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Dear Mr Cook 
 

Reference CAS-561749 

 
Thanks for your correspondence regarding ‘Horizon: Science Under Attack’ , broadcast on BBC Two on 24 

January. 

 
I understand that you feel this edition of the programme was biased in favour of the theory of man-made 

climate change. 
 

Your concerns were raised with the producer of the programme – Emma Jay who replies as follows: 

 
“I’m sorry you felt the film was biased. In reply can I first set out a little of the background to the film 

and how we approached the subject. 
 

The purpose of this film was to examine public trust in science generally - not just in the area of climate 

change - reflecting both the role of scientists and the influence of the media, the internet and bloggers. 
There does seem to have erosion in public trust in some key areas of science - judging by some opinion 

poll data - and we thought this was an interesting and important area to look at. 

 
We asked Paul Nurse to present the film. The reason for this is not just that he is the new President of 

the Royal Society and a Nobel Prize winner, but because he is very interested in how science and society 
should relate in the 21st Century. 

 

It is this dynamic - how society and science connect, and how that is influenced by the media, both old 
and new, that formed the central argument of the film. 

 
In the course of the programme Paul Nurse argued that scientists need to focus on the science and keep 

politics and ideologies out of the way; that scientists need to be more open in the way they do their 

science, and be more willing to communicate the uncertainties that are sometimes inherent in their work. 
 

A substantial part of the film did use the example of climate science to look at this dynamic between 

science and society, and at the question of public trust. But I don’t accept that the film was biased in its 
representation of the state of the scientific debate about anthropogenic global warming. The 

overwhelming majority of scientists and scientific institutions accept the link; in scientific terms it is not 
controversial and the programme’s approach reflected that. 

 

I fully acknowledge that, even now, not everyone accepts this view and that there is still a continuing 
political debate. That is why the programme included Professor Fred Singer’s views on the primacy of 

solar activity and James Delingpole’s views on ‘Climategate’, the perils of scientific consensus, and how 
peer review in science was being challenged by peer-to-peer review. These were significant parts of the 

film. 

 
I hope I have been able to go some way towards addressing your concerns.  

 

We’re guided by the feedback that we receive and to that end I'd like to assure you that I've registered 
your complaint on our audience log. This is a daily report of audience feedback that's circulated to many 

BBC staff, including members of the BBC Executive Board, programme makers, channel controllers and 
other senior managers. 

 



The audience logs are seen as important documents that can help shape decisions about future 

programming and content. 

 
Thanks for taking the time to contact us. 

 
Kind Regards 

 

Mark Roberts 
BBC Complaints 

www.bbc.co.uk/complaints 

 
NB This is sent from an outgoing account only which is not monitored. You cannot reply to this email 

address but if necessary please contact us via our webform quoting any case number we provided. 
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