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Executive Summary:
There is currently a void of discussion around scientific articles. Most articles are read only by
other researchers in the field, but the information still impacts the public. This need is greatest in
the anthropogenic climate change debate, as the political and economic impacts are greatest
and confusion surrounds the issue. Many climate change reports are acted upon by companies
and governments without discussion through the public. By bringing the focus of the discussion
to the research being done, the public can be educated, policy makers can be informed, and
everyone can act according to the data. Sapere Aude is latin for “have courage to use your own
reason.” Healthy scepticism and reaching conclusions for one’s self are the central philosophies
and principles that Sapere Aude is built upon. The proposed solution is to create a website to
both display articles and provide a space for community discussion, moderated by the
community. The website will be financed by companies and organizations with the greatest
vested interest in the truth of the global warming debate. These include oil and chemical
companies, and environmental organizations. This approach can be expanded to other
controversial fields like the social sciences, politics, nutrition, anthropology, economics, and
education. The logical next step after global warming is nutrition due to the high public impact
and general lack of a scientific truth.

Need:
The questions being asked by scientists today are often too large to be solved by independent
researchers. Similarly, the results of current research are often used to make decisions that
impact many people. Collaboration in the scientific field and inclusion of the public in scientific
discussion would be a benefit to all. The climate change debate is the area with the most
financial and social need to find the truth in all the research being done. Global warming
mitigation policies, regulations, and products are expensive and all are based on publically
overlooked research articles and institutional reports. Citizens, companies, institutions, and
governments would benefit from a more open discussion centered around the research being
published.
Currently, research is published in articles in journals. Most of these papers will gather a few
citations when other researchers reference the paper. Some will make headlines and be
translated into plain english from the technical language they were written in. In this case, the
results of a test are interpreted by many different people(data collector, paper writer, journal
publisher, news outlet), all of whom are subject to bias. There are many levels of technicality
among published research results. The level of technicality from most to least is: research
journals, review articles, tech blogs, tech magazines like scientific american, and general
magazines and newspapers.

Those that make headlines generate excitement and intrigue among the commenters while
people freely discuss the implications and the scientific method used. A good example of this is
when scientists at CERN thought they saw particles travel faster than the speed of light, and
turned over their evidence for public scrutiny after they could not find an error in their
measurements. Members of the scientific community and members of the public engaged in
many discussions on public forums, comment sections, and offline.
To get a better understanding of the academic environment I asked some researchers, graduate
students, and undergraduate students how they find and discuss research. First, not many
people read research journals outside of their field  articles are too dense. This applies to some
fields more than others. Other people have a casual interest in fields that can impact their life,
like nutritions and health. Most look for papers on Google Scholar, university collections, or
through journals they already know due to their establishment in their field. When they want to
discuss a paper, they often only discuss it within their research group. If they want to discuss
the paper with the author they may have to go through their professor. Discussing current
research with the author of a paper can be perceived as predatory. The quality of a paper is a
subjective measure of the journal it was published in, the authors on the paper, and the number
of citations it accumulates. The best way to determine if a journal is good is from its reputation,
which is subjective. Knowing the quality and reputation of the authors is also subjective, and it
takes time to get to know the leaders in a field. Citations are a difficult measure because some
citations (from other articles) are perceived as more prestigious than others (conference
citations).

Current Solutions:
The most pressing current solution is Plasmyd http://plasmyd.com/. They have a very clean and
simple layout and a well stated value proposition. The idea is the same. "Each [paper] has its
own page on the site that includes its abstract, a link to the paper and an area for leaving
comments."
http://techcrunch.com/2012/09/27/meetplasmydasearchenginediscussionplatformjustfors
cientists/
It looks like the idea was thought of in October 2011 (when they joined Facebook
https://www.facebook.com/plasmyd) They also have be mentioned in TechCrunch (a popular
technology blog) in September 2012
(http://techcrunch.com/2012/09/27/meetplasmydasearchenginediscussionplatformjustfors
cientists/)
It seems like they went through the same thought process as me:
"Akil is a second year graduate student at the University of California Irvine studying stem cell
biology. He and his cofounder Kevin Wu, a second year graduate student at UC San Diego

studying bioinformatics, were frustrated by existing search and discussion options like
Google Scholar, PubMed and Mendeley. Each of these made it possible to track down
individual papers, but it didn’t provide a way to see what other scientists thought of the
papers or to ask questions of the scientific community. “Google Scholar is a pretty good
search engine,” Akil says, “But we went and talked to them and discussion is not what they are
focused on.” And although papers are discussed indirectly on sites like Reddit and Hacker
News, they tend to be about news articles written by lay people for lay people."
http://techcrunch.com/2012/09/27/meetplasmydasearchenginediscussionplatformjustfors
cientists/
Also, people can comment anonymously (really with a pseudonym) and moderation is just like
Reddit (as I was planning). They are targeting only researchers and are looking to lab budgets
as their business model and possibly ads from scientific suppliers on the site:
"Akil and Wu want to have a site strictly for discussing scientific papers. For now Plasmyd isn’t
screening the credentials of commenters. Moderation is handled through up and
downvotes, just like Reddit and Hacker News. The team hasn’t raised any funding yet, but
they do have a business model in mind. “We’re still idealistic grad students, but our market is
pretty niche,” Akil says. “There’s only something like one million scientists in the U.S.” But
he says scientists have a big say in how lab budgets are spent, and companies selling
equipment and supplies have few ways of directly marketing to scientists. That could be a
big opportunity for Plasmyd, if the service takes off."
http://techcrunch.com/2012/09/27/meetplasmydasearchenginediscussionplatformjustfors
cientists/
The excitement around their product seems to have died. They only have 27 likes on Facebook
and their last post was in August 2012. Similarly, their twitter account posted interesting articles
weekly from August 2012 until November 2012 and then stopped posting without a word. They
have 131 followers https://twitter.com/plasmyd. Also, the last post on their blog was on August
15 2012 http://blog.plasmyd.com/ The post makes the case for a site like this one (or mine) and
makes it well. Their goals are just what mine are. "Discussions like these would provide
authors the ability to elaborate on their ideas and answer questions that other scientists have. In
addition, having a unified scientific community discussing papers would create a sense of
accountability as an inaccurate paper would be viewed poorly by the community, thereby
augmenting the peer review process in selecting for accurate and reproducible science. At the
end of the day science thrives in the light of healthy discussions and by providing a platform for
that we can help researchers generate better science."
The above reasons lead me to believe they stagnated because of their execution. They have
already indexed 60 million papers
(http://techcrunch.com/2012/09/27/meetplasmydasearchenginediscussionplatformjustfors
cientists/). They do not have a beachhead to focus on. The idea seemed well received and
people could see a clear need
(http://www.reddit.com/r/bioinformatics/comments/y7tsj/im_trying_to_get_the_word_out_about_

my_site_that/) Some people mocked that they had no way to get the entire scientific community
to automatically switch at once over to their platform (and mentioned that PLoS is doing
something similar), but again, they have no focused beachhead. And some issues came up
with they way they verify and notify authors. Overall the reaction was positive.
There is still a chance to differentiate Sapere Aude by focusing on the customer feeling the most
pain and expanding from there. If Plasmyd were to do that instead of trying to be everything for
everyone for all papers Sapere Aude would have a significantly lower chance of success.
There are many other attempts at bringing scientific journals to the general public. Some of
them focus on providing open access to the articles, some focus on finding the most impactful
articles, some focus on discussion, and some focus on curating interesting discussions. None
of these solutions is addressing the great pain felt by both sides of the climate change debate, a
failure to get the truth from the data.
Ernie is the target customer for a discussion centered around research articles. Very few
journals provide a forum for Ernie to also discuss the research (PLOS, Nature, BMJ). And, if
Ernie wants to join the discussions on these few sites, he must navigate to the discussion
section and post under his real name (and risk looking/feeling dumb, or being seen as a
competing researcher to the authors).
In other cases, Ernie must be part of the review board of the website to rate and review articles
(Scholastichq). These methods stringently ensure a high academic level of discussion, but
also dissuade lay people looking for intelligent discussion about current topics. Through a
different media, TED is trying to fill Ernie's need. On TED Ernie can watch presentations of
interesting topics and comment with others about the research below the video. TED talks are
focused on the general research of the speaker and not a specific article. Also, the link to the
articles discussed by the speaker is buried in their biography. Quora is also trying to fill Ernie's
need of scientific dialogue. Ernie can ask intelligent questions and expect intelligent answers on
Quora. However, this is still removed from the source of knowledge, scientific research.
First is the Public Library of Science (PLOS) http://www.plos.org/#1  Their main focus is on
providing research for free to the public. All their journals are peer reviewed and include
comment sections and metric sections. The comment section is bulky. Comments are more
threads in a forum and must be clicked on to be viewed. Discussion could be improved by
making a conversationally more conducive layout. The landing pages for the journals are really
well laid out and friendly.
Discussion is not a large part of the PLOS experience. A few blog posts by PLOS try to
encourage commenting but they conclude people are too shy because they are not experts in
the field. < http://blogs.plos.org/everyone/2012/07/23/nocomment/ > <
http://blogs.nature.com/nascent/2009/02/commenting_on_scientific_artic.html > <
http://www.perlsteinlab.com/roundtable/ifyouemailittheywillcomment > <

http://shirleywho.wordpress.com/2010/03/30/nocomment/ > <
http://jasonpriem.org/2011/01/hasjournalarticlecommentingfailed/ > People are encouraged to
put in their name upon sign up and may feel uncomfortable commenting (fear of looking dumb,
or being a competing researcher). This problem may be relieved by allowing anonymous
comments. This could create a nasty comment section, but that can be curated. Having no
discussion is worse. This problem stretches back to 2009 <
http://blogs.plos.org/everyone/2009/04/07/whypostcommentsonplosone/ >.
Journals can be searched by most recent, most viewed, and featured discussions. They have
seven peer reviewed journals: PLOS ONE, PLOS Biology, PLOS Medicine, PLOS Genetics,
PLOS Computational Biology, PLOS Pathogens, and PLOS Neglected Tropical Diseases. They
are supported by charging authors to publish their work. This creates incentives for the journal
to allow anyone to publish because they will also pay. Questions have arisen over the
trustworthiness of journals publishing articles from authors who are paying. The worry is that
these journals will just take any article, regardless of quality, just to make money. <
http://www.nature.com/news/2009/090615/full/news.2009.571.html >
Second is Scholastica  https://scholasticahq.com  They provide a way to publish papers right
away with journals created and curated by anyone. They solve the problem of publishing lag.
That is, papers written today do not have to wait for a few months to be published. They do not
have a ranking system or a comments system, and they focus mostly on law reviews.
Third is Google Scholar  http://scholar.google.com  Google scholar is simply a database of
academic papers. In true Google fashion, they provide great search functions. Scholar also has
author profiles (with ranks for authors, citations per author, and author bios). Scholar links to
pages where papers are hosted. Articles can be found through a related articles feature and
through articles that cite a particular article. Scholar provides metrics for journals too.
Importantly, Scholar does not provide a landing page for articles or a comment or rating system
for articles. They only provide a link to where the journal is hosted. “Google Scholar aims to
rank documents the way researchers do, weighing the full text of each document, where it was
published, who it was written by, as well as how often and how recently it has been cited in other
scholarly literature.” http://scholar.google.com/intl/en/scholar/about.html
Fourth is F1000  http://f1000research.com  F1000 is a group of a few thousand leading
researchers who curate impactful articles in biology and medicine, comment on the articles,
and rank them with reviews. They also have 9,000 followers on twitter
<https://twitter.com/F1000> The service is subscription based ($10/month, or an Institutional
license). They have a ranking system and comment system for subscribers. The main values
that they provide are eliminating publication delay, including all the data used in a paper, peer
reviewing, transparent refereeing (no anonymous or pseudonym reviews), and open access.
<http://f1000.com/resources/F1000ResearchOpenScience.pdf>
There have been a few attempts to scientifically determine which authors and journals have the

most impact. The HIndex  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindex is a measure of how successful
a researcher is. It is based upon how many papers a researcher is written and how many
citations per paper the researcher has received. Impact factor 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Impact_factor is a way to rank journals based upon the average
number of citationa a paper published in the journal recieves.
The Directory of Open Access Journals <
http://dod.lub.lu.se/doaj?func=browse&uiLanguage=en > provides a database of all open access
journals.
There are few solutions for Ernie to find information about climate change, and even these few
are heavily biased and filled with ad hominem attacks against people with the opposing
viewpoint. There are only about 10,000 climate change papers published in the last decade.
<http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=climatechangedisinformationcampaign&W
T.mc_id=SA_CAT_SP_20121217>. It seems like most information is released in reports by
organizations, not researchers. Reports also contain action agendas for policy makers. This
would be ok if people writing the report were wholly unbiased. The primary audience for a
current report from IPCC <http://www.ipccsyr.nl/> will be, “policymakers, in particular from
governments, advisors to policymakers, and experts. However, it is recognized that others will
also make use of the report." This is a short circuit of our political system and it is no wonder
people are upset and confused about climate change. Policy makers receive reports telling
them to enact laws, and when they do enact laws the public wonders why because to the public
there was little evidence for action and/or it looks like a back room deal.
There are a few current solutions for Ernie citizens. These are all one sided and provide little
discussion.
●
●
●
●
●
●

NOAA <http://www.noaa.gov/> as a side note, NOAA funded Gaea, the new super
computer at ORNL dedicated to climate change models.
IPCC <http://www.ipcc.ch/>
Natrue Climate Change <http://www.nature.com/nclimate/index.html>
Journal of Earth Science and Climate Change
<http://www.omicsonline.org/jescchome.php>
Climate Change related journals
<http://www.eecg.utoronto.ca/~prall/climate/journals.html>
Scientific opinion on Climate Change,
<http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientific_opinion_on_climate_change>

Proposed Solution:
Sapere Aude is a website for people interested in discussing current research in anthropogenic

climate change to gather around to discuss and rate scientific research articles. The site
addresses the problems of a lack of focus on the actual climate change research, a lack of
openness about the research, and a lack of intelligent discussion surrounding the topic. The
minimum viable product creates a landing page for articles. This page includes a comment
section and a ranking system. If possible a download button can be added, but this against the
interest of public discussion. Figure 1 is a mock up of the proposed design and Figure 2 is the
design in an HTML editor. Notice the clean design that only incorporates the needed features to
convey the purpose of the site.
The main design points are the two column format, the simple design, the lack of
advertisements, the comment section, and the ability to import articles. The two column format
gives equal weight to the research and the conversation. The simple design eliminates useless
distractions. Advertisements would not work well with this format and would lower the perceived
standard of the site. The comment section is individualized for each user. A button will be
added to allow users to import papers they would like to discuss. This grows the website
organically and makes sure the comments are focused on what the users are interested in.

Figure 1. Proposed site design

Figure 2. As the design appears in an HTML editor.
This approach to scientific discussion will succeed by learning from and improving upon the
mistakes of others. First, the discussion will be open, public, and centered around a specific
article. Second, comments can be added under pseudonyms. This sidesteps the issue of
people being afraid to post out of fear of looking ignorant, or fear of commenting on a colleague in
the field. Third, the articles are open access. This avoids the paywalls created around current
journals that limit access to only those who can afford it (typically researchers in the field or
universities). Fourth, there is an open rating system. This works much like other rating systems
in that the community decides which papers are best and rates them accordingly. This provides
an easy way to find the best papers about climate change. Fifth, the discussion is curated by
the community. This ensures that the most insightful and thought provoking comments rise to
the top while those that are trite, banal, or offensive fall to the bottom. This also gives the site a
level of autonomy and removes the owners of the site (and their biases) from the moderation
process. Sixth, the funding will come from a variety of sources from both sides of the debate to
ensure our neutrality. If this is achieved our funders can be advertized on the site. If it is too one
sided this does not need to be broadcast.

The layout is simple and clean. It covers the minimal three features to address the need:
comments, ratings, and a landing page for articles. Comments are as visible as the article.
This is an indication of their relative importances. Public discussion should not guide scientific
research, but the public feedback can elevate impactful articles and curtail papers that are
subpar. This cycle will improve scientific standards in an Darwinian way. The download button
and the article rating are both prominent. Also, note that commenters may be anonymous. This
is subject to change but the point is that commenters to not need to use their real name,
location, or email address to comment. This should remove some of the anxiety that
commenters may experience due to commenting on something they are not an expert in.
There are four main challenges to overcome in implementing Sapere Aude. First, the site must
promote balanced discussion. This will be done by individualizing the comment sections of each
article for each user. Second, the discussion must be kept focused and free from trolls. This
will be done by encouraging users to vote comments up and down. Then, comments that are
voted down by people on all sides of an issue can be placed at the bottom of comment sections
or otherwise hidden from view. Third, users must be grouped by their conclusions and opinions.
This can be done by sorting through the way users vote on comments and articles and
comparing them to one another. This problem has already been researched in graph theory.
Fourth, the voting system must be widely used to have enough data to sort users and make the
site an experience. This is accomplished by setting milestones for users. To unlock more
features they’ll have to vote and become involved, like a freemium model for interactivity.

Value Proposition:
There are two Ernies and two stages. There are the companies, the Ernie paying for the
service, and the public, the Ernie using the service. This shift is interesting in that the service
must benefit the public to benefit the companies. In a way the public is still a customer but they
pay with attention, discussion, and interest. If the public pays with these the companies will pay
with money. This setup also requires a diligent focus on neutrality in promoting articles and
moderating discussion. Both of these can be done by the public when there is enough of a user
base. Even then though the site must attract people who want a genuine discussion and reject
people who are just angry. In the second stage the public will pay with a freemium model and
the companies with a subscription model.
Below is a list of the value generated by the site for each party. A potential third party is added
populated by researchers specifically.
User features:
Commenting
Rating comments

Rating articles
Importing articles
Personalized discussion for papers
Sorting papers by influence
Sorting papers by comments, discussion
Maintaining a library for the user
Leaderboards for the most discussed articles in each subject
Value for Companies:
Supporting the truth of research
Understanding the most influential papers on a topic
Understanding public sentiment on a specific paper, author, or topic
Value for Researchers:
Quickly finding influential research papers
Facilitating the discernment of the quality of a paper
Value for Research Journals
Comments on the articles they publish
Greater visibility for the articles they publish
Looking at the above list, users can be enticed to join the service with the basic features like
commenting and rating comments and articles, and they can be convinced to pay for features
with more concrete value like sorting papers and maintaining an article library. Companies who
decide to subscribe with us will receive the benefits of our statistics on the influence of papers,
and the public sentiment of specific papers, authors, and broad topics. Because each user
sees the site from an individualized perspective, no one can get an unfiltered view of the whole
picture.
The public Ernie will be able to view articles without signing up. If he wants to comment or rate
he must sign in. If this model yields a low conversion rate viewing the comments may be
restricted to some degree. When Ernie signs up he is prompted for a username (which can be
anything), an email (which can be any email, and will not be posted publicly without Ernie’s
consent), and a password. The transaction for the companie Erine is different. The company is
approached with evidence of the success of the site, and pitched to be a funder. Their logo can
be posted on the site as a financial backer. This would tell the public the company is seeking the
truth of global warming science as a partner of the public.
The success of this venture rests upon the quality of discussion surrounding the articles. If the
discussion is insightful, poignant, and respectful, people will stay and be inclined to be part of the
community. However, if the discussion becomes vitriolic, hateful, and ad hominem attacks,
people will not feel the sense of community needed. To achieve this end will require careful
moderation in the beginning and a transition to community moderation.

With regard to ranking algorithms, quite a number of variables are important. Number of votes
(up and down), time since submission, credibility of the ranker on the site (karma), and a desired
confidence interval to negate the effect of only a few votes (when one paper is ranked 100% with
2 votes over an article ranked 98% with 98 votes).
How to balance items with only a few votes with those with many votes:
<http://www.evanmiller.org/hownottosortbyaveragerating.html>
Reddit, stumbleupon, delicious, hacker news ranking algorithms:
<http://www.seomoz.org/blog/redditstumbleupondeliciousandhackernewsalgorithmsexpos
ed>

Financial Model:
There are two stages to the financial model. The first is to seek funding from financial backers
who have a vested interest in seeing this website succeed. These include companies,
organizations, and governments with an interest in finding the truth in the science of global
warming. This model benefits the public and the financial backers. The public receives open
access and engaging discussion, and the financiers can understand the public sentiment.
The second stage is self sustaining and relies on the services provided to the users and the
information collected that can be sent to the companies. The users will have a freemium model
and the companies will have a subscription model. The value added to both the users and
companies is detailed in the previous section. Users will be drawn in with basic features and
prompted with a subscription for more complete features. Companies will be offered a
subscription to the statistical information gleaned from the user’s comments and votes. This
information cannot be gotten from any one user because the site is viewed from individual
perspectives.
Below are the financial models of current attempted solutions to Ernie’s problem. Traditional
journals charge customers for access to journals. This is an obvious business model, but often
the price for access excludes many people. Open access journals charge a publishing fee to
the authors of papers. This provides incentive for the journal to accept all articles, and even if
they don’t the incentive is there. These models and advertizing models were rejected.
PLOS charges authors a publication fee so that they can offer the papers free to the public.
Recipients of NIH and Howard Hughes Medical Institute have pledged to absorb this cost for
recipients of their grants. PLOS maintains that all publication decisions are based on content of
papers. PLOS is currently self sustaining.

Nature is a traditional journal. They charge the public and institutions for access to the material
they publish. It is published weekly and costs $200 per year for an individual subscription.
<http://www.nature.com/subscriptions/pricing_usa.html> Nature also provides pricing for all its
subsidiary journals.
Scholastica Hq follows PLOS's pricing. Submissions are only $5 for law reviews and $10 for
scholarly Journals <https://scholasticahq.com/pricing>
TED is owned by a non profit and spends all the money from the conferences on hosting
conferences, putting the video's on the internet, and paying staffers. TED is also supported by
companies (Rolex, Delta, and others, as well as by foundations including the Harnisch
Foundation and the Gates Foundation and many others). Volunteers also support TED.
<http://www.quora.com/TED/WhatistheTEDbusinessmodelHowdoesitmakemoney>
Quora does not currently have a monetization scheme but is looking into advertising, charging
users for answers or promoting their questions, using Quora reputation as an indicator of a good
potential employee, turning their platform into software for institutions.
<http://www.quora.com/QuorasBusinessModelandMonetization/WhatcouldQuoraslongter
mbusinessplanbe>
Below are the known costs of implementing the website. These have not been estimated;
however, they are on the order of magnitude of a few hundred to a few thousand dollars for a
proof of concept site. If the concept is proven, more funding can be sought.
Distribution costs  The costs of maintaining the server will be the major distribution cost.
Initially the servers could be hosted on Amazon web services <http://aws.amazon.com/>
<http://aws.amazon.com/ec2/pricing/>
Cost to gain a new customer  probably Google Adwords to start with. Highly competative
words might be avoided. <http://support.google.com/adwords/answer/1704424?hl=en>
Cost of acquiring journal articles  Initially I will collect articles that are open access, and
refrain from charging customers for access through my website.

Customer Beachhead:
The Customer Beachhead is the group of people feeling the most pain from not having the
proposed product. In this case the beachhead is people and companies interested in the truth in
climate change research articles. The number of people in favor of global warming, those that
subscribe to pro global warming groups is easily accessible. Below are three examples.

●
●
●

125,000 people like Huffington Post Green <http://www.huffingtonpost.com/green/>
The Sierra Club has 1,400,000 members <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sierra_Club>
Greenpeace has 2.8 million members
<http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/about/faq_old/questionsaboutgreenpeacei
n/>

Finding numbers for people who are still skeptical about global warming is more challenging, and
I have not found any numbers. However, according to a recent poll by AXA Group, 65% of
Americans believe climate change is scientifically proven
<http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/10/04/climatechangeskepticismpoll_n_1939846.html#sli
de=1221246>. This leaves a large margin and room for debate.
To narrow the focus of the discussion and thus encourage more concentrated discussion, the
first articles published on the site will be about anthropogenic climate change. There are
200,000 articles fitting this category on Google Scholar; however, restricting the search to those
published in the last four years returns 28,000 articles. This is still a large number, but only a
few will be seeded into the site and the rest can be imported by the community as needed.
Anthropogenic climate change also cuts to the heart of the larger climate change debate. If
humans did not cause climate change or there is no way for us to fix the climate then the
broader debate is moot.

Broad Target Customer:
The broadest market for a website for research article comment and rating is anyone with a
curiosity in a field of science. Moving in, people who want to break into a new field,
undergraduate and graduate students, would find value in conversation in technical fields. Even
more specific are people interested in controversial fields that are accessible to the public, most
notably the social sciences, politics, nutrition, anthropology, economics, and education. These
fields are the targets after global warming. The most accessible, controversial, and valuable to
the public is nutrition. This field is surrounded by pseudoscience and uncertainty, and finding the
truth in the science would be welcome. Below presents Ernie, the broadest market Ernie, in his
attempt to fill the need of scientific discussion about a research article. In the day in the life after
is Ernie using the proposed solution.
Below are the number of articles returned by Google Scholar for other topics that may be
pursued.
Climate change  2,110,000
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=climate+change&btnG=&as_sdt=1%2C43&as_sdtp
=

Fracking  4,690
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=fracking&btnG=&as_sdt=1%2C43&as_sdtp=
Anthroprogenic climate change  216,000
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=anthropogenic+climate+change&btnG=&as_sdt=1
%2C43&as_sdtp=
Climate change solution  2,550,000
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=climate+change+solution&btnG=&as_sdt=1%2C43
&as_sdtp=
Affordable Care Act (Obamacare)  124,000
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?start=10&q=affordable+care+act&hl=en&as_sdt=0,43
Gay marriage  1,330,000
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=same+sex+marriage&btnG=&hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C43
Nutrition  2,450,000
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?q=nutrition&btnG=&hl=en&as_sdt=0%2C43
A day in the life before
Scene or Situation: Science is playing a bigger role in the public. This is happening with public
opinion (global warming), public policy (banking crisis), and public and individual health (nutrition
and exercise). However, most science is filtered through news outlets, magazines, and blogs.
Rarely is the focus of science on the main source of scientific knowledge, research articles.
Ernie is a common person interested in learning about a new topic of interest or he is a
researcher trying to get a broader picture of similar work happening just beyond the scope of his
narrow research focus. In both cases, he is not a leader in the field he is reading about. Thus,
he needs direction (unbiased and at the source) and a safe way to engage in the discussion.
Desired outcomes: Ideally, Ernie could discuss papers at the site the article is offered with
people also interested in the same article. On a larger, ideological scale, the focus of public,
scientific discussion will revolve around the research articles presenting the research and not
around filtered sources like news outlets. Additionally these articles can be ranked as a
quantitative way to measure the qualitative impact and worth of the research.
Attempted approach: Ernie the intelligent layperson must currently pay costly subscriptions to
read research articles (or be part of an institution with a subscription), and then he must email
the authors if he wants to discuss their work further. Very few journals provide a forum for Ernie
(people reading the articles) to also discuss them (PLOS, Nature, BMJ). And, if Ernie wants to
join the discussions on these few sites, he must navigate to the discussion section and post
under his real name (and risk looking/feeling dumb, or being seen as a competing researcher to
the authors). In other cases, Ernie must be part of the review board of the website to rate and
review articles (Scholastichq). These methods stringently ensure a high academic level of
discussion, but also dissuade lay people looking for intelligent discussion about current topics.
Through a different media, TED is trying to fill Ernie's need. On TED Ernie can watch

presentations of interesting topics and comment with others about the research below the video.
TED is focused on the general research of a person and generally not a specific article of theirs.
Also, the link to the articles discussed by the speaker is buried in their biography. Quora is also
trying to fill Ernie's need of scientific dialogue. Ernie can ask intelligent questions and expect
intelligent answers on Quora. However, this is still removed from the source of knowledge,
scientific research.
Ernie the researcher often goes to conferences to review work that is currently being done not
only in his own narrow field but also on a slightly larger picture scale. This can give Ernie ideas
for new research and initiate collaborations with other labs. He can discuss with people how his
research complements theirs, and vice versa.
Interfering factors: Ernie cannot does not know where to go to discuss articles outside his
own contacts. Ernie is apprehensive about contacting the authors of articles for fear of taking up
their time with petty questions, looking foolish, challenging their work, or coming of as trying to
steal their work or research direction. If Ernie wants to
Economic consequences: Ernie is left searching through papers with only vague, illdefined
metrics to guide his search. Most obviously, this is a waste of Ernie's time. There is also an
economic cost of the loss of enlightenment on Ernie's part and any collaboration that could have
occurred between Ernie and another researcher. On a broad scale, the standard of intellectual
conversation in a public forum will rise, and thus so will the outcomes of public decisions.

A day in the life after
New approach: With a more visible, accessible, open forum for discussion, Ernie can feel free
to join a discussion to learn more about a topic of his interest. He can also view the rankings of
articles in a given field to quickly find the core, founding articles of a field.
Enabling Factors: The new approach rests on an open forum for discussion and ranking. The
goal is to remove any friction users might feel when commenting or ranking. Current friction is
the lack of anonymity, bulkiness of use, and
Economic Rewards: The economic rewards are on a broad scale, increased intellectual
conversation. On Ernie's scale, he saves time finding important papers and has reduced
apprehension about participating in an academic discussion, leading to his personal
enlightenment.

Long Term Vision
This model of scientific discussion can be applied to many other areas of research including
nutrition, politics, economics, philosophy, education, social sciences, law. These areas can be
introduced once the climate change debate has taken off. The ultimate goal of Sapere Aude is to
increase scientific literacy among the public, focus discussion of science on research articles,
and perhaps let the public decode and interpret data for themselves and cut out the bias of the
researcher.

Appendix
The following pages are relevant research that has been done to ensure the validity of the project
but is too lengthy to fit in the body of the report.

Site Mockups
Figure 3 is a mockup of the landing page, and Figure 4 is a mock up of the about us page. Both
were done in a what you see is what you get (WYSIWYG) HTML editor.

Figure 3. Landing Page

Figure 4. About us page.
This is an amalgamation of the analysis of potential financial backers to start the project.
Information about their current sponsorship ventures and how they would be impacted by a
website like Sapere Aude is included where possible.

Potential Customers / Financial Backers:
The purpose of the proposed website and ensuing discussion is to find the truth of climate
research and data. This approach is different from all others because the discussion is focused
on individual research articles. This is a list of companies and organizations that have a vested
interest in the outcome of the climate change debate. Accompanying their name is either their
position, mission statement, or what they are currently doing in terms of outreach to work on
climate change.
●

NOAA  http://www.noaa.gov/, they already offer grants for a variety of ventures
https://grantsonline.rdc.noaa.gov/flows/home/Login/LoginController.jpf  “The ELG
Program is a competitive grants program that supports formal and informal/nonformal
education projects implemented on regional to national scales. The ELG Program’s
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primary mission is to increase the understanding and use of environmental information to
promote stewardship and increase informed decision making by U.S. educators,
students, and the public, which directly contributes to NOAA’s mission.”
http://www.oesd.noaa.gov/grants/elg.html,
http://www.oesd.noaa.gov/grants/docs/ELG_1pager.pdf A list of all the grants they’ve
previously given  http://www.oesd.noaa.gov/grants/elg/elg_award_search.php Most are
to schools to develop global warming modules / classes in traditional schools or in
museums. Most also are to ‘enhance public understanding of the facts of climate
change’ and not on finding the truth of climate change.
IPCC  http://www.ipcc.ch/ “The role of the IPCC is to assess on a comprehensive,
objective, open and transparent basis the scientific, technical and socioeconomic
information relevant to understanding the scientific basis of risk of humaninduced
climate change, its potential impacts and options for adaptation and mitigation.” 
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/ipccprinciples/ipccprinciples.pdf
Exxonmobil
BP
Pacific Gas & Electric  http://www.pge.com/mybusiness/environment/commitment/
“Since 2008, PG&E has been investigating the potential physical risks of climate change
to PG&E’s system. A team has reviewed the most relevant scientific literature on sea
level rise, temperature changes, rainfall and runoff patterns and storm frequency and
intensity affecting California and the West to identify potential impacts on PG&E assets
so that the affected business units can reevaluate the risks to facilities and develop the
necessary adaptation strategies. PG&E also engages with leaders from business,
government, academia and nonprofits to share information, best practices and plan for
the future.”
http://www.pgecorp.com/corp_responsibility/reports/2011/index.html/en08_climate.jsp
Shell  Climate change outreach http://shellcenter.rice.edu/content.aspx?id=57
http://www.shell.com/global/environmentsociety/environment/climatechange.html
American Electric Power  largest private CO2 emitter
http://www.aep.com/environment/climatechange/
http://www.aepsustainability.com/ourissues/climate/
General Electric (Energy)  they support climate change, and produce wind turbines
http://www.gecitizenship.com/blog/tag/climatechange/
Vestas  Danish wind turbine manufacturer (largest in the world). They offer
sponsorships http://www.vestas.com/en/media/sponsorships.aspx This project would
constitute Cultural Sponsorship and support their Enlightenment objective
http://www.vestas.com/Files/Filer/EN/Sponsorships/Vestas_Sponsorship_Application_G
uideline_final.pdf, 4 page application
http://www.vestas.com/Files/Filer/EN/Sponsorships/Vestas_Sponsorship_Application_Fo
rm_Final.pdf
Gamesa Corporación Tecnológica  Spanish wind turbine manufacturer. Current
voluntary commitments
http://www.gamesacorp.com/recursos/doc/rsc/compromisosvoluntarioseng.pdf
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http://www.gamesacorp.com/en/sustainability/
Dow Chemical  Current climate change partners
http://www.dow.com/sustainability/change/ Their vision
http://www.dow.com/sustainability/goals/climate.htm They support a student challenge
(but the projects are technical, not educational) “In alignment with Dow’s 2015
Sustainability Goals, the Sustainability Innovation Student Challenge Award (SISCA)
program was launched in 2009. To promote forward thinking in social and
environmental responsibility, SISCA acknowledges the energy, commitment and
enthusiasm of the students and their university professors, sponsors and facilitators
who support their sustainability innovations and efforts in continued excellence.
2012 brought a new generation of SISCA with recognition emphasizing the importance of
collaboration. An updated brand and the addition of nine new universities reflect a more
global program. We look to the spirit and power of collaboration for the achievement of
longlasting and impactful solutions.”
http://www.dow.com/sustainability/studentchallenge/ Only for participating universities
http://www.dow.com/sustainability/studentchallenge/universities.htm (UT is not one of
them)
Eastman Chemical  Not much environmental outreach
http://www.eastman.com/Company/Sustainability/Environmental/Pages/Planet.aspx
DuPont  Their personal sustainability projects
http://www2.dupont.com/sustainablesolutions/enus/dss/sustainablesolutions.html
Their position on the debate
http://www2.dupont.com/media/enus/newsevents/insights/climatechange.html Their
climate change outreach.
http://www2.dupont.com/media/enus/newsevents/insights/climatechange.html “In
order for a company like DuPont to respond successfully and sustainably to 21st century
challenges we will have to master the art of collaboration. We are building alliances
with customers, companies, governments, scientists, NGOs, visionaries, thought
leaders, and others around the world in an effort to address needs sustainably at
the local level. We’ve adopted a new model of inclusive innovation – solving
problems by designing solutions in cooperation with those who will benefit
directly from our products.” Their list of partnerships
http://www2.dupont.com/inclusiveinnovations/enus/gss/sustainability/collaboration/initiat
ivespartnerships.html Mostly boards and NGOs.
Koch Industries  "We believe the political response to climate issues should be
based on sound science," the company spokeswoman, Melissa Cohlmia, responded
by email. "Both a free society and the scientific method require an open and honest
airing of all sides, not demonizing and silencing those with whom you disagree.
We've strived to encourage an intellectually honest debate on the scientific basis
for claims of harm from greenhouse gases."
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=whofundscontrarinesson Their
environmental message
http://www.kochind.com/Operations_Excellence/Environment.aspx They fund
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educational outreach programs http://www.kochind.com/Community/Education.aspx
Environmental Health and Safety and Community Stewardship Report
http://www.kochind.com/files/EHS_Report2007.pdf Mostly their community outreach is
classic charities (cleaning things, building homes...)
Suntech  a Chinese solar panel producer. Largest in the world
First Solar  http://www.firstsolar.com/ Many solar instalations around the world
http://www.firstsolar.com/en/Projects
Sharp Solar  subsidiary of the Japanese company Sharp
Yingli Green Energy  Chinese solar panel producer
Acclimatise  specialist advisory and digital application company providing worldclass
expertise in climate change adaptation and risk management
Tesla  Maker of the electric car
Alcoa
Duke Energy
Center for Climate and Energy Solutions (C2ES), formerly the Pew Center on Global
Climate Change. “Highlighting the broad mix of approaches required to tackle the climate
challenge, the Pew Center produced nearly 100 peerreviewed reports and a broad
collection of white papers and briefs by noted climate experts covering a range of critical
topics including economics, environmental impacts, policy, science, business,
technology and solutions.”
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pew_Center_on_Global_Climate_Change
NextEra Energy  North America's largest producer of wind and solar
AIG  Member of USCAP
British Sky Broadcasting (Sky) became the world's first media company to go 'climate
neutral' by purchasing enough carbon offsets
The Sun announced it was "going green" and now covers the global warming issue
extensively
WalMart  looking to improve its energy efficiency
Alcan  an aluminium smelter, highprofile renewable energy portfolio
Intel  highprofile renewable energy portfolio
Lafarge  cement company, highprofile renewable energy portfolio
The Climate Group  nonprofit organization that works internationally with business and
government to promote clean technologies and policies, with the aim of expanding clean
technology markets and reducing global greenhouse gas emissions
http://www.theclimategroup.org/
Business for Innovative Climate and Energy Policy (BICEP) “is a cooperative group
of businesses coordinated by Ceres whose primary goal is to call on the U.S.
government to pass broad, bipartisan energy and climate legislation. BICEP currently
has 23 members. The four founding members are Starbucks, Nike, Timberland and Levi
Strauss & Co.. Since then, BICEP has added nineteen more companies: Annie's
Homegrown, Anvil Knitwear, Aspen Skiing Company, Avon Products, Ben and Jerry's,
CA Technologies, Clif Bar & Company, eBay, Eileen Fisher, Gap Inc., Jones Lang
LaSalle, KB Home, Limited Brands, New Belgium Brewing, The North Face, Outdoor
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Industry Association, Seventh Generation Inc., Symantec, Stonyfield Farm, and the
Portland Trail Blazers”
Siemens AG  5.9% market share in wind power
http://www.mywindpowersystem.com/2011/10/28/the10majorwindpowercompaniesi
ntheworld/
Climate Institute  think tank http://www.climate.org/ “Catalyzing innovative and practical
policy solutions to protect the balance between climate and life on Earth”
Stockholm Environmental Institute  think tank http://seiinternational.org/ Well
established. “SEI is an independent international research institute. We have been
engaged in environment and development issues at local, national, regional and global
policy levels for more than 20 years.” “We believe that scientific insights can guide us
through change and should inform decision making and public policy. We also
believe that local knowledge and values are crucial in building sustainable lives. Our
approach is often highly collaborative, and stakeholder involvement has always
been at the heart of SEI’s work. Our projects help to build capacity and strengthen
institutions to equip our partners for the longterm.”
The Heartland Institute  think tank promoting skepticism about global warming
http://www.globalwarmingheartland.org/ “Heartland has assembled a team of leading
scientists and economic experts to participate in the production of books, videos, a
monthly public policy newspaper, events, and other public relations activities. The
environmental movement needs voices devoted to sound science and marketbased,
rather than governmentbased, solutions to environmental problems. The nation's air
and water quality, the safety of its food, and the health and productivity of its forests all
depend on bringing the bestavailable science and economic research to bear on
protecting the environment.”
The R Street Institute  think tank spin off from the Heartland Institute that does not
promote global warming skepticism but instead free market and limited government
solutions. http://www.rstreet.org/ http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/R_Street_Institute “The
institute describes the rationale behind its name as: Driving northwest from the center of
the city, R Street is the first largely residential street to intersect with one of Washington,
D.C.’s major arteries—Connecticut Ave. R Street divides lobbyists’ glass office buildings
and politicians’ neoclassical palaces from neighborhoods where people live, work, fall in
love, have children, pursue happiness and seek out practical solutions to their own
problems. And that’s where the R Street Institute wants to be: at the intersection
of public policy thought and real life.”
Climate Change Capital  think tank for policy solutions
http://www.climatechangecapital.com/thinktank.aspx “This work is centred on the CCC
ThinkTank. We conduct independent, nonpolitical, evidencebased policy
research and work to develop costeffective policy solutions. We also serve as a
source of independent policy analysis and advice within CCC, which helps the company
make better decisions and provide better advice. The CCC ThinkTank regularly publishes
reports and articles and organises events. We also frequently partner with other
organisations to leverage and disseminate our expertise.”
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National Resource Defence Council 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Natural_Resources_Defense_Council “The Natural
Resources Defense Council (NRDC) is a New York Citybased, nonprofit, nonpartisan
international environmental advocacy group, with offices in Washington, D.C., San
Francisco, Los Angeles, Chicago, and Beijing. Founded in 1970, NRDC today has 1.3
million members and online activists nationwide and a staff of more than 400 lawyers,
scientists and other policy experts.”
World Resource Institute  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/World_Resources_Institute
http://www.wri.org/ “WRI's mission is to move human society to live in ways that protect
Earth's environment and its capacity to provide for the needs and aspirations of current
and future generations.” “The organization goes beyond research to put ideas into
action, working globally with governments, business, and civil society to build
transformative solutions that protect the earth and improve people's lives.”
Internatinoal Center for Climate Governance 
http://www.iccgov.org/LinkList.aspx?IDSM=62&Lan=enUS “ICCG promotes training at
all levels. The training activities are targeted to students, researchers,
entrepreneurs, and policy makers coming from all over the world. ICCG organises the
following training activities: Summer Schools Summer Schools provide advanced training
for young researchers from all over the world on a wide array of topics related to climate
change. Traditional lectures are combined with simulations and students’ presentations.
The faculty team is made up of experts at international level. LifeLong Learning ICCG
provides onsite training seminars and educational events as well as long distance
training through videolectures. These activities are devoted to schools, businesses, and
public institutions. The aim is to provide participants with qualified extensive
information on climate change and sustainable development issues.”
GSE Research  “Growth and prosperity needs to be environmentally sound, socially
just, ethical, and financially viable. Increasingly, businesses, governments and educators
are expected to be able to balance and make sense of these interests and forces. To
help them do that, GSE Research gathers and disseminates research and best
practice in the fields of Governance, Sustainability and Environmental
Management. GSE Research’s flagship product, the Sustainable Organization Library
(SOL) is an online collection of almost 400 books, special issues and journals
covering the key areas of governance, sustainability and environmental
management. SOL aims to provide a valuable bridge between scholarly research and
practice in the fields of governance, environment and sustainability, to address these
challenges.” http://www.gseresearch.com/ May be a good partner for research
materials though the source is biased. GSE partners
http://www.gseresearch.com/about/partners.htm
BSR  http://www.bsr.org/ “BSR brings tools for managing climate change across
industries and experience generating local benefits through sustainable business
practices in a variety of settings.” They consult for companies about climate change.
Supposedly they would want an objective truth behind the data but if it goes the wrong
direction they would have no business model.

http://www.bsr.org/en/ourinsights/climatechangeadaptation

Adjectives Describing Sapere Aude
Below is the list used to create the name Sapere Aude. Each word or phrase is related to the
central purpose or philosophy of the website. They are included here for future reference and as
a way to describe the website.
quorum  plural is quora
datum
data
scientific
debate
discussion
truth
plasmid  small unit of information
cell  unit of life
consensus
knowledge
omnipotent
collaboration
real story behind the research
salient
amalgamate consensus
arbitrate
audacious
burgeon
corroborate
dearth of honest scientific discussion
efficacy
erudite
erudition
informed
intelligent
elegant
cerebral
Sapience is often defined as wisdom, or the ability of an organism or entity to act with
appropriate judgment, a mental faculty which is a component of intelligence or alternatively may
be considered an additional faculty, apart from intelligence, with its own properties
Sapere aude  Dare to be wise / dare to know / Have the courage to use your own reason.
Enlightenment
Sophia  goddess of wisdom

Perspicacity  a penetrating discernment  a clarity of vision or intellect which provides a deep
understanding and insight
Prudence  the ability to govern and discipline oneself by the use of reason
Sapere  to taste / to be wise
Sagacity  the quality of being discerning, sound in judgment, and farsighted. (Sagacious)
Infer
lucid
obviate  to prevent by anticipatory measures
pragmatic
zeal
Ardua Veritatem  Through the difficulties to the truth
Doctrina Perpetua  Forever Learning
Ancora imparo  I am still Learning
Ad verum ducit  Leading to the truth
Lumen Ad Viem  Enlightening Life
Praesidium Libertatis  Bastion of Freedom
ratio viget  reason prevails
Veritati  Truth
Fiat Lux  Let there be light

Current Competitors
This section includes screen shots of current solutions to the problems of generating discussion
around research articles.
PLoS One:
Notice the comments are on a different tab from the article. Similarly, the page is cluttered with
unnecessary information.

F1000:
This is the top of the page of an article. Notice the cluttered nature of the page and the absence
of a comment section. Though in the right hand column is an option to add a comment and the
referees votes.

At the bottom of the page, after the references, the referee responses can be found.

