
C
ato senior fellow in environmental stud-
ies Patrick J.Michaels barely has time to
sleep. With more than 150 media ap-

pearancessincethebreakingofwhathascome
tobe called “Climategate,”hehasquickly be-
come themost recognized face decrying the
obstructionismofglobalwarmingalarmists.
Beginning in November with hackers

breaking into the computer system of the
UniversityofEastAnglia’sClimaticResearch
Unit, Climategate has quickly grown into
not just a scandal of worldwide significance,
butwhatmany see as a cripplingblow to the
proclaimed scientific consensus supporting
globalwarmingalarmism.TheCRU, located
inNorwich,U.K., isamajorplayer inthefield
of climate research, and a key source of data
for those who support widespread infringe-
ments of economic liberties in the name of
curbing temperature growth.
Coming just weeks before the United

Nations Climate Change Conference in
Copenhagen, thehack resulted in the release
more than a thousand e-mails from scien-
tists at theCRU,messages thatMichaels says
show a pattern of exclusion of dissenting

views and evidence, as
well as a plan to keep
critical climate data
frombecoming public.
Themedia responded
to the leak with every-
thing from shrugs and
dismissals to fervent
proclamations of the
death of anthropocen-
tric global warming,
butMichaels saysnear-
ly everyone is missing
the most important
insight gleaned: the at-
tempt by some scientists to exclude dis-
senting viewpoints from the peer-reviewed
literature.
This issue is of particular importance for

Michaels’s work with the Cato Institute. If
his research showing that global warming—
while genuine and human influenced—pos-
es far less a threat than environmental
activistswouldhaveusbelieveistogainwide-
spread attention within the scientific com-
munity, it must be published in respected

journals. If those journals are closed to him
and like-minded scholars because of institu-
tional corruption, thenclimatepolicydebate
proceedswithout complete data. Given that
the proposals of many global warming
alarmists entail dramatic economic harm to
everyday Americans, the lack of a complete
pictureof thescience increases the likelihood
of terrible and long-lastingmistakes.
The concern is nothypothetical. In 2002,

Michaels published an article in the peer-
reviewed journalClimate Research. It was this
paper, along with another by Willie Soon
andSallieBaliunas, thatprovoked the scien-
tists at East Anglia to, as they expressed
in their private e-mails, “stop considering
‘Climate Research’ as a legitimate peer-re-
viewed journal” and to “encourage [their]
colleagues in the climate research commu-
nity tono longer submit to, or cite papers in
[the] journal.”

The real smoking gun: corruption of peer-reviewed research?
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Controversy That Rocks Climate Change Establishment

Theearth
isgettingwarmer,
butnotnearlyas
muchas thescien-
tificmajorityhad

assumed.

“

”
“The fact is thatwe can’t account

for the lackofwarming at the
moment and it is a travesty that
we can’t . . . .thedataare surely
wrong.Ourobserving system
is inadequate.

“

—TEXT OF E-MAIL, 10/12/2009
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What made them so upset that they
would seek to, in Michaels’s estimation,
unduly influence a respected outlet for sci-
entific literature? Michaels had not
claimed—as many conservatives do—that
global warming is amyth. In fact, his analy-
sis showed that the earth’s temperature is
clearly rising.Nor did he argue that humans
havenothing todowithclimate change.The
evidence that we are directly contributing to
global warming is sound, he says. Rather,
whatMichaels wrote—andwhat he says the
researchers of East Anglia wanted kept out
of the public debate—was that the data is
now complete enough to compare actual
temperatures to thosepredictedby themod-
els. When this was done, Michaels argued,
themodels proved accurate in their rates of
growth, but not the severity of the increase.
In other words, the earth is getting warmer,
but not nearly as much as the scientific
majorityhadassumed.
This pattern of a peer-reviewed publica-

tion by PatMichaels followed by dismissal
of the journal by the East Anglia scientists
was repeated forGeophysical Research.What
Michaels says is significant about the reac-
tion by some scientists, as shown in the
e-mails, is the attempt to undermine the
credibility of skeptics by chiding them
for not publishing in peer-reviewed jour-
nals—while working behind the scenes to
prevent skeptics from being able to publish
in those journals.
Beyond the question of practicing good

science, there is the impact on policymaking
that can result when the scientific literature
fails to represent the whole of the debate.
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change bases its annual reports on a survey
of the published literature. These reports
form the basis ofmuchpolicy discussion on
the topicof climate change. If the conspiracy
to exclude skeptics is as widespread as
Michaels insists it is, then those reports
could be leading policymakers down ill-
informed paths. As an example, Michaels

points to the recent endangerment finding
by the Environmental Protection Agency
classifying carbon-dioxide as a danger to
“public health andwelfare within themean-
ingoftheCleanAirAct,”basedinpartonthe
IPCC 2007 Report. Michaels says the find-
ing should be seen as a political decision,
however, andnot a scientific one.
Even with the revelations in the East

Angliae-mails,PatMichaels ishopeful. “This
is just the tipof the iceberg,” he said, arguing
that the e-mails themselves aren’t as damag-
ing to the climate change consensus aswhat
will likely be turned upduring the investiga-
tions being called for by politicians and
members of the academic community.
He points to Sen. James Inhofe’s (R-OK)
call for hearings into the CRU and U.N.
climate change research, which he is opti-

mistic will lead tomore rigorous standards
and an opening of the peer-reviewed litera-
ture to scientists who question the global
warming consensus.
It is toosoontoknowwhat thecomplete

fallout from the leak of the CRU e-mails
will look like. Michaels is quick to point
out that nothing in them speaks to the
truth of rising global temperatures or the
fact that humans play some role in the
earth’s warming. The e-mails are not the
“final nail in the coffin” of anthropocentric
globalwarming, asmany conservative com-
mentators claim. Rather,Michaels says, the
e-mails show a scientific establishment
blinded by its own certainty, one willing to
take extraordinary steps tomaintain a con-
sensus that suddenly appears shaky at
best—anddishonest at worst.

Climatologist Pat Michaels made more than 70 broadcast news appearances during the controversy over the
leaked e-mails from leading climate scientists, including the NBC Nightly News and interviews with Anderson
Cooper and Neil Cavuto.Michaels is a past president of theAmericanAssociation of State Climatologists and
an author of the 2003 climate science “Paper of the Year.” His latest book is Climate of Extremes: Global
Warming Science They Don’t Want You to Know, a title seemingly confirmed by the e-mails in which climate
scientists discussed how to exclude Michaels and other “dissenters” from publishing in scientific journals.


