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There are a number of problems with this paper, and the associated press release. 

I will only comment on the climate example, although similar concerns may well apply to the other 
issues. 

1. The authors suggest that their method is an aid to resolving conflict. However, by simplifying the 
issue down to just two viewpoints, and ignoring the full spectrum of views, the danger is that they 
may do exactly the opposite, enhancing polarisation by expressing the subject in terms of "two 
camps". For example, the authors simplistically state that to climate skeptics, "anthropogenic 
climate change is not real", ignoring those who accept some man-made warming but argue that it 
and its effects are greatly exaggerated. Thus the paper creates division.

2.  The authors claim that their diagrams "show that the conflict over climate-change policy is 
rooted in profound ideological differences." But the argument is circular - the diagrams were 
constructed by the authors themselves, based on their own beliefs and biases. Statements such as 
"The economy plays a central role" and "Better climate science is unlikely to resolve this dispute" 
simply aren't justified. 

3. As an illustration of their bias, the authors twice refer to the climate-concerned liberal (i.e. "us") 
as well-informed, with the implication that the skeptics ("them") are not. However, research by Dan 
Kahan, which the authors must be familiar with, has shown that skeptics score as highly as the 
climate-concerned on general science understanding and also on specific climate science 
knowledge.  The omission of Kahan's highly relevant work on cognition and opinion on contested 
issues from the list of references seems inexplicable. 

4. Little detail is given of what evidence base was used to construct the CAM diagrams and how 
this was done, though it is said that newspapers and blogs were used. The diagram portrays the 
climate debate as being almost entirely based on policy, politics and values, with only one element 
mentioning "bad science".  But this view is not consistent with the research of Amelia Sharman 
("Mapping the climate sceptical blogosphere") which shows that the main climate skeptic blogs 
focus on science, not policy or values. 

5. Most seriously, the paper claims that evidence to draw the maps comes from Milkoreit's thesis, 
but this is not true. Milkoreit's thesis contains no data on climate skeptic opinion from newspapers 
and blogs (as claimed in the paper). The individuals and groups discussed there are entirely from the
climate-concerned side, and have a left-right bias of 28:2.

In summary, the CAM diagram that purports to represent the view of climate skeptics appears to be 
an invention by the authors based on their own prejudices. Rather than aiding conflict resolution, 
such behaviour exacerbates division. 


