 
 

S tudy  1 :  Coproduc t ion  o f  s c i en t i f i c  add i c t ion  
knowledge  in  eve ryday  d i s cour se  
 
Study 1 focuses on news media as the key link between science and society 
and combines STS theories with reader-oriented perspectives to explore this 
relationship. News media are understood as a communication channel for 
addiction expertise, in this particular study regarding communication from 
biomedical researchers. At the same time, publics, here newspaper readers, 
are seen as active receivers and interpreters of the communicated expertise. 
The focus on newspaper readers emphasizes a more general group of publics 
rather than the specific “publics in particular” (Einsiedel, 2014, p. 117), for 
example patient groups or NGOs involved in the “public participation” that 
traditional literature on coproduction engages with. Biomedical explanations 
of addiction, of which some are reflected in the news article, are approached 
as constituting the dominant lexicons (cf. Campbell, 2007: 203) of our times. 
The core of Study 1 considers what such accounts are or become for people 
in everyday life and society. In other words, what happens to such types of 
scientific explanations of addiction when they enter everyday discourse, what 
do lay persons’ interpretive processes look like, and how can this contribute 
to our understanding of coproduction of scientific knowledge? The questions 
are explored through interviews with 25 newspaper readers about their 
interpretations after having read a news article on biomedical addiction 
research.  
 
The interaction between the expertise represented in the newspaper and the 
reader of this representation is studied as a conversation; the newspaper 
article and the reader are thus analyzed as conversational partners. This allows 
for an analysis of the reader as a coproducer of the text in particular and a 
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coproducer of scientific knowledge, as it exist in society, on a more general 
level. The interpretation processes are understood as being initiated by gaps 
in the news article. The sequences enclosing the gaps – the before and after 
of the gaps – are analyzed in an attempt to understand which parts of the 
newspaper were involved in the interpretations. Besides the overall aim, the 
analytical process draws attention to specific questions regarding which gaps 
exist, when and in what contexts addiction is discussed, and what the 
sequences involve.  
 
Four sections of the news article are prioritized by the readers. These sections 
involve descriptions of biochemical processes underlying personal habits, the 
reward system, heredity, and medical treatment as solution, but they also 
provide gaps for the readers, which they fill with personal interpretations and 
experiences to create meaning and make sense of what they have just read. 
For example, the news article provides the reader with descriptions of the 
chemical processes in the brain and uses concepts from scientific, clinical 
discourse (neurotransmitters, etc.). However, the news article also draws on 
everyday discourse when it explains that the reward system makes us feel good 
when we eat, drink, or have sex. After reading about the brain reward system 
in the news article, the readers discuss their own experiences of rewarding 
themselves in different ways after performing a task, or to encourage 
themselves. The readers translate the reward system within the brain into the 
social activity of rewarding themselves with substances such as potato chips, 
candy, ice cream, alcohol, cigarettes, and the like. 
 
The meeting between the content in the news article and the readers’ 
interpretation process seemed to create several conflicts for the readers and 
their views of addiction. For example, it was difficult for the readers to 
understand addiction as a performance worthy of a reward, and it was hard to 
understand the repeated intake of substance as a reward. According to the 
readers, addiction was not an achievement worth rewarding. A reward should 
be something special rather than a daily activity, and a repeated intake of 
substances did not sound like a reward. In this way, the “real problem” for 
persons with addiction problems seemed to be that they reward themselves 
too much.  
 
Biomedical explanations of addiction are often argued to be explanations that 
decrease stigma and moral understandings of persons with addiction-related 
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problems, and one could thus understand communication of biomedical 
expertise as a way to enlighten citizens about new, destigmatizing 
perspectives. On the one hand, the biomedical explanatory model was used 
and encouraged; on the other, it was remodeled when the interpretations 
mainly concerned explaining readers’ everyday social actions rather than an 
actual understanding of real states of dependence.  
 
People actively engaged with research communication, for example, they 
often interweaved (their interpretations of) the media representation with 
their own experiences of the phenomenon in question. Thus, the study argues 
that the view of a one-way relation between science and society is an 
epistemological blinder (Jasanoff, 2004: 280), in that the publics actively both 
reproduce and oppose expertise represented in the media. The interpretations 
revolve more around explaining their everyday life activities rather than 
improving their understanding of actual states of addiction. For instance, this 
involved a broadening of causes as collective issues of both social and medical 
factors, while solutions were more narrowly read – although, not as much 
when considering the readers’ problems as when discussing “real addiction 
problems” requiring (bio)medical solutions. Finally, the study argues that 
publics, just like the media, must be acknowledged as coproducers of the very 
existence of expertise in society. 
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S tudy  2 :  Exper i ences  and  exper t i s e  o f  codependency :  
Repe t i t i on ,  c l a im-coup l ing ,  and  en thus i a sm 
 
The second study draws on material from the U-FOLD network in Sweden, 
an initiative aimed at assembling different actors and solving problems of 
addiction through collaboration, interdisciplinary science, new knowledge, as 
well as at communicating such knowledge to the publics. The network 
arranges public, open meetings in which different actors come together as a 
“unified force against pharmaceutical and drug addiction” (my translation, U-
FOLD, 2014). The specific case is a public conference on codependency, 
involving a constellation of different actors presenting their views on 
codependency. The conference involves two researchers, one practitioner, 
one clinician, two NGOs, three journalists with own experience of 
codependency, and two politicians.  
 
The aim is to explore how inclusion of certain public actors affects the 
dichotomized relationship of publics and experts. The analysis focuses on 
questions of what, whose, and how knowledge is represented and 
communicated within the meeting, and how this affects the boundaries of 
publics and experts. The results show how three activities affect and establish 
the knowledge processes in the conference. Actors’ repetitions (repeating 
their own and others’ claims) and claims-coupling (combining their own with 
others’ claims) of, and enthusiasm about, certain claims produce a community 
of boundary beliefs that includes and excludes certain actors and claims. The 
beliefs are 1. Victimized, innocent, and codependent children failed by an 
impaired society lacking interventions and support for these children; 2. The 
missing knowledge of daring and sharing one’s personal stories about being 
codependent; and 3. The (brain) disease model as the scientific representation 
and explanation of (co)dependence. These boundary beliefs worked both as 
including and excluding forces. Repetition, coupling and enthusiasm about 
the boundary beliefs reproduced (disease model, children as victims), 
produced new (lived experience) expertise, and deproduced alternative 
knowledge claims, such as existing interventions and knowledge, social 
scientific critique, or reversed claims of the victim narratives. Some actors 
and their claims are heard at the expense of others. 
 
The experiences are, just like in Study 1, relevant to the communication of 
expertise and once again lead to a destabilization of the relation between 
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experts and publics. Certain experiences are even acknowledged as expertise, 
and the journalist and the NGO who possess this expertise are ascribed an 
expert position. Considering the potential suffering and victimhood, some of 
which was witnessed in the meeting, the meeting has a value as such. But it is 
also constitutive. Children as a unified group are victims, both of their fathers’ 
addiction and society’s failure. The lack of knowledge is constituted as the 
fundamental problem, and solutions are found in the brain as an explanatory 
model to inform society and break stigma, as well as the knowledge of "daring 
to ask" children about their experiences. In these explanations, children are 
made into the responsible "whistle-blowers" of their families. When actors 
narrate children as the one and only victims with no support, other types of 
victims, explanations, interventions, expertise, or perspectives are excluded. 
This legitimizes the future hopes of certain suffering actors (the journalists 
representing the needs of children and female partners of male persons with 
addiction problems), certain lived expertise (need to share stories, tell stories, 
and ask about stories) and certain professional expertise (the brain disease 
model). These explanations also excluded existing societal interventions or 
resources. The enthusiastic belief in experiences and the learning position that 
the politicians took decreased the state’s responsibility and created 
associations between the state and negative interventions. On the one hand, 
these processes produce limited possibilities for what kind of new knowledge 
the interdisciplinary and collaborative network could produce. On the other 
hand, they also challenge the public/expert divide, as the experienced actors 
become the spokespersons and protagonists of victims of codependence and 
the future collaborators around the new knowledge: daring and sharing. 
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S tudy  3 :  “ I ’ l l  l ook  in to  i t ! ”  Conver sa t iona l  
coproduc t ion  w i th in  county  po l i t i c s  
 
The focus of Study 3 is on studying interaction processes between civil 
servants and politicians within a planning committee in a Swedish county 
council. The study takes its starting point in previous studies that have 
problematized the boundaries and relationships between politics and 
expertise, emphasizing that expertise is used in strategic and inconsistent 
ways, and for other purposes than the actual making of policy, and moreover, 
that this knowledge process is influenced by values, ideology and so on 
(Weiss, 1980; Nilsson & Sunesson, 1988; Boswell, 2009; Stevens, 2011). One 
way to bridge such contradictory claims is to view and study political 
knowledge processes as continuously made and remade by conflicting 
ideologies, values and interests, and that this is the very foundation of the 
production of (political) knowledge (cf. Jasanoff, 2004). In other words, 
knowledge appears as an object of negotiation in the political domain, and 
Study 3 explores one dimension of such negotiating processes, the 
infrastructure of conversational routines through which the knowledge flows. 
Drawing on classical conversation analysis, I suggest that the concept of 
conversational coproduction is useful if we wish to explore how knowledge 
activities are embedded in regulating, bridging, facilitating and disturbing 
conversational routines. The aim is to explore the interaction of politicians 
and experts, focusing on their respective conversational routines rather than 
on the recommended decisions that come out of the meetings. Three 
questions guide the analysis. What conversational routines are used? What 
consequences do they have to the local interaction process? How are the 
informing-receiving roles and relationships of civil servants and politicians 
produced in this process? 
 
Around 14 politicians and about as many civil servants attend the committee 
meetings. The task of these civil servants is to inform politicians about 
different topics, as these committees are venues for preparation of future 
decision-making within the county council. This means that within the 
meetings analyzed in this study, there is no decision-making, only 
preparations of decisions. I have focused on how politicians interrupt the civil 
servants and how the latter respond and analyzed this interaction as request–
response routines, deriving some inspiration from conversation analysis 
(Silverman, 1998; Scott & Lyman, 1968). The routines are conceptualized as 
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different types of dislocations: of time, roles, and protocol order. Considering 
the first dislocation, of time, this involves routines that in different ways 
ascribe action to the future or bring future action to the present. For example, 
civil servants could answer politicians’ critical questions by saying, “I’ll look 
into it” or “this is only work in progress,” thus postponing work for the 
future. Dislocation of roles refers to routines that appropriate professional or 
other types of knowledge objects, often the individual or collective 
experiences of staff or patients. Dislocation of protocol order is the accounts 
that disturb organizational routines, such as the order indicated in the agenda 
or the protocol. For example, requesting actors could bring decision-making 
into the committee meeting when claiming that they want to vote for or 
against a proposal although only preparation of decisions should be done in 
the meetings. The approach of conversational coproduction focuses on how 
tensions within these routines maneuver potential conflicts and make 
knowledge flow or freeze. 
 
Naturally, knowledge enhancement does take place at these meetings. But as 
this study shows, the interaction also involves many other dimensions, one of 
which is discussed here. Acknowledging the power of conversational routines 
in knowledge transfer can increase our understanding of knowledge as a social 
process, but also our understanding of the social as unavoidable. 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  
 
 
Initiatives of communication of and public participation in science are 
important and beneficial acts of democracy (Jasanoff, 2003; Fischer, 2000; 
Wynne, 2001). At the same time, communication and participation do not 
automatically, by definition, improve understandings of and solutions to 
societal problems, inequalities, or the like (cf. “the problem of extension”, 
Collins & Evans, 2002). Encouraging publics’ involvement obviously has 
potential promises in relation to, for example, democracy, but it also 
introduces conflicts and tensions. How can we understand the practice of 
such ideals and their consequences? In other words, how is expertise 
communicated and received? Who are the experts and publics, and how do 
they engage with expertise? These are some of the questions that the current 
thesis has explored in an attempt to understand the relation between science 
and society within the addiction field.  
 
I have explored three settings that engage with the relation between experts 
and publics in communication processes within the addiction field in different 
ways: Newspaper readers’ interpretations of news reporting on biomedical 
addiction expertise, actors’ collaboration within a public conference on 
codependency, and interaction between civil servants and politicians within 
county council committee meetings. There were three common starting points 
for all three studies. First, science and society coproduce and are coproduced 
through several simultaneous processes, one of which is focused on here: 
expert communication. Second, “communication” is at least a two-way 
process. Third, the expert-public divide is a drastic simplification; experts as 
well as publics are heterogeneous in their communication processes. 
Addiction is the shared topic of all studies, but the focus has not been on how 
the actors involved in these materials articulate or construct addiction, but 
rather how they engage with the communication process as such. This 
concluding chapter will discuss how the main results on experiences and 
conversational routines contribute to an increased understanding of 
coproduction between science and society in expert communication 
processes.   
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First of all, the studies show that people make use of personal experiences of 
a given phenomenon (here addiction) when they read and try to understand 
expertise about it. In the first two studies this becomes particularly clear. For 
example, in Study 1 about newspaper readers’ interpretations of media 
representations of biomedical addiction expertise, the readers translated the 
news articles’ information on the chemical processes within the brain’s reward 
system to the social activity of rewarding themselves for achievements. In the 
second study, experiences become central again when certain persons’ own 
experiences of codependency are interwoven with expert communication. 
Based on the first two studies, it is obvious that people’s everyday, personal 
experiences are crucial to how they understand, interpret, and cope with 
expertise. But the third study also witnesses experiences to some extent, both 
through the presence of politicians’ own individual stories and through their 
voicing (Myers, 2004) of other persons’ or groups’ (staff, patients) 
experiences.  
 
I wish to highlight two interrelated aspects here. First, the access and 
possibility to draw on one’s experiences, and second, the very existence of 
such experiences. Access and possibility to draw on one’s experiences was 
exclusively attributed to actors who formally engaged with expertise as 
receivers or publics. The newspaper readers (Study 1), the journalists (Study 
2), and the politicians (Study 3) all represented the publics and/or receivers 
to different extent, although the two latter groups generally possessed more 
power than the former and also proved to have more than one position, which 
I will return to below. What they all had in common, however, was the ability 
– and to some extent the prerogative – to talk about their experiences. For 
example, stories on “suffering”5 were exclusively attributed to the 
spokespersons (journalists and NGO’s) in Study 2, just as stories from patient 
or staff groups were ascribed to the politicians in Study 3 (and not the civil 
servants). For these actors, experiences were essential to understanding, 
engaging with, and challenging expertise. Experts in the form of scientific 
actors, civil servants, or the like were not allowed to draw on experiences 
outside their professional context to the same degree. Neither did they aspire 
to such activities. The premise for the conference in Study 2 and the 
committee meeting in Study 3 is that experts are invited in the first place to 
provide their professional knowledge to the publics and politicians, 

                                                
5 This reflects previous research on how “the performance of personal suffering” can legitimize specific 
research (Irwin & Michael, 2003: 125). 
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respectively. Whether or not they have personal experiences of the 
phenomenon in question is neither requested nor needed.  
 
The “problem” is thus not that experts do not draw on their personal 
experiences, but rather that the actors who do succeed in sharing their 
knowledge from an on-stage and off-stage perspective, do so both as experts 
and as the voice of certain victimized groups in society. This reformulates the 
relationship between experts and publics; certain actors are simultaneously 
representing both expertise and publics’ experience. Although this is a 
potential and not necessarily problematic consequence of public participation, 
it is nevertheless crucial to consider such activities in the understanding and 
studies of communication and participation arenas. Because, as Study 2 
illustrates, it is not only a question of including and inviting certain publics 
and their experiences into expert communities but also a question of 
excluding other public and expert perspectives. For example, experts initially 
invited to communicate their expertise “on stage”. In other words, a question 
of replacing certain expertise with certain experiences.  
 
Obviously, the very existence of (personal) experiences also plays a role here. 
What kind of experiences are we talking about? Disregarding the different 
ontological and epistemological approaches to addiction, many would 
subscribe to the statement that addiction concerns many individuals’ lives, as 
it has social consequences for persons and societies. It is thus probably easier 
for us to relate to expertise on human-social phenomena such as addiction, 
sexual relationships, diets, or exercising, than it is to relate to expertise on, 
for example, fundamental and detailed molecular and cellular processes. The 
experiences that are possible to have of the phenomenon in question are 
generally simply many more in the former cases than in the latter ones.  
 
Previous studies have shown that, for persons lacking an understanding of 
uncertainty as a presupposition for science and technology, it is problematic 
to accept and involve uncertainty in the use and application of expert 
knowledge. Instead, simplified and secure understandings that conform to 
people’s prior perspectives are preferred (Collins, 1985). MacKenzie’s (1998) 
“certainty trough” model explains how the level of (un)certainty relates to 
actors’ social distance to a certain phenomenon. MacKenzie’s (1998) curve 
diagram starts out at the top left at high uncertainty for actors closest to the 
phenomenon (“directly involved in knowledge production”, MacKenzie, 
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1998: 325). The curve then dips down to the trough of certainty for persons 
with more distance to the phenomenon (“committed to technological 
institution/program but users rather than producers or knowledge”, 
MacKenzie, 1998: 325). Then the curve rises again to the top right, as the 
uncertainty here involves persons with alternative approaches (“alienated 
from institutions/committed to different technology”, MacKenzie, 1998: 
325).  
 
The uncertainty trough is indeed significant for the results in the current 
thesis. Drawing on MacKenzie as well as previous literature on witnessing at 
a distance (Collins, 1988; Peters 2001), one could, for example, understand 
how the distance from the NIDA brain scans shown on stage in Study 2 
facilitated the journalists’ and others’ repetition of the brain disease model as 
the explanation and basis for future solutions to both addiction and 
codependency problems. However, the scientific actors of addiction expertise 
– in MacKenzie’s (1998: 325) categorization “directly involved in knowledge 
production” – involved very different amounts of uncertainty. The biomedical 
scientific actor involved high levels of certainty in explaining both addiction 
and codependency, while the social scientific actor involved high uncertainty 
in his explanations. Other actors involved high amounts of certainty 
concerning what was needed, missing and what the future solutions must be. 
Likewise, the civil servants in the third study witnessed uncertainty in their 
conversational routines, while politicians presented more certainty. 
 
Nevertheless, there are also difficulties with this view of (un)certainty and 
distance to knowledge production. Expert communication as it is understood 
in this thesis – as coproduction – questions the concern with who is “directly 
involved in knowledge production” (MacKenzie, 1998: 325), as it is in the 
very communication process that expertise is established, produced, 
confirmed, and challenged. Media representations of expertise are often 
criticized for lacking the deeper structure of a phenomenon. But is it not 
obvious that, for example in Study 1, when readers are confronted with gaps 
that keep them from getting the “whole picture,” it is the readers who bring 
in this deeper structure drawing on their personal experiences? Studies of 
communication processes involving expertise on social phenomena such as 
addiction are somewhat precarious, as it may appear that the publics “fail” to 
take in information in the manner intended by experts, when in fact it is the 
experts who have failed to understand what processes of communication 
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entail (cf. Irwin & Wynne, 1996 on public misunderstanding of science, or 
rather the scientific misunderstanding of public contexts).  
 
Throughout this thesis, I have also argued that certain expert perspectives – 
biomedical explanations – are better suited to publics’ experiences of 
addiction. In both Study 1 and 2, addiction as a brain disease is stressed as 
the scientific representative. The reward system and the brain definitely 
invited associations, and generally speaking, people easily included them in 
their understanding of (with) addiction. They are symbols, metaphors, and 
actors all causing addiction and codependency, and unlike social science 
perspectives, these representations of expertise co-existed very well with 
publics’ experiences. This is rather surprising, as brain research is often 
manufactured as an extremely complex phenomenon by brain researchers 
themselves. On the one hand, this shows that biomedical explanatory models 
are used, confirmed, and encouraged. This capsulation of the addiction 
phenomenon within biomedicine runs the risk of excluding social 
perspectives and making us explain social phenomena as chemical processes. 
On the other hand, as the interpretations in Study 1 mainly centered on 
explaining the readers’ everyday social actions rather than actual states of 
addiction – that is, that the publics certainly confirm but also interpret the 
biomedical models based on their own social experiences – one must ask what 
this means both for the medical discipline and for addiction issues in general. 
Scholars outside the addiction field have also shown that prioritization of and 
enthusiasm about the brain in contemporary society are evident (Hansson & 
Idvall, 2017), that “popular media increasingly frame neurological processes 
as the origin of human behavior and personality traits” (Bengtsen & Suneson, 
2017: 37, see also Dumit, 2004), and that more and new representations of 
the brain (e.g., through new technology) may lead to new ways of relating to 
ourselves. 
 
The focus on how expertise is filtered, intertwined with, and comes into being 
through personal experiences brings attention to how expertise, at least 
regarding human and social activities such as addiction, is bound to everyday 
experiences and lives. Actors’ prioritization and simultaneous active 
coproduction of biomedical explanations complicates the discussion on a one-
, two-, or three-way relationship within expert communication. A one-way 
relationship is established as actors confirm the represented image of 
biomedicine as a crucial part of explaining addiction, a two-way relation is 
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evident regarding actors’ active interpretations and inclusion of personal 
experiences in this confirmation, and a three-way relationship is witnessed in 
the actual and potential justifications offered by researchers in their local 
situation as well as their continuous work (simplifications, adjustments of 
models, being silenced, etc.) and collaborations with public representatives. 
As the studies within this thesis have shown, expert communication is not 
necessarily a process that either reproduces the deficit model or boosts the 
participatory practices of dialogue and democracy. Instead, expert 
communication can involve many different processes at the same time; 
publics can participate in and reproduce the deficit model and at the same 
time challenge it by involving their experiences.  
 
Specifically, this thesis has focused on the local and conversational activities 
in coproduction, for example through publics’ engagement with their own and 
others’ experiences of addiction. The focus on local processes has offered an 
understanding of the direct relationships between expertise and publics, how 
expert communication and the expert/public dichotomy are enacted, engaged 
with, and challenged. Studies of local processes can avoid simplified 
representations of expert communication as either deficit or dialogue and 
instead expose how this is a process involving both. This has enabled an 
understanding of ethno-epistemic assemblages (Irwin & Michael, 2003) as 
indeed also local and individual, meaning that specific individuals too deposit 
assemblages of different positions, claims and experiences, and that this 
explains how they are multiple at the same time: active, passive, reproducing 
and challenging the deficit model, and so on.  
 
The notion that both providers and receivers of expertise are active may 
initiate a conflict with the order "expert informs publics," but not necessarily 
with the communication process per se, as conversation. Everyday, mundane 
conversations – “just being sociable” (Elyachar, 2010: 455, see also Simmel, 
1949) without purpose or rationality – should not be undervalued, as this is 
action that brings actors together and enables tasks, strategies, or intentions. 
In Myers’ (2004: 228) study of public opinions, he raises the question of why 
people want to sit down with strangers and talk about their opinions. He 
concluded that “there is pleasure in the interaction for its own sake” and that 
sociability is not just a by-product but rather an essential part of “real social 
organization.” In dialogue with Sacks, Goffman, and others, Myers (2004: 13) 
argued that while people say the most unpredictable and contradictory things, 
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how they say these things is “surprisingly predictable.” This thesis has 
explored how sociability constitutes this “how” as coproduction in the 
different cases of expert communication.  
 
This thesis does thus not only explore how publics are present and active, but 
also how “public talk” is highly present in expert communication and, for 
example, enables experiences to influence knowledge-producing practices. 
Sociability can appear harmless and peripheral but constitutes a central 
dimension of coproductive processes in expert communication. In the form 
of conversational routines, sociability acts and coproduces in expert 
communication through enabling – but also disturbing – flows of 
communication. Disregarding how polite or friendly the conversation may be 
it is obviously a matter of how certain actors, perspectives and experiences 
are included while others are ruled out. The notion that sociability is 
productive is shown in the different studies. For example, in Study 2, actors 
conversed with each other through processes of repetition, coupling and 
enthusiasm over certain experiences. These processes are productive, in that 
they reproduce (disease model, children as victims) and produce new (lived 
experience) expertise. At the same time, the lack of these processes excludes 
and deproduces alternative knowledge claims, such as (resources ascribed to) 
existing interventions and knowledge, social scientific critique, or reversed 
claims of the victim narratives. In this way, the conversations that embed the 
potential knowledge exchange and transfer involve inclusion but also silence 
and exclusion. This shows both that the publics are not at all a unified group 
and that some actors and their claims are heard at the expense of others, even 
in local contexts framed as arenas for collaboration and interdisciplinary 
efforts. There is a certain type of story, a certain type of victim and a certain 
type of problem formulation and solution that are highlighted, while other 
types are ruled out.  
 
The productivity of sociability is also shown in Study 3, in which it becomes 
clear again that expert communication is a process of negotiation rather than 
transfer. Among other things, this concerns negotiations of time, roles, and 
protocol order, and prioritizing maintaining consensus in conversation over 
knowledge enhancement through expert communication. For example, civil 
servants often had to abandon their professional argumentations and give in 
to other routines to maintain their expertise and avoid conflicts. In Study 3, 
the power of sociability thus concerns how the establishment of certain 
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conversational routines frames expert communication in the committee 
meetings and (de)stabilizes the relationships and tensions between knowledge 
bearers and receivers. 
 
Routines are productive because they establish relations between actors and 
connect us with our conversational partners. Conversations can thus both 
ease and trouble communication, but the troubling does not mean that 
coproduction processes are stopped. Rather, troubling is very much a part of 
coproduction. I am not claiming that expert communication is only about 
sociability and conversational routines within local settings. Other aspects and 
dimensions (technology, decisions, informal and formal networks and 
statuses) are of course necessary for expert communication to take place. I 
am neither arguing that this is the most telling example of science 
communication in general, but just that there is something crucial in the way 
sociability influences and to some extent rules expert communication. As I 
have argued, the presence of conversational routines make knowledge flow, 
or freeze. The absence of routines is thus as important as the presence.  
 
In relation to its broader contribution, the studies in this thesis thus confirm 
previous critiques of both the deficit and dialogue model and allies with the 
understanding that practices of expert communication are not necessarily 
either democratic or governing, but instead processes involving several 
simultaneous activities that could potentially involve either or. When 
initiatives are framed as events of participation and dialogue, this risks to 
cement a premise that everyone participates and are listened to, although it is 
really – and often necessarily – a question of both including and excluding. 
Public perspectives can in this way “drown” in the democratic framing and 
premise. Although this thesis confirms and also sympathizes with the view 
that the premise of a change from “deficit to dialogue” might have restrictive 
consequences for how we understand expert communication (cf. Davies & 
Horst, 2016), what could even be more important, in particular in the 
addiction field, is who is participating in this dialogue, regarding both experts 
and publics. An approach of several simultaneously present logics (Davies & 
Horst, 2016; Trench, 2008) and problematizations of the expert public 
dichotomy could heed the calls for more transparent, honest and thorough 
descriptions of and decisions in processes of public participation concerning 
who gets to participate (Collins & Evans, 2007).  
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I have argued that both the “externally certified”  (Myers, 2004: 167) actors 
and the receivers or publics are affected by the conversational coproduction, 
to some extent also outside the local setting. The journalists in Study 2 have, 
for instance, participated in later panels organized by Uppsala University, on 
the topics of drug policy (2015) and mental health (2019). Their mandate to 
speak about addiction problems broadened from subjects directly related to 
their experience-based contribution to other issues in the drug and health 
field in general. The present studies have analyzed micro-processes to explore 
local conversational coproduction, and this limits the discussion of potential 
consequences and effects outside the contexts in the studies. It does, 
however, indicate that further investigations could benefit from 
acknowledging the sociability in expert communication. Conversation in the 
form of sociability should not only be acknowledged for what kind of 
knowledge claims it contains, but also for how it functions as a bearer of 
knowledge, and consequently, as a potential actor in expert communication 
as coproduction. Highlighting these local micro processes of conversational 
coproduction can avoid simplified representations of expert communication 
as either deficit or dialogue and instead expose how this is a process involving 
both. But it can also pinpoint the situations where this seem to be troubling, 
which could be fruitful for future elaborations. 
 
Moreover, although the activities explored here take place at a micro-level, in 
terms of how actors locally engage with communicated addiction expertise, 
an important question concerns the conditions that the conversational 
routines and drawing on experiences produce – conditions that affect how 
communication can take place and, for that matter, how publics can engage 
with it. I have, for example, emphasized that scientific disciplines’ status plays 
a major role in how communication processes are worked out. By 
understanding expert communication as a case of conversational 
coproduction, the relations between the local and the general within the very 
same meeting could be more fully explained. The local settings are affected 
by interpretive packages (Berger & Luckmann, 1966), thought styles 
(Mannheim, 1936) or “dominant lexicons” (Campbell, 2007: 203), that 
interact with publics personal experiences.  
 
Actors of prioritized as well as unprioritized expertise need to be aware of 
how their communication activities are received and engaged with, for 
example that publics use their own personal experiences to understand and 
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legitimize certain expertise. Expert communication is in this sense by no 
means an innocent process (Davies & Horst, 2016: 216; 228). Succeeding in 
communicating knowledge means having power over a society’s 
understanding of addiction. We frankly cannot – for example within addiction 
science only – control and decide what counts as addiction expertise without 
considering how expertise “succeed” in communicating to society. Therefore, 
we must consider how and what knowledge claims are communicated and also 
realized in society.  
 
So is expert communication an altruistic democratic project, and is “good” 
expert communication possible? Viewing public participation as generally a 
necessary and noble initiative runs the risk of overlooking the complexity of 
the relationships between expertise and publics, and moreover, overlooking 
how certain actors represent the many. Recipients of expert communication 
can hardly be understood as passive and empty vessels waiting to be filled 
with wisdom, but rather as coproducers of the matters they are reading about 
or listening to, because expertise comes to its societal existence through 
actors’ experiences of the phenomenon in question. However, I do not wish 
to relativize or dilute the meaning of expertise, expert communication, or to 
decrease citizens’ trust in expertise. Approaching communication as 
coproduction can instead increase our understanding of the relations between 
science and society. Showing how publics’ experiences are involved in 
interpretation processes is just a matter of deepening our understanding of 
how different claims and actors co-exist, coproduce, and reformulate with 
each other, sometimes even in the same room and context. I suggest that 
communication initiatives that consider and recognize the active engagement 
of publics, the unfixed public/expert dichotomy, and that establishment of 
expertise is made through the everyday experiences of publics at least have a 
decent chance to confront underlying ideals and practices of communication 
and to reach their “real” ambitions. But then again, the question of course is: 
What do these ambitions involve?  
 
As previous studies have argued, the purposes behind expert communication 
can be many and contradictory. But disregarding whether experts use 
communication processes as enlightening activities, because they aim to 
increase participation, to provide policy relevant information, or whether they 
just want to disseminate and expand their own position, they will need to 
engage in the consequences following upon their communication initiatives. 
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As experts, we must learn from how publics engage with and involve their 
lives in their understandings when we acknowledge that expert 
communication, in general, and communication of (biomedical) addiction 
expertise, in particular, are highly social and integrate well publics’ 
experiences and everyday social lives.  
 
Communication initiatives can thus hardly be understood as objective and 
free-standing projects involving listening to all voices, and addiction expertise 
is not unified. But we do not have to argue that it is. The addiction field 
involves relations and associations between actors with different thought 
styles and interests. Explanations for and solutions to addiction problems are 
therefore highly disputed and debated, and researchers disagree over causes, 
solutions and terminology. We undoubtedly need to acknowledge different 
explanatory models rather than upholding absolute, exclusive positions and 
claims. Expertise should therefore be understood as pluralistic and relational, 
and contradictory knowledge claims as possibilities rather than barriers. 
Researchers with enlightening and participatory ambitions must attend to and 
enable the transparency of their values and continue to explore public 
participation in communicative processes. They need to ask: How does public 
participation take place? Whose knowledge is confirmed at the expense of 
whom? How does this affect who the experts and publics are and what their 
knowledge can be?  
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SVENSK SAMMANFATTNING  
 
 
Forsknings- och expertkommunikation är aktiviteter som ofta likställs med 
kunskapsupplysning där experter delar med sig av sin kunskap till samhällets 
medborgare. Men är expertkommunikation ett självklart demokratiskt och 
neutralt projekt? Att inkludera medborgare i kunskapsprocesser och 
uppmuntra till medborgardialog och deltagande i exempelvis forskning och 
policyarbete kan vara viktigt, och potentiellt leda till bättre förutsättningar för 
vetenskapen att nå ut till samhället på ett relevant sätt. Men att inkludera 
medborgare i kunskapsprocesser är inte per definition att se till demokratiska 
intressen och leder inte automatiskt till en ökad förståelse eller 
lösningspotential för sociala problem, (o)jämlikhet och liknande. Dessutom 
kan det orsaka konflikter och spänningar.  
 
Hur kan vi förstå praktiserandet av sådana ideal och dess konsekvenser? Finns 
det andra syften med expertkommunikation? Vem får representera den 
allmänhet vi vill kommunicera vår expertis till, på vilket sätt och i vilka 
sammanhang? Och vilka är – eller blir – experter i dessa situationer? Med 
andra ord, hur kan vi förstå hur expertis kommuniceras och tas emot? Det är 
några av de frågor som undersöks i denna avhandling med syfte att fördjupa 
förståelsen av relationen mellan vetenskap och samhälle på beroendefältet.  
 
Fokus i den här avhandlingen är expertkommunikation på beroendeområdet. 
Beroendefältet erbjuder många möjligheter för att studera relationen mellan 
expertis och allmänhet. Beroende är ett djupt mänskligt fenomen, men 
innebörden, förutsättningarna och konsekvenserna av beroendet skapas av 
motstridiga aktörer, perspektiv och positioner inom både vetenskap och 
samhälle. Denna samproduktion (coproduction, Jasanoff, 2004) är viktig att 
studera för att förstå expertkommunikationens praktik och konsekvens. 

 
Jag har studerat tre fall som involverar relationen mellan expert och allmänhet 
på olika sätt. Det första fallet handlar om tidningsläsares tolkningar av 
nyhetsrapportering av biomedicinsk beroendeforskning, det andra fallet avser 
konferensdeltagares samspel på en konferens om medberoende, och det tredje 
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fallet behandlar hur tjänstemän i egenskap av förmedlare av expertis, och 
landstingspolitiker i egenskap av mottagare av densamma, interagerar på 
möten. Tre teoretiska utgångspunkter förenar studierna. Först och främst 
baserar sig avhandlingen på en förståelse av vetenskap och samhälle som 
samproducerade och samproducerande aktörer i och genom flera samtidigt 
pågående processer, varav en är fokuserad här, kommunikation av 
beroendeexpertis. En andra utgångspunkt är att expertkommunikation är en 
(allra minst) två-vägsprocess, där allmänheten ges en aktiv roll. Den tredje 
utgångspunkten är en kritik av den förenklade uppdelningen i två enhetliga 
grupper av antingen experter eller allmänhet eftersom båda dessa grupper är 
heterogena. Expertis som fenomen är – och beroendefältet är verkligen inget 
undantag – pluralistiskt och fullt av motstridiga problemformuleringar och 
lösningar. Experter på samma område kan på så vis vara djupt oense om ett 
områdes problematik, definition och lösning. Detsamma kan sägas om 
allmänheten, som precis som expertkategorin innehåller olika aktörer och 
perspektiv vilket gör denna grupp både konfliktfylld, multipel och föränderlig. 
Det är viktigt för att förstå, inte bara att allmänheten är aktiv i sina tolkningar 
av expertis och forskning men också hur de är aktiva. Även om 
beroendeexpertis är den gemensamma nämnaren i alla studier, har fokus inte 
legat på hur beroende konstrueras av aktörerna i de olika studierna eller vad 
expertis är eller bör vara, utan snarare på hur kommunikationsprocessen går 
till och hur aktörerna engagerar sig i kommunikationsprocessen som sådan. 
 
Avhandlingens delstudier visar att och hur individer är aktiva i sitt möte med 
expertkunskap. Framför allt handlar det om att människor sammanväver 
expertis med sina självupplevda erfarenheter av fenomenet i fråga. I de två 
första studierna är detta särskilt tydligt. I Studie 1, om tidningsläsares 
tolkningar av medierepresentationer av biomedicinsk beroendeforskning, 
visade det sig att läsningen av nyhetsartikeln skapade ”tomrum” (gaps, Sacks, 
1995; Silverman, 1998) som läsaren fyllde med egna tolkningar och 
erfarenheter för att skapa mening av och förstå det de precis läst. Efter att ha 
läst en nyhetsartikel som beskrev hjärnans belöningssystem, diskuterade 
läsarna exempelvis sina egna erfarenheter av att belöna sig själva när de utfört 
en prestation. Med andra ord ”översatte” de nyhetsartikelns information om 
de kemiska processerna i hjärnans belöningssystem till den sociala aktiviteten 
att belöna sig själva med substanser som glass eller alkohol. Mötet mellan 
tidningsartikelns innehåll och läsarnas tolkningsprocess verkade därefter 
skapa flera konflikter. Dels var det svårt att förstå beroendet i sig som en 
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prestation värd att belöna, och dels var det svårt att förstå det upprepade 
substansintaget (som utgör beroendet) som en belöning.  
 
I Studie 2, konferensen om medberoende, blir erfarenheter centrala igen då 
vissa personers personliga erfarenheter av medberoende och deras 
kunskapsanspråk sammanvävs med expertkommunikation. Att analytiskt 
fokusera på repetition var fruktbart för att förstå hur expertkommunikation 
som fenomen både inkluderar och exkluderar i den faktiska 
kommunikationsprocessen. Processer av repetition, ”hopkoppling” 
(coupling) och entusiasm visade sig vara produktiva då de både reproducerade 
existerande kunskapsanspråk och producerade ny, erfarenhetsbaserad 
expertis. Dessutom innebar frånvaron av dessa processer ett exkluderande 
och deproduktion av alternativa kunskapsanspråk, såsom existerande 
interventioner och kunskap, socialvetenskaplig kritik, eller omvända 
offerberättelser. Detta visar både att allmänheten är en heterogen grupp och 
att det finns en obalans i vilka som blir hörda, även i lokala kontexter som 
ramas in som sammanhang präglat av just tvärvetenskap och samverkan. Man 
skulle kunna säga att aktörers gemensamma repetition av, och entusiasm över 
vissa kunskapsanspråk till viss del spelar större roll än själva innehållet i dessa. 
Det handlar om ett bekräftande av en viss typ av berättelser, en viss typ av 
offer och en viss typ av expertis, problemformulering och lösning, medan 
andra perspektiv utesluts. Till exempel ryms varken existerande samhälleliga 
interventioner, eller resurser till befintliga eller eventuella nya interventioner 
i detta. Dessutom bidrar detta till en omformulering av relationen mellan 
expert och allmänhet eftersom vissa aktörer representerar både allmänhet och 
expertis på samma gång, medan andra, initialt inbjudna på grund av sin 
expertis, exkluderas. Detta är särskilt viktigt i relation till förståelsen av 
kommunikation som dialog och demokratisk handling.  
 
I denna avhandling har jag också argumenterat för att viss expertis – 
exempelvis biomedicinska förklaringar – passar ”bättre” ihop med 
människors personliga erfarenheter. I både Studie 1 och 2 lyfts exempelvis 
biomedicinska förklaringar av både beroende och medberoende som en 
(hjärn)sjukdom. Överlag verkar människor ha lätt att inkludera hjärnan och 
belöningssystemet i sin förståelse, de hanteras som symboler, metaforer och 
aktörer som orsakar både beroende och medberoende. När så också 
medberoende definieras som ett sjukdomstillstånd som förklaras på samma 
sätt som beroende – som en hjärnsjukdom – visar det sig följaktligen än en 
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gång att den biomedicinska förståelsen av beroende samexisterar mycket väl 
tillsammans med de personliga och levda erfarenheterna. Det är spännande, 
eftersom hjärnan i sig ofta framställs som ett oerhört komplext fenomen även 
för hjärnforskarna själva.  
 
Å ena sidan visar detta att biomedicinska förklaringsmodeller används, 
bekräftas och uppmuntras. Detta inkapslande av beroendefrågan i 
biomedicinen riskerar ett utestängande av viktiga sociala perspektiv och 
förklarar i allra högsta grad sociala fenomen utifrån kemiska processer. Å 
andra sidan utmanas biomedicinska förklaringar då tolkningarna mer kretsar 
kring att förklara tidningsläsarnas vardagliga handlingar än kring förståelsen 
för faktiska beroendetillstånd. Man kan fråga sig hur detta – att allmänheten 
visserligen bekräftar men också tolkar biomedicinen utifrån sina sociala 
erfarenheter – påverkar den medicinska disciplinen och beroende i allmänhet.  
 
Detta ”å ena och å andra sidan” när det gäller prioriteringen men samtidigt 
aktiva samproduktion av biomedicinen som förklaring komplicerar 
diskussionen om en-, två-, eller trevägsrelation. Expertkommunikation har 
tidigare förståtts som en envägsrelation mellan aktiv expert och passiv 
allmänhet, en tvåvägsrelation där både experter och allmänhet är aktiva, eller 
till och med en trevägsrelation, där också allmänhetens kunskapsanspråk får 
betydelse för experten. Men som både tidigare forskning (se till exempel 
Davies & Horst, 2016) och studierna i denna avhandling har visat, är detta ett 
mycket förenklat sätt att se på expertkommunikation. Det verkar snarare 
handla om en kommunikationsprocess som innehåller alla relationer. Till 
exempel existerar alla relationer i Studie 2; en envägsrelation etableras utifrån 
att aktörer bekräftar den förmedlade bilden av biomedicinen som en 
nödvändig beståndsdel i att förklara beroende, en tvåvägsrelation etableras 
genom de aktiva tolkningar och inkluderande av egna erfarenheter som det är 
frågan om i detta bekräftande, och en trevägsrelation etableras genom de 
faktiska och potentiella justeringar som görs av forskarna själva när det 
kommer till det lokala sammanhanget såväl som i deras fortsatta arbete 
(förenklingar, anpassningar av förklaringsmodeller, bli tystade) och samarbete 
med vissa representanter från allmänheten. Ibland verkar diskussioner om 
dialog och tvåvägsrelation snarare handla om att ”paketera” initiativ som 
sammanhang som belyser deltagande och dialog. Detta riskerar att premissen 
”alla deltar” fastslås, trots att vissa kunskapsanspråk premieras medan andra 
negligeras. Perspektiv kan på så vis drunkna i den demokratiska premissen.  
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I de två första studierna är det uppenbart att människors vardagskunskap och 
personliga erfarenheter är viktiga för hur de förstår, tolkar och engagerar sig 
i expertis. När det gäller medberoendekonferensen är aktörernas bekräftande 
samspel av varandras kunskapsanspråk avgörande för vad som faktiskt 
förmedlas. Studie 3 handlar om interaktion mellan politiker och tjänstemän. 
Där blir det återigen tydligt att expertis är en process av förhandling snarare 
än överföring. Också denna studie vittnar om vikten av erfarenheter till viss 
del, både genom politikernas egna individuella narrativ och genom att 
”åberopa” andra personer eller gruppers (personal, patienter) erfarenheter. 
Vikten av sociala relationer i expertkommunikation blir extra tydlig i den 
tredje studien då den visar hur sociabilitet i form av konversationsrutiner 
skapar förutsättningar för hur kunskap kan kommuniceras och hur relationer 
stabiliseras och utmanas mellan kunskapsbärare och mottagare, tjänstemän 
och politiker.  
 
Sammantaget visar mina studier att expertis omöjligt kan ses som en produkt 
av enbart de aktörer som traditionellt förknippas med expertis. Mottagare av 
expertkunskap kan knappast ses som passiva och tomma kärl i väntan på att 
fyllas med kunskap, utan snarare som medskapare till innehållet i de yttranden 
de läser eller lyssnar till. Men att urvattna expertisbegreppet är inte syftet med 
den här avhandlingen. Min avsikt är heller inte att relativisera 
expertkommunikation och ge medborgare minskad tilltro till expertis, snarare 
tvärtom. Genom att se kommunikation som interaktion och samproduktion 
kan vi bättre förstå relationer mellan vetenskap och samhälle. Att till exempel 
ge betydelse till hur allmänhetens erfarenheter är involverade i 
tolkningsprocesser handlar just om att fördjupa förståelsen för hur olika 
kunskapsanspråk och aktörer samexisterar, samproducerar och 
(om)förhandlar (med) varandra, ibland till och med inom samma rum och 
kontext. Genom studier av mottagarprocesser kan vi förstå vad 
expertkunskap faktiskt är, eller snarare blir i samhället. Gällande 
expertkunskapens själva existens och spridning i samhället är allmänheten inte 
bara mottagare utan också möjliggörare, då expertis ”kommer till 
(vardagsförståelse och) liv” genom aktörers levda erfarenheter av det 
fenomen som avses. Att expertis filtreras genom och sammanflätas med 
personliga erfarenheter, sätter fingret på hur expertis, åtminstone gällande 
mänskliga och sociala aktiviteter som beroende, är bundna till vardagslivet. 
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Vi kan därför inte – enbart inom beroendevetenskapen – kontrollera och 
bestämma på förhand vad som sedan faktiskt räknas som beroendeexpertis. 
Hur beroendeproblem såväl som lösningar på detta problem ”lyckas” 
kommuniceras i samhället är i allra högsta grad relevant för vad som ses som 
expertis, ibland oavsett vad forskningen ”egentligen” säger. Med andra ord, 
att lyckas med att kommunicera kunskap är makt över samhällets förståelse 
av beroende. Därför måste vi beakta hur och vilka kunskapsanspråk som 
kommuniceras och i förlängningen realiseras i samhället. Det är särskilt viktigt 
på beroendefältet där människor är extra utsatta.  
 
Jag har lyft att både konversationsnormer och vetenskapliga discipliners – här 
biomedicinen – status spelar roll för hur kommunikationsprocesser går till, 
vilket belyser att kommunikationsprocesser naturligtvis präglas av och 
interagerar med samhället i stort. Forskningskommunikation är på så vis inte 
på något sätt en oskyldig process (Davies & Horst, 2016). Studierna i min 
avhandling sållar sig till förståelsen av expertkommunikation som varken 
enbart demokratisk eller maktutövande, utan snarare som processer som 
innehåller flera olika simultana aktiviteter. Allmänheten kan delta i och 
reproducera vissa modeller och på samma gång utmana dem. Det bekräftar 
inte bara tidigare kritik kommunikationsmodeller utan tillåter också en ansats 
av flera samtidigt pågående processer (Davies & Horst, 2016; Trench, 2008).  
 
Forskare med såväl upplysnings-, deltagande, som andra ambitioner bör 
självklart ta hänsyn till detta, möjliggöra transparens av de värden vi 
förespråkar, samt fortsätta utforskandet om allmänhetens deltagande i 
kommunikationsprocesser, hur detta sker, vilka och vems erfarenheter som 
får komma till tals, på bekostnad av vem, och hur det påverkar vem som är 
expert, allmänhet och vad deras kunskap får vara. 
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