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            ONE
 
            IMAGINE

         
 
         
            In searching for a new enemy to unite us, we came up with the idea that pollution, the threat of global warming, water shortages, famine and the like would fit the bill … all these dangers are caused by human intervention … the real enemy, then, is humanity itself.
            

            The Council of the Club of Rome, 1991

         
 
         Imagine if everything you knew about the environment was wrong.
         
 
         Imagine if global warming were something to be desired, not feared.
 
         Imagine that organic food, sustainability, biofuels and the WWF were far more harmful to the world and its inhabitants than GM food, industry, oil and ExxonMobil.
 
         Imagine if it didn’t matter one jot how big your carbon footprint was, and you could go out and buy as many 4x4s as you liked or run up as many air miles as you wanted without the need to feel the slightest sliver of guilt about the environmental damage you were causing.
         
 
         Imagine if carbon dioxide were our friend.
 
         Imagine if one of the world’s biggest mass murderers was a woman who campaigned against chemicals and pesticides, and the world’s biggest saviour was the man who saved hundreds of millions from hunger with mutant crops and modern agricultural technologies.
         
 
         Imagine if, for a fraction of the money we’re spending to ‘combat climate change’, we could ensure that no child went hungry or was malnourished, and that everyone in the world had access to clean drinking water.
 
         Imagine that ‘overpopulation’ was an illusory problem.
         
 
         Imagine that fossil fuels were a miracle we should cherish – not a curse.
 
         Imagine if we could stop worrying about ‘scarce resources’.
 
         Imagine if the polar bears, glaciers, coral reefs, rainforests, Pacific islands and the polar ice caps were all doing just fine.
 
         Imagine if economic growth, far from destroying the world, made it cleaner, healthier, happier – and with more open spaces. Imagine…
 
         As I’m sure you’ve guessed by now, I’m about to tell you that you don’t need to imagine these things because they are all already true. And already, in anticipation, some readers’ hackles will have risen and their scepticism boosters will have gone into overdrive, the synapses in their brain will have triggered hundreds of warning signals and a great big thought bubble will have appeared above their heads, with enormous capital letters, probably written in neon red with flashing light bulbs in the middle:
         
 
         ‘And why should we believe YOU, you bastard?’
 
         Don’t worry, I’m used to it. It’s just a reflection of how so many of us have been conditioned to think about people who don’t believe in ‘peak oil’ or catastrophic man-made global warming, or recycling, or ‘sustainability’, or organic food, or carbon footprints – or any of the other core tenets of the environmental religion.
         
 
         We don’t say: ‘Ah. There’s a person with an interestingly different point of view. I wonder why he thinks that and what evidence he has to support it?’
 
         We say: ‘That person’s evil. He’s probably funded by Big Oil, like most deniers. He’s only saying that stuff because it’s what he wants to believe, because he’s too selfish to change his lifestyle. And anyway, what the hell does he know about anything? It’s not like he’s a climate scientist…’
 
         So, before I delve more deeply into climate change and the misanthropy of green ideology, I thought I would give some indication of why you can trust what I have to say.
 
          This shouldn’t be necessary. In a rational world, people’s arguments would be judged on the merits of their case rather than, say, on how ‘nice’ they appear to be, or a long string of qualifications, or the number of politically correct minority boxes they tick. Unfortunately, we do not live in a rational world. Rather, we live in a world which is culturally in thrall to the politics of ‘identity’ – where who you are and where you’re coming from often seem to count for more than what you actually have to say.
         
 
         How many times – on a TV political debate programme, a radio phone-in or a letter to the editor – have you heard someone qualify their statement: ‘As a black woman…’, ‘as a gay man…’, as ‘someone who has been disabled for fifteen years…’? When the person’s identity is directly relevant to the point being made, that is of course fine. But often this modern preoccupation with identity corrupts the quality of the debate, rather than enhances it.
         
 
         Consider the case of Lee Bidgood Jr, a Florida war veteran with whom I had a run-in over a letter he wrote to Newsweek, which said:
         
 
         
            Propaganda by global-warming sceptics and deniers reminds me of 1944, when as an Army officer I saw living skeletons in striped pajamas. Horror stories about Nazi concentration camps suddenly rang true. I wondered how intelligent people could commit such atrocities. History records the effectiveness of Joseph Goebbels’s propaganda. I hope Al Gore and others can prevail over today’s anti-science propaganda.

         
 
         Or, as he might just as well have abbreviated it: ‘Global warming is real because I witnessed the Holocaust; climate-change deniers are as bad as Nazis.’ When I first read the letter I assumed it was a fake. I know many World War II veterans – all humble fellows who would never dream of trying to parlay their experiences (of which they speak only reluctantly) into such a tendentious political point.
 
          But how many of the people who read that letter in Newsweek shared my scepticism? My suspicion is that those few who did were far outnumbered by the ones who subconsciously thought: ‘Dear old chap. He has served his country and witnessed the twentieth century’s greatest crime. Clearly we must take his views on climate change seriously…’
         
 
         An even bigger problem with this identity-centric approach to political debate is that it implies that people who do not belong to the correct privileged group – whether a cultural minority or an ‘expert’ in their field – can safely be excluded from an argument simply by dint of who they are and what they represent.
         
 
         This technique was used in an attempt to silence the critics who debunked Michael E. Mann’s ‘Hockey Stick’. The reason this matters was because the Hockey Stick was – and to some extent still is – the central pillar on which the case for catastrophic and unprecedented man-made global warming relied. You’ll have seen a version of the Hockey Stick in Al Gore’s An Inconvenient Truth. It’s the graph which shows how global temperatures have changed in the last millennium.
         
 
         From the year 1000AD until the late twentieth century, the trend is pretty much flat. But suddenly, at the end, there’s a dramatic upward tick – like the blade of an ice-hockey stick. Taken at face value, the graph says: ‘Never in modern human history has there been a period of global warming so intense and sudden. We should all be very afraid and act now for this is almost certainly the result of man-made carbon emissions.’
 
         That, at least, is how the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)’s Third Assessment Report (TAR) chose to interpret it. Mann’s Hockey Stick was given star billing in the ‘Summary for Policymakers’ (otherwise known as the bit everyone reads) – it was repeated no fewer than five times within the actual report, and the media launch featured a gigantic blown-up image as the backdrop. Environmental lobby groups went mad for it. It was widely cited at the UN’s 1997 Kyoto climate meeting (where the infamous carbon reduction treaty originated), and every household in Canada received a leaflet which claimed that the Earth was experiencing historically unprecedented warming (i.e. the conclusion of the Hockey Stick graph).
         
 
         All of which is fine and dandy – except the Hockey Stick was flawed to the point of uselessness. The chart was based on tree-ring data, but the scary upward bit at the end was the result of an overemphasis on data from one tree, bristlecone pine, which is widely acknowledged to be an unreliable indicator of twentieth-century climate change. The shape was derived from the combination of this dodgy data with a statistical sausage machine that would turn it into a hockey stick every time. As Andrew Montford, author of The Hockey Stick Illusion, explains:
         
 
         
            This meant that it didn’t matter what data you put into Mann’s algorithm, if there was one series within it that had a hockey-stick shape, there is a strong chance that, depending on the number of other series, a hockey-stick graph would emerge as the result. The algorithm was heavily weighted in favour of hockey sticks. It effectively disregarded any data that conflicted with, or contradicted, the hockey-stick finding.
            

         
 
         Two Canadians, Steve McIntyre and Ross McKitrick – neither of whom is a professional climate scientist – exposed this chicanery. Note Mann’s witheringly contemptuous posting at RealClimate, a website established by his friends and colleagues (‘The Hockey Team’, as they fashion themselves) to discredit critics of the hockey stick:
 
         
            False claims of the existence of errors in the Mann et al (1998) reconstruction can also be traced to spurious allegations made by two individuals, McIntyre and McKitrick (McIntyre works in the mining industry, while McKitrick is an economist). The false claims were first made in an article … published in a non-scientific (social science) journal Energy and Environment.
            

         
 
         Mann uses the same technique in a letter to a Dutch science journalist, Marcel Crok:
 
         
            I hope you are not fooled by any of the ‘myths’ about the Hockey Stick that are perpetrated by contrarians, right-wing think tanks and fossil fuel industry disinformation… I must begin by emphasising that McIntyre and McKitrick are not taken seriously in the scientific community. Neither are scientists…
            

         
 
         The brandishing of the word ‘scientists’ as a totem of unquestionable and absolute authority, the paranoid invocation of ‘right-wing think tanks’ and ‘fossil fuel industry disinformation’, and the belittling and rejection of scientific journals which don’t fit in with the alarmist consensus, are ruses you’ll see cropping up again and again over the next few pages. It’s worth getting used to them, because they are vital to understanding both the nature of the corruption and malfeasance revealed in the Climategate e-mails and also the flaws in the case for anthropogenic global warming (AGW). Just ask yourself: if scientists like Michael Mann possess such solid, incontrovertible evidence to support their theory, why don’t they fight their critics’ supposed errors with factual arguments? Why, instead, must they resort to smears and ‘arguments from authority’? Why do they make it all so personal?
         
 
         Now, I’m acutely aware that one or two of you reading this may be sincere believers in man-made global warming. The last thing I want to do at this early stage is insult you by suggesting that you’re gullible and thick. I think you’ve been brainwashed, that’s all – and even the cleverest people can be brainwashed or back the wrong team now and again. Look at all those intellectuals who defended Stalin in the 1930s; look at all those brilliant minds who voted for Tony Blair…
         
 
          So what is it, you might sneerily ask, that makes James Delingpole so special that he hasn’t been brainwashed? Good question. After all, I’m not a meteorologist or a climatologist or a geologist or an astrophysicist or indeed a scientist of any description. As one of my more energetic critics, a blogger named Jo Abbess BSc is fond of pointing out, the only qualification I have to my name is a modest MA in English language and literature from Oxford University. Yet I, a mere arts graduate, have the temerity to question the expertise of the thousands, if not millions, of PhDs all around the world who know for absolute certain that AGW is real and if we don’t do something soon it’s going to kill us all.
         
 
         There are lots of good ripostes to this, one of which comprises just two words.
 
         No, not those.
 
         I mean:
 
         ‘Only Connect.’
 
         Those words come from a novel by E. M. Forster called Howards End. I’m personally not a great fan of Forster but I do like that quote. Not only is it easy to remember, but it’s true. Years before James Cameron invented that touchy-feely, healing, shiny tree thing in Avatar, years even before James Lovelock invented Gaia theory, Forster understood that the more closely and carefully you look at the world, the more you appreciate the extraordinary degree to which everything is interconnected.
         
 
         The interconnectedness I explore in this book is that between AGW and the ideology of the liberal-left generally – ranging from the green policy of the Nazis through to the cultural Marxism of Antonio Gramsci to the environmental legislation of Tony Blair, Gordon Brown and, yes, even that notional ‘Conservative’ David Cameron, to the propagandising of Greenpeace to the eco-evangelism of The Guardian. And you really don’t need a science degree to understand that kind of thing. All you need is to look at the world around you. And be able to read.
         
 
          Indeed, quite often I’ve asked myself how I would fare were I to go out for a coffee one rainy morning, only to find that my entire office had been wiped out by mysterious assassins with silenced machine pistols. And the answer, I’ve decided, is that I’d fare pretty well. Why? For the same reason one of the CIA operatives gives in Three Days of the Condor when asked how the Robert Redford character – despite having had no special agent training – has nevertheless learned his clever evasive moves:
         
 
         ‘He reads.’
 
         At the beginning of each term, my English tutor Mr Conrad would hand us a sheaf of paper listing all the term’s lectures. ‘I’m supposed to give you these,’ he’d say, contemptuously. ‘But why bother going to lectures when you can read the critics? And why read the critics when you can read the texts?’
 
         When you’re nineteen or twenty years old, this is probably the second most exciting thing anyone could say after ‘Fancy coming back to my place for coffee?’ Here is your tutor – the man whose wisdom and intellect you revere above all others, an actual proper Oxford don, no less – telling you, a lowly undergraduate, that it’s quite OK not to bother with lectures. Nor even to wade through all those tedious critical textbooks.
         
 
         All he wants is for you to read the books you’re studying that term and form a judgement. Your own judgement. And that’s the key. What he wants is independent thought, considered analysis and personal insight. That’s quite a tall order when your entire education up to that point has been based on spoon-feeding and regurgitation. Even in our very best universities, the teaching method I describe barely survives today, the result of a combination of underfunding, oversubscription and the dismal trend towards anti-elitism and dumbing down anatomised in books like Allan Bloom’s The Closing of the American Mind and Melanie Phillips’s All Must Have Prizes. And what this means, unfortunately, is that even our supposed ‘intellectual elite’ no longer necessarily thinks with the nimbleness and independence of mind that were once the natural product of a sound education.
         
 
          Not only do people not know enough; but too easily they take for granted the opinions of supposed experts who pretend to have the answer to everything.
         
 
         We can see this sorry decline even in institutions like the Royal Society (founded 1660). Its once proud motto was Nullius in Verba – take no man’s word for it – but this hardly squares with the way the organisation has jumped so wholeheartedly on the AGW bandwagon, with barely a thought as to whether the underlying science supports it.
         
 
         More broadly we can see it in the way a theory as manifestly flawed as the Great Climate Change Peril has managed to penetrate so deeply into our culture, all but unchallenged even by clever people with science degrees like Jo Abbess. It’s an odd thing in this age of anti-elitism – when almost nobody defers to anyone over anything – but the AGW meme would never have spread so far or fast if not for the supine willingness of the many to surrender to the received ideas of the amazingly few.
         
 
         Another myth I’d like to scotch, if I may, is the popular greenie notion that the sort of people who don’t believe in ‘climate change’ or ‘man-made global warming’ are sinister, cackling nature-haters who are so addicted to their expensive, metropolitan lifestyles and their carbon-belching death machines that they simply refuse (as a matter of selfishness and lifestyle choice) to listen to all reason. That caricature bears little resemblance to any of the climate realists I’ve met, most of whom are in this game because they love nature too much, not too little. What drives them above all – as it certainly does me – is their absolute horror at what is being done to our world by the green movement in the name of ‘saving’ it. The rainforests are being devastated and people are starving as a result of biofuels policies. Wildlife is destroyed and the countryside is blighted by wind farms. And nature, once a source of endless delight and joy, is now, increasingly, something we are encouraged to feel guilty about by teachers, by environmental campaigners, by elegiac David Attenborough BBC documentaries inviting us to blame ourselves for the (supposedly) vanishing poles…
         
 
         But hang on just a second. Can it really be true, as I implied earlier, that this bad stuff is all the fault of liberal-left ideology? How does that square with, say, Conservative Prime Minister David Cameron wanting to lead Britain’s ‘greenest government ever’?
         
 
         Well, it rather depends on your definition of ‘liberal-left’, I suppose. I certainly don’t wish to alienate those fine, principled left-wingers who’ve taken what I consider to be the ‘right’ side in the global-warming debate. Among them are Philip Stott, emeritus professor of biogeography at the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London; Labour MP Graham Stringer; and blogger and destroyer of the Hockey Stick Steve McIntyre: proud socialists all. But the fact remains that left-wing climate sceptics are very much the minority. In Britain, as in America, environmental attitudes align closely with party politics. Climate scepticism is much more prevalent among Republican and Conservative voters than it is among Democrats and Labour or Liberal Democrat voters.
         
 
         Nor should this remotely surprise us. A left-winger would argue, I suppose, that it’s because right-wing people, being selfish and evil, are that much more likely to put their own needs before those of the planet. But actually what I think it boils down to is this: the ideology of the modern environmental movement and the ideology of the liberal-left are closely entwined. Both believe in a bigger state; both share the conviction that the world can be made a better, fairer, more decent, cleaner, greener place if only we give a bit more of our money away in taxes and if only we allow more decisions to be made on our behalf by politicians, technocrats, ‘experts’ and ‘gentlemen from Whitehall’ who know what is best for us.
 
         As a right-leaning libertarian – or ‘South Park Conservative’ – I personally take the exact opposite view: that there’s no problem in the world that can’t be made worse by a corrupt, meddling, wasteful, politically correct bureaucracy trying to make things better. And nowhere did this truth become more abundantly clear to me than during the dreaded era that first brought me to political consciousness: the dawn of New Labour under Tony Blair.
         
 
         I think I guessed from the day he entered No. 10 in May 1997 that this perma-grinning snake-oil-salesman was a wrong ‘un. But at the time I was very much in a minority. Vast swathes of the country, even parts which had traditionally voted Tory, were in ecstasies about the new regime. It seemed, through some magical new formula known as the ‘Third Way’, to have created a perfect synthesis between the economic freedoms favoured by the right and the social justice favoured by the left. What was there possibly not to like?
 
         Britain was groovy again. No less an authority than Vanity Fair told us so in its ‘Cool Britannia’ edition. Pop stars came to Downing Street to pay court to Blair. Everyone in the country could now afford an iPod, a state-of-the-art mobile phone, a 50-inch flat screen TV, and at least three or four holidays a year in places they’d never heard of before like Riga, Ljubljana and Plovdiv – now magically cheap, thanks to wonderful new no-frills flights on easyJet and Ryanair.
         
 
         Well, almost everyone. As one of the unlucky few who wasn’t in the City or a lawyer or in the lavish pay of some government-funded bureaucracy, it was with growing bewilderment that I surveyed Blair’s new ‘young country’. The weekend newspapers were filled with articles claiming that we’d never had it so good. In fact, so one learned, we’d now reached a point of such absurd overabundance that, really, the time had come for us all to start re-examining our lifestyles: to exchange the material for the spiritual, to downsize to riverside cottages where we’d live on organically grown vegetables and bacon, made from pigs we’d personally reared and lovingly slaughtered, while our beautiful blond children, like models from the Boden catalogue, frolicked in the mud (just as they used to, before antibiotics and the industrial age ruined this healthy, natural lifestyle).
         
 
         And I’d read these articles, thinking: ‘Yep. I’m all up for that. Just as soon as I’ve actually acquired a lifestyle comfortable enough to re-examine, I too will be down-sizing and re-spiritualising and pig-breeding. Until then, though, I’ve got a mortgage to pay and kids to feed and a job to slave away at for next to no money. Soon as that irksome overabundance kicks in I’ll let you know…’
         
 
         More than feeling poor, though, I was starting to feel uneasy. I could sense that behind all this boom-era optimism lurked something very rotten. But what?
 
         Not the economy, clearly. That was so strong it was obviously going to last forever. But something about Britain was definitely changing. And so quickly the country I’d known under Margaret Thatcher had now all but vanished. Instead of the culture, tradition, reserve, hierarchy, reason and stoicism which had won us the Second World War – and the Falklands War too – we seemed to have turned into a nation of emotionally incontinent, bleeding-heart whingers, with a highly refined sense of what our government could do for us but very limited concepts of what we might offer our country in return.
         
 
         With Blair, we had entered a new age of ‘political correctness gone mad’. Civic gardeners were banned by Cheltenham Council from planting pansies under trees, lest they sprain their wrists in the root-filled soil. The BBC issued staff with ‘Revolving Security Door User Instructions’ after a woman caught her foot in the door at BBC Birmingham. Paper napkins in Tewkesbury, Gloucestershire, were withdrawn by the council from the meals-on-wheels service for fear that pensioners and disabled people might choke on them. Simultaneously – like those skeletons in Jason and the Argonauts, only considerably uglier and much harder to slay – an army of bureaucrats and petty officials sprang up unbidden from the soil, ready to police and micro-manage every last detail of our private lives. They wanted to control how much we drank, the kinds of food we could eat, the kinds of jokes it was acceptable for us to tell, when (and when not) it was appropriate to fly a Union flag from our home, and the size of our carbon footprint. To make it easier for the authorities to snoop on us and fine us for any of a growing number of minor infractions, there were spy cameras in our streets, speed cameras on every road, even microchips in our rubbish bins – all paid for by us, of course.
         
 
         In its thirteen years in power, the New Labour government managed to create over 3,000 new offences. Nearly half of these could land you in jail, including: not having a licence for a church concert, smoking in a public place, selling a grey squirrel, transshipping unlicensed fish, or disobeying a health and safety inspector.
         
 
         What the hell was going on? And perhaps, more to the point, how on Earth were the bastards getting away with it? What kind of crazed, topsy-turvy world did we inhabit where mean-spirited, controlling, pessimistic left-wingers were seen as the ‘good guys’, whereas those of us who believed in greater freedom for everyone were viewed as the Devil Incarnate?
 
         It was in seeking to answer these questions that I first heard about an Italian Marxist named Antonio Gramsci. He was the man – round glasses, weird sticky-up hair – whose writings in the 1920s and 1930s led to the idea of a ‘culture war’. Gramsci argued that in the great ideological battle between left and right, it didn’t much matter what happened in the arena of pure politics. Presidents, prime ministers and political parties may come and go, but if you can capture the hearts and minds of an entire society, then you’ve won the war for all eternity. So it was that the left-wing disciples of Gramsci began their ‘long march through the institutions’. They occupied schools, universities, the media, the arts – anywhere where they could exert their power to shape the way the broader culture (that’s you and me) thinks about the world.
         
 
         Consider how many university departments around the world are still held mental hostage by French philosophers like Foucault and Derrida, whose rejection of authority, hierarchy and empiricism seeks to undermine and destroy almost everything of value in the Western intellectual tradition. (As we’ll see in a later chapter, not even scientific rationalism was immune from this dismal trend.) Consider how remarkably few books, plays, films, newspapers or TV documentaries do anything other than endorse a view of the world in which capitalism is bad, businessmen are greedy, America is a bully, the West must learn to be more like the East, terrorism is kind of our fault, mankind is a blot on the landscape and, yes, right-wing people are way nastier than left-wing people.
         
 
         We live in a culture whose values are defined almost entirely in terms set by the liberal-left. Yet because those values have become so commonplace – affecting everything from the language we use to the way we think – we don’t even notice them.
 
         Who controls the language controls the culture. Who controls the culture wins the political argument. George Orwell realised this years ago. In his appendix to 1984, he explained that one of the most effective ways of suppressing heretical thought was to eliminate undesirable words or strip them of their meaning. The example he gave was ‘free’. The word continued to exist in Newspeak, but only in the sense of ‘this field is free from weeds’ or ‘the dog is free from lice’ – not in the old sense of ‘politically free’ or ‘intellectually free’.
         
 
         This is exactly what happened in Blair’s Britain. Freedom, formerly a state of liberty, now came to mean ‘an entitlement to services administered by the state’ – as in ‘freedom to use the National Health Service’, ‘freedom from discrimination’. And there was plenty more where that came from. As observed by Daniel Hannan, journalist and Member of the European Parliament, once-neutral words like ‘discrimination’, ‘diversity’, ‘community’, ‘profit’, ‘public’, ‘elite’ and ‘competition’ became so tainted by association with the value system of the liberal-left that their original meanings almost vanished.
 
         Orwell wrote, ‘Newspeak was designed not to extend but to diminish the range of thought…’
 
         All this is a very long and roundabout way of saying that the reason I came to distrust AGW theory is because I recognised it as part of a familiar socio-political pattern: the advance of government through stealth. Sometimes, as we’ve seen above, this was achieved by subtle shifts in the language. Sometimes it was achieved by exploiting popular hysteria, for example in the AIDS scare of the early 1980s, the ‘killer egg’ salmonella scare of the late 1980s, the Mad Cow/BSE scare and the millennium bug scare. As Christopher Booker and Richard North note in their excellent book Scared to Death, all of these scare stories followed an almost identical trajectory. In each case, a potential hazard was identified by scientists, hyped up by the media – in collusion with the scientists who weren’t at all averse to the extra publicity and the possible funding implications – and then ‘dealt with’, incompetently and pointlessly at vast expense by a government keen to show that it was responding to its electorate’s fears. Then – the part that was often not so well reported by the media – it would gradually be recognised that the threat wasn’t as great as previously thought, that in fact it had probably been a most spectacular waste of money. But none of the scientists or politicians would ever admit this publicly, preferring to maintain that whatever the rights and wrongs of the affair, their action had been justified on the grounds of ‘the precautionary principle’.
         
 
         Ah, but how do I know that global warming – or climate change if you prefer – is not the exception that proves the rule? After all, just because the scientists and politicians were wrong about AIDS and salmonella and Mad Cow disease and the millennium bug and, more recently, the great SARS, bird flu and swine flu non-epidemics, doesn’t necessarily mean they’re wrong this time, does it?
 
         No, it doesn’t. It’s possible that the climate alarmists are right: that the planet really is on the verge of frying, that it’s all man’s fault and that sceptics like me will one day be proved to have been foolishly complacent. But then it’s also possible that David Icke is right and that if you pull hard enough on the hair of the Queen, her human mask will slip off to reveal the hideous green reptilian head that marks her as a member of the sinister master race they call the Babylonian Brotherhood. And it’s possible that the movie Independence Day is right, and that Doctor Who is right, and that the universe is chock-full of evil alien races hellbent on colonising Planet Earth. And it’s possible that this book you think you’re reading is a figment of your imagination, and that actually you’re a very intelligent duck who just thinks he is human because of the special Distorto Mirrors and Mind Warpo Rays employed by the Cockroach People who grew you in a pod just for the hell of it last week.
         
 
         And that is the problem with this whole debate on catastrophic anthropogenic global warming (CAGW). We have been gulled by politicians and activist scientists and propagandists into thinking that the key question is, ‘is it impossible?’ (to which the answer is ‘no’), when in fact the far more germane one is ‘is it likely?’
         
 
         This is why it really doesn’t matter who I am, how much science I know, whether I’m in it for the money or because I’m a contrarian show-off or because I’m genuinely committed and sincere. That’s because the onus on me is not to prove whether or not ‘climate change’ is a man-made-disaster about to happen. I never will because it’s impossible to prove a negative.
 
         What I can do – and am indeed about to do – is prove to you the only things that need to be proven in this sorry tale of foolishness and mindless waste as great as any in human history. The people who tell you that AGW is a near-certainty are a bunch of liars, cheats and frauds. Your taxes will be raised, your liberties curtailed and your money squandered to deal with a ‘crisis’ so exceedingly unlikely and so poorly supported by real world data or objective science that it might just as well not exist.
         

      

      
    

  
    
      
         
         
 
         
            TWO
 
            CLIMATEGATE: HOW IT HAPPENED

         
 
         
            By the late tenth to twelfth centuries most of the world for which we have evidence seems to have been enjoying a renewal of warmth, which at times during those centuries may have approached the level of the warmest millennia of post-glacial times.  
            
 
            Professor H. H. Lamb, Climate, History and the Modern World, 1982
            

         
 
         It was another dreary November morning in 2009 and I was sitting at my desk, wondering what to write next for my Telegraph blog, which I’d been writing for the previous seven or eight months. Into my lap dropped the story – Climategate – which would not only change my life forever, but quite possibly help save Western Civilisation from the greatest threat it has ever known.
         
 
         It went like this (reproduced here with its original errors, noted in the reference section at the back of this book):
 
         
            Climategate: the final nail in the coffin of Anthropogenic Global Warming
            
 
            If you own any shares in alternative energy companies I should start dumping them NOW. The conspiracy behind the Anthropogenic Global Warming myth (aka AGW; aka ManBearPig) has been suddenly, brutally and quite deliciously exposed after a hacker broke into the computers at the University of East Anglia’s Climate Research Unit (aka CRU) and released sixty-one megabytes of confidential files onto the internet. (Hat tip: Watts Up With That)
 
            When you read some of those files – including 1,079 e-mails and seventy-two documents – you realise just why the boffins at CRU might have preferred to keep them confidential. As Andrew Bolt puts it, this scandal could well be ‘the greatest in modern science’. These alleged e-mails – supposedly exchanged by some of the most prominent scientists pushing AGW theory – suggest:
            
 
            
               Conspiracy, collusion in exaggerating warming data, possibly illegal destruction of embarrassing information, organised resistance to disclosure, manipulation of data, private admissions of flaws in their public claims and much more.

            
 
            One of the alleged e-mails has a gentle gloat over the death in 2004 of John L. Daly (one of the first climate change sceptics, founder of the Still Waiting For Greenhouse site), commenting:
 
            
               In an odd way this is cheering news.

            
 
            But perhaps the most damaging revelations – the scientific equivalent of The Telegraph’s MPs’ expenses scandal – are those concerning the way Warmist scientists may variously have manipulated or suppressed evidence in order to support their cause.
            
 
            Here are a few tasters.
 
            
               Manipulation of evidence:
               
 
               I’ve just completed Mike’s Nature trick of adding in the real temps to each series for the last twenty years (i.e. from 1981 onwards) and from 1961 for Keith’s to hide the decline.

               
                   

               
 
               Private doubts about whether the world really is heating up:
               
 
               The fact is that we can’t account for the lack of warming at the moment and it is a travesty that we can’t. The CERES data published in the August BAMS 09 supplement on 2008 shows there should be even more warming: but the data are surely wrong. Our observing system is inadequate.
               

               
                   

               
 
               Suppression of evidence:
               
 
               Can you delete any e-mails you may have had with Keith re AR4?
 
               Keith will do likewise. He’s not in at the moment – minor family crisis.
 
               Can you also e-mail Gene and get him to do the same? I don’t have his new e-mail address. We will be getting Caspar to do likewise.

               
                   

               
 
               Fantasies of violence against prominent Climate Sceptic scientists:
               
 
               Next time I see Pat Michaels at a scientific meeting, I’ll be tempted to beat the crap out of him. Very tempted.

               
                   

               
 
               Attempts to disguise the inconvenient truth of the Medieval Warm Period (MWP):
               
 
               …Phil and I have recently submitted a paper using about a dozen NH records that fit this category, and many of which are available nearly 2K back – I think that trying to adopt a timeframe of 2K, rather than the usual 1K, addresses a good earlier point that Peck made w/ regard to the memo, that it would be nice to try to ‘contain’ the putative ‘MWP’, even if we don’t yet have a hemispheric mean reconstruction available that far back…
               

            
  
            And, perhaps most reprehensibly, a long series of communications discussing how best to squeeze dissenting scientists out of the peer review process. How, in other words, to create a scientific climate in which anyone who disagrees with AGW can be written off as a crank, whose views do not have a scrap of authority. 
            
 
            
               ‘This was the danger of always criticising the sceptics for not publishing in the ‘peer-reviewed literature’. Obviously, they found a solution to that – take over a journal! So what do we do about this? I think we have to stop considering ‘Climate Research’ as a legitimate peer-reviewed journal. Perhaps we should encourage our colleagues in the climate research community to no longer submit to, or cite papers in, this journal. We would also need to consider what we tell or request of our more reasonable colleagues who currently sit on the editorial board… What do others think?’
 
               
                   

               
 
               ‘I will be e-mailing the journal to tell them I’m having nothing more to do with it until they rid themselves of this troublesome editor.’ ‘It results from this journal having a number of editors. The responsible one for this is a well-known sceptic in NZ. He has let a few papers through by Michaels and Gray in the past. I’ve had words with Hans von Storch about this, but got nowhere. Another thing to discuss in Nice!’

            
 
            Hadley CRU has form in this regard. In September – I wrote the story up here as ‘How the global warming industry is based on a massive lie’ – CRU’s researchers were exposed as having ‘cherry-picked’ data in order to support their untrue claim that global temperatures had risen higher at the end of the twentieth century than at any time in the last millennium. CRU was also the organisation which – in contravention of all acceptable behaviour in the international scientific community – spent years withholding data from researchers it deemed unhelpful to its cause. This matters because CRU, established in 1990 by the Met Office [sic] is a government-funded body which is supposed to be a model of rectitude. Its HadCRUT record is one of the four official sources of global temperature data used by the IPCC. 
            
 
            
                   I asked in my title whether this will be the final nail in the coffin of Anthropogenic Global Warming. This was wishful thinking, of course. In the run up to Copenhagen, we will see more and more hysterical (and grotesquely exaggerated) stories such as this in the Mainstream Media. And we will see evermore-virulent campaigns conducted by eco-Fascist activists, such as the risible new advertising campaign by Plane Stupid showing CGI polar bears falling from the sky and exploding because kind of, like, man, that’s sort of what happens whenever you take another trip on an airplane.
               
 
               The world is currently cooling; electorates are increasingly reluctant to support eco-policies leading to more oppressive regulation, higher taxes and higher utility bills; the tide is turning against Al Gore’s Anthropogenic Global Warming theory. The so-called ‘sceptical’ view is now also, thank heaven, the majority view.
               
 
               Unfortunately, we’ve a long, long way to go before the public mood (and scientific truth) is reflected by our policy makers. There are too many vested interests in AGW, with far too much to lose either in terms of reputation or money, for this to end without a bitter fight.
 
               But to judge by the way – despite the best efforts of the MSM not to report on it – the CRU scandal is spreading like wildfire across the internet, this shabby story represents a blow to the AGW lobby’s credibility from which it is never likely to recover.

            

         
 
         My first glimpse of the story was at Anthony Watts’ website – Watts Up With That? (WUWT). It was headlined ‘Breaking news story Hadley CRU has apparently been hacked – hundreds of files released.’ Revisiting the original blogpost gives you a sense of the mix of excitement, astonishment, caution and trepidation it generated among sceptics that day. ‘WOW! That’s all I can say right now!’ is one of the first comments. ‘Be careful here. It is not unusual for files released by hackers to contain all kinds of nasty stuff, from viruses and worms to simple worthless junk,’ says the next.
         
 
         One or two immediately spot the significance of the soon-to-be infamous ‘Mike’s Nature trick’ and ‘hide the decline’ e-mail. ‘Holy crap, if that’s what it sounds like there [sic] a smoking gun,’ says one. ‘Smoking gun? More like a blazing armoury!’ says another.
         
 
         A few more comments down, someone has asked rather flatteringly:
 
         
            Imagine what Delingpole will make of it.

         
 
         Imagine no more. Delingpole is, of course, wetting his pants with excitement. But he’s also a bit nervous. If it turns out this stuff is a hoax, might it not have legal implications – like libel? (Our libel laws are much more stringent than US ones, remember.) On the other hand, this is clearly a story that needs to be reported quickly. Blogging, even more than print journalism, is very time-sensitive. The last thing you want is your copy sitting with your in-house lawyers for a couple of hours, while your competitors steal a march on you. You don’t get linked on Drudge if you get to the story second…
 
         So what I decided in the end, as you’ll see from my original blog above, was a classic journalist’s fudge. I took out all the names so that nobody could claim that they had been personally libelled, I stuck in ‘allegedly’ a few times, coloured it with a bit of informed background, views from other sources and personal animus. Et voilà. Up went – though I didn’t yet know this – the biggest and most important story of my entire career.
         
 
         Though I was the first journalist to christen the story ‘Climategate’, I want to stress in all modesty that I was not the first person. That honour went to an Australian commenter on WUWT called Bulldust, who wrote: ‘Hmm how long before this is dubbed Climategate?’ All I did was to pick up his ball and run with it. Looking back, Mark Steyn’s ‘Warmergate’ was infinitely more clever but it arrived just a little too late in the day to gain the traction it deserved. That’s because within a few hours, my story got picked up by Matt Drudge. And when a story gets ‘Drudged’ there’s no stopping it. Climategate was about to go viral.
         
 
         Going viral is something every blogger dreams of doing. I’d seen it happen to Daniel Hannan a few months before. Hannan had posted up a video of himself eviscerating the then-Prime Minister Gordon Brown on the floor of the European Parliament. By EU parliamentary convention, Brown could not interrupt or escape: he just had to stand there and take it while Hannan let rip with his usual finely judged blend of poetry, oratory and sadism. Naturally the video struck a chord with all those people round the world who feel that our remote, unaccountable political class deserves its comeuppance. By the end of the week, Hannan’s video had clocked over two million hits on YouTube. As a mate of Dan’s I had mixed feelings about this. Sure, it’s nice seeing someone you like and admire turning from a virtual nobody into the internet’s biggest star and being flown to America to be fawned over by all the big talk shows. On the other hand, what was it Gore Vidal said? ‘Every time a friend succeeds I die a little.’
 
         But now something similar was happening to me. My hit rates climbed and climbed so that within a few days, my blog had had one-and-a-half-million visitors – more than the combined total of all my other blogs, all my other print articles possibly, in my entire career.
 
         Climategate, meanwhile, had entered the global vocabulary. By the end of the week, it had had thirty million Google entries, making it almost certainly the most popularly sought-after news story of the week.
 
         Still, to listen to some people, you’d think Climategate didn’t matter at all.
 
         Here’s Elizabeth May, head of Canada’s Green Party, just a few days after the story broke:
  
         
            How dare the world’s media fall into the trap set by contrarian propagandists without reading the whole set [of e-mails]?

         
 
         Here’s Professor Myles Allen of Oxford University:
 
         
            Take, for example, the ‘trick’ of combining instrumental data and tree-ring evidence in a single graph to ‘hide the decline’ in temperatures over recent decades that would be suggested by a naïve interpretation of the tree-ring record. The journalists repeating this phrase as an example of ‘scientists accused of manipulating their data’ know perfectly well that the decline in question is a spurious artefact of the tree-ring data that has been documented in the literature for years, and that ‘trick’ does not mean ‘deceit’.
            

         
 
         Here’s Professor Kerry Emanuel of MIT:
 
         
            What we have here [are] thousands of e-mails collectively showing scientists hard at work, trying to figure out the meaning of evidence that confronts them. Among a few messages, there are a few lines showing the human failings of a few scientists… Scientifically, it means nothing.
            

         
 
         Here’s a RealClimate regular, Steve Easterbrook:
 
         
            What looks to the outsider like a bunch of scientists trying to subvert some gold standard of scientific truth is really just scientists trying to goad one another into doing a better job in what we all know is a messy, noisy process.
            

         
 
         Here is Fred Pearce, one of our foremost science journalists, writing in The Guardian:
         
 
         
            Many of the most widely publicised claims from sceptics about what is in the e-mails are demonstrably unfounded. There is no conspiracy to ‘hide the decline’ in temperatures. Nor that a lack of warming in the data is a ‘travesty’ – still less of attempts to fix the data.
            

         
 
         And here’s how Pearce continues, in an article titled ‘How the “Climategate” scandal is bogus and based on climate sceptics’ lies’ and subtitled ‘Claims based on e-mail soundbites are demonstrably false – there is manifestly no evidence of clandestine data manipulation’:
         
 
         
            Almost all the media and political discussion about the hacked climate e-mails has been based on brief soundbites publicised by professional sceptics and their blogs. In many cases, these have been taken out of context and twisted to mean something they were never intended to… If those journalists had read even a few words beyond the soundbites, they would have realised that they were often being fed lies.

         
 
         In other words, ‘Move along. Nothing to see here.’
 
         So let’s do that, shall we? Let’s take the Warmists, and their amen corner in the mainstream media, at their word. After all, some of us don’t even have PhDs. How are we to know that when a scientist uses a word like ‘trick’ he doesn’t in fact mean a ‘cheat’ but ‘a widely respected practice, employed throughout the global scientific community to, um, enhance data in such as a way as to make it – uh, yes, that’s it – even more impeccably accurate than ever before?’ Or that when a scientist says ‘hide the decline’ he doesn’t mean, so much, ‘hide’ in the sense of ‘conceal’ or ‘fudge’ but in the sense of ‘hyd se deoclina’, an Anglo-Saxon druidical phrase still colloquially employed in the top echelons of science research to mean ‘aggregate the filter analysis in an entirely correct way but one which non-scientists could not hope to understand in a million years, the ignorant fools’.
         
 
         Or…
 
          No. Just kidding. This is ‘dog ate my homework’ level excuse-making.
         
 
         Let me show you why.
 
         The first thing you need to realise is that the scientists implicated in these Climategate e-mails aren’t junior lab assistants at some minor-league research establishment in the arse-end of Nowheresville. The Climatic Research Unit (CRU) at the University of East Anglia (UEA), whence those e-mails were leaked, is probably the single most important climate research establishment in the world. And the scientists implicated in those e-mails are at the very heart of the process informing the IPCC. Not only were they personally responsible for several of the more alarmist predictions in the IPCC’s four assessment reports, but they were also in control of the scientific data used to make those predictions. Given that the IPCC’s reports are supposed to represent – in President Obama’s phrase – the gold standard of scientific thinking on AGW, this makes the Climategate scientists very significant figures indeed.
         
 
         Which is why, of course, Climategate was such a momentous scandal. In scientific terms, it’s the equivalent of police acting on a routine tip-off and stumbling upon Fu Manchu, Jack the Ripper, the Boston Strangler and Fred West gathered around a table – complete with incriminating notes – and talking about all their past and future crimes. It’s not that the police hadn’t suspected before that these guys were up to no good. What they had lacked until now was the smoking gun…
 
         The two names that dominate the e-mails are those of two leading climate scientists, one American and one British: Michael Mann and Phil Jones. Professor Phil Jones, not widely known outside his scientific circle until Climategate broke, was and is head of the CRU. Professor Michael Mann of Penn State University was already a legend in his own lunchtime thanks to his world-renowned invention of the marvellous, extraordinary and dramatic Hockey Stick chart. Besides the two male leads, the character stalwarts in this drama include Keith Briffa, a researcher into some soon-to-be-deeply-controversial tree-ring samples; Dr Tom Wigley, one of Al Gore’s scientific advisors; and Ben Santer, a young hothead with an already proven track record of pushing AGW alarmism rather further than most responsible scientists would have considered decent.
         
 
         Sadly, Al Gore doesn’t appear, nor does Rajendra Pachauri, head of the IPCC, while Dr James Hansen does so only fleetingly. But those omissions apart, you’d be hard-pressed to find a more representative selection of the scientists at the heart of the AGW industry. That’s because they’re a tightly knit group of people, and are more than happy to play the system in order to help each other clamber up the greasy pole of the climate science hierarchy.
 
         This ‘you scratch my back, I’ll scratch yours’ approach is most deliciously exemplified in an e-mail exchange between the two main protagonists, beginning on 4 December 2007, when Mann offers to nominate Jones for an award from the American Geophysical Union and asks which one he’d fancy. Jones tells him, gets one, then Mann asks Jones whether he might return the favour.
 
         
            Mann to Jones, 4 December 2007: By the way, still looking into nominating you for an AGU award, I’ve been told that the Ewing medal wouldn’t be the right one. Let me know if you have any particular options you’d like me to investigate…
            
 
            Jones to Mann, same date: As for AGU – just getting one of their Fellowships would be fine.
            
 
            Mann to Jones, same date: Will look into the AGU fellowship situation ASAP.
            
 
            Mann to Jones, 2 June 2008: Hi Phil, this is coming along nicely. I’ve got five very strong supporting letter writers lined up to support your AGU Fellowship nomination (confidentially: Ben Santer, Tom Karl, Jean Jouzel and Lonnie Thompson have all agreed, waiting to hear back from one more individual, maximum is six letters including mine as nominator).
            

         
 
         Sure enough, in January 2009, Jones hears the wonderful news that he – quelle surprise! – has won an AGU fellowship. Four months later, Mann decides that a sufficiently decent interval has elapsed to ask Jones oh-so-parenthetically:
         
 
         
            Mann to Jones, 16 May 2009: On a completely unrelated note, I was wondering if you, perhaps in tandem w/ some of the other usual suspects, might be interested in returning the favour this year; I’ve looked over the current list of AGU fellows, and it seems to me that there are quite a few who have gotten in (e.g. Kurt Cuffey, Amy Clement and many others) who aren’t as far along as me in their careers, so I think I ought to be a strong candidate. Anyway, I don’t want to pressure you in any way, but if you think you’d be willing to help organise, I would naturally be much obliged. Perhaps you could convince Ray or Malcolm to take the lead? The deadline looks as if it is again July 1 this year.
            

         
 
         All this is very entertaining, to be sure, but making too much of it would play right into the enemy’s hands. After all, as their subsequent defences have shown (see quotes above), there is nothing that the Climategate scientists would like more than to be seen as fundamentally normal, decent guys: the kind of regular Joes who enjoy a bit of edgy banter, sail close to the wind occasionally and aren’t averse to helping out a mate by bending the rules. Their only real crime, we are invited to believe, was to have their venial slips exposed by the publication of e-mails that ought to have stayed private. Lovely blokes, total innocents, in other words.
         
 
         It’s no coincidence that whenever alarmists refer to Climategate they talk about ‘hacked’ or ‘stolen’ e-mails, rather than ‘leaked’ ones. The implication is that the exposed scientists aren’t so much crime perpetrators as crime victims. For similar reasons, there’s little point dwelling on e-mails like the one where Phil Jones has a sly gloat over the sudden death of one of his archenemies, Australian climate sceptic John Daly (‘In an odd way this is cheering news!’). Or the one from 9 October 2009, where Ben Santer writes to Phil Jones about a well-known sceptic:
         
  
         
            I’m really sorry that you have to go through all this stuff, Phil. Next time I see Pat Michaels at a scientific meeting, I’ll be tempted to beat the crap out of him. Very tempted.

         
 
         It’s fun to quote these passages, obviously, which is why I’ve done so. But let’s not delude ourselves that they have any connection with the real scandal revealed by Climategate, which has much more to do with the corruption of the scientific process by privileged and enormously powerful scientists whose salaries and expenses we fund, and whose abuses threaten to have a serious, deleterious impact on all our lives.
 
         Climategate is really about the systematic abuse of the ‘scientific method’. Naturally, the apologists for Climategate scientists – such as Steve Easterbrook – have worked very hard to put us off the scent. Their tactic is to make out that science is a realm so rarefied and remote from ordinary life that mere mortals cannot hope to comprehend the subtle, mysterious ways of the chosen white-coated ones with their peer-reviewed papers and their wondrous computer models. ‘Don’t worry your pretty little heads about these complicated matters,’ their message runs. ‘It might look dodgy, but that’s only because you don’t understand how science works.’
         
 
         This is utter hogwash. There are accepted standards of behaviour which have applied for years throughout the scientific community, based on principles which are very easily understood by the layman. They include rigour (sticking to what your experiments show, rather than what you might like them to show); openness (sharing your research with other scientists, so that they can evaluate your work and then build upon it); and honesty (telling the truth, not making stuff up, not deleting awkward e-mails or data when subject to a Freedom of Information request – that kind of thing). At the heart of this scientific method is something called ‘peer review’. This is the benchmark by which most new scientific research tends to be judged. If that research is to be taken seriously by the scientific community then it must be accepted for publication by an academic journal such as Nature or Science.
         
 
         Peer review is not a perfect system. In the golden era of early twentieth-century science, it wasn’t even thought necessary: neither Watson and Crick nor Einstein were peer reviewed. But in today’s abstruse, fragmented world where the various branches of science have grown increasingly recondite and specialised, peer review has become widely accepted as the least-worst method by which quality science can be sifted from junk science.
 
         And nowhere more so than within the climate science community. In the run-up to Climategate, one of the main weapons used by those within ‘the consensus’ against dissenting scientists was that their various papers picking holes in AGW theory had not been ‘peer reviewed’ and were therefore invalid. As Phil Jones puts it in one of his e-mails:
 
         
            The peer-review system is the safeguard science has adopted to stop bad science being published.

         
 
         Besides ‘peer review’, the other concept that’s worth explaining before we delve into the Climategate e-mails more closely is something called the Medieval Warm Period (MWP). It features quite heavily in the correspondence between the Warmist scientists – in much the same way you might find e-mails between vampires especially preoccupied with garlic, crosses and holy water.
         
 
         Why so? Because of all the climate-change-related evidence from recorded history, the MWP is the one piece of evidence that does most to undermine the cause of AGW. The MWP (given very short shrift at Wikipedia, incidentally, for reasons not unconnected with the Warmist bias of those involved in editing relevant Wikipedia entries) was that era of bounteous warmth and fruitfulness which existed throughout the world between roughly 900AD and 1280AD.
 
         This was the era when the now-all-but-uninhabitable Greenland actually lived up to its name (at least in some parts) – enabling Vikings to settle, grow barley and raise sheep and cattle. It was, records the Domesday Book, a time when grapes were grown in parts of England where they could ill-survive today. But it wasn’t just Northern Europe that benefited from this period of balmy fruitfulness. There is good evidence that it spread as far as China and Japan, Africa, South and North America. And to the extent that it is possible to assess any temperature in an era without temperature records, it seems plausible at least – based on what we know of the vegetation and human habits of the day – that global average temperatures were significantly warmer than they are today. And that was what eminent climate scientists such as Prof. H. H. Lamb, the first director of the CRU, argued in his seminal book, Climate, History and the Modern World.
         
 
         Now just imagine how annoying this would be if you were a committed believer in man-made global warming. For one thing, it would horribly contradict your scary, attention-grabbing claim that late twentieth-century temperature highs were dramatic and unprecedented. For another, it would seriously hamper your line about CO2 emissions being a significant driver of climate change. After all, there were no CO2-belching coal-fired power stations, no factories, no aeroplanes or cars in the eleventh century. So how do you possibly explain that average temperatures then were even higher than they are now? Mightn’t this suggest, to the neutral observer, that perhaps climate is capable of changing quite independently of human activity? And if this was true 1,000 years ago, why is it suddenly not true today? Moreover, if people were able to thrive in a warmer world, why should we be worried about a little AGW?
         
 
         OK. Now we’re ready to examine those e-mails more closely. I am indebted here to the brilliant, detailed analysis done by Dr John Costella, an Australian scientist. Costella believes that what is essentially going on here is a breach of trust. He writes:
 
         
            [In science] scientists assume that the rules of the scientific method have been followed, at least in any discipline that publishes its results for public consumption. It is that trust in the process that allows me, for example, to believe that the human genome has been mapped – despite my knowing nothing about that field of science at all. That same trust has allowed scientists at large to similarly believe in the results of climate science. Until now.
            

         
 
         Costella compares it to a bent trial:
 
         
            Everyone knows what happens if police obtain evidence by illegal means: the evidence is ruled inadmissible; and, if a case rests on that tainted evidence, it is thrown out of court.
            

         
 
         (The big difference, Costella might have added, being that if this particular court case leads to the wrong verdict, it’s not just going to be the innocent defendant who ends up in the slammer, but the entire world.)
 
         Let us turn, then, to exhibit A. The one everyone has heard of, not least because it was turned into a catchy viral hit on YouTube by Minnesotans for Global Warming – complete with Michael Mann dancing amid reindeer, Christmas trees and guitar-strumming cats:
 
         
            Makin’ up data the old hard way
 
            Fudgin’ the numbers day by day
 
            Ignoring the snow and the cold and a downward line.
 
            Hide the decline (hide the decline).

         
 
         Here’s the relevant passage – in an e-mail from Phil Jones to Ray Bradley, Mike Mann, Malcolm Hughes, Keith Briffa and Tim Osborn, regarding a diagram for a World Meteorological Organization Statement – dated 16 November 1999.
 
         
            I’ve just completed Mike’s Nature trick of adding in the real temps to each series for the last twenty years (i.e. from 1981 onwards) [and] from 1961 for Keith’s to hide the decline.

         
  
         No, it doesn’t mean ‘hide the decline’ in temperature – excitingly damning though that might be – but something rather more subtly incriminating. It has to do with our friend Keith Briffa and his increasing concerns that his tortured, mangled, brutalised evidence is still stubbornly refusing to scream.
         
 
         Just so it’s not taken out of context, here is Briffa outlining the problem in an earlier e-mail from 22 September 1999. This e-mail finds him worrying that his colleagues might be about to overegg the doom ’n’ disaster pudding in the next IPCC assessment:
 
         
            I know there is pressure to present a nice tidy story as regards ‘apparent unprecedented warming in a thousand years or more in the proxy data’ but in reality the situation is not quite so simple. We don’t have a lot of proxies that come right up to date and those that do (at least a significant number of tree proxies). [There are] some unexpected changes in response that do not match the recent warming. I do not think it wise that this issue be ignored in the chapter.

         
 
         By proxy, Briffa means a temperature substitute. Because hardly any thermometers existed prior to 1850, paleoclimatologists like Briffa must find other ways to calculate past temperatures. One method is to look at the variations in width and density on the rings of trees which grew hundreds or, better still, thousands of years ago. But Briffa is having a problem with his tree samples: at the very point in the late twentieth century when the real world thermometers show temperatures are going up, his pesky trees are telling him that temperatures are going down. He has encountered what is known as a ‘divergence’ problem.
 
         Which is more likely to be accurate: spiffy modern weather stations with state-of-the-art thermometers or the relative width of rings on the stump of an old tree?
 
         Actually that’s a trick question: weather stations for a number of reasons can be quite inaccurate too, to the point where some scientists doubt whether even the records showing late twentieth century warming can be taken seriously. But yes, by and large you’re right. When it comes to judging how high or low average global temperatures might have been twenty years ago, let alone a thousand, tree-ring samples are barely a twig away from utter uselessness. Consider, for a moment, the variables that might affect a tree’s growth in a particular year: the amount of sunlight that falls on its leaves; how hot or cold it is; how much it rains; the soil conditions; the amount of CO2 it breathes. Already that makes four unknowns besides temperature, and we haven’t even factored in further complexities such as competition (i.e. suppose for a period of years the sample tree was overshadowed by a much bigger tree which later died and disappeared) or insect infestation. So there are lots of things those tree rings might show other than temperature – hence the need to treat them with great caution.
         
 
         Now suppose you’re Keith Briffa. Using your proxy data, you’ve constructed this fabulous chart which proves pretty much everything the rest of your gang would like to see proved, namely: that the MWP and the Little Ice Age (LIA) which followed were relatively insignificant when compared to the massive, ice-hockey-blade shaped temperature spike which occurred at the end of the twentieth century. Your big, scary bully of a gang leader Mike Mann is pleased with you (for once) and is keen for your chart to be included in the next IPCC assessment report. But then – despite all the peer pressure you remain a reasonably honest fellow – you do a bit of due diligence and realise (oh the horror!) that the entire basis of your graph may be a crock.
         
 
         That bad? Yes. Really that bad. You see, while there’s no easy way to check the accuracy of tree-ring proxies from a thousand years ago, there’s a perfectly simple way to check the most recent ones.
 
         You – duh! – compare them with actual thermometer readings. And if they don’t coincide, you have one hell of a problem, for it means your tree-ring proxies aren’t accurate. Not for the last forty years, certainly; and therefore, most likely, not ever.
         
 
          Poor Keith, you can see now why his e-mails convey such an anguished tone. His last few years of research look as if they have been entirely wasted. Damn it, he can’t even bring himself to agree with the rest of the gang’s assessment that the MWP is insignificant. He says, later in the e-mail: ‘I believe that the recent warmth was probably matched about 1,000 years ago.’ Yet his gang leaders are planning on co-opting his research in their efforts to prove otherwise. What is he to do?
         
 
         Luckily, his gang leader Mike Mann has a cunning plan. Is it – the most honourable option – to publish the data, warts and all, so that fellow scientists and other interested parties can decide for themselves how viable it is? Nope. Is it, then, to cut it out of the IPCC assessment altogether? Nope. Mann has found what Tony Blair would no doubt call a Third Way, but which you and I would more likely call a devious fudge.
 
         Here he outlines his scheme:
 
         
            I am perfectly amenable to keeping Keith’s series in the plot, and can ask Ian Macadam (Chris?) to add it to the plot he has been preparing (nobody liked my own color/plotting conventions so I’ve given up doing this myself). The key thing is making sure the series are vertically aligned in a reasonable way. I had been using the entire twentieth century, but in the case of Keith’s, we need to align the first half of the twentieth century w/ the corresponding mean values of the other series, due to the late twentieth century decline.

         
 
         This e-mail marks the genesis of Mann’s infamous ‘green graph’ – the green tree-ring line in the graph on the IPCC report that mysteriously passes behind the other lines in the year 1961, but never comes out the other side.
 
         ‘Mike’s Nature trick’ is something slightly different. It refers to a cheat, presumably invented by Mann but enthusiastically adopted by Jones, whereby at the point where the tree-ring data start giving out the wrong message (i.e. post-1960) they are spliced with thermometer temperature data instead. This is deeply unscientific: like pretending that apples are the same as oranges. But as Jones rightly suggests, it’s really rather useful when there’s a ‘decline’ you want to ‘hide’.
         
 
         At some point, Phil Jones wonders how best to conceal data that he has been asked to disclose under a Freedom of Information request. ‘The two Ms have been after the CRU station data for years,’ he writes, meaning his nemeses McIntyre and McKitrick. ‘If they ever hear there is a Freedom of Information Act now in the UK, I think I’ll delete the file rather than send it to anyone.’ Deleting data subject to an FOI request is a criminal offence.
 
         Such is the nature of the Climategate e-mails: the worst devilry often lies in the obscure and frankly rather tedious detail. If you were hoping for e-mails saying things like: ‘Teehee! Wonder how much longer we’re going to get away with this ridiculous “Anthropogenic Global Warming” scam’ or ‘Hey, I know. Let’s add another ten degrees to the 1980s’ summer temperature dataset’, you will be disappointed. There is little evidence to suggest that the Climategate scientists don’t believe in AGW. On the contrary: most of the e-mail evidence suggests that they believe in it all too fervently. So fervently, in fact, that they see almost nothing wrong with distorting the evidence in order to give a greater impression of scientific certainty and ‘consensus’ on AGW than actually exists. Therein lies the real scandal of Climategate: it’s a case of scientists breaking the rules of science and behaving instead like political activists.
 
         We see them ‘cherry-picking’ data that supports their theories and burying data that doesn’t. We see them drawing conclusions based on gut-feeling rather than evidence. We see them ganging up to bully editors, journalists and fellow scientists who disagree with them. We see them orchestrating smear campaigns. We see them subverting and debasing the peer-review process. We see them insert bogus graphs and misleading information into official reports which are supposed to represent the ‘gold standard’ of international scientific knowledge. We see them not only fail to keep proper records but actually losing the vital, irreplaceable raw data which they are paid by governments to collect and maintain. We see them obstructing, in every possible way, requests for data under the Freedom of Information Act.
         
 
         You don’t need to be a scientist to know that this is not how proper scientists should behave. And if you’re in any doubt, read what the US National Academy of Sciences has to say on the subject in its book On Being a Scientist:
         
 
         
            Researchers who manipulate their data in ways that deceive others, even if the manipulation seems insignificant at the time, are violating both the basic values and widely accepted professional standards of science. Researchers draw conclusions based on their observations of nature. If data are altered to present a case that is stronger than the data warrant, researchers fail to fulfil all three of the obligations described at the beginning of this guide. They mislead their colleagues and potentially impede progress in their field or research. They undermine their own authority and trustworthiness as researchers. And they introduce information into the scientific record that could cause harm to the broader society, as when the dangers of a medical treatment are understated.
            

         
 
         What makes it worse is that the Climategate scientists wield such extraordinary power. The men you see in the e-mails – bickering like schoolgirls, jetting to junkets from Trieste to Hawaii to Venice to Finland to Tanzania, ganging up on their enemies – they may not sound like people you’d ever like to be seated next to at a dinner party, but you cannot ignore them. That’s because grasped within their sweaty palms and being squeezed ever tighter are some extremely sensitive and tender parts of your anatomy.
         
 
         Perhaps you take the indulgent view that this is simply a case of boys being boys, and that if your private e-mails or my private e-mails were exposed to public scrutiny, none of us would be shown in any more flattering a light than those poor, put-upon, much-misunderstood Climategate scientists.
         
 
         Personally, I’m not at all convinced by this ‘everyone’s a crook at heart’ defence. This isn’t a formal invitation for you to hack my e-mails. But if you did, I think you’d be disappointed. You’d find nothing there so embarrassing or untoward that I’d feel my reputation had been damaged, especially not regarding my role as a card-carrying global-warming denier. No secret payments from Big Oil (more’s the pity!). No cosy exchanges with Viscount Monckton or Christopher Booker or Pat Michaels, discussing how best to trick the data so it makes it look like AGW isn’t really happening. It’s just not how we sceptics operate.
 
         Why not? Because we don’t need to. We’re not trying to hide anything, and we’re certainly not on a mission to disseminate lies. Quite the opposite. All we care about is that the truth be published. If that truth takes the form of conclusive evidence that anthropogenic CO2 emissions are a significant, unprecedented and dangerous driver of climate, then fine: we’ll lay aside our scepticism and start discussing how to address the problem. Until that happens, what we’d like is an open and honest debate in which the known facts are made available and in which the best-supported case is allowed to prevail until such time as it’s replaced by an even better one.
         
 
         This is what differentiates us from our opponents and it’s a fact that emerges very clearly from those Climategate e-mails. The very last thing those scientists want is openness and honesty. At the merest whiff of dissent, instead of responding with the superior force of their argument, they crush it with bullying, blackmail and ad hominem assaults.
         
 
         Consider their response when two Harvard astronomers – Willie Soon and Sallie Baliunas – have the temerity to publish a paper suggesting that the MWP was significant and widespread. The ‘Hockey Team’ sees this not as a valuable contribution to the state of scientific understanding, but as a personal threat. Here, for example, is Tom Wigley’s suggestion of how to deal with them:
  
         
            Might be interesting to see how frequently Soon and Baliunas, individually, are cited (as astronomers). Are they any good in their own fields? Perhaps we could start referring to them as astrologers (excusable as … ‘oops, just a typo’).

         
 
         Wigley does love a smear. Earlier, he can be seen discussing how best to blacken the name of the peer-reviewed journal Climate Research (CR), whose editor Hans von Storch published the offending Soon and Baliunas paper:
         
 
         
            PS Re CR, I do not know the best way to handle the specifics of the editoring [sic]. Hans von Storch is partly to blame – he encourages the publication of crap science ‘in order to stimulate debate’. One approach is to go direct to the publishers and point out the fact that their journal is perceived as being a medium for disseminating misinformation under the guise of refereed work. I use the word ‘perceived’ here, since whether it is true or not is not what the publishers care about – it is how the journal is seen by the community that counts.

         
 
         Michael Mann has another idea:
 
         
            Much like a server which has been compromised as a launching point for computer viruses, I fear that ‘Climate Research’ has become a hopelessly compromised vehicle in the sceptics’ (can we find a better word?) disinformation campaign, and some of the discussion that I’ve seen (e.g. a potential threat of mass resignation among the legitimate members of the CR editorial board) seems, in my opinion, to have some potential merit.
            

         
 
         Peer review, as far as Mann and his Hockey Team are concerned, is a one-way street. A vital badge of distinction if attached to papers supporting their cause; utterly worthless if those peer-reviewed papers happen to contradict it. Mann states this quite explicitly here, as he dismisses another peer-reviewed journal, Energy and Environment.
         
 
         
            Don’t read E&E, gives me indigestion – I don’t even consider it peer-reviewed science, and in my view we should treat it that way. i.e., don’t cite, and if journalists ask us about a paper, simply explain its [sic] not peer-reviewed science, and Sonja B-C, the editor, has even admitted to an anti-Kyoto agenda!

         
 
         Perhaps the most sympathetic complexion one can put on this approach is that the Climategate scientists genuinely believed they were men on a mission to save the world, and that by suppressing any dissent they were doing us all a favour. If so, this was essentially a political decision, not a scientific one. I’ll discuss the dangers of scientists behaving like political activists in another chapter. What I want to do, by way of conclusion to this one, is to ask a simple question. Suppose for a moment that there really is a strong consensus in favour of AGW; and suppose that the scientific evidence for AGW theory is – as Mann, Jones et al. seem to think – so compellingly rock solid that it brooks no opposition. Then why is it that, throughout the Climategate e-mails, the scientists pushing AGW emerge as being so utterly terrified of having their research, opinions and credibility exposed to the crucible of open public debate? What exactly are they trying to hide?
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