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Abstract

The IPCC started at a time when climate policy was an aspiration for the future. The
research assessed in the early IPCC reports was necessarily about potential climate policies,
always stylized and often optimized. The IPCC has continued on this path, even though
there is now a considerable literature studying actual climate policy, in all its infuriating
detail, warts and all. Four case studies suggest that the IPCC, in its current form, will not
be able to successfully switch from ex ante to ex post policy evaluation. This transition
is key as AR7 will most likely have to confront the failure to meet the 1.5℃ target. The
four cases are as follows. (1) The scenarios first build and later endorsed by the IPCC all
project a peaceful future with steady if not rapid economic growth everywhere, more closely
resembling political manifestos than facts on the ground. (2) Successive IPCC reports have
studiously avoided discussing the voluminous literature suggesting that political targets for
greenhouse gas emission reduction are far from optimal, although a central part of that work
was awarded the Nobel Prize in 2018. (3) IPCC AR5 found it impossible to acknowledge
that the international climate policy negotiations from COP1 (Berlin) to COP19 (Warsaw)
were bound to fail, just months before the radical overhaul at COP20 (Lima) proved that
point. (4) IPCC AR6 by and large omitted the nascent literature on ex post climate policy
evaluation. Together, these cases suggest that the IPCC finds self-criticism difficult and
is too close to policy makers to criticize past and current policy mistakes. One solution
would be to move control over the IPCC to the national authorities on research and higher
education.

Keywords : Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; policy evaluation
JEL codes : D04, H43, H87, Q54

Preprint submitted to Climate Action January 23, 2023

ar
X

iv
:2

20
7.

14
72

4v
2 

 [
ec

on
.G

N
] 

 1
9 

Ja
n 

20
23



1. Introduction

Future reports of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) will have to assess
the successes and failures of climate policy and the IPCC’s predictions about climate policy.
I argue that, as currently constituted, the IPCC will find it difficult to do so.

The IPCC was founded in 1988 “to provide governments at all levels with scientific infor-
mation that they can use to develop climate policies.” At the time, there was no climate
policy to speak of. The academic literature could only consider potential future policies.
The First Assessment Report (AR1) of the IPCC, published in 1990, was necessarily limited
to ex ante policy evaluations—the first carbon taxes were levied in Poland and Finland in
1990.

The Sixth Assessment Report (AR6) was still by and large focused on future climate policies,
even though there is now over 30 years of experience with greenhouse gas emission reduction
and a rich and growing literature evaluating the successes, or lack thereof, of these policies.
There is also a nascent literature comparing the forecast impact of climate policy to its
actual impact.

The “I” in IPCC is for intergovernmental. IPCC reports are signed off by the Panel, which
consist of government representatives. Government officials tend to grudgingly accept warn-
ings by the IPCC that current and planned policy interventions are insufficiently ambitious
or suboptimally designed. Planned policy is always in flux and spin doctors work hard to
make things seem better than they are. Governments do not much mind criticism of their
plans. However, officials are less keen to announce to the world that past policies did not
meet their stated goals, made things worse, or were corrupt.

In the Seventh Assessment Report (AR7), the IPCC will have to come to terms with the
learned papers that study past climate policy. That literature is growing rapidly (see below)
and will soon be too large to ignore. It is also likely that, by the end of the decade when
AR7 is expected,2 the 1.5℃ warming target of the Paris Agreement will have been breached
(WMO, 2022) and emissions will not have fallen nearly as much as promised (UNFCCC,
2021). AR7 simply cannot avoid discussing policy failure.

As part of that, the IPCC will also need to discuss those models that forecast that climate
policy would be easy and cheap. Some of these models were championed in previous IPCC
reports.

The IPCC will also have to confront those who predicted catastrophe or worse if the world

∗Jubilee Building, BN1 9SL, UK
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1Elin Lerum Boasson, Erlend Hermansen, Glen Peters, and Ida Sognnæs had excellent comments on a
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2The publication date for AR7 has yet to be announced. The period between assessment reports has
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warms by more than 1.5℃.3 This is a somewhat easier task as the IPCC has suggested
doom and gloom between the lines, but never outright predicted the apocalypse. The IPCC,
however, did make forecasts for what would happen at 1.5℃ warming, forecasts that can be
checked against data before the end of the decade.

Is the IPCC equal to these tasks? Much has been written about the IPCC (Agrawala,
1998a,b, Edwards and Schneider, 2001, Alexander, 2007, Nishioka, 2008, Rothman et al.,
2009, Shapiro et al., 2010, Hulme and Mahony, 2010, Nature, 2010, Carraro et al., 2015, Chan
et al., 2016), but not about the issues addressed in this paper. I here focus on the question
whether the IPCC can successfully transition from ex ante to ex post policy evaluation. This
is necessarily speculative. However, there are episodes in the IPCC’s past that suggest it
will not be able to cope, not with ex post studies per se, but rather with the implications
for the IPCC itself and its relations with policy makers.

In the rest of this paper, I first look, in Section 2, at four cases which together show that the
IPCC, as currently conceived, is not capable of speaking truth to power. The IPCC can urge
governments to adjust future plans, but it has found it difficult to criticize its paymasters
for their past and current actions. The case studies also demonstrate that the IPCC finds
it just as hard to critique its own work. I then discuss, in Section 3, how the structure of
the IPCC can be changed to facilitate ex post policy evaluation before drawing conclusions
in Section 4.

2. Four cases

2.1. Scenarios

Scenarios are not implausible, internally consistent descriptions of alternative futures. The
IPCC used to construct its own scenarios of population, economic activity, and greenhouse
gas emissions (Tirpak and Vellinga, 1990, Leggett et al., 1992, Nakicenovic and Swart, 2000,
see also O’Neill and Nakicenovic (2008), O’Neill et al. (2008), Girod et al. (2009)). However,
after these scenarios were criticised for the way exchange rates were handled, scenarios have
been developed at arms’ length of the IPCC (Moss et al., 2010, ?, O’Neill et al., 2014,
Riahi et al., 2017).4 The current set of scenarios, Representative Concentration Pathways
(RCPs) and Shared Socio-economic Pathways (SSPs) is not uncontroversial either: The high
concentrations scenarios make assumptions about the energy market that are at odds with
technological progress and relative price trends over the last decade.

The earlier controversy over IPCC scenarios was started by two well-respected statisticians,
who noted that international comparisons of standards of living and projections of future
income were done using market-exchange dollars rather than more appropriate international

3The literature on failed prophecies suggests that the prophets of doom will not lose credibility in the
eyes of their acolytes (Festinger et al., 1956, Melton, 1985, Dawson, 1999, Dein, 2001).

4These arms are not very long. Many of the people who hold key positions in scenario development also
hold key positions in the IPCC (Cointe et al., 2019). These de jure non-IPCC but de facto IPCC scenarios
have the legitimacy of the IPCC without its constraints. This is deliberate.
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or Geary-Khamis dollars (Castles and Henderson, 2003a,b). The difference arises because
some goods and services are supplied locally or nationally, rather than on the world market,
and the purchasing power of local currency is often higher than it would appear on first
sight—as any rich-world traveller to a poorer country can attest.

The initial critique was overstated. Emission accounts are based on physical accounts of the
volume of energy use, not on economic accounts of its value. A switch from market to inter-
national dollars would thus be offset by a recalibration of model parameters, notably income
elasticities (Holtsmark and Alfsen, 2004, 2005, Manne et al., 2005, Tol, 2006, Van Vuuren
and Alfsen, 2006).

However, this episode revealed two things. First, IPCC scenarios and the big integrated as-
sessment models used to quantify these scenarios are build by people who are not economists,
even though economic growth is a key driver of future emissions. This is manifest in the
accounting error that was uncovered by Castles and Henderson but could have been spotted
by an undergraduate student. Furthermore, the difference between market and interna-
tional dollars is so profound because IPCC scenarios assume that incomes across the world
will eventually converge. This assumption of σ-convergence has long been abandoned by
economists—the data show otherwise (Barro and Sala-I-Martin, 1992)—but remains a fea-
ture of the IPCC. Again, this is something taught to undergraduate economists. Another
aspect of these scenarios that would surprise undergraduate students is that population
growth is assumed to be independent of economic growth. Anyone would be amazed to
learn that there are no wars, civil or international, in these scenarios.

The second revelation is the response of the IPCC as a body and of key people active in the
organization. Instead of engaging with the critique, the initial response was to minimize the
issue, to ridicule the critique, and to attack the critics (Nakicenovic et al., 2003, Grübler
et al., 2004). Only after considerable push-back that Castles and Henderson did have a
point, albeit not quite the point that they thought they had, did the IPCC boffins admit
that their exchange rate accounting could be improved—in the IPCC AR6 scenario database,
some models no longer report income using market exchange rates. The root causes were
never addressed, however: Few economists are involved in constructing the scenarios of the
economy used by the IPCC.5

Whereas the first three sets of scenarios were developed directly by the IPCC, the fourth and
current set of scenarios were developed at one remove. The IPCC was never supposed to do
primary research—scenario development is research. Creating distance between the IPCC
and the scenarios it uses deflects criticism. The scenario builders and the IPCC authors
assessing the scenarios are drawn from the same group of experts, however, if not the same
people.

5In a companion paper, Ilan Noy calls for more economists to a be involved in the IPCC. This discussion
and the ones below would support this, although it would be wrong for the IPCC to be dominated by any
one discipline. Indeed, in another companion paper, Terry Barker Hector Pollitt lament the influence of
orthodox economists on the IPCC, although it is hard to see how an organization like the IPCC could ever
embrace heterodox schools of thought.
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The current scenarios, SSPs, retain three features of the previous ones: Populations grow
independent of economic circumstances, incomes converge, and world peace breaks out.6 The
first feature is explained by a failure to break-down the walls between disciplines. Instead of
integrating demography into integrated assessment models, population models stand alone.
Rapid economic growth in poor countries is assumed because developing countries are the
majority in the IPCC panel. Accepting a report that projects economic stagnation in parts
of the world could be interpreted as accepting policy failure by the responsible governments.
For the same reason, the IPCC would not dare to forecast war or civil war, even if its
impact on emissions could be stark, as illustrated by Tol (2013) for China and as is currently
observed for the second Russian invasion of Ukraine (Pereira et al., 2022).

Recent critiques focus on a different aspect of the scenarios (Pielke Jr et al., 2008, Richels
et al., 2008, Ritchie and Dowlatabadi, 2017, Burgess et al., 2020, Pielke Jr and Ritchie, 2021,
Pielke Jr et al., 2022, Srikrishnan et al., 2022, Yuan et al., 2022). Reserves and resources of
conventional oil and gas are likely to be exhausted in the 21st century and will need to be
replaced by another energy source. This is a key part of any emissions scenario: If oil and
gas are replaced by renewables and nuclear, emissions would fall; if unconventional oil and
gas is the future fuel of choice, emissions would rise slightly; if coal returns as the mainstay
of the energy sector, perhaps liquefied or gasified, emissions would rise rapidly.

The high emission scenarios in the SSP set assume a return to coal. This may have been
somewhat credible when these scenarios were build. Since then, developments in shale oil
and gas, in wind and solar power, in batteries, and in the electrification of transport and
heating make a resurgence of coal hard to imagine. Scenarios are supposed to be not-
implausible; coal no longer meets that bar. This is underlined by the amounts of coal used
in these scenarios, which may require mining coal in Antarctica (Ritchie and Dowlatabadi,
2017)—which is not just forbidden by international treaty but also prohibitively expensive.

Valid criticism notwithstanding, the high SRES scenarios dominate IPCC AR6 with scary
a word of reflection. Indeed, these scenarios are all too often described as “business as
usual” or “no (additional) policy” scenarios, which is plainly wrong. Aware of the critique,
the IPCC decided to stay mostly silent rather than appropriately caveating their use of
scenarios and calling for a reappraisal.7

This case shows that the IPCC has found it difficult to admit past mistakes.

2.2. Optimal climate policy

The first cost-benefit analysis of climate policy was published 6 years before the IPCC was
formed (Nordhaus, 1982). It was largely ignored. The second study of optimal emission re-

6IPCC WG3 AR6 uses a wider range of scenarios than the SSPs, but these appear to have much the
same features.

7It takes a number of years from scenario development to its deployment in studies of climate change,
climate policy, and its impacts. Rapid rebalancing is not an option for the IPCC. Unitary organizations
with shorter cause-effect chains, such as the International Energy Agency, can update their scenarios on an
annual basis.
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duction was published shortly after AR1 (Nordhaus, 1992). This paper spawned a large and
complex literature on a question that is at the heart of climate policy, namely how to balance
the costs of greenhouse gas emission reduction against the benefits of avoided climate change,
a literature that led to the first Nobel Prize being awarded to someone who had studied cli-
mate change for most of his career.8 The literature on cost-benefit analysis of climate policy
includes many papers arguing against Nordhaus’ key conclusions—indeed, trying to prove
Nordhaus wrong has been a mission for three generations of climate economists. You would
think that this intellectually exciting, policy-relevant research would take pride of place in
the assessment reports of the IPCC. You would be wrong.

Economists were largely absent from AR1. In AR2, however, they made their presence
felt. The social cost chapter (Pearce et al., 1996) attracted worldwide attention and contro-
versy (Bruce, 1995, Masood, 1995, Masood and Ochert, 1995, Meyer, 1995a,b, Nature, 1995,
Pearce, 1995a,b,c, Courtney, 1996, Grubb, 1996, Fankhauser, 1997, Tol, 1997, Fankhauser
et al., 1998). Economists routinely value risks to human health based on people’s willingness
to pay to reduce such risks, and willingness to pay is constrained by ability to pay. Richer
people thus appear to be worth more. The governments of poorer countries, India in partic-
ular, took affront. Instead of defending the academic literature against political objections,
the IPCC Bureau sided with the IPCC Plenary. The Summary for Policy Makers disowns
the chapter.9

A second controversy played out away from the media. The government of Switzerland
protested the inclusion of a chapter on integrated assessment modelling (Weyant et al., 1996),
ostensibly on procedural grounds: The chapter was not part of the initial, approved outline.
Switzerland had no problem with the chapter on discounting (Arrow et al., 1996), which too
was added later. In private, Swiss officials admitted that their objection was not procedural.
Instead, they argued that cost-benefit analysis with integrated assessment models gives direct
policy advice, telling governments what the carbon tax should be. Switzerland preferred
policy advice over technocracy, a preference shared more widely. Most policy analysts would
agree with the Swiss delegates: Cost-benefit analysis informs but not proscribes policy;
economists are plumbers (Duflo, 2017) not effective altruists. Cost-benefit analysis is one
way to systematically work through the pros and cons of various policy options, and to
highlight the trade-offs that are part of any decision on a complex issue.

Switzerland did not succeed in excluding the integrated assessment chapter from AR2. How-
ever, the restructuring of the IPCC after AR2 excludes this work by default. The IPCC
is currently split into three working groups. Working Group I is on the natural science of

8Klaus Hasselmann and Syukuro Manabe won three years after William Nordhaus. The 2007 Nobel
Peace Prize was awarded to the IPCC.

9Having served in various roles for the US government, Nordhaus is not adverse to policy advice. Always
cautious, he did not participate in AR2 but closely observed what went on. He declined to serve in AR3
and later reports. Two Nobelists, Arrow and Stiglitz, did serve in AR2 but were not thrilled by the political
interference either. No economist of similar stature has been part of the IPCC after that. Economists did
return to the IPCC for AR5, with similar results. See Section 2.3.
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climate change, Working Group II on the impacts of climate change, and Working Group
III on climate policy. The Synthesis Report brings the three strands together, but cannot
add new material. Cost-benefit analysis of climate policy fits in neither WG2 nor in WG3
and is therefore excluded from the IPCC.

AR3 and AR5 included a discussion of the economic impacts of climate change, including
the social cost of carbon or recommended carbon tax (Smith et al., 2001, Arent et al., 2014,
see also Tol (2016)) but this again ran into political objections. The SPM and underlying
chapter diverge. The impacts of climate change as estimated by economists are (a lot)
lower than many people think they are or should be. The IPCC seems unable or unwilling
to correct widespread misperceptions. AR6 has a hastily prepared “cross working group
paper” on the topic (Rose et al., 2022) that too was omitted from the Summary for Policy
Makers. The IPCC once again ignored politically inconvenient research.

The economics literature is inconvenient because optimal emission reduction is less stringent
than political aspirations (Tol, 1999, 2012, ?, 2021). Never mind that the recommended
carbon tax has been higher than the observed carbon price for 40 years (Nordhaus, 1982, Tol,
2018). The structure of cost-benefit analysis implies that the stabilization of the atmospheric
concentration of carbon dioxide cannot be optimal (Tol, 2019). Optimization models that
stabilize the climate do this by virtue of a carbon-free backstop technology, introduced by
Nordhaus (2014), rather than because of a concern about climate change. The impact of
climate change sets only the level at which the climate is stabilized (Hänsel et al., 2020).

This case shows that the IPCC finds it difficult to publish politically inconvenient results.

2.3. Game theory

The same tendency to avoid politically inconvenient conclusions was on display in another
part of AR5. Greenhouse gas emission reduction is a public good. If one country reduces
its emissions, other countries enjoy the benefits of less climate change. That is, emission
reduction is non-rival. No country can stop another country from cutting its emissions. That
is, emission reduction is non-excludable. Non-excludability and non-rivalry together imply
that greenhouse gas emission reduction is a public good. Public goods are underprovided
by the free market, an insight that goes back to Adam Smith (1776). Governments need to
provide public goods. Some even go as far as saying that government was invented for this
purpose. Greenhouse gas emission reduction is a global public good, but there is no world
government to provide it.10

From the first Conference of the Parties (COP) to the United Nations Framework on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) in Berlin in 1995 to COP19 in 2013 in Warsaw, countries tried to
negotiate legally binding targets for emission reduction. As countries are sovereign, this is
tantamount to the private provision of a public good. Just how difficult this is can be seen

10Political scientists approach the formation of international environmental agreements differently, but
agree that environmentally meaningful treaties are few and far between.
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from the 1997 Kyoto Protocol—few countries signed up and some who did walked away
later—and the acrimony in 2009 in Copenhagen.

The difficulty in forming an international agreement on greenhouse gas emission reduction
was foreseen before countries started negotiating (Carraro and Siniscalco, 1992, 1993, Bar-
rett, 1994). A steady stream of papers has since tested the robustness of this conclusion
and by and large confirmed the earlier findings (see Battaglini and Harstad, 2016, for a
review and an exception). The penultimate draft of the Summary for Policy Makers of AR5
synthesized this large, complex, and technical literature with stark clarity and brevity.11 It
did not survive contact with government representatives (Stavins, 2014, 2015), apparently
loath to admit that 20 years of negotiations had been in vain—or perhaps they were taken
aback by the implied “I told you so”.

AR5 was concluded in 2014. In December of the same year, in Lima, the international
climate negotiations ended the attempt to negotiate binding targets, replacing them by in-
tended nationally determined contributions. This pledge-and-review system, favoured by
economists (Bradford, 2008), is a key part of the 2015 Paris Agreement. The Lima Conver-
sion had been years in the making and had been openly discussed by senior negotiators, but
the IPCC was not able to deviate from the official line of the UNFCCC. Speaking truth to
power (cf. Haas, 2004), even revealing open secrets is not something the IPCC does.12

This case shows that the IPCC finds it difficult to challenge the UNFCCC.

2.4. Ex post policy evaluation

Climate policy research has a long tradition of ex ante analysis, in which a hypothetical
future with a proposed policy intervention is compared to a future without. This is a key
part of decision making. In the early days of climate policy research, it was the only analysis
feasible: There were no actual climate policies to study.

This changed in 1990 when Poland and Finland adopted a carbon tax. Data arrive with
a delay and it takes some time to write and publish a paper, but economists are creatures
of habit. The first ex post analysis of a carbon tax appeared 20 years after the first tax
(Lin and Li, 2011), the first analysis of a non-tax policy a year later (Leahy and Tol, 2012),
and the first model calibration to climate policy data two years after that (Tol, 2014). The
IPCC can perhaps be forgiven for ignoring this nascent literature in AR5—parameters had
been set before the first ex post papers were published. In AR6, the IPCC used empirical
evidence when discussing the efficacy of policy instruments and international negotiations
(K. Dubash et al., 2022, Patt et al., 2022), but essentially ignored the econometric literature
on the costs of greenhouse gas emission reduction (Riahi et al., 2022). As more and more
prominent papers had been published, there is no excuse for this omission.

11It is no longer available. The author, Rob Stavins, was initially part of AR6 but withdrew. I have not
asked him why.

12Note the distinction between the Summary for Policy Makers and the underlying chapters. Contentious
material is kept out of the summaries. The chapters contain a lot of controversial material, but are far less
widely read.
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The IPCC’s reluctance to assess the ex post policy evaluation literature may be explained
by looking at some of these papers. Xing et al. (2021) find that 70% of households who
bought a subsidized electric vehicle would have bought one without the subsidy, Leahy and
Tol (2012) that 55% of households did not need a subsidy to buy a biomass boiler. Fowlie
et al. (2018) demonstrate that an energy efficiency programme destroyed value. Lin and
Li (2011) show that a carbon tax reduced emissions in Finland, but not in Denmark, the
Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden. Rafaty et al. (2020) does not find a significant effect
either. However, Sen and Vollebergh (2018), Andersson (2019), Best et al. (2020) and
Metcalf and Stock (2020) do find statistically significant emission reduction from carbon
pricing, but did not control for carbon leakage—Aichele and Felbermayr (2015) conclude
that all emission reductions under the Kyoto Protocol were offset by an increase in emissions
elsewhere, Fell and Maniloff (2018) the same for RGGI, and Koch and Basse Mama (2019)
for the EU ETS—and may not have properly controlled for economic growth—Bel and
Joseph (2015) find that lacklustre economic growth rather than climate policy accounts for
the drop in carbon dioxide emissions in the EU.13

Some of the above studies make for uncomfortable reading for the officials and politicians
who championed these policies. Academic journals only consider the quality and novelty of
research. The IPCC adds another layer of review: Political approval. The IPCC does, of
course, note that greenhouse gas concentrations have continued to increase but as this is a
policy failure at the global scale, any individual policy maker can point the finger at her
least favourite foreign counterpart. This is not the case for the policy evaluations above, all
of which have a readily identifiable sponsor.

Ex post policy evaluation highlights another problem. Although this is not necessary (Bar-
rage, 2019), ex ante studies typically consider optimal policy in a market with a single
imperfection (climate change). First-best interventions are, by definition, the cheapest way
to reduce emissions. Ex post studies reveal that actual policy is a crummy third-best, and
that the estimates of the costs of greenhouse gas emission reduction that can be found in
IPCC reports are too optimistic (Tol, 2014). Bureaucratic power is one explanation for the
excessive costs (Tol, 2020), a direct affront to the IPCC’s clients.

Ex post studies do not just challenge the illusions of policy makers that their interventions
are effective and cheap. Ex ante modellers are challenged too. Figure 1 illustrates this. On
the left, it shows results for the 24 models in the IPCC AR6 scenario database that report
sufficient information to compute the efficacy of a carbon tax, here defined as the percentage
CO2 emission reduction (from baseline) in 2030 divided by the carbon tax (or permit price)
in the 2020s. Results vary widely, from 0.0042%/$ for ices to 4.8%/$ for coffee.

On the right of Figure 1, five ex post estimates of the same metric are shown (Rafaty et al.,

13None of these papers were used in the Sixth Assessment Report of Working Group III of the IPCC
to validate ex-ante cost estimates (Shukla et al., 2022). However, Chapter 13 on policy instruments notes
that “[n]umerous assessments of specific policies, especially the EU ETS and the British Columbia carbon
tax, conclude that most have reduced emissions”, claiming that the evidence is “robust” and the agreement
“high” (K. Dubash et al., 2022).
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Figure 1: The efficacy of carbon pricing according to 24 ex ante models reviewed in IPCC AR6 and 5
published ex post studies.

2020, Kohlscheen et al., 2021, Sen and Vollebergh, 2018, Metcalf and Stock, 2020, Best et al.,
2020). Three of these studies agree that a carbon tax of $1/tCO2 would cut emissions by
some 0.12%. The other two studies are more optimistic about the efficacy of carbon pricing.
Two of the 24 ex post models are more pessimistic, and 21 are more optimistic than these
three empirical studies. Only the imaclim model is close to the empirical evidence.

If this analysis holds up as more econometric studies are published, then IPCC AR7 will
have to confront the fact that not only policy makers were overly optimistic about climate
policy, but previous IPCC reports were too.

This case reaffirms that the IPCC has difficulty admitting mistakes. It also shows that the
IPCC finds it difficult to challenge the members of the Panel.

2.5. Other issues

The four cases above are not the only criticisms on the IPCC. Other critiques include, but
are not limited to, the way uncertainties are communicated (Allen et al., 2001, Patt and
Dessai, 2005, Ha-Duong et al., 2007, Risbey and Kandlikar, 2007, Schenk and Lensink, 2007,
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Budescu et al., 2009, Swart et al., 2009, Curry, 2011, Curry and Webster, 2011, Mastrandrea
et al., 2011, Mastrandrea and Mach, 2011, Moss, 2011, Budescu et al., 2012, Narita, 2012,
van der Sluijs, 2012, Adler and Hirsch Hadorn, 2014, Keohane et al., 2014, Aven and Renn,
2015, McMahon et al., 2015, Miliauskas and Anderson, 2016, Janzwood, 2020, Molina and
Abadal, 2021), the delayed update (Godal, 2003) and conceptualization (Tol et al., 2012) of
global warming potentials, selection bias (Tavoni and Tol, 2010), inaccuracies in reporting
(Kintisch, 2010, Schiermeier, 2010), conflicts of interest (New Scientist, 2010), and, most
famous of all, the hockey stick (McIntyre and McKitrick, 2003, 2005, Brumfiel, 2006, Holland,
2007, Frank et al., 2010, Wegman et al., 2010, Mann, 2012, Montford, 2012, 2015, Zorita,
2019, Mann, 2021). In many of these episodes, the IPCC comes across as a bureaucracy
defending its reputation. In academia, of course, a reputation is best maintained by quickly
acknowledging and correcting mistakes.

3. Remedies

A common thread in the last three case studies above is that the IPCC finds it difficult to
tell policy makers that they were wrong. The first and fourth case study reveals that the
IPCC also finds it difficult to admit that it was wrong itself. For the IPCC to change and
start speaking truth to power, it first needs to admit that it has found it difficult in the past
to do so. Reforming the IPCC will therefore not be easy.

Abolishing the IPCC is not an option. The international negotiations on climate policy
would be more fraught and make less progress without a common knowledge base. Nego-
tiations would quickly move from disagreements about what to do to disagreements about
what is what. Replacing the IPCC is not an option either. It is a natural monopoly that
took years to build and that has successfully erected barriers to entry (Peiser, 2007, Tol,
2011). IPCC reform is the only feasible way forward.

Reforming the IPCC is necessary but not easy. It is not even clear that the IPCC realizes its
need to reform. Climate policy has a long traditions of good intentions and poor delivery.
Many targets have been announced and missed, but policy failure has typically been obscured
by the announcement of more ambitious targets for a later date. The first stock-take under
the Paris Agreement can, and almost certainly will be fudged—emissions are not falling as
fast as planned, but we can make up for the shortfall later—but the 1.5℃ target will be
breached sooner rather than later.

Climate policy has been effective. Renewable energy is cheaper than most expected two
decades ago, electrification of transport and heating is easier than was feared, and novel
protein foods make unexpectedly fast inroads. In time, greenhouse gas emissions will fall.
But politicians promised much more than that, and those promises will come to haunt them
before AR7 is published.

The first global stock-take presents an opportunity to test a new mode of operation for the
IPCC. Updates of data and projections of greenhouse gas emissions are now routinely ac-
companied by assessments of their implications using simple climate models. Such activities
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could be brought under the IPCC umbrella. Furthermore, new observations on emissions
also tell us something about the relative success or failure of past climate policies. The
IPCC could assess this as replication-with-an-extended-dataset is a routine activity, rather
than new research.

But the IPCC should go further. A relatively simple change is to the structure of the IPCC
assessment reports. There are now four: Science, Impacts, Mitigation, and Synthesis. The
Synthesis Report does not add anything new, instead syntheses the first three reports. The
Synthesis Report could be extended with a few chapters that assess the academic literature
that synthesize climate research. Particularly, papers that compare the costs of greenhouse
gas emission reduction to the avoided impacts of climate change fit neither in Working Group
II nor in Working Group III, but should inform the Synthesis Report.

The key problem with the IPCC is that the panel consists of government representatives.
Depending on the country, lead representatives are either from the state department or from
the environment agency. Their interest is political, not academic. This was probably a good
design in the early IPCC years. Political buy-in was critical then. It has been won. The
IPCC will now need to show a more independent streak, of course without losing government
support.

Many governments have parts that operate somewhat outside political control. Central
banks are one example, budget watchdogs another, as are inspectorates and ombudspeople.
Control of the IPCC could be transferred to an organization like that. However, it may be
more appropriate to put either the departments of higher education, research funding agen-
cies, or even the national academies of science in charge. This would have three advantages.
First, it would make the IPCC less “closed-off” (Hermansen et al., 2021). Second, it would
put academic rigour before political expedience. Third, researchers would be nominated to
the IPCC on the basis of their academic credentials. More independent-minded authors and
a less politicized panel would allow the IPCC to be more critical of its past and more frank
about policy. Fourth, changes at the Panel would also lead to changes at the IPCC Bureau,
which is currently dominated by apparatchiks. The IPCC should instead be lead by more
visionary people, as it indeed was in the beginning.

A more academic IPCC would allow it to discuss controversial topics like monetary valuation,
cost-benefit analysis and game theory. These topics should be discussed as they are, that is,
tools for analysis with advantages and disadvantages. Its conclusions of which should not be
taken as gospel but instead be used to inform and enlighten. Its recommendations should
be not be seen as prescriptions but as suggestions for improvement.

A more academic IPCC would also attract more top scholars. Top scholars in the climate
sciences are in WG1 of the IPCC, but WG2 and WG3 have been less successful in this
regard. Top people would be not as beholden to the political forces in the IPCC.
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4. Discussion and conclusion

The IPCC has played a key role in national and international climate policy, convincing
people that the arguments for greenhouse gas emission reduction are sound and providing a
common knowledge base that allows policy discussions to focus on solutions. But the policy
landscape is changing. The key question is no longer “should we do something?”. The main
issue is now “are we doing the right thing?” If the IPCC wants to live up to its mantra
“always policy relevant, never policy prescriptive”, it should change too.

The case studies presented in this paper suggest that the IPCC is an organization that finds
it difficult to admit problems and the need to change; one of the IPCC’s key problems is
its unwillingness or inability to present politically inexpedient results. Academic freedom
was instituted for exactly this reason. Professors should present their results regardless of
how the chips may fall. The IPCC is not an academic organization, however. Making it one
would reduce the political buy-in that is crucial to its functioning. I therefore propose to
shift control over the IPCC to those parts of government that are closest to academia.

The IPCC has a long history of ignoring what I have to say—some people in the organization
may even take pride in that. But the truth of the matter is that the IPCC has not changed
that much in its 35-year existence whereas climate policy has changed beyond recognition.
The IPCC will have to change too, lest it sails into oblivion.
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