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    Who are the nerds? Us or them? 
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    “Expert-reviewed journalism” (XRJ) in practice

2023-2025 2025-ongoing 2023-ongoing

https://facta.eu/focus-on/swampower/


    How  “Expert-reviewed journalism” (XRJ) was born



    Foreword

● This is all experimental.
● There is no perfect recipe
● We don’t have all the answers 
● Case by case 

It’s about human & collective intelligence 



    
              WHY “Expert-reviewed journalism” 



    XRJ in theory

● Specific method of collaboration between journalists 
and experts within the context of investigative 
projects.

● Experts are not merely sources; they are fully 
integrated into the investigation as team members, 
working collaboratively to help journalists refine their 
methodology.

● Various possible levels of participation and 
involvement .



    Journalism meets Academia
Win 
● Science based journalism 

       = High quality journalism 
● The end of sloppy methodology
● Defend facts & science
● Credibility 

Homework 
● High level of expertise
● Good understanding of the scientific 

community and its practices
       = avoid wasted time, misunderstandings

and errors 
       = create trust



    (and vice versa) 

Top reason for collaborating* :
- broad impact / contribute to meaningful change

Least important reasons for collaborating :
-  being credited for their contributions
-  writing an academic paper —>

*According to a survey with five scientists 



    https://pdh.cnrs.fr

    (and vice versa) 



   But not only – cross pollination 

Other reasons for collaborating with journalists*:

- intellectual challenge and curiosity
- access new, original data
- improve the public’s scientific literacy
- develop new ideas and methodologies
- learn about creative thinking and science communication
- being challenged to communicate scientific methods using 
accessible language

*According to a survey with five scientists 



   What they say about it
“I feel I was lucky to have this opportunity to collaborate with 
journalists.”

“Both [journalists and scientists] need patience and the willingness 
to learn about the other side's needs and constraints.”

“There are advantages [of this approach] both on the side of 
data gathering/sharing and in dissemination and 
communication.”

“In such investigative projects, our skills have to be 
complementary.”

“Happy to continue the collaboration!”



HOW  “Expert-reviewed journalism” 



   Specie: expert

● Choose “your” experts based on your homework 
● Public/not public researcher
● Civil society experts



   The expert’s status

● Pay or not pay ? The example of the Unwetlands project

● Formalize the collaboration? 
● MoU, contract, partnership… nothing?
● Conflict of interest vs. opportunity (see the Italian bureaucratic framework)

https://journalismsciencealliance.eu/project/the-unwetlands-a-satellite-based-investigation-into-italys-lost-wetlands/


   Eg | MoU with Corporate Europe Observatory

66 Freedom of information requests 
Agreement = exchange of memos

Industry Documents Library 
Toxic Docs 

https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/
https://www.toxicdocs.org/


   How to spot conflict of interest 

● Ask the other experts
● Ask specialised civil society organisations
● Disclosures in scientific papers 
● Declarations of interest to public agencies 



   Organise the workflow

● Avoid harassment
● Swim lanes (independence of the editorial process and content)
● Develop methodology, but also smaller key issues 
● Frequency of the contact



   Organise the workflow

Allocate specific times along the 
investigation work to give them 
the opportunity to explain their 
work, process and language



  What they expect from us

Connect them with other experts who might integrate the analysis and 
work needed to complete the project.

“It’s clear from your profile that you have exactly the kind of expertise that 
we need for this project - being astroparticle physicists/cosmologists, we 

are used to looking up, rather than down” 

The Unwetlands ML expert and astrophysicist 
talking to an environmental engineer specialised on wetlands analysis 

we engaged in the project



● Knowledge of the topic, 
willingness to learn and ask questions

● Open mindedness and willingness 
to co-develop methodologies  

● Time & capacity to engage in exchanges
● Clear vision of the (division of) tasks
● Enthusiasm

  What they expect from us



   Their identified challenges

● Communicating scientific findings (& uncertainty!)
● Open Data Principles
● Focus of the analysis
● Deadlines



     Eg: Methodology | Adaptation of Salvatore 2022



 EU limit value
 = 100 ng/l (20 PFAS)
 = 500 ng/l (sum PFAS)

 Hotspot according to Forever 
 Pollution Project’s Experts 
 = 100 ng/l

    Eg. Key Point | What is a PFAS hotspot?



    Eg. Key Point | PFAS concentrations display



    Eg. Key Point | Scientists results ≠ Journalists results



    Eg. Key Point | Scientists results ≠ Journalists results



    

 “Expert-reviewed journalism” GOES LIVE



    Publication / Communication

Transparency. Eg: Forever experts group



    Credit your experts 

● Credit contribution 
● Byline? eg. G2G



    Quote your experts 

– Eg Zander Venter – you don’t comment your own work  
– Gary Fooks 

“The scale of corporate lobbying around the 
proposed PFAS restriction is extraordinary. It 
makes the work of other politically active 
industries, like Big Tobacco, look small-time 
in comparison”.



    Involve your experts 

They might open possibilities to enhance 
dissemination. Eg: Ian Cousins interview.



    Involve your experts 
Eg: a workshop in Trieste TOMORROW organised by FACTA and SISSA



   Thank you! 




