How One Online Global War ming Poll
Could I nfluence US Policy
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Sure, everyone gets a kick out of online polls:yfteefun, simple, interactive. The votes
get tallied up right before your eyes, a digitagshot of community opinion. But you'd
be hard-pressed to think of anything less scientifand certainly anything less worthy
of basingactual policy recommendations upon. Yet just two days ago,hlelts of an
online poll were submitted as actual testimony @oagressional hearing on climate
change, by a so-called expert seeking to discoiciiate science. This is the story of
how this absurd occurrence came to pass.

The tale begins around a month ago, when the vmellwk pop science publication
Scientific Americariaunched an online podisking its readership various questions about
climate change and related policy issues. As sndiappens when well-known
publications publish online polls on controvers@dics, less-known ones took the
opportunity to skew the results.

Two climate skeptic blog8&VattsUpWithThatandsmalldeadanimalgirected their
readers to vote in the polls. As a result, the'péihdings for questions like "What is
causing climate change?" were hijacked -- the nitgjof respondents deemed the
answer to that one to be "natural causes." To tieeyq The Intergovernmental Panel on




Climate Change [the nonpartisan international gribvap helps synthesize climate science]
is ..." the majority of respondents said it's "Aregt organization, prone to groupthink,
with a political agenda."

4, The IPCC, or Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change s

Response Respanse
Percent Count

an effective group of
government
representatives, scientists
and other experts.

in x| i5 8% 1 (565

a corrupt organization;
prone to groupthink, with E | 83.6% 5,662
a political agenda.

something to do with

Internet protocols. oo

answered guastion 6,759

skipped question 2

And remember, these results allegedly reveal timkitig of a readership that is highly
scientifically literate. Of course, the skewingdytside sources was later revealed --
analytics from SciAm showed that just those twaybleent a majority of the traffic to the
poll. By its end, the results of the poll were dbsaly ridiculous -- it registered 80% of
respondents as denying climate change, and 84%tegyed at an innocuous
intergovernmental body charged with synthesizirsgagch.

Okay, so an online poll got hijacked. Big deal, efdtory. Not quite: Because of
Scientific American's good reputation in the sceeaad publishing community, climate
skeptics began tase the poll as evidentieat even the scientific community was turning
against climate change. First, the evidence wad insan opinion piece in the Wall
Street Journal that argued tB&% of SciAm readers deny global warmifidpe

Scientific American swiftly debunked this claim,tiihe message got out.

Which brings us to th€ongressional hearimgn Wednesdayratrick Michaelsa leading
climate skeptic and member of the libertarian thenkk the Cato Institute, presented
testimony. Among the evidence for his recommendatiat Congress ignore the threat
of climate change? Not one, but two of the reduttisy the Scientific American poll. His
(unbelievably flimsy) argument is that the IPCC hagupted the scientific process itself,
and that its findings can't be trusted. As proefshbmits, yes, online poll results. From
his Congressional testimony

"Visitors to the website of Scientific American lealveen invited to participate in an
ongoing survey on global warming. This survey fiadaspite the general
environmentalist bent of its readership--that anljny minority (16%) agree that the
IPCC is—an effective group of government representativasnsists, and other experts.
84% agree, however, that it+sa corrupt organization, prone to groupthink, with a



political agendal [pictured above] ... [the] ongoing survey by StiemAmerican

reveals profound distrust of scientific institutsosuch as the IPCC"

Despite the "general environmentalist bent" my afs&nything, it's the anti-
environmentalist bent of the climate skeptic blagaders that produced that figure. And
Michaels probably knows it. But he saw a windovesgentially exploit an exploited poll,
in order to make scientists look bad -- and he uiséhd that, my friends, is the story of
how a poorly-worded, thoroughly unscientific, amapslashonline poll just might have
influenced US climate policy. Bravo.



