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    Foreword


    Does statistically significant global warming exist? If so, is it anatural phenomenon, or has it been caused by man? If we were to take the decision to prevent it from occurring, is there anything we can do about it? Are we to be worried about apossible slight temperature increase? These are the main questions addressed by the latest proceedings of the Center for Economics and Politics called “Global Warming – Reality, or Bubble?”


    Part Aof this book contains texts from the seminar “Climate Hazard – Adaptation is the Key” that was held on 8th December 2010. An Emeritus Fellow at the Institute of Public Affairs in Melbourne and professor at the James Cook University zTownsville, Australia, Robert (Bob) Carter contributes the introductory and the final chapter of his book “The Climate: The Counter Consensus” (2010), which deals with the media and scientific mystification that surrounds the issue of global warming. We have also included my review of this book written for the publishing house Stacey International.


    Part B contains alecture by the Emeritus Professor at the University of Virginia, the founding Dean of the University of Miami School of Environmental and Planetary Sciences and the founding director of the US Weather Satellite Service, Fred Singer that he delivered on 10th October 2007 and in which he argues that the global warming we are experiencing today is anatural phenomenon.


    In part C, we have included texts from the seminar “Global Warming – Facts and Myths” that was held on 15th November 2007. The former director of the Fraser Institute, Michael Walker analyzes the contributions his colleagues have made to the climate debate. The director of the International Policy Network, Julian Morris explains why there is no threat of an impeding climate disaster. The former professor at Harvard University, Luboš Motl analyzes the low level of sensitivity of the climate to carbon dioxide, as well as other inconvenient truths.


    Part D contains supplementary texts. Václav Klaus contributes his Global Warming Policy Foundation annual lecture, in which he argues that the climate change doctrine is part of environmentalism, not of science. The professor of soil science and soil physics at the Czech Technical University in Prague, Miroslav Kutílek, disproves the green-house hypothesis and the irrational threats that have been connected with global warming.


    It would seem at first glance that almost everything has been said and published, that all the rational arguments have been voiced. However, it is still not enough. The innocence with which climate alarmists present and justify their ambitions to assume control over society seems akin to the fatal conceit of the attempts at central planning. Ifirmly believe that this new publication of the Center for Economics and Politics will mark abreakthrough in this area.


    


    Václav Klaus


    In Prague, 15th February 2011

  


  
    


    A. Texts from the seminar “Climate Hazard – Adaption is the Key”(8. 12. 2010)

  


  
    


    The Media and Scientific Mystification Regarding Global Warming1


    By Robert M. Carter


    Reality is only an illusion, albeit avery persistent one.


    (Albert Einstein)


    


    To effectively communicate, we must realize that we are all different in the way we perceive the world and use this understanding as aguide to our communication with others.


    (Tony Robbins)


    


    Before human-caused global warming can become an econo­mic, social or environmental problem, it first has to be identified by scientific study as adangerous hazard for the planet, distinct from natural climate change.


    This notwithstanding, several distinguished economists have recently written compendious papers or reports on the issue, for example the UK’s Nicholas Stern, USA’s William Nordhaus and Australia’s Ross Garnaut. These persons, and many other public commentators and politicians as well, have naively ­accepted that there is ascientific consensus (the phrase itself being an oxymoron) that dangerous, human-caused global warming is ­occurring, as set by the views and advice of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).


    The IPCC is the United Nations body that in 1995 allowed asingle activist scientist, Ben Santer, to rewrite parts of the key Chapter 8 (Detection of Climate Change and Attribution of Causes) of its Second Assessment Report in alarmist terms, changing aprevious wording that had been agreed among the other scientific authors. The rewriting was undertaken in order to make the chapter agree with apolitically contrived statement in the influential Summary for Policymakers, to whit ‘the balance of evidence suggests adiscernible human influence on global climate’. It was obvious from that point onward that IPCC pronouncements needed to be subjected to independent critical analysis. Instead, the opposite has happened and increasingly the world’s press and politicians have come to treat IPCC utterances as if they were scribed in stone by Moses. This is areflection, first, of superb marketing by the IPCC and its supporting cast of influential environmental and scientific organizations (not to mention the bucket-loads of money that have been available in their support); second, of strong media bias towards alarmist news stories in general, and global warming political correctness in particular; and, third, of alack of legislators and senior bureaucrats possessed of asound knowledge of even elementary science, coupled with asimilar lack of science appreciation throughout the wider electorate – our societies thereby having become vulnerable to frisbee science, or spin.


    Having decided around the turn of the twentieth century that ‘the science was settled’, for the IPCC said so, politicians in industrialized societies and their economic advisers started to implement policies that they assured the public would ‘stop global warming’, notably measures to inhibit the emission of the mild greenhouse gas carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. However, the acronym GIGO (garbage in, garbage out) that has long been applied to computer modelling endeavours applies also to economic studies that purport to give policy advice against the threat of future climate change. For the reality is that no-one can predict the specific way in which climate will change in the future, beyond the general statement that multi-decadal warming and cooling trends, and abrupt climatic changes, are all certain to continue to occur. It is also the case that the science advice of the IPCC is politically cast, and thereby fundamentally flawed and ­unsuitable for use in detailed economic forecasting and policy creation. This is why Stern’s work, for example, has been able to be so severely criticized on both scientific and economic grounds, with respect to which the critical essays of Melbourne climate analyst John McLean provide searing insights into the ­unreliability of the IPCC.


    MIT atmospheric physicist Richard Lindzen famously remarked of global warming alarmism afew years ago that ‘The consensus was reached before the research had even begun.’ Another distinguished natural scientist, the late Sir Charles Fleming from New Zealand, made asimilarly prescient statement when he observed in 1986 that ‘Any body of scientists that adopts pressure group tactics is endangering its status as the guardian of principles of scientific philosophy that are worth conserving.’


    These quotations are apposite, because pressure-group tactics in pursuit of afalsely claimed consensus are now the characteristic modus operandi of the IPCC-led global warming alarmists who surround us at every turn. The recent sensational public exposure of email exchanges between climate scientists at the UK’s Climatic Research Unit (an organization closely linked with the Meteorological Office’s Hadley Centre) and their colleagues around the world has revealed the malfeasance involved for the whole world to see.


    The realities of climate change


    Science reality


    My reference files categorize climate change into more than one hundred subdiscipline areas of relevant knowledge. Like most other climate scientists, Ipossess deep expertise in at most two or three of these subdisciplines. Chris Essex and Ross ­McKitrick (2002: 12) have observed:


    Global warming is atopic that sprawls in athousand directions. There is no such thing as an ‘expert’ on global warming, because no one can master all the relevant subjects. On the subject of climate change everyone is an amateur on many if not most of the relevant topics.


    


    
      1) The introductory chapter of the book Carter, R. M.: Climate: The Counter Consensus: London, Stacey International 2010, pp. 25–37.
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