Footnotes for Innate Skepticism
[bookmark: _Personal_Responsibility]1. IMO the most important being from ‘Seepage: Climate change denial and its effect on the scientific community’ by Lewandowsky et al (L2015). Oreskes is a co-author. The extract below is from the Climate Etc guest post about this paper here:
“L2015 essentially states that the entire mainstream climate science community has been significantly impacted by [arbitrary] memes. And not only that, they have a great case; over the last couple of years ‘pause’ memes have indeed spread through the Consensus and caused many adherents to make an accommodation of some kind. Hence L2015 exposes the fact that climate science is not by any means a purely factual domain, that social factors as expressed by popular memes can change the perceptions of climate scientists, and so can alter the very nature of the consensus they contribute to. In turn this places front and centre the possibility that the original, ‘unsullied’ consensus on CAGW might also be a product of memetic influence, and is not after all an objective and unquestionable truth.”
2. The papers described at Science Daily put forward Lewandowsky’s take on the uncertainty monster. Find Uncertainty and unabated emissions Climatic Change (Stephan Lewandowsky, James S. Risbey, Michael Smithson, Ben R. Newell, John Hunter) here: Part 1, Part 2 (paywalled). These papers are also the backbone of a 2014 article in The Guardian by environment writer Dana Nuccitelli, aided by John Cook: The climate change uncertainty monster – more uncertainty means more urgency to tackle global warming . While the acknowledgment of significant uncertainty leaves behind the older and broken storyline that ‘the science is settled’ (though I doubt the authors would explicitly admit as much), there’s nevertheless a bold attempt to amplify still more the urgency regarding imminent catastrophe. The heart of Lewandowsky’s argument is [underline mine]:
	‘in the case of the climate system, it is very clear that greater uncertainty will make things even worse. This means that we can never say that there is too much uncertainty for us to act. If you appeal to uncertainty to make a policy decision the legitimate conclusion is to increase the urgency of mitigation.’

This appears to be a false application of the uncertainty principle, which Judith Curry explains in a post here. Below gives a flavor:
‘I have written two previous posts that address the idea that uncertainty increases the argument for action: Uncertainty, risk and (in)action , The case(?) for climate change alarmism .
As [Gregor] Betz points out, there is no simple decision rule for dealing with this kind of deep uncertainty.
Alarmism occurs when possible, unverified worst case scenarios are touted as almost certain to occur. U.S. Secretary of State John Kerry frequently does this, as does Joe Romm (and Rachendra Pachauri). A recent example from Dana Nuccitelli, John Cook and Stephen Lewandowsky:
The climate change uncertainty monster – more uncertainty means more urgency to tackle global warming . [i.e. the above article based on the Lewandowksy et al papers].
The problems with this kind of thinking is summarized in my two previous posts (cited a few paragraphs above); in summary this is a stark and potentially dangerous oversimplification of how to approach decision making about this complex problem.’
And in turn, part of the Betz quote Curry uses is:
	‘Where even probabilistic prediction fails, foreknowledge is (at most) possibilistic in kind; i.e. we know some future events to be possible, and some other events to be impossible.
	Gardiner, in defence of the precautionary principle, rightly notes that (i) the application of the precautionary principle demands that a range of realistic possibilities be established, and that (ii) this is required by any principle for decision making under uncertainty whatsoever.
	Accepting the limits of probabilistic methods and refusing to make probabilistic forecasts where those limits are exceeded, originates, ultimately, from the virtue of truthfulness, and from the requirements of scientific policy advice in a democratic society.’

My reading of all this is that it is not terribly truthful to pretend that the uncertainty can be described in statistical terms when it cannot. Doing so also tends to inappropriately emphasize the thin and possibly mythic tail that leads into the catastrophic.
It is also Lewandowsky’s view that: “The public is currently being denied the right to be fully informed about the risks it is facing.” He means high risks of course, yet whether such is justified or not that view directly contradicts a flood of public messaging over many years from world leaders (a tiny snippet is provided in footnote 2a), plus government representatives and agencies, scientists and science bodies, NGOs plus many businesses and celebrities, which express very high risk in the strongest terms, with abundantly available materials backing up such views and detailing the corresponding policies. This does not mean no counter views have been getting through, yet not in anything like the same volume over the years, nor generally from such high authority persons and orgs, though this will likely change once the Trump administration is installed.
2a. [GRO HARLEM BRUNDTLAND] to 15th session of the UN Commission on Sustainable Development : “So what is it that is new today? What is new is that doubt has been eliminated. The report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change is clear. And so is the Stern report. It is irresponsible, reckless and deeply immoral to question the seriousness of the situation. The time for diagnosis is over. Now it is time to act.” [OBAMA] Energy Independence and the Safety of Our Planet (2006) : “All across the world, in every kind of environment and region known to man, increasingly dangerous weather patterns and devastating storms are abruptly putting an end to the long-running debate over whether or not climate change is real. Not only is it real, it's here, and its effects are giving rise to a frighteningly new global phenomenon: the man-made natural disaster.” Speech in Berlin (2008) : “This is the moment when we must come together to save this planet. Let us resolve that we will not leave our children a world where the oceans rise and famine spreads and terrible storms devastate our lands.” George town speech (2013) : “Sticking your head in the sand might make you feel safer, but it's not going to protect you from the coming storm.” State of the Union (2015) : “The best scientists in the world are all telling us that our activities are changing the climate, and if we do not act forcefully, we'll continue to see rising oceans, longer, hotter heat waves, dangerous droughts and floods, and massive disruptions that can trigger greater migration, conflict, and hunger around the globe.” [FRANCOIS HOLLANDE] Paris climate summit Nov 2015 : “To resolve the climate crisis, good will, statements of intent are not enough. We are at breaking point.” [GORDON BROWN] Copenhagen climate plan (2009) : “If we miss this opportunity, there will be no second chance sometime in the future, no later way to undo the catastrophic damage to the environment we will cause…As scientists spell out the mounting evidence both of the climate change already occurring and of the threat it poses in the future, we cannot allow the negotiations to run out of time simply for lack of attention. Failure would be unforgivable.” [ANGELA MERKEL] to UN summit on Climate Change (2009) : “After all, scientific findings leave us in no doubt that climate change is accelerating. It threatens our well being, our security, and our economic development. It will lead to uncontrollable risks and dramatic damage if we do not take resolute countermeasures.” Same speech : “we will need to reach an understanding on central issues in the weeks ahead before Copenhagen, ensuring, among other things, that global emissions reach their peak in the year 2020 at the latest.” And while president of the EU, on German TV in a wake-up call for climate action prior to 26 leader EU climate meeting (2007) : “It is not five minutes to midnight. It's five minutes after midnight.” [POPE FRANCIS] Asked if the U.N. climate summit in Paris (2015) would mark a turning point in the fight against global warming, the pope said: “I am not sure, but I can say to you ‘now or never’. Every year the problems are getting worse. We are at the limits. If I may use a strong word I would say that we are at the limits of suicide.” [MARK CARNEY] governor of the bank of England, speech ‘Resolving the Climate Paradox’, September 2016: “...climate change is a tragedy of the horizon which imposes a cost on future generations that the current one has no direct incentive to fix. The catastrophic impacts of climate change will be felt beyond the traditional horizons of most actors including businesses and central banks. Once climate change becomes a clear and present danger to financial stability it may already be too late to stabilise the atmosphere at two degrees.”
3. A co-author is Michael Mann, whose über-orthodox view on climate change is well known. It seems another co-author, Nick Brown, is new to the climate domain and there is some feeling he may well be unaware of the hypocrisy of the primary authors when making his contribution. See comments at Brown’s blog. The fourth author is Harris Friedman.
4. These are Diethelm & McKee, 2009, McKee & Diethelm, 2010, and Oreskes & Conway, 2010.
5. In the case of Oreskes & Conway, 2010 not only does there appear to be no underlying social theory supporting the conclusions, there isn’t really much in the way of logic and reason, plus there is reliance on ad hominem. The contributions of Diethelm and McKee are at least better, yet nevertheless are seriously flawed; see The Denialism Frame, a previous post here at Climate Etc.
6. Preferring to stick with tropes that opposition comes mainly from ‘denialism’ and conspiracy theorists, despite the huge numbers of the public involved in some oppositions to that which, genuinely or not, is bannered as science. Despite this, and too an emphasis on old-fashioned peer reviewed literature (which Donna Laframboise decries),  L2016 does make some excellent recommendations, for instance:
‘First, legitimate public concern about a lack of transparency and questionable research practices must be met by ensuring that research lives up to modern standards.’
‘Second, we believe that daylight is the best protection against politically-motivated maneuverings to undermine science.’
‘Finally, skeptical members of the public must be given the opportunity to engage in scientific debate’.
7. This hypocrisy is pointed out in numerous feedback comments to the blog of one of the authors (Nick Brown). I by no means endorse all the critiquing comments and some of the defense may have merit. However the general flavor that the (main two) authors by no means practice what they preach, I hold as valid. For my own two comments, one briefly points out the flaws in their referenced paper Diethelm and McKee 2009, and the other adds that another referenced paper, the Cook et al 2013 (97% consensus) paper as dissected by Jose Duarte, is also deeply flawed.
8. Depending on how it’s measured, about 8 to 10 years. See the wiki timeline on Helicobacter. Much catch-up science was done in this period, although Marshall reasonably argues that skepticism was an issue in the early years. NYT medical correspondent Dr. Lawrence K. Altman, who in 1984 published an article on H. pylori, stated in 2002, “I’ve never seen the medical community more defensive or more critical of a story”. Given treatments are low risk / low cost, they could have been enacted sooner.
9. From the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy: Ancient Skepticism:
‘The 5th century sophists develop forms of debate which are ancestors of skeptical argumentation.’
‘The sophists explore the idea that, if things are different for different cultures, there may be no fact of the matter of how those things really are.’
10. From the same source as footnote 9 above: ‘Moreover, scholars may have paid too little attention to skepticism’s ancestry in poetry (Clayman 2009). Pyrrho seems to have referred to Homer as a proponent of ideas he approves of, ideas about change, the status of human rationality and language, and more.’
This is not exactly a mainstream topic and further non pay-walled links are hard to find. Snipped below from Doubt and Skepticism in Antiquity and the Renaissance:
‘Homeric skepticism, as we have observed, emerges as a psycho-ethical response to a highly mutable world inhabited by multiple communities with disparate values and different cultural narratives. From the outset The Odyssey presents itself as a story that is itself awash with stories – of the Trojan war, of the homecoming of the Greek warriors who fought in it, and of its hero’s adventures, to name only the most prominent. Many contradict each other, and some are “lies resembling truths” [Greek letters here]. They often arise through skepsis, a search for knowledge that is implicated in the problem of deceptive appearances and of an environment characterized by what Sextus calls diaphonia, that is, disagreement about a question that has not been decided, cannot be decided, or awaits decision’.
Plus this from What Penelope Knew: Doubt and Scepticism in the "Odyssey" by Michelle Zerba in The Classical Quarterly, Vol 59 No 2:
‘Odysseus and Penelope both testify to the worthiness of the struggle intrinsic to skepsis and to the hard-won success of its toils. But it is Penelope, who actively searches for knowledge and endurance in a world where knowledge is so often withheld from her, who emerges as the most complex embodiment of scepticism. Her paradigmatic status, which vacillates between the exercise of craft and the experience of sometimes crippling uncertainty, takes us through various per-mutations of the affective scale associated with existence in a world where experts disagree, stories conflict and signs are equivocal. In so doing, it allows us to appreciate the emotional instability of a life lived in the flux of appearances even as that instability is submitted to the discipline of a cognitive balancing act that the philosophical Sceptics later sum up in the ou mallon posture that yields suspension of judgement.’
11. For example from “Middle Egyptian: An Introduction to the Language and Culture of Hieroglyphs”, James P. Allen, pg 400 [‘it’ = life].
Make holiday, don't weary of it!!
Look, there is no one allowed to take their things with them,
and there is no one who goes away comes back again.

Burial and the dead in ancient Egyptian society, 2002, by John Baines and Peter Lacovara, notes: ‘The skeptical texts, which may be part of a tradition far older than the identifiable evidence, reveal tensions in a complex society’s relation to its past and its dead members.’ And: ‘These discordant attitudes cast doubt upon the purpose of the structures [tombs], which nonetheless continued to be built; such discordance is not confined to Egypt.’
11a. Homer’s tales were populist and integrated common tropes, oft-repeated over generations. The Harper’s songs were used in common funeral rites not limited to exalted persons, and the Immortality of Writers was an instructional work for schools.
12. Comedy is a useful mode of expressing skepticism and also inducing skepticism in others, commonly used in modern times, in past times, and ancient times too. This modern comedic example aims to induce skepticism at the Green and pension policies of the ruling coalition in Germany. Extreme doubt that these policies are viable is expressed in comic terms. The performance appears to go down very well, though likely the audience attending such a show would lean to certain viewpoints anyhow.
13. As revealed in the BBC TV series ‘Egyptian Journeys with Dan Cruickshank’ (episode 1). Note that the dog is not at all like the official images of a canine-headed god (Anubis), but definitely a humorous depiction.
14. Firm detection may be impossible further back, i.e. before writing existed. Even when considering imagery, associated writing may be needed for sufficient context and there also has to be enough images made by ordinary folks for some to survive. Yet such a large scale creation tends to go hand in hand with the spread of writing (for instance there is much pictorial graffiti from ancient societies yet it tends to be interspersed with textual graffiti). If exclusively the priests or shamans (or other elite) are themselves personally making images, these are highly likely to be orthodox anyhow.
15. Debate about skepticism in pre-classical and pre-historic societies has been conducted since the early twentieth century at least. For evidence via comparison, observation of modern oral societies back to the 1930s confirms the existence of skepticism, indeed that skepticism and faith are similarly entrenched traditions. Yet it is argued that this skepticism is less general, for instance highlighting the fraudulent nature of particular witch-doctors, say, but not of witch-doctoring in general, as there is no framework in which this magical context doesn’t exist for the relevant tribe. Others argue that questions about particular practitioners, especially as these can be frequent, will hardly fail to lead to doubts about practicing itself as viable. Yet such doubts are less likely to accumulate in a society without writing, and maybe too are shared more privately. Because of the writing angle, this debate appears to have overlapped with the controversial literacy thesis, which makes the topic more difficult and I’ve not delved deeply.
Evans-Pritchard on the Azande tribe, 1937, pg 107: ‘Absence of formal and coercive doctrines permit Azande to state that many, even most, witch-doctors are frauds. No opposition being offered to such statements they leave the main belief in the prophetic and therapeutic powers of witch-doctors unimpaired. Indeed, skepticism is included in the pattern of belief in witch-doctors. Faith and skepticism are alike traditional.’ See 15a below.
15a. The 2009 book ‘Ancient Religions’ says, pg 130: ‘Similar factors [regarding writing enabling a span of generations] lie behind the development of explicitly skeptical traditions. Every society includes men and women with unorthodox ideas, people who adopt a radically dissenting attitude to generally accepted views on religion, politics, and social order. But in an entirely oral culture, skepticism tends to die with the individual skeptic. Once the skeptic commits his or her views to the permanency of writing, however, the possibility opens up a whole tradition of skepticism, an alternative counterculture parallel to society’s orthodox norms.’
16. According to Britannica, a belief in life after death is attested by burials around 30 to 50 thousand years old, although religious behavior may be far older: ‘Yet, since religious conceptions are not always bound to material objects, and since there is evidence that truly human beings existed even during early Paleolithic times, it is inadmissible to infer that earliest man had no religion from the mere fact that no [older] identifiable religious objects have been found.’ Even at minimum this is easily old enough for major cultural evolutionary effects and also gene-culture co-evolution, the classic example of the latter being adult lactose tolerance, which evolved from about 9000 years with dairy farming (free, pay-wall).
As noted on wiki some scholars push the date of religious behavior, or at least behavior ‘ancestral’ to religious behavior, back to 300,000 years ago. However the earliest undisputed burial is about 100,000 years ago, including red ochre and grave goods.
17. See The evolution of deception: Bond, C.F. & Robinson, M. J Nonverbal Behav (1988) 12: 295. doi:10.1007/BF00987597. Unfortunately pay-walled, abstract:
‘Deception has evolved under natural selection, as has the capacity to detect deceit. In this article, we describe the adaptive significance of deception in plants, fireflies, octopi, chimpanzees, and Homo sapiens. We review behavior genetic research to find that heredity affects human deceptiveness and theorize that genetically-transmitted anatomical features prefigure human success at deceit.’
Some descriptive detail on deception and counter-deception in action for the Great Apes, as part of an investigation into Theory of Mind: Kirkpatrick, Casey (2007) “Tactical Deception and the Great Apes: Insight Into the Question of Theory of Mind,” Totem: The University of Western Ontario Journal of Anthropology : Vol. 15: Iss. 1, Article 4.
17a. Both within and between species. See The Evolution of the Unconscious: David Livingston Smith in Psychoanalytische Perspectieven , 2002, 20, 4: 525-548. Not pay-walled :
‘Deceptive maneuvers have been studied in many species of flora and fauna, including our closest non-human relatives, the chimpanzees, who are capable of sophisticated tactical deception of one another (de Waal, 1986; Miles, 1986). Just as the proliferation of reciprocal altruism encouraged the evolution of deception, so intra-specific cheating facilitated the evolution of cognitive mechanisms for discriminative altruism and cheater detection, leading to an escalating co-evolutionary "arms race" in which ever more sophisticated methods of deception were matched by ever more sophisticated methods of detecting and safeguarding against deception. The ruthless logic of Darwinian evolution sees to it that those organisms best able to identify deceit and take appropriate action to prevent being exploited are more likely to survive and reproduce than those who are not.’
17b. For whom via culture and gene / culture interaction, the pace of evolution increases while in addition presenting more modes available for selection.
17c. As noted by McNally and Jackson (2013): ‘ultimately, our ability to convincingly lie to each other may have evolved as a direct result of our cooperative nature’.
18. The concept of withheld judgment is also a major feature of early Greek philosophical skepticism. From the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy:
‘Hellenistic discussions envisage three attitudes that cognizers take to impressions (how things seem to them): assent, rejection, and suspension of judgment (epochê).’
‘Suspension is a core element of skepticism: the skeptic suspends judgment.’
19. Shermer’s Scientific American article lists a set of clues that reveal lying. However, note that this article invokes the ‘selfish gene’ model as part of the causal explanation for the arms race of deceit and detection. Yet it is co-operation that has engendered an environment where lying may also prosper as a side effect, see footnote 17c above. In a wholly competitive environment lacking a co-operative system, lying would be meaningless; there is no trust to betray. So it is group selection, fostering co-operation, which is the dominant relevant driver, rather than a mainly ‘selfish gene’ driven process. See footnote 21 below for a precise meaning of group selection.
20. For example see ‘Darwin the detective: Observable facial muscle contractions reveal emotional high-stakes lies’, 2011, by Leanne ten Brinke, Stephen Porter, Alysha Baker.
21. See the section ‘The old and the new’ in this paper for the contextual meaning of  group selection. There are different interpretations of this concept; here I mean explicitly the ‘new’ type or trait group selection.
21a. The altruism deeply rooted in humans ultimately emerges from group selection (see 21 above), which itself arises from correlated interaction (see Darwinian Populations and Natural Selection by Peter Godfrey-Smith, section 6.2). This standard evolutionary model extends for humans into gene-culture co-evolution. Within our sophisticated societies innate altruism needs cues regarding who is in-group and who is out, what is correct behavior in a group and what is not, and it is culture that provides these cues, being the emergent social punishment / reward system that maintains altruism. At the heart of culture is a socially enforced consensus, which itself emerges from the emotive selection of competing narratives.
Note: altruism can emerge without culture or gene-culture co-evolution; other species have altruism and punishment systems. Yet the cultural element builds more dynamic and more sophisticated co-operative systems, which can more easily accommodate local conditions and external changes.
21b. Many consider culture and social consensus to be synonymous. For instance when anthropologists are seeking the nature and range of a culture that they are not too familiar with (and hence do not know the ‘correct’ cultural answers to whatever questions they form as tools), it is exactly the existence and strength of a consensus via which they map the boundaries and core values of the culture. In other words, it is assumed that the social consensus essentially equates to the culture. (Such investigations are performed via the statistical techniques in Cultural Consensus Theory: wiki, slide deck from one of the originators, do it yourself CCT Pack).
22a. Social Anthropologist Dr. Charles Whitehead: “…you could say that it is the 'job' of human culture to falsify our perceptions of ourselves and the world we live in. ‘Collective deceptions’ were at one time necessary to coerce our social but selfish ancestors into collaborating in a non-selfish system, and western science has not yet freed itself from them.” (Abstract 51 at the Tuscon Center for Consciousness).
22b. Professor of anthropology Chris Knight, whose work I appreciate yet whose activism I do not, notes the collective deception of culture as part of his studies on language, e.g. “…far from embodying self-evident truth, symbolic culture may be better understood as a world of patent fictions held collectively to be true on some deeper level. Myths, dramatic performances, art and indeed all expressions of human symbolic culture may in this light be understood as ‘collusion in deception’.”
The much more well-known portrayal of religion as a delusion by Richard Dawkins, while making the same point, seems to me to skirt rather too close to interpreting this as pathological, especially in the context of his emotive brand of atheism. All humans partake of culture, which is not delusional in the sense of an illness or mental debilitation, and further Dawkins’ stance is ironic given his strong belief in the cultural certainty of near-term climate calamity.
In some sense the literal belief in cultural narratives is often suspended, at least by all but the hard-core of adherents, to access the cultural truth, i.e. who is in my group and what is this group about. Incidentally, this provides a means of testing for the presence of a strong culture (see footnote 23 on convenient belief immediately below).
23. Cultures generally gain wider overall influence via alliances with other cultures. One can imagine this like a social onion, whereby a core of highly committed believers is surrounded by layers of others folks who conveniently believe for the sake of their own core values and cultures, which are allied to a greater (inside layer) or lesser (outer layer) degree. The folks outside the core are committed to the beliefs of the core for the sake of their group strategy and group identity, yet don’t truly take these core beliefs to heart. Convenient belief can be teased out by appropriate questioning, a technique Dan Kahan uses at cultural cognition (true belief is separated from an identity related declaration of belief). One would expect to see convenient belief wherever there is strong culture.
Figure 2 and 6 (with associated text) from this file supporting a previous Climate Etc post, demonstrates the convenient belief of those supporting Creationism, and also CAGW (search for ‘convenient belief’).
24. The Continued Influence Effect (CIE) is an effect whereby misinformation (e.g. propaganda or other information biased by cultural / worldview outlook), continues to influence people even after it has been retracted or corrected, and even in despite of warnings before the information is communicated that such a thing as the CIE exists. However, a skeptical stance considerably reduces the CIE.
The CIE is described in Ecker et al (E2010), Lewandowsky is a co-author, which also notes the following regarding its reduction via skepticism (various other sources  including two papers with Lewandowsky as the lead author are referenced by E2010 in support of the finding, my underline):
	‘The second factor that seems to reduce the CIE is suspicion toward the source of the misinformation. In the WMD studies discussed earlier, belief in the existence of MDs in Iraq was correlated with support for the war and was especially pronounced in those people who obtained news from sources that supported the invasion (e.g., Fox News; Kull et al., 2003). Lewandowsky et al. (2005)[L2005] uncovered a more direct link between suspicion and the ability to update misinformation related to the Iraq War. They operationalized suspicion as the extent to which respondents doubted the official WMD-related reasons for the invasion. Lewandowsky et al. (2005) found that, when this measure was used as a predictor variable, it explained nearly a third of the variance in people’s belief in misinformation. Moreover, once suspicion was entered as a predictor, previously striking mean differences between respondents in the U.S. and two other countries (Germany and Australia) disappeared and were, instead, found to reflect differing degrees of suspicion between those countries. Lewandowsky, Stritzke, Oberauer, and Morales (2009) [L2009] extended the notion of suspicion by suggesting that it may be related to a more stable personality trait of skepticism—skeptics will generally tend to question the motives behind the dissemination of information.’
L2009 particularly suggests (underlined text) that skepticism is a stable personality trait which makes those who possess it less subject to the influence from misinformation. So more able to update their position in the light of corrections; a finding that casts skepticism as a positive and healthy trait. This is echoed in Lewandowsky et al (L2012) [underline = section heading]:
‘Skepticism: A key to accuracy. We have reviewed how worldview and prior beliefs can exert a distorting influence on information processing. However, some attitudes can also safeguard against misinformation effects. In particular, skepticism can reduce susceptibility to misinformation effects if it prompts people to question the origins of information that may later turn out to be false.’
The questioning of motives and ‘the origins of information’, i.e. identity related items, tells us that the skepticism in play here is per the main post of the innate type. However, this ‘key to accuracy’ is not in fact so accurate. It can detect collective deception, bannered as science or not, yet per section 9 of the main post may also sometimes be triggered inappropriately by the promotion of correct science. So innate skepticism may seem healthy at times, and unhealthy at others. Better not to say that it is either, even though it is indeed a ‘stable trait’, which resists both genuine misinformation and that which is perceived as misinformation.
L2005 = Memory for fact, fiction and misinformation: The Iraq War 2003.
L2009 = Misinformation and the ‘War on Terror’ (also a book chapter, 9).
L2012 = Misinformation and Its Correction: Continued Influence and Successful Debiasing.
E2010 = Explicit warnings reduce but do not eliminate the continued influence of misinformation. You may need to cut and paste this link into your browser:  http://rd.springer.com/content/pdf/10.3758%2FMC.38.8.1087.pdf
L2005, L2009 and E2010 do not mention climate change; L2012 considers this, but within a wide range of topics and not as a main focus.

25. Cultures vie for a similar domain (e.g. there are many competing religions), yet endemically form alliances too (e.g. a religion may form an alliance with a particular political ideology or party). Though it seems unintuitive, cultures can also engage in competition and alliance at the same time with the same entity, albeit one angle will usually dominate. Cultures are distributed and blind after all, plus constantly evolving too. Whatever works best in terms of emotive persuasion will get selected, and this doesn’t preclude conflicting elements in the overall distribution of dynamically changing cultural values within a population. E.g. Christianity and calamitous climate change culture flirted in a ‘shall we, shan’t we dance’ scenario for years. Recently the Pope finally committed Catholics to the dance (see his 2015 quote in footnote 2a), while other brands of Christianity still fight this secular culture.
26. It’s possible that via evolutionary processes, innate skepticism is maintained at an optimum level within populations. With too much, it’s hard to see how collective deceptions would stick. At some point cultures would become unstable and so groups wouldn’t benefit from their significant net advantages. Yet too little, and successive collective deceptions might sweep too swiftly and deeply through populations, perhaps resulting in a permanent and disruptive switching between extremes such as our modern fascism and communism. Similar optimum evolutionary balances between opposing constraints occur in biology as ‘balanced polymorphism’.
27. While all cultural beliefs are new at one time and so must make headway against innate skepticism, this can happen relatively swiftly (in generational terms) if a new culture fills the vacuum left by an old and crumbling belief system that can no longer compete. Or the new culture features highly emotive stories which, via selection, have hit upon the latest means of countering skepticism and so are irresistible to large numbers of people. Cultures also evolve constantly, via emotive appeal permanently attempting to outflank innate skepticism in this group version of the deceit / detection arms race. Hence cultural orthodoxies are never fixed, even though a central myth of most is that they themselves are constant (this is itself emotively comforting, providing an impression of stability). Given this turmoil, the concept of balance is only applicable on long timescales, or at any one time, across many cultures.
28. See Who’s in Charge by Michael S. Gazzaniga, especially chapter 5, ‘the social mind’. While I don’t necessarily agree with everything in this book, it makes a convincing case for social thinking.
29. Dan Kahan’s identity protective cognition theory says that the public’s otherwise intact capacity to comprehend decision-relevant science, is disabled by cultural and political conflict, making cognition biased by cultural leaning. This is consistent with the disabling of innate skepticism for those scientific concepts that resonate / align with existing cultural values, and sharpening of innate skepticism for those concepts that challenge cultural values. See the original Identity-protective Cognition theory (ICT) paper:
‘ITC predicts that where an individual has an identity – protective stake in a particular outcome, he or she will resort to effortful, System 2 processing – of the sort needed to draw valid inferences from complex data – only when less effortful heuristic reasoning generates a conclusion that threatens his or her identity.’
Since the paper above, Kahan has acquired more data and developed this theory, showing his work via many posts at http://www.culturalcognition.net/blog .
29a. In relation to science issues this is evident both for those which have been debated for a very long time, e.g. Creationism versus evolution, and also in relatively new science related issue such as fracking. The latter is still dynamically evolving in regard to its social acceptance, yet there is nevertheless a major difference between Democrats and Republicans regarding support of this oil and gas extraction technique, and has been for a few years.
30. It’s not an area I’ve delved into but evidence for the theory that strong cultural beliefs disable certain cognitive abilities (see 29), possibly in a similar way to hypnosis, is being collected via direct observation using MRI scans. For instance belief as transmitted by charismatic cultural authority figures. The paper Cognitive consequences and constraints on reasoning about ritual by Legare and Herrmann, explores this area too. Note: this effect as typically put forward falls far short of the popular image of actively imposed hypnosis by extreme cults, yet to pick up effects in current MRI scans seems to require testing of pretty committed individuals. Not yet likely to pick up subtler beliefs that are more widespread, I would guess.
31. Insomuch as any product of blind evolution has a role or ‘purpose’. The ultimate role is to improve fitness of the relevant entity, yet this may involve many functions and contributions to fitness are often complex.
31a. A culture that becomes too top heavy, its elite too privileged and isolated hence evolving their own values, risks sharp skepticism from within because, eventually, those values will no longer be recognized by or shared with ordinary adherents.
32. E.g. Martin Luther adopted a skeptical stance against culturally decadent features of the church of Rome, which he expressed in his ninety five theses. He challenged (among other issues) the selling of papal indulgences plus the authority and wealth of the Pope. His stance triggered a much wider Reformation movement (not all of which Luther approved of), indicating that a cultural overload must have become unpopular for quite some time prior, and leading ultimately to the breakaway Christian branch known as Protestantism.
33. This can happen for cultural behavior writ small (e.g. the consensus on saturated fats), or writ large (e.g. the consensus on the certainty of near-term climate calamity).
33a. Over and above dogma in particular domains and bias in entire disciplines, the privileged status of science means it has acquired its own cultural features, which ISk may detect. The authority of science has in some ways replaced that of religions, and is leveraged in all sorts of inappropriate ways, e.g. in many adverts where science input is highly exaggerated (or worse), or via bodies like the Union of Concerned Scientists that hi-jack the authority of science for advocacy (and require only a credit card to be a member, not a scientific qualification). Even via Nobel prizes and august scientific bodies like the Royal Society, as these things encourage authority and status, which can sit rather heavily on evidence. The latter is a difficult area, because reward and status also encourages innovation and perseverance to a hard-won scientific goal. Yet overall the badge of science is promoted more than ever before and, like God beforehand, science is often claimed by both sides in a dispute to be their ultimate supporter. As Charles Whitehead notes in footnote 22a above, western science has not yet freed itself from collective deceptions, and the innate skepticism of the public often and rightly detects this. At the moment there is still overall confidence, despite widespread skepticism on certain issues, yet the more the authority of science is inappropriately leveraged, the more that confidence will be damaged.
However there is also a more positive side to the intersect of science and cultural behavior. Those who become emotively committed to the enterprise of science, as opposed to any of its particular theories, in a similar manner to the large majority of we humans who commit to some cultural narratives, may end up passionately disposed to be highly objective about all theories, whatever impact they may imply in terms of social values. While this sounds like a contradiction in terms I think it probably isn’t, and if true ought be a useful effect for the elimination of bias and so the furtherance of science.
33b. While it’s easy to think of a classic case, such as medical knowledge being rejected by natives when this came in a Christian missionary cultural package of the colonial era, the effect still happens today yet in more subtle ways. For instance if a political party ‘adopts’ and promotes a science issue, then for better or worse this has cultural consequences. For instance an opposing party will then be more likely to harbor bias against the promoted science, and the promotion itself may evolve away from the objective reality of the science. An interesting recent case is the politically based resistance to the HPV vaccine, especially as compared to the straightforward acceptance of the HBV vaccine. 
The big difference between the acceptability for these two vaccines was created by their route to market. According to Kahan, in the HPV case the manufacturer, in a hurry to gain exclusive market control for its own brand, ‘orchestrated a poorly disguised political marketing campaign, one that included adoption of vaccine mandates in state legislatures. The process attracted the usual conflict entrepreneurs—right and left.’ This injected the HPV issue into the political arena and made its acceptability as much a matter of political identity as of objective assessment of the medical issues. The first many parents heard of HPV was through the biasing lens of political conflict.
In the HBV case, the route to market was through standard medical procedure for new treatments, so the first parents heard was via public health authorities and local doctors, contacts they trusted. Hence the defense of their political identity, with associated resistance or embracing of the vaccine for reasons not connected to actual medical issues, did not occur.
34. Consistent with the recent press release of findings from the SOCIETY FOR PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY, reported at Watts Up With That:
“We find that people will take a flight from facts to protect all kinds of belief including their religious belief, their political beliefs, and even simple personal beliefs such as whether they are good at choosing a web browser,” says Troy Campbell (University of Oregon).
Dan Kahan (Yale University) agrees, finding in their research that “the deposition is to construe evidence in identity-congruent rather than truth-congruent ways, a state of disorientation that is pretty symmetric across the political spectrum.”
Merely talking about “evidence” or “data” does not typically change a skeptic’s mind about a particular topic, whether it is climate change, genetically modified organisms, or vaccines. People use science and fact to support their particular opinion and will downplay what they don’t agree with.
“Where there is conflict over societal risks – from climate change to nuclear-power safety to impacts of gun control laws, both sides invoke the mantel of science,” says Kahan. [underline mine].
34a. See a previous post at Climate Etc, The Denialism Frame; three relevant extracts below:
“…D&M2009 is a close replication of Hoofnagle’s ideas… …merely distilling his concept of denialism and adding in the references from example domains, plus some extra nuance (Hoofnagle is properly cited, so nothing wrong with this). Yet Hoofnagle claims a very clear cause, dishonesty, which D&M2009 conspicuously drops. Hoofnagle also hints at mental illness.
Diethelm and McKee are very wise to drop ‘dishonesty’ as a motivator. Dishonesty is not a prime social driver and could not seriously power the behavior of, for instance, the 45% of Americans that D&M2009 cites as rejecting the evidence of evolution…”
“With D&M2009 shorn of Hoofnagle’s almost passionate fingering of dishonesty, a casual list of assumed causes seems to have been substituted, which means that ‘denialism’ is not based on principles and isn’t a characterized phenomenon, about which for instance one could make predictions. ‘Denialism’ is merely a set of observed rhetoric responses, which in the tremendously complex world of human sociality could occur for all sorts of reasons, only some being that people are inappropriately opposing known, genuine and proven scientific facts (while indeed some people theoretically championing the evidence will employ such rhetoric too).”
“Hoofnagle stresses personal psychology not social psychology, and D&M2009’s vague, ill considered causes also allow this angle to prosper, diverting attention from cultural causation. Coupled with an inability to determine who is who, this means they’ve effectively supplied academic legitimacy for any side to call out any and all opponents as psychologically flawed; either systemic liars or cranks, or almost any deficiency.”
35. See Section 3 plus referenced footnotes of a previous post at Climate Etc, The Denialism Frame; there follows a relevant extract regarding cultural alliance:
“So, consider a contested issue which features a largely evidential position, E, opposed mainly by religious believers. The religious side has a strong cultural alliance with a political party, X, which hence is pulled in for that side. This sparks a reaction whereby X’s political opponent, Z, weighs in on the evidential side, yet by default not with evidential arguments but instead deploying their regular range of cultural weapons, such as ‘folks who support the X party (or via association oppose E) have inferior brains’, which range will typically include some conspiracy theory, logical fallacies and so on. Hence the ‘right’ side ends up inextricably tangled with various cultural promotion and defensive behaviors…”
35a. See the The Denialism Frame, especially section 5 with footnote 11b on the ‘second hand smoke’ domain, regarding formal complaints about Diethelm and McKee’s own bias in D&M2009. See the post at Climate etc. Bankcruptcy of the Merchants of Doubt for clear bias in Oreskes & Conway, 2010. Given that the ultimate underpinning of the 3P tests is ‘consensus must be right’, this is bound to lead to a bias towards dominant consensuses irrespective of whether these happen to be socially enforced consensuses, or wide agreement on correct scientific truths. Not to mention that this leads to social efforts to police or shore up consensuses that may be struggling in the face of challenge, yet which the authors support. More objective tests can help identify socially enforced consensuses, albeit only time is the ultimate arbiter.
36. As fostered by small-scale authoritarian group-think to large-scale cultural entity (e.g. a religion),and as opposed to a scientific consensus, which may be right or wrong but isn’t collective deceit. I guess on the very small scale one can simply buy a consensus, yet emergent phenomena like CAGW or a major religion are way, way outside the scale of the purchasable.
37. There have been calls for yet more ‘climate change education’ in order to dissolve a widespread public skepticism of climate calamitous orthodoxy. Many targeted education programs have been tried, and there is controversy about more general climate change education that has been introduced to school curricula. However, there is little if any sign that public skepticism is waning. This is likely due to the nature of the ‘education’ and hence its impact on innate skepticism.
Most ‘climate change education’ appears not to teach what the science knows or doesn’t know in the various sub-disciplines such as atmospheric physics or oceanography or biological responses or such. Admittedly this would be complex and difficult to communicate, to say the least. Instead most programs appear to assume a certainty of calamity and attempt to get everyone onboard with that message, then discuss how people and organizations could change to lessen the calamitous impacts (e.g. here).
The problem with this approach is that, as the collective deception of certainty of near-term (decades) calamity is front and centre, this amounts to a cultural promotion that will only stiffen the ISk based resistance of those who aren’t aligned. While it will also improve the support among those who are aligned, the net result will not be a reduction in public skepticism, but an increase in public polarization. Even should the education programs not stress a certainty of calamity, more objectively exploring the various science issues involved, this will likely still lead to polarization. Dan Kahan has collected data showing that in disputes where strong cultural positions are involved, such as with climate change and Creationism, polarization increases with more knowledge (See Figures 1 and 5 from this file supporting a previous Climate Etc post). He holds that this is because the more knowledgeable can better express and so also defend their positions, which no doubt is the case. Yet in disputes of this nature a possibly more powerful effect is that knowledge itself forks along cultural lines, i.e. even with some common data, the matrix of relationships via which this is interpreted is different upon each side. Those inspired to inquire further by an education program, will according to initial leanings eventually find their own way along the different forks.
38. It seems articles on skepticism often imply an ancient Greek origin, with little or no mention of the much older, instinctive skeptical traits. PSk and SSk indeed owe much to Greek formalization, yet this process may itself have been prompted by ISk, via poetry (see footnote 10).
39. Where there are apparently just a few individuals on one side, and a specialized sub-discipline on the other, there is unlikely to be much or any social data available with which to do an out-of-domain test for a cultural consensus. While the discipline side has the potential to be hi-jacked by culture (peer-pressure, group-think), and one can certainly look for clues, this is not the same as having social data from a large raft of academic and public surveys (e.g. as exist for the creationism and climate change domains). And it is unreasonable to assume that all scientific disciplines are steered primarily by culture, hence ascribing a default assumption of bias is wrong because it tends towards this way-out proposition. On the other side, the individuals may seem to be acting independently, yet could be steered by cultural beliefs that are not immediately obvious, given there is no social data. Even if we learn something of their affiliations, it is wrong to assume that these affiliations motivate the individuals’ position, unless we have enough data to show with reasonable certainty that this position is mainly due to (direct, not just allied) promotion by a cultural consensus. The individuals may be barking mad, but their fiction is not a collective deception if they are not part of a socially enforced consensus.
The way science is currently done, i.e. within a relatively closed system, there will likely never be enough social data to best help assess the presence of cultural bias in most disputes. However, a much more open and accessible science process could change that, I guess.
40. The handy turn of phrase ‘along for the ride’, does not imply cultures are either agential or sentient, of course. The alliance is part of a maximized fitness achieved via natural selection of competing variants of the core cultural narrative.
40a. Unintuitive though it is, cultures can form alliances with both sides of a disputed domain at the same time, though typically there will be asymmetry (one side favored much more than another). Because cultures are rather like genetic populations where many possibilities for advance are selected at once, and some of these actually conflict, this situation is in fact to be expected. Also like the biological case, this allows cultures to pivot more easily if the landscape around them changes. For instance Christianity long pre-dates both the main US political parties, which hence both needed for legitimacy at their origin. Even now to be openly irreligious is a great way not to be voted in. So both Rep / Con and Lib / Dem cultures have alliance with Christianity, albeit these days the alliance is much stronger on the Rep / Con side.
41. If social analysis detects that a group’s position is largely dictated by a cultural consensus, we can say with confidence that this group, and if relevant a larger side allied to the group’s position, must be wrong. Cultural consensuses fulfill social function and cannot represent truth (see ‘Flaws’ in footnote 42 below).
However if a cultural consensus is absent from a side, this certainly doesn’t mean the side’s position must be correct. The position may represent anything from genuine science that has forked wrongly for a while, to an outright Galileo gambit, and anything in-between. The absence of a cultural consensus tells us only that a position is not due to a collective deception, so is based upon some sort of evidence and logic, even if it should eventually turn out that the evidence is nonsense and the logic is flawed.
42. Please refer to Kip Hansen’s Modern Scientific Controversies (MSC) post at WUWT. I think his MSC terminology translates as follows…
Advocacy Cause is contained within the cultural consensus of a group, and is the positive emotive side that partners a negative emotive side, the Problem (e.g. invest in salvation because of sin). Characteristics such as those Kip lists in bullet numbers 2 and 3 of ‘the bottom line’ (and other characteristics too) are emergent via cultures. For a much fuller list regarding the characteristics of culture writ large, see my prior guest post at Climate Etc. These characteristics are also what generate the clues to collective deception as listed in section 5 of the head post.
In a domain with wide uncertainty and social risk (and bearing in mind that a culture once established can radically alter our perceptions of risk and uncertainty) cultural narratives forming the Advocacy Cause and Problem emerge via natural selection, where emotive content trumps veracity in the selection process. While Solutions then prompted (can be a bunch in competition) may have more reality constraints, they are heavily influenced by the same process. So those that best serve the consensus message and the cause will have a higher selection value, as long as they also retain via associated uncertainty or postponement of reality checks (the selection process is blind so no consequence is perceived), sufficient credibility to be viable. Thus…
The Flaws Kip identifies actually occur because cultures and their narratives are emergent properties of human populations, which to fulfill their social function do not need to reflect reality or a proper actual solution. Indeed in creating via selection the widest and most strongly / emotively believed consensus, they cannot reflect reality (see footnote 22a/b). Plus the longer the Problem exists, the more the culture can survive and also expand, hence co-evolutionary selection will reward initiatives that do not solve the problem, albeit they will typically feature highly emotive (so highly selective) gestures towards doing so.
Cultural entities are perfectly capable of sustaining themselves without any Truth and with an entirely manufactured Problem. However, Kip is only looking at the sub-set sparked by science, where typically there will be some Truth, even if in the worst case it bears little relationship to the Problem, which in turn may bear little relationship to the Solution. Most of the controversies Kip covers only invoke cultural behavior in modest scope and depth (mainly groupthink and authority bias etc in certain professions and disciplines). Yet the climate change domain features a major culture with a full panoply of features, similar to a mainstream religion.
43. While ISk cannot detect truth, a public groundswell of strong ISk about a promoted theory with social impact may motivate a pursuit of the truth, via SSk, by those non (domain) experts who are either science orientated or indeed science adept. For inapt ISk, this can ultimately only lead to a dead end, albeit some revelations may occur because in a highly complex dispute with cultural effects on both sides, it is highly unlikely that everything promoted by the correct side will turn out to be true. For apt ISk, this could lead to a serious and genuine challenge of orthodoxy and (an) entrenched discipline(s). Likewise to above, the incorrect side may not be incorrect in all aspects. It may take a great deal of time for the inapt or apt status to become clear.
44. Unless of course the non-conventional idea (let’s assume it is a wrong one) acquires a cultural dimension, and especially if then via emotional selection it avalanches to become a cultural consensus. Yet ultimately that would also be because institutional SSk didn’t keep objectivity.
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