
Record of a “debate” – green activist style: “If you don’t agree with us, go away.” 

Between James M. Taylor, Senior Fellow, Environment Policy, The Heartland Institute, taylor@heartland.org 
and 

Gavin Schmidt, Climate Modeller, NASA, contributor at http://www.realclimate.org 
 

With references to Marc Morano, EPW Communications Director, marc_morano@epw.senate.gov 
 
http://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2008/01/what-if-you-held-a-conference-and-no-real-scientists-came/#comment-80235 

 
1 February 2008 : (how it ended) 
- By the way, I attempted to post a follow-up comment on their blog, but they have cut me off and refuse to post 
my comments. How typical of their tactics! If they are going to have a "closed" blog that does not allow dissent, 
they should at least be intellectually honest enough to identify it as such. Seeing as Gavin and company refuse to 
post comments from people who disagree with them, I will share my attempted post with you: 
 
Gavin, I am disappointed, though not surprised, that you and your Real Climate fellow activists have refused our 
invitation to speak at the climate change conference (see 47, above). I can make a pretty good guess as to why. 
Less than a year ago, on March 14, 2007, Real Climate's Gavin Schmidt and two other global warming alarmists 
debated global warming against three skeptical scientists in front of the prestigious Intelligence Squared debating 
society in New York City. A poll of audience members prior to the debate found that the audience believed by a 2-
to-1 margin (57 percent to 29 percent) that global warming is a crisis. After a lengthy debate in which all panelists 
had a chance to present their evidence and answer follow-up questions, the audience voted by a 46 to 42 percent 
margin that global warming is NOT a crisis. 
 
Better for Real Climate activists to remain in your self-contained blogosphere and classlessly sling mud than to 
run the risk of another public embarrassment in a fair and honest scientific debate, right Gavin? 
 
31 January 2008 : (how it started) 
- The anonymously authored Real Climate article above is a disappointing smear job — i.e., you have nothing to 
say substantively, so you attempt to smear your intellectual opponents. Many of the world’s leading climate 
scientists from some of the world’s most prestigious universities will be giving presentations. Rather than 
behaving like children and throwing mud at them, perhaps you might behave like adults and discuss the science. 
Of course, that will never happen because open and honest debate is what you fear most.  
I never thought I would see the day when scientific debate and inquiry, conducted by some of the most 
credentialed scientists in the world, would be considered a bad thing. But that is what happens when people are 
afraid of the truth.  
 
Al Gore in one day rakes in more honorarium money than all of our speakers combined. Nevertheless, we have 
offered to pay his usual honorarium to speak at our conference, but have not heard back from Mr. Gore. We have 
invited Real Climate’s Michael Mann to come and speak at our conference, but Mr. Mann also has failed to 
respond to our invitation.  
 
Unlike Real Climate, we do not attempt to stifle scientific inquiry. Instead, we encourage it. We are equal 
opportunity investigators of science. As the Real Climate article above notes, we have invited many members of 
Real Climate to come and give presentations. It is odd that Real Climate is invited to discuss the science in a 
professional, scholarly environment, yet throws stones from afar, where they do not have to subject their claims to 
scientific scrutiny.  
 
Perhaps Real Climate will abandon their fear of public discourse, and will reconsider their decision to decline our 
invitation to speak at the conference. After all, isn’t honest and open scientific discussion a good thing? Please 
send me an email at taylor@heartland.org and, as my prior emails indicate, I would be happy to add you to our 
conference line-up. 
 
With warmest regards, 
James 
 
[Response: The level of chutzpah in your comment is breathtaking. Our ’substantive’ additions to the scientific 
knowledge is well attested to by our publications in the peer reviewed literature and is subject to scientific scrutiny 
every day. I will even venture to make a prediction that the number of peer-reviewed papers on climate science 
we have collectively authored in the last 5 years will be substantially more than all of your speakers put together. 
Honest and open scientific discussion is greatly to be wished for, and in fact, happens all the time. I don’t recall 
ever bumping into you at a real conference (AGU/AMS/EGU), but should you ever go, you’ll see it how it works 
first hand. Your institute plays no role in that because your approach is the anti-thesis of scientific inquiry - your 
conclusions have been decided before you look at the evidence. When you decide to stop abusing the scientific 
process for political gain, then perhaps we can talk. - gavin] 
 
Quoted with permission from James Taylor. 


