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Climate sceptics include many of the world’s most qualified scientists - ignoring them is causing
disaster for the world’s most vulnerable people
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f you believe environmental activists, only unqualified,
right-wing scientists funded by the hydrocarbon fuel sector
contest the hypothesis that anthropogenic carbon dioxide
(CO2) emissions will cause dangerous climate change.
Climate sceptics, at times mislabelled ‘deniers’, are frequently
portrayed as a small, monolithic band of ignorant troglodytes
who don’t care about future generations or the environment.
This mistaken idea was perhaps best summed up by Lord Robert
May, former president of the Royal Society, who famously
described the climate science debate by saying, “On one hand,
you have the entire scientific community and on the other you have
a handful of people, half of them crackpots.”
Main stream media amplify this message, portraying the science
as ‘settled’ and dissenters misguided or corrupt and so not
worth listening to. The Los Angeles Times even announced its
editorial policy to not publish letters to the editor questioning
political correctness on the issue. With only rare exceptions,
politicians of all persuasions follow suit. ‘Scientists agree; the
time for action is now,’ is the clarion call.
US Secretary of State John Kerry is a prime example of this
overconfidence. After telling Indonesian students, civic leaders,
and government officials on February 16, 2014 that climate
change represents “the greatest threat that the planet has ever
seen,” Kerry claimed that climate science is “simple”, and “not
really a complicated equation.” The secretary concluded, “…the
science is absolutely certain. It’s something that we understand
with absolute assurance of the veracity of that science.”
In reality, trying to unravel the causes and consequences of
climate change is arguably the most complex science ever
tackled. Professors Chris Essex (University of Western Ontario)
and Ross McKitrick (University of Guelph) write in their book
Taken by Storm, “Climate is one of the most challenging open
problems in modern science. Some knowledgeable scientists
believe that the climate problem can never be solved.”

It is therefore not surprising that many of the world’s leading
experts either question or refute the claim that CO2 from the
combustion of coal, oil, and natural gas will cause serious
climate problems.
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The most important evidence of the intense debate raging
in the scientific community about climate change is found in
the reports of the Nongovernmental International Panel on
Climate Change (NIPCC) published between 2008 and 2014.
Citing thousands of peer-reviewed references published in the
world’s leading science journals, NIPCC reports demonstrate
that today’s climate is not unusual and the evidence for future
climate calamity is weak. The NIPCC lays out how the United
Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
has ignored much of the available scientific literature that does
not conform to their position on climate change and so often
comes to conclusions that do not match the facts.
Surprisingly, there is agreement between the NIPCC and IPCC
on at least one issue - the lack of extreme weather increase with
global warming.
In 2012 the IPCC asserted that a relationship between global
warming and wildfires, rainfall, storms, hurricanes, and other
extreme weather events has not been demonstrated. In their
latest assessment report released on September 27, 2013,
IPCC scientists concluded that they had only “low confidence”
that “damaging increases will occur in either drought or tropical
cyclone activity” as a result of global warming.
The NIPCC report released on September 17, 2013 concluded
the same, asserting that “In no case has a convincing relationship
been established between warming over the past 100 years and
increases in any of these extreme events.”
Even here, however, fearing angry backlash from climate
campaigners and alternative energy, insurance, banking, and
foreign aid spokespeople, politicians continue to claim that a
rise in the incidence and severity of extreme weather events
will result if we don’t ‘stop global warming.’ That even the IPCC
agree that there has been no statistically significant global
warming in the past 17 years is simply ignored.
It is not as if sceptical scientists have not tried to bring their views
to the attention of political leaders and the public. Literally
thousands of scientifically qualified individuals have endorsed
open letters and other declarations opposing, either directly or
indirectly, the CO2/dangerous anthropogenic global warming

World Commerce Review ■ March 2015

(DAGW) hypothesis. Among the sceptics signing public
documents were Dr Antonio Zichichi, President of the World
Federation of Scientists; Freeman J Dyson of Princeton Institute
for Advanced Studies; Dr Zbigniew Jaworowski, professor of
natural sciences, Warsaw; and Dr Richard S Lindzen, Professor of
Meteorology, Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Here are
some of the open letters, all linked to their web pages:
2012: 134 climate experts endorsed an open letter to UN
Secretary General Ban Ki-moon during the UN Climate
Change Conference in Doha, Qatar in which they stated,
“The hypothesis that our emissions of CO2 have caused, or will
cause, dangerous warming is not supported by the evidence.”
Mr Ban did not respond to the letter.
2012: 50 former NASA scientists and astronauts signed an
open letter to NASA Administrator Charles Bolden in which
they asserted, “We believe the claims by NASA and GISS, that
man-made CO2 is having a catastrophic impact on global
climate change are not substantiated.”
2010: 142 climate experts from 22 countries endorsed
the Climate Scientists’ Register which stated, “…having
assessed the relevant scientific evidence, [we] do not find
convincing support for the hypothesis that human emissions
of CO2 are causing, or will in the foreseeable future cause,
dangerous global warming.”
2010: 35 climate and related experts signed an open letter
to the US Environmental Protection Agency Administrator
Lisa P Jackson, which claimed, “…we can demonstrate that
rising CO2 levels have had little impact on the Earth’s climate
so far, and at this point, there is little theoretical reason to
believe they will ever have a significant impact.”
2009: 166 science and technology experts from 15 countries
well qualified in climate science endorsed the Copenhagen
Climate Challenge, sent to Mr Ban during the UN Climate
Change Conference in Copenhagen, which challenged
the UN “to produce convincing OBSERVATIONAL EVIDENCE
for their claims of dangerous human-caused global warming
and other changes in climate.” Mr Ban did not respond.
2009: 61 experts signed the Open Letter to the Council
of the American Physical Society which stated, “While
substantial concern has been expressed that emissions may
cause significant climate change, measured or reconstructed
temperature records indicate that 20th and 21st century
changes are neither exceptional nor persistent, and the
historical and geological records show many periods warmer
than today.”
2009: 115 scientist endorsed an open letter to President
Barack Obama which stated, “Mr President, your
characterization of the scientific facts regarding climate
change and the degree of certainty informing the scientific
debate is simply incorrect.”

“The real tragedy in the climate debate is
that most climate funding is devoted to
trying to prevent events that might someday
happen, not to what is actually happening
today”

coincide with the UN Climate Change Conference in Bali,
Indonesia in which they stated, “…it is not established that it
is possible to significantly alter global climate through cuts in
human greenhouse gas emissions.” Mr Ban did not respond.
2006: 60 climate experts signed ‘Open Kyoto to Debate - An
open letter to Stephen Harper, Prime Minister of Canada’,
which stated “Global climate changes all the time due to
natural causes and the human impact still remains impossible
to distinguish from this natural ‘noise.’”
2003: 46 leading scientists endorsed ‘Protocol lacks
‘credible science’ - Open letter to Canadian PM Paul
Martin,’ calling on the Government of Canada to conduct
“wide ranging consultations with non-governmental climate
scientists as soon as possible in order to properly consider the
range of informed opinion pertaining to the science of Kyoto.”
Mr Martin did not respond.
2002: 30 scientists signed an open letter to Canadian PM
Jean Chretien, asserting, “Many climate science experts from
Canada and around the world, while still strongly supporting
environmental protection, equally strongly disagree with the
scientific rationale for the Kyoto Accord.” Mr Chretien did not
respond.
1997 and later: 31,487 American scientists (including 9,029
with PhDs), thousands of whom are qualified in climate
science, allowed their names to be listed as supporting the
Global Warming Petition Project which asserted, “There is
no convincing evidence that human release of CO2, methane,
or other greenhouse gases is causing or will, in the foreseeable
future, cause catastrophic heating of the Earth’s atmosphere
and disruption of the Earth’s climate.”
1995: 80 scientists endorsed the Leipzig Declaration on
Global Climate Change which stated, “…we consider the
scientific basis of the 1992 Global Climate Treaty to be flawed
and its goal to be unrealistic. The policies to implement the
Treaty are, as of now, based solely on unproven scientific
theories [and] imperfect computer models…”
1992: 46 scientists agreed to the ‘Statement by Atmospheric
Scientists on Greenhouse Warming,’ which warned,
“Such policy initiatives [the Earth Summit] derive from
highly uncertain scientific theories. They are based on the
unsupported assumption that catastrophic global warming
follows from the burning of fossil fuels…”

2008: 206 climate science specialists or scientists in closely
related fields agreed to the Manhattan Declaration on
Climate Change, in which they agreed, “That there is
no convincing evidence that CO2 emissions from modern
industrial activity has in the past, is now, or will in the future
cause catastrophic climate change.”

While none of this proves that the majority of climate scientists
support the sceptics’ position, it demonstrates that Lord May’s
‘crackpot’ label is unsubstantiated - sceptics include some of
the most highly qualified climate experts on the planet.

2007: 100 scientist signed an open letter to Mr Ban to

Despite claims by activists and politicians that the vast majority
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of climate scientists agree with the DAGW hypothesis, this
has never been demonstrated by a reputable worldwide poll.
Australia-based climate data analyst John McLean has shown
that, even among the thousands of scientists who worked on
the IPCC assessment reports, only a few dozen of them actually
commented on the issue, and some of those disagreed with the
view that activists attribute to all of them.
Statements by national science academies are generally
meaningless. Not a single one that officially supports the DAGW
view has demonstrated that a majority of its scientist members
actually agree with their academy’s position. Their statements
are simply the politically expedient opinions of the groups’
executives, or small committees appointed by the executives.
The popular view that sceptics all march to the same tune is
also mistaken. In preparing this article I asked dozens of climate
experts who oppose the DAGW hypothesis, “What kind of
climate sceptic are you?” The answers I received demonstrate a
wide variety of opinion:
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•
A few said that, all other things being equal, some, but
not very much, greenhouse warming is to be expected.
Christopher Monckton, The Viscount Monckton of
Brenchley, fell into this category. Dr Will Happer, Professor
of Physics at Princeton University had a similar view. “CO2
emissions will probably cause modest warming, although the
exact amount is uncertain,” said Happer. “Regardless, the
additional CO2 will be a very good thing because of its major
benefits to photosynthesis and agriculture.”
•
Other sceptics asserted that that our emissions of CO2
are causing calculable warming but that it is lost in the
noise of natural variability and so not currently detectable.
Dr Howard Hayden, Professor Emeritus of Physics at the
University of Connecticut was in this group.
•
Many scientists said that our CO2 emissions may, or
may not, be causing measureable warming but, regardless,
it will not be significant. Generally falling into this category
are Dr Albrecht Glatzle, Agro-Biologist from Paraguay;

World Commerce Review ■ March 2015

American meteorologist Joe Bastardi; Australian geologist
Aert Driessen; Dr S Jeevananda Reddy, Formerly of the UN
World Meteorological Organization, India; Professor Bob
Carter, former Head of the Department of Earth Sciences,
James Cook University, Australia; Dr Bruce Borders,
Professor, Forest Biometrics, University of Georgia; and
Oregon-based ‘carbon’ sequestration expert Dr Bob
Zybach who concluded, “I believe that human-related CO2
emissions probably do not affect global temperatures one
way or the other.”

Many of the experts contacted refused to have their scepticism
categorized. Any thoughts that sceptics are even remotely
monolithic are clearly wrong. They are practicing real science
where concerns about consensus are irrelevant.

•
Experts who maintain that our CO2 emissions are
definitely not causing measureable warming included
Dr Ian Clark, Professor of Earth Sciences, University of
Ottawa; Dr Brian Pratt, Professor of Geology, University
of Saskatchewan; Dr Don Easterbrook, Emeritus Professor
of Geology, Western Washington University; and Dr S
Fred Singer, Professor Emeritus (Environmental Sciences),
University of Virginia. Easterbrook explained, “It’s very clear
that climate and the oceans drive atmospheric CO2, not the
other way around.”

According to the San Francisco-based Climate Policy Initiative
(CPI) report (October 2013), of the approximately US$357 billion
(almost $1 billion per day) that was spent on climate finance
across the world in 2012, only 6% of it went to helping people in
today’s world prepare for and adapt to climate change.

•
Asserting that our CO2 emissions are not causing
temperature changes, or any other sort of climate change
at all, are scientists Dr Arthur Rorsch, Emeritus Professor,
Leiden University, The Netherlands; Norwegian biologist
and climate expert Per Engene; and Dr David Kear, former
Director-General of New Zealand Department of Scientific
& Industrial Research. Driessen also had considerable
sympathy with this position explaining, “I see no evidence
whatsoever that CO2 has ever been a cause of climate change
in the entire geological record.”
•
Some sceptics, such as Dr Tim Ball, maintain that
our CO2 emissions are causing cooling. Regardless of his
stance on the impact of CO2, solar expert Dr Habibullo
Abdussamatov of Russia’s Pulkovo Observatory agrees that
cooling is most likely. “From approximately 2014, we can
expect the start of the next bicentennial cycle of deep cooling
with a Little Ice Age in 2055 plus or minus 11 years,” concluded
Abdussamatov.
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The real tragedy in the climate debate is that, largely because
of the mistaken idea that we know the future of climate change
and humanity controls it, most climate funding is devoted to
trying to prevent events that might someday happen, not to
what is actually happening today.

CPI’s 2011 report demonstrated that, even within developing
countries, only 5% of climate finance went into adaptation, an
approach that costs many lives each year in countries such as
The Philippines which are subject to severe, periodic natural
disasters. The rest of the money was directed to ‘mitigation’,
trying vainly to stop climate change in the distant future. This
is essentially giving more value to the lives of people yet to be
born than those suffering today due to climate variability. This
is clearly immoral.
John Kerry was right to tell Indonesians that climate change is a
serious danger to humanity if not addressed appropriately. And
scientists explained to the UN Secretary General in the 2009
Copenhagen Climate Challenge exactly what that appropriate
approach is: “Climate policies need to focus on preparation for,
and adaptation to, all dangerous climatic events however caused.”
Assisting countries adapt to present day climate change should
be a foreign aid issue driven only by humanitarian concerns and
our financial capabilities. Accepting responsibility for causing
what are almost certainly natural climatic events is irrational
and, ultimately, hurts the world’s most vulnerable people. ■
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