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UCS?  If they are not that familiar with these
issues and the science, analysis and policy
options associated with them, on what basis
did they sign the statement?  Most importantly,
much of what the UCS and others claim is 
the ‘misuse’ of science is really disagreement
over the interpretation of risk in the policy-
making process.

Examining the Claims 
About Climate Change

The Marshall Institute follows a number of
policy issues for which science is an important
contributor.  And yet, for a number of the issues
cited, we do not have a basis for objectively
judging all of the allegations. And, the UCS
report certainly does not
provide one.

We are very familiar,
however, with the climate
change issue.  Here the UCS
report is severely flawed. 
It distorts and manipulates
facts and the state of knowl-
edge to indict the Bush
Administration.  It states, 

“Despite the widespread agreement in
the scientific community that human
activity is contributing to global climate
change, as demonstrated by the con-
sensus of international experts on the
IPCC, the Bush administration has
sought to exaggerate uncertainty by
relying on disreputable and fringe
science reports and preventing informed
discussion on the issue.”5

While this view is often repeated by the
media, it is at odds with the scientific finding
by the International Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) and the National Academies of Science
(NAS).  Both the UCS and Waxman reports rely
heavily on the IPCC and NAS to support claims
that the debate over the science of climate
change is settled and that there is a consensus. 

Unfortunately, that is a selective reading of

both reports.  The IPCC and NAS reports make
clear that it is not yet possible to distinguish
natural variability from human influence and
that many uncertainties require resolution to
establish a solid understanding of the climate
system and provide a reasonable basis for 
the computer models used to project future
climate.6 Statements that suggest a greater
degree of certainty than in fact exists are either
ill informed or intentionally misleading.

Statements that greenhouse gases are
accumulating in the atmosphere as a result of
human activity, that they contribute to
warming, that the temperature has increased in
the past 50 and 100 years and that humans
influence climate only tell us the obvious. How

these statements of fact are
used in advocacy and news
stories tell us a lot about the
agenda and motivation of the
groups and organizations
using them.  The plain facts
are that we do not know how
much human activity is
influencing the climate and
cannot know what tempera-
ture or climate will be 50 or

100 years from now.  Most things which 
are that far in the future are essentially
unknowable.

Both the UCS and Waxman reports cite
White House efforts to edit sections dealing
with climate change in an Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) document as evidence
of politically-motivated intervention.7 They
reference an ‘internal EPA memo,’ the author of
which remains unknown, detailing the editorial
changes sought by the Administration. The
crux of the changes was the insertion of
statements and qualifiers that the memera-



assumptions one must accept before reaching
this so-called consensus.

Because of the large and still uncertain
level of natural variability inherent in
the climate record and the uncertainties
in the time histories of the various
forcing agents (and particularly aero-



The UCS also accuses the Bush Adminis-
tration of attempting to insert “a reference to a
discredited study of temperature records funded





ways for the Next Decade. (National Academy
Press: 


