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There is no better commentary on conclusion to this workshop than the prospectus to the PNS5 symposium.
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Knowledge, Science Practices and Integrity: 
Quality through Post-Normal Science Lenses
As science's inter-penetration with technology, finance, politics and mass-media becomes ever more profound, new challenges arise.  Scientific practices are becoming increasingly diverse — for example, as citizen science, DIY and makers movements gain prominence, and traditional, local and indigenous knowledge are (re)valued.  Plurality in the forms of knowledge increases complexity.  In this context, the protection of integrity and quality of knowledge includes critical thinking about science itself.  New demarcations are needed, between science practices with qualities that are negotiated with society, and practices that are shoddy, entrepreneurial, opportunistic, reckless, vacuous, or outright dirty.  Confronting issues at the science-technology-policy interface with PNS lenses yields something more rigorously managed than politics, less precise than laboratory science, more challenging than either of them, and with the potential to restore integrity to science practice and prudence in policy advice.
There we find a coherent agenda for reform. I have just two comments, one general and one practical.

First, when we consider the bad news about the state of science, as we have seen in detail in connection with statistics, we might be inclined to a very gloomy view.  Given the centrality of science in so many aspects of our culture, what would happen if it decayed irretrievably?  There is an example, in Roman science; see the prospectus of the book by W. Stahl, on Amazon.  Another perspective would be to say:  “science is a major societal institution, and like many others past and present, it is in need of reform”.  Now, ‘reform’ is a familiar idea to students of politics and society.  There are many historical examples, with a great diversity.  Sometimes reform fails and the institution collapses, sometimes it turns into revolution, but sometimes it does succeed.  There are several noteworthy examples, including the Protestant Reformation, Victorian England, and America ‘from Bryan to the New Deal’.  We always find complexity, confusion and contradiction within movements for reform, a well as among their opponents.  The PNS5 prospectus does well in outlining the agenda; on that basis one could make an analysis of the various actors and drivers that are involved.  This work is barely conceived just now, still less undertaken.  But it could be a useful outcome of this workshop and of the PNS effort.

Then, how is reform to be accomplished?  It will happen only when there is a coalition of individuals and groups who have the commitment and the understanding to bring it about.  One potential source is the scientific gig-workers; another, those who experience the evils of an unequal society within the world of science.  They would be allied with those who are determined to restore integrity to the world of research.  Their campaign would involve rejecting the subservience of science to external commercial, political or ideological interests, and also in re-educating scientists in the skills of genuine research and the moral commitment to integrity.  For any of this endeavour to succeed, the reformers will need to capture the consciousness of a generation of students.  For this last, I have an offering, an extract from my little book, A No-Nonsense Guide to Science.  There are three brief sections: the old assumptions, the political questions, and the personal questions.  They are reproduced here, posted in the Resources folder.

Finally, this is how I now see the urgent challenge for science.  If it is admitted that even in the case of ‘normal’ research the self-correcting procedures of science can be slow, even taking decades, then how can the public be expected to believe the instant pronouncements by science on complex and uncertain post-normal policy issues?  For science to demand such acceptance can be construed as arrogance, which is destructive of trust.  The comprehension of such a challenge by science and scientists will involve an appreciation of the non-violent approach to policy, involving compassion and self-knowledge.  In that way, science can be further transformed in a new, humane revolution.  (See the essay ‘Pugwash’ in Resources).

In some ways this workshop is a celebration of my life and work.  For that I am indeed very grateful.  But I derive more pleasure from helping my friends, colleagues and comrades to continue the work that, with all your help, I have been able to pursue.  I hope to continue that endeavour for as long as I am able.  Post-Normal Science is entering a new phase of its historic mission, and I hope to see it grow and mature.
