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The following editorial appeared in the Dallas Morning News on Friday, Nov. 27:

Not long ago, a computer hacker stole a large trove of e-mails between leading climate scientists from around the globe, and published them on the Internet. Suddenly, the heat is on - as well it should be.

The e-mails are hugely embarrassing to orthodox climate scientists - that is, those who share the consensus view that temperatures are rising dangerously around the globe and that human-produced carbon emissions are at fault. Why? Because they reveal cutthroat efforts to deny or otherwise hide from the public truths inconvenient to their viewpoint and to marginalize colleagues who dissent. 

One top British scientist wrote of the lengths to which he would go to keep the public from finding out data compromising the case for man-made global warming: "If they ever hear there is a Freedom of Information Act now in the U.K., I think I'll delete the file rather than send to anyone." No wonder they were sensitive about this stuff. In another e-mail, an American colleague said, "The fact is we can't account for the lack of warming at the moment, and it is a travesty that we can't."

Many climate-change skeptics cite the e-mail trove as a smoking gun proving that global warming is a hoax perpetrated by activists and biased scientists. If only that were true, we could all rest easier at night.

But the scientific basis for concluding that anthropogenic (man-made) climate change is happening is far too broad and deep to be shattered by these e-mails. It's folly to believe otherwise and dangerous to back off of efforts to shrink our collective carbon footprint.

Nevertheless, this peek at how scientists operate should disabuse us of the idea that science is an undertaking unsullied by personal passions or ideological commitments. The documents show some of the world's most respected scientists behaving with stunning pettiness and a lack of integrity.

Ours is a culture in which science has tremendous authority as an arbiter of truth. These e-mails indicate that powerful scientists are not above abusing that authority to deceive and to bully those who disagree in good faith.

This scandal shows why it's prudent, as a general matter, to be more skeptical of scientists. Alas, the effect of this scandal may be to give climate-change deniers an unmerited sense of vindication and to complicate international political efforts to address the crisis. That would be terribly unfortunate.

The real lesson here is not that climate change is a hoax, but that scientists sometimes have feet of clay - with which they kick themselves in the rear end. 
__________________________________________________________________________________________
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“Science is on the Credibility Bubble”
By Daniel Henninger December 3, 2009

Surely there must have been serious men and women in the hard sciences who at some point worried that their colleagues in the global warming movement were putting at risk the credibility of everyone in science. The nature of that risk has been twofold: First, that the claims of the climate scientists might buckle beneath the weight of their breathtaking complexity. Second, that the crudeness of modern politics, once in motion, would trample the traditions and culture of science to achieve its own policy goals. With the scandal at the East Anglia Climate Research Unit, both have happened at once.

I don't think most scientists appreciate what has hit them. This isn't only about the credibility of global warming. For years, global warming and its advocates have been the public face of hard science. Most people could not name three other subjects they would associate with the work of serious scientists. This was it. The public was told repeatedly that something called "the scientific community" had affirmed the science beneath this inquiry. A Nobel Prize was bestowed (on a politician).

Global warming enlisted the collective reputation of science. Because "science" said so, all the world was about to undertake a vast reordering of human behavior at almost unimaginable financial cost. Not every day does the work of scientists lead to galactic events simply called Kyoto or Copenhagen. At least not since the Manhattan Project.

What is happening at East Anglia is an epochal event. As the hard sciences-physics, biology, chemistry, electrical engineering-came to dominate intellectual life in the last century, some academics in the humanities devised the theory of postmodernism, which liberated them from their colleagues in the sciences. Postmodernism, a self-consciously "unprovable" theory, replaced formal structures with subjectivity. With the revelations of East Anglia, this slippery and variable intellectual world has crossed into the hard sciences.

This has harsh implications for the credibility of science generally. Hard science, alongside medicine, was one of the few things left accorded automatic stature and respect by most untrained lay persons. But the average person reading accounts of the East Anglia emails will conclude that hard science has become just another faction, as politicized and "messy" as, say, gender studies. The New England Journal of Medicine has turned into a weird weekly amalgam of straight medical-research and propaganda for the Obama redesign of U.S. medicine.

The East Anglians' mistreatment of scientists who challenged global warming's claims-plotting to shut them up and shut down their ability to publish-evokes the attempt to silence Galileo. The exchanges between Penn State's Michael Mann and East Anglia CRU director Phil Jones sound like Father Firenzuola, the Commissary-General of the Inquisition.

For three centuries Galileo has symbolized dissent in science. In our time, most scientists outside this circle have kept silent as their climatologist fellows, helped by the cardinals of the press, mocked and ostracized scientists who questioned this grand theory of global doom. Even a doubter as eminent as Princeton's Freeman Dyson was dismissed as an aging crank.

Beneath this dispute is a relatively new, very postmodern environmental idea known as "the precautionary principle." As defined by one official version: "When an activity raises threats of harm to the environment or human health, precautionary measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically." The global-warming establishment says we know "enough" to impose new rules on the world's use of carbon fuels. The dissenters say this demotes science's traditional standards of evidence.

The Environmental Protection Agency's dramatic Endangerment Finding in April that greenhouse gas emissions qualify as an air pollutant-with implications for a vast new regulatory regime-used what the agency called a precautionary approach. The EPA admitted "varying degrees of uncertainty across many of these scientific issues." Again, this puts hard science in the new position of saying, close enough is good enough. One hopes civil engineers never build bridges under this theory.

The Obama administration's new head of policy at EPA, Lisa Heinzerling, is an advocate of turning precaution into standard policy. In a law-review article titled "Law and Economics for a Warming World," Ms. Heinzerling wrote, "Policy formation based on prediction and calculation of expected harm is no longer relevant; the only coherent response to a situation of chaotically worsening outcomes is a precautionary policy. . . ."

If the new ethos is that "close-enough" science is now sufficient to achieve political goals, serious scientists should be under no illusion that politicians will press-gang them into service for future agendas. Everyone working in science, no matter their politics, has an stake in cleaning up the mess revealed by the East Anglia emails. Science is on the credibility bubble. If it pops, centuries of what we understand to be the role of science go with it.
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“How Important Is the East Anglia Climate Data Set?”

Let's say it's irredeemably corrupt. What would that mean for our understanding of climate change?

By Juliet Lapidos Posted Wednesday, Dec. 2, 2009, at 5:32 PM ET
The focus of the e-mail hacking incident commonly known as "climategate" has shifted to whether scientists at East Anglia's Climate Research Unit threw away raw temperature data. A Sunday Times piece on the alleged information-dumping notes that CRU is "the world's leading centre for reconstructing past climate" and that the material in question "was used to build the databases … showing how the world has warmed by 0.8C over the past 157 years." How vital to climate change hypotheses is the CRU data set?

It's important, but hardly a sine qua non. Three organizations assemble global temperature data sets, which researchers then use to identify long-term trends: CRU, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. (The Japan Meteorological Agency also conducts similar work.) There are subtle differences among the sets, but they all point to the same general conclusion—that the earth has warmed by about 1.6 degrees Fahrenheit over the past century and a half. 

The question of whether CRU dumped "raw" data is a little deceptive, because CRU, NASA, and NOAA don't put together first-order temperature measurements—that's up to various national meteorological services, which rely on satellites as well as thermometer readings on land and at sea. The National Weather Service in the United States, and equivalent organizations abroad, then sort through the numbers and clean them up. This cleanup operation is, in part, a form of proofreading, like if station agents in Siberia report a temperature of 102, they probably meant 10.2. It's also a "homogenizing" process that tries to account for the many variables that affect temperature over time—like when a population boom in a formerly rural area leads to an "urban heat island." A national weather service might adjust the data so that urbanization isn't mistaken for an increase in global temperatures. Much of these data are then stored at the Global Historical Climatology Network's database.

East Anglia's research unit uses a subset of this very large pool of information, while NASA and NOAA take slightly different pieces of it. NASA, for example, relies on data that are in the public domain. CRU takes the public numbers but also integrates more fine-grained data, which are sometimes governed by nondisclosure agreements. Each group then uses its chosen subset to create estimates of how global temperatures have changed over time and how they may change in the future.

The three groups account for data limitations in different ways. For example, each must deal with the fact that there are no permanent weather stations in the Arctic Ocean—making it difficult to get accurate readings. NASA's approach is to extrapolate temperatures from the nearest land-based stations, like those in Greenland. The much-maligned CRU doesn't "fill in" the Arctic Ocean in this way, which makes it seem as though the Arctic is warming at the same rate as the global mean. As a result, the CRU approach suggests there's been less warming over the last 10 years than does NASA's—something climate skeptics rallied around before they decided the set was tainted.
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