UNIVERSITY OF LEEDS

This is a repository copy of Denying bogus skepticism in climate change and tourism
research.

White Rose Research Online URL for this paper:
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/82794/

Version: Accepted Version

Article:
Hall, CM and Upham, PJ (2015) Denying bogus skepticism in climate change and tourism
research. Tourism Management, 47. 352 - 356. ISSN 0261-5177

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2014.08.009

Reuse

Unless indicated otherwise, fulltext items are protected by copyright with all rights reserved. The copyright
exception in section 29 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988 allows the making of a single copy
solely for the purpose of non-commercial research or private study within the limits of fair dealing. The
publisher or other rights-holder may allow further reproduction and re-use of this version - refer to the White
Rose Research Online record for this item. Where records identify the publisher as the copyright holder,
users can verify any specific terms of use on the publisher’s website.

Takedown
If you consider content in White Rose Research Online to be in breach of UK law, please notify us by
emailing eprints@whiterose.ac.uk including the URL of the record and the reason for the withdrawal request.

| university consortium eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
WA Universities of Leeds, Sheffield & York https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/


mailto:eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/

Denying Bogus Skepticism in Climate Change and Tourism Research

Skepticism is integral to scientific endeavour. However, the commentaries by Shani
and Arad (2014a, b) reflect what Wilson (2008) has described as “pseudo” or
“bogus” skepticism in which the language of rational inquiry is appropriated for an
otherwise irrational analysis. As Wilson (2008) notes ‘there is a meaningful difference
between being a "sceptic" and being in denial. The genuine sceptic forms his [sic]
beliefs through a balanced evaluation of the evidence. The sceptic of the bogus
variety cherry-picks evidence on the basis of a pre-existing belief, seizing on data,
however tenuous, that supports his position, and yet declaring himself "sceptical" of
any evidence, however compelling, that undermines it’. Such an approach has
become typical of those who deny the scientific consensus on anthropogenic climate
change and devolve quickly into conspiracies instead (Dunlap 2013; Friel 2010;
Hoggan 2009; Hulme 2009; Manne 2012; Oreskes & Conway 2010). We cannot deny
evidence of anthropogenic climate change just because we do not like it, with the
disingenuous claims of an ‘academic witch-hunt’ (Shani & Arad 2014b), though of
course we can debate vehemently about what to do about it.

There is not enough space available to cover all the inaccuracies, misinformation and
errors in Shani and Arad’s commentaries (see Hall et al. 2014a, 2014b). In addition
to the utter lack of balanced representation of climate change science and tourism-
related research we identified a least 19 misrepresentations of the literature in our
initial response to Shani and Arad (2014a). None of these misrepresentations or
errors are addressed in their reply. Instead, their response has mostly devolved into
a litany of conspiracy, derogatory innuendo and reconstruction of textual content.
We therefore assume they agree to have made these errors. This reply emphasises a
number of key points. First, with respect to the Shani and Arad commentaries and
our response. Second, in relation to some of the new arguments presented in Shani
and Arad (2014b).

The initial reply by Hall et al. (2014a) was not a ‘petition’. It was an appropriate
scientifically grounded response by many of the researchers on climate change in
tourism studies whose work, together with others who study climate change, has
been maligned and misrepresented by Shani and Arad. The number of authors also
reflects the strength of the scientific consensus with respect to anthropogenic climate
change and its seriousness, as assessed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC 2013) and endorsed by every country in the world and every relevant
major national and disciplinary scientific organization (Science 2001; Anderegg et al.
2010; AAAS 2014).

We contend that Shani and Arad’s commentaries should not have been published
because to engage in this exchange may be seen to give them scientific credence
where it is not warranted. Their commentaries are based on a highly selective
reading of limited scientific and other literature including some lobby group and
pseudo-scientific papers (some of which are identified in Brulle 2014) and are not
research notes. As the Committee on Publication Ethics recommend, ‘Scholarly
reviews and syntheses of existing research should be complete, balanced, and should
include findings regardless of whether they support the hypothesis or interpretation
being proposed. Editorials or opinion pieces presenting a single viewpoint or
argument should be clearly distinguished from scholarly reviews’ (Wager & Kleinert
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2011: 3.1; other recommendations may also be relevant; see also Elsevier 2014). We
are entirely open about our contention that all of the papers in this exchange,
including the initial “research note”, should be rescinded. Given that this is not the
case we therefore quickly highlight Shani and Arad’s (2014b) further highly selective
readings.

Shani and Arad (2014b) do not counter any of our findings of misrepresenting the
climate change and climate and tourism literature in their original paper. Yet, in a
manner characteristic of those involved in climate change denial, again strongly
misrepresent the various approaches, events and organisations involved in
scientifically grounded climate change research (Manne 2012). To call “Climategate”
a scandal, is not consistent with the conclusions of independent UK (House of
Commons' Science and Technology Committee; University of East Anglia) and US
inquiries (Department of Commerce Inspector General; Environmental Protection
Authority; National Science Foundation; Pennsylvania State University) that released
University of East Anglia Climate Research Unit scientists from false accusations of
scientific misconduct, nor does it recognise that private correspondence was
accessed illegally (see Malbach et al. 2012 for a review and Scott 2011 for a
discussion in a tourism context). Similarly, stressing the Himalaya-mistake in the
2007 IPCC report does not jeopardize the overall science nor the work of the IPCC or
even the arguments in Hall et al. (2014a) and elsewhere, as is clearly shown by the
Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency (2010) no errors were found that
would undermine the main conclusions in the 2007 IPCC report. Shani and Arad’s
(2014b) discussion on IPCC as a scientific organisation is again misleading. The IPCC
does not do science but assessment, and does not solely rely on models (Hall et al.
2014b). Moreover, their conclusions by their consensus nature are conservative
(Brysse et al. 2013).

There has been intense discussion on the 97% consensus reported by Cook et al.
(2013) (see also Bedford & Cook 2013; Doran & Zimmerman 2009). Even Tol’s
(2014) analysis of Cook et al. (2013) acknowledges the consensus: ‘There is no
doubt in my mind that the literature on climate change overwhelmingly supports the
hypothesis that climate change is caused by humans. I have very little reason to
doubt that the consensus is indeed correct. Cook et al., however, failed to
demonstrate this.” In response Cook et al. (2014) show that Tol’s (2014) claims of a
slightly lower consensus resulted from a basic calculation error and that running the
same tests using appropriate consensus statistics shows no evidence of inconsistency
and confirmed that the consensus is robust at 97+1%. The fact that Tol stepped
down as an author of the Summary for Policy Makers, but stayed on as the lead
chapter author, was misrepresented by some sections of the media (Mail on Sunaay,
FOX and the Financial Times) that the IPCC was alarmist. The IPCC press release in
response to the Mail on Sunday puts this clearly in context (IPCC 2014).

The discussion of the hiatus, in which the observed global-mean surface temperature
has shown a much smaller increasing linear trend over the past 15 years than over
the past 30 to 60 years, by Shani and Arad (2014b) is also extremely limited and
selective and ignores recent findings. The oceans and especially the Pacific Decadal
Oscillation (PDO) play an important role. Over a period of 10-20 years the PDO either
releases or takes up heat. As the ocean’s heat capacity is large, this rapidly
influences the temperature in the atmosphere. The hiatus is real, but is not directly



linked to changes in atmospheric CO,. The system is more complex (see Nature
Geoscience (2014) for an excellent summary of the issue and links to relevant
papers). Nevertheless, it is important to re-stress, and as Shani and Arad (2014b)
ignore, ‘the average rate of warming at the Earth's surface is only one piece in the
climate change puzzle’ (Nature Geoscience 2014: 157).

As noted in Hall et al. (2014a) we openly welcome and encourage important debates
with respect to tourism and its relationships to climate change adaptation and
mitigation as well as broader issues of environmental change. We envisage tourism’s
sustainable future whilst Shani and Arad present denial and a clarion call to follow
the path of fossil fuelled growth. Sustainability is concerned with more than just
‘wealthy is healthy’ (Shani & Arad 2014b). The promotion of the beliefs of the Ayn
Rand Institute on climate change is suited to op-eds, not an academic journal. It is
to be hoped that the obfuscation of scientific research and consensus on
anthropogenic climate change by Shani and Arad does not have long-term negative
consequences for further understanding the implications of climate change and
climate policy for tourism and creating confusion and delay in developing and
implementing tourism sector responses (Ding et al. 2011; Maibach et al. 2014). The
tourism sector is at greater risk and less prepared to respond to climate change than
most other major economic sectors (KPMG 2008). The business case for responding
to climate risk has only strengthened in the interceding years (Carbon Disclosure
Project 2013; IPCC 2013). More particularly, Shani and Arad’s commentaries
highlight the need for greater understanding of the politically charged nature of
climate change research and publishing, including lending scientific credibility to
those who do not deserve it. This exchange reflects the old dictum of never letting
the facts get in the way of a good argument. Unfortunately, in Shani and Arad’s case
they deliberately choose to ignore both the facts and the scientific arguments.
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