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After the presentations from the distinguished panel of scientists, I’d like to take a moment to put the science into a political and historical context.
What are now the tenets of climate science orthodoxy – the ones that if you don’t subscribe to make you a climate denier – are inextricably bound up with a political ideology: Environmentalism.
The fundamental claim of environmentalism is that industrialization is upsetting the balance between mankind and nature. By destroying fragile eco-systems, we are imperilling our own survival as a species.
So, to take an example, man-made climate change must therefore be catastrophic.
From the 1960s onwards, this belief led to a recurrence of environmental scares. And I use ‘scare’ advisedly, because that’s what they were.
The first, sparked by Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring was the pesticide scare, in particular DDT.
It led the Nixon administration to announce the EPA’s banning of DDT on the eve of the first UN conference on the environment in Stockholm in 1972. 
Nixon’s DDT ban was pure politics – what else would you expect? -  just like Barack Obama’s announcement blocking Keystone XL in the run up to next month’s climate summit in Paris.
And here we come to a common misconception about environmentalism, that it is about conserving nature and preserving endangered species. 
In fact, environmentalists’ concern about nature is partial. 
It depends on the cause, not the effect.
One reason environmentalists campaigned against DDT was because it allegedly led to thinner eggshells of eagles and other raptors, putting their survival as a species at risk. 
We now know this was false: Raptor eggshells had been thinning long before the introduction of DDT.
On the other hand, environmentalists don’t object when raptors are killed in environmentally friendly ways.
Eagles and other birds of prey are attracted to the thermals you get in hill country. 
Those same hillsides are also used for wind farms.
So which should it be? Raptors or wind farms?
For environmentalists, the mass eco-slaughter of eagles, raptors and migratory birds by the rotating blades of wind turbines is necessary:
Windfarms, good. 
Coal fired power stations, bad.
The IPCC even has a set of wholly spurious numbers to justify the wind-powered avian holocaust. 
As you can see, the determining factor is the cause, not the effect.  
After DDT, next down the pike was the acid rain scare of the 1970s and 1980s.
In many respects, acid rain was a dry run for global warming. 
They had the same enemy: coal fired power stations. 
And they had the same answer: Emissions cuts – sulphur dioxide for one, carbon dioxide for the other.
The National Academy of Sciences linked the two. The science of acid rain, it said, was much further developed than global warming.
What the NAS doesn’t want you to know is how the supposedly settled science of acid rain subsequently fell apart. 
Sure, power stations make rain more acidic – rain is naturally acidic, especially after thunderstorms. 
But acid rain wasn’t the cause of lake acidification. It wasn’t destroying forests.
A handful of brave scientists found that changes in land use, not acid rain, had caused the lakes of the Adirondacks to become acidic and lose their game fish.
The EPA knew all this full well when it pushed the Clean Air Act Amendments through Congress and delayed publication of the final report of the ten-year federal acid rain research programme which set this all out.
Yet 25 years on, the EPA’s website falsely states that acid rain is a serious environmental problem affecting large parts of the United States that is particularly damaging to lakes, streams and forests.
How to say this politely? What the EPA asserts about acid rain is a downright scientific fraud. 
Given this, does anyone really think that the EPA is in the business of discovering the truth about global warming and would tell us if it found anything that might put a question mark over what has become the politically settled science?
So it’s perhaps worth going back to what climate scientists were saying about global warming before politics settled the science.
The first chairman of the IPCC, Bert Bolin, acknowledged that man-made global warming was not something ‘which you can prove.’
The IPCC’s first assessment report, produced in 1990, is distinctly equivocal. 
It noted that a global warming of larger size had almost certainly occurred at least once since the end of the last glaciation without any appreciable increase in greenhouse gases: 
‘Because we do not understand the reasons for these past warming events, it is not yet possible to attribute a specific proportion of the recent, smaller warming, to an increase of greenhouse gases,’ 
The IPCC went on to note the existence of many significant uncertainties and inadequacies in the observational climate record, in knowledge of the causes of natural climatic variability and in current computer models. 
For this reason, the IPCC concluded that 
‘scientists working in this field cannot at this point in time make the definitive statement: “Yes, we have now seen an enhanced greenhouse effect.”’
In climate activist parlance, in 1990, the IPCC were climate deniers.
So whenever you hear Bill McKibben or Senator Sheldon Whitehouse or the attorney general of New York or Hillary Clinton claim that ExxonMobil or whoever somehow hid the truth about global warming, point them to what the IPCC was saying in 1990 and then ask: 
Have there been any scientific discoveries since 1990 to justify changing that conclusion?
Sure, we had the Hockey Stick, now entirely discredited.
We’ve had satellite measurements of atmospheric temperatures, which the climate clerisy prefers to downplay.
And we’ve had 18 years or so of climate model predictions bounding ahead of observations. 
That should give any true scientist pause for thought.
A good model is a means of systematically bringing together understanding of a scientific problem to yield predictions to test that understanding against nature.
If the predictions are wrong, it follows there’s something wrong with scientists’ understanding.
And here’s the key point I’d like to make this afternoon:
This is not about advancing scientific knowledge on climate. 
It’s about war and science is one of the weapons used in that war.
Science has been weaponized.
You don’t have to take my word for it.
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It’s a war that will decide whether we let the market provide us with the cheapest, most reliable forms of energy to power economic progress or whether America will follow Europe down its wind and solar policy calamity.
President Obama’s timing could not be worse.
Right at the moment that the president and the EPA are pushing America down the European path of energy purgatory, the Europeans are waking up to the enormity of their mistake.  
Last year, the European Commission published a paper on its post-2020 climate and energy targets. 
It gave Europe a get-out-of-jail card. 
The new renewable and decarbonisation targets would only apply to Europe as a whole. 
There would be no targets for individual member states.
Imagine if the EPA had set a federal target but no state targets. The Clean Power Plan would be dead.
The real purpose of next month’s climate conference in Paris is about justifying what the Europeans have done and what the Obama administration plans to do to power generation.
And the Islamist atrocities in that city should be a wake up call to world leaders that the West faces genuine threats to our way of life and to our civilization and that global warming is categorically not one of them. 
Ultimately the outcome of the Carbon War will not be decided in Paris next month. It will not be decided in Beijing by the Communist Party of China.
The outcome of this war will be decided on November 8th, 2016.
And it will be decided by you.
The stakes are that high.
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