We Are Not In Climate Crisis
by

William M. Gray

Implementation of the Kyoto Treaty and V/P Al Gore’s recommended greenhouse gas reductions would lead to a substantial slowdown in the world’s economic development and, at the same time, have no significant impact on the globe’s future temperature.  The global climate is not in crisis as Al Gore and so many others of his like-minded associates have repeatedly stressed.  It is not wise to follow Gore’s suggestions on greenhouse gas reductions.  We are not in a climate crisis.  The evidence presented by the global warming advocates has many flaws.  There has not yet been an open and fair scientific dialogue on this topic.  The much trumped ‘scientific consensus’ on global warming is bogus.  There are thousand of scientists who disagree with Gore’s greenhouse gas scenario.  But their voices have been largely ignored and/or their motives often denigrated.  Many warming skeptics receiving federal grant support have been reluctant to express their views due to worries over the continuation of their research grants and criticisms from their warming colleagues who seek uniformity of view.  Their friends may criticize them as being anti-environmental.  Many younger warming skeptics concerned about their future careers refuse to confront the issue.  It’s always hard to fight an entrenched lobby with its wealthy and powerful governmental and international global warming proponents.  A mild form of McCarthyism has developed toward those scientists who do not agree that human-induced global warming is a great threat to humankind.  The normal scientific process of objectivity studying both sides of a question has not occurred.  If our government were really interested in getting an accurate evaluation of the warming threat they would have called for and made research funds also available to skeptics and would have encouraged open dialogue between the warming skeptics and the warming believers.  Such dialogue has been purposely suppressed.  
Most of the warming skeptics I know (including me) have never been associated with or ever received funding from the fossil-fuel industry or right-wing organizations.  We are just unable to perceive how humans are capable of significantly altering the globe’s temperature.  
The human-induced global warming scenarios that have been so much in the headlines since the hot summer of 1988 have repeatedly been exaggerated by a broad spectrum of scientists and environmentalists who have a vested interest in having and maintaining such a global warming scare.  Most of these global warming advocates do not have sufficient background in meteorology and climatology to be able to realistically evaluate CO2’s potential influences on global temperature.  The many Global Circulation Model (GCMs), simulations by the large US and foreign government laboratories and universities on which so many of the warming scenarios are based, have basic flaws.  These global models do not correctly model the globe’s small-scale precipitation processes.  They have incorrectly programmed the rain processes so as to cause large artificial and unrealistic global warming in their models.  These GCMs also do not yet accurately model the globe’s deep ocean circulations which appear to be the primary driving mechanism for most global temperature change.  
These GCM models should not be relied upon to give global temperature information 50 to 100 years in the future where model verification in the lifetime of the model builders is not possible.  These GCM modelers do not dare make public short-period global temperature forecasts for next season, next year, or a few years hence.  This is because they know they do not have short range forecast skill.  They would lose credibility if they issued forecasts that could actually be verified.  These climate modelers live largely in a ‘virtual world’ of their own making where reality and model skill is determined largely by the modelers themselves.  The climate models are so complicated that it takes teams of specialists to construct all of the various model components.  No one person well understands any model’s complete numerical package.  No independent outside person would ever know enough to realistically evaluate the model’s outputs.  They are just giant black boxes telling us that humans are warming the globe at a dangerous rate.  The fact that nearly all the GCMs give similar results (global warming of 2-5oC for a doubling of CO2 near the end of the 21st century) should not increase our confidence in these models.  They all have similar flaws.  For many modelers it appears that grant support and media coverage are more important than model reality.   

It is impossible to make skillful initial value numerical predictions beyond a few weeks.  Although numerical weather prediction has shown steady and impressive improvements since its inception in 1955, these forecast improvements have been primarily made through the advancements in the measurement (i.e. satellite) of the wind and pressure fields and the advection/extrapolation of these fields forward in time 10-15 days.  But for skillful numerical prediction beyond 10-15 day periods it is necessary to be able to forecast changes in the globe’s complicated energy and moisture fields.  This entails forecasting processes such as future amounts of condensation heating, evaporation cooling, cloud-cloud-free radiation, air-sea moisture-temperature flux, etc, etc.  It is impossible to write computer code for all these complicated energy-moisture processes, and then integrate all of these coded processes forward in time hundreds of thousands of time steps and obtaining anything close to meaningful results.  Realistic climate modeling by numerical processes is not possible now and likely never will be. Yet this is the area to which hundreds-of-millions of research dollars is currently being expended.  Most of this numerical model funding could be more profitably spent in unique observational programs that would teach us more about the atmosphere.  Many promising observational programs do not go forward for lack of funding.
I have spent over five decades studying and teaching how the atmosphere-ocean functions and in making climate forecasts.  I and many of my colleagues who have invested similar amounts of time in the study of meteorology and climate have been appalled at many of the statements that have been issued by so many high-ranking government officials, prominent modeling scientists, scientists from other fields, and the media.  Most of those saying we are in ‘climate crisis’ have little real knowledge of how the global atmosphere and oceans function.  If they did so they would not make such exaggerated pronouncements.  Their views have been shaped by selective sources (top government and big global numerical modeling groups) that have a strong vested interest in promoting the warming threat.  Contrary views are put aside.  The summary conclusions of the five-yearly Intra-governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) reports that have been issued in the last 15 years do not well conform to the detailed material within these reports.  The summary conclusions appear to have been decided on beforehand by cabals of international civil servants and government-university scientists with political, environmental, and research funding objectives.  Some wish to promote global government.  Many experienced atmospheric scientists with contrary views have been purposely ignored or if consulted their contrary views put aside.  For instance, after over 50 years in the meteorology field and making seasonal hurricane forecasts for over 20 years, I have never been approached by the IPCC for my views.  Other colleagues of mine with similar views on the warming issue tell me they have also been ignored.  Many of those who have made contributions to the IPCC reports are not in agreement with the report summaries.
It should be remembered that most support for climate research comes from the federal government.  When the federal government takes a scientific position on a topic such as human-induced climate change (as the Clinton-Gore administration did), it becomes difficult for those who disagree with this policy to receive support.  This is one of the reasons why there has not been a really open scientific dialogue on this topic. 
Global temperatures have always fluctuated back and forth and will continue to do so irrespective of how much anthropogenic greenhouse gases we put into the atmosphere.  Although initially generated by honest questions of how human-induced greenhouse gases might affect global climate, this topic has long ago taken on a life of its own that has been extended and grossly exaggerated by a large cadre of supporters wishing to profit from the exploitation of the public’s lack of knowledge on this subject.  This includes our federal and foreign governments, the media, environmentalists and scientists who are willing to bend their objectivity to obtain government grants for research on this topic.  We are being brainwashed by warming advocates to believe that society is at fault and we should all feel guilty over our fossil-fuel use – for which we owe our industrial society and our post-agriculture elevated standard of living.  
We are also brainwashing our children on the warming topic.  We have no better example than Al Gore’s alarmists and inaccurate movie which is being shown in our schools and being hawked by warming activists with little or no meteorological-climate background.  How much will this affect our children’s trust in science in the coming decades when these warming scares are proven false?

The globe has many serious environmental problems.  Most of these problems are regional or local in nature, not global.  These environmental problems will require a wide variety of regional and local actions to be taken for their amelioration.  Universal reduction of human global greenhouse gases will not offer much benefit to these really pressing and serious regional and local environmental problems.  Al Gore’s alarmist warming projections are not just wrong they appear to be doing harm by diverting attention away from the real environmental problems for which action can and should be taken.  The frequent and extreme ‘cry-wolf’ warming scenarios by the warming advocates are producing a growing skepticism among many of us to the whole environmental movement.  Many of us are beginning to turn-off all these inflated global warming scares as just media-hype driven by narrow-minded extremists with special interest axes to grind.  And in so doing we may be losing our sensitivity to the really serious environmental problems that are out there or will be coming along in the future and for which beneficial remedial actions are possible.
Even if CO2 is causing some very small global temperature rises there is hardly anything we can do about it.  China, India and other third world countries will not limit their growing greenhouse gas emissions.  A small CO2 induced warming of the globe (my best estimate with a doubling of CO2 near the end of the 21st century is 0.5oC – not the 2-5oC of the GCMs) has been estimated to bring more positive than negative benefits to humankind.  The globes vegetation and farm crops would benefit from higher amounts of CO2 in the air.
I believe President Bush has been wise in the stance he has taken on the global warming issue.  His administration, however, has not been able to stem-the-tide of ever rising federal support going to the advocates of the human-induced global warming theory.  Many of our governmental agencies (NSF, NASA, DOE, etc.) directly lobby Congress for exuberant global warming and climate change funding while other more worthy scientific programs are being shortchanged.  A brainwashed public believing in human-induced global warming does not offer much object to their representative’s appropriation of large federal support for more warming study.
It is not easy to be a climate skeptic.  Global warming contrarians have trouble obtaining federal grants, some have been isolated and denigrated by their colleagues, and some have been smeared as tools of the fossil-fuel industry, as if those global warming advocates receiving large federal grant support were not tools of the federal government.  I have, nevertheless, been a bit surprised and disappointed that more of my meteorological colleagues have not publicly spoken out against the exaggerated global warming scenarios.
I believe that in the next few years the globe is going to enter a modest cooling period similar to what was experienced in the 30-years between the mid-1940s and the mid-1970s.  I am convinced that in 15-20 years we will look back on this period of global warming hysteria as we now look back on other popular and trendy scientific ideas that have not stood the test of time.  
______________________________________________________________________

The author is a Professor Emeritus of Atmospheric Science at Colorado State University where he has worked since 1961.  He holds a Ph.D. degree from the University of Chicago in Geophysical Science.   He has issued Atlantic basin seasonal hurricane forecasts since 1984.
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