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| n 1961 the Journabf the AmericarMedicalAssociatiompublisheda surveysuggestinthat
90%of doctors who diagnosedancein their patientsvouldchoosenot to tell them(Oken
1961).Thedoctorsin the studygaveavarietyof reasongancluding(unsubstantiategars
thatpatientsmightcommitsuicideand feelingsf futility about the prospect®f treatment.
Amongotherthingsthis casestandsisaremindeithat, whileit isacommonplacéhatlay
people oftendont trustexpertsatleastasimportantis thatexpertoften don®trustlay
people.

PaternalistDistrust

I was putin mindof this stunning:xample of communicativpaternalismvhilereading
Stepherohr@recenpaper Epistemidrustandthe ethicsof science communication:
againstransparencypennessincerityandhonestydJohnmakes: caseagainst
presumptionof openness scienceommunicatiomhat- althoughhisargumenis more
subtle- readsattimeslike arationalreconstructiof adoctorpatient relationshigrom the
1950s. Whatis disquieting isthathe makes acasdhatis, at first glancequitepersuasive.

Whenlay people choosdo trustwhat expertsell them,Johnarguestheyare(or their
behavioutan usefullypemodelled asthoughtheyare) making two implicit judgments. The
first, andleastcontroversials that@ someclaim meés s scientificepistemistandardéor
properacceptancéhen[they]should accepthatclain{John2018,77).He callsthisthe
@pistemologicalremis®

Secondlyhoweverthelaypersomeeds to beconvincedhat the {ijnstitutionaktructures
aresichthatthe bestexplanatiorfor the factualcontentof someclaim(madeby ascientist,
or group,or subjecto someconsensus$ thatthis clalmmeetsuentlflo@plstem|c
standardSfor properacceptan€@John2018.77).He callsthisthe Qociologial premised
He suggestsightly,l think,thatthisisthe premisen disputein manycontemporargases
of distrustin scienceClimatechangescepticgif thatis therightword)typicallydo not
doubtthatwe shouldacceptlaimghatmeetscientificepistemistandardsather they
doubtthatthe Gocieepistemidnstitution§hatproducescientificclaimsaboutclimate
changearein factworkingastheyshould(John2018 77)

Considethe examplef the so-calledOlimategatézontroversyin whichacacheof emails
betweeranumberof prominentclimatescientistsveremadepublicon the eveof amajor
internationatlimatesummitin 2009.The emaildelow(quotedn Moore2017,141)were
full of claimghatmight- to theunitiated look like evidencef sharppracticeFor example:

"l shouldwarnyouthatsomedatawe havewearenot suppose(to] passon to others.
We canpason thegriddeddatdN whichwedo. Evenif WMO [World Meteorological
Organizationggreed, will still not pason the dataWehave25or soyearsnvestedn

thework. Whyshouldl makethe dataavailabléo you,whenyouraimisto try andfind

somethingvrongwith it.O
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Orou candeletethis attachmenif youwant.Keepthis quietalso but thisis the person
whois puttingin FOI requestéor allemailKeith andTim havewrittenandreceivede
Ch 6 of AR4Wethink we'vefoundawayaroundthisO

Orheotherpaperby MM isjustgarbageE | car®seeeitherof thesepapersdeingin
thenextIPCCreport.Kevinandl will keepthemout somehovbevenif wehaveto
redefinawvhatthe peerreviewliteraturaso

"I've justcompletedViike'sNaturetrick of addingn therealtempsto eachseriedor the
last20yeargie from 1981onwardsamd[sic]from 1961for Keith'sto hidethedecline."

As Phil Jonesthendirectorof the ClimateResearchinit, lateradmittedthe emailsio not
readwellO Howeverneitheron closeilinspectior,did theyshowanythingarticularlyout
of theordinary andcertainlynothinglike corruptionor fraud.Mostof the controversyit
seemed;amerom laypeoplemisinterpretinghe backstageonversationf scientistn
light of amisleadingmageof whatgoodsciences supposedo look like.

The lllusions of Folk Philosophyof Science

Thisis the centraproblemidentifiedin Johr® paperManypeoplehesuggestgvaluat¢éhe
Gociologicgbremiséin light of a@lk philosophyof scienc@hatis worldsawayfrom the
realityof scientifiqpracticeFor thisreasontevealingo anonexpertpublichowthe
sausagis madecanleadnot to understandingdut to greateconfusioi{John2017 82).
And worse ashe suggestlsappenedh the climategatecaseit mightleadpeopleo reject
wellfoundedscientificclaimdan the mistakerbeliefthattheydid not meetproperepistenic
standardsvithin therelevanepistemicommunity Transparenayightthusleadto
unwarrantedistrust.

In aperfectworld wemighteducateverybodyn the theoryandpracticeof modernscience.
In theabsencef suchaworld,howeverscientistaeedto playalongwith thefolk beliefin
orderto getlayaudiencet® adoptthoseclaimghatarein theirepistemidbestinterests.
Thus,Johnarguesscientist@xplaininghemselve® laypublicsshouldseeko @eltHead
(thebenevolentounterparto misleadjheiraudiencerlhatis,theyshouldtry to bringthe
laypersorto hold the mostepistemicallgoundbeliefsgvenif thismeansnasking
uncertaintieglossinggomplicationgyretendingnoreprecisiorthanyouknowto bethe
caseandsoon.

AlthoughJohnpresent$isargumenassomethingloseto heresyhismodelof @velk
leadingspeectdescribeacommonenougtpracticeEconomistsfor instancefacea
similartemptatiorto maskuncertaintieandglosscomplicationsndcounterargunents
whenengagingvith politicalleadersandwiderpublicson issuesuchasthe benefitsand
disadvantaged freetradepolicies.

As DaniRodrikputsit:

11n a statement released on 24 November 2009,
http://www.uea.ac.uk/mac/comm/media/press/2009/nov/cruupdate

2 Oneof eight separatevestigation was by the House of Commons select committee on Science and
Technologyhttp://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/387/38702.htm
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As aprofessionatconomistasanacademieconomistdayin anddayout | seen
seminarandpgpersagreatvarietyof viewson whatthe effectsof tradeagreements
are theambiguougffectsof deepintegrationlnsideeconomicsyouseehatthere
isnot asingleviewon globalizationBut the momentthat getstranslatedhto the
politicaldomain.economistdavethis viewthatyoushouldneverprovide
ammunitiorto thebarbariansSothe barbarianarethesgpeoplevho don®
understandhe notion of comparativadvantagandthe gaindrom trade andyou
dondwan€& anyof thesecaveatsanyof theseuncertaintiegp bereflectedn the
publicdebate(Rodrik2017 atc.3034mins).

WVellleadingspeectseemso bethedefaultmodefor expertdalkingto layaudiences.
An Intentional Deception

A cruciaffeatureof @eltHeadingspeeclis thatit hasno chancef workirg if youtellthe
audiencevhatyouareup to. It isastrategyhatcannotbe openlyavowedwvithout
underminingtself,andthusrelieson adegre®f deceptionFurthermoretheweltleading
strategynlyworksif theaudiencalreadyruststheexpertsn questionandis unlikelyto
help- andis likelyto activelyharmexpertcredibility- in contextwhereexpertsarealready
undersuspiciorandscrutiny Johnthusadmitsthatthis strategyganbackfiref theaudience
is madeawareof someof the hiddencomplicationsgndworse aswascaseof in climate
gatejf it seemshe expertsactivelysoughto evadedemandsor transparencgnd
accountabilitfJohn2017 82).

Thisputsexpertsn abind:be ©penandhonestandrisk beingmisunderstoodyr engagén
Wellleadingspeechandriskbeingexposed andthenmisunderstood! not sosurethe
dilemmais actuallyasstarkasall that,but Johnidentifiesarealandimportantproblem:
Whenanaudiencenisunderstarsdvhatthe properconductof someactivityconsistsn,
thenrevealingnformationaboutthe conductof the activitycanleadthemto misjudgets
guality Furthermoreto the extentthatexpertdhaveto adjustheirconducto conformto
whatthe audiencé¢hinksit shouldlook like, revealingnformationaboutthe procesan
underminehe qualityof the outcomes.

Oneeconomishasthusarguedhataccountabilityworksbestwhenit is basedn
informationaboutoutcomesandthatinformationaboutprocesganhavedetrimental
effect€fPrat2005:863) By wayof exampleshecompareswo waysof monitoringfund
manager©Onewayisto look atthe yearlyreturns.The otherway(exemplifiedn hercase,
by pensiorfunds) jnvolvescommunicang directlywith fund manageranddemandinghat
they@xplaintheirinvestmenstrategffPrat2005870) Thelatterstrategysheclaims,
producesvorseoutcomeshanthosemonitoredonly by theirresultsbecauséheagents
haveanincentiveo actin awaythatcornformsto whatthe principalregardssappropriate
ratherthanwhatthe agenregardssthe mosteffectiveaction.

Expert Accountability
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Thepointhereis thatwhenexpertsareheldaccountableatthelevelof process bythose
withouttherelevanexpertisetheirjudgmenis effectivelydisplacedby thatof their
audienceTl o putit anothemway if youwantthe benefitof experjudgmentyouhaveto
forgotheurgeto look too closelyatwhattheyaredoing.OnoraO®eill makesasimilar
point: ®lantsdon®flourishwhenwe pull themup too oftento checkhowtheirrootsare
growingpolitical,institutionabndprofessiondlfe too maynot flourishif we constantly
uprootit to demonstratéhateverythings transparenandtrustworthgO®eill 2002:19).

Of coursepat of theproblemin the climatecasasthatthe outcomesrealsosubjecto
expertinterpretationWWhenevaluating fund manageyoucanselecgoodpeopleleave
themaloneandcheckthattheyhit theirtargetsBut howdo youevaluate claimabout
likelysealevelriseoverthe nextcentury? radicachanges needechowto avertsuch
catastrophieffectsthenthe pointis preciselyot to waitandseef theyarerightbeforewe
act.Thismeanghatboth the Gelecaindtrusiandthe @istrustandmonitolnodelsof
accountabilitgreproblematicandwe arebackwith the problemHow canaccountability
work whenyoudon®knowenoughaboutthe activityin questiorto knowif it@beingdone
right?How arewe supposedo hold expertsaccountabla waysthatdondunderminghe
verypointof relyingon experts?

Theideathatcommunicativaccountabilityo laypeoplecanonly diminishthe qualityeither
of warrantedrust(Johr®argumentdr the qualityof outcomegPra® argumentpresumes
thatexpertknowledges afinishedproduct,soto speakAfter all,if expertdhavealready
donetheirduediligenceandcouldnot geta betteranswerthenoutsiderdiavenothing
epistemicallpneaningfulo add.Butif expertknowledges not afinishedproductthen
demands$or accountabilitfrom outsidergo the expertcommunitycan,in principle have
someepistemiwalue.

Considethe caseof HIV -AIDS researclandtherole of activistsn challengingxpertideas
of whatconstitutedgoodsciencéin conductof clinicaltrials.In thisengagememhey@ere
not rejectingnedicakciencgbut wererather@lenouncingomevarietyof scientific
practice..asnot conduciveo medicaprogresandthe healthandwelfareof their
constituend(Epstein19962).1t is atleasipossiblehatthe proces®f engagingvith and
respondingo criticismcanleadto learningon both sidesandthe productionultimatelyof
bettersciencéWhatmatterss not whetheithe criticsbeginwith anaccurateiewof the
scientifiqpprocesstather whatmatterss howthe proces®f criticismandresponsés carried
out.

We Are Never Alone

Thisleadsneto animportantissuehatJohndoesaddressOne of the mostattractive
feature®f hisapproachs thathemovesheyondhelimitedexamplegrevalentin the
sociakpistemologlteraturepf onelaypersonevaluatinghetestimonyf oneexpertor
perhapswo competingexpertsHe rightlyobserveshatexpertspeakor collectivesand
thusthatweareimplicitlyjudgingthe functioningof institutionswvhenwe judgeexpert
testimonyBut hemissesananalogousociologicgbroblemon the sideof thelayperson.
Werarelyjudgealone Ratheryeuse@ustproxie§{MacKenzi@andWarren2012).
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| maynot knowenougho knowwhetherthoseclimatescientistsverenot doinggood
sciencehut otherscando thatwork for me.l mighttrustmy representativeaho haveon
my behalfconducteapeninvestigationandinquiriesTheyarenot climatescientistdyut
theyhavegiventhe mater thekind of sustainedattentionthat! havenot. | mighttrust
particulamediaoutletsto do thiswork.l mighttrustsociaimovements.

To gobackto the AIDS caseACT-UP functionedor manyasatrustproxyof thissort,
with the skillsandresouresto do this sortof monitoring developingompetencbut with
interestsnorecloselyalignedvith thewidercommunityaffectedy theissueOr | might
eventrustthe judgment®f groupsof citizengandomlyselecte@ndgivenanopportunity
to moredeely engagevith theissuedor justthis purposgseeGastil,Richardsand
Knobloch2014).

Thishardlyonitsown,solveghe problemof layjudgmenbf expertsindeed;t would
seento placet atoneremoveandintroducealayerof intermediarieBLut it isworth
attendingo thesesortsof judgmentdor atleastwo reasongOneis becausen a
descriptivesensethisis whatactuallyseemso begoingon with respecto expertlay
judgmentPeoplearer®directlyjudgingthe claimsof climatesciertists,andthey@e not even
judgingthe functioningof scientifidnstitutionsthey®e simplytakingcuesfrom theirown
trustedintermediarie§ hesecondsthatthe problemsandpathologiesf expertlay
communicatiorre,in largepart,problemswith theirrootsin failuresof intermediary
institutionsandpractices

To putit anotheway,| suspecthatalargepartof Johr® (legitimateoncerrabou
transparenag atroot aconcernaboutunmediatieagjudgmenof expertsAfter all,in the
climategatecasewearedealingvith laypeopleeffectiveljookingoverthe shouldersf the
scientistastheywrite theiremailsOnemighthavesimilarconcernsaboutvideomonitoring
of meetingstheyseento showyouwhatis goingon butin factarelikelyto mislead/ou
becausgoudon®reallyknowwhatyoue lookingat (LichtandNaurin2015).Y ou lackthe
contextandunderstandingf the practiceha canbe providedby observersyhoneednot
themselvebe expertsbut who needto knowenoughaboutthe practiceo tellthe
differencébetweergoodandbadconduct.

Thesamddeacanapplyto transparencgf reasoningnvolvingthe demandhatactorsgive
apublicaccounbf theiractionsWhilethe demandhatauthoritieexplainhow andwhy
theyreachedheirjudgmentseemso fall victimto the problemof laymisunderstandindg,
alsooffersawayout of it. After all,in Johrf®owntellingof the caseheexplainsn a
convincingvaywhythefirst impressiorfthatthe Gociologicghremiséhasnot been
fulfilled)is misleadingl heinitial scandahitiateda proces®f scrutinyin whichsomenor-
expertgsuchasthepoliticalrepresentatives ganisinghe parliamentarynquiry)engageh
closerscrutinyof theexpertpractican question.

Practicalayjudgmenbf expertsloesnot requirethatlaypeoplebecoregpertgasLane
2014andMoore2017haveargued)but it doesrequirealot moreergagemerthanthe
averageitizenwouldeitherwantor havetimefor. The point hereis thatmostcitizensstill
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dondknowenoughto properlyevaluatéhe sociologicghremiseandthusproperlyinterpret
informationtheyreceiveaboutthe conductof scietists.But theycan(anddo)relyon
proxieso do the work of monitoringandscrutinizingexperts.

Wheredoesthisleaveus?Johnis rightto saythatwhatmatterds not the generatiomf trust
per se,but warrantedrust, or an alignmeniof trust andtrustworthinessWhat! think he
missess that distrustis crucialto the possiblewayin which transparencgan (potentially)
leadto trustworthinessTrust anddistrust,on this view,arein a dynamicrelation:Distrust
motivatescrutinyandthe creaton of institutionakafeguardbhatmaketrustworthyconduct
more likely. Somethindike this casefor transparencwasmadeby JeremyBentham(see
Bruno2017).

Johnrightly pointsto the dangethatpopularmisunderstandinganleadto abackfirein the
transitionfrom Qcrutingto ®etter behavioufBut he responddy assertinga model of
Wellleadingspeectihat seemdo assumehatlay peoplealreadytrust expertsandhe thus
leavesunanswerethe crucialquestiongaisedby his centralexampleWhat arewe to do
whenwe beginfrom distrustand suspicionHow we might build trustworthinessut of
distrust?

Contactdetails: alfred.moore@york.ac.uk
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