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Abstract
Current scientific literature is outlining a profound and accelerated transformation in the relationships between qualitative
methodologies of research, citizens, society and social theories. The evolution towards a more dialogic society has led to a less
talked about methodological advancement: Citizen participation in the evaluation of the social impact of research. Social impact
is a priority of the current scientific research programs that also emphasize co-creation. The co-creation of the evaluation of this
social impact requires both, qualitative methodologies and innovation, in order to make them able to optimize the social impact
of research. This study, aimed at presenting the first meta-analysis of such methodological innovation from researchers’ view,
includes interviews with seven researchers conducting research with social impact. In order to contrast citizens’ voices, results
from the interviews have been validated by seven citizens who have participated in the dialogic citizen evaluation of the social
impact of research. Findings can be summarized in three main categories: first, that the participation of citizens in the evaluation
of the social impact of research is possible when researchers develop their contributions within the international scientific
community and by integrating the voices of citizens, which facilitates the identification of transformative realities, as well as of
pseudoscientific theories that have negative consequences for society. Second, that such evaluation is grounded on dialogic
interactions open to everyone and based on arguments rather than on power interactions. Third, that both citizens and
researchers report impacts of participating in the dialogic evaluation of social impact, such as modifying the way in which
interviews are conducted, demanding more scientific evidence, or transforming their professional practice and lives.
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Introduction

We are now in the best moment for the development of social
sciences. Social impact, that is, the social improvements
produced when research results are transferred to society
(Reale et al., 2018), is an increasing requirement for scientific
research in all areas, since all of them need to present evidence
of the social improvements yielded by the results they pro-
duce. The current European scientific programme of research
(Horizon Europe) has included the dialogic citizen evaluation
of social impact within the EU official publication of policy
and societal impact of all sciences elaborated by Flecha (van
den Besselaar et al., 2018). Since this publication, an increased
diversity of researchers from different sciences and with very

diverse methodological options are demanding examples of
the innovations they should develop in order to undertake this
new priority. The research we present in this paper is the first
one in the world about one example of these innovations made
with the communicative methodology and that is being rec-
reated within other methodologies. Seven of the interviewees
are researchers that, before this official requirement from the
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EU, were already promoting this innovation in their own
research. The other seven interviewees are citizens that have
participated in the dialogic citizen evaluation of the social
impact of their research.

As a consequence of an ever more dialogic society, citizens
themselves demand that research conducted with public re-
sources contributes to improving their lives (Aiello et al.,
2020; Soler & Gómez, 2020). This dialogic turn (Racionero &
Padrós, 2010; Torras-Gómez et al., 2019) is democratizing
science and increasing citizens’ access to scientific evidence.
For instance, in the case of a health emergency, it is propelling
higher shares of evidence-based information rather than
misinformation on social media (Pulido et al., 2020). This
dialogic turn is also transforming the power relationships that
researchers have often held over participants into more
egalitarian ones, replacing power claims by validity claims
through argumentation and dialogue (Gómez et al., 2019;
Gómez González, 2021; Habermas, 1984, 1987). Thus, this
democratic step forward in scientific research contributes to
the inclusion of the voices of those who have traditionally
been marginalized in research (Pincock & Jones, 2020).

Along these lines, co-creation is now a main priority and
requirement of international research programs in the diverse
areas of sciences as a means to obtain social impact. This
concept defines the creation of knowledge in dialogue be-
tween scientists, citizens and organizations, for which the
integration of this diversity of voices in research is not only
impacting scientific contributions, but also citizens them-
selves. Qualitative methodologies of research have demon-
strated that with more plurality of voices there is greater
richness of argumentations and, hence, greater excellence in
the knowledge produced (Gómez González, 2021;
Liebenberg et al., 2020). This dialogue is of particular im-
portance for communities whose voices have traditionally
been excluded in social sciences. Such is the case of the Roma
community, whose exclusion from research has often led to
increasing stereotypes and discrimination, substantiated by
pseudoscientific theories (Gómez et al., 2019; Sordé et al.,
2020). Moving away from such research approaches, within
the qualitative methodologies, the Communicative Method-
ology, assumes all individuals’ inherent capacity for com-
munication and rationality. Rather than imposing their own
perspectives and research objectives, researchers seek to
engage in an egalitarian dialogue with participants in which
power claims are replaced by validity claims (Habermas,
1984, 1987), that is, replacing hierarchical ‘expert’ inter-
pretations by argumentation, which all individuals are capable
of. In this way, the implementation of methodological ori-
entations based on co-creation and aimed at social impact is
not only contributing to improving the lives of the most
vulnerable communities, such as Roma, but it also shows the
contributions that the Roma community is doing to the
community itself and to society at large (Aiello et al., 2019;
Khalfaoui, 2019; Munté Pascual et al., 2020; Sordé et al.,
2020; Valero et al., 2020).

Nowadays, society demands and needs quality social
theories which are able to tackle urgent societal problems.
Thus, in order to respond to this demand, social theories must
incorporate dialogue between different persons from diverse
disciplines and ‘on the shoulders of giants’ (Merton, 1965). In
other words, in order to create new knowledge and theoretical
developments that will further improve individuals’ and
communities’ lives, researchers need to build on existing
methodological advancements that have already and are cur-
rently contributing to achieving social impact. Of course, each
person is free to study whatever she or he chooses; but when
societies decide to fund research programs, the inevitable
scarcity of resources makes the definition of priorities very
important. Dialogic societies are making those decisions pro-
gressively more open and democratic. The issue of relevance
and priorities is being discussed currently with increasing
transparency, for example, in the process of definition of the
European scientific programme ‘Horizon Europe’ (European
Commission, 2017). Such a shift is evincing the need to in-
corporate dialogue from the beginning in order to establish what
is more relevant to study. Scientists are increasingly accepting
this dialogic process and participating in it. They ask much less
than before to be the ones to decide the priorities of research, and
they participate much more in the dialogic process to establish
these. As demonstrated by the creator of the sociology of sci-
ence, Robert Merton (1968), science depends on rewards. This
explains the increasing number of authors and teams of social
and natural sciences orienting the creation of scientific
knowledge in this dialogic direction, now a requirement to get
the approval and funding of their research proposals. Further-
more, an increasing number ofmethodologies are continuing the
dialogue with research participants and stakeholders, not only
throughout the data gathering process, but also through the
presentation of results, providing participants and stakeholders
with the opportunity to validate or reject the project’s results.

Yet the dialogue between scientists, citizens and organi-
zations should not end there. It is necessary to assess whether
the knowledge co-created has indeed achieved or has the
potential to promote social impact. It is society itself that
defines social impact through democratically establishing the
goals science shall attain in order to improve citizens’ lives
(Aiello et al., 2020; Reale et al., 2018). Thus, it is also society
who must democratically assess the achievement of such
goals. In this vein, the dialogic society goes a step further in
the assessment of the social impact of research carried out by
researchers or research institutions. It does so by introducing
citizens in this process, as it is them who can best assess
whether research is improving their lives or not (Redondo-
Sama et al., 2020). Hence, the co-creation of this evaluation is
a necessary methodological innovation to advance towards
greater social impact of research. In this sense, many quali-
tative methodologies are moving beyond impact-assessment
being just based on economic goals or quantitative data.
Indeed, they are moving towards a dialogic evaluation of
social impact, engaging in dialogues with a great diversity
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of representatives of society, in order to hear their voices
about the research results and incorporate them in present
or future research (Redondo-Sama et al., 2020; Sordé
Martı́ et al., 2020). Nevertheless, how this methodologi-
cal innovation occurs and what it looks like has not been
explored yet.

Along these lines, this paper presents the first meta-
analysis from the perspective of the interviewed re-
searchers about a methodological innovation they have in-
troduced in their studies. The aim of such innovation is to take
into account the new role of citizens as evaluators of the social
impact of research. In the following sections, the methodo-
logical design is described. The main findings of the study
gathering the views of the interviewed researchers are presented
through three main categories. The obtained results are then
validated through the voices of citizens that benefit from the
social impact of the research results presented above. Finally, the
findings in this paper are discussed, and the limitations and
prospective research are outlined, including the replicability of
this innovation. The contributions presented in this paper open
new avenues of research within the field of social sciences and
methodologies.

Methodology

Study Design

This study was conducted following the communicative
methodology (CM) (Gómez et al., 2019). The CM has been
used in several research projects from the European Com-
mission’s Framework Programme of Research, which in light
of the social impact achieved through this methodology, now
requires all research projects to engage in co-creation of
knowledge with research participants (European Commission,
2018). Because the CM is oriented towards achieving social
impact, it establishes an egalitarian dialogue with research
participants that is not simply aimed at describing the inequalities
they and their communities are suffering, but to identifying el-
ements that can help transform them (Gómez et al., 2019; Valls
et al., 2020). To reach such goal, researchers contribute
knowledge from the scientific literature, and participants con-
tribute knowledge from their lifeworlds and experiences, al-
lowing the bottom-up co-creation of knowledge in which all
individuals participate on an equal basis (Gómez et al., 2019).

Fourteen interviews were conducted for the purpose of the
study. Seven of the interviewees are researchers from different
Spanish universities. They have a long experience conducting
and leading research following the CM, reflecting on and
engaging in dialogues with other researchers and with the
communities they are serving. All of them are currently or
have formerly been main researchers in social sciences
projects with social impact funded by national and interna-
tional scientific agencies, and have numerous publications in
journals indexed in JCR and/or Scopus that show the social
improvements achieved through their projects. Their research

addresses inequalities in education and in society, particularly
among vulnerable groups – such as the Roma community,
women, or immigrants – gender violence and sexual harass-
ment, and how to overcome them to improve the lives of all
citizens. The social impact of their research, recognized by
citizens in different dialogic spaces, includes improving aca-
demic achievements and social cohesion in schools located in
low SES neighbourhoods, helping victims of sexual harassment
transform into survivors, or empowering adult learners of
working class, migrant backgrounds or ethnic minorities to
pursue university degrees, among many other examples.

The interviews to researchers are then complemented
through seven citizens who have interacted with scientific
evidence from research projects funded by the European
Commission’s Research Framework Programme, showing
their own or other citizens’ evaluation of the results. Three of
them are teachers in schools that apply scientific evidence of
social impact, two are educational counsellors, another one is
involved in two associations targeting adult learners and Roma
women, and the last one collaborates in institutionalized care
for young women. The following table provides an overview
of the participants’ profiles (Table 1):

Interviewees were contacted via email. They were provided
with the study purposes and procedures, as well as with the
opportunity to make any questions to the researchers. Inter-
viewees were informed that participation was voluntary and
that data would be anonymized. Interviews were held via
Zoom online platform, and most of them were audio-recorded
for purposes of data analysis. Participants gave informed
written consent to participate and most of them to be audio-
recorded. Consent forms, as well as all information regarding
the study’s aims and data collection and storage procedures,
have been reviewed and accepted by the CREA Ethics
Committee, with approval number 20210110.

Participants were selected due to their involvement in
research following the CM. We particularly prioritized the
information that those who have conducted such research can
provide to this study’s interests. Throughout the interviews,
interviewed researchers have made references to different
dialogic spaces in which the knowledge co-created through
the CM has been discussed and reflected on with citizens.
They, among many others who are working from the CM,
have collaborated with different grassroots organizations,
communities and individuals to engage in these spaces and
incorporate the knowledge developed from them in their
prospective research. Although there are many examples of
these dialogic spaces, nine have been mentioned throughout
the interviews. These spaces include a variety of contexts,
from academic (such as conferences), to participatory virtual
spaces or to more self-organized ones. Table 2 summarizes the
characteristics of these spaces (Aiello et al., 2019).

It needs to be acknowledged that these dialogic spaces
are not exempt from power dynamics, as any other space in
our society. They are formed by dialogic communicative
acts (Searle & Soler, 2005) in which there are both dialogic
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interactions as well as power interactions. However, unlike
in communicative acts of power, dialogic interactions
prevail over power interactions (Searle & Soler, 2005) with
the aim of overcoming power dynamics to the extent
possible.

Analysis

Data were transcribed and read through several times by the
researchers. Following the CM, a dialogic analysis of the
transcriptions was conducted among the researchers. 11 dif-
ferent codes were found across the interviews that responded
to the study’s aim. Then, the 11 codes were grouped into
broader categories that comprised the main themes from the
interviews, which were also in line with previously reviewed

literature on the issue. As a result of this dialogic analysis,
three main categories were identified in the questions and
reflections of the interviews. The first, The inclusion of all
voices on the shoulders of giants, highlights which elements
are necessary in the creation of spaces that allow the partic-
ipation of citizens in the evaluation of the social impact of
research. The second, Open egalitarian dialogue, describes
the dialogic nature of the spaces that make such evaluation
possible. The third one, The impact of a new methodological
innovation: citizen evaluation of social impact, reflects how
citizens report improvements from the co-creation of the
evaluation of social impact. The content of the interviews with
the interviewed researchers was dialogically categorized in the
aforementioned categories. Then, the results gathered were
triangulated with the voices of citizens.

Table 1. Participants’ Profiles.

Pseudonym Profile Gender Description

Miriam Researcher Female Research with social impact on gender studies
Núria Researcher Female Research with social impact with vulnerable groups
Álvaro Researcher Male Research with social impact on education
Clara Researcher Female Research with social impact on gender studies
Eva Researcher Female Research with social impact on education
Isabel Researcher Female Research with social impact with vulnerable groups
Silvia Researcher Female Research with social impact on gender studies
Alejandra Citizen Female Teacher at a school that applies the outcomes of research with social impact
Tomás Citizen Male Teacher at a school that applies the outcomes of research with social impact
Mireia Citizen Female Teacher at a school that applies the outcomes of research with social impact
Idoia Citizen Female Educational counsellor that fosters the implementation of the outcomes of research with social impact
Itxaso Citizen Female Educational counsellor that fosters the implementation of the outcomes of research with social impact
Virginia Citizen Female Collaborator in two associations targeting adult education and Roma women
Daniela Citizen Female Collaborator in an institutionalized care facility for young women

Table 2. Characteristics of the Dialogic Spaces.

Name Description

Roma women student gatherings National gathering aimed at sharing scientific evidence on the overcoming of
inequalities, sexism and racism suffered by Roma women

International congress of Roma women International gathering aimed at sharing scientific evidence on the overcoming of
inequalities, sexism and racism suffered by Roma women

Sappho platform Scientific evidence-based participatory platform for citizens to consult, contribute and
discuss scientific evidence on gender

Open egalitarian dialogue space about sexual
harassment held in a Spanish university

In this space researchers and citizens watched a documentary film about survivors of
sexual harassment and discussed it afterwards

Dialogic pedagogical gatherings Seminars on reading and discussing scientific research with social impact on
educational approaches

Dialogic gatherings of films Seminars on viewing and discussing films around relevant topics for society,
incorporating scientific evidence within those debates

Dialogic scientific gatherings Seminars on reading and discussing scientific knowledge with social impact
CIMIE International multidisciplinary conference on educational research
CICFEM International conference of science, feminism and masculinities
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Results

Results are presented following the three main categories, with
a few examples from each being provided.

The Inclusion of All Voices on the Shoulders of Giants

The researchers interviewed highlighted the importance of
building on the scientific contributions made until that point,
prioritizing those that have already had social impact. They
stressed that knowing the research developed so far allowed
them to ground their studies on sound, validated evidence. In
this line Miriam asserts:

It has been very important to be supported by an international
scientific community… that it is not only me saying it, but there
are many studies that corroborate it. The open access of research...
has been very important to generate these debates because it has
given us more arguments and more strength… We have also
looked for the impact that this has had in different areas, and this
has allowed us to bring together more people from different
backgrounds (Miriam, researcher)

Drawing on others’ contributions from very diverse sciences
and counting on the support of the international scientific com-
munity allowed Miriam and her research team to provide new
knowledge that built on previous scientific advancements. This
enabled them to bring knowledge forward and, in turn, ensure the
validity of the results they were providing. Moreover, she
highlights how such approach has led to seeking interdisciplinarity
in their work, looking for the integration of new approaches.
Likewise, advancements in the line of open access have allowed
such contributions to reach new arenas, which in turn have
contributed to strengthening their validity. At the same time, the
interviewed researchers acknowledged that this way of con-
ducting research prompted them to reach non-scientific people, in
order to incorporate their views in the reality under study:

in presentations in conferences, the confidence comes from really
saying what participants are saying, in that sense, you’re rigorous,
methodologically and ethically, and that way the research you
present in a conference is much more responsible and of greater
quality because you’re not making it up, you don’t share as-
sumptions, you’re faithful to reality, to the voices of those people
who have trusted you (Álvaro, researcher)

As seen in the excerpt, the orientation of research towards
social impact fostered the inclusion of the voices of partici-
pants in order to truthfully represent their lived experience and
reality. In so doing, the interviewed researcher explains how
engaging citizens through the research methodology gave
more soundness and rigour to the research he then presented to
the international scientific community. Such methodological
approach promoted the co-creation of scientific evidence
emerging from empirical research that integrates the voices of

citizens, rather than from theories used to defend certain in-
terests. According to the interviewed researchers, these dia-
logic spaces involving citizens are contributing to debunking
pseudoscientific theories:

there are many pseudotheories by people who have not done any
research, who claim to be experts but have never contributed any
research or theory that improves people’s lives, on the contrary,
the pseudotheories they promote are very harmful, and they do so
because of economic or personal interests... And platforms like
Sappho, where citizens can question these pseudotheories, ask for
or provide evidence, share their own experiences on the issue…
that’s where these pseudotheories are debunked, because they see
they have no scientific basis (Silvia, researcher)

Thus, according to the interviewed researchers, the creation
of spaces of dialogue such as the Sappho platform, in which
citizens assess contributions made from research allow for the
free dissemination of scientific arguments. Alongside, it un-
veils the falsehood behind the claims of those with personal
interests, since their biased use of knowledge cannot stand a
scientific debate open to all.

Such views from the interviewed researchers on the in-
clusion of all voices on the shoulders of giants were also
shared by the interviewed citizens. They appreciated having
evidence that allowed them to distinguish between scientific
evidence and hoaxes. Furthermore, they identified that the
evidence shared in such dialogic spaces has social impact
because the creation of the evidence itself has already included
the voices of citizens, making it something real and useful:

the importance for us of the existence of those spaces at a professional
level, at a personal level, the scientific level, and the importance that
it’s the result of this co-creation that transforms lives. And those
spaces that allow this dialogue of egalitarian exchange between
people who work on science and people who don’t, this allows a real
transformation (Virginia, collaborator in associations)

Open Egalitarian Dialogue

Citizens are an essential part in the dialogue not only to co-
create knowledge, but also to assess its social impact, as they
are the ones to tell whether it has positively or negatively
affected them. Thus, as the researchers interviewed high-
lighted, the evaluation of social impact requires researchers
but, most importantly, citizens, so these can contribute their
views on the potential social impact of research:

the format of the [International Congress of RomaWomen] where
all of them were represented, not only researchers, but especially
the protagonists, in this case the women. Seeing what intellectuals
said, seeing what women said, discussing all that, women talked
about their transformations, the impact… also Roma girls par-
ticipating in the [Roma Women Student] Gatherings, girls who
have pursued degrees years later… (Núria, researcher)
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When researchers who aim at transforming citizens’ lives
present their results, they particularly address citizens and
incorporate their voices in order to get the unique perspective
of whether and how the scientific outcomes have improved
their lives. In order to include the voices of citizens to discuss
research and theories, to give them power in debating and
distinguishing what is true and what is not, the researchers
interviewed stress the need for this dialogue to be based on
evidence or arguments rather than on impositions:

the way in which we thought of breaking with that false discourse
was to create a public space [Sappho platform] where people
could both place the evidence they had about this issue as well as
question those existing theories they had doubts about. we saw the
need to legitimize the voices of who says the truth and who
doesn’t, and that such legitimation doesn’t come from the name of
the collective you speak on behalf of, but from how you argue
what you say and where you get the information from (Miriam,
researcher)

The interviewed researcher refers to discourses that, based
on non-scientific theories, are presented as the truth, not
because of the arguments or evidence that those who claim
them provide, but because they seek legitimization based on
power positions and status. In order to evaluate social impact,
an egalitarian dialogue is needed where, as the interviewee
highlights, what matters is the soundness of the arguments,
regardless of who provides them.

The insights identified by the interviewed researchers re-
garding the establishment of an open egalitarian dialogue were
also identified as a key element by the interviewed citizens. To
their view, this allowed them to break with the hierarchical gap
between researchers and participants, bringing them closer to
the research and how and why this is produced. Furthermore,
they acknowledge that this is key to guarantee a plurality of
voices, so that anyone regardless of their background can
contribute to the discussions:

the first [dialogic space on science] where I participated had a
great impact on me, I thought my participation had no place there,
it was CIMIE conference, in Barcelona, and in the assemblies that
are held after every area, everybody could participate, and I re-
member that surprised me a lot. It was the area of inclusion, and a
colleague and I said that as teachers, we thought it would be
important to conduct more research about a specific topic. And
that was my first time in a space like that, talking with researchers,
and being able to speak as a citizen about what we thought
important for researchers to study (Mireia, teacher)

The Impact of a New Methodological Innovation:
Citizen Evaluation of Social Impact

Interviewed researchers identified that including citizens in the
evaluation of the social impact of research has led them to
reconfigure the way in which they conduct research. In this

vein, they acknowledge how both, seeing the interviewee in a
different role (both as participant and as evaluator), and
identifying that society at large will evaluate the outcomes of
research, makes them approach interviews differently:

when you are conducting an interview and you’re thinking about
how citizens will later on evaluate the impact of the results of the
research you’re conducting, not only do you ask more questions
about social impact to the interviewee, but you see him or her
differently, they have the role not only of research participants, but
also of evaluators of social impact as citizens who will benefit
from it and, hence, have to be the ones assessing it. And that itself
changes the way in which you make the questions during the
interview (Isabel, researcher)

The excerpt from Isabel’s interview shows how this new
role of citizens as evaluators of the social impact of scientific
research leads researchers to pose different questions in the
interviews from the ones they would have before integrating
this innovation. In addition, several interviewed researchers
have pointed out that when citizens come across scientific
studies oriented at social impact and engage in a dialogue with
them, citizens positively evaluate these spaces, as they identify
a possibility for transformation:

in an open egalitarian dialogic space about sexual harassment one
girl explained her case. she lived in a foster care institution, and
she said she wanted to talk more about the issue. so they [the girls
in the foster care institution] started reading Radical Love and then
decided to implement [Dialogic] Gatherings. they started thinking
about and reflecting on things that had happened to them and on
the lives they now had. ... there are people who tell you ‘you’ve
made me understand, see things in a clear way…’ (Clara,
researcher)

As Clara shows, the interviewed researchers identified that
participating in these dialogues led citizens to want to know
more and seek more information. Indeed, interviewed re-
searchers identified that when citizens participate in the
evaluation of scientific evidence, identifying the impacts of the
implementation of scientific evidence, they progressively
extend this practice to other spheres, seeking for further ev-
idence about the issues discussed or asking for more spaces for
having dialogues around scientific evidence to get a deeper
understanding and impact:

in the school [where I volunteer] when we started Interactive
Groups and Dialogic Music Gatherings, for instance we see that
we are falling behind in maths, then let’s look at this. they looked
for evidence, and they found Dialogic Scientific Gatherings, so
they asked for a training session. it’s like going beyond. some-
times it’s the teachers, or the students or the families. I think that
the more evidence you have it makes you look for more, or in-
corporate new things. there’s this, you read something, you give
them an article (Eva, researcher)
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The benefits identified by the interviewed researchers re-
garding the participation of citizens in the evaluation of social
impact were also shared by the interviewed citizens. In this
regard, citizens explain that when they get to know scientific
evidence of social impact and evaluate it, differentiating what
yields positive results from what does not, many of them do
not stop there and want to know even more, seeing it as
necessary in order to further improve. Indeed, some inter-
viewed citizens value the participation in the evaluation of
scientific evidence as having a direct influence in changing
their lives and practices, motivating them to analyse evidence
for the transformations it makes possible and to incorporate
key findings in different aspects of their everyday lives:

there’s like a turning point from the moment when I get to know
successful educational actions, because you go from moving in an
uncertainty field when working, not knowing whether what
you’re doing is better, worse, to being confident that what you’re
going to do, if you do it right and implement it right, will give you
results and will improve things. For example, a kid who came
falling behind to school, we started with the successful educa-
tional actions and it was a kid who didn’t even know how to hold a
pencil at age seven and in this last evaluation he has passed
everything, it’s amazing! and all thanks to the successful actions,
applying evidence. I completely link it to that, I haven’t done
anything else! (Alejandra, teacher)

Discussion

The current research describes a methodological innovation,
namely, the participation of citizens in the evaluation of the
social impact of the research, from the researchers’ per-
spective. Three main characteristics that define and make
possible such advancement have been presented: first, that the
co-creation of the evaluation emerges when researchers build
their contributions ‘on the shoulders’ of previous scientific
knowledge and by including the voices of citizens from the
beginning of the process. Second, that the evaluation process
takes the dialogic dynamic of openness and egalitarian par-
ticipation based on the power of arguments. Third, that this
dialogic evaluation process opens a twofold opportunity. On
the one hand, it pushes researchers to improve the way in
which they conduct interviews; on the other, it fosters citizens
to reflect on the improvements that engaging with scientific
research oriented to social impact have brought to their lives,
which in turn drives them to demand more of such
advancements.

Regarding the first characteristic presented, the results of
the current study show how as a consequence of the dialogic
society, researchers increasingly seek to incorporate citizens’
voices in the co-creation of scientific knowledge. This is
consistent with research that reflects how an increasing
number of citizens are demanding more opportunities to
engage in dialogue with others and make informed and free
decisions in a democratic way (Racionero & Padrós, 2010;

Torras-Gómez et al., 2019). Furthermore, the results presented
here show how the interviewed researchers identify a shift in
science towards increasing interdisciplinarity.

In addition, the interviewed researchers express that
working ‘on the shoulders of giants’ (Merton, 1965), that is,
incorporating existing scientific knowledge in the develop-
ment of new research, is key not only to achieve social impact,
but also to understand the relevance of incorporating the
voices of citizens in the process of achieving such impact. This
is contributing to unmasking social theories which have been
created without taking into account neither the international
scientific community – in its multiple disciplines – nor citi-
zens, exposing how, far from having social impact, such
theories fall short in helping understand and improve society.

As for the second characteristic, along the transforma-
tion towards a more dialogic society, the results show that
the introduction of citizens in the evaluation of social
impact requires the establishment of an egalitarian dialogue
based on validity claims (Habermas, 1984, 1987) so that all
individuals can participate on an equal basis (Gómez et al.,
2019). The need for such spaces has already been identified
in the inclusion of the voices of research participants in all
stages of research (Gómez González, 2021). Along this line,
the current study presents evidence of how the inclusion of
the voices of all citizens, not only of those that participate in
the research, also demands open egalitarian spaces that
allow the incorporation of an even greater plurality of
voices that enriches and increases the social impact of the
knowledge and evidence produced. Indeed, the evidence
from this study shows how participants agree on the fact
that the evaluation of the social impact of research needs to
be dialogic, that is, based on principles of equality and
diversity, among others.

By opening up such democratic spaces and engaging
citizens’ voices in a plural, egalitarian dialogue where all
contributions are valued on the basis of arguments and evi-
dence, discourses and pseudoscientific theories imposed as
valid get discredited. Indeed, these are rapidly taken down
when faced with scientific evidence drawn from interdisci-
plinary collaborations and with citizens’ arguments about their
negative consequences. Such advancement can be identified
within the dialogic continuum presented by authors who
describe the need and willingness of citizens to have their
voices taken into account in research (Redondo-Sama et al.,
2020; Sordé Martı́ et al., 2020; Tellado et al., 2020) and take
contributions made from intersubjective methodologies such
as the CommunicativeMethodology one step forward (Gómez
et al., 2019; Gómez González, 2021).

Last, the interviewed researchers identify how the intro-
duction of the methodological innovation here described has
led them to improve the methodological design of their re-
search. This is in line with contributions from qualitative
methodologies that show how the participation of citizens in
research beyond their role of ‘participants’ contributes to the
overcoming of the subject-object binary and yields
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improvements for society (Gómez González, 2021;
Liebenberg et al., 2020).

Moreover, it is in these dialogic spaces that citizens can
assess whether the knowledge produced by research has ac-
tually improved or worsened their lives. This shows how this
methodological innovation is contributing to the aims set by
international research programs and institutions (European
Commission, 2017). The interviews conducted in the cur-
rent study reveal that citizens report improvements in their
own lives and in those of others in their communities when
they get to interact with and assess the evidence of social
impact related to the goals established by society itself (Aiello
et al., 2020; Reale et al., 2018). Indeed, it helps them better
understand their contexts and distinguish between scientific
evidence and false assumptions that cause them so much harm
If social sciences and humanities aim at achieving and opti-
mizing social impact, qualitative methodologies and social
theories must take into account citizens’ voices not only in the
co-creation of knowledge, but also in the evaluation of its
social impact.

Limitations and Future Research

The current study contributes a methodological advancement
yielded by orienting research to social impact. Such inno-
vation relies on the participation of citizens in the evaluation of
research results. Nevertheless, the current study presents some
limitations and identifies future research that can contribute to
advancing knowledge on this matter.

First, in this study the participants, both researchers and
citizens have been involved in research rooted in the social
sciences. It would be interesting to conduct future research
that explores this methodological innovation in other sci-
ences. Second, the current research is the first one that fo-
cuses on describing the characteristics that define and make
such an innovation possible. Future research should delve
more on each of these characteristics individually, in order to
contribute new understandings that enlarge the knowledge
on the possibilities and limitations of the participation of
citizens in the evaluation of research results. Moreover, in the
current study a diversity of participants has been sought, in
order to gather a broad view of experiences in the first
definition of the methodological innovation here presented,
with researchers as the main target group, and citizens to
contrast the findings. Further research may focus on specific
target groups to provide knowledge on the impact it spe-
cifically has on them, providing more evidence on its rep-
licability and its capacity to provide research outcomes that
contribute to the improvement of the lives of all citizens.
Last, the results here presented include a diversity of contexts
and participants in which this methodological innovation is
being replicated in different methodologies and sciences.
Further research shall delve on this aspect, studying the ways
in which citizens’ evaluation of social impact is being

conducted with different qualitative methodologies, not only
the CM.

Conclusion

The dialogic turn of societies has led to changes that include
more and more citizens in the decisions and matters that affect
their lives, contributing to the Human Right to science. Such
turn has reached research on all sciences, which increasingly
include citizens’ needs in their research objectives, as well as
the voices of citizens in processes of co-creation of knowl-
edge. Within this line of advancements, the current study has
presented a methodological innovation, the dialogic participa-
tion of all citizens in the evaluation of the social impact of
research. The research here presented provides evidence on how
such innovation emerges from building scientific knowledge
from previous scientific contributions, while incorporating the
voices of all citizens in research. Moreover, it shows that for
such evaluation to take place, researchers must create dialogic
spaces in which arguments overcome power claims that rely on
status and power positions. Finally, it shows how counting on
citizens for the evaluation of research results not only provides
evidence of how this improves the methodological design of
research, but also contributes to improving citizens’ lives, while
it promotes the engagement of citizens in science. This, in turn,
makes citizens appreciate the benefits that it brings to them and
demand for more scientific contributions that keep improving
their lives and communities, leading to the co-creation of further
research capable of yielding social impact.
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