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Jaime Jacobsen 
Hi everyone. My name is Jaime Jacobsen, and I direct the Center for Science Communication at Colorado State University. We offer storytelling workshops to faculty across campus and to community members, and we are producing a new series which highlights the work of our faculty in the College of Liberal Arts and its impact on our community, which is produced by our center for Science Communication in collaboration with the Dean's Office at the College of Liberal Arts.

Katie Mitchell 
I'm Katie Mitchell. I'm one of the co-producers for the series, and I'm one of the host voices that you will be hearing throughout the show.

Connor McHugh
 My name is Connor McHugh. I'm another one of the co-producers for the series and a secondary host along the way.

Collin Rice 
My name is Collin Rice. I'm a philosopher of science and philosophy department at CSU, and I work on concepts of explanation, idealization, understanding those kinds of things in science.

McHugh 
That sounds super interesting. What does that look like in your day to day?

Rice 
Yeah, in my day to day, so, I'm like a good liberal arts student, spent way too much time trying to figure out what I wanted to do with my life. I was a physics and a chemistry major. I added philosophy because I got hooked on aesthetics and some other questions in philosophy, graduated and wanted to know what to do with my life. And somebody told me that there was this thing called philosophy of science, where I would get to do philosophy half the time and science half the time. And I was working in a lot of science labs where I got a little burned-out writing grants about the same project over and over. So, I wanted something that would let me do science but let me switch what kinds of science or what types of science I was doing day to day. (1:35) So day to day, I get to wake up and think about lots of different parts of science and to ask what I think are really interesting questions about how science works, how we want to teach science, how we want science to connect with the public, and how science works generally (1:50) that I think a lot of scientists are interested in, but a lot of students are interested in and a lot of people are just interested in. But we don't always have the time to sort of really unpack them in a science classroom. (2:00) 

McHugh 
Well, thank you. And it sounds like you're kind of in between a bunch of groups of researchers and students and the public and all that stuff. You're working on something that kind of bridges the gaps between those groups. Is that true?

Rice 
For sure. So, the project I'm the Montfort Professor, and the project is titled something like Philosophy of Science as the linchpin for science communication. And so, I really see philosophy as not sort of having the unique answer here. But one of the things I've gotten really good at over the years, I think, is interdisciplinary collaboration. And a lot of people want to do that, but it's actually quite hard to do when people speak different languages, come from different backgrounds, have different value judgments. One of the things I do is get a lot of these people in the same room and try and get them to communicate effectively, not just with the public necessarily, but with each other, so that we can collaborate and really figure out what that looks like. 
And so, this project, you know, I think there's this, this fundamental fact that we all want to have our reasons and our beliefs heard, right? And I think that scientists especially like during the March for Science and those kinds of things, were really feeling sort of under existential threat, and still are, about feeling like their science isn't being heard. But I also think that's true of the public, and they often feel like their stories aren't being heard or their reasons. And so, I think that's a sort of fundamental human thing that we want. And I remember talking to several students about how philosophy was really this tool that helped them unpack their reasons for believing something. And here are the reasons that other people had for believing something different. And so, I was really trying to unpack this idea. 
It really sparked for me, in the space of taking students to D.C. to meet with politicians and policy makers. We were all packed into this little van. It was really hot. It reminded me of being a musician on tour. But we were all sort of nervous and anxious and sweating. And we got to D.C., and we went into this big room with these big conference tables with a lot of politicians, and the students really wanted to talk about climate change and how it was affecting their generation. And in particular, they wanted to share, they were taking my class alongside a political science course and a biology course on climate science. They wanted to share a lot of facts about climate change, and the politicians really responded with a sort of, “Well, that's fine, we agree with those scientific facts, but we disagree about certain value judgments or reasons for different policies that we might build in response to that science.” And I remember one of the students turning to me. I was sort of feeling frustrated with the conversation, and she seemed frustrated, too. And she turned to me and said, “I realized that this discussion was not about science, it was about philosophy.” And that for me was really striking because we were in a science communication space, communicating with politicians, and it just didn't feel like it was about science. It was something about philosophy that was doing the work. And so, I asked her what she meant, and she said, “You know, this is really about value judgements, it's about arguments, and it's about hearing reasons from people who disagree, who are radically different or come from a different perspective than you. And that's what phosphate is all about.” And so they quickly the students, I sort of encouraged them to shift to listening to the arguments of the other side, raising objections or questions, those kinds of things, rather than just stating facts that were opposite to what the other folks were saying. And I think that was really empowering for them. And I think it also made for a much more fruitful conversation, one where they felt heard, they felt like they heard the other side. And we were also making progress on the question instead of just talking past each other. 
So the current project is really trying to draw out this idea that philosophers have these skills of talking about value judgments, reasoning through other people's arguments, seeing the world through different perspectives, and talking about alternative possible ways the world could be, or alternative ways that people might see the world, and trying to figure out how those skills of philosophy might get translated into science communication or public understanding of science contexts, to sort of really help update the ways that we try and communicate those things to the public, politicians, and other people that we might disagree with.

Jacobsen 
I feel like it's something that I have an implied understanding of, but I'm wondering if we can kind of unpack what you mean by value judgments, and how those play out in your field. I think that's really interesting.

Rice 
Yeah. So, there's a big literature in values in science that philosophers have really worked up. One of the key things, the lessons, I guess, is that there's lots of different values that do different things in science. One of them, some philosophers call them empirical values, are sort of like just values about which kinds of truths you're interested in. So, they're not necessarily values that bias you or take you away from the truth, they just determine which truths you're interested in, what kind of evidence you acquire, what kinds of methods you think are best. Those are all commitments that we have in science that are value judgements. That is, they're not sort of grounded in, there's no experiment you run to tell you what to do in that space. You have to sort of make a choice. And those choices are unforced or sort of not dictated by the data. So just following the data doesn't tell you what data to collect next. It doesn't tell you what methods to use next. It doesn't tell you what research questions are interesting or why they're interesting, those kinds of things. 
There's also social and political values generally that the public, you know, science is funded by the public and often feels an obligation to be responsive to those needs of the public or the things that the public cares about. Those can guide scientific research in other ways, too. There's also just personal values of scientists. One of the sort of lessons of this literature is that we do better science when we have values involved, right? When scientists care about the work they do, they often work harder. They do different experiments. They really want to help alleviate a problem, something like that. Those kinds of value judgments can drive them to do really good science. So, these can be anything from ethical commitments in the background, I think generally value judgments are sort of commitments that people have that maybe they're not always aware that they have. It's maybe the way to think about it. That can be an ethical commitment that somebody has. It can also just be a commitment to a way of doing science, or a way of thinking about the world or other value judgments, like I care about my kids or my family, or I care about skiing. Those kinds of value judgments can change how we operate in the world and those kinds of things. So, there's a big mess of different value judgments coming from different places. And philosophers have spent a lot of time trying to figure out how to talk about those things. 
I think unfortunately, science often, or scientists, especially in the classroom, don't feel super good about those spaces because they think, and we've sort of sold this discussion or this story, I should say that values are the antithesis of objectivity. So, one of the things I'm trying to push here is that actually more values make us more objective if we get them out in the open, and we communicate about them and talk about our disagreements, then values necessarily meaning that things are subjective in those spaces. So, values can make us more objective scientists or better scientists, rather than being something that we need to weed out of science in various ways. And that's exactly where philosophy and the humanities, people who think about value judgments all the time, can play a crucial role in helping that conversation.

McHugh
 So I guess when I think about science communication, it's usually like I grew up in the era of Bill Nye the Science Guy, and he was like, very clearly interested in the storytelling of the science that he was doing. But the example that you're talking about in DC, it sounds like they had your students and the politicians you met with, had diverse views on the subject matter that you were talking about. Is that something that you were planning on doing and introducing to your students that you brought in, on the trip?

Rice 
Yeah, I think they were aware that there was going to be disagreement there, I think what they weren't so, um, prepared for was agreement about the science, right? So, or like sort of what the studies show, um, in various cases. And so, you know, you mentioned Bill Nye. I mean, I think there's a version of sort of what we're trying to do, which is just engagement, right? We're trying to get people excited about science, have them think about science. Think about the ways science has benefited their lives. And those are all important goals. But I think really seeing how somebody else reasons radically differently from different value judgments or different background assumptions, that's actually not just foundational to philosophy, but it's something that's foundational inside of science. I think a lot of scientists disagree quite a bit more than we often talk about, right? Especially when we focus on concepts like scientific consensus, right, or things like that. 
And so, in the, in the Bill Nye sort of, you know, engagement space, we're often sort of trying to get people excited about science, but often you're self-selecting an audience that already is excited about science, right? I watched The Magic School Bus and Bill Nye and all those things as a kid, but I already I was already hooked, right? I was already a science fan, and then I was just learning about science. But it's very different when somebody doesn't trust science automatically. Giving them more science doesn't seem to help, right? So how do I deal with that? How do I deal with the fundamental question of why someone should trust science who doesn't already, right? And that's where I think philosophy really, right, the dissent and disagreement or the, the range of views and philosophy are really broad, right? The disagreements can be really stark about overall worldview, and when you're trying to deal with that, you really have to be able to try and get inside the head or the reasons or the argument or the way of seeing the world of somebody radically different, not somebody who's sort of already on team science or already on team, in this case, your philosophical view or something like that. 
So, I think there's something really challenging about this space, of once we've got people engaged and they're interested in science, why should they trust science over other ways of knowing about the world? And there, again, there's no sort of Bunsen burner experiment in a lab that's going to suddenly, magically make people trust science or answer those questions, because the question of whether you should trust the science comes before you do the science. 

Jacobsen
Collin, I'm really curious about just this idea of engaging with those who think differently from you, and how, what sort of skill set is involved in actually enacting that in practice. How do you go about teaching this to your students?

Rice
Yeah, that’s a great question. I think generally engaging with people who disagree, the first thing to try and identify is common values. That can be one place you start. And I think this is part of why the focus on science being value free and therefore objective is really not helpful. We don't actually trust people who don't have values. We trust people who have value judgments, right? If somebody says I have no values, it's sort of puzzling why I should trust them, or a little concerning, right? We might disagree about the value judgments, but at least if you're a human, I expect you to have value judgments that I could engage with and hopefully that some of them are common human values. You know, we care about certain kinds of things as human beings, and we inhabit the same world and those kinds of things. So that's one place to start. All good philosophical argumentation starts with a common assumption, something that even the other side will agree to. And if we disagree down the road, that's one thing. But what I'd like to do is start with something that we agree about, right? Rather than just sort of rehashing the stuff we already agree about or something like that. And if we can start with some value judgment or a background assumption or goal or aim that we have that we share, then I can work through some reasons to try and get the person I'm discussing this thing with to either change their mind or at least see it from a different point of view, right? 
The other thing is you just have to be really good at listening. I think philosophers, much of our sort of contemporary discussions, not just in science communication, but generally, have been just stating conclusions right in short form, right? Here's my view, here's your view. And then we walk away. And that doesn't really unpack what the reasons or the arguments are behind those ideas, right? And that's what I think people really want to have heard is not just I disagree, but here are my reasons for disagreeing. And if you're going to respond, it turns out that there are lots of different reasons that people don't trust science. And I think we've tried to sort of find these magic bullets of like, well, they don't understand the science or they're politically motivated to distrust science or whatever. But if you go and talk to people, you get a really wide range of why they either don't trust particular parts of science or don't trust science generally, or don't trust their doctor. Those reasons are really varied, and if you're going to respond effectively or give them reasons why they should trust science or their doctor or those kinds of things, then you really have to respond directly to their reasons for not trusting, and that you got to you got to listen to what those reasons are, instead of just get stuck on the fact that we disagree. And if you listen to those reasons, often, you can find in philosophy these kind of common ground, even though these two philosophers have radically different worldview, they at least agree about this thing, and I can see how they branched off of that in different ways. But at least it gives us a starting point, and it can help us understand people or views that are really different from what we personally hold.

McHugh 
That skill set seems like it's very applicable in person. Do you see the same application of that skill set? Do you like social media or online spaces?

Rice 
Yeah, it's tricky. I mean, I think in those spaces, I think part of the problem is that we very often short change the reasons or the arguments or having a real dialogue. The foundation of philosophy is a dialogue or a discussion like we're doing right now. Right? And so, I very often am trying to get scientists to not just tell a story, but to have a discussion with their audience in those spaces. And that can be very difficult in an online space. 
Another skill that philosophy and the humanities generally is to have those discussions and to be comfortable in those spaces. I remember several science faculty telling me, you know, I can't possibly have a discussion about values that's open ended. And one of them told me, like, “So you just ask your students what they think, and then you respond? How do you know what they're going to say?” I said, “I don't.” That's the point. It’s that kind of open-ended discussion where there will be a chance for response and back and forth. It's really hard in an online space, and I think that's part of why some of these things are really tricky, because we need to have those reason discussions through where why other people think differently. And if we don't do that, we're going to really struggle to communicate in any effective way. And we're certainly not going to change anybody's mind. What we're going to do is get a lot of different statements of view, but no real analysis of which of them is better or worse, right, which is what philosophy is really all about. 

Jacobsen 
Wonderful.

Rice 
Awesome.

Jacobsen 
That was really insightful.

Rice 
Thank you. Yeah.

Jacobsen 
We're really proud of the work that's coming out of the College of Liberal Arts and its impact on our lives, and we're excited to share it with you. Thank you so much for listening.
