Scientists

Behaving Badly

A corrupt cabal of global warming alarmists

are exposed by a massive document leak

By STEVEN E. HAYWARD

lowly and mostly unnoticed by the major news
media, the air has been going out of the global
warming balloon. Global temperatures stopped
rising a few years ago, much to the dismay of
the climate campaigners. The UN.’s upcoming
Copenhagen conference—which was supposed to yield a
binding greenhouse gas emissions reductlon treaty as a
successor to the failed Kyoto
Protocol—collapsed weeks in

whistleblower on the inside. The emails—more than
1,000 of them—reveal a small cabal of scientists who, in
the words of MIT’s Michael Schrage, engaged in “mal-
ice, mischief and Machiavellian maneuverings.” In an
ironic twist, one of the frequent correspondents in this
long e-trail (University of Arizona scientist ]onathan
Overpeck) warned several of his colleagues in September,
“Please write all emails as though they will be made pub-
lic.” Small wonder why. It’s being called Climategate, but
more than one wit is calling
them “the CRUtape Letters.”

advance and remains on life
support pending Obama’s mag-
ical intervention. Cap and trade
legislation is stalled on Capi-
tol Hill. Recent opinion polls
from Gallup, Pew, Rasmus-
sen, ABC/Washington Post, and
other pollsters all find a dra-

matic declinq in public belief in
human-caused global warming, The climate campaigners

continue to insist this is because they have a “communica-

tions” problem, but after Al Gore’s Nobel Prize/Academy

Award double play, millions,of dollars in paid advertising,

and the relentless doom-mongering from the media echo

éhamber and the political class, this excuse is preposter-

~ ous. And now the climate campaign is having its Emper-
or’s New Clothes moment.

In mid-November a large cache of emails and techni-

in the understatement of the
year, CRU’s Phil Jones, one
of the principal figures in the
controversy, admitted the
emails ‘do not read well.’

As in the furor over Dan
Rather’s fabricated docu-
ments about George W. Bush’s
National Guard service back
in 2004, bloggers have been
swarming over the material and
highlighting the bad faith, bad
science, and possibly even crim-
inal behavior (deleting material
requested under Britain’s Freedom of Information Act and
perhaps tax evasion) of a small group of highly influential
climate scientists. As with Rathergate, diehard climate cam-
paigners are repairing to the “fake but accurate” defense—
what these scientists did may be unethical or deeply biased,
they say, but the science is settled, don’t you know, so move
along, nothing to see here. There are a few notable excep-

tions, such as Guardian columnist George Monbiot, who

in the past has trafficked in the most extreme climate mon-

:cal documents from the Climate Research Unit (CRU) at:
the University of East Anglia in Britain were made avail-
able on a number of Internet file-servers for download by
the public—either the work of a hacker or a leak from a
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geripg: “It’s no use pretending that this isn’t a major blow,”
Monbiot wrote in a November 23 column. “The emails
extracted by a hacker from the climatic research unit at the
Umversﬂy of East Anglia could scarcelv be more dafnaging

. ’'m dismayed and deeply shaken by thém. .": I was too
trustmg of some of those who provided th‘qevidence I cham-

pioned. I would have been a better journalist if I had investi-
gated their claims more closely.” Monbiot has joined a num-
ber of prominent climate scientists in demanding that the
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CRU figures resign their posts and be excluded from future

cllmate science work. The head of the CRU, Ehll Tones,

announced last week that he will temporanlv step down

outside critics were released only grud;z,ingly2 if at all, Per-
haps more srgmﬁcant, the email archive also reveals that

even inside this small circle of clrmate scientists—other-

pendmg an 1nvest1gat1on

do not in and of themselves

As tempting as it is toulndulge 1n Schadenﬁeude over

‘the richly deserved travails of a gang that has heaped

endless calumny on dlssentmg sc1entlsts (NASA’s ]ames
Hansen, for instance, compared MIT’S chhard L1ndzen
to a tobacco-industry scientist, and Al Gore and count-

less others liken skeptics

to “Holocaust denlers”) ,
the meaning of the CRU
documents should not be
misconstrued. The emails

reveal that catastrophic cli-

mate change scenarios arc a

hoax or without any foun- ‘
dation. What they reveal is

something problematic for

the scientific community

as a Whole, namely, the ten-

dency of scientists to cross
the line from being disin-

terested investigators after

the truth to advocates for

a preconceived conclusion
about the issues at hand.

well.”
of the most widely cited

In the understatement_of
the year, CRU’s Phil Jones,
one of the principal figures
in the controversy, admit-
ted the emails “do not read
Jones is the author

Jeaked e-missive, telling

colleagues in 1999 that he k

»

“had used “Mike’s Nature,

[magazine] trick” to “hide

the decline” that inconve-

niently shows up after 1960

lIl one set of temperature B

records But he insists that the full context of CRU’s work

wise allied in an effort to whip up a frenzy of international
political action to combat global warmrng——ghmas_g_n—
srderable d1sagreement, confusion, doubt, and at times
acrimony over the results of the1r work In other words,
there is far less unanrmrty or consensus mong chmate
1nsrders than we have been led to beheve
, The behavror of the
CRU circle has cast a long
shadow over the entire cli-
mate science community,
and many honest scientists
will now undeservedly bear
the stigma of Climategate
unless a full airing of the
issues is conducted. Other
important climate research
_centers with close ties to the
CRU—mcludmg NASAs
Goddard Institute and
the Cllmate Change Sci-
ence Program at NOAA—
should not be exempt from
_a full-dress 1nvest1gat1on

begi'n with an understand-
ing of the crucial role the
CRU circle has played in
the global warming drama.

n the larger world of
climate science, thVe
Climategate story is
overwhelmingly about one
small but very important

) ‘subﬁeld——paleochmatol-
~ogy, the effort to recon-
struct the earth’s climate

during the vast sweep of
time before humans began measuring and recording obser-

shows this to have been just a mlsleadrng ﬁgure of speech
Reading through the entire archive of emails, however,
provides no such reassurance; to the contrary, dozens of
other messages, while less blatant than “hide the decline,”
expose scandalously unprofessional behavior. There were
ongoing efforts to rig and manipulate the peer-review pro-
cess that is critical to vetting manuscripts submitted for
publication in scientific journals. Data that should have
been made available for inspection by other scientists and

vations about the weather. That turns out to be a massively
complicated exercise in statistical manipulation of huge
amounts of raw data Because the gap between observation
and conclusion in this subfield is so dependent on statis-

“t1cal techmques rather than direct measurement, it was

the most searching review by outside: sc1ent1sts. It is exactly
this kind of review that the CRU insiders acted to prevent
or obscure. g
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Because the earth’s climate is a complex system, the
_effort to understand why and how it changes is arguably
the largest undertaking ever conducted by the world’s
scientific community. The Climate Research Unit at Eas(
Anglia is not just an important hub of climate science,
but one whose work plays a prominent role in the U.N.’s

3

ture. Yet it was a huge problem for the climate campaign-
ers: If the medieval warm period was as warm as today,
as some scientists_believe, it would mean that today’s
temperatures are arguably within the range of normal cli-
‘mate variability, and that we could not yet confirm green-

house gas emissions as the sole cause of recent increases

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the

or rely on computer climate models for predictions of

body that every five or six years since 1992 has produced

future climate apocalypse, There had long been rumors :

a massive report on the international “consensus” in the
field of climate science. This is the body typically said to
comprise 2,000 of the world’s top scientists, though there
are many thousands more scientists working on aspects
of climate change who do not participate in the IPCC
process, many of whom dissent from the rigid “consen-
sus” the process produces. One of the things the CRU
emails prove is that the oft-cited figure of 2,000 top sci-
entists is misleading; the circle of genuinely active scien-
tists in the work of CRU and related institutions in this
country is very small. Nonetheless, Al Gore and other
climate campaigners have leaned heavily on the IPCC

that leading figures in the climate community believed
they needed to make the medieval warm period go away,
but until the CRU leak there was no evidence besides

hearsay that scientists might be cooking the books.

-

he evidence for the medieval Warm period and the
little ice age is mostly anecdotal, since there were
- no thermometers in the year 1000 Is there a way
we could determine what the temperature was a thousand
years ago? Calculating the average temperature for the
entire planet is no simple matter, even today. This is where

process as proof for their assertions that human-caused

the paleoclimatologists at the CRU enter the pictulg‘T,he

global warming is a matter of “settled” science. This,
even though, in the last IPCC report on the science of

CRU circle set out to “reconstruct” past temperature his-
tory through the use of ¢ proxies, such as variations in

climate change in 2007, the terms “uncertain” or “uncer-

tainty” appear over 1,300 times in 900 pages, and the

tree rings, samples of centuries-old ice drilled out of gla-

ciers and polar ice caps, lake sediment samples, and corals

report describes our level of scientific understanding of

from the ocean. Using a variety 1 of i 1ngen10us techniques, it

key aspects of climate as “low” or “very low.] The IPCC'
chapter on the climate models that are the princrpal tool
predicting our future doom refers to “significant uncer-
tainties” in all the models, and admits that “models still
show significant errors.”

There have been rumors for years about political pres-
sure being brought to bear on the process to deliver scar-
ier numbers, because the effects of a 2-3 degree increase
in temperatures just weren’t going to be enough to justify
the kind of emission reductions the greens want. And
one of the largest uncertainties in the whole climate story

is possible for each of these proxies to y1e1d a temperature
estimate at a particular location. Tree rings are thought
to be the best proxy, because we can count backwards
and establish the exact year each ring formed, and by its
width make temperature estimates. But tree ring data are
very limited. There are only a few kinds of trees that live
a thousand years or more, mostly bristlecone pines in the
western United States and a few species in Siberia. The
thousands of data points that emerge from these pains

taking efforts are not self-explanatory They need to be. .
adjusted and calibrated for latitude, altitude, and a num-

is whether we can determine if the warming of the last
150 years (about 0.8 degrees Celsius) is outside of the

ber of other factors (such as volcanic activity and rainfall 3

during the period). Even the most rigorous statistical

long-term historical range, which would lend powerful
_confirmation to the computer climate models that spit
out projections of unprecedented and potentially danger-
_ous temperature increases in the decades to come, caused
by the greenhouse gases produced by ; 1ndustr1a1 societies.
It has long been thought that over the last thousand
vears the earth experienced two significant natural cli-
“mate cycles: the “medieval warm period” (MWDP) cen-
tered around the year 1000 and the “little ice age” (LIA)
_from about 1500 to 1830 or so. The ﬁrst _report of the
IPCC in 1992 displayed a styhzed thousand -year tem-
perature record showing | that th ‘ ‘ Was warmer than
” current global temperatures, but this was mostly conjec-
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methodology will generate estimates with large margins
of error. One of the striking features of the CRU emails is

how much time the CRU circle spent discussing with each

other the myriad problems with processing these data and

how to display them to a wider world. On the one hand,

this is typical of what one might expect of an evolving sci-
entific enterprise. On the other hand, these are the self-
same scientists who have insisted most vehemently that
there is a settled consensus adhered to by all researchers
of repute and that there is nothing left to debate. Another
striking thing that emerges from the emails is that the cli-
mate modelers don’t have a high regard for paleoclimatol-

ogy, and the paleos have a palpable inferiority complex.
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Judging by the length of many of the email chains kvetch-
ing about their problems, it is a wonder this small group
had time to do any actual research.

In 1998 three scientists from American universities—

Michael Mann, Raymond Bradley, and Malcolm Hughes— .

unveiled in Nature magazine what was regarded as a sig-
nal breakthrough in paleochmatologz—the Nnow notori-
ous “hockey stick” temperature reconstruction (picture
a flat “handle” extending from the year 1000 to roug&
1900, and a sharply upsloping “blade” from 1900 to 2000).

Their paper purported to prove that current global tem-
peratures are the highest in the last thousand years by a

large margin—far outside the range of natural variability.
The medieval warm period and the
little ice age both disappeared. The

hockey stick chart was used prom-
inently in the 2001 IPCC report
as “smoking gun” proof of human-
caused global warming. Mann and -
his coauthors concluded that “the
1990s are likely the warmest decade,
and 1998 the warmest year, in at
least a millennium.”

Case closed? Hardly. The CRU
emails reveal internal doubts about
this entire enterprise both before
and after the hockey stick made
its debut. In a 1996 email to a large
number of scientists in the CRU cir-
cle, Tom Wigley, a top climarologist
working at the National Center for
Atmospheric Research in Colorado,
cautioned: “I support the contin-
ued collection of such data, but I am
disturbed by how some people in the paleo community
try to oversell their product.” Mann and his colleagues
made use of some of the CRU data, but some of the CRU
scientists weren’t comfortable with the way Mann repre-
sented it and also seemed to ﬁnd Mann more than a blt
insufferable. .

CRU scientist Keith Briffa, whose work on tree

" Purpo

I chose not to read the published version of his letter. It
would be too aggravating. ... It is puzzling to me that a
guy as bright as Mike would be so unwilling to evaluate
his own work a bit more objectively.”

In yet another revealing email, Cook told Briffa: “Of
course [Bradley] and other members of the MBH [Mann,
Bradley, Hughes] camp have a fundamental dislike for the
very concept of the MWE so I tend to view their evalua-
tions as starting out from a somewhat biased perspective,
i.e. the cup is not only ‘half-empty’; it is demonstrably
‘broken’. I come more from the ‘cup half-full’ camp when
it comes to the MWE maybe yes, maybe no, but it is too
early to.say what it is.”

“The Notorious ‘Hockey Stick’

orting to show variations in the northern hemisphere’s
_surface temperature since the year 1000

(Departures from the 1961-1990 average temperature, in degrees Celsius)

In another email to Briffa, Cook complains about
Bradley, too: “His air of papal infallibility is really quite
nauseating at times.”

Even as the IPCC was picking up Mann’s hockey
stick with enthusiasm, Briffa sent Mann a note of cau-
tion about “the possibility of expressing an 1mpression
of more consensus than might actually exist. I suppose

rings in Siberia has been subject to its own controver-
sies, emailed Edward Cook of Columbia Umversu:y “1

am sick to death of Mann stating his reconstruction rep-
resents the tropical area just because it contains a few

(poorly temperature representative) tropical series,” add-
ing that he was tired of “the increasing trend of self-opin-

ionated verbiage [Mann] has produced over the last few
years . . . and (better say no more).”

Cook replied: “I agree with you. We both know the
probable flaws in Mike’s recon[struction], particularly as
it relates to the tropical stuff. Your response is also why

DECEMBER 14, 2009

the earlier talk implying that we should not ‘muddy the
waters’ by including contradictory evidence worried me.
IPCC is supposed to represent consensus but also areas
of uncertainty in the evidence.” Briffa had previously
dissented from the hockey stick reconstruction in a 1999
email to Mann and Phil Jones: “I believe that the recent
warmth was probably matched about 1000 years ago.

Even Malcolm Hughes, one of the original hockey stick”

coauthors, privately expressed reservations about over-
reliance on their invention, writing to Cook, Mann and
others in 2002:

/
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All of our attempts, so far, to estimate hemisphere-scale
temperatures for the period around 1000 years ago are
based on far fewer data than any of us would like. None of
the datasets used so far has anything like the geographi-
cal distribution that experience with recent centuries indi-
cates we need, and no one has yet found a convincing way
of validating the lower-frequency components of them
against independent data. As Ed [Cook] wrote, in the tree-
ring records that form the backbone of most of the pub-
lished estimates, the problem of poor replication near the
beginnings of records is particularly acute, and ubiquitous.
.. Therefore, I accept that everything we are doing is pre-
liminary, and should be treated with considerable caution.

ann didn’t react well to these hesitations from
M his colleagues. Even Ray Bradley, a coauthor
of the hockey stick article, felt compelled to
send a message to Briffa after one of Mann’s self-serving
emails with the single line: “Excuse me while I puke.” One

extended thread grew increas-
.ingly acrimonious as Mann

circle treat each other this way, it is no wonder they treat
skeptics even more rudely.

One of Briffa’s concerns about Mann’s hockey stick is
that some of the tree ring data—Briffa’s specialty—didn’t
match up well with other records, so Mann either omitted
them (in some versions of the hockey stick) or changed,

[their statistical weighting in his overall synthesis to down;
.play the anomalous results of the raw data. This, by the

way, is the origin of Phil Jones’s “hide the decline” email;

tures, while other datasets show,an‘ anrease. (,T,h,l'S 18 yone

.of many sources of intense controversy about temperature

reconstructions.) Jones’s .and Mann’s treatment may be
defensible, but is problematic to say the least.

Starting in 2003 two mild-mannered Canadlans,
retired engineer Stephen Mclntyre and University of
Guelph economist Ross McKitrick, began making noises
about serious problems with the by-then iconic hockey
stick _graph. 'T"he dispute
between Mclntyre, McKitrick

lashed out at his colleagues.

He wrote to Briffa, Jones, and
seven others in a fury over
their favorable remarks about
a Science magazine article that
offered a temperature history
that differed from the hockey
stick: “Sadly, your piece on the
Esper et al paper is more flawed
than even the paper itself. ...
There is a lot of damage control
that needs to be done and, in
my opinion, you've done a dis-
service to the honest discussions we had all had in the past,
because yow’ve misrepresented the evidence.”

To Briffa in particular Mann wrote: “Hopefully, you
know that I respect you quite a bit as a scientist! But in
this case, I;think you were sloppy. And the sloppiness
had a real cost Mann’s bad manners prompted Brad-
Iey to reply “I w1sh to dlsassoc1ate myself with Mike’s
comments, or at least the tone of them, I do not consider
myself the final arbiter of what Setence should publish, nor
do I consider what you did to signify the end of civiliza-
tion as we know it.” Tempers got so out of hand that Tom
Crowley of Duke University intervened: “I am concerned
about the stressed tone of some of the words being circu-
lated lately. ... I think you are all fine fellows and very
good scientists and that it is time to smoke the peace pipe
on all this and put a temporary moratorium on more email
messages until tempers cool down a bit.” Mann responded
with his best imitation of Don Corleone: “This is ulti-
mately about the science, it’s not personal ” If the CRU
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Mann didn’t react well to
criticism from his colleagues.
A coauthor of the hockey stick
article felt compelled to send
a message to Briffa after one
of Mann's self-serving emails
with the single line: ‘Excuse
me while [ puke.’

(M/M as they became known
in the shorthand of the climate
science world) and the hockey
team_was highly technical,
- involving advanced methods
of data selection and statisti-
cal analysis that are almost
impossible for a layperson to
follow. But one key point was
access to the original raw data
and complete computer codes
that Mann and CRU had used,
rather than the adjusted data
reported in their final studies. '

To extend the sports equipment simile, Mann and the
hockey team responded with the scientific equivalent of
high-sticking. It was McIntyre’s requests for raw data and
computer codes that prompted the numerous emails from

Jones and other CRU people about “hiding” behind tech-

“Fred Smger, MIT’s Rlchard Llndzen, and j ]ourna d1tofs
who didn’t toe the line. After 2003 the CRU crew, ,ecame

nicalities to refuse freedom of information requests or even

destroying data, codes, and emails to stymie Mclntyre.

. obsessed Wlth McIntyre above all others. He appears in

105 of the emails by name (in some others, he’s referred to
as “a certain Canadlan”), usually w1th atone, of resentment
and contempt.

Mclntyre is not a climate-science insider, Wlth péer-

reviewed articles in journals that the hockey team firmily

’

/

DECEMBER 14, 2009




controlled. He’s an amateur with mathematical chops,

with a serious track record for spotiing sraristical funny
business. McIntyre, who spent decades in mineral explo-

ration, was involved in exposing the Bre-X fraud in Can-
ada several years ago. Bre-X was a gold mining company
promising fat profits on a new proprietary technology
for ore deposits in Borneo; Mclntyre smelled a rat and
demanded the raw data. Bre-X collapsed shortly after. And
Mclntyre scored a major hit against NASA’s chief climateA

because intellectual property rights must be considered.
Our view is that all research benefits from full and open
"TacEEss to publishisd datasers dnd that d clear explanation of -
analytical methods is mandatory:-Peers-should-have-access-
to the information needed to reproduce published results; so
that increased confidence in the outcome of the study can be
generated inside and outside the scientific community.

" Despite this criticism and rebuke from the NAS, the
Climate Research Unit hockey team continued refusing

alarmist James Hansen, discovering significant errors of

right up to this month to share its raw data-and com-

overestimation in Hansen’s temperature reconstruction of

the 20th century. (NASA’s Goddard Institute website pub-
licly thanked Mclntyre, no doubt through gritted cyber
teeth, for pointing out their error.) The hockey stickers’
obsession with McIntyre seems out of proportion if there
was nothing amiss in their work. '

Mclntyre and McKitrick may have made mistakes in’

their critique of the hockey stick—the charges and coun-
tercharges are difficult for nonspecialists to sort out—but
they were sufﬁmently persuasive that the National Acad-

Quter codes with McIntyre and McKitrick or anyone else.

Mann continued to insist that the medieval warm period
was overestimated, and he keeps on producing more new
hockey sticks than the NHL (he has another one out this
week in Science magazine). Some of the egregious emails in
the stash include suggestions that everyone delete emails
related to their work on the IPCC process to shield them
from FOIA requests (possibly illegal) and, aecording to
one of ]ones s emails, actually destroyin "the raw_ data In

emy of Sciences appointed an expert review panel to
look into the dispute. The NAS reported its findings in
2006, and the language was sufficiently hedged in diplo-
_matic equlvocatlons that ‘Mann and the media_ clalmed
.. the hockey stick had been vindica

But a close readmg ;
. shows that the NAS report devastated the hockey Sthk

the face of a successful FOIA requlélm ones writes 1o
Mann in one 2005 message: “Don’t leave stufflying around
on ftp sites—you never know who is trawling them. The
two MMs [MclIntyre and McKitrick] have been after the
CRU station data for years. If they ever hear there is a Free-

dom of Information Act now in the UK, I think I’ll delete : -

the file rather than send to anyone.” Jones now claims no

While the NAS said the hockey Sthk reconstructlon was a
A plaus1b1e deplctlon of 20th- -century warmlng, the report
went on to state clearly that

“ substantial incertainties cutiently present in the giiatitita-
" tive assessment of large=scale surface temperature-changes
« prior-to-about-A.D.-1600.lower.our.confidence in.this.con-.
.. clusion compared to the high level of confidence we place ;
in the Little Ice Age cooling and 20th century warming.
Even less confidence can bé placed i the originial conclisions by
Mann et al. (1999) that “the 1990s are likely the warmest decade,
and 1998 the warmest year, in at least a millennium.” [Empha-
~ sis added.]

One of the NAS committee members, physicist Kurt
Cuffey of the University of California, was more direct in

remarks to Science magazine: “The IPCC used [the hockey

stick] as a visual prominently in the [2001] report. I think

emails were deleted but he’ll need to explain his Decem- .

ber 3, 2008, message to Ben Santer"—a climate researcher
at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory——about a
new FOIA request from Mclntyre: “I am supposed to go
through my emails and he can get anything I’ve written
about him. About 2 months ago I deleted loads of emalls,
so0 have very little—if anything at all.”

nder the pressure of Climategate, the CRU has
finally agreed to release its raw data and com-
puter codes. But now we learn that some of the

raw data have been lost, and while Jones should be asked
blunt questions about whether he made good on his threats
to delete data, it is possible that the data were lost through

-, sheer sloppiness. The most devastating document in the :

that sent a very misleading message about how resolved

Lf “CRUtape letters may be not the egregious emails that have -

this part of the scientific research was.” Mann’s hockey

stick, a centerpiece of the 2001 IPCC report, d1d not appear

in the 2007 IPCC report.

The NAS report, it should be added, included an
implicit rebuke of Mann and his colleagues for their reluc-
tance to share their data with other researchers:

The committee recognizes that access to research data is

a complicated, discipline-dependent issue, and that access
to computer models and methods is especially challenging
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1, drawn most of the pubhc attention but the detailed notes
of a CRU programmer, Ian “Harry” Harris, 3551gned the
* task of sorting out the handling of the raw dat4 and com-

puter files.

The HARRY READ ME.txt file, over 100 000
words long; paints a picture of haphazard data handling
that would get almost any private sector researcher fired.

Among the many damning items ncluded 1n Harris’s mar-

rative are more instances of “hiding the decline” such as/

’
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“Specify period over which to compute the re essions (sto
in_1940 to avoid the decline)” and “Apgly a VERY ARTI-

FICIAL correction for decline!” Worse are Harris’s notes
of improperly coded data (or data without codes at all),
computer subroutines that don’t work, and near complete
chaos: “I am very sorry to report that the rest of the data-
bases seem to be in nearly as poor a state as Australia was.
-, - Aarrggghhh! There truly is no end in sight. . .. Am I the
first person to attempt to get t the CRU databases in working

_order?!!. .. ” On and on goes Harrts s catalogue of software
bugs and data, horrors . Finally, this: “OH F— THIS. It’s
Sunday evening, I’ve worked all Weekend, and j just when I
thought it was done I’m hitting yet another problem that’s
based on the hopeless state of our databases. There is no

,uniform data integrity, it’s just a catalogue of issues that
_continues to grow as they re found.” -

No drug company could get through the F DA approval
_process with data handling this slapdash, yet the climate
olicy process contemplates trillions of dollars in costs
to_economies around the world based partially on this
incompetent work. Worse, it suggests the possibility that
the CRU circle might not be able 1o replicate its own find-
ings from scratch, let alone outside reviewers. No wonder
Mann keeps issuing new versions of his hockey stick.
,..But the frustration of the hapless Harris points to a
more fundamental problem: The extreme politicization of

open about their leftward orientation. In 2004, Harvard
geneticist Richard Lewontin .wrote.in_the: New York
Review of Books: “Most scientists are, at a:mini
erals, although it is by no means obvious why this should
be so. Despite the fact that all of the molecular biologists
of my acquaintance are sharcholders in or advisers to bio-
technology firms, the chief political controversy in the sci-
entific community seems to be whether it is wise to vote

Qfor Ralph Nader this tlme ” MIT’s Kerry Emanuel, as

“mainstream” as they come in climate science (Al Gore ref-
ererices his work, and in one of his books Emanuel refers

to. Senator James Inhofe as a “scientific illiterate” and to
chmate skeptlcs as les refusards), nonetheless ‘offers thts
warnlng to his field:

i

Sc1entlsts are most effective when they provrde sound,
impartial advice, but their repiitation”for” Titipartiality is
severely compromised by the-shocking lack-of-pelitical
diversity among American acadermcs, who suffér from the
" kind of group-think that develops in cloistered cultures.
Until this profound and well-documented intellectual
"”'homogenetty ‘changes, séientists will be' suspected of con-
«stituting.a leftist.think tank :

Perhaps the most damntng email from the CRU circle
is this July 2005 message from Phil Jones fo climatologist

John Christy of the University of Alabama: “As you know,
L'm not political. If anything, I would like to see the cli-

climate science this episode reveals will discourage the best

mate change happen, so the science could be proved right,

graduate students from entering the field. Judith Curry,
chairman of Georgia Tech’s School of Earth and Atmo-
spheric Sciences—not a climate skeptic by any stretch—
. published online a letter she had received from a graduate
student pondering whether to enter the field of climate
science: “I am a young climate researcher (just received
my master’s degree from [redacted] University) and have
been very troubled by the emails that were released from
CRU. ... The content of some of the emails literally made
me stop and wo! de i uld continue with my PhD
. applications for fall 20 , in this science.” Scientists at top
universities have been  telling me prlvately for several years
_now that their best graduat students are avmdmg clima-
ntology because they dislike how politicized it has become
.and consider it a dead-end ﬁeld Unfortunatelg this means
many students who take up the field are second-raters or
do so out of ideological motivation, which guarantees that

the CRU scandal won’t be the last. l )

berg. of pohtlclzed sc1ence, though the “hatd” sci-

ences until recently have been generally thought
- 1mmune (or at least resistant) to the leftist bias and pohtl-
»cal correctness of the universities. Some scientists are quite
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regardless of the consequences. This is’t being political, it
is being selfish.” Jones’s attitude may not be exactly politi-
cal, but it is certainly unscientific. The denial of political
bent is also hard to square with the emails revealing that
several of these scientists worked closely behind the scenes,

with alarmist advocacy groups such as Greenpeace, which

-~ atures, and we probably never will know

really deserves to be shunned by serious scientists;

Such is the volume of material leaked from the CRU
that it may be many months before all of its implications
for the underlying climate science are fully digested. But
a few preliminary conclusions can be reached. First, we
still don’t know whether the medieval warm period ‘was
comparable to or even much warmer than current temper-

So the vahdatlng or reﬁnmg of today’s chmate models w111
have to 80 forward w1thout this piece of the puzzle being

_ filled in. Second a close readlng of the entire email archive

allows some distinctions to be drawn among the CRU.cir-
cle. Michael Mann, Phil Jones, and Ben Santef of Law-
rence Livermore seem mdlsputably to be the - badjactors
(it was Santer who said he was “very tempted” toj “beat
the crap out of” skeptic Pat Michaels). Othersun their cir-
cle, such as Keith Briffa,y Tom Wigley, and Mike Hulme,
appear tuch more scrupulous and restrained about han-
dling the data, uncertainties, and conclusio;ts they put
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into print. Kevin Trenberth, a scientist at the National

Center for Atmospheric Research and key IPCC contribu- -

tor, comes out somewhere in the middle, writing recently,
for example, “The fact is that we can’t account for the lack
of warming at the moment [since 1998], and it is a travesty
that we can’t.” But Jones also suggests in one email that he
and Trenberth will help keep contrarian climate research

out of the IPCC process “even if we have to redefine what

the peer-review literature is!”
The distinction between utterly politicized scientists

community would inflict on their own cause.
Climate change is a genuine phenomenon, and there
1s a nontrivial risk of major consequences in the future.

Yet the hysteria of the global warming campaigners and

their monomaniacal advocacy of absurdly expensive curbs
on fossil fuel use have led io a political dead end that will
become more apparent with the imminent collapse of the
Kyoto-Copenhagen process. I have long expected that 20

or so vears from now we will look back on the turn-of-the-

millennium climate hysteria in the same way we look back

such as Jones, Mann, arid NASA’s James Hansen, and
other more sober scientists has been lost on the media

now on the population bomb hysteria of the late 1960s
and early 1970s—as a phenomenon whose magnitude and

and climate campaigners for a long time now, and as a

effects were vastly overestimated, and whose proposed

result, the CRUtape letters will cast a shadow on the

solutions were wrongheaded and often genuinely evil

entire field. There is no doubt plenty more of this kind
of corruption in other hotbeds of climate science, but
there are also a lot of unbiased scientists trying to do
important and valuable work. Climate alarmists and
their media cheerleaders are fond of warning about “tip-

(such as the forced sterilizations of thousands of Indian
men in the 1970s, much of it funded by the Ford Foun-

dation). Today the climate campaigners want to forcibly
sterilize the world’s energy supply, and until recently they

~ looked to be within an ace of doing sq. But even before

ping points” to disaster, but ironically this episode may

represent a tipping point against the alarmists, The big-
gest hazard to serious climate science all along was not

so much contrarian arguments from skeptics, but rather
the damage that the hyperbole of the environmental

Climategate, the campaign was beginning to resemble a -
Broadway musical that had run too long, with sagging box
office and declining enthusiasm from a dwindling audi-
ence. Someone needs to break the bad news to the players
that it’s closing time for the climate horror show. ¢
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