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Abstract: Traditionally, scientists rarely engage themselves in public affairs in China. The rise of social

media, however, is changing the landscape. Nowadays, in various online public debates on some highly

controversial issues, such as GMO and PM2. 5 air pollution, scientists are more and more referred and in-

volved in the activities. This study aims to discuss the patterns of scientists’ online public participations,

as well as the deliberativeness of their behaviors, based on the observation of the relevant accounts on

Weibo, one of China's most influential public spaces. A total of 105 scientists’ microblogging contents are

analyzed for the purpose It is found that scientists’ participation of online public discussions is limited in

terms of the scope and the scale of participation in a whole. Among the scientists from varied disciplines or

fields, the preferred issues they possibly participate to discuss are quite diversified, and many of which are

irrelevant with their professional expertise. Generally speaking, the deliberativeness levels of their online

public participation are in the medium range. The implications of the findings are also discussed.

Key words: scientists; social media; online public participation; behavioral patterns; deliberativeness
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