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AYE  New PNAS paper

Scientists are herd-animals; and they revere consensus.  If this were ever in doubt, that doubt now has been put to authoritative rest.  On 21 June 2010, a paper “Expert credibility in climate change” was posted on-line, prior to publication in the high-impact US journal Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences.  Its authors are William R.L .Anderegg, James W. Prall, Jacob Harold, and Stephen H. Schneider.  An indicative quote from this new PNAS paper’s abstract is:
Here, we use an extensive dataset of 1,372 climate researchers and their publication and citation data to show that 97-98% of the climate researchers most actively publishing in the field support the tenet of ACC [anthropogenic climate change] outlined by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change …

The body of its text, similarly asserting a people-driven climate, begins:
Preliminary reviews of scientific literature and surveys of climate scientists indicate striking agreement with the primary conclusions of the [IPCC]; anthropogenic greenhouse gases have been responsible for “most” of the “unequivocal” warming of the Earth’s average global temperature over the second half of the 20th century.
And sadly, it concludes in distinctly judgemental vein:

This extensive analysis of the mainstream versus skeptical/contrarian researchers suggests a strong role for considering expert credibility in the relative weight of and attention to these groups of researchers in future discussions in media, policy, and public forums regarding anthropogenic climate change.

Thus, the advancement of scientific understanding is a matter only for the mainstream – only for the consensus.  DISS THOSE SCIENTISTS WHO ARE OFF-MESSAGE!  Surely, Galileo would have recognised the threat that voting poses to scientific advancement.
BEE  Now for the blacklist

The Supporting information includes a link to Prall’s “Skeptical Authors on Climate Change”.  Almost 500 authors are listed, with the worst being well-known US scientist Roger A. Pielke Sr at No.1.  The worst Australian (No. 63) is Garth Paltridge.  He is an atmospheric physicist, and was a Chief Research Scientist with CSIRO Division of Atmospheric Research.  Later, he was CEO of the Antarctic Cooperative Research Centre in Hobart.  Read his 2009 book “The Climate Caper” (Connor Court Publishing, 111 p.) to see how he earned his ranking.
CEE  Did Stephen Schneider help?
With 6 billion people from whom to choose, how could yrs trly make it to No. 372?  Between the title and abstract of the PNAS paper is this cryptic clue: “Contributed by Stephen H. Schneider”.  I remember him!  I am long-retired to a sleepy seaside village in the remote Antipodes; but could it be that, after all these years, he put in a word on my behalf?  PS.  But sadly, Dr Schneider died on 19 July 2010 - after a heart-attack on a plane landing at Heathrow.
When CSIRO and Commission for the Future combined to bring Dr Schneider out in 1988, he was draw-card at Climate Action ’88 in Melbourne.  This was a big event – relayed to town-halls around Australia; and naturally, I was flattered when Ian Lowe invited me to share the platform.  All went well – until Schneider asserted the “firm opinion” of climatologists was that the world would warm as much in the next 50 years as in the last 15,000.  Our audience of 800 lay-persons was appalled.  Then, the climate-change scales fell from my eyes!  Happily, I spoke after the Great Man, and told that horrified throng it was implausible NW Europe would warm 5 or 6 0C by 2038.  Also, it was virtually impossible for NE North America to warm so much in the next 50 years.  Back 15,000 years ago, that continent supported a huge ice-sheet – with a kilometer of ice over the site of Detroit, for instance.  Far from being relieved, those 800 earnest souls hissed – they had wanted the apocalypse!  I think Dr Schneider remembered me straying off-message.
DEE  Reverence for consensus
Science’s reverence for consensus knows no bounds.  The President of the Royal Society (Bob May from Sydney University – and now The Lord May of Oxford) organised a statement by 17 scientific academies, including that of Australia, as an editorial in Science (18 May 2001, v.292 p.1261).  This sycophantic Editorial, “The Science of Climate Change”, began:
The work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change represents the consensus of the international scientific community on climate change.  …
Indeed, that first paragraph invoked “consensus” 3 times!  
Because IPCC had ignored our Variable Star as a potent past and future climate-driver, I wrote to Sir Robert complaining that IPCC was “under the thrall of a serious case of imagination block”.  His reply (14 June 2001) was a revelation:
As I hope my editorial made clear, new and different and questioning ideas are always to be welcomed, particularly in the early stages of a science, when many possible avenues lead forward in different directions.  Obviously, the landscape changes over time, as people learn more and more; this certainly is the case in many aspects of climate change.  As they do so, provocative ideas that initially fully merited exploration become less supported by the growing body of knowledge and evidence.
The 300-year warming trend from Maunder Minimum quiet Sun to Modern Grand Maximum hyperactive Sun is over; and, if the Sun keeps playing by the rules, another cold period is now coming.   But this is a “provocative idea” - because the science is settled.  People drive climate!
