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Introduction
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THE LURES OF POLITICS


Scientists seem to enjoy a measure of immunity. Scrutiny is tolerated, but preferably from within their own ranks. But science is subdivided into a thousand fields, and therein lies a problem. Experts hate to challenge one another, just as doctors do. Often, for a specialist in one field to appreciate what others are saying, careful study must be undertaken. Time is always too short. Outsiders will fear to enter others’ fields in anything other than a deferential spirit. So challenge and disagreement rarely arise. The priesthood of science is undisturbed, and that is the way they like it.

But science surely has become politicized, and if scientists won’t blow the whistle on each other, who will? Journalists, I believe, need to become more involved. Not just in reporting science, but in assessing it more critically.

Journalists are generalists, often quite adept at acquiring basic knowledge in a new field. But they, too, can be reluctant to challenge experts. This is especially true in the medical field. Senior officials from the National Institutes of Health have been known to call television producers and tell them that certain views, if publicized, could endanger the health of the nation. Journalists sometimes think it’s downright unsafe to question the experts. Actually, it’s unsafe not to.

The old and admirable refrain, often heard from the newsrooms at the time of Watergate, was: “Don’t accept government handouts.” But that tends to be forgotten when medical science is concerned. I once asked a journalist why he so uncritically printed government handouts about AIDS. “I don’t have a license to practice medicine,” he said.

In the political arena, including intelligence and foreign policy, journalists take greater liberties. Yet this wasn’t always the case. Here, too, they received phone calls warning about national security. Then, thirty-five years ago, leading editors decided to form their own judgments. The context was the Vietnam War. The Nixon administration tried to prevent publication of the Pentagon Papers, a critical history of the war. Judicial restraining orders were issued, but eventually the public’s “right to know” prevailed.

The New York Times published the material, and then other newspapers followed suit. And we were better off for it. The role that journalists play when they challenge the government is beneficial, whatever the bias in reporting. The problem is that all too often they don’t challenge government policy, but promote it, even when the government’s mission is obviously self-interested. The real danger is unchecked government power.

National reporters regard the Pentagon, the State Department, and the CIA as fair game. Advanced degrees in international relations are not expected, or even particularly respected. Journalists cultivate sources within the agencies; in effect, they use the power of publicity to play a role in the development of policy. But when it comes to science they are more deferential. Scrutiny of scientific claims has lagged way behind.

The budget of the National Institutes of Health has doubled under President Bush, and because of post-September 11 security concerns, a fence was built around the huge facility. It is a literal fence, but also a symbolic one: Do not disturb! A white-coated priesthood is at work. Cures are at hand. It is taxpayer-funded, mind you, but journalists are intimidated. If only the skepticism with which they view the uniformed  officers of the Department of Defense could be extended to the uniformed officers of the Public Health Service.

Jonathan Fishbein was a whistle-blower at NIH. He took exception to the cover-up of indications that a drug destined for African children was dangerous. But he received little attention from the major media (although the Associated Press was an exception). A few stories appeared, but they were buried, and soon forgotten. The Washington Post, so effective at the time of Watergate, sometimes seems to regard the thousands of employees at NIH headquarters in Bethesda, Maryland, as an important component of the paper’s subscriber base.

This is one reason why a Politically Incorrect Guide™ is needed. In the realm of science, Woodward and Bernstein have not been on the case. And without oversight, the professionals can sometimes get away with murder.

Briefly, it’s worth comparing the treatment of medical science with “the dismal science,” as Thomas Carlyle called economics. Expertise in economics often receives short shrift, and economist jokes are two-a-penny. The experts don’t get off easily just because they have the right credentials. And we sense that that is healthy.

Why is this? In the nineteenth century, economics was known as “political economy,” and we recognize that that was its proper title. Economics really is more political than scientific. And politics is a field where journalists do not fear to tread. For that we are grateful (even if Karl Marx was a journalist).

For decades, as Michael Crichton points out, science was assumed to be above politics. It deals with facts, after all, not opinions or judgments. Facts are verified experimentally, and experiments can be repeated. Science is a self-correcting field. (True—in the long run.) Politics, in contrast, is an arena of contending values.

But it turned out that science could easily be politicized. The most important reason is this: Often, there is a great deal of uncertainty as to  what the facts are. Preferences can then be substituted for facts, and that can happen inconspicuously.
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The Other Political Science

“Science has been the great intellectual adventure of our age, and a great hope for our troubled and restless world. But I did not expect science merely to extend lifespan, feed the hungry, cure disease, and shrink the world with jets and cell phones. I also expected science to banish the evils of human thought—prejudice and superstition, irrational beliefs and false fears. I expected science to be, in Carl Sagan’s memorable phrase, ‘a candle in a demon-haunted world.’

“And here, I am not so pleased with the impact of science. Rather than serving as a cleansing force, science has in some instances been seduced by the more ancient lures of politics and publicity. Some of the demons that haunt our world in recent years are invented by scientists. The world has not benefited from permitting these demons to escape free.”


Michael Crichton,  
Michelin Lecture at Cal- 
tech, January 17, 2005



Global warming is a good example today. It is often said: If we don’t know whether to take an umbrella to work, how can we predict the weather a hundred years off? Some of those who are the most vocal about warming today were talking about global cooling twenty-five years ago. If the globe is warming, is mankind responsible, or is the sun? Inevitably, amidst such uncertainties, the struggle to establish the relevant facts turned into a political struggle.

Many do now realize that. In consequence, something resembling a real debate on the subject of global warming has broken out. It is widely accepted that climate science itself is uncertain, and that some of the alarmists have a political agenda—to restrain U.S. economic growth, for example. There has also been some excellent reporting on the subject.

The result is that the issue has lost some of its potency. Once the warmists are seen not as impartial scientists but as political advocates, they lose credibility. The same is true of other environmental issues—endangered species, or clean air. The political agenda behind them has become more conspicuous.  Meanwhile, their advocates have become bureaucratically entrenched and perhaps impossible to dislodge.

All science based on dire warnings about the future should be suspect, and all such science is almost by definition politicized—if only because democracy as presently constituted responds with undue haste to any and all claims of crisis. In 1798, in England, the economist Thomas Robert Malthus—a dismal fellow, to be sure—warned that the population was expanding more rapidly than the food supply. Parliament did precisely nothing, and was right not to. Malthus’s mumbo-jumbo about arithmetical and geometric rates of increase confounded his critics for years, but it was all based on false premises. He was wrong, even if he did sound scientific.

Thirty years ago, all over the Western world, Malthusian scares about overpopulation resonated anew. Now it was a world crisis! Biologist Paul Ehrlich foresaw millions of American dying of starvation (obesity would have been a better prognosis). The U.S. shipped billions of condoms abroad—seven billion by 1990, according to one estimate. Now, however, we are beginning to hear about the potential problems of underpopulation.

In 2000, a “pandemic” of HIV/AIDS in sub-Saharan Africa was thought so severe that Vice President Al Gore and Secretary of State Madeleine Albright took the issue to the UN Security Council. It was heterosexually transmitted, we were told, so condoms were still needed. Today, sub-Saharan Africa has the most rapidly growing population in the world. (But more than ever, you can be sure, condoms will be needed.)

Future facts are unknown, in short, and uncertainty translates into opportunity for those who seek to politicize science.

All government agencies face essentially the same incentives. They benefit by persuading us that we can’t get along without them. That may well be true of long-established departments such as Defense, State, and Justice, but it’s less clearly true of agencies that were created recently, and  in response to a supposed emergency. (The EPA comes to mind.) All such agencies deploy the same publicity campaign: “The problem is even greater than we thought, but don’t worry, we are making headway in solving it. So increase our budget—now!”


Journalists should be suspicious of all such campaigns, whether they aim to arouse our fears or our hopes. Take the Human Genome Project. It was a government project from the beginning—“congressionally driven,” as science god James Watson said. And he meant that as a compliment. Great medical benefits were promised, but nothing has materialized, and probably won’t. Yet apart from some (justifiable) criticism from the Left, deploring the project’s “determinist” ideology, the genome project has received nothing but hosannas from the mainstream press.

At the level of basic science, the genome project may in the end teach us a lot, if only because it has revealed the depth of our ignorance. The concept of the gene itself will probably have to be revised, and textbooks rewritten. An excellent article in Harper’s, “The Spurious Foundation of Genetic Engineering,” spelled out many of the details. But the original promise has not been fulfilled.1


Now the plan is to move on to a “cancer genome project.” What we can say for sure is that it will create full-time employment for statisticians, and that Congress will rush the money over to the NIH. But it is unlikely to advance our understanding of cancer.

When a profitable opportunity looms and then private investment turns south, it is always a revealing indicator. In the case of genomics, the “business model” was said to be inappropriate, but the miscalculation was more fundamental than that. The science itself was askew. Something similar may be happening with stem cell research. Federal funding is restricted, but the research itself is legal. Yet if the medical promise is so great, why is the federal government so essential? Do venture capitalists know something the headline writers don’t?

Journalists sometimes overlook these questions. Perhaps the reason is that, in the case of stem cells, the story has already been framed as a contest between promising science and reactionary ethics. Scientists certainly prefer it that way. The unsolved scientific difficulties scarcely get into the headlines at all.
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Deep Throat: “Follow the Money.”

In the film All The President’s Men, Deep Throat tells Bob Woodward of the Washington Post that the key to unlocking the Watergate scandal is “Follow the money.” In August 2005, the Washington Post reported that there was turmoil at the National Institutes of Health over employees investing in drug and biotechnical companies. Maybe we should follow the money too and find out what scientists themselves believe will be the next medical breakthrough.

“Flooded with 1,300 comments by employees and threats of high-level defections, the head of the National Institutes of Health agreed yesterday to loosen some of the ethics rules he unveiled in February.

“Under the final regulations, about 200 senior staff members will be required to divest large stock holdings in drug and biotechnology companies, NIH director Elias A. Zerhouni said. That is far fewer than the 6,000 employees who would have had to divest under his original proposal to strengthen conflict-of-interest rules at the world’s premier biomedical research agency . . . . Many warned that the broad divestment order would have severe economic repercussions and cause some top agency scientists to leave for more lucrative jobs. A handful made headlines through the spring with rumors of their impending departures because of the regulations. One prominent scientist from Duke University said the restrictions could keep him from accepting a job at the institute.”


Ceci Connolly, “Director of NIH Agrees to Loosen Ethics Rules,”  
Washington Post, August 26, 2005



Other issues are “political” in a different way. Take cancer research. In Chapter 11 I argue that for three decades the National Cancer Institute has pursued an erroneous theory of cancer’s origins—the gene-mutation theory. It’s not that the scientists involved—the great majority of cancer researchers—have adopted a theory for political reasons. They haven’t. If the argument here is correct, the underlying problem is created by government funding itself, which has obstructed the pursuit of alternative theories.

A government strategy of funding conflicting theories would look hit-or-miss: not much better than trial and error. Plainly, most research money would be “wasted,” and politicians don’t like that because they get the blame. Better to let the experts decide—form a consensus among themselves, form committees, and let them allocate the funds that way.

In contrast, private-sector research is trial and error, by its nature. Capital is invested in a wide range of ideas and approaches, and maybe only one will pay off. In the private sector it’s called risk, not waste. The greatest scientific advances we have seen in recent decades, in the field of computer and information technology, did involve a great deal of risk and a great deal of “wasted” investment. But there was also tremendous progress.

Historically, the competition of theories has been the driving force behind scientific progress. Isolated individuals and private companies have been the most fruitful sources of this advance. And just as a competitive market system forces innovation into private enterprise, so the competition of theories drives science to investigate new approaches.

When all research eggs are in one basket, it’s a different world. Competition may stagnate, or be eliminated entirely, if that is what the government decrees (as happened under Communism). When any single source of funding dominates, science will almost certainly become the handmaiden of politics. There is no recognition in our leading journals that this is a problem. Science magazine, for example, keeps a vigilant  watch on government science spending, unhesitatingly equating “more” with better.

Government funding has also promoted the idea that a theory can be regarded as true if it enjoys enough support. There is certainly a consensus behind the gene mutation theory of cancer. Consensus discourages dissent, however. It is the enemy of science, just as it is the triumph of politics. A theory accepted by 99 percent of scientists may be wrong. Committees at the National Institutes of Health that decide which projects shall be funded are inevitably run by scientists who are at peace with the dominant theory. Changing the consensus on cancer will be an arduous task, like turning a supertanker with a broken rudder.

The theory of evolution is also supported by an overwhelming consensus. But is it true? The difficulty of knowing what the facts are (or were) is once again paramount. They took place hundreds of millions of years ago, give or take a zero or two, and
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A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read


Politicizing Science: The Alchemy of Policy- making by Michael Gough, ed.; Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution Press, 2003.



physical decay has rendered those facts mostly unknowable. Fossils are sparse and difficult to interpret.

So we have few facts, but now the unknown lies in the past rather than the future. Fossils tell us that most organisms that once roamed the earth no longer do. From that a number of conclusions may follow, of which evolution is but one.

We are strongly inclined to substitute faith for uncertainty. Recently, Ben Adler of the New Republic asked a number of prominent conservatives if they “believe in evolution.” Faith statements were duly elicited (“I do believe,” “Of course,” “Yes”). It was a strange question. No one seemed to notice that belief is more appropriately applied to religion than to science.





Chapter 1
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GLOBAL WARMING


We have all heard the scenario. The world is poised for ecological disaster because man is polluting the atmosphere and heating up the earth. Global warming will melt the polar ice caps and cause the oceans to rise, submerging large parts of Miami, New York City, and other coastal cities. If you live in Manhattan, you’d better move to South Jersey, or better yet, Omaha, Nebraska.

You would think that with such predictions afoot, someone had been studying the data for a long time. At least, you would hope so. But global warming became the pet cause of environmentalists only in the late 1980s. Before then, some believed the earth was cooling, not warming. “The drop in food output could begin quite soon, perhaps only in ten years,” Newsweek warned on April 28, 1975. “The resulting famines could be catastrophic.” To stop global cooling, some experts proposed melting the Arctic ice cap! Now we are taught to fear exactly that. What is going on here?

According to the most reliable summaries of the earth’s surface temperatures for the whole globe, which go back no further than 1861, there was a warming period in the first half of the twentieth century, lasting from about 1910 to 1940. That was followed by a cooling period from 1940 to 1975. Since 1975, we have experienced a slight warming trend.
Guess what?



[image: 007]Environmentalists not so long ago believed the earth was cooling.


[image: 008] The earth surface temperature data suggests that man-made greenhouse emissions have not been sufficient to increase global temperatures.
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 The three periods combined give us a surface temperature increase of perhaps one degree Fahrenheit for the entire twentieth century.

But there is a problem. Satellite measurements of atmospheric temperatures do not agree with these surface readings. Satellite measurements began only in 1979, and they have shown no significant increase in atmospheric temperature in the last quarter century. Balloon readings did show an abrupt, one-time increase in 1976-1977. Since then, however, those temperatures seem to have stabilized.

Environmentalists believe that the twentieth-century warming was caused by human activity, primarily the burning of fossil fuels. Their combustion produces carbon dioxide—one of several “greenhouse gases.” Methane is another. The argument is that their release into the atmosphere wraps the Earth in an invisible shroud. It makes the escape of heat into outer space slightly more difficult than its initial absorption by the Earth (from sunlight). This is the Greenhouse Effect. And the result is that the Earth warms.

The effect itself is not disputed by scientists, but whether man-made carbon-dioxide emissions have been sufficient to cause measurable
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Peddling Fear

Stanford climatologist Stephen Schneider, winner of a MacArthur Fellow “genius” award in 1992, was quoted as saying: “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. I hope that means being both.”

 




Discover, October 1989



 global temperature increases over the last thirty years is a matter of fierce debate. Carbon dioxide itself is a benign and essential substance. Without it, plants would not grow, and without plant life, animals could not live. The increase of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere therefore causes everything from plants to trees, forests to jungles, to grow more abundantly.

The surface data itself suggests that man-made carbon dioxide has not  been sufficient to increase global temperatures. Consider the period 1940-1975, a time of considerable fossil fuel consumption. Coal-fired plants emitted smoke and fumes without any Green Party or environmental ministers to restrain them. Yet the Earth cooled slightly. Also, if man-made global warming is real, atmospheric as well as surface temperatures should have steadily increased. This has not happened. Increases were recorded only in the late 1970s, but these were probably caused by a solar anomaly, not by anything man was doing.


Where the temperature readings are made is vitally important. Within the United States an “urban heat island effect” has been identified. Build a tarmac runway near a weather station, and the nearby temperatures readings will increase. It all seems perfectly reasonable. But common sense is often in short supply when you are dealing with today’s environmentalists. Meanwhile, Antarctica has been cooling even as Greenland is warming.




We love the Seventies 

The first Earth Day was held in 1970, a nostalgic moment for today’s environmentalists. Twenty-five million people participated, and Congress adjourned to “listen” to their constituents. In rapid succession Congress passed the Clean Air, Clean Water, and Endangered Species Acts. The Environmental Protection Agency was hurriedly brought onstage. By 1980, Jimmy Carter’s “Global 2000” report forecast (pessimistically)  global conditions expected to prevail at the end of the millennium. But the report failed to mention any warming trends.

By 1990, global warming (along with the claimed loss of “biodiversity,” caused by human destruction of habitat) had become the most popular issues for environmentalists. In 1992, representatives from 160 nations met in Rio de Janeiro for the Earth Summit. The mood was anti-American, with images of “Uncle Grubby” substituted for Uncle Sam. President Bush (the elder) refused to sign the biodiversity treaty, but he did sign a treaty on climate change. Signatories agreed to reduce their emission of carbon dioxide.

The details of which countries would have to comply were worked out in Kyoto, Japan, five years later. Greenhouse-gas emissions were to be reduced to below their 1990 levels by 2012. That was the Kyoto Protocol. But President Clinton did not submit the treaty to the Senate for ratification; he knew it would never pass. Almost everyone knew that America was the principal target of the treaty. The 1990 date had been carefully chosen. Emissions in Germany and the Soviet Union were still high then; Germany had just swallowed up East Germany, then using inefficient coal-fired plants. After these plants were modernized, Germany’s emissions dropped, so the demand that they be reduced below 1990 levels had already been met.

The same was true for the Soviet Union. After its collapse, in 1991, economic activity fell by about one-third. Today, Russia is still below its old emission levels. As for France, most of its electricity comes from nuclear power, which the environmentalists agree has no global warming effects but has been demonized for other reasons.

Under the Kyoto protocol, U.S. emissions would have to be cut so much—perhaps by one-third—that economic depression would be the one sure result. Meanwhile, Third World countries are exempt; so are China and India. Australia, like the United States, has refused to ratify the treaty. Thirty-five countries, mostly in Europe, have agreed to reduce  their CO2 emissions. But there are no enforcement mechanisms. The potential for cheating is almost unlimited, and by the time the Kyoto Protocol went into effect, in February 2005, the principal irritation was that the main target, the United States, had dodged a bullet.

Fred Singer, an atmospheric physicist at George Mason University and founder of the Science and Environmental Policy Project, is a leading critic of the global warming scares. He says in defense of the U.S. anti-Kyoto position: “We’re being asked to buy an insurance policy against a risk that is very small, if at all, and pay a very heavy premium. We’re being asked to reduce energy use, not just by a few percent but, according to the Kyoto Protocol, by about 35 percent within ten years. That means giving up one-third of all energy use, using one-third less electricity, throwing out one-third of all cars perhaps. It would be a huge dislocation of our economy, and it would hit people very hard, particularly people who can least afford it.”
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Collateral Damage

“No matter if the science is all phony, there are collateral environmental benefits . . . Climate change [provides] the greatest chance to bring about justice and equality in the world.”


Christine Stewart,  former Canadian Minister of the Environment, quoted by the Calgary Herald, December 14, 1998



Meanwhile, the rhetoric, if not the globe, became more and more heated. The real threat is the rhetoric itself. Any unusual weather event may now be linked to climate change. Interviewed by movie star Leonardo DiCaprio in 2000, President Clinton said that if we do not change our ways “the polar ice caps will melt more rapidly, sea levels will rise. . . .” The overall climate of North America could change, with “more flooding, more heat waves, more storms, more extreme weather events generally.”

Within twenty-four hours of the Pacific tsunami in December 2004, CBS Evening News, citing unnamed “climate experts,” displayed a  graphic that had only the words “global warming” and “tsunamis.” News anchor Dan Rather intoned: “Climate experts warned today that tsunamis could become more common around the world and more dangerous. They cite a number of factors, including a creeping rise in sea levels believed to come from global warming and growing populations along coastal areas.”




Evidence for warming: watch a hockey game 

The claim that the globe is warming depends on our knowledge of earlier temperatures. Since climate experts generally accept that throughout the twentieth century temperatures rose at most by one degree, that knowledge needs to be precise. But knowledge of ancient temperatures can be obtained only indirectly. Scientists depend on tree rings, boreholes, ice cores, and the skeletons of marine organisms deposited in the Sargasso Sea to decipher temperatures in earlier centuries.

Yet the graph that was most effective in persuading policymakers that scary things are happening has a horizontal axis covering a thousand years, and a vertical axis with temperature units separated by fractions of a degree. The temperature line is mostly horizontal, perhaps declining slightly for nine hundred years, and then abruptly heading up into a warmer range over the last one hundred years. The line is known as the “hockey stick,” with the long handle representing the nine hundred years, and the blade the last hundred.

All warming scenarios, including the hockey stick, rely on mathematical “models” extrapolating from a vaguely known past to an unknown future. The UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), an advisory body that releases annual reports, boldly estimates a global temperature increase of five degrees Celsius in the twenty-first century and wants $200 billion dollars a year to prevent it. If planned remedies are installed, the UN panelists acknowledge that the temperature increase they foresee will merely be delayed by six years.

A powerful criticism of global warming scenarios comes from comparing data from different sources. For example, the temperature records from tree rings in the twentieth century can be compared with records from meteorological instruments. The comparison casts doubt on global warming because the data differ for recent decades when warming is alleged to have occurred. In the early part of the century instruments and tree rings yielded similar readings, but they begin to diverge significantly after 1970.

From 1970 on, the instruments show higher temperatures than tree rings. One plausible explanation is the urban heat-island effect. Many land-based thermometers are located in or near growing cities, where buildings, pavement, and industrial activity raise local air temperatures, sometimes by several degrees. Tree ring samples, in contrast, typically come from forested areas. It is likely, then, that the instrumental record, on which the hockey stick’s “blade” is based, has an upward bias from local warming at atypical “heat islands.” A National Research Council panel has agreed that the urban heat island effect is a serious and unresolved problem.

The “hockey stick” was first published in 1998 by climatologist Michael Mann of the University of Virginia. It was immediately used by the IPCC to promote the idea that we have an unprecedented crisis on our hands. But the chart also aroused suspicions, because for years there had been broad agreement among climatologists that in the second millennium AD, global temperatures were not as unvarying as Mann’s chart implied. There had been ups and downs—periods of both warming and cooling. Beginning around 1000 AD, there was something called the Medieval Warm Period, which persisted until a period known as the “Little Ice Age” took hold in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. Both periods lasted for several hundred years.

The warmer period, accompanied by a flowering of prosperity, knowledge, and art in Europe, seems to have been wholly beneficial. Agricultural  yields increased along with the temperature. Marshes and swamps—today they would be called wetlands—dried up, removing the breeding grounds of mosquitoes that spread malaria. Infant mortality fell; the population grew. From 1100 to 1300 AD, the population of Europe increased from about forty to sixty million.

One sign of the warming trend was the settlement of Greenland by Vikings from Iceland. They reached a peak of prosperity in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, but began experiencing difficulties in the late fourteenth century, with the onset of the Little Ice Age. The settlements finally perished in the fifteenth century.

A recent review of papers reconstructing the climate from tree rings found seventy-nine studies showing “periods of at least fifty years which were warmer than any fifty-year period in the twentieth century,” according Willie Soon and Sally Baliunas of Harvard.1 The warm period has been recognized in climate textbooks for decades. It was an obvious embarrassment to those claiming that the twentieth-century warming was a true anomaly. The earlier changes occurred when fossil fuel consumption could hardly have been the culprit and prove that warming occurs without human action.




Profiles in courage 

Consider, in this context, the experience of Dr. David Deming, an assistant professor at the University of Oklahoma’s College of Geosciences. In 1995, he published a paper in the journal Science, reviewing the evidence showing that borehole temperature data recorded a warming of about one degree Celsius in North America over the last 100 to 150 years. Deming subsequently learned:
With the publication of the article in Science, I gained significant credibility in the community of scientists working on  climate change. They thought I was one of them, someone who would pervert science in the service of social and political causes. So one of them let his guard down. A major person working in the area of climate change and global warming sent me an astonishing e-mail that said, “We have to get rid of the Medieval Warm Period.”





Mann was already working on it. Whether he intended to is another question, but the hockey stick eliminated that pesky Medieval Warm Period. The twentieth century was going to be warmest, regardless of the data.

At the same time, Deming had his first encounter with the agenda-driven news media. He had ended his Science article with what he thought was an uncontroversial statement: “A cause and effect relationship between anthropogenic activities and climatic warming cannot be demonstrated unambiguously at the present time.” Simply stated, the evidence didn’t warrant the conclusion that recent warming had been caused by man.

A reporter from National Public Radio then called him to discuss the  Science article. But it turned out that he only wanted to know about that last sentence. “Did you really intend to imply that the warming in North America may have been due to natural variability?” he asked.

“Yes,” Deming replied.

“Well, then, I guess we have no story,” the NPR man replied. “That’s not what people are interested in. People are only interested if the warming is due to human activities. Goodbye.” And he hung up. Deming now knew how the media intentionally screen what the public hears and have their conclusions firmly in mind beforehand.2


Once disciples of global warming were able to convince governments and media that we are experiencing something unprecedented, it was an easy step to claim that we also face a catastrophe. They had a free hand to extrapolate from minor (and beneficial) warming data and argue that  temperatures will keep going up until the coastal cities flood. But voices of reason have begun to question all this.

A Toronto minerals consultant named Stephen McIntyre, who has no credentials as a climatologist, has successfully challenged the hockey stick. He spent two years and $5,000 of his own money trying to uncover Michael Mann’s methods. Mann did at first give him some information, but then cut him off, saying he didn’t have time to respond to “every frivolous note” from nonscientists.

McIntyre was then joined by another Canadian, an economist at the University of Guelph named Ross McKitrick. In 2003, they published an article critical of the hockey stick, claiming that Mann “used flawed methods that yield meaningless results.”

In response, Mann published a rebuttal, and revealed some new information that had not at first appeared. His original article had been published in the prestigious British journal Nature, which then had to publish a partial correction based on this new information. McIntyre believes that more errors remain concealed. But he has been frustrated, because he still doesn’t know the formula Mann used to generate his graph. The good professor has refused to release it. A Wall Street Journal  reporter doggedly pursued the matter and contacted Mann. He told the reporter: “Giving them the algorithm would be giving in to the intimidation tactics that these people are engaged in.”3 It’s hard to imagine other branches of the sciences, or the credibility of scientists themselves, remaining unchallenged for refusing to divulge a formula.
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Original Sin

“[T]he burning of fossil fuels (a concomitant of economic growth and rising living standards) is the secular counterpart of man’s Original Sin. If only we would repent and sin no more, mankind’s actions could end the threat of further global warming. By implication, the cost, which is never fully examined, is bearable. So far the evidence is not convincing. It is notable that thirteen of the fifteen older members of the European Union have failed to achieve their quotas under the Kyoto accord—despite the relatively slow growth of the European economies.”


James Schlesinger, Wall Street Journal, August 13, 2005. 
Schlesinger was the first Secretary of Energy (1977-79).



Another voice of reason, Francis Zwiers, a statistician with Environment Canada, a government agency, finds that Mann’s statistical method “preferentially produces hockey sticks when there are none in the data.” He is backed up by a mainstream scientist from Germany, Hans von Storch, who accepts that Mann’s technique could sharply underestimate past temperature swings. (Dr. von Storch has said he faced pressure from colleagues who feared that skeptics could misuse his results. The tendency in climate science is to “make only comments that are politically correct,” he says.) Also, new research from Stockholm University on historical temperatures suggests past fluctuations were nearly twice as great as the hockey stick shows.

Hans von Storch has said:
The pattern is always the same: the significance of individual events is processed to suit the media and cleverly dramatized; when prognoses for the future are cited, among all the possible scenarios it is regularly the one with the highest rates of increase in greenhouse gas emissions—and thus with the most drastic climatic consequences—that is chosen. Equally plausible variations with significantly lower emission increases go unmentioned.

Whom does this serve? It is assumed that fear can motivate listeners, but it is forgotten that it mobilizes them only in the  short term.... Each successive recent claim about the future of the climate and of the planet must be ever more dramatic than the previous one. Once apocalyptic heat waves have been predicted, the climate-based extinction of animal species no longer attracts attention. Time to move on to the reversal of the Gulf Stream. Thus there arises a spiral of exaggeration. Each individual step may appear to be harmless; in total, however, the knowledge about climate, climate fluctuations, climate change and climatic effects that is transferred to the public becomes dramatically distorted.

Sadly, the mechanisms for correction within science itself have failed. Within the sciences, openly expressed doubts about the current evidence for climatic catastrophe are often seen as inconvenient, because they damage the “good cause,” . . . The incremental dramatization comes to be accepted, while any correction of the exaggeration is regarded as dangerous, because it is politically inopportune. Doubts are not made public; rather, people are led to believe in a solid edifice of knowledge that needs only to be completed at the outer edges.4






Mann now concedes it is plausible that past temperature variations may have been larger than thought. The issue deserves further investigation but must not be overshadowed by political issues, he said, adding we don’t really need the hockey stick anyway. “The contrarians would have us believe that the entire argument of anthropogenic climate change rests on our hockey-stick construction,” he says. “But in fact some of the most compelling evidence has absolutely nothing to do with it, and has been around much longer than our curve.”

But Nature recently noted that “many climate researchers believe it was premature of the International Panel on Climate Change to give the visually suggestive curve so much prominence.” Fred Singer of George  Mason University says that, in light of the new information, “the hockey stick is dead.” For his efforts in challenging the disciples of global warming, Singer was identified as a “naysayer” and given an inaugural “Flat Earth Award” by the so-called Green House Network. He is proud of the award and publicized it.

In State of Fear, Michael Crichton also emerged as an unexpected yet powerful critic of global warming. He studied the subject for a couple of years before writing his book, to which he added a section entitled “Author’s Thoughts” and an appendix. He compared global warming science to eugenics, and in a speech at Caltech in 2003 he compared it to the search for extraterrestrials (which is also based on bogus science, he says).

Crichton warned the Caltech students to be suspicious whenever they hear that any scientific conclusion is based on a consensus, as we have often been told is true of global warming. Consensus science, he said,
is an extremely pernicious development that ought to be stopped cold in its tracks. Historically, the claim of consensus has been the first refuge of scoundrels; it is a way to avoid debate by claiming that the matter is already settled. Whenever you hear the consensus of scientists agrees on something or other, reach for your wallet, because you’re being had.






[image: 013]

Nothing to Fear but Fear Itself

“Has it ever occurred to you how astonishing the culture of Western society really is? Industrialized nations provide their citizens with unprecedented safety, health, and comfort. Average life spans increased 50 percent in the last century. Yet modern people live in abject fear. They are afraid of strangers, disease, of crime, of the environment. They are afraid of the homes they live in, the food they eat, the technology that surrounds them. They are in a particular panic over things they can’t even see—germs, chemicals, additives, pollutants. They are timid, nervous, fretful, and depressed. And even more amazingly, they are convinced that the environment of the entire planet is being destroyed around them. Remarkable! Like the belief in witchcraft, it’s an extraordinary delusion—a global fantasy worthy of the Middle Ages. Everything is going to hell, and we must all live in fear.”


Michael Crichton,  
State of Fear; New York: 
HarperCollins, 2004, 455.



There may be some warming as a part of a natural trend that began about 1850 “as we emerged from a 400-year cold spell known as the Little Ice Age,” Crichton said. But “no one knows how much of the present trend might be natural or how much man-made.”

As a young man, Crichton studied at Harvard Medical School and the Salk Institute. He believes that “open and frank discussion” of global warming is being suppressed. One indication is that “so many of the outspoken critics of global warming are retired professors,” Crichton said. They can speak freely because they are no longer seeking grants or facing colleagues “whose grant applications and career advancement may be jeopardized by their criticisms.”

Another is that leading scientific journals “have taken strong editorial positions on the side of warming,” which, Crichton said, “they have no business doing.” He didn’t identify the journals, but Science magazine itself is the leading offender. On most issues, but fortunately not all, Scientific American has likewise abandoned itself to political correctness.

The politicization of science was underscored recently when Dr. Naomi Oreskes of the University of California analyzed almost 1,000 papers on global warming published since the early 1990s. She concluded that 75 percent of them either explicitly or implicitly backed the consensus view, while none directly dissented from it.

Her study has been routinely cited by those demanding action on climate change.

But her conclusions raised suspicions. Other academics knew of many papers that dissented from the pro-global warming party line. They included Dr. Benny Peiser, a senior lecturer in the science faculty at Liverpool’s John Moores University. He conducted his own analysis of the same papers and concluded that only one-third backed the consensus  view, and only one percent did so explicitly. He submitted his findings to Science  in January 2005 and was asked to edit his paper for publication. Then he was told that his results had been rejected because his points had been “widely dispersed on the Internet.”

Peiser replied that he had kept his findings strictly confidential. “It is simply not true that they have appeared elsewhere already,” he told a London newspaper. Science then said that Peiser’s research had been rejected “for a variety of reasons.”
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A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read


Global Warming’s Unfinished Debate by S. Fred Singer; Oakland, CA: Independent Institute, 1999.



He is not the only academic whose work on this subject was rejected. Dennis Bray, a climate analyst in Germany, submitted results from an international study showing that fewer than one in ten climate scientists believed climate change is principally caused by human activity. Once again, Science refused to publish it. “They said it didn’t fit with what they were intending to publish,” Bray said.

The University of Alabama’s Roy Spencer, a leading authority on satellite measurements of global temperatures, said: “It’s pretty clear that the editorial board of Science is more interested in promoting papers that are pro-global warming. It’s the news value that is most important.” After his own team produced research casting doubt on man-made global warming, they were no longer sent papers by Nature and Science for review—despite being acknowledged as world leaders in the field.

As a result, Spencer said, flawed research is finding its way into the leading journals, while rebuttals are turned away. “Other scientists have had the same experience,” he said. “The journals have a small set of reviewers who are pro-global warming.”

This stifling of dissent and preoccupation with doomsday scenarios is bringing all climate research into disrepute. “There is a fear that any doubt will be used by politicians to avoid action,” Benny Peiser said.  “But if political considerations dictate what gets published, it’s all over for science.”5


The issue of funding is critical. Scientists know only too well who is paying the piper, as Michael Crichton said. They know that “continued funding depends on delivering the results the funders desire.” It’s a variation on Gresham’s Law: bad money chasing out good ideas. Environmentalists have become adept at de-legitimizing their opponents by saying they are “supported by industry,” but studies funded by environmentalist organizations are “every bit as biased,” Crichton added. They know their paymasters.

Myron Ebell, who works for the Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEI) in Washington, D.C., one of the few groups that critically examines global warming claims, says that lobbying for environmental causes is now a $1.6 billion industry. Skeptics like him are outnumbered by global warming advocates by perhaps 500 to 1 in the Washington, D.C., area. Yet CEI, hopelessly underfunded by comparison with such groups as the Sierra Club, is often characterized in the media as “industry supported.” Ebell says the real problem is that the environmental lobbyists have “everything going for them except the facts.”6
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