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Is climate change happening? Of course, climate change has always been happening, long
before the industrial revolution. Earth has gone through multiple cycles of extreme climate
change and so have other planets, like Mars, for example.

But  the  question  today  is,  how  much  does  human  activity  influence  modern  day  climate
change?  The  general  public  has  been  primed  to  believe  that  climate  change  is
predominantly the result of human activity, and that we are headed towards a complete
climate catastrophe within the next couple of decades.

The public has also been told that approximately 97 percent of scientists agree with the
catastrophe narrative, but is this really true? Where did this number come from?

The truth is, there is quite a large group of climate scientists and academics in the field that
disagree  with  the  oversimplified  view  of  climate  change  that  is  constantly  being  spouted,
but the public is not told this.

The whole system revolves around the idea that the majority can be made to believe
anything, so long as it is repeated loudly and often. And it works. — NSA Whistleblower
Edward Snowden

It’s similar to what we saw with COVID-19, where a large minority, or perhaps majority of
doctors, scientists, vaccine developers and renowned infectious disease experts opposed
lockdowns, mask, and vaccine mandates. Many of them were censored and referred to as
“conspiracy theorists.”
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I’ve said it before and I’ll say it again, the mainstream can make the minority feel like the
majority, and the majority feel like the minority. Perhaps this is something we’ve seen with
this “97%” figure?

The History of Climate Science & The Origins of Doomsday Scenarios

In the 1980s, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund became the sole authority of the global warming
agenda. The fund boasts of being one of the first major global activists by citing its strong
advocacy for both the 1988 formation of the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC) and the 1992 creation of the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change.

This is when most of the messaging regarding climate ‘alarmism’ began, with consistent
articles in the mainstream predicting doom-like armageddon scenarios.

For example, on June 29, 1989, the Associated Press (AP) ran a story containing an interview
with  Noel  Brown,  the  director  of  the  New  York  office  of  the  United  Nations  Environment
Program  at  the  time.  In  it  he  stated:

“Entire  nations  could  be  wiped  off  the  face  of  the  Earth  by  rising  sea  levels  if  the  global
warming trend is not reversed by the year 2000.”

This  of  course did not  happen,  yet  it  resembles the same type of  predictions we see
happening today. It begs the question, what is driving these 10 year predictions, and are

https://apnews.com/article/bd45c372caf118ec99964ea547880cd0
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they accurate? Do most scientists agree with them?

When Did The “97 Percent Consensus” Number Enter Mainstream
Consciousness?

It  appears  that  an  article  by  Naomi  Oreskes,  a  Professor  of  Science  History  and  Affiliated
Professor of Earth and Planetary Sciences at Harvard University, got the ball rolling.

Oreskes’ 2004 article included an analysis of 928 papers containing the keywords “global
climate change.” It stated, “none of the papers disagreed with the consensus position” of
man  made  global  warming.  She  claimed  that  any  remaining  professional  dissent  is
exceedingly minor.

Furthermore, in 2010 academic William R. Love Anderegg found that 97% to 98% of the 200
“most prolific” writers on climate change believed that man made greenhouse gases have
been responsible for most of  the warming we are experiencing.  This received a lot  of
attention, despite the fact that 200 researchers and “writers” out of the thousands who had
contributed to the climate science debate is nowhere close to a consensus.

A 2013 paper  by Cook,  et  al.,  seemed to  be the most  significant  publication to  popularize
the 97% figure. The authors used methodology similar to Oreskes but based their analysis
on abstracts rather than full content or a real examination of the science.

The paper looked at 12,000 papers published between 1991 and 2011 that contained the
words “global warming” or “global climate change.” It claimed that 97% of climate scientists
agreed with the idea that ‘humans are changing the climate.’ It went on to become one of
the most popular papers of all time, reaching well over 1 million downloads.

Is There Really A Consensus? 

According  to  Roy  Spencera,  a  meteorologist  and  principal  research  scientist  at  the
University of Alabama in Huntsville, who served as senior scientist for climate studies at
NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center, and Joseph Bast, a Senior Fellow at The Heartland
Institute,

The assertion that 97% of scientists believe that climate change is a man-made, urgent
problem  is  a  fiction.  The  so-called  consensus  comes  from  a  handful  of  surveys  and
abstract-counting exercises that have been contradicted by more reliable research.” —
Roy Spencera and Joseph Bast, The Wall Street Journal

There  is  available  evidence  showing  that  many  experts  in  the  field  do  not  agree  that
humans are solely responsible for an ‘armageddon level’ climate change type of scenario,
and that there are a myriad of factors that are not being considered when it comes to other
factors that  influence our climate.  It  appears many scientists  who are not  actually  climate
scientists have simply jumped on the bandwagon.

A 2012 survey, for example, found strong skepticism among members of the American
Meteorological  Society.  A  petition  signed by 31,000 scientists  states  that  “there  is  no
convincing scientific evidence that human release of […] carbon dioxide, 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.” They key word there is
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“catastrophic.”

“Rigorous international surveys conducted by German scientists Dennis Bray and Hans
von Storch – most recently published in Environmental Science and Policy in 2010 –
have found that most climate scientists disagree with the consensus on key
issues such as the reliability of climate data and computer models. They do not
believe that climate processes such as cloud formation and precipitation are sufficiently
understood to predict future climate change.

Surveys  of  meteorologists  repeatedly  find  a  majority  oppose  the  alleged
consensus.  Only  39.5% of  1,854  American  Meteorological  Society  members  who
responded to a survey in 2012 said man-made global warming is dangerous.”

— Roy Spencera & Joseph Bast

One of the methods used to assert the claim that there is an overwhelming consensus
seems to be by asking or polling scientists as to whether they agree that C02 levels in the
atmosphere have increased, that the Earth has been warming (albeit only a little) and that
man has played some part.

The problem with that is this is something almost all climate scientists can agree on. What’s
not agreed upon is the fact that this has no obvious implication of danger, yet that narrative
is and has been constantly portrayed as support for catastrophism and alarmism.

“Our crop plants evolved about 400 million years ago, when CO2 in the atmosphere was
about 5000 parts per million! Our evergreen trees and shrubs evolved about 360 million
years ago, with CO2 levels at about 4,000 ppm. When our deciduous trees evolved
about 160 million years ago, the CO2 level was about 2,200 ppm – still  five times  the
current level.

— Dennis T. Avery, agricultural and environmental economist,  senior fellow for the
Center for Global Food Issues in Virginia, and formerly a senior analyst for the U.S.
Department of State

The Politicization of Climate Science

As a result of alarmism, political policy and major decisions regarding how we live are put
into motion, all which seem to further take away our privacy, freedom, and increase the
already strong surveillance state which eventually puts more wealth and control into the
hands  of  the  already  wealthy  “one  percent.”  Some  are  even  concerned  that  climate
lockdowns may be implemented one day in the future.

President Obama and Secretary of State John Kerry were two of many who repeatedly used
the 97 percent tagline. Kerry went so far as to say that “97 percent of peer-reviewed climate
studies  confirm  that  climate  change  is  happening  and  that  human  activity  is  largely
responsible.”  This  is  still  the  messaging  we  get  today  from  big  politics.

Furthermore, an important consideration in this discussion is that we are attempting to
define a single number to represent a range of opinions which have many nuances.

As Oreskes says in her article, “Often it is challenging to determine exactly what the authors
of the paper[s] do think about global climate change.”

https://wattsupwiththat.com/2017/06/30/life-on-earth-was-nearly-doomed-by-too-little-co2/
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https://www.pbs.org/newshour/politics/john-kerry-criticizes-florida-governor-banning-words-climate-change
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Doomsday scenarios may generate clicks and sell advertisements, but they truly fail to
convey that science is nuanced. Apocalyptic predictions are not at all evidence based, they
simply  contribute  to  unnecessary  panic  and  fear  offering  false  narratives  that  can
overwhelm readers, leading to inaction and hopelessness, especially among today’s youth.

Where have we seen this politicization before? Several researchers from various academic
institutions in the United Kingdom, United States and Canada published a paper in February
2022 titled, “The Unintended Consequences of COVID-19 Vaccine Policy: Why Mandates,
Passports,  and  Segregated  Lockdowns  may cause  more  Harm than  Good.”  In  it,  they
explain,

“Public and political discourse quickly normalized stigma against people who remain
unvaccinated, often woven into the tone and framing of media articles; for example, a
popular  news  outlet  compiled  a  list  of  “notable  anti-vaxxers  who have  died  from
COVID-19”  (Savulescu  and  Giubilini,  2021).  Political  leaders  have  singled  out  the
unvaccinated, blaming them for: the continuation of the pandemic; stress on hospital
capacity;  the  emergence  of  new  variants;  driving  transmission  to  vaccinated
individuals; and the necessity of ongoing lockdowns, masks, school closures and other
restrictive measures.

Political  rhetoric  has  descended  into  moralizing,  scapegoating,  blaming  and
condescending language using pejorative terms and actively promoting stigma and
discrimination as tools to increase vaccination.”

There are many examples that can be found to illustrate how politics dominates climate
reports. For example, if we go back to the 1995 2nd Assessment Report of the UN IPCC, we
can see how much the agenda overshadowed and muted the actual science. The scientists
included these three statements in the draft:

“None of the studies cited above has shown clear evidence that we can attribute1.
the observed (climate) changes to the specific cause of increases in greenhouse
gases.”
“No study to date has positively  attributed all  or  part  (of  observed climate2.
change) to anthropogenic (i.e. man-made) causes.”
“Any  claims  of  positive  detection  of  significant  climate  change  are  likely  to3.
remain controversial until uncertainties in the natural variability of the climate
system are reduced.”

Yet, the “summary” and conclusion statement of the IPCC report was written by politicians,
not scientists. On many occasions, multiple climate scientists have explained that the rules
force the scientists to change their reports to match the politicians’ final ‘summary. Those
three statements by scientists above were replaced with this:

“The  balance  of  evidence  suggests  a  discernible  human  influence  on  global1.
climate.”

The  New  York  Times  briefly  covered  the  fact  that  many  “skeptics”  were  making  these
accusations, that the report was overplaying and inaccurately connecting human activity to
the potential for catastrophic climate change, with no science to back that assertion.

Dr. Richard Lindzen, lead author of Chapter 7, “Physical Climate Processes and Feedbacks,”

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35618306/
https://previous.iiasa.ac.at/web/home/research/ResearchPartners/Climate-Change-1995--IPCC-Second-Assessment-Report.en.html
https://www.nytimes.com/1996/06/17/us/un-climate-report-was-improperly-altered-overplaying-human-rolecritics-say.html
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of  the IPCC’s  Third Assessment Report  on climate change,  and retired Alfred P.  Sloan
Professor  of  Meteorology  at  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology  expresses  his
concern,

“How did  we get  to  this  point  where  the  science ceased to  be  interested in  the
fascinating question of accounting for the remarkable history of the Earth’s climate for
an  understanding  of  how  climate  actually  works  and  instead  devoted  itself  to  a
component of political correctness. Perhaps one should take a broader view of what’s
going on.”

There are basically three groups of people dealing with the issue of climate change. Groups
1 and 2 are scientists, and group three consists of politicians, environmental groups and
media.

In the video below, Lindzen does a great job of breaking down of where scientists are really
at.

Final Thoughts

It’s always seemed odd to me that major environmental disasters, like the recent chemical
spill/train derailment in East Palestine, Ohio, and catastrophic human activity that has led to
massive deforestation and the extreme pollution of our fresh water lakes, air, soils, and
oceans, continue to be ignored and not presented as urgent. There’s no doubt about it, we
are destroying our mother. We have to ask ourselves, do governments really care about the
well being of Earth, or are they simply using climate change for selfish purposes and ulterior
motives, like big business?

It’s frustrating to watch, because humans have the potential to create a world and an
environment where all life can thrive.

Furthermore, ground breaking technologies that are 100 percent environmentally friendly
continue to be ignored. You can see a few examples we’ve covered here, and here.

The complex science behind the CO2 narrative specifically is a topic for another article. The
correlation between C02 and temperature has many holes in it.

Another quote from Lindzen stressing this point:

“Now here is the currently popular narrative concerning this system. The climate, a
complex multifactor  system,  can be summarized in  just  one variable,  the globally
averaged temperature change, and is primarily controlled by the 1-2% perturbation in
the energy budget due to a single variable – carbon dioxide – among many variables of
comparable importance. This is an extraordinary pair of claims based on reasoning that
borders  on  magical  thinking.  It  is,  however,  the  narrative  that  has  been  widely
accepted, even among many sceptics. This acceptance is a strong indicator of the
problem Snow identified.  Many politicians and learned societies go even further:  They
endorse  carbon  dioxide  as  the  controlling  variable,  and  although  mankind’s  CO2
contributions are small compared to the much larger but uncertain natural exchanges
with  both  the  oceans  and  the  biosphere,  they  are  confident  that  they  know precisely
what policies to implement in order to control.”

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3Xe5VeMYD7Y
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3Xe5VeMYD7Y
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s3a-SJecEOQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MHTEmM6rxhQ
https://www.thegwpf.org/content/uploads/2018/10/Lindzen-2018-GWPF-Lecture.pdf
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Lindzen mentions that believing in the CO2 narrative is pretty close to believe in “magic.”
How could  such  an  expert  in  the  field,  and  thousands  of  others,  come to  this  conclusion?
And why is there such a polarizing viewpoint from big media and politicians?

Perhaps he and many others are wrong, but the point is that there is never a discussion or
presentation of opposing viewpoints within the mainstream. Instead, scientists who speak
out  against  the  status  quo  viewpoint  are  constantly  demonized,  ridiculed,  character
assassinated and censored.

During a World Economic Forum (WEF) anti-disinformation panel in September last year, the
United  Nations  Under-Secretary-General  for  Global  Communications,  Melissa  Fleming,
announced that they “own the science.” She was specifically referencing their new climate
change agenda, and their efforts to censor “misinformation.”

From my perspective, all I see is dogma due to political actors and others seeking to exploit
the opportunities that abound in the multi-trillion dollar energy sector, and leaders that hide
behind the guise of actually caring about our planet. But perhaps I am wrong.

I’ve been a big advocate for clean energy technologies and the preservation of our planet
for many years. It’s the main drive behind my work. I am all for clean green initiatives, but
the consciousness and intention behind these initiatives is what concerns me.

What type of world will we create if we can’t discuss basic ideas? What type of world will we
create  when  we  choose  to  run,  hide  and  censor  as  opposed  to  having  important
conversations? How can we stop identifying so deeply with positions, so that we can be
more free to shift ideas when new information helps us understand things better?

Regenerate, Beyond The C02 Narrative

I’d like to point you to our documentary, Regenerate, Beyond The C02 Narrative. One of the
most important aspects of Regenerate is that we are looking at our environment from such
a limited point of view that we can’t identify the real issues we face, and that our level of
thinking, or consciousness, is completely disconnected from the solutions required to truly
shift  our  relationship  with  our  planet.  Thus,  we are  creating solutions  that  don’t  truly
address making the environment cleaner or better long term.

*
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