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The science of global warming has taking a beating recently, especially in the media, but also at the hand of US politicians. Recently, for instance, emails written between climate researchers (“Climate Gate,” see discussion of East Anglia emails below) have become the subject of intense media scrutiny and political investigations. These beating have, at times, been severe, and they are designed to be so to distract the public from the widely agreed upon message scientists have produced and continue to produce about climate change in the contemporary era – that it has anthropogenic origins.  
The beating climate scientists have taken is not of recent origins – it has, like other corporate and politically generated beating -- lasted for decades.  Similar suppression of scientific research by corporate interests and corporate controlled political responses related to a variety of other industrial harms have been well documented (Markowitz and Rosner, 2003).  The suppression of global warming research and science in the US has been well document since the G. W. Bush Administration took office (Bowen, 2007; Lynch, Burns and Stretesky, forthcoming).  In the US in particular, this is a beating that has illustrated the intersection of corporate interests and state actions on the behalf of individuals who attempt to protect corporate interests through the use of the political power they wield as government officials (see below for examples). 

The political attack against the science of global warming and global warming scientists is not a random outcome of disagreement and controversy, but rather is the outcome of a long term strategy. Part of that strategy has clear political origin.  Several years ago, for instance, Republican Party strategist, Frank Luntz wrote a memo outlining for members of the Republican party how they should talk about and describe global warming, especially by encouraging the public to believe that there is no scientific consensus on this point (Luntz Memo-1 ; Luntz Memo - 2). 
Scientists engaged in climate change and global warming research have long been the subject of political attacks (e.g., see Bowen, 2007), long after internal scientific skepticism which for decades questioned hypotheses related to global warming had played its course. Recent political attacks against climate scientists and global warming researchers have involved investigations of, among others, James Hansen, head of the NASA’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies, and Professor Michael Mann, whose research produced the well know global warming “hockey stick” graph. But, numerous other scientists have come under attack and scrutiny as well. Some have faced the threat of criminal charges from agents of the US government (see below).

Scientists have, for the most part, attempted to avoid becoming embroiled in this political controversy, instead choosing to devote their energies to their research. But, in the face of increased criticism and government scrutiny, and impugned moral characters and questions about ethics, scientists are fighting back. In May, 2010,  for example, two-hundred and twenty-five members of the National Academy of Sciences published a letter in the journal, Science (Science Letter) calling “for an end to McCarthy-like threats of criminal prosecution against our colleagues based on innuendo and guilt by association, the harassment of scientists by politicians seeking distractions to avoid taking action, and the outright lies being spread about them.”  This letter is directed at unnamed politicians that potentially include, among others, Senator James M. Inhofe and Virginia Attorney General, Ken Cuccinelli (Revkin, 2010).
For his part, Cuccinelli subpoenaed the University of Virginia in May, 2010, to obtain documents related to climate researcher, Michael Mann’s work while he was a member of UV’s faculty. Cuccinelli requested the documents in an effort to pursue fraud charges against Mann for grants he received. Mann has been the object of a number of recent efforts by global warming skeptics to refute his research by claiming that his data was contrived and manipulated. Mann also became a subject of global warming critics attacks following the release of thousands of emails between climate science researchers from the University of East Anglia's Climatic Research Unit. A recently released independent review of those emails (July 7, 2010) cleared the scientists of any wrong doings (Scientists Cleared).   At the same time, charges brought against Mann by global warming skeptics lead Administrators at the Pennsylvania State University, Mann’s current employer, to investigate Mann on ethics violation. Mann has been cleared of these charges as well (July 1, 2010; Mann Cleared of Charges).  The campaign against Mann is an offshoot of the campaign against science launched to discredit climate and environmental scientists during the G. W. Bush Administration (see,Bush Campaign Against Science;  see also, Lynch, Burns and Stretesky, forthcoming). 
In February, 2010, a minority report entitled United States Senate Report, ‘Consensus’ Exposed: The CRU Controversy (
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“Consensus” Report 
) prepared under the direction of Senator Inhofe, ranking minority member of the  Committee on Environmental and Public Works, was released. The report examines the email exchanges from the University of East Anglia's Climatic Research Unit in an effort to discredit the science of global warming and the scientists engaged in that research. The report indicates that there are also some flaws in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (IPCC) most recent report (AR4) that “compromise” the “consensus” on global warming.  In reality, many of the fatal flaws this report examines are minor, challenging the or exact prediction of the future extent of warming but not its trend or the contemporary causes of warming (these flaws are found on pages 32-33 of the report, and list six “major” flaws such as the date for the expected melting of the Himalayan glaciers, endangerment of 40% of the Amazon rainforest, the melting of mountain ice caps in the Andes, Alps and Africa, estimated costs of extreme weather events, the date and extent of sever water depletion, and the decline in crop production in Africa by 2020; and four minor errors.  The 4th IPCC report spans four volumes, including some 3,000 pages and 300,000 text lines. A former NASA scientist estimated that if this report met the criteria for the most heavily reviewed and edited versions of NASA software, that the report would contain 30 significant errors [www.easterbrook.ca/steve/?p=1366 ]. NASA has the lowest expected error rate at 0.1 errors per 1,000 lines of text while military code errors range from 5/1,000 to 55/1,000, and software produced by Agile has an error rate of 1.4/1,000 and Apache 0.5/1,000 lines. The IPCC does not use the same kinds of automatic and static software testing as these groups, and errors are to be expected in such reports, especially when compiled by volunteer workers [www.easterbrook.ca/steve/?p=1366].  The question which should be at issue is whether these errors compromise the integrity and findings of the report, and not whether the report contains any errors). The document ends with a list of 17 “key” players who should be scrutinized for their role in perpetuating the myth of global warming. Inhofe has suggested the need to criminally investigate these individuals (www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/mar/01/inhofe-climate-mccarthyite).

Inhofe’s position is that scientists shouldn’t act like “political scientists,” and he rebukes the efforts of climate scientists to act on, speak about or determine government policy, which apparently should be left to lawmakers unaware of the science of global warming, its meaning, interpretation or significance. Inhofe’s concern is that these scientists have claims to stake, and that their research is impacted by an agenda. It is unclear what agendas might be involved, and why scientists in pursuit of knowledge would engage in such agenda setting. But, politicians are not immune from such charges of agenda setting either. This is true, for example, of Inhofe’s position on climate change. Oil and gas companies are, for example, listed as Inhofe primary campaign contributors (Inhofe Political Contributions).  Moreover, Inhofe’s apparent disregard for human rights is evident in his voting record. He is, for instance, one of  nine Senators to vote against the Detainee Treatment Act of 2005 which protects detainees of the US government from torture and abuse. His political record of staunch conservatism is evident in his ranking among the most conservative Senators by the National Journal, a Washington insider
publication (Inhole ranks 8th overall across economic, social and foreign policy votes).

Inhofe is even more conservative environmentally, openly stating that global warming is a hoax. In support of his position, Inhofe cites the 1992 Heidelberg Appeal (Heidelberg Appeal),  around which there is significant controversy. Contrary to the document’s actual intent, the Appeal has been used by conservatives and global warming critics to suggest that global warming is a hoax by referring to the section of that document which states “We do however forewarn authorities in charge of our planet’s destiny against decisions which are supported by pseudo-scientific arguments or false an non-relevant data.”  This section of the Appeal has been employed to define significant portions of research concerning global warming as irrational, pseudo-scientific and false by conservatives who deny global warming. Nothing in this document, however, specifically addresses the issue of global warming or its realities, or relates to the debate on the causes of global warming. Inhofe and others who employ the Appeal to refute global warming not only overstate its content and overlook the lack of reference to global warming in the document, but neglect reference to a related document also produced in 1992, The World Scientists’ Warning to Humanity (WSWH; Scientists Warming). This latter document, signed by many of the signatories of the Heidelberg Appeal, contains direct statements concerning global warming such as “We must, for example, move away from fossil fuels to more benign, inexhaustible energy sources to cut greenhouse gas emissions and the pollution of our air and water…” .  The WSWH was updated by a related document, the 1997 “Call to Action” (Call for Action) prepared by the Union of Concerned Scientists. This document, signed by 110 Nobel Prize winners, 60 US National Medal of Honors recipients, and represents more than 1500 signers from 63 nations, was specifically designed to request that world leaders sign the Kyoto Protocol noting the need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in order to combat global warming.
Inhofe’s position is supported by scientists such as S. Fred Singer, who are in the minority when its comes to assessing the origins, process and future path of global warming. Singer has had a distinguished scientific career, but throughout much of his career has been embroiled in controversies that relate to refuting scientific positions and the reality of events such as the link between second hand smoke and cancer, or the reality of the 1970s energy crisis in the US. Singer, a frequent consultant to the tobacco and energy industries, has built the latter part of his career around defending these industries by refuting scientific research claims, often calling them “junk science.” Singer effectively hedges his position on global warming noting that while the volume of carbon dioxide humans emit should, theoretically, affect climate, that there is no definitive research suggesting that this is the case, and that weather and climate systems are complex and not easily captured in scientific models (Singer Interview).  Singer rejects the notion that climate warming is bad, and argues instead that it has many benefits, despite a large body of scientific research which explores the negative consequences of global warming on various species and the spread of disease for example (see Lynch and Stretesky, 2010).
The phrase “junk science” has become a catch-word in the efforts of conservatives to undermine any form of science that provides evidence with which they disagree. This catch-phrase is one of the signature projects of Steven Milloy (www.junkscience.com/). Milloy, a commentator for the widely know conservative Fox News, is also an adjunct scholar at the Competitive Enterprise Institute (a conservative think tank favoring free-market approaches over governmental intervention and protectionism), head of the Advancement of Sound Science Center, an industry funded lobby group which argues that global warming, the science of second hand smoke and pesticides, and environmental science is “junk science,” and formerly an adjunct scholar at the conservative think tank, The Cato Institute. 
The controversy over climate science has stimulated numerous political efforts to derail any effort by the federal government in the US to respond to global warming.  As a result of recent law suits, for example, the U.S. Supreme Court mandated that the US EPA address global warming as an air pollutant, especially in light of the failure of the federal government to mandate a legislative solution to this form of air pollution. In response, Senator Murkowski (R-AL) proposed to solve this problem with an amendment that would remove the ability to regulated carbon dioxide pollution from the EPA. The amendment was rejected (June, 2010). 
Not all of the anti-environmental action has been produced by republicans. Senator Jay Rockefeller (D-W.Va.) recently introduced legislation that would suspend the US EPA’s ability to regulated stationary sources of greenhouse gases for two years. Rockefeller’s state, West Virginia, is a primary producer of coal in the US, and would be hardily affected by EPA regulations of global warming gases.
Conservative pundits argue that global warming regulations will affect the economy and destroy jobs, and count some 800,000 jobs as affected, and note that the to cost taxpayers for addressing global warming will reach alarming sums.  A number of reports, however, suggest that these predictions of the future by conservatives – which is one of the primary objections conservative offer concerning the future of global warming, that it cannot be predicted accurately – have been overstated (www.ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/economics.php). 

Conservative continues to believe that the free market is the best choice for almost any application, and that the free market protects the environment. There is, however, much evidence to suggest that this view of the efficacy of the free market as a mechanism for protecting the environment is misdirected (Burns, Lynch and Stretesky, 2008).  It has been widely suggested in the environmental law and science literature that rather than saving the environment, the free market is the cause of environmental ills. 

Politicians in the US have been busy accusing scientists of immoral and unethical behaviors in their studies of global warming. There is much evidence that politician have not only engaged in immoral and unethical behaviors with respect to global warming research (e.g., such as accepting political campaign contributions from those seeking to escape regulation; purposefully misinterpreting results; charging researchers with unethical behavior to create investigations that distract climate scientists from their work, etc.,), but also that they have engaged in potentially criminal acts as well (Lynch, Burns and Stretesky, forthcoming).  Its time that criminologists paid attention to these forms of state-corporate crime because of the potentially devastating effect these crimes have on the future of the world.
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