Environmental Terrorizing- email to National Post 

Here we go again with more doom and gloom and the latest prophesy of environmental apocalypse. You would have thought that Y2K might have taught us something about this endless terrorizing of the public. To balance this debate on global warming properly, why not tell the public about the 20,000 scientists (including 2660 climatologists, meteorologists, oceanographers and environmental scientists) who signed the petition from the Oregon Institute of Science, stating among other things that “Predictions of harmful climatic effects due to future increases in minor greenhouse gases like carbon dioxide are in error and do not conform to current experimental knowledge”. This petition was sponsored by Dr. Fred Seitz, former president of the National Academy of Sciences (www.oism.org/pproject).

Prof. David Bellamy in an article in the Daily Mail (“Global Warming? What a load of poppycock!”, July 9/2004) said that increases in temperature are responsible for increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide levels, not the other way around. He states that the science that the Kyoto Protocol is based on is wrong. The real truth is that the main greenhouse gas- the one that has the most direct effect on land temperature- is water vapour, 99 percent of which is entirely natural.

Ian Clark of the University of Ottawa (professor of paleoclimatology and specialist in artic paleohydrogeology- www.science.uottawa.ca/est/eng/prof/clark) said that there is a stronger correlation between sunspot activity and atmospheric warming than there is between CO2 and warming. He says (in his ‘Blame the Sun’ article in the National Post last summer/04) that we have the science backwards- “Temperature rise is driven by factors unrelated to human activity, and that CO2 is following in the wake… there is no chance that we will effect measurable climate changes with Kyoto or any other accord, or with technologies we can deploy in the foreseeable future”.  

What drives climate warming is the sun and this is part of a natural long-term cyclic process. The evidence of the sun/climate warming correlation is based on proxy data from climate indicators such as tree rings and ice cores. This is not theoretical data but real climate records that span long time scales. According to Dr. Clark, galactic cosmic rays from space stream into our solar system and cause an electric charge to build on dust and other atmospheric particles, which in turn causes them to attract water molecules and so form clouds (water vapour- the main greenhouse gas). These reflect sunlight back into space which then cools the earth. But solar wind from sunspots deflects the incoming galactic cosmic rays away and this leads to reduced cloud cover and a warming of the earth. So the sun shows a stronger historical correlation to warming than the minor atmospheric gas CO2.

This is not to say that we shouldn’t watch the CO2 impact, but rather to argue that we need to bring all the evidence to the discussion table before taking action that could devastate the world economy. As Prof Bellamy said, “Global warming- at least the modern nightmare version- is a myth. I am sure of it and so are a growing number of scientists”. Wendell Krossa
Nov. 16/04

Here in Canada we have been hit with another wave of apocalyptic panic regarding the thawing ice up North that chills the bejeezus out of most of us. It reminds me of Lomberg's and Easterbrook's question as to what drives this orientation to doom, this ancient religious impulse to guilt, fear and despair. We had it in cosmology- it would all collapse in a great fiery ball. And we have it in environmental scenarios and terrorism scenarios and everywhere else in life.

Well, Ken Green from the Fraser Institute (www.fraserinstitute.ca) wrote a piece in the National Post (our faithful source of challenge to apocalyptic) today titled "Artic Warming scares continue, despite meagre data". He says the anti-energy activists are at it again assuring us that we are headed for wrack and ruin. They pump unjustifiable assumptions into simplified computer models to conjure up a laundry list of scary projections.

Their latest report shows- "a startling contradiction: though the extent of sea ice is shown in decline from 1950 onward, the average temperature of that period (from about 1957 to 1978) was below average...the ice was melting while the average temperature was colder than usual". The reviewers of the report are a suspect group such as the World Wildlife Federation which has a long history of climate alarmism.  

Some quotes on other's input- Michael Oppenheimer at Environmental Defense acknowledges: "The processes determining regional climate change can take place at too fine a scale to be captured by most climate models". 

Further, two Australian economists have shown the scenarios of the warming report to be deeply flawed. The scenarios favored by pro-Kyoto nations overstate future CO2 emissions because they overstate economic growth in developing countries. They assume that economic wrecks like Algeria, Libya and North Korea will all surpass the US. 

Green then cautions, as did Lomberg, that we need to understand better what is happening with climate before we undertake actions that will divert resources into potentially fruitless or even harmful policies.

For more on this see the Fraser Institute webpage and its subsection Environment and Risk. Has a good book there for free if you want to print it out called 'Global Warming: The Science and The Politics'. Also a presentation by Illarionov, the economic adviser to Putin who challenges Kyoto. Wendell Krossa
Nov. 18/04

  

On global warming, trust the scientists. Why? Because they get published in peer-reviewed journals. The lack of published articles by the skeptics proves they are wrong. So nyaah, nyaah. Good God, Schindler. And you profess to represent true science? 

Self-delusion often occurs when people in some discipline begin to believe that they deal only in pure objectivity, free of the tainting influence of personal agenda and free of those debasing drives and emotions that the rest of us are subject to.

Science, like so many other arenas of life has a long history of promoting viewpoints that are the product of the same sleazy power-mongering and politics that infects so much of the rest of life. Yes, peer-review and replication of experiments helps to counter this but never fully overcomes it. Even forums with the noblest of intentions (science journals) are subject to favoring certain viewpoints over others.

Global warming has become the accepted dogma and many credible scientists (if you want a numbers game) have stated that it is plain wrong. Remember the 18,000 scientists that signed the petition from the Oregon Institute of Science (including 2660 climatologists, meteorologists, oceanographers and environmental scientists) opposing the Kyoto Protocol. Their argument: “Predictions of harmful climatic effects due to future increases in minor greenhouse gases like carbon dioxide are in error and do not conform to current experimental knowledge”. Are their voices going to be included in the public debate over global warming? 

Schindler undermines his own profession to objective science in stating his assertion that “The most important cause of warming in recent decades has been emissions of greenhouse gases”. This is an amazing denial of the longer historical context where warming trends have been occurring repeatedly and long before human created CO2 emissions were around to impact anything. 

Challenging the consensus on global warming has very little to do with challenging ‘conspiracy theories’. It ought to include more endeavor to understand what drives some people to select certain elements of research and to compile those in scenarios that support apocalyptic scenarios of life. What is this drive in some people that influences them to manufacture views of life that are endlessly dark and oriented to despair? Both Bjorn Lomberg (The Skeptical Environmentalist) and Gregg Easterbrook (A Moment On The Earth) asked why some people insist on looking for the worst outcomes when most of the evidence shows all the significant long term trends to be positive.

I believe their question can be answered in part by noting the impact of an ancient viewpoint that has shaped human consciousness and human viewpoints for millennia. It is known as Fall/apocalyptic mythology. It states that things were better in a more pristine past (a time of original perfection or paradise), people are partly demonic (a cancer on the globe) and have shown their evil side in rapaciously seeking prosperity. ‘Sinful’ people have caused the ruin of the earth and the subsequent regression of life. And in the future Mother Earth (God in past versions of this mythology) will punish with Armageddon-like collapse. This ancient viewpoint has been beaten into human brains for so many millennia that it now operates almost at a subconscious level to influence human viewpoints. 

Salvation, in this archaic viewpoint, is to be found in the denial of human desire and in forsaking the pursuit of the good life. Worse, as people are fallen and can’t be trusted, they must be regulated in order to control their evil desires. It is a dark view of people as fallen and wantonly destructive and in need of control by higher powers that know what is best for them.

This ancient mindset engenders endless guilt over pursuing and enjoying the abundance that life offers. It is an orientation to nihilistic despair that misses entirely the trajectory of life as ever-improving, developing, growing and advancing.  

Julian Simon (The Ultimate Resource) stated correctly that we humans are on net creators, not destroyers. Easterbrook and Lomberg noted that we have consciousness and can solve any problems that might arise and our track record improves all the time. The true state of the world is improving over the long term.

So enough of this unnecessary guilt and apocalyptic terrorizing of the public. This is not to say that we shouldn’t be concerned about environmental issues and take a close look at any factors that need consideration. But let’s abandon this polarizing opposition and bring all the information to the table. And let’s recognize that, despite past catastrophe and sometimes setback, the fundamental trajectory of life is about progress, hope and advance. Wendell Krossa,

Nov. 24/04

  The National Post is doing a series of articles on the theme “Artic Climate Week” tackling the global warming scare. It appears a growing number of scientists are recognizing the fundamentalist religious impulse behind global warming dogma and are acting to expose this new totalitarianism. Like all religion it appeals to the worst in humanity- fear and despair.

In the latest article, Lee Gerhard, a geologist with the Kansas Geological Survey, says that the argument that humans change climate and can stop global warming through Kyoto is misplaced and will achieve nothing. To minimize suffering we must redirect funding from attempts to stop warming to programs that will help those who may be affected most. He says that solar flux and variations in Earth’s orbit are the main drivers of climate change, not human activities. The strongest correlations are with these drivers.

Then later he says that geologists and astronomers have long known that huge and entirely natural variations in climate have occurred regularly through history and were much larger than anything seen in modern times. Human effects (CO2 emissions) are too small to be detected against the background of natural variability.

“Egotistical humans ascribe all Earth changes to their own activities as a species, creating a ‘humanocentric’ theology that has been driving the politics of global warming. Politicians have been encouraged to ignore reality and tell the peoples of the industrialized world they will be able to change climate by destroying the global energy economy…the solution for human-driven climate change is nothing less than the elimination of fossil fuels…”

He argues that people must recognize the powerful political forces at work to exploit fear in order to transfer vast quantities of wealth to foreign nations and to effect domestic social policies. When it comes to greenhouse emission discussions strong social forces are committed to ignoring rational science with proponents arguing “that caution demands that we take draconian measures just in case global warming theories are correct”. He adds that we are left with little planning for adaptation to the inevitable climate change that is coming as society is bullied by the unsubstantiated junk science of the humanocentric theology that preaches “the advances of Western civilization over the past 2000 years are destroying ‘mother Earth’”.

His conclusion- the overwhelming scientific evidence is clear- there is going to be significant climate change as there has always been. These are inexorable natural processes that have been part of the biogeochemical cycles of planet Earth for millions of years. We can not stop it by emissions limits or alternative energy sources. “But we can minimize its impacts on our people if we choose to. Human beings must start more seriously planning to embrace whatever changes nature throws at us next”. 

The subtitle of his article states: "By focusing on unsubstantiated claims of man-made global warming, we are left with little planning for adaptation to inevitable climate change".

Also in this regard, if agriculture should be impacted by climate change, I am reminded of Julian Simon’s point that putting up 10 story buildings on a land area 10 times the size of the city of Milwaukee and employing the hydroponic technology we already possess, we could feed the world’s population on this small area. We will be able to handle the changes in climate that we will face as the Earth returns to a more ‘normal’ range of temperature after this latest glacial cold spell.

In a related article environmental consultant Tim Ball notes that the National Post is willing to give both sides of the debate space to present their arguments. Our national television forum, the CBC (and others), will not do the same but acts merely as a communications arm for the environmental movement. Wendell Krossa
Nov. 24/04- letter to National Post

  “Humanocentric theology” (Lee Gerhard, ‘The Human Trap’, Nov.24/04)

Good to see a growing recognition of the fundamentalist-like impulse behind the apocalyptic theology of global warming adherents. Understanding this impulse will go a long way toward answering the question raised by both Bjorn Lomberg (The Skeptical Environmentalist) and Gregg Easterbrook (A Moment On The Earth) as to why some people insistently focus on disaster scenarios while ignoring credible evidence to the contrary. 

Science, like all human endeavor, has too often not been rational, objective, neutral or free of the influence of the deeply embedded emotions and impulses that we have inherited from our past. These emotions and impulses shape our basic orientation toward life. And for much of past history the basic orientation of humanity has been shaped by the dreary mythology of Fall/apocalyptic (see Mircea Eliade’s History of Religious Ideas). This mythological system posits the themes of a perfect or pure past, evil people screwing things up, a Fall and subsequent regression of life, and coming disaster as punishment for human greed, unless humanity opts for salvation in the denial of pleasure and the rejection of the ‘evil’ pursuit of prosperity. It is an anti-human theology of hate and despair.

Since the Enlightenment, modern discovery has provided us with insight into an entirely new story of life as fundamentally about growth, development, progress and advance.  Fall/apocalyptic mythology misses entirely the positive direction of this trajectory but as Lomberg notes all the long-term trends on Earth are clear evidence of the advancing nature of life. Fall/apocalyptic environmentalism also mistakenly promotes the idea that life is fragile despite the evidence that past catastrophes and setbacks have only made life stronger and more durable.  

Its time that more people recognized the fundamentalist-apocalyptic impulse behind the dreary fear-mongering of modern apocalyptic environmentalism. Its just more of the same old religious doom and gloom that has terrorized people for millennia. Science, my eye. Wendell Krossa, 

Dec. 8/04- email to Stephen Hume

You dismiss this information as of no account and opt for your alarmist position which is based on the least significant factors (CO2 at .2% of all greenhouse gases) and ignores the main factors (natural water vapor at 95%). This raises the larger question which interests me most in this entire debate- what drives this apocalyptic doomsterism? This may be the most fruitful avenue to take in understanding why people ignore contrary evidence in order to lock onto the worst possible outcomes. Both Lomberg and Easterbrook ask this question of why people look for the worst possible outcomes despite evidence to the contrary.

Having researched the history of human thought which for most of history has been mythical/religious thought (Eliade- History of Religious Ideas), I think I have come to appreciate more why environmental alarmism has taken on the nature of fundamentalist-like dogma.

For most of human history the mythology of Fall/apocalyptic has shaped human consciousness. This viewpoint has oriented human consciousness to guilt, fear and despair. It posits that things were better in the past, we humans have screwed up in our pursuit of prosperity (evil humanity as a cancer on the globe), things are now going to hell in a handbasket (great coming collapse- Mother Nature is gonna get us). Salvation is to be found in denial of the search for prosperity and a return to the simple life.

It is an anti-human and anti-life view. It also believes outside, centralized power must control fallen people who don't know what is good for them.

And it misses entirely the true story of life which is about endless rise, growth, development and advance. Of course, there has been setback and catastrophe along the way but these do not change the overall nature of life's trajectory. And far from being 'fragile', life has become ever stronger and more durable with each difficulty it has suffered.

We need to shift our basic orientation from fear to hope and recognize that it is by creating more wealth (fostering economic development and the positives it brings to human society) that we can be prepared for whatever difficulties natural climate change may bring. 

Yes, this issue of fundamental human orientation (Fall/apocalyptic mythology or the true story of life) is fundamental to understanding why people choose to focus on some information and ignore other. It influences 'science' profoundly. Wendell Krossa
