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Model Table A: Scientists Should Be More Active Advocates

Element Content
Purpose Promote evidence-based decision-making in society; prevent harm from misinformation
Key Question [To what extent should scientists actively influence public policy and opinion?
Information Climate data, public health outcomes, cases of misinformation impact (e.g., pandemics), historical examples of advocacy (e.g., nuclear
scientists)
Concepts Scientific responsibility, public good, expertise authority, knowledge translation
Assumptions |Scientists have a moral obligation beyond research; the public benefits from expert guidance; neutrality can enable harm
Inferences If scientists remain passive, misinformation may dominate; advocacy can improve societal outcomes
Implications |Increased trust or backlash; potential politicization of science; improved policy decisions if done effectively

Point of View

Scientist as citizen, expert, and stakeholder in societal outcomes

Model Table B: Scientists Should Not (or Need Not) Be More Active Advocates

Element Content
Purpose Preserve obijectivity, credibility, and trust in science
Key Question Does advocacy compromise scientific neutrality and public trust?
Information Cases where politicization damaged credibility; institutional norms; role separation between science and policy
Concepts Objectivity, neutrality, role boundaries, epistemic authority
Assumptions Advocacy introduces bias; public trust depends on perceived neutrality; policymakers—not scientists—should decide
Inferences Advocacy may reduce credibility and polarize audiences; scientists risk being dismissed as partisan
Implications Reduced trust in science; clearer division of labor; potential underuse of scientific knowledge in policy

Point of View

Scientist as neutral knowledge producer, not activist
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Decision Question
“Should scientists be more active advocates in society?”

Phase 1 — Element Mapping (Group Work, 15-20 min)

Each group fills in one table only (no judging yet). Their task is to generate

as much relevant content as possible under each element.
Instruction constraint:

e Every entry must clearly match the element label.

e No arguments yet; only structured reasoning inputs.
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3) Phase 2 — Al Model Comparison (Instructor Reveal)

Students receive two completed tables. Their task shifts to:
e |dentify strengths and weaknesses
e Apply Intellectual Standards (clarity, accuracy, relevance, depth,
breadth, logic, significance, fairness)
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4) Phase 3 — Apply Intellectual Standards (Critical Layer)

Students now evaluate both tables:

Prompt examples:

Clarity: Which entries are vague or ambiguous?

Accuracy: What claims require verification?

Relevance: Which points are tangential?

Depth: What complexities are missing?

Breadth: Are alternative perspectives sufficiently represented?
Fairness: Is either table biased or incomplete?
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Students must:
[ ]

5) Phase 4 — Fair-Mindedness Exercise (Individual)

Strengthen the opposing table (not their preferred view)
[ J

Add at least 3 improvements using intellectual standards
This enforces:

e Perspective-taking

Intellectual humility
Fair-minded reasoning

6) Instructor Debrief (Key Teaching Points)

Emphasize the mechanism:

1. Elements of Reasoning = Structure thinking
2. Intellectual Standards = Evaluate thinking
3.

Intellectual Traits = Discipline the thinker
Make explicit:

Weak thinkers argue positions

Developing thinkers organize reasoning
Strong thinkers evaluate reasoning

Fair-minded thinkers improve both sides

Optional Enhancement (High Value)

“Personal Position Statement (5 minutes)”
e Students articulate their stance
Must explicitly reference:

o 2 elements of reasoning
2 intellectual standards
1 fair-minded adjustment
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