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Let’s start with some good news...

Now some bad news...



Introduction
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From Latin America...

A closer look...



Introduction
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So by reducing just a small 
amount of light, about 6 % or so of 
the average light over the summer, 
we can reduce about 50 to 60 % of 
the bleaching stress on the corals.

So the thought is that because our 
oceans are record hot, our air is 
record hot, that (is) fuel food for 
this seaweed (...) to grow much 

bigger than ever.

Sounds sciency...
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If these are the main “messages”...

6% less sunlight => 60% less bleaching stress

oceans, air record hot => grow more than ever

what is the audience expected to do?

what CAN they do?

Trust?
Believe?



Trust?
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Does it follow, then...

that this should be believed?

Houston,
do we have journalism?



Journalism 101
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The very basics

5 W’s
What?
Who? When? Where?

Houston,
do we have a problem?

WHY ?

A few observations regarding WHY 

equivalent to HOW 

science journalists tend to get it from scientists...

whom the audience is expected to believe !



Journalism 101
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We probably do... appeal to authority is a fallacy

Graduate level journalism



Advanced journalism
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Should reporters NOT trust scientists?

Science journalists verify 
the science !!?? 

not at face value
(although they very often do)

but yes, under certain circumstances

The essence of journalism 

is a discipline of verification



Advanced journalism
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Is that even possible?

Once again, 
a latin american perspective... 

How will we decide what information to
believe and what sources to trust? What 
is the future of truth and how as citizens 
are we to discern it?

Can verification and trust be compatible?



Advanced journalism
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When is trust justified?

Good reasons? 

If A [the public] has good reasons to believe 
that B [the epistemic authority]  

has good reasons to believe in p [the fact], 
then A has good reasons to believe in p.



A little Philosophy of Science
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Good reasons for what, exactly?

Etymology helps...

let’s get back to the oceans!

by reducing just about 6 % or so 
of the average light over the summer, 

we can reduce about 50 to 60 % 
of the bleaching stress on the corals

— The source (scientist) has concluded that 
(p) is believable

— If challenged (which he will be), he is expected to 
defend the path to that conclusion



A little Etymology

13 Finally...



A little Etymology
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An argument
is a means to 

make clear something

And beyond Etymology

Thus, a scientific 
argument...
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(almost) Back to Journalism

{ premises }

previous knowledge
hypothesis

(and more)

{ conclusions }

presumably 
new knowledge

scientific argument:

means to make clear 
the rational path from 
premises (and more) 

to conclusions



Science journalism…
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We VERIFY the science...

at the level of the arguments

by asking

why/how {p} happen

how do they know p happens

What’s in it for you?



Ocean sciences…
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If YOU are an ocean scientist...

don’t expect your arguments to be questioned
but plan to make them clear

Strategise to the benefit 
of the public...

do expect the Appeal to Authority (bad argument)

yet remember to display your good reasons

oceans are always complex systems



Change is needed
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Trust and believe have not worked...

let’s give rationality 

a fighting chance

(and it’s not what journalism 
should pursue)
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