To my eye, there is no merit to the complaints from the Viscount Monckton of Brenchley (posted online) about my coverage of the Global Climate Coalition.

The two statements from the GCC – one internal and one public – are in fact directly contradictory. The more nuanced discussions in other parts of the documents don’t negate that (more on them below). Industry was told one thing by its own experts and did not adjust its public message. As the story and cited evidence indicate clearly, the group chose instead to excise the unwelcome portion of the advisers’ advice from the internal climate report.

1) The timing of the creation of the two documents is not relevant (given that this story was about the unchanging stance of industry through the period). While the “Backgrounder” was created earlier, it was one of many such undated information sheets on file for the press and policy makers throughout this period. We have a copy of another GCC document with the same language, stamped December 1995. And of course, rather than issue a new Backgrounder in 1996 reflecting the findings of its advisory group, the GCC chose instead to change the internal primer to keep it in synch with the public message focused on uncertainty.

2) The lack of merit in Mr. Monckton’s charges related to the completeness of the short quotation becomes evident in examining the full primer, beyond the additional section he cites (which he was able to read because The Times posted the entire document online for all to see; what’s selective about that?) In fact, my news story indicated that the primer was multi-faceted, criticizing BOTH the mainstream view as reflected in the new IPCC report and the view of “contrarian” critics (their term) of human-driven warming. But Mr. Monckton chose not to cite the closing statement, which indicates that the advisers saw a real risk of a large rise in temperatures from human activities:

“Neither solar variability nor anomalies in the temperature record offer a mechanism for off-setting the much larger rise in temperature which might occur if the atmospheric concentration of greenhouse gases were to double or quadruple…”


So who’s being selective? 

3) I don’t control the actions of Al Gore (or Mr. Monckton) and so have no way of influencing the way either uses my stories to advance an agenda. Others here cover the Washington end of things. Conspiracy? Nope.

I could go on. He seems aggrieved that I haven’t written about recent cooling, but I have, repeatedly (and he, like anyone else, is welcome to comment on the blog). In any case, it’s time to get back to work. 

Andy Revkin  (revkin@nytimes.com)

