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Australian) says “The authors skilfully — and 
rigorously — blend hard science, statistics 
and anecdote to end up with a final chapter 
appropriately titled ‘The Verdict’.” Anecdote?

Secondly, “His (McCrystal I presume) 
method was to hire the finest international 
scientists available to present their best 
arguments.” Hire?

In his conclusion, Martin Bridgstock 
describes himself as “non-scientist” yet he is a 
senior lecturer in the School of Biomolecular 
and Physical Sciences at Griffith University 
with B Science (Hons), M Science, PhD 
qualifications. Sorry Martin, but I’m confused.

While not wanting to comment on your 
conclusions Martin, I’m not convinced about 
the method.

Alan Stern
South Hurstville NSW

Martin Bridgstock responds:

Tom Biegler understands my arguments, but 
suspects that my method may not apply to 

some other types of controversy. That may be so: 
if it works for important scientific controversies, I 
will be content.

Robert Steley objects to my term “predicting” 
with computers. I can’t see why. If I construct 
a mathematical computer model of how the 
world’s climate works, feed in the best data 
I can find, and then get the computer to say 
what the world will be like in 2030 or 2050, 
that strikes me as a justified use of the term 
“computer prediction.” Robert points out that 
computer predictions can be fiddled. Certainly 
they can, as can almost any scientific experiment 
or observation. So what?

I was astonished by Robert’s next claim. 
Using a dictionary, he claims that “sceptical” 
need not involve paranormal or pseudoscientific 
matters and “that’s a matter of personal choice, 
not definition.” No, it isn’t. The Skeptic is the 
magazine of the Australian Skeptics. They have 
a very clear statement of aims, which appears 
on their website, and which does involve 
paranormal or pseudoscientific claims. I suggest 
that Robert should read it.

Robert also says that I “rely heavily on 
references of his own making, three of them to 
be exact.” Well, my key references are Anderegg 
et al, the statements of major scientific societies 
and the Morgan and McCrystal book. I didn’t 
write any of those. Years ago, I co-edited a book 

having any direct connection with CO2 levels? 
Professor Carter has some interesting and 
persuasive points to make about this particular 
phenomenon, but I won’t steal his thunder – 
read it yourselves!

If climate change, anthropogenic global 
warming – call it what you will – ever was a 
truly scientific question worthy of the money, 
time and resources spent on it, it has long 
since ceased to be that. It is now blatantly and 
unashamedly political, concerned wholly with 
saving face over an issue manufactured for 
political ends, and for those with their eyes 
open, the cracks have been showing for some 
time. The failure of Copenhagen 2009 was the 
beginning of the end.

Professor Carter’s comments on “consensus” 
and the popular view that there is consensus 
among scientists that AGW is happening, bear 
heavily on how we should sensibly attempt 
to interpret the state of play. Who would you 
choose to believe on a scientific issue – scientists 
in your own backyard with proven credentials, 
or politicians? In his recent book Climate: The 
Counter Consensus, Carter states more than once 
that science is not about consensus. It’s about 
one scientist being right. We should all think 
about that statement, and its undeniable truth 
in the history of mankind.

Robert M Steley
Chittaway Bay NSW

W ithout wanting to go into the arguments 
for and against anthropogenic global 

warming (AGW), I find the article by Martin 
Bridgstock quite disturbing.

So, it’s OK just to poll the ‘experts’ without 
examining any evidence at all?

“Wide acceptance of an idea is not proof of 
its validity.” - Dan Brown. 

Let’s not get sidetracked into religion.
A simple Google search reveals numerous 

criticisms of Anderegg and his methods:
http://physicsworld.com/cws/article/

news/43002
http://nofrakkingconsensus.wordpress.

com/2010/06/24/who-is-william-r-l-anderegg/
https://calderup.wordpress.com/tag/william-

anderegg/
I admit that I have not read Poles Apart by 

Morgan & McCrystal, however, two items on 
this review page worry me:

http://www.scribepublications.com.au/book/
polesapart

Firstly, the review by Rod Moran (West 
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without examining any evidence at all?” No, 
I didn’t say that. I said that when a scientific 
issue is so important that we must take a stand, 
and grasping all the complexities will take an 
unacceptably long time, then the procedure 
I suggest may be the best way to arrive at a 
reasoned decision (page 25, middle column and 
page 26, left hand column).

In my judgment, there are no objections of 
substance raised in the websites Alan mentions. 
If he thinks they are important, let him spell 
out why.

Without having read the work, Alan is 
worried because there are “anecdotes” in the 
Morgan and McCrystal book. The book is full 
of argument and evidence, and the occasional 
anecdote makes it more vivid and readable. 
Alan will find an anecdote (about a former 
Miss World) in the article by Kylie Sturgess and 
myself in this issue. There is lots of evidence, 
too. Anecdotes need not undermine logic and 
evidence, provided the latter are sound.

Alan also objects because Morgan (not 
McCrystal) paid people. Yes, he paid the best 
scientists to give him their best arguments, pro 
and con. That was one of the ways the authors 
could complete their work in only 18 months.

Finally, Alan says he is “confused” because 
I describe myself as a non-scientist. I lecture 
in Science, Technology and Society and have a 
background in social science. I am sorry if this 
is confusing.

Martin Bridgstock
Griffith Uni, Nathan QLD

and published several dozen papers on creation 
science. I see nothing objectionable in drawing 
on my own knowledge in that area, where it is 
relevant.

I was astonished by Robert’s comments on 
the Ray Evans paper. A look at my original 
article (page 25, right hand column) reveals that 
I was using the Evans paper to show that some 
anti-AGW people have been abusing those they 
disagree with (as have some pro-AGW people). 
I went on to say that all abuse is wrong, and 
should be ignored. I am surprised that Robert 
did not see this.

Robert then refers to two – perfectly genuine 
– Australian scientists. Both have achieved the 
rank of full Professor, both have substantial 
lists of publications and both have spoken out 
strongly against AGW. Contrary to Robert’s 
assumption, I have read work on the topic by 
both scientists. However, a check through the 
Web of Science shows that very few of their 
scientific papers are on the AGW topic. They 
would therefore not be classed as top scientists 
in the area. 

Robert claims, without evidence, that AGW 
has now given way to cooling. If he produces 
evidence of this – from proper scientific journals 
– I will consider it. I will not comment on 
some of his wilder statements. Finally, he gives 
me a choice of believing local scientists with 
credentials, or politicians. I reject that choice. 
My first preference would be to understand all 
the issues myself. Since that isn’t possible, my 
second choice is to find what the best experts 
worldwide think, and I did that. My third 
preference is to find what people who had no 
prior opinion but who had researched the topic 
think, and I did that. My fourth choice is to 
listen to what major scientific organisations 
think. I did that, too.

Alan Stern profoundly misunderstands me 
when he writes, “So, it’s OK to poll the ‘experts’ 
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