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The environmentalists consider their ideas and arguments to be an undisputable truth and use sophisticated methods of media manipulation and PR campaigns to exert pressure on policymakers to achieve their goals. Their argumentation is based on the spreading of fear and panic by declaring the future of the world to be under serious threat. In such an atmosphere they continue pushing policymakers to adopt illiberal measures, impose arbitrary limits, regulations, prohibitions, and restrictions on everyday human activities and make people subject to omnipotent bureaucratic decision-making … 
Man-made climate change has become one of the most dangerous arguments aimed at distorting human efforts and public policies in the whole world.

President Vaclav Klaus 

March 2007

US Congress, Committee on Energy and Commerce

Today’s greatest environmental issue, as iconic at the start of the 21st century as the panda was in the late 20th, is allegedly dangerous global warming, in turn allegedly caused by human-sourced carbon dioxide emissions (DAGW*). 
Media, blog and other internet coverage of this complex scientific and political issue over the last ten years has been notable for the volume of comment and for its extreme and divisive nature: civil discourse has often been jettisoned as persons on the two perceived sides of the DAGW issue have shouted at each other in a classic dialogue of the deaf. Rather than “I disagree with everything you say, but I will fight to the death for your right to say it”, the prevailing attitude, especially from alarmist IPCC supporters, is more like “I disagree with what you say, and I will do everything that I can to prevent you from getting a hearing for your [denialist] views”
.

To a scientist who is familiar with the factual evidence regarding climate change, the public belief that a global warming crisis is upon us, which is particularly strong in Europe, is somewhat puzzling. For three key things are known. The first is that climate is always changing: change is what climate does. The second is that the rates and magnitudes of warming during the late 20th century fell within the limits of earlier natural climate change; that they had a mostly or even partly human origin cannot be demonstrated. And the third is that the average global temperature has declined slightly over the 10 years since 2001, despite an increase in atmospheric carbon dioxide of about 5% over the same period. 

Nonetheless, many citizens have become strongly committed to the view that DAGW is a severe problem and poses a terrible danger to the future of planet Earth. This has led, first, to the ineffectual Kyoto Protocol and, second, to the introduction of penal emissions trading schemes in the European Union and one or two other isolated places such as New Zealand. But neither this lead, nor discussion, argumentation and political lobbying as intense as the world has ever seen, have convinced most other countries to follow - perhaps because they understand the futility of damaging their economies for gestural politics which will produce no actual environmental gain.
Changes in science funding
During the 1970s and 1980s, most western democracies moved away from their traditional methods of funding science. The “blue skies model” then in use, which many scientists but few politicians today still agree with, recognized that scientific research is largely unpredetermined. Experienced business executives understand that much expenditure on advertising is wasted, in the sense that it results in no identifiable increase in sales. Rather any increased revenue comes from one or two successful parts of an overall advertising campaign, which are not identifiable in advance. And so it is for scientific research. Fund 100 able scientists to work on matters that interest them, and you will end up with one or two “useful” results. Though it is counterintuitive to businessmen and politicians, no-one can tell in advance which two scientists are going to produce the useful results. Accordingly, the “blue skies” research funding model disburses funding across a wide field of able scientists, and chooses persons for support almost exclusively on their perceived excellence and their previous research track record.

This model is strongly out of fashion. Instead, many western governments now dispense special research funding in accord with formal or informal National Priorities. Though at first sight appealing to politicians and taxpayers, such methods of funding lead inevitably to a lessening of research quality (for the whole point of a priority area is that lesser scientists working in the priority area are supported in front of leading scientists whose research in another area happens at the time to be seen as non-fashionable). Just as bad is the distorting influence that such priorities exerts on the direction taken by young scientists, who, as the policy intends, feel forced to slant their research towards the funding priority. The reason for the priority in the first place, which is political control, is underlined by the EU’s large Framework Programme 7 (which provides large grants for climate change research) which commits to “a new approach … which should allow the political objectives of Community research policy to be reached more easily”
. 
Perhaps most disturbing of all is that national academies of science and major scientific societies have also become enmeshed with politics through scientific policy making, rather than sticking to their last and concerning themselves with matters strictly scientific. Many such societies receive funding directly from government, and some are formally charged with providing policy advice. You may say, “But what’s wrong with that?” The answer, of course, is that the day you receive government funding is the same day that you lose your independence of thought and comment
. 
Contemplating this, and also the malfeasant behaviour amongst climate scientists and investigating committees alike that was exemplified by the Climategate affair, Australian science communicator Joanne Nova has called for the formation of a new International Association of Scientists, commenting
: “It’s time to start talking about that new society. What would we call this international coalition of scientists who demand the highest standards of reasoning, who expect that the society would be there to serve its members, not just serve the aspirations of the committee members, or grant-seeking-associates? …. Where is this science association that would never dream of uttering an ad hom, or argument from authority, and would never declare that the “debate is over” and grovel before the false prophets of science?” 
What else could be done to neutralize the politicisation of science?
The politicisation of science has caused western science systems to become prone to the disease of "spin". Political parties and politicians, government regulatory agencies, government science providers, University research centres, and NGO and industry lobby groups have all become expert at the art of capturing public opinion on the one hand, and research funding on the other, by the use of modern communication and advertising techniques. Further, for the issue of climate change, a small, internationally-networked, IPCC-related cabal of activist scientists has for many years exercised undue influence over the research funding and journal publication processes; they do this by proclaiming themselves as “the experts” on the matter in hand, and systematically giving refereeing and professional support only to other members of the same group. Thus is control exercised over research directions and outcomes, frisbee-science propagated and a claimed public "consensus" built for particular courses of political action or inaction. The credibility of the scientific method as a values-free and objective procedure for analysing and solving societal problems is dangerously undermined by this, and by the parallel, widespread use of spin-doctoring to disseminate scientific results in a way that maximises the chance of continuing research funding.
As my colleague, physicist Professor Peter Ridd puts it (pers.comm.), at the moment “carbon dioxide is effectively on trial with massive resources committed to proving its guilt and hardly a single dollar spent to defend it. It is as if an accused person had no guarantee that there would be defence counsel at his trial. And even were companies who could fund a defence to do so, any result from such a study would be written off as biased”. 
Thanks to the IPCC, and the research funding that has been lavished on its supporting scientists, the present situation is that multiply flawed papers can be (and are) published without ever being challenged or corrected by other active professional scientists (that task presently falling mostly to unpaid bloggers and retired scientists). There is an overwhelming need for some method of audit or due diligence to be instituted to neutralize these science pathologies, and to provide, as a formal requirement, that independent defense counsel is provided for carbon dioxide in the dock. Even just the existence of a formal organisation or scheme to audit papers that claimed to have demonstrated a matter of public alarm would provide strong motivation for their authors to be much more careful than they are now. To quote Peter Ridd again, any scheme of necessity must mimic that part of the legal system that “guarantees that BOTH sides of any science-based public alarm story will be heard and that a defence counsel will be appointed, often at government expense, no matter what”.

Aware of some of these dangers, different countries have in the past discussed or instituted several different mechanisms whereby the integrity of scientific advice used in policy-making can be audited and thereby have its value protected. Some of the most promising of these are discussed below.

Environmental Audit Agency. In November 2001, a long-standing Danish social-democrat government was replaced by a coalition government which combined the free-market Venstre and Conservative parties. On coming to power, the new coalition abolished more than 100 special-interest government-supported advisory boards and councils, including about a dozen in the environmental field. At the same time, the incoming government created a new Institute of Environmental Assessment
, and appointed Bjorn Lomborg as its founding Director. According to calculations from the Danish Ministry of Finance, protection of the environment at that time was costing Denmark about 3% of GDP annually, which was about the same as the total expenses consumed each year by the Danish health services. The purpose of creating the Environmental Assessment Institute was, therefore, to "get the most environment for the money", to increase the objectivity of the environmental debate and to ensure that environmental decisions are taken on the best possible scientific and economic foundation. 

In other countries, such an agency could perhaps be subsumed within an existing audit body that already reports to parliament direct (rather than the government), as for the existing Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) which is highly regarded for the financial advice that it issues. Such a move would be administratively simple and carry lower costs than creating a new agency. Another alternative again would be to require that national research funding agencies, such as NSF (USA), NERC (United Kingdom) and ARC (Australia), establish their own scientific audit sections. The sole purpose would be to employ independent scientists to assess the value and accuracy of high profile research publications that are being used to create societal alarm. 
The problem with all such groups, including the Danish one, is that as soon as they are established they become yet another bureaucracy with a self-serving interest in protecting its own budget, turf and future.
 Peer Review of Reports from Science Regulatory Agencies. On September 15, 2003 (Federal Register), the White House Office of Management (WHOM) proposed that all significant regulatory science documents should in future go through mandatory external peer review in order to alleviate potential conflicts of interest. Though some US government agencies already practiced peer review, the new proposals were for the first mandated, government-wide standards to apply. The goal was fewer lawsuits and a more consistent, competent and credible regulatory environment. 
Mandating external peer review is an attractive idea because it can be seen as applying much needed salt to the tails of bureaucrats who, at the moment, are generally unaccountable for the accuracy of the science advice that they give to Ministers. The major problem is that, as the global warming imbroglio shows, peer-review is often a highly unsatisfactory mechanism because of the ease with which the method can be "corrupted" by groups of highly networked experts in particular fields. A prime example of this has just been provided by the US State of North Carolina, whose environmental agency appointed an external peer review panel to provide them with advice regarding sea-level change
; when examined by an independent expert, the report was found to be a disguised political document, and scientifically worthless
.  
Science Court. In 1967, Arthur Kantrowitz, a Professor of Engineering at Dartmouth College, proposed the creation of a U.S. Science Court as a mechanism to "subject public alarms claiming a scientific basis to the most probing questions (that) scientists can devise"
. Kantrowitz suggested that a Science Court should:

 not be involved in funding research;
 recognize that conjectures that have implications for public policy are as strongly influenced by ideologies when advanced by scientists as when they are advanced by non-scientists;
 seek expert scientists with opposing ideologies to formulate probing questions about the matter before the court in ways that distinguish conjecture from knowledge;

 enforce a new norm whereby any person claiming scientific credentials and appearing as a witness before the Court be required to answer factual questions from both the public and from expert adversaries; and

 to determine issues, would use juries comprised of scientists of distinction drawn from disciplines OTHER than the main discipline area of the subject under dispute.
Kantrowitz' suggestions were taken seriously to the point that a Presidential Task Force laid out detailed suggestions for procedures for such an institution (Science, v.153). In the end, however, "whisperings around Washington in that small circle called the science policy community" successfully opposed this invasion of bureaucratic turf. It can be confidently predicted that senior bureaucrats in other countries would similarly see a Science Court as a threat to their areas of influence, and would therefore lobby against any such proposal.
The chief advantage of a science court to resolve matters of public scientific controversy, such as the global warming issue, is that it can provide a genuinely independent, objective and contested assessment of alternative policies for environmental protection
. However, costs would be high and turf threatened by the creation of such a Court could be expected to be vigorously protected.
Red team, green team. A cheaper, alternative mechanism to a full blown Science Court would be adoption of the industry technique of setting up competing Red and Green Teams to pursue the development of two alternative prototypes of a desired product. For example, Google recently announced that it was appointing 21 climate scientists as Google Science Fellows to “to improve the way the science of global warming is communicated to the public and lawmakers through new media
. 
Were Google as clever and excellent a company as it thinks it is, then its management would treat the scientists that they have already appointed as their Red Climate Team, and forthwith appoint 21 other, independent, scientists to comprise a Green Climate Team whose aim would be to question whether dangerous human-caused warming exists. The Green Team might play a particularly important role by auditing many of the “big” climate papers that come out in leading journals like Nature and Science, many of which have manifestly been inadequately refereed. Team Green would be the “defence team” that is needed to keep the “IPCC prosecution team” honest on the global warming issue.
 Conclusions
Houston, we do indeed have a problem, and it is not one of dangerous global warming.
Rather, the problem is the political promulgation of an already falsified hypothesis of human carbon dioxide-forced warming by miscreants who collectively comprise an honour list of nearly all the influential scientific, social and political organisations in our society. The goal of these groups and individuals is to "stabilise world climate” (whatever that might mean), an ambition that is both misplaced and unattainable. As many recent La Nina-related climatic catastrophes have reminded us, climate is a dynamic system within which extreme events and dramatic changes will always occur, irrespective of human actions or preferences.
Of course, the scientists supporting the global warming scare, and the many distinguished public figures and politicians who are their fellow travellers, are talented persons, at the same time that their opinions are rooted in bad science. But as Freud shrewdly remarked: “The reason for so much bad science is not that talent is rare, not at all; what is rare is character”.

What is needed to progress the DAGW issue now, then, is not more scientists, but independent auditing of the hypothesis by men and women who possess the clear thinking insight and strength of character that President Vaclav Klaus has demonstrated throughout his career. Were a number of such persons to apply their efforts to one or more of the science-balancing mechanisms that I have discussed in this paper, then we might progress beyond the “he says, she says” level at which the DAGW matter currently rests. Who knows, we might perhaps even arrive at the establishment of the cost-effective and sensibly adaptive national climate change policies that are so sorely needed. 
It is a privilege indeed to have contributed these thoughts to a volume in honour of President Klaus’s achievements, and I thank the Editors for their invitation to participate.

Professor Bob Carter
James Cook University, Townsville, Queensland, Australia
Institute of Public Affairs, Melbourne, Victoria, Australia
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