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THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL PANEL ON CLIMATE CHANGE 

Transferable Model or Cautionary Tale? 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is widely regarded as a successful example of 

global science advice. Its voluminous assessment reports are produced by thousands of volunteer 

scientists approximately every six years, who work across three Working Groups dealing respectively 

with the physical science, climate change impacts and adaptation, and mitigation options. Outlines of 

the reports, and the final content, are approved by government representatives, and are intended to 

form the main scientific basis for governmental policy-making The IPCC has pioneered new ways of 

assessing scientific knowledge across a broad range of disciplines and interconnected topics, and has 

helped to cement climate change within international policy agendas. This success prompted the 

establishment of the Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) in 

2012 (Beck et al., 2014) and calls for similar bodies to provide advice for other global policy challenges 

such as antimicrobial resistance (Woolhouse & Farrar, 2014). Observers from other grand policy 

challenges may cast an envious eye at the IPCC’s undoubted symbolic power (Hughes, 2015). Yet 

attempts to transfer this model of knowledge production to other issues can be problematic, without 

detailed analysis of the IPCC’s role in both climate science and politics. This case study provides an 

introductory overview of the IPCC’s history and influence and the potential for ‘the IPCC model’ to be 

transferred into other policy issues.  

Background and context 

The IPCC was formed in 1988 under the World Meteorological Organisation (WMO) and the United 

Nations Environment Program (UNEP). Strong consensus statements had emerged from scientific 

conferences on climate change in the mid-1980s, but it was perceived by many that the political 

complexity of climate change was such that more was needed to drive political action. In light of 

dissatisfaction with the Advisory Group on Greenhouse Gases, a small, underfunded advisory group 

set up in 1986 by WMO, UNEP and the International Council of Scientific Unions (ICSU) which was 

arguably too distant from the policy process to be effective, calls were made for a more 

comprehensive international assessment effort (Agrawala, 1998). Following complex negotiations 

between the US Government and WMO’s Executive Council, the road was paved for the emergence 

of the IPCC. 

The emergence of the IPCC coincided with, and reinforced, a reconceptualization of ‘climate’ as a 

complex, global system. This was the outcome of decades of scientific work on the general circulation 

of the atmosphere, on the data and modelling infrastructures required to study it (Edwards, 2010), 

and the emergence of new ideas about how environmental problems could or should be managed 

through cooperation at the global scale (Miller, 2004). It was the novelty of the latter which arguably 

drove the desire for an intergovernmental institution, with various competing actors, not least across 

different departments of the US Government, keen to ensure governmental oversight of such 

consequential knowledge-making (see Agrawala 1998).  

The focus initially was to be on providing a comprehensive assessment of climate change and its 

potential impacts, while debating the relative merits of possible response strategies. A number of 

developing countries expressed unease at this positioning of the IPCC across the science-policy 
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interface, fearing that the Western dominance of climate science would therefore enable them to 

dictate the terms of global climate policy, and in 1990 the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee 

was formed as a separate setting for the drafting of what would become the UN Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). Post-1990, the IPCC reverted more to scientific assessment, 

promising policy neutrality across its three Working Groups (WGs) dealing with the physical science 

(WGI), social and ecological impacts and adaptation (WGII), and mitigation options (WGIII). Each WG 

produces its own report, before working together to produce a more succinct Synthesis Report. Five 

Assessment Reports have been completed to date, in 1990, 1995, 2001, 2007 and 2014. In 2015, the 

IPCC decided to begin preparations for a sixth assessment report. These assessments inform parties 

to the UNFCCC and underpin UN negotiations.1 

The task of the IPCC is wide-ranging:,to assess all the available science, and come to consensus 

statements about the present state and the future of anthropogenic climate change. However, it has 

addressed direct policy questions, such as the potential meanings of ‘dangerous’ climate change, 

which the UNFCCC is designed to avoid, and has provided focused assessments of topical questions 

like extreme weather (IPCC, 2012), renewable energy (IPCC, 2011) and the impacts of 1.5°C of warming 

in Special Reports (IPCC, 2016). The IPCC’s role in setting the scientific and political agenda on climate 

change saw it awarded the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize, alongside political campaigner and film-maker Al 

Gore. 

The dilemma 

The ‘headline’ findings of the five assessment reports have concerned global mean temperature rises 

to date and in future, and the ability of scientists to attribute these rises to human activities. This may 

seem natural to us now, but it wasn’t to many in the 1980s. Chris Russill (2016) has argued that this 

period saw a struggle to ‘frame’ climate change as either a question of global trend detection and 

management, or as a question of local climate-society interactions and risk management. Trend 

detection won out, due in part to the new dominance of global models, but also, Russill suggests, to 

contemporary US energy politics where the management of global trends was a dominant mode of 

thought and practice across science and politics. However, in the subsequent evolution of the IPCC 

over the next two decades, we can trace a shift in framings from climate change as a problem of 

additional carbon dioxide and temperature, to a problem of risk management. In recent WGII reports 

in particular, some of the concerns of the dissenting 1980s scientists, who lobbied for risk 

management rather than trend detection/management approaches, are starting to be addressed. 

Implicit in the framing of climate change as a problem of global trend management is the assumption 

that climate change is a well- structured technical problem, within which scientific advice could act as 

a trigger for multilateral international agreement on ameliorative policy actions (Hoppe, Wesselink, & 

Cairns, 2013). However, many social scientists have argued that climate change is actually an 

unstructured, or ‘wicked’ problem at the global level, spanning both social and climate systems and 

containing deep cultural and political differences over values, goals and meanings  (Demeritt, 2001; 

Hoppe et al., 2013; Prins et al., 2010). Framing climate change as a global problem with global solutions 

has been a natural progression of trends in both science and politics, but the result can be a heavily 

1 More direct scientific and technical advice, for example on the preparation of emissions inventories, is 
provided by the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body of Scientific and Technical Advice. 
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centralised supply of scientific advice that neglects the need for geographically differentiated and 

plural policy approaches (Hoppe et al., 2013) 

Different framings of a problem have powerful effects on how solutions to the problem are 

conceptualised. Some have worried that the emphasis on global trend detection in IPCC reports has 

taken political and public attention away from the IPCC’s treatment of  adaptation questions, or 

pushed adaptation to the end of a chain of accumulating impacts where it functions as the social cost 

of failed mitigation (Beck, 2010; Hulme, 2011). It has been argued that we should be thinking more 

concertedly about adaptation to climatic extremes already evident, and less about determining their 

direct cause. Certain framings may also play better in different political cultures – trend and/or risk 

management may appeal to certain North American modes of thinking about environmental 

problems, which often place the burden of proof on proponents of regulatory action,  but may not sit 

so well with more precautionary attitudes in Continental Europe, for example (Mahony, 2015). The 

IPCC has also faced controversy in the way it has framed issues concerning the global South – whether 

in the presentation of Southern forests as ‘empty’ spaces standing ready to suck up the carbon 

pollution of the global North (Fogel, 2005), or in the valuing of Southern lives at lower levels than 

Northern lives (Masood, 1995). These controversies point to the fact that in the context of an issue 

like climate change, scientific claims may not be simply ‘neutral’. Rather, they shape the contours of 

how we think – politically, ethically, culturally – about responding to the issue at hand. Institutions like 

the IPCC exert great political and symbolic power (Hughes, 2015), and therefore face dilemmas about 

how to frame scientific issues in ways which are credible, legitimate and salient to a wide range of 

audiences.  

Part of the IPCC’s response to this dilemma has been a broadening of the disciplinary make-up and 

forms of knowledge which go into its assessments. However, repeated criticisms have been made of 

the under-representation of social science and humanities disciplines (with the exception of 

economics, which is well represented), despite their capacity to provide vital knowledge about the key 

drivers and potential victims of climate change – human beings and their societies (Bjurström & Polk, 

2011). The IPCC has also been dominated by scientists from the global North (Ho-Lem, Zerriffi, & 

Kandlikar, 2011), leading to worries of bias towards problems and framings which are of greatest 

concern to Northern scientists and politicians (Orlove, Lazrus, Hovelsrud, & Giannini, 2014). In the case 

of a country like India, low participation of both scientific and political actors has been attributed to 

both a lack of interest in the science (as opposed to the politics) of climate change, and a widespread 

distrust of the IPCC as a potential vehicle of western diplomatic power (Biermann, 2001; Lahsen, 

2007). Indeed, it was for this reason that India was among those calling for the IPCC’s pre-1990 policy 

negotiation functioned to be removed (Miller, 2009). 

The IPCC’s acknowledgement of the social complexities of climate change impacts has grown over 

time, even if concepts like inequality or justice are yet to become key organising concerns. Debates 

have ranged over how to bring in the knowledges and experiences of people on the ‘frontline’ of 

climate change, for instance in the Arctic. This might mean revision on how expert authors are selected 

and included (Ford et al., 2016), or on how different types of knowledge are rendered credible and 

thus proper for inclusion. The public controversy in 2010 over a published mistake about when 

Himalayan glaciers may melt away brought to the fore questions about the inclusion of so-called ‘grey 

literature’ in assessments – literature which may not have been through the vetting procedures of 

scientific peer review, but which may nonetheless feature important insights from places where 

accredited scientists may have yet to tread. The tightening of grey literature guidelines to avoid 

embarrassing mistakes may therefore risk excluding certain forms of knowledge – and thus people 

and places – from the assessment process.
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The role of scientific advice 

The IPCC has, since its first assessment report, sought to deliver to policymakers a consensus 

statement on the state of the science of climate change. Consensus has thus become the hallmark of 

the IPCC process, achieved through the processes of collective authorship among large groups of 

scientists, a lengthy expert and government review process, and in lively plenary sessions where 

government representatives offer their approval (or disapproval) of the headline findings. To many 

commentators this presentation of a unified scientific voice on a global public stage has been central 

to the IPCC’s authority to set the terms of debate (Pearce, Brown, Nerlich, & Koteyko, 2015). There is 

a symbolic power to the IPCC’S self-positioning as the voice of a singular scientific community, 

labouring for many years to offer universal truths unto the altar of politics, where they may either be 

lauded as sacrosanct, or sacrificed to the higher gods of political ideology and material interest. 

However, some have argued that despite the symbolic and political power of scientific consensus, it 

may tarnish the process of producing objective assessments. A famous case concerned the production 

of estimates of end-of-century sea level rise in the 2007 report, wherein new model results suggested 

much higher rates of change than previous assessments. However, the unreliability of these results, 

owing to their comparatively new underlying methodology, meant that consensus could not be 

reached on them, and they were excluded from the headline statements which were much more 

conservative (O’Reilly, Oreskes, & Oppenheimer, 2012). Did consensus science serve the best interests 

of policy makers here? Perhaps the latter would be best served by being informed of not only what 

everyone can agree on, but of the probabilities – however low, or controversial – of high-magnitude 

future events, like rapid sea level rise, carrying great implications for things like the planning of coastal 

cities (Hansen, 2007; Oppenheimer, O’Neill, Webster, & Agrawala, 2007).  

Consensus also raises important questions about how best to represent uncertainty. There are many 

forms and sources of uncertainty – incomplete understandings, observational and model error, expert 

disagreement, and so on – which are hard to communicate in a single language. The IPCC developed 

a set of likelihood and confidence statements which have slowly worked their way across the Working 

Groups, but these have been shown to be incompletely understood, particularly by non-scientific 

audiences (Barkemeyer, Dessai, Monge-Sanz, Renzi, & Napolitano, 2016; Budescu, Por, Broomell, & 

Smithson, 2014)  

The challenges of consensus and communication also relate to the points above about problem 

framing, and the frequent inseparability of the epistemic and the normative in climate change science. 

The IPCC’s attempts to produce state of the art, ‘policy-neutral’ scientific observations of the world 

are perhaps commonsensical, but they sometimes mean overlooking the societal values and processes 

that lie underneath the processes the IPCC seeks to describe. Put crudely, the scientific description of 

‘what is’ can often be  divorced from the societal ‘what ought to be’, at the risk of making the issue 

too distant from the everyday concerns of global publics, and thus undermining the capacities of those 

publics to make concerted, democratic claims for strong policy action (Jasanoff, 2010).  

One example of the inevitable intermingling of facts and values is the recent controversy over so-

called ‘negative emissions’ technologies in IPCC scenarios. These technologies, at this point essentially 

non-existent, were crucial in generating scenarios in which the world stayed below the commonly 

agreed upon threshold of dangerous climate change. However, questions of the social and political 

feasibility of these technologies, which would involve giving huge swathes of land over to bioenergy 

production, were side-stepped by the IPCC and science advisors, and the centrality of these 

technologies to the scenarios underplayed (see Geden, 2015). There are important questions here 

about how scientists should negotiate the links between questions of technical and social feasibility 
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of new technologies, for example, but also about how transparent they should be about the 

assumptions and values underpinning descriptions of the world as it is, and predictions of the world 

as it could – or ought – to be. For many, closer forms of knowledge ‘co-production’ (or collaboration 

between knowledge makers and users in assessment processes) is key to tackling these complexities, 

especially as bodies like the IPCC seek to move to more ‘solution-oriented’ approaches (see Tollefson, 

2015). However, co-production can also challenge conventional means of establishing scientific and 

political authority and for a body like the IPCC, which values its status as the global scientific authority 

on climate change, more knowledge co-production could seem like an erosion of its autonomy – even 

though its autonomy is, by design, already incomplete as an intergovernmental organisation (Hoppe 

et al., 2013).  

Wider lessons and insights 

The IPCC is an extraordinary institution – perhaps the largest exercise in scientific cooperation ever 

embarked upon, and the producer of knowledge claims which have no doubt underpinned the steady 

push for global policy action. It is therefore not surprising that actors in other domains seek to emulate 

the IPCC model, for example Woolhouse and Farrar (2014) calling  for the creation of an organization 

similar to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to marshal evidence and catalyse 

policy across governments and stakeholders….an intergovernmental panel on antimicrobial resistance 

(IPAMR)” (Woolhouse & Farrar, 2014). But in the case of climate change, since 1988 global emissions 

have continued to rise, some still publicly question the reality of climate change, and questions have 

even been asked about whether the incremental increases in top-line certainty in IPCC reports, 

concerning global warming trends and their human causation, are worth the years of effort of 

thousands of volunteer scientists. It is therefore important to reflect on this history and draw lessons 

from it, both for the IPCC and for science advisory processes with similar ambitions. 

The key lessons of the IPCC story are perhaps that there are a number of trade-offs which will need to 

be considered in designing similar institutions and processes of scientific assessment and advice. Here, 

we highlight three: 

i) global vs local: between scientific knowledge that speaks of abstract global systems, to a

global audience, and knowledge that pertains more closely to the local settings where the

drivers and impacts of global change are more directly experienced. This dynamic plays out

differently across the IPCC’s Working Groups, and reflects global distributions of expertise and

knowledge which the IPCC cannot itself do much to change. However, regionally-focused

assessments have been touted as a means of integrating more sub-global information and

local relevance into the IPCC process.

ii) scientific disinterestedness vs policy relevance: between processes which aim to stay firmly

on the science side of the science-politics boundary, sticking to the norm of scientific

disinterestedness, and processes which engage more directly with value-laden policy

questions. The former strategy may help enhance the scientific authority of a process, but

perhaps at the cost of direct policy relevance. The IPCC has long guarded the norm of ‘policy

relevant, never policy prescriptive’, but some have argued that steering clear from values-

based questions has led to a lack of real-world utility for IPCC reports, particularly when it

comes to questions of adaptation and mitigation, where ‘is’ and ‘ought’ cannot be so easily

separated.
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iii) consensus vs conflict: a related trade-off concerns consensus and unitary statements

versus the representation of conflicting views. Again, consensus may help enhance scientific

authority, and please those policy-makers who value non-ambiguous statements (Mahony,

2013). But as shown above, the pursuit of consensus can lead to important omissions, either

of uncertain findings, or of conflict and disagreement. Social science research has shown that

the assumption that decision-makers only value unanimity and certainty is wrong (Stirling,

2010). Mediating between conflicting opinions and handling uncertainty is the bread and

butter of politics; and scientific advisory processes may benefit from acknowledging points of

disagreement

From this it appears that if we are to have an Intergovernmental Panel for Antimicrobial Resistance, 

or any other global challenges for that matter, the IPCC model cannot be treated as being easily 

transferable. Global (as opposed to national) science advice involves  different design and problem 

framing choices that should be openly considered by a range of actors, and at the earliest available 

opportunity. As we have illustrated through the three trade-offs above, there are no perfect solutions 

when providing policy-relevant science advice on a global level. However, being aware of the 

underlying and ongoing issues that have surfaced during the IPCC’s history provides a sound platform 

for decision-making and future learning.   

QUESTIONS FOR REFLECTION 

 Do we need to disaggregate the IPCC’s global focus into more regionally-oriented assessment
modes? Has the IPCC ‘finished the job’ when it comes to reporting on the headline global
trends, and do policy-maker information needs now lie elsewhere?

 To what extent should the IPCC assessment process be opened up to more diverse forms of
knowledge – whether from the social sciences and humanities, or what’s commonly referred
to as ‘local’ knowledge, perhaps that of key stakeholders, indigenous groups, or those already
suffering the effects of climatic extremes?

 To what extent does the IPCC provide an institutional blueprint for scientific assessment and
advisory processes in complex issues domains? What issues might arise when attempting to
transfer the IPCC model into other areas of science advice?

 Would assessment reports less focused on finding consensus be of greater public value?
Would such reports be well-received by policymakers?



8 

SOURCES CITED 

Agrawala, S. (1998). Context and early origins of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Climatic 
Change, 39(4), 605–620. 

Barkemeyer, R., Dessai, S., Monge-Sanz, B., Renzi, B. G., & 
Napolitano, G. (2016). Linguistic analysis of IPCC 
summaries for policymakers and associated coverage. 
Nature Climate Change, 6(3), 311+.  

Beck, S. (2010). Moving beyond the linear model of 
expertise? IPCC and the test of adaptation. Regional 
Environmental Change, 11(2), 297–306.  

Beck, S., Borie, M., Chilvers, J., Esguerra, A., Heubach, K., 
Hulme, M., et al. (2014). Towards a Reflexive Turn in the 
Governance of Global Environmental Expertise. The Cases 
of the IPCC and the IPBES. GAIA  - Ecological Perspectives 
for Science and Society, 23(2), 80–87.  

Biermann, F. (2001). Big science, small impacts—in the 
South? The influence of global environmental 
assessments on expert communities in India. Global 
Environmental Change, 11(4), 297–309.  

Bjurström, A., & Polk, M. (2011). Physical and economic 
bias in climate change research : a scientometric study of 
IPCC Third Assessment Report, 1–22.  

Budescu, D. V., Por, H.-H., Broomell, S. B., & Smithson, M. 
(2014). The interpretation of IPCC probabilistic 
statements around the world. Nature Climate Change, 
4(6), 508–512.  

Demeritt, D. (2001). The construction of global warming 
and the politics of science. Annals of the Association of 
American Geographers, 91(2), 307–337. 

Edwards, P. N. (2010). A Vast Machine: Computer 
Models, Climate Data, and the Politics of Global 
Warming. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 

Fogel, C. (2005). Biotic Carbon Sequestration and the 
Kyoto Protocol: The Construction of Global Knowledge by 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 
International Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law 
and Economics, 5(2), 191–210.  

Ford, J. D., Cameron, L., Rubis, J., Maillet, M., Nakashima, 
D., Willox, A. C., & Pearce, T. (2016). Including indigenous 
knowledge and experience in IPCC assessment reports. 
Nature Climate Change, 6(4), 349–353.  

Geden, O. (2015). Policy: Climate advisers must maintain 
integrity. Nature News, 521(7550), 27. 
http://doi.org/10.1038/521027a 

Hansen, J. E. (2007). Scientific reticence and sea level rise. 
Environmental Research Letters, 2, 024002. 

Ho-Lem, C., Zerriffi, H., & Kandlikar, M. (2011). Who 
participates in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change and why: A quantitative assessment of the 

national representation of authors in the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Global 
Environmental Change, 21(4), 1308–1317.  

Hoppe, R., Wesselink, A., & Cairns, R. (2013). Lost in the 
problem: the role of boundary organisations in the 
governance of climate change: Role of boundary 
organizations in the governance of climate change. Wiley 
Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change, 4(4), 283–300.  

Hughes, H. (2015). Bourdieu and the IPCC’s Symbolic 
Power. Global Environmental Politics, 15(4), 85–104.  

Hulme, M. (2011). Reducing the Future to Climate: A 
Story of Climate Determinism and Reductionism. Osiris, 
26(1), 245–266. 

IPCC. (2011). Summary for Policymakers. In: IPCC Special 
Report on Renewable Energy Sources and Climate Change 
Mitigation.  O. Edenhofer, R. Pichs-Madruga, Y. Sokona, 
K. Seyboth, P.  Matschoss, S. Kadner, T.  Zwickel, P. 
Eickemeier, G.  Hansen, S. Schlömer, C. von Stechow 
(eds). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

IPCC. (2012). Managing the Risks of Extreme Events and 
Disasters to Advance Climate Change Adaptation. A 
Special Report of Working Groups I and II of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Field, C.B., 
V. Barros, T.F. Stocker, D. Qin, D.J. Dokken, K.L. Ebi, M.D. 
Mastrandrea, K.J. Mach, G.-K. Plattner, S.K. Allen, M. 
Tignor, and P.M. Midgley (eds.) Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press.

IPCC. (2016). Scoping Meeting for the IPCC Special Report 
on the impacts of global warming of 1.5 °C above pre-
industrial levels and related global greenhouse gas 
emission in the context of strengthening the global 
response to the threat of climate change, sustainable  
development, and efforts to eradicate poverty.  
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/sr15/pdf/sr15_scoping_mtg
_agenda.pdf 

Jasanoff, S. (2010). A new climate for society. Theory, 
Culture and Society. 27(2), 233-253 

Lahsen, M. (2007). Trust through Participation? Problems 
of Knowledge in Climate Decision Making. In M. E. 
Pettenger (Ed.), The Social Construction of Climate 
Change (pp. 173–196). Farnham: Ashgate. 

Mahony, M. (2013). Boundary spaces: Science, politics 
and the epistemic geographies of climate change in 
Copenhagen, 2009. Geoforum, 49, 29–39.  

Mahony, M. (2015). Climate change and the geographies 
of objectivity: the case of the IPCC’s burning embers 
diagram. Transactions of the Institute of British 
Geographers, 40, 153–167.  

Masood, E. (1995). Developing countries dispute use of 
figures on climate change impacts. Nature, 376(6539), 
374–374.  



9 

Miller, C. A. (2004). Climate science and the making of a 
global political order. In S. Jasanoff (Ed.), States of 
Knowledge: The co-production of science and social order 
(pp. 46–66). London: Routledge. 

Miller, C. A. (2009). Epistemic constitutionalism in 
international governance: the case of climate change. In 
M. Heazle, M. Griffiths, & T. Conley (Eds.), Foreign Policy
Challenges in the 21st Century (pp. 141–163). 
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Oppenheimer, M., O’Neill, B. C., Webster, M., & 
Agrawala, S. (2007). Climate change: The limits of 
consensus. Science, 317(5844), 1505–1506. 

O’Reilly, J., Oreskes, N., & Oppenheimer, M. (2012). The 
Rapid Disintegration of Projections: The West Antarctic 
Ice Sheet and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change. Social Studies of Science, 42(5), 709–731. 

Orlove, B., Lazrus, H., Hovelsrud, G. K., & Giannini, A. 
(2014). Recognitions and Responsibilities: On the origins 
and consequences of the uneven attention to climate 
change around the world. Current Anthropology, 55(3), 
249–275.  

Pearce, W., Brown, B., Nerlich, B., & Koteyko, N. (2015). 
Communicating climate change: conduits, content, and 
consensus. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate 
Change, 6(6), 613–626.  

Prins, G., Galiana, I., Green, C., Grundmann, R., Hulme, 
M., Korhola, A., … Tezuko, H. (2010). The Hartwell Paper: 
A new direction for climate policy after the crash of 2009. 
Oxford: Institute for Science, Innovation and Society. 

Russill, C. (2016). The climate of communication: from 
detection to danger. In S. O’Lear & S. Dalby (Eds.), 
Reframing Climate Change: Constructing Ecological 
Geopolitics (pp. 31–51). London: Routledge. 

Stirling, A. (2010). Keep it complex. Nature, 468, 1029–
1031. 

Tollefson, J. (2015). Is the 2 °C world a fantasy? Nature 
News, 527(7579), 436.  

Woolhouse, M., & Farrar, J. (2014). Policy: An 
intergovernmental panel on antimicrobial resistance. 
Nature, 509(7502), 555–557.  

PHOTO CREDITS 

COVER – IPCC climate change report European Launch. Credit: David Plas, © Belspo / Nevens via Flickr, CC BY-NC-ND 2.0 
(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.0/). 



10 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

INGSA has been supported by: 
The Wellcome Trust ● New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade ● Royal Society London 

Anyone with an interest in sharing professional experience, building capacity and developing 

theoretical and practical approaches to government science advice is welcome to join INGSA.  

By signing up to the INGSA Network you will receive updates about our news and events and learn of 

opportunities to get involved in collaborative projects.  

Go to http://www.ingsa.org for more information. 

T 

INGSA’s primary focus is on the place of science in public policy formation, rather than advice on the 
structure and governance of public science and innovation systems. It operates through: 

o Exchanging lessons, evidence and new concepts through conferences, workshops and a 
website; 

o Collaborating with other organisations where there are common or overlapping interests; 
o Assisting the development of advisory systems through capacity-building workshops; 
o Producing articles and discussion papers based on comparative research into the science and 

art of scientific advice. 

ABOUT INGSA 
INGSA provides a forum for policy makers, practitioners, academies, and academics to share experience, 

build capacity and develop theoretical and practical approaches to the use of scientific evidence in 

informing policy at all levels of government. 

 INGSA operates under the auspices of ICSU. The INGSA secretariat is currently hosted by 
The Office of the Prime Minister’s Chief Science Advisor, New Zealand 
PO Box 108-117, Symonds Street, Auckland 1150, New Zealand.  
Tel: +64 9 923 9270; Web: www.ingsa.org; Twitter: @INGSciAdvice 

 


