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Abstract

That human activities are causing dangerous global warming is unproven and unlikely.
Assertiongowards that end are based on circumstantial evidence and unvalidated computer
modelling. Public discussion of climate change is dominated binterfsted scaremongering
against a background of inculcated social guilt. Most commentators, and even mianyiss,
appear unaware of the distinction between shtetm weather trends and longerm climate
change, and of the great range of variability of natural climate events. Vigorous debate
continues in the scientific community as to whether any huraused global climate change
can be measured, and its likely magnitude or even sign.

Following the failure of the Kyoto Protocol, powerful political forces are now being applied to
voters in western democracies "to do something about global warming”. Amgele¢id in
Wellington, New Zealand, in March 2006, is typical of many similar meetings that have the
intention of stimulating political action to combat global warming. This paper analyses the
media coverage of the New Zealand meeting, based mostly onpagpes reports published in

the WellingtonDominion PostConference papers, and the subsequent news coverage, are
shown to have been carefully targeted to raise fears about global warming and threats to
several icons of the New Zealand life style. It ickaled that the organizers of the meeting,
G2NyAYy3 2y | RIFEIYISNRdzA LINBadzYLWiA2y 2F a3aINBFGSN Y
the New Zealand public of hypothetical humeaused climate change. The implications of senior
scientists and scie nceganisations being involved in such activity are considered

Future climate change in both directions is inevitable. Attempts to stop it are expensive, doomed
to fail and therefore futile. Planning to react responsively to damaging climate change when it
occurs, both warmings and coolings, would in contrast be-effettive, wise and a suitable

basis for public policy formulation.

"There is a great gap between scientific knowledge and public perception. The
gap widens whenever power can be gained Btemding to have knowledge
where science knows only conflicting conjectures. We know only too well that
our conjectures frequently are influenced by our interests, desires and
ideologies"

Arthur Kantrowitz, 1998, The Scientist 12(3), 9



1.1. Introductbn

In late 2005 and early 2006, three major climate conferences were convened in Australasia,
namely:

GREENHOUSE 2005: Action on Climate Chha&d& November 2005, Melbourne

Climate Change & Businesand AustraliaNew Zealand Conference, -2Q
Felruary 2006, Adelaide

Climate Change and Governance ConfereB829 March 2006, WeIIingt03n

The three conferences shared the features of widespreadmeeting publicity, and of
sponsorship by major science organisations (CSIRO, Bureau of Meteq Rtogy Society of
New Zealand), government departments (governments of Victoria, South Australia and New
Zealand, foreign embassies (U.K., Holland), Greenhouse organisations and lobby groups
(Australian Greenhouse Office, Greenpeace, World Wide Funddfiré Pew Center for
Climate Change), and a wide range of companies and business organisations.

Press coverage before and during each meeting often gave the impression tretidimeeof
climate change was to be the focus, but in fact the conferencagwlominantly concerned

with greenhouse politics and governance, with a special emphasis on the development of
presumed environmentajood "command and control' measures such as carbon taxes. As the
organizer of the Wellington meeting noted, "This igdicy conferencenot a science congress

or a diplomatic negotiatiorf:

| present here an analysis of the face that was presented to the public by the Wellington
conference Climate Change and Governanbereafter often called simply the climate
conferen@. The conclusions that | draw are, however, applicable also to the Melbourne and
Adelaide meetings and to others of like kind. | assess the intentions of the Wellington
conference organizers, the degree to which the general and policy discussions wamseddfby

an adequate understanding of the science of climate change, the role played by the media in
informing the public, and assess the outcomes. Troublesome ethical issues emerge, the most
important of which include the role in society of scientific @ngsations and universities, and the
way in which governmerémployed and other scientists are today constrained in the public
comment that they can make on controversial issues of the day. Another major concern is the
way in which scientific results ar@w routinely deployed into the public domain with a clear
greenhouse propaganda intent.

Human causation aside, compelling scientific evidence exists that natural climate change, both
warmings and coolings, presents a future hazard to mankind. Worldwaeevwer, the needed
public and political debate on this genuine climate hazard is being derailed by hypothetical
"human-caused global warming" evangelism, which the media encourage and for which the
three recent Australasian climate conferences providedmstrsustenance. To remedy this state
of affairs requires first that you recognize it, and second that you understand its causes. The
analysis in this paper is a contribution towards these two ends.
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2.1. New Zealand climate policy: political background

The name New Zealand conjures up images of a green and picturesque land. Images of a mixed
european and polynesian population, with high environmental consciousness and a standard of
living such that ordinary families can aspire to owning a holiday homédype¢ach. A David of a
nation that signed the Kyoto Protocol and is a provider of high quality food and drink to the
world, and a hospitable host for tourists.

Concerned to maintain this image, in late 2005 leading New Zealand scientists and politicians
determined that aClimate Change and Governance Confereoaild be held in Wellington on

March 2829, 2006. The conference was announced in a press release issued on December 21st,
two days after cabinet had approved a pap#hat specified new directionfor New Zealand

climate policy, drawn from a comprehensive review by the Ministry of Environment (RIQE
political links that led to the conference are thus clear.

Between 1999 and a general election held in December, 2005, New Zealand was gdweened
two Labourled coalition governments. The second of these coalitions (ZI5) gave strong
endorsement to New Zealand's membership of the Kyoto Accord. Leadership towards this end
was provided by the lorgerving (1992005) Minister for Scienceeke Hodgson, who

displayed strong personal beliefs regarding greenhouse warméifier the late 2005 election,
Labour emerged as leader of a new Labblew Zealand Firdtnited Future-Progressives

coalition government which no longer included the GreentyPas a member. Mr Hodgson was
reassigned to become Minister for Health and Minister for Land Information, his former position
as Minister responsible for climate change being taken over by David Parker.

Mr Hodgson led New Zealand into the Kyoto Protamothe back of wide public support. At the
time of signing, there was also a firm expectation thhecause of its large acreage of

plantation forests New Zealand would profit from the sale of carbon credits by about $350
million. In early 2005, a resibn of the Kyoto accounting system clarified the rules for plantation
credits. This, combined with other calculation errors, meant that instead of New Zealand
meeting its emissions target with room to spare, it would fail and thereby accrue a carbon debt
over the operating period 2002012. Government apparently reported these miscalculations
quietly to the United Nations as early as rAgril, 2005. Meanwhile it inhibited their public
scrutiny in New Zealand by placing them in the depths of the continlgaritities section of the
Budget papers, accompanied by a comment that it was not feasible to quantify the extent of the
liability at the time. Government also set up a Department of Environment (DOE) review of
climate policy.

The miscalculations frottine previous forecastswhich were that N.Z. would exceed its £O
emissions target by 55 Mt (2002 estimate) or 33 Mt (2004 estimadgdmmed from two

factors. First, emissions proved higher than anticipated because of economic growth in New
Zealand thatvas amongst the strongest in the world. Second, that part of the originally claimed
forest carbon sink which applied to plantings on what was previously scrubland was disallowed,
and at the same time the changing economics of landuse decisions resulied duction in

new plantings of commercial forests. The net result of all these changes was an estimated
overshoot of the carbon target by 36 Mt, which at a carbon price of&1a tonne for carbon
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credits represents a bill up to a billion dollars or mof his is no small amount in an economy of
$94 billion (2004 estimate). Not surprisingly, therefore, New Zealand's Kyoto membership
became a live issue in the December 2005 election, with the opposition National Party
promising a review of climate polidyit were elected, and the new Laboled coalition

government announcing soon after the poll that it no longer planned to implement a carbon tax.
Subsequent public discussion has included the possibility that New Zealand might withdraw
from the Kyoto Prtocol, and, like Canada, consider joining the ARaific Climate Accord

(AP6).

2.1.1. Climate policy review

This review, released in November, 2005, was concerned primarily with identifying policies
through which New Zealand could meet its obligationsler two United Nations agreements:
the Framework Convention on Climate Chah@éNFCC; ratified by New Zealand in 1993) and
the Kyoto Protocdl(ratified in 2002). The review, issued by the New Zealand Climate Change
Office, was commissioned by Cabirstd conducted by a crosdepartmental team drawn

from the following ministries: Treasury, Economic Development, Agriculture and Fishery,
Transport and Environment. No substantial consideration was given to the strongly disputed
science of climate changRather, the review team appears to have accepegriorithe
adjuration of Minister Hodgson thathe science is settl&tf, and therefore dealt only with

policy formulation. The overall tenor of the review is well represented by the following remarks
cortained in its Introduction:

"Climate change matters for New Zealand. New Zealand is vulnerable to the impacts
of climate change through its coastline, the strong role of agriculture in its economy,
its infrastructure, and its unique ecosystems. Howeveanesse ctors and regions

could benefit under a modest amount of warming. In general, the balance between
positive and negative impacts is expected to become more negative as the amount
and rate of warming increasé's

"Globally significant changes, such asltimg of ice sheets and associated deegel

rise and changes in ocean circulations, would impact on New Zealand just as they
would impact on any other part of the world. Major disruptions associated with
large-scale climate change impacts occurring elsere could affect New Zealand
through diverting flows of goods, services and financial resolirces

No indication is given as to the meaning of the term "climate change" as used in the quotation
above, and elsewhere in the report. This is a4tvial criticism, because UNFCC usage of the
term is under the meaning of "humaraused climate chang&"whereas Intergovernmental

Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) uSagender the meaning "humacaused and natural

climate change". It seems apparent, and | assutingt usage of the term in New Zealand is that
of the UNFCC, i.e. climate change is generally used to mean heaaed climate change. In



this paper, however, unless reporting the views of others, | distinguish clearly between these
two quite different cancepts.

Summary

Given the long history of governmefgd public discussion in New Zealand about the dangers of
climate change, and the merits of the Kyoto Protocol as a solution, the revelations and events of
2005 proved severely embarrassing. The newdBoment needed to be seen as active in
addressing new climate policies in lieu of the abandoned carbon tax. Three main initial
responses emerged that were designed to meet this need, viz: (i) public engagement meetings
on climate change held by the MOK) §mendments to the Resource Management Act to

require (in lieu of a carbon tax) that climate change be included again in the planning process;
and (iii) the WellingtorClimate Change and Governance Confereand related publicity

activity.

3.1. Publkt engagement meetings in early 2006

Building on the 2005 report on climate chafigand its related cabinet minutethe MOE held a
series of 2 houtong "public engagement" meetings on Climate ChahieAuckland (February

22, attended by 34 persons)h@stchurch (February 24, 60 persons) and Wellington (March 27,
78 persons). The selection of these dates, with the last just predating the climate conference, is
unlikely to have been coincidental. The meetings were intendegtovide information on the
current status of Climate Change policy in New Zealand and to give people an opportunity to
express their viewpointsPresenters included the Chief Executive Officer of the Ministry, and
three other senior officers.

The Ministry's presentation startedith the bullet point 'Everybody's climate is changing and

will keep changin'y a vacuous statement which is both entirely true and ever has been. The
statement was supported by a slide that displayed an increasing global average temperature
from 1900 to jist past 2000, then projected on upwards to achieve 2 € warming by 2100
according to two different growth scenarios (Fig. 1). The temperature projections are based on
computer models that their creators expressly term "scenarios" rather than "predisti

precisely because they have no proven predictive skill, i.e. the models are not validated. Yet
Ministry staff used this diagram in a situation where they were clearly implying that the curves
had predictive power. As Lindzen has remarked elsewfiere

GThe GCM models are just experimental tools, and now these tools are (being) forced

G2 YI1S LINBRAOGUA2ya (KIG GKS&@ IINB y2G FotS G2
GCM modellers, they do the best job they are able to. The problem is that too many

peopk believe in the unreliable predictions. The problem is thus not scientific, it is

politicald &

Later in the Miistry presentation, a set of specific future climate changes was predicted for
New Zealand by 2080. These were listed as:



Temperature increasof 2 C

Rainfall increase of 15% in the west; decrease of 15% in the east
Increased risk of drought in the east

Risk of heavy rainfall events

Sea level rise of 30 cm

Fewer frosts, more frequent hot days

Some of these predictions can be drawn empiricdiy simply projecting known (measured)
trends of, for example, sekevel change. The majority, however, are based upon deterministic
computer modelling. As such, they are scenarios, and have only a random chance of
eventuating. Their use by the Ministag firm predictions in public discussion was therefore
inappropriate.

Experts in computer climate modiglg and meteorology are in general agreement that regional
climate models have no predictive skill, which is why the Australian CSIRO inserts théenfpllo
disclaimer into its regional modelling reports:

"This report relates to climate change scenarios based on computer modelling.
Models involve simplifications of the real processes that are not fully undet$tood

Meteorologist John Zillman's vien that:

"The most important questionshould global warming proceed as the IPCC reports
suggest is how will warming be manifest at the national, regional and local level,
and what would that mean for each of usBelieve this question is, at present
completely unanswerabl'&>.

And modellers McCracken, Smith and Janetos say

"We strongly agree that much more reliable regional climate simulations and
analyses are needed. However, at present ...... such simulations are more aspiration
than reality'*®.

The detailed notes of the MOE presentatidhsind listed questions from their audiences, make

it clear that the intent of the meetings was to address political realities rather than scientific
objectivity. One desultory Christchurch questioner, outafre than 100 questioners across the
country, asked whether the current phase of warming could be part of a larger natural cycle,
and another commented, accurately, thahé top scientists disagree with the alliance of

Kyotd'. Otherwise, no one is repat as having raised the issue of whether or not dangerous
humancaused climate change is actually occurring. A third comment, also made in Christchurch,
was: "Thank you for a great meeting .... How do we focus on getting the message out that this
(climatechange) is a serious problem? How can we best engage the media to best engage the
community? Climate change is usually low on the agenda in the papeard one final, chilling
suggestion was thatifi terms of raising awareness within the community, ong/weado this is
todoitin schools. Climate Change needs to be in the curricltuswvoluntary at the momerit



Conclusion The Ministry's descriptiohand the statements quoted above indicate that the

"public engagement" exercise involved leadingofic opinion to the conclusion that

anthropogenic climate change is an established and dangerous hazard. The discussions took
place in a virtual reality climate universe where reairld, scientific assessment was ignored,

and- as two other participantgut it - the overwhelming requirement to be met was that New
Zealand be seen to be'ccoperative global societyand to 'portray the stance of global
responsibility. At the same time, the relatively small numbers of persons who attended the
meetings sugests that in early 2006 climate change was not seen by the New Zealand public as
a high priority issue.

3.2. Changes to the Resource Management Act

The decision in late 2005 not to proceed with a lgpignned carbon tax required that New
Zealand identy alternative measures that would discourage greenhouse emissions and enable
the country's Kyoto commitment to be met. In fact, it was probably an earlier recognition of this
need that led the government to establish the 2005 Climate Policy R&viiaw dopping the

carbon tax also presented the Green Party with an opportunity to argue thaté is a gaping

hole in climate policy, and it must be filléd

Accordingly, early in 2006, Green Partydwir Fitzsimmons presented a Resource

Management (Climte Protection) Amendment Bill to parliament that restores to regional

councils the power to adjudicate on climate change issues during their planning approval
process under the Resource Management Act (RMA). Such a power, part of the original Act, was
removed in 2004, on the assumption that the need for RMA control had been superceded by a
national climate policy that then centred around a proposed carbon tax. The new bill defines

Of AYI (S @d¢angedSclintatd that is attributed directly or inditly to human activity

that alters the composition of the global atmosphere and that is in addition to natural climate
variability observed over comparable time period® ¢ Kl & OKF y3IS | 62@3S yI (dzNJ f
occurred is specifically assigned to be mas$ a human judgement; it therefore does not

require objective justification, i.e. such judgements will be made on political and not scientific
grounds.

The amendment to the RMA was tabled in parliament, probably not by coincidence, on the first
day of he climate conference (March 28), where it received the support of the government.

3.3. The Wellington Climate Change and Governance Conference
3.3.1. Intentions of the conference organizers

Greenpeace campaigner Vanessa Atkinson commented a littleddefad that the climate
conference would beadn excellent opportunity for key officials and members of the public to
become more informed about the latest climate sciénegpressing at the same time the hope
that "this information translates int¢carbonpolicy)action once the conference clo$¥s Similar
public perceptions that the conference was about science, though widespread, and fostered in
the media by interest groups such as Greenpeace, were in fact wrong. As this paper will show,



the conferencaenvas never intended to be a dispassionate presentation and discussion of climate
change science.

The conference was organised jointly by the Institute of Policy Studies and the School of Earth
Sciences, Victoria University. Prior to the meeting, @haiman of the Conference ©@aodinating
Committee, Professor Jonathon Boston remarked that the general tenor of scientific opinion is
that the world is warming up, and that man is contributing to tiawhy such an anodyne
statement should be regarded as newsthy was never explained. However, the conference
website®® upped the ante by presenting the unsubstantiated assertion thaliete is now little

doubt that climate change represents one of the greatest and most urgent challenges faced by
the world commuity", and noted that the focus of the conference was to lo@ framing the
governance and policy issues, and the scope for global, regional, national and local initiatives to
reduce and manage the risks inherent in climatic shifisly remaining doubt thathe science

was "already settled" was removed by the briefing paper distributed to participants before the
conference. This stated thafThe policy debate can start from the general proposition that

human activity, particularly in the pestdustrial era has changed the composition of the

planet's atmosphere to the point where more serious consequences have become probable, and
possibly inevitabl.

Conclusion It is selfevident that the organizers of th€limate Change and Governance
Conferenc@roceeded from a preconceived belief that dangerous, hurtansed climate
change is already proven. As we shall see further below, their interest in learning about the
science of climate change was restricted to only that science which provided succourifor the
belief.

3.3.2. Conference sponsors and supporters

Organisations which sponsored or supported the conference feeéght separate New

Zealand government departments, the British High Commission, the Royal Netherlands
Embassy, The Royal Society of N®maland, the New Zealand Institute of International Affairs,

the Greater Wellington Regional Council, Wellington Regional Chamber of Commerce, Victoria
University, the NZ Business Council for Sustainable Development, the Climate Defence Network
(an alliare of environmental lobby groups), IAG New Zealand, Shell NZ, Honda NZ, Comalco,
Tindall Foundation, and the bus company Stagecoach. With the exceptions of the Royal Society
and Victoria University, these organizations can scarcely claim to be disintériesteatters of

climate change. Rather, all have substantial commercial or political interests at stake.

For example, Stageco&@hvas formerly Wellington City Transport Limited, until its sale to

private interests in 1992. The company rationalised égtipipation in promoting the

conference with the comment thatpeople who take the bus instead of their car are helping to
reduce the amount of greenhouse gases going into the air, and doing the whole world a favour
...". They also provided a leemissiondiesel bus covered with World Wide Fund for Nature

(WWF) advertising for use in the WWF Nature's School Holiday Programme. In another example
of pre-conference publicity, Stagecoach provided ten Platinum bus passes (worth NZ$149 each)
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as prizes in a logtry for their passengers, which was drawn at the conference. Posters displayed
in the buses before the conference showed pictures of six "eminent and unusual
Wellingtonians”, namely university Vi€ghancellor Professor Pat Walsh, distinguished Antarctic
sdentist Professor Peter Barrett, writer Elizabeth Knox, British diplomat Paul Noon, cyclist Gary
Short andactressBridie Knot (Fig. 2yVhat relevance an actress had to a climate conference
remains unexplainedl hese persons travelled to work by bus ie titays prior to the

conference, and passengers who recognized them and requested it were given an entry form
into the Platinum Pass draw.

Strong informal support for the conference was also provided by the Wellington news Jdmer,
Dominion Postwhich ran a snappily badged (Fig. 3) section daily, from just before to just after

the conference, that featured some of the distinguished participants and major policy topics of
the conference. On March 29, tlizominionalso published a picture of guest speakerd.Ron
Oxburgh at the wheel of one of Stagecoach's iconic trolley buses. Throughout the week, there
was regular coverage of the conference on New Zealand daily current affairs and news programs
on radio and television.

Conclusion During the week of Manh 2731, theClimate Change and Governance Conference
became a media "event" in New Zealand. This would be unusual for a strictly scientific meeting,
however meritorious, and it is unlikely that the happening was accidental.

3.3.3. Persons invited toghconference

The list of speakers for the conference included many scientists from government or
international science agencies that are identified with the alarmist global warming cause,
together with senior environmental bureaucrats and environmentdivésts. The high profile
scientists and activists who attended received much media coverage, and some also gave talks
outside the conference venue, including in Christchurch and Auckland. They indbudaxlin
Trenberth head of climate analysis at the&J National Center for Atmospheric Research,
Professor David Vaughafrom the British Antarctic Survelyord Ron Oxburgla geologist and
former Chairman of Shell UK, aMs Kirsty Hamiltonformerly of Greenpeace.

There are at least four well qualifiddew Zealand climate rationalists who are known worldwide
for their constructive critical analyses of the complex issues of climate ch®mgénce Grais

an expert reviewer for the IPCC and author of a sejjarded analysis of the deficiencies of that
same organisatioTi. Dr Gerrit van der Lingds a sedimentary geologist with direct experience
of studying ancient climate change, and author of many published papers and commefitaries
Dr Chris de Freitas a university climatologist who acts as ant&dior the international journal
Climate Resear¢land is author, amongst many other papers, of a widely read review on
atmospheric carbon dioxid2 AndDr Augie Aueis a former Professor of Atmospheric Science
and former New Zealand Chief Meteorologisitone of these persons, nor any of their Australian
or international counterparts, was invited to contribute to t#imate Change and Governance
ConferenceThe single act of "balance" of which | am aware is that Dr van der Lingen was invited
to addressan informal meeting of journalists on climate change in the week before the
conference.



Anticipating that he would be criticized for his narrow choice of speakers, organizer Ken
Piddington addressed the issue in hisqoanference circular, sayingt.étt .... be clear, we have
selected climate scientists to speak at the conference based on their international reputation for
knowledge of their subject matter, not on what they "believe" or "disbelieve". We expect they
will provide an up to date overview kiflowledge, rather than a selective list of "facts" to
support a particular a priori beligf Such expectations, of course, apply to any scientist who
gets up to speak at a technical conference, whatever public comments they may or may not
have made on zelated political issue. These motherhood rules of selection were, in any case,
not followed, as indicated by Dr Piddington going on to say tN&tst of the speakers are
already involved to some degree in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Changene

with even the slightest knowledge of climate change science will understand that such a
selection criterion is no recipe for assembling a group of speakers who are disinterested and
dispassionate about anthropogenic climate chafig&

Conclusion Box 1 contains matched quotations from the writings of the four climate rationalists
named above, matched with quotations of four of the distinguished invited speakers to the
conference. Comparison amongst these statements makes it clear fieen theabsence of

any authoritative climate rationalistsit was predetermined that the conference outcome

would be one of environmental alarmism.

3.3.4. The conference itself

Smooth preparation for the climate conference in the governmeaunteaucracywere thrown

awry when a few days beforehand the Minister for the Environment, David Parker, had to resign
his portfolio. His responsibilities were assumed by the previous Minister, Pete Hodgson
appropriately enough, as he was the main architect of New Zealggning the Kyoto Protocol.

In opening the conference, Acting Minister Hodgson commented that the government was
currently reviewing climate policy with especial regard to providing alternative ways to carbon
tax to influence capital investment in carbdrendly directions.

Because | did not attend the conference, my remarks about it will be brief. Perusal of the
speakers' list and abstraéfs makes it plain that many excellent scientists were in attendance,
as were a number of senior climate changedaucrats. These persons will no doubt have
covered their professional reputations with a liberal sprinkling of caveats and cautions. Words
and phrases in the ascendancy will have included: "could", "might", "may", "modelled",
"scenario" and "predicted"; atainly, some of these words figured prominently in press reports
of the meeting.

British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, spoke to conference participants by idledrom Auckland

on March 29th. His participation emphasizes the political nature of thae s reported in the

newspapers, and as might have been expected, Mr Blair's input provided no new scientific

insight but merely provided a fstatement of the British government's well known policy of

supporting the Kyoto Protocol. He also adroitly gathe ball by observing in response to a
[dzSAGAZRSINKIQR & 23 GKIG OFy 6S R2yS FNRY O2dzyiN
the rest of the worlé’®, thus encouraging the already strong local vanity that New Zealand

policy choices on climatchange have a worldwide significance.
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Conclusion Speaking to a person who attended, | was provided with the following as their
perception of the conference:

"Though individual speakers gave caveats about the science uncertainties, that becarge totall
irrelevant to the takehome message that emerged. Which was that climate change is here, is
caused by human greenhouse gas emissions, and is changing faster than anyone had previously
thought it would. So the need for action is urgént

3.3.5. Cenrdinaion of media publicity and policy launches with the conference

Starting on February 27 with the MOE's public engagement meetings, there was increasing
coverage of the climate change issue in the New Zealand media. This coverage was stimulated
by press reeases from various other interest groups, and peaked over the conference week of
March 26 to April 1. The press statements released by special interest groups were clearly
orchestrated to integrate with the conference, and their launch was accompaniedigigading

or alarmist statements about climate chanddée word "pollution” was consistently misused in
description of carbon dioxide emissions, for this gas occurs naturally at trace levels as part of
earth's normal atmosphere.

On March 27, the Green Ry issued a set of climate change policy propoSalader the title

"Turn Down the Heat", its cteader, Jeanette Eisimons, commenting that thesihce the

proposed carbon tax was axed in December, NZ is in a policy vacuum, yet we have less than two
yeas before our Kyoto obligations befjilkey Green policy objectives included (i) that by 2027,
only renewable energy should be available in New Zealand, (ii) that the government pay
foresters for their carbon storage, and impose penalties for deforesting, (iii) that the

government set carbon caps for methane emissions from livestock and air traffic, with offsets
required for increases.

On March 28th and 29th, Greenpedtand the Climate Defence Netwdfk an assembly of
environmental lobby groups wéh includes Greenpeace, WWF, the New Zealand Forest and
Bird Society and the Federated Mountain Clubs of New Zealmsded press releases on

climate change. Comments included that if New Zealand is going to tackle climate change and
meet its Kyoto targethen we 'heed to get a price on carbon and greenhouse pollution in our
economy, through either a carbon charge or an emissions trading s¢heme

The main major newspaper coverage of the conference began with the March 26th edition of
the national Sundagtar Time$, which announced the same predicted climate changes for a
warming New Zealand that had already been promulgated nationwide at the MOE meetings. A
summary pseudaneteorological chart and text (Fig. 4) which accompatidsiarticle used

severd stratagems to give readers a sense of danger. The article failed to point out that all the
changes it presented, and more, might very well happen as part of normal climate variation, and
thus completely confused hypothetical huma&aused climate changeitli natural change.

Many of the predicted changes have a significant chance of happening naturally anyway, and
some (such as a slowly increasing-tmeel) are certain to occur naturally unless a reversal
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occurs in longestablished, stable trends. This fiat piece was not a good start to media
coverage of the conference.

Matters improved between March 27 and April 1, when Wellington newspaperDominion
Postran a coordinated series of conference articles under an@tehing logo which, by

omitting the word "governance" from the title, reinforced the public impression that the
conference was primarily scientific (Fig. 3). These articles were carefully dfullgkdesigned,

each comprising a half page made up of 3 or 4 separate articles regardicgtference (Fig.

5). A short biography of the attainments of a different expatriate New Zealand scientist was
included each day, and the focus of the matters presented was in most cases carefully tailored
to correspond to local New Zealand sensitivities.

Appendix 1 contains a summary of the five major alarmist scenarios that stemmed from
conference papers, as they were communicated to the New Zealand public through the
Dominion Posand theNZ HeraldThese scenarios are then subjected to critical ysial

3.3.6. Press coverage of other related matters

Three other press items of interest were published during the conference. First, Simon{ipton
former New Zealand Environment and Science Minister who is now head of the OECD's
sustainable developma work unit- was reported as telling participants that it was still
"important to get a price for carbon emissions into the economy and adesigned carbon tax
would be the leastostly way to do thdf®. That Mr Upton was brought from Paris to dediv

this message on the first day of the conference represented obvious stage management, and
was a clear indication of where the agenda lay.

Second, Acting Minister Hodgson was reported as complaining that the area of climate change
policy is bedevilledypfreerider problems: Everyone has a reason not to do anything. New
Zealanders say we don't need to do anything because we are so small. The United States says it
doesn't need to do anything because it is so big. India because it is so poor. Russsa idsau

so cold®2. But what Mr Hodgson completely failed to addre&s common with Professor Prinn

in his conference presentation (see Appendix it)the prior issue of why it is hecessary to do
anything about climate change, other than adapt tdritthe first place.

Third, the employment contract of government scientist Dr Kevin Patterson, who modelled
energy needs for the Ministry of Economic Development, was alleged to have been allowed to
lapse because of critical comments that he made regaydmstakes in New Zealand's Kyoto
projections’. Dr Patterson is also reported as saying that New Zealand's strongly contestable
research funding system makes it almost impossible to obtain money for new projects,
encourages the use of political buzzwotdsachieve funding success, and has had a strongly
deleterious effect on professional scientists' morale and careers. Opposition climate change
spokesman Dr Nick Smith commented that the failure to reappoint Dr Pattersontyasdl of
Government bullyingThere is a very high level of frustration across the board in the public
service about climate change policy, which is in a diabolical"mess
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3.3.7. Newspaper coverage immediately after the conference

The final report on theClimate Change and GoverreanConferenci the Dominion Postvas
published on April £. In it, reporter Michelle Quirke summarised, this time without even a
semblance of balance, the alarmist warnings that had been issued during the conference week
by scientists and by Green Pacdiy-leader Jeanette Fitzsimons. The article also cited some brief
opinions from members of the public as to what should be done about the climate change issue.
All but one of the six persons consulted seemed unconcerned about dangerous climate change,
but at the same time all were also prepared to support measures to protect the environment
from any proven threat.

Shortly after the conference, on April 4, a group of 18 New Zealand and Pacific Island Anglican
0AaK2LJA A aadzS Rclimatezhangés &8 gnd présént dangér to the future of

this planet and the survival of the speéieE I YR dzNAHSR (KI G LREAGAOAI ya
limit climate chang®. Bishop of Waikato, David Moxham, acknowledging that some people

might question whetheChristian leaders should involve themselves in such political issues,
O2YYSy (SR RIKH (6 NI R ySSRa D2RQa LIS2LX S ¢ide ' OG F2N
better statement would have been thaGG'od's world needs scientists to work out how it

fundions so that mankind can better nurture our precious environthent

Qx

Conclusion Despite their sometimes uncritical airing of interggbup spin, it would be wrong

to give the impression that press reporting on tGémate Change and Gowance Conferere

was exclusively alarmist. Rather, th®@minion Postoverage not infrequently presented
alternative, noralarmist interpretations though, of course, the reporters had no control over

the Subeditors whose dayob is precisely to coin eyeatching, sesationalist headlines. As
examples, theDominion'sre porting of Georgina Griffiths' work on rainfall trends mentioned
specifically both environmental pluses (fastgmowing crops and grass) and minuses (increase in
invasive pest species); Blair Fitzhawas described as acknowledging that given a warming
there would be both pros (more rain, fuller rivers and more hydroelectric power) and cons
(more introduced pests, and disease and new threats to some native species); and Fatu Lefale
was reported as sayinthat 'the difficulty of us in the scientific community is whether those
(warming) changes are due to humarduced climate change, or .... are due to natural

variability of the regiot?®. The integrity of these scientists (and doubtless others who weren'
gquoted in the newspaper), and perhaps also the talk that Dr van der Lingen gave to reporters on
March 24, did in the end have some effect.

4.1. Discussion
4.1.1. The media

In a technical sense, the main conference newspaper, the Wellingtoninion Pst, generally
provided balanced information about the conference and some of the key issues of climate
change science. "Balanced" in the sense that it was often acknowledged that more than one
interpretation was possible for a given set of facts. The répgrthat | observed in other
newspapers and on radio and television was couched in similar terms, and similarly reflected the
shallow way in which our modern media seek to attain technical "balance" in their reporting.
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For there is much more to balantkean simply acknowledging that an alternative point of view
exists, and behind this apparently evdanded approach in fact lay the assumptions that had
been so assiduously propagated by those who planned the conference. Which were that
humancaused globalvarming is a proven fact, that the science of climate change is settled
(after all, the Acting Minister says so0), and that the time has come for action (code for the
introduction of a carbon tax or its equivalent) not more words. These covert attitudes
manifested themselves in several n@overt ways.

First, there was a strong, alarbased selection of the topics that were reported on from the

many presentations given at the conference and in other related public talks. For example, Lord
Oxburgh gave aaxcellent and informative lecture in Christchurch on alternative energy

sources, a topic on which, as a former Chairman of Shell UK, he is well versed. All too typically,
however, the report on the talk which appeared in Christchurch newsp&herPress

concentrated on some brief remarks that he made about the dire threat of hugeused global
warming, and ignored his important and-drepth discussion of alternative energy sources

(Gerrit van der Lingempers. comn).

Second, there was the skilful fashiog of internationallyused scarefiers into alarmist threats
specific to New Zealand. Thus "increased storminess" andlesghrise” became "threat to

coastal baches", "increasing temperatures" became "kiwifruit will replace sheep farming at
Gore", "morerainfall locally" can become more Hutt Valley floods, and "less rainfall locally" can
become droughts in Hawkes Bay. If there had been a way to link either pavlova or the All Blacks

to global warming, you can be sure that the conference publicists woaie found it.

Third, there was the use of leading questions in media interviews, often involving unspoken
assumptions or conspiratorial agreement between the host and the interviewee. For example,
Radio New Zealand's Chris Laidlaw asked Lord Oxburghiiteaview about the motives of
scientists who argue that humasaused global warming has not yet been established.
Oxburgh's reply wasi ton't know of any cluster of opinion that | respect within the scientific
community that resist what | have said 0", adding that that isn't to say there isn't someone

in a cave somewhere who thinks differently, who has been isolated from the rest of the world,
but | honestly don't think $8° In similar fashion, Kevin Trenberth was reported in Erwminion
Postas saying: The arguments of global warming disbelievers are often coloured by politics and
vested interests*. Ad hominendisparagements like these invariably indicate that the person
being questioned has no convincing answer for a point that has beerBpaitin any case, such
comments serve only to cheapen the debate and the person who asserts them.

Fourth, and only partly a media issue, was the promulgation of the views of persons or groups
who claim moral authority, such as the widely reported statemby New Zealand and Pacific
bishops on climate change just after the Wellington conferéhc®uch statements, including

this one, serve mainly to demonstrate a lack of understanding of the complex scientific issues
involved in global change science. &efchurch leaders start acting as moral lobby groups on
sciencebased matters, they need to ensure that they have a rigorous intellectual grasp of the
relevant scientific facts and principles. And the same comment applies with equal force to the
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leaders 6 other groupings, for example business lead&r&ho presume to give the public and
politicians advice on scienaelated issues like climate change.

Conclusion Science operates neither by authority nor consensus, and claims that "the science
of climae change is settled", or that people who question the magnitude of human influence on
climate "live in caves", are simply silly. In actuality, and in general healthily, a vigorous scientific
debate continues regarding all the substantial and some ofrikabstantial mechanisms of

climate change, and especially so regarding the matter of human causation. That deep divisions
exist amongst expert and qualified scientists regarding our knowledge of the climate system is
well exemplifed by recent public lettes written to the Prime Minister of Canada by two groups

of experienced professional scientists, and by editorial comment theréfter

4.1.2. An aside on Hansenism

Proselytisation in the cause of anthropogenic global warming has been termed Hanseftésm, a
American scientist Dr Jim Hansen, whose appearance before a U.S. Senate committee in 1988
marks the generally accepted starting point of the global warming $¢aEathusiastically
promulgated by environmental NGOs and others, during the 1990s theimg scare came

under the corrupting influences of zeal for a cause, large sums of money for research, large
national bureaucracies to administer public policy, and two humdingers of international
bureaucracy, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chamgkthe Kyoto Protocol. Within a
short time, some industry groups (notably the alternative energy sector) came into play, adding
a fifth cause of selinterest to the mix.

A key attribute of Hansenism is a moral superiority assumed by those who esji@usause,

and whose mission is "to save the planet". This often engenders in turn the pathological
behaviour of noble cause corruptith a phenomenon that is neatly encapsulated in the title of
lan Plimer's critique of creationism, "Telling Lies fodGad hree, now infamous, comments

made by persons who have had great influence in the global warming debate serve to make the
point:

"On the other hand, we are not just scientists but human beings as well. And like
most people we'd like to see the worldbatter place, which in this context translates
into our working to reduce the risk of potentially disastrous climatic change. To do
that we need to get some broauhsed support, to capture the public's imagination.
That, of course, entails getting loadsmedia coverage. So we have to offer up scary
scenarios, make simplified, dramatic statements, and make little mention of any
doubts we might have. This 'double ethical bind' we frequently find ourselves in
cannot be solved by any formula. Each of ustbate cide what the right balance is
between being effective and being honest. | hope that means being®oth

w2 YFLGGSNI AT GKS aOASyOS Aa Fff LK2yes G(KSNB |

climate changgprovides)the greatest chance to bring alt justice and equality in
the world®,
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