SCIENCE IN THE SERVICE OF CIVILISATION ? 

How Politics subverted the Scientific Method in Climatology

Unusual characteristics affect the practice of Climate Science.  Something that seems to set the discipline apart from the accepted standards of the ”Scientific Method”, not to speak of science ethics.

It may be true that - in Climate Science - it is difficult to experiment with laboratory methods as is done in - say - physics and chemistry, but the almost total lack of such empirical testing has caused Climate Science to go overboard into the realm of computer simulations and political wishful thinking and manipulation.

Normally, a scientist’s curiosity is aroused by something unusual he observes and which calls for an explanation. He gathers data, looks for causal relationships between various aspects of the question, develops a hypothesis that could explain what he is seeing and why - and then he tests his findings by trying to repeat his tests and his calculations and by challenging his own thought process, data handling, carefulness and conclusions. He might try to publish his hypothesis, which by now may have grown into a theory and he and his editor will invite knowledgeable colleagues to punch holes in it or otherwise comment. If then most everyone thinks that he has really got something, his theory may be accepted.  Not as ”fact” mind you: someone may yet come along to disprove it later and it may then well sink to the bottom. 

Discussion and challenge are the nature of scientific research.  For centuries an established science “consensus” explained stomach ulcers as being caused by intake of one sort of food or another, by overeating, or by stress, aggravated by anti-inflammatory drugs like aspirin. This consensus was barely questioned, until – not even very long ago - researchers challenged that concept and found that a substantial number of ulcers had their cause in infection by bacteria, Helicobacter pylori, requiring different treatment.

There are many such examples in the medical field.

With reference to Climate Science in particular, it has been said: ”When there is Consensus, it is not Science, and when there is Science, there is no Consensus”. 

Galileo, fighting the consensus of his day, would have agreed.  

The hallowed principle of “Peer Review” of new research papers in the sciences prior to publication has always been held to be the guardian for quality and originality. It has come under considerable strain, - in some sciences more than in others.  At times, it has failed.  This problem has several causes.

Some see a decline in this “guardianship” as brought on by a lack of time, as active researchers with labs to run, post-grads to supervise, grants to apply for, papers to prepare, administrative work to perform and some classes to teach, find little time to review in much detail the papers written by others. Some are more conscientious than others, but inevitably things slip through the cracks.

Others point to the increasing multi-disciplinary nature of research, particularly in a field like climate science. Sub-disciplines ranging from astrophysics to micro-paleontology, from isotope geology to oceanography, from pure physics to meteorology, from computer science to statistics and from medieval history to glaciology, all feed into Climate Science, which had heretofore been the domain of atmospheric physicists alone. 

Dr. Michael Mann’s infamous hockey stick graph of temperatures since the year 1000, long a key poster child of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), also suffered from a few other problems. The first one is that tree ring analysis as a temperature indicator (an often used proxy method for periods before the advent of the thermometer) has enough problems of its own, as tree rings, which grow best in summer and daylight and which are subject to other variations of the tree’s environment such as wind and humidity, are hardly a very confidence inspiring comprehensive measuring stick. Then, computer processing of the data requires a thorough knowledge of statistics programs, which is not necessarily in the bag of tricks of a paleobotanist-cum-climatologist, nor of many of his colleagues-peer-reviewers. 

Two Canadian statisticians, Ross McKitrick and Steve McIntyre, later examined the whole process that led to the hockey stick graph, found the data base deliberately “selective” and maintain that the computer program used would generate “hockey sticks” even from random data. 

This harsh criticism was recently confirmed by the National Academy of Sciences, which recognized the last 400 year of temperature increase (which no one denies), but had little or no confidence in anything before 1600.  

In 2006 the matter was also investigated (this time for a Committee of the US House of Representatives) by three professors of statistics from George Mason, Johns Hopkins and Rice Universities, who in their “Wegman Report” not only rejected the hockey stick on the same grounds as the two Canadians, but sharply criticized the process by which Dr Mann’s research did get as far as it did.

Indeed, what happened to the peer review?

Is it true that as some have said that the corruptive influence of politics upon the scientific process makes the concept of ”government science” an oxymoron?

In a discussion about “process’, the conclusion of the three professors reads:

<In our further exploration of the social network of authorships in temperature reconstruction, we found that at least 43 authors have direct ties to Dr. Mann by virtue of co-authored papers with him. Our findings from this analysis suggest that authors in the area of paleoclimate studies are closely connected and thus “independent studies” may not be as independent as they might appear on the surface. 

It is important to note the isolation of the paleoclimate community; even though they rely heavily on statistical methods they do not seem to be interacting with the statistical community. Additionally, we judge that the sharing of research materials, data and results was haphazardly and grudgingly done. In this case we judge that there was too much reliance on peer review, which was not necessarily independent. Moreover, the work has been sufficiently politicized that this community can hardly reassess their public positions without losing credibility. Overall, our committee believes that Mann’s assessments that the decade of the 1990s was the hottest decade of the millennium and that 1998 was the hottest year of the millennium cannot be supported by his analysis.>

Within the IPCC, which prides itself on its peer review and where all of this was going on, other problems drew the professors’ attention. As Dr. Mann was the researcher, author, chair and representative writing the final section of the 2001 Assessment Report (AR3), the ad hoc committee of professors recommended:

<Especially when massive amounts of public monies and human lives are at stake, academic work should have a more intense level of scrutiny and review. It is especially the case that authors of policy-related documents like the IPCC report, Climate Change 2001: The Scientific Basis, should not be the same people as those that constructed the academic papers.>

“Climate” is defined as long-period weather patterns of usually 30 years or more. “Climate Change” would be a major change in that pattern by whatever cause. The IPCC was founded in 1985 and formalized in 1988 by the UN and the World Meteorological Organization to investigate the causes of climate change. It then defined Climate Change as that change in climate that was due to human activity. Thus, it tipped its hand by revealing a political motive. Although this regrettable restriction seems to have gradually disappeared from IPCC publications, it set the tone for an emphasis on human-generated greenhouse gases (GHGs), without paying due attention to possible other causes which were being investigated by independent researchers outside the UN body. 

In the IPCC there appeared to be little support for research in other drivers of climate change, primarily the natural forces that have dominated climate change throughout the existence of this planet. In fact, the emphasis was so much on the “most important GHG”, Carbon Dioxide, that the reports were ignoring the fact that more than 90 % of the GHG actually consists of water vapour and clouds.

The most vulnerable aspect in the development of the IPCC theory through its four successive Assessment Reports (ARs 1990, 1996, 2001, 2007) has been its almost total dependency on General Circulation Models (GCMs). Using computer modeling is a widely spread practice in various scientific disciplines and it serves researchers well when checking the effect of feedback relationships between variables and when exploring interpretative possibilities and alternate explanations by running “scenarios”.  But computer simulations never actually prove anything.  Because of the inherent complexities in climate science, the computer models are an irresponsible simplification if they are used as “proof” and as an excuse for policy development.

“Climate” presents a complex, even near-chaotic set of interactions. Millions of input parameters are going into a model. These are of various levels of uncertainty and weight. Numerous program decisions are being made based on uncertain or sparse information to deal with feedbacks. Even the economic projections that go into the “base’’ of the models have been challenged (Castles and Henderson) because of unrealistic demographics concerning growth in the Third World.

Far be it from this writer to accuse any of the computer manipulators of unethical practices, but the temptations are great to skew the feedbacks or the brackets of parameter values in ways to achieve the results, required (read: pre-conceived) by the organization.  

The scientific world remembers well how in the 1930s Tofim Lysenko , working in agronomics research, pushed aside scientific principles, methods and ethics by catering to the Soviet government’s wishes to create a theory and practice that rejected Gregor Mendel’s late 19th century genetics findings.

Within the science community there are many who believe that this syndrome is still a problem today. 

The honest IPCC researchers also know this. They wrote in their section of the 1996 Second Assessment Report (AR2): 

<None of the studies cited above has shown clear evidence that we can attribute the observed [climate] changes to the specific cause of increases in greenhouse gases.

'No study to date has positively attributed all or part [of the climate change observed to date] to anthropogenic [man-made] causes.'

'Any claims of positive detection of significant climate change are likely to remain controversial until uncertainties in the total natural variability of the climate system are reduced.>

But this warning was deleted from the final published report.   -    

And in the 2001 AR3:

<The fact that the global mean temperature has increased since the late 19th Century and that other trends have been observed does not necessarily mean that an anthropogenic effect on the climate system has been identified. Climate has always varied on all time-scales, so the observed change may be natural>

While at the same time the Summary for Policy Makers (SPM) states:

<Most of the observed warming over the last 50 years is likely to have been due to the increase on greenhouse gases>

whereby the assignment of “likely”, officially defined in IPCC rules as between 66 and 90 % chance, had not been the result of a probability assessment.

Elsewhere is a statement that warns that: 

<the uncertainty of the conclusions in this report are such that no policy decisions should be based on them.>

Generally speaking, the SPMs are politically drafted documents, which   reflect neither the uncertainty of the science nor any opinion that differs from the UN’s aim: support for the Kyoto Protocol.   

The clear danger here is that media and politicians do not read the thousands of pages of the ARs. They read the Summaries for Policy Makers (SPMs), and are told to conclude that “the Science has been Decided”.

As  Stanford climatologist Dr Stephen Schneider said in a 1989 interview with “Discover” magazine: 

<On the other hand, we are not just scientists, but human beings as well. And like most people we’d like to see the world a better place, which in this context translates into our working to reduce the risk of potentially disastrous climate change. To do that we have to get some broad-based public support, to capture the public’s imagination. That, of course, entails getting loads of media coverage. So we have to offer up scary scenarios, make simplified, dramatic statements, and make little mention of any doubts we might have.>

Al Gore had good teachers.

Current propaganda trivializes critics of the IPCC’s brand of science and process as being “flat earthers”, fringe sceptics and contrarians, if not in pay of “big oil’, and who - at best - are bickering about  the chairs on the deck of the Titanic, issues that do not affect the grand scheme of anthropogenic Global Warming and its Kyoto Protocol  ‘solution’.

What are the IPCC’s objectives?

Apart from an obvious lust for power in the form of “World Government”, listen to Maurice Strong who is on record as having promoted the Global Warming scheme to divert western wealth to the Third World and who the Edmonton Journal is reported to have said:

 
<Isn't the only hope for the planet that the industrialized nations collapse? Isn't it our responsibility to bring that about?>

As Liberal Christine Stewart, Canadian Minister of the Environment once said:


<No matter if the science is all phony, there are collateral environmental benefits …..[C]limate change [provides] the greatest chance to bring about justice and equality in the world.>

And so the IPCC effort has pushed its rationale to combat carbon dioxide, a benign gas, present as 0.038% of the atmosphere and essential for life on earth.  As for the science, it had been abused. No proof can be found in the scientific literature that CO2 is a main cause of changing climates on earth.  Research, which has culminated in the last five years, points firmly to the sun and the galaxy for the main sources of climate changes on our and other planets.  And the recent evidence from Danish investigators in that field is empirical, something rare in Climate Science. 

But the politicians are not listening. For someone who believes that the discipline of science has much to contribute to our well-being, that is hard to accept.

Meanwhile, in the last ten years the IPCC and various national governments have spent billions of tax money in selling a scientifically faulty concept, two billion dollars in Canada alone. The population and the press have been brainwashed into believing that what they have now have heard so often must be right. Joseph Goebbels would have been proud. Politics have come out at the top; science at the bottom.

No earth or space scientist with knowledge of the ever-changing climates of the past will believe that climate change can be stopped.  For our money there is more gain to be achieved in adapting to irreversibly changing climate and in controlling pollution.
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