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I would disagree with the claim that ICSU was the power behind the throne. 
During the 1980s ICSU was backing its own multi-disciplinary Global Change 
Programme but was getting little recognition nor financial support; Its nose was 
out of joint with the WMO led World Climate Programme, which had the World 
Climate Impacts Programme as a minor part led by UNEP, was the leading 
'environmental science' activity. A significant issue was that WMO 
programmes were government funded (WMO being represented by heads of 
National Meteorological and/or Geophysical Services) whereas the NGO ICSU 
was disparate, represented by academics and had to get funding from special 
grants. 
 
The emergence of UNEP and its direct funding from governments changed the 
balance of power that had previously existed. The stand-off between UNEP and 
WMO over the significance of anthropogenic global warming was resolved by a 
strengthening alliance between UNEP and ICSU; UNEP contracted scientific 
credibility through ICSU. The initial Villach conference co sponsored by 
UNEP/WMO/ICSU but pushed by UNEP failed to reach the appropriate 
conclusion on the role of CO2; the re-run in 1985 with 'better' selected 
participants produced the appropriately worded Conference Statement and 
calling for global action to reduce CO2 emissions (I have it from one participant 
that the Statement was essentially railroaded through the plenary by the 
organisers). The 1985 Villach Statement failed to convince the WMO Bureau 
and the impasse with UNEP was bridged by the establishment of the joint 
UNEP/WMO co-sponsored IPCC. WMO thought they could control the agenda 
and have the first report presented to the Second World Climate Conference but 
they were out-foxed. The UK volunteered to host the IPCC Secretariat and 
fund publication of the report; as a consequence they got to nominate the 
first (co-) Chairman of the Working Group, John Houghton. The first report 
of Working Group 1, though biased towards AGW, was largely a well written 
and researched document with all the appropriate caveats about uncertainty - 
but few read it; the significant document was the Summary for Policymakers 
'distilled' from the WG reports and decided by government delegations, 
mostly loaded with environment bureaucrats. The rest, they say, is history! 
 
As an outcome of the UNEP-ICSU alliance that evolved from the 1980s the 
Global Change Programme has essentially been rebadged with enormous 
government funding going to academia in the guise of climate change 
research. Even much of the climate modelling, previously the preserve of 
meteorological services, expanded in academia as a consequence of direct 
funding from environmental agencies. The eclipsing of WMO by UNEP and its 
client NGO  ICSU in the area of climate is an interesting case study. 



 
AND: 
 
The original Charter for IPCC does not give the political reason for its 
establishment: the dispute between WMO and UNEP that emerged from the 
1985 Villach Conference over the extent of human-caused global warming. The 
Charter of IPCC is not to carry out research but to organise assessments of 
existing research in order to ascertain the extent to which human activity 
(in particular fossil fuel burning and CO2 emission) affect climate. WMO 
effectively lost the battle with the release of the first (1990) report 
(although there was some rear-guard action to have uncertainties recognised) 
and accepts the IPCC conclusion of human cause. 
 
The other unsavoury aspect of the IPCC process was that in order to get its 
imprimatur the IPCC was marketed to the UN as to be a source of 
authoritative advice to governments. This was seen as being beneficial by 
developing countries without their own strong scientific infrastructure; 
they would benefit from the agreed findings of developed country research. 
However it was to become a millstone for developed countries because their 
governments, being party to the UN and IPCC processes, could not resile from 
the IPCC findings, whatever they might be. In theory all governments were 
party to the assessment process and Drafts of the assessments are sent to 
each country for review before finalisation; in practise, because of time 
constraints, most governments only participate at the plenary stage when the 
Summary for Policymakers is approved. Following the release of an assessment 
there could be little dissent; a critic would not only be portrayed as in conflict with 
the body of world scientists but also with their own 
government. 
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