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It is in the precise proportion that a law once obtained endures this extreme severity of trial, that its value and 

importance are to be estimated; and our next step in the verification of an induction must therefore consist in extending 

its application to cases not originally contemplated; in studiously varying the circumstances under which our causes act, 

with a view to ascertain whether their effect is general; and in pushing the application of our laws to extreme cases. 

(John Herschel, 1880) 

 [T]he general attitude which promotes a search for falsifying instances has been most important in the history of 

science. Herschel encouraged this attitude. He demanded that the scientist assume the role of antagonist against his own 

theories, and seek both direct refutations and exceptions which limit the range of application of these theories. Herschel 

believed that the worth of a theory is proved only by its ability to withstand such attacks. (John Losee, 2001) 

The history of science, like the history of all human ideas, is a history of irresponsible dreams, of obstinacy, and of error. 

But science is one of the very few human activitiesðperhaps the only oneðin which errors are systematically criticized 

and fairly often, in time, corrected. This is why we can say that, in science, we often learn from our mistakes, and why we 

can speak clearly and sensibly about making progress there. (Karl Popper, 2002) 

An open society (that is, a society based on the idea of not merely tolerating dissenting opinions but respecting them) and 

a democracy (that is, a form of government devoted to the protection of an open society) cannot flourish if science 

becomes the exclusive possession of a closed group of specialists. (Karl Popper, 1994) 

1 Introduction  

Zbigniew W. Kundzewicz (2020; hereafter ZWK) and Axel Kleidon (2020; hereafter AK) provided reviews on my 

paper (Koutsoyiannis 2020; hereafter ñIò ðas I am a single authorð when I refer to the author, and ñpaperò or ñmy 

paperò when I refer to the paper in review, while I refer to the present report as ñrebuttalò). I am thankful to them for 

being eponymous, for their time and effort, and for their comments, which give me the opportunity to provide 

clarification in this rebuttal. I hope that the Editor and the reviewers ZWK and AK would understand that I have to 

defend my paper and, thus, view (and judge) my rebuttal on criteria of defence and not of noblesseðwhich may oblige 

but may not defend. Overall, in this rebuttal I am trying to persuade the Editor and the Reviewers that most of their 

suggestions and comments, if followed, would worsen rather than improve the paper, and to locate those particular 

comments that are constructive and beneficial.  

In what follows I visually reproduce in figures all of the reviewersô comments separated in parts and arranged in 

a way that I found easier to discuss. Also I combine the parts of each of the two reviews that are similar. I have 

numbered each part (in blue font in each extract) and I present all parts. This presentation does not follow a serial order 

but is according to the logical structure that is reflected in the sections of the rebuttal. 

The reviewers share similar concerns, but also have differences in the way they have viewed the paper. Figure 1 

contains the reviewersô final recommendations as well as their summaries of the paper content. I can indeed recognize 

my paper in ZWKôs summary (with a question mark in one word in parenthesis, selective, which I am discussing in 

section 9 of the rebuttal) but not in AKôs one. ZWK recommends moderate modification while AK recommends 

rejection (encouraging resubmission of a more focussed and substantiated manuscript).  
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Figure 1. The recommendations and the first paragraphs of the two reviews.  

Obviously, it is disappointing to receive a recommendation for rejection. Despite the fact that such 

recommendations for rejections, most often followed by outright rejections, have been quite common for my papers*, 

particularly my best ones (e.g. those which later were my most cited), I may have not yet become emotionally immune 

to rejection recommendations. 

On the positive side, I found the very review comments encouraging, albeit negative, because, as I will try to 

show, they in fact confirm that the paper is publishable. My argumentation is this. In 2016 a Joint Editorial by Editors 

of several hydrological journals was published, not only in Hydrology and Earth System Sciences, but also in 

Hydrological Sciences Journal, Journal of Hydrology, Journal of Hydrology: Regional studies, Proceedings of the 

International Association of Hydrological Sciences, Vadose Zone Journal, and Water Resources Research. Among 

other things, the Joint Editorial includes the main points that matter in the evaluation of papers in the review process, 

along with those that do not matter. These are reproduced in Figure 2.  

 
*  See Koutsoyiannis (2014b); a list of my rejected papers with links to the full rejection files and exchanges can be seen in 

http://www.itia.ntua.gr/en/search/?authors=koutsoyiannis&tags=rejected. 

http://www.itia.ntua.gr/en/search/?authors=koutsoyiannis&tags=rejected
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What does not matter in evaluation of papers  What does matter in evaluation of papers 

 

 

Figure 2. Images copied from the Joint Editorial (Koutsoyiannis et al., 2016) with list s of points that matter and do not matter 

in the evaluation of papers in the review process. 

With reference to the points that do matter in the evaluation of papers (right part of Figure 2), according to my 

reading, the review comments confirm that my paper is publishable. Specifically: 

¶ There is no mention that anything in my paper is incorrect or mistaken. For me this is the most important, 

given that I have processed a great deal of datasets and tried to extract solid results from every data set. 

Further, no reviewer pointed out any ambiguity. 

¶ None of the reviewers states or implies that the paper is trivial. AK does not assess whether it is important or 

unimportant. ZWK finds that I delve in too many important topics. 

¶ None of the reviewers doubts the novelty of the paper. The fact that it is not copied from other sources is 

confirmed by the record low Similarity Index (3%) of the Similarity Report, automatically produced through 

the journal. And this low 3% is intentional. It refers to descriptions of the data that I used, which I wanted to 

be faithful to their sources, and to quotations from several sources which are included in the text as quotations. 

¶ My analyses and results are global and therefore useful for all regions. 

¶ Illustrations of the controversial attitude, as well as that of provoking discussion and thought, and challenging 

established ideas, methods or wisdom, are provided by several external discussions of the paper, published on 

the web.* Most of these comments take a positive stance for the paperÀ. Some attempt to provide explanations 

for some of my results. But, again, what pleases me the most is that no blogger/commenter has spotted any 

error in my analyses. 

Therefore, AKôs reasons for recommending rejection are not understandable to me. Whether or not his approach is 

based on, or affected by, the points that do not matter in evaluation of papers (left part of Figure 2) is not my 

competence to discuss. 

 
* A list of such discussions can be found in http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2042/. I am thankful to all for their interest in my work and 

particularly to Andrew Montford and John Robson for compiling summaries of my paper. 

À For the readerôs amusement, I am copying here part of one of the comments by a commenter nicknamed ñludinò: ñ[T]his guy will 

never get through the peer review process. [H]is paper will be rejected because it does not comply with the IPCC doomsday 

machine.ò 

http://www.itia.ntua.gr/2042/
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Figure 3. Review comments suggesting splitting the paper in two or three and finding my tone defensive. 

2 On defensive tone (and constructive reviewers without prejudices) 

As seen in Figure 3, ZWK makes an indirect suggestion, that the paper would be better split in two, three or more, and a 

judgment that my tone is defensive. The two issues are indeed related. Perhaps I am defensive. Based on my experience, 

I expected difficulties (if not attacks) and I judged that publishing more than one paper would amplify these difficulties. 

To this, I wish to add a more general reason that makes me reluctant to follow this suggestion: I try not to contribute to 

the fashion of ñsalami publishingò (Kundzewicz and Koutsoyiannis, 2005; Koutsoyiannis et al., 2016; Quinn et al., 

2018). 

But I am surprised for this comment by ZWK and I will explain my reasons. First, if he read the 

Acknowledgments, he would see that the paper originated (in part) from my planned lecture that was cancelled because 

of political/activist reactions. The mixing of science and politics has unfortunately become a common place, even 

within hydrology. I am giving several examples related merely to EGU activities, as HESSD is one of its journals. In 

EGU 2020 the session ñCommunicating A Global Climate Crisis: If our house is on fire, why havenôt we called the fire 

brigadeé?ò* was organized with presentations having titles like ñHow to Win the New Climate Waréò. In EGU 2018, 

a hydrologist stated in his talk: ñWe are all scientists and we are all activistsò, without any protest from the audienceÀ. In 

EGU 2017, delegates including hydrologists were announcing with pride their participation in a ñMarch for Scienceò. In 

EGU 2010, a Great Debate on Climate Change was organized under the title ñTo what extent do humans impact the 

Earth's climate?ò.ÿ Showstack (2010) reports, among other things which occurred in this event, that: 

Legras§ said that what he reads on the blogosphere makes him concerned about a growth of science illiteracy. 

ñScience is used for a pretext for issues that are mostly ideological and political. It is very easy to use climate 

science as a punching ball, because it is a complex problem,ò he said. However, he added it is a good thing for 

science to get mixed in with politics. ñThe social contract with science has changedò and scientists are not 

sitting in ivory towers, he noted. ñItôs wonderful to take part in a social debate which matters to people. Science 

should be mixed with politics and society.  

 The second reason for my surprise is that ZWK, as Editor of Hydrological Sciences Journal for 18 years, has 

rich experience about ñconstructing reviews without prejudicesò. For example, in his Farewell Editorial, Kundzewicz 

(2015) has stated: 

On one occasion, I was threatened with resignation by an excellent scientist on the Board of Associate Editors if I 

accepted a paper deemed hopeless by this Associate Editor, while I regarded it as catchy, thought-provoking and 

controversial, hence worthy of publication. 

 
* https://meetingorganizer.copernicus.org/EGU2020/orals/34693; also featured in EGU Today, https://www.egu.eu/egutoday/2020/ 

friday/. 

À I regret that, even though I was in the audience, I did not react; therefore, I avail myself the opportunity of this rebuttal to declare 

that I am not an activist. 

ÿ https://meetingorganizer.copernicus.org/EGU2010/session/4024. 

§  I have the impression that here the name is misreported. Based on the video of the event which is available online 

(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sqzfCRZLCZU), it looks to me that the speaker who said those, is not Bernard Legras but Frans 

Berkhout who claimed to ñrepresent IPCC orthodoxyò (time 12:47). In reply to my comment/question (44:40) that consequences are 

overstated and science has been mixed with politics, he replied ñI say thank Godò (57:52) and continued as reported, concluding that 

ñscience should be mixed with politicsò (57:48). 

https://meetingorganizer.copernicus.org/EGU2020/orals/34693
https://www.egu.eu/egutoday/2020/friday/
https://www.egu.eu/egutoday/2020/friday/
https://meetingorganizer.copernicus.org/EGU2010/session/4024
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sqzfCRZLCZU
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The case he describes is for the study by Anagnostopoulos et al. (2010), in which I was a co-author*. Huard (2011) 

called it A black eye for the Hydrological Sciences JournalÀ, but it was never challenged for its correctness.  

All in all, I think ZWK is right in characterizing me defensive and I hope the above remarks justify my stance. It is 

also encouraging that ZWK does not find me offensive and polemic. Consistent to my defensive attitude, I wish to 

remind that ancient Greek philosophers distinguished science from religion as well as from sophistry, i.e., knowledge 

serving other interests or abusing reasoning making trade of unreal wisdom (cf. Taylor, 1919; Horrigan, 2007; 

Papastephanou, 2015). 

3 On fright ening  

It was disappointing to read the review comments shown in Figure 4, characterizing some of my formulations 

ñpatheticò or ñhav[ing] no place in a scientific paperò, the latter one followed by an exclamation mark.  

 

 

Figure 4. Review comments related to my style of writing and the way of expressing myself.  

 While I am reluctant to expand this brief formulation in the paper, in this rebuttal I have to defend the statements 

that the reviewers disliked, as well as to defend my right of freedom of expression and of resisting to censoring.  

 First, the statement about frightening, whose context, as clearly stated in the paper, is sociological, is true and 

scientific. I am giving a few examples to prove that frightening has indeed been a common means in the climate agenda.  

Stephen H. Schneider, founder and past editor of the journal Climatic Change and Coordinating Lead Author of 

Impacts Assessment Working Group II (WG2) of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Changeôs (IPCC) Third 

Assessment Report, has stated: 

So we have to offer up scary scenarios, make simplified, dramatic statements, and make little mention of any 

doubts we might have. This 'double ethical bind' we frequently find ourselves in cannot be solved by any 

formula. Each of us has to decide what the right balance is between being effective and being honest. (Schneider, 

1996).  

John Houghton, co-chair of IPCCôs Scientific Assessment Working Group (WG1) and lead editor of the first 

three IPCC reports, in an article with title ñGlobal warming is now a weapon of mass destructionò and subtitle ñIt kills 

more people than terrorism, yet Blair and Bush do nothingò had written:  

 
* I appreciate the fact that, a year later, this Associate Editor approached me to let me know that he changed his mind thereafter. 

À In our reply (Koutsoyiannis et al., 2011) to the Discussion by Huard (2011) we have published, as Supplementary Information, the 

entire review file of Anagnostopoulos et al. (2010) and thus ZWK can recall, rereading his own assessment, whether ñassuming an 

objective, open, and constructive reviewer, without prejudicesò is justified if the paper under review is related to climate. May I also 

remind ZWK that several Climategate emails have revealed ñsecretsò about an activist approach to peer review (cf. the infamous 

quotation: ñI canôt see either of these papers being in the next IPCC report. Kevin and I will keep them out somehow ï even if we 

have to redefine what the peer-review literature is!)ò. 
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As a climate scientist who has worked on this issue for several decades, first as head of the Met Office, and then 

as co-chair of scientific assessment for the UN intergovernmental panel on climate change, the impacts of global 

warming are such that I have no hesitation in describing it as a "weapon of mass destruction" (Houghton, 2003). 

Other IPCC lead authors have agreed that overstatement of consequences is useful. Thus, in the Great Debate 

mentioned above, Berkhout said ñoverclaiming is part of a social processò.*  

 While I agree with ZWK that the other threats he mentions are also enrolled in the agenda, I believe the urgency 

of the hydrological threats is unique. For, the urgency element of sea rise is doubtful (cf. current real estate investments 

at beachfront), while the heat waves do not expand to the entire planet.À But, in any case, I do not wish to expand the 

paperôs scope to examine those additional threats; rather I am inviting ZWK to a future joint study on those, based on 

real world data. For the current paper and for the reason I explained, I continue to believe that without involving 

hydrology, the future climate threats are not frightening enough and that my statement in the paper is relevant and 

scientific. 

 Coming to my statement ñArguably, climate has been changing for the entire 4.5 billion-year earthôs historyò, 

which is also criticized by ZWK as being obvious and unnecessary, again I wish to keep it. It may be obvious to ZWK 

but not obvious to everybody. Actually, this was the very title of my blocked talk in Bologna, which is mentioned in the 

Acknowledgments. One of the arguments used to block my talk was that there was no climate for that long, so is the 

statement trivial? 

 Finally, the statements that ZWK finds ñpatheticò I believe condense the main message of my paper and that is 

why they are the concluding statements in the paper. There is support about them, in Section 6 of the paper and its 

figuresðmost importantly, Figure 21 (which ZWK recommends deleting). 

4 On focus 

Both reviewers found the paper difficult to review and unfocused as seen in their comments reproduced in Figure 5. I 

have no doubt that it is difficult to review. That is because it was difficult to make and write up. The paper is based on 

very rich information and reflects a great deal of data processing, results and presentations thereof in graphs and tables. 

However, I do not agree that the paper is not focused. It is focused on the subject described in its very title: ñRevisiting 

global hydrological cycle: Is it intensifying?ò.  

 ZWK opines that ñthe principal take-home message (main highlight) is as follows - Intensification of 

hydrological cycles is problematicò. This is his opinion, which noticeably neglects the first part of the title, and it does 

not coincide with mine. In my opinion (as I also stated in the submission highlights and in the plain summary), the main 

points of the paper are the following: 

1. Retrieving a great amount of global hydroclimatic datasets. 

2. Revisiting the global hydrological cycle for better quantification. 

3. Testing established climatological hypotheses, according to which the hydrological cycle should be 

intensifying because of global warming. 

4. Outlining a stochastic view of hydroclimate which provides more reliable means to deal with its variability. 

As the submission highlights and the plain summary seem to be kept for internal use of the journal and for the review 

phase, and are not published with the paper, I plan to include them in the body of a revised version of the paper. 

I do not think that it would be problematic that the analyses in my paper be reviewed by ña single referee who is 

unlikely to be very competent in all the aspects tackled in the paper.ò After all, I too am a single author. What is more, 

 
* In the video mentioned in a previous footnote, Berkhout (time 56:14), found it useful ñto create this sense of urgencyò (56:03) in a 

context of overclaiming for building an agenda.  

À Cf. Andrei Illarionovôs (economic adviser to the Russian president Vladimir Putin) quote: ñAnyone who is frightened about the 

prospect of global warming is welcome to come and live in Siberiaò; https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2005/feb/03/ 

environment.research. 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2005/feb/03/environment.research
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2005/feb/03/environment.research
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the journal HESSD enables open review by anyone interested and the paper is available for review for two months. 

Thus, a multidisciplinary evaluation is in principle possible. 

 

Figure 5. Review comments referring to the (non-)focus of my paper.  

 Coming to AKôs comment that ñit is unclear what the actual goal of the manuscript is, which could be stated 

quite clearly at the beginning as a hypothesis that is to be testedò, I regret that I do not know how to address it, because I 

believe that I already state clearly and concisely, in the three paragraphs of the Introduction, both the goals and the way 












