One Skeptic’s View of the
Global Warming

Controversy™

*Ob, I almost forgor—there is no controversy!

GARY P. POSNER

ampa Bay Skeptics Report, which I edit, first broached the subject of

anthropogenic global warming (AGW) in earnest in our Spring 2009

issue (see tampabayskeptics.org/v21n4rpt.html). My essay was motivated in

part by syndicated columnist Ellen Goodman (and others, including Al Gore)

comparing AGW skeptics to “Holocaust
deniers.” I ended my piece, in which I pre-
sented the reasons for “my doubts about the
existence of a man-made global warming
crisis,” with this thought: “I continue to seek
the truth, and acknowledge that my current
opinions, shared by thousands of knowl-

————edgeable scientists, could be wrong. It seems
to me that such a principled position is the
hallmark of scientific skepticism. But, then
again, maybe I'm just nuts.”

Later, in the January/February 2010
Skeptical Inquirer, 1 addressed the matter of
scientists skeptical of an AGW crisis being
portrayed not so much as “nuts” but, more
precisely, as lacking “credibility” and in many
cases being outright “fake.” The offender was
the Center for Inquiry’s Office of Public
Policy (OPP) in Washington, which had dis-
seminated a “Dear Citizen” announcement
about an upcoming CFI event in DC in
which they said, “You will hear about . . . an
OPP-sponsored project exposing ‘fake’ scien-
tists who oppose global warming” (i.e., who
are skeptical of an AGW crisis). This
announcement was followed by Skeptical
Inquirer's September/October 2009 post-
event article outlining CFI's position on
AGW. Though CFI had by now dropped the
“fake” accusation and acknowledged that
“there were indeed some quite well-known
scientists” represented, the article was subti-
tled, “CFI vets list of 687 ‘dissenting scien-
tists’ in Senate minority report; 80% haven't
published peer-reviewed climate research.”

But CFI’s effort, which it dubbed “The
Credibility Project,” neglected to comparably
vet the list of United Nations Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) scientists, under the assumption that
significantly more than 20 percent of them
had published such research. Unless this
assumption can be validated, the credibility of
CFI's own “Credibility Project” is brought
into question. My research has come up
empty as far as ascertaining anything closer
than the following “guess.” As fellow skeptic
Robert Sheaffer, long a Skeptical Inquirer
columnist and contributing editor, pointed
out in my SI article, Prof. William Schlesin-
ger, one of the lead authors of the IPCC
report, when questioned during a February
11, 2009, debate, had said, “[My] guess [is]
that something in the order of 20% [of the
IPCC scientists] have some dealing with cli-
mate” (see tinyurl.com/GW-debate, begin-
ning at 3:35 of this portion of the video).

Prof. Schlesingers 20 percent “guess,”
should it happen to be an educated and rea-
sonably accurate one, would mean that
roughly 80 percent of the IPCC scientists
have no professional dealing at all with cli-
mate, whereas many among the 80 percent
group of CFl-vetted “dissenting scientists”
do (even if they havent published peer-
reviewed studies). One can thus at least
wonder whether #heir “credibility” creden-
tials (other than, of course, being on the
“nuts” side of the issue) might even surpass
those of the IPCC scientists.

The previously referenced “Senate minor-
ity report” (see tinyurl.com/SenMinRpt)
refers to the December 2008 dissenting doc-
ument released by U.S. Senator James
Inhofe, the ranking Republican member of
the Senate Environment and Public Works
Committee. Inhofe and other Bible believ-
ers, because of their proclaimed disbelief in
such concepts as evolution, are often sum-
marily dismissed as being “anti-science.” But
is that truly the case? When, for example,
such persons flip on a light switch, do they
expect the room to become illuminated
because God receives their message and
declares “Let there be light,” or do they trust
electrical theory to accomplish the task? Even
if one finds both traits to be lacking, one
must appreciate the distinction between
“anti-science” and “God-fearing.”

Getting back to Robert Sheaffer, his
harshly critical July/August 2010 Skeptical
Inquirer piece, written in response to several
recent articles in SI labeling AGW skeptics
as “science-challenged” and promoters of
“disinformation,” was met with equally
harsh rebuttal. While taking on the most
contentious scientific issues point by point,
Sheaffer likened the AGW “Climate Wars” -
(ST’s term) to earlier historical scientific con-
troversies in which “defenders . . . fell victim
to a politically driven perversion of science
[and] failed to see the problems because they
were blinded by their ideology.” Of course,
those to whom Sheaffer was alluding would
say the same of him.

And when they got their turn a few pages
later, Sheaffer (and others like him) were
indeed accused of “extreme gullibility,” prac-
ticing “conditional skepticism [in rejecting]
things they don't like,” and of “preferring to
believe accusations from the lobbyists and
talk-show hosts.” But whatever one’s ideo-
logical worldview, one thing Sheaffer said
rings relatively uncontroversial: “When a
new and not yet firmly established scientific
theory suddenly appears and finds fierce
support from those of certain political per-
suasions, labeling those who question it as
stupid and/or evil persons, you can be rea-
sonably sure that you have stumbled upon
some practitioners of advocacy science”
(empbhasis in original). He later added, “If
nothing else, the AGW debacle can be used
as an example of the ultimately self-correct-
ing nature of science, even in the face of
powerfully entrenched interests.”

But given the continuing unrelenting
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