
For the past decade much has been written on the 
subject of climate change. It remains a hotly debated 

topic. Public advocacy groups take sides; governments are 
undecided; scientific reports are released with conflicting 
conclusions; journalists consume reams of paper trying to 
explain the problem to a credulous and often confused gen-
eral public. The matter has generated interest in the ethi-
cal/moral sphere with theologians and religious spokesmen 
weighing in with their views on what is at stake for human-
ity. This month’s edition of The Interim Plus explores this 
issue and its complex nature and implications.

Part A
The Climate Change Debate

What is climate change? What is global warming? Are 
these two different things? There does not appear to 

be an overwhelming consensus on the 
issue. Conflicting claims are frustrat-
ing the general public. Some groups 
and spokesmen (e.g., Al Gore) work to 
convince everyone that the “sky is fall-
ing” when it comes to climate change. 
While others take a more skeptical 
approach and question either the valid-
ity of the more extreme environmental 
claims or the extent of the problem. 
“Alarmist” newspaper reports frighten 
the public into demanding action from 
beleaguered governments. But there is 
disagreement over what actions need 
to be taken and by whom in order to 
address the problems before it is too 
late and the climate change becomes 
irreversible.

Temperatures change from day to 
day and decade to decade in differ-
ent parts of our earth. Some weather 
periods may well last millennia. We 
know that there have been ice ages in 
the past. It is also true that areas with temperate climates 
today once enjoyed tropical climates. There is nothing new 
about the fact that the planet experiences climate change. 
There is evidence that there may be a cycle of warming and 
cooling periods. Great historical breakthroughs have been 
associated with changes in the climate. For example, the 
last ice age appeared to have ended around 10,000 BC, and 
shortly after was followed by the Neolithic Revolution, 
the transition of human societies from the old stone age 
of hunters and gatherers to the more settled agricultural 
way of life with its greater potential for communal living in 
villages, towns and cities, with all the advances that could 
occur as a consequence of a more secure food source and 
the specialization of economic activities. 

What is the new twist on this old reality? Many climate 
experts today claim that the contemporary change to the 
earth’s climate is due to “global warming” attributable to 

man-made activities. A necessary corollary is that, if some-
thing is not done to arrest this process, future generations 
will have to contend with a hostile environment – more 
dangerous to human life, to other forms of life and to the 
planet itself. 

The climatologists, explaining it scientifically, say that 
the amount of carbon dioxide in the earth’s atmosphere 
has risen considerably over the last century due to human 
activities. The increase in the level of carbon dioxide in turn 
traps heat that would escape from the earth’s surface, thus 
creating a greenhouse effect further heating up the planet. 
This in turn causes many atmospheric disturbances that 
bring on natural disasters (more extreme weather like hur-
ricanes, the melting of ice caps, a rise in ocean water levels, 
stronger floods and droughts, the disappearance of certain 
species of animals/birds/fish, and the spread of new and old 
diseases).

Do these claims stand up to scientific 
scrutiny? If true, what are the implica-
tions for the economies of nations? 
What happens to poor countries? Are 
there moral dimensions to the problem? 
Is it a problem that demands the world’s 
attention? Recently (March 4, 2008), in a 
report issued by the Non-Governmental 
International Panel on Climate Change 
(NIPCC), Fred Singer, placed the prob-
lem in a more balanced perspective, 
admitting that there is some sort of 
global warming, but challenging policy 
makers with these questions.

(a) is the reported warming trend 
real and how significant is it? (b) 
how much of the warming trend 
is due to natural causes and how 
much is due to human-generated 
greenhouse gases? and (c) would 
the effects of continued warming be 
harmful or beneficial to plant and 

wildlife and to human civilization? 

http://www.sepp.org/

The Case for Climate Change
Is there evidence for climate change as advanced by sci-
entists, politicians and environmental advocates? The two 
works that received great attention in the past three years 
are Al Gore’s documentary film, An Inconvenient Truth, 
and the report from the UN-sponsored Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). But there are many other 
groups making the claims and working on projects to attack 
the problem. (see the sites listed in the general bibliogra-
phy)

The concept of climate change has been around for 
decades. An excellent overview of its history can be found 
at 

http://www.aip.org/history/climate/summary.htm. 
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Al Gore is the ‘Guru’ of the global warming 
alarmists.
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On that site Spencer Weart provides numerous links and 
essays on different components of climate change, includ-
ing the history of global warming as an idea and another 
that explains the carbon dioxide greenhouse effect. 

A Hyperlinked History of Climate Change 
Science 
Introduction PRE-1998

It is an epic story: the struggle of thousands of men 
and women over the course of a century for very high 
stakes. … … climate discovered that many factors 
influence it. Everything from volcanoes to factories 
shape our winds and rains. The scientific research 
itself was shaped by many influences, from popular 
misconceptions to government funding, all happening 
at once..[and involving].. mathematicians and biolo-
gists, lab technicians and government bureaucrats, 
industrialists and politicians, newspaper reporters 
and the ordinary citizen. …

From ancient times people suspected that human 
activity could change the climate. …The discovery 
of ice ages in the distant past 
proved that climate could change 
all by itself, and radically. But 
what caused these changes – was 
it variations in the heat of the 
Sun? Volcanoes erupting clouds of 
smoke? The raising and lowering of 
mountain ranges, which diverted 
wind patterns and ocean currents? 
Or could it be changes in the com-
position of the air itself? 

In 1896 a Swedish scientist (Arvid 
Högbom) published a new idea. As 
humanity burned fossil fuels such 
as coal, which added carbon diox-
ide gas to the Earth’s atmosphere, 
we would raise the planet’s aver-
age temperature. This “greenhouse effect” was only 
one of many speculations about climate, and not the 
most plausible. 

In the 1930s, people realized that the United States 
and North Atlantic region had warmed significantly 
during the previous half-century… the amateur G.S. 
Callendar, insisted that greenhouse warming was on 
the way. 

In the 1950s, Callendar’s claims provoked a few 
scientists to look into the question with improved 
techniques and calculations. … … The new studies 
showed that, contrary to earlier crude estimates, car-
bon dioxide could indeed build up in the atmosphere 
and should bring warming. Painstaking measure-
ments drove home the point in 1961 by showing that 
the level of the gas was in fact rising, year by year. 

Over the next decade a few scientists devised sim-
ple mathematical models of the climate, and turned 
up feedbacks that could make the system surpris-
ingly variable. Others figured out ingenious ways to 
retrieve past temperatures by studying ancient pol-
lens and fossil shells. It appeared that grave climate 
change could happen, and in the past had happened, 
within as little as a few centuries. … 

In the early 1970s, the rise of environmentalism 
raised public doubts about the benefits of human 
activity for the planet. Curiosity about climate turned 
into anxious concern. Alongside the greenhouse effect, 
some scientists pointed out that human activity was 
putting dust and smog particles into the atmosphere, 
where they could block sunlight and cool the world. 
Moreover, analysis of Northern Hemisphere weather 
statistics showed that a cooling trend had begun in 
the 1940s. The mass media (to the limited extent they 
covered the issue) were confused, sometimes predict-
ing a balmy globe with coastal areas flooded as the 
ice caps melted, sometimes warning of the prospect 
of a catastrophic new ice age. Study panels, first in 
the U.S. and then elsewhere, began to warn that one 
or another kind of future climate change might pose 
a severe threat. …

Earlier scientists had sought a single master-key 
to climate, but now they were coming to understand 
that climate is an intricate system responding to a 
great many influences. Volcanic eruptions and solar 
variations were still plausible causes of change, and 

some argued these would swamp 
any effects of human activities. 
Even subtle changes in the Earth’s 
orbit could make a difference. To 
the surprise of many, studies 
of ancient climates showed that 
astronomical cycles had partly 
set the timing of the ice ages. 
Apparently the climate was so 
delicately balanced that almost 
any small perturbation might 
set off a great shift. According 
to the new “chaos” theories, in 
such a system a shift might even 
come all by itself – and suddenly. 
Support for the idea came from 
ice cores arduously drilled from 

the Greenland and Antarctic ice sheets. They showed 
large and disconcertingly abrupt temperature jumps 
in the past. 

Greatly improved computer models began to sug-
gest how such jumps could happen, for example 
through a change in the circulation of ocean currents. 
Experts predicted droughts, storms, rising sea levels, 
and other disasters. A few politicians began to sus-
pect there might be a public issue here. However, the 
modelers had to make many arbitrary assumptions 
about clouds and the like, and reputable scientists 
disputed the reliability of the results. Others pointed 
out how little was known about the way living eco-
systems interact with climate and the atmosphere. 
They argued, for example, over the effects of agri-
culture and deforestation in adding or subtracting 
carbon dioxide from the air. One thing the scientists 
agreed on was the need for a more coherent research 
program. But the research remained disorganized, 
and funding grew only in irregular surges. The effort 
was dispersed among many different scientific fields, 
each with something different to say about climate 
change.

One unexpected discovery was that the level of 
certain other gases was rising, which would add 
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seriously to global warming. Some of these gases 
also degraded the atmosphere’s protective ozone 
layer, and the news inflamed public worries about 
the fragility of the atmosphere. Moreover, by the late 
1970s global temperatures had evidently begun to 
rise again. International panels of scientists began to 
warn that the world should take active steps to cut 
greenhouse gas emissions. The scientists’ claims about 
climate change first caught wide public attention in 
the summer of 1988, the hottest on record till then. 
(Most since then have been hotter.) But the many sci-
entific uncertainties, and the sheer complexity of cli-
mate, made for vehement debate over what actions, 
if any, governments should take. Corporations and 
individuals who opposed all government regulation 
spent large sums to convince people that there was 
no problem at all. 

POST-1998
Scientists intensified their research, organizing pro-
grams on an international scale. The world’s gov-
ernments created a panel to give them the most 
reliable possible advice, as negotiated among thou-
sands of climate experts and officials. By 2001 this 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change managed 
to establish a consensus, phrased so cautiously that 
scarcely any expert dissented. They announced that 
although the climate system was so complex that sci-
entists would never reach complete certainty, it was 
much more likely than not that our civilization faced 
severe global warming. At that point the discovery of 
global warming was essentially completed. Scientists 
knew the most important things about how the climate 
could change during the 21st century. How the climate 
would actually change now depended chiefly on what 
policies humanity would choose for its greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Since 2001, greatly improved computer models and 
an abundance of data of many kinds strengthened the 
conclusion that human emissions are very likely to 
cause serious climate change. The intergovernmental 
panel reaffirmed that in a report published in 2007, 
but they had not been able to narrow the range of 
possibilities. Depending on what steps people took to 

restrict emissions, by the end of the century we could 
expect the planet’s average temperature to rise any-
where between about 1.4 and 6°C (2.5 - 11°F). Although 
only a small fraction of this warming had happened so 
far, predicted effects were already becoming visible in 
some regions – more deadly heat waves, rising sea level, 
stronger floods and droughts, the spread of tropical dis-
eases and the decline of sensitive species.

Scientists meanwhile improved their understand-
ing of some less probable but more severe possibilities. 
On the one hand, an abrupt change in ocean circula-
tion seemed unlikely in the next century or two. On 
the other hand, there were signs that disintegrating 
ice sheets could bring harm sooner and more severely 
than most scientists had expected. Worse, new evidence 
showed that the warming was itself starting to cause 
changes that would generate still more warming. 

The political news was a little better. The scientists 
who had predicted back in the 1980s that by the end 
of the century the world would be warmer were now 
demonstrably correct, and the press and other elites 
began to trust them. Many of the public did continue 
to doubt, supported by a tiny minority of scientists 
who clung to earlier views from ideological conviction 
or sheer stubbornness. But an ever larger number of 
individuals, government units, and corporate entities 
realized that something had to be done. They found 
that effective steps could be taken at surprisingly little 
cost, and many began to take them.

It is now almost certain that global warming is 
upon us. It is prudent to expect that weather patterns 
will continue to change and the seas will continue to 
rise, in an ever worsening pattern, through our life-
times and on into our grandchildren’s. The question 
has graduated from the scientific community: climate 
change is a major social, economic, and political 
issue. Nearly everyone in the world will need to adjust. 
Citizens will need reliable information, the flexibility to 

Questions
1. How is understanding the earth’s climate a complex 

undertaking?

2. What are some of the theories that try to explain the 
earth’s climate?

3. What new idea surfaced around 1900, and why?

4. What are mathematical models of climate? What 
did these contribute to understanding how climate 
worked?

5. What is meant by “environmentalism”? What did it 
contribute to the debate?

6. Why did “study panels” form and with what impact?

7. Was there growing agreement within these “chaos” 
theories?

8. Why did the level of concern over global warming 
increase? How was this manifested in public policy?



change their personal lives, and efficient and appropri-
ate help from all levels of government. So it is an impor-
tant job, in some ways our top priority, to improve the 
communication of knowledge, and to strengthen demo-
cratic control in governance everywhere. The spirit of 
fact-gathering, rational discussion, toleration of dis-
sent, and negotiation of an evolving consensus, which 
has characterized the climate science community, can 
serve well as a model.

We are not sure how serious the danger is, but it may 
well be the greatest threat and greatest challenge of our 
generation. We may soon have to take vigorous action 
lest we pass a “tipping point” beyond which nothing 
could halt disastrous climate change. Fortunately, our 
civilization holds the means to meet the challenge. We 
need only muster the will to use powerful technologies 
that are already in hand….. Thus the only useful discus-
sion is over what measures are worth their cost.

A brief concluding excerpt from the essay on The 
Carbon Dioxide Greenhouse Effect
Visible sunlight penetrates easily through the air and warms 
the Earth’s surface. When the surface emits invisible infra-
red heat radiation, this radiation too easily penetrates the 
main gases of the air. But as Tyndall found, even a trace of 
CO2, no more than it took to fill a bottle in his laboratory, 
is almost opaque to heat radiation. Thus a good part of the 
radiation that rises from the surface is absorbed by CO2 in 
the middle levels of the atmosphere. Its energy transfers 
into the air itself rather than escaping directly into space. 
Not only is the air thus warmed, but also some of the energy 
trapped there is radiated back to the surface, warming it 
further. 

http://www.aip.org/history/climate/co2.htm

The Case Against Climate Change
Not all scientists agree as to the nature or extent of global 
warming. Many dissent from the prevailing accounts for 
a number of reasons. Fred Singer asked three important 
questions and in the following account he gives some 
answers that belie the conclusions reached by the IPCC in 
its report.

The case against man-made warming
Fred Singer, Financial Post, Tuesday, March 04, 2008

The central problems 
for policymakers in 
the debate over glob-
al warming are (a) is 
the reported warm-
ing trend real and 
how significant is it? 
(b) how much of the 
warming trend is due 
to natural causes and 
how much is due to 
human-genera ted 
greenhouse gases? 
and (c) would the 
effects of continued 
warming be harmful 
or beneficial to plant 
and wildlife and to 
human civilization?

I n  t h i s 
Nongovernmenta l 
International Panel 
on Climate Change 
(NIPCC) report, we 
have presented evi-
dence that helps pro-
vide answers to all three questions. The extent of the mod-
ern warming– the subject of the first question – appears to 
be less than is claimed by the Intergovernmental panel on 
Climate Change and in the popular media. We have docu-
mented shortcomings of surface data, affected by urban 
heat islands and by the poor distribution of land-based 
observing stations. Data from oceans, covering 70% of the 
globe, are also subject to uncertainties. The only truly global 
observations come from weather satellites, and these have 
not shown any warming trend since 1998, for the past 10 
years.

This report shows conclusively that the human green-
house-gas contribution to current warming is insignificant. 
Our argument is based on the well-established and generally 
agreed upon “fingerprint” method. Using data published by 
the IPCC, we have shown that observed temperature-trend 
patterns disagree sharply with those calculated from green-
house models.

It is significant that the IPCC has never made such a 
comparison, or it would have discovered the same result: 
namely, that the current warming is primarily of natural 
origin rather than anthropogenic. Instead, the IPCC relied 
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Questions

1. Is the greenhouse effect good science?

2. How can its effects be in any way neutralized?

Questions

1. What is the IPCC?

2. What did it conclude about global warming?

3. What role did human emissions play?

4. What are some of the implications for society and gov-
ernance?

5. How are some corporations obstacles in the way of 
progress on the environmental front?

6. Which corporations might welcome the challenge pre-
sented by global warming?

7. Overall is the case for global warming sound, and is it 
a settled truth?

Physicist and engineer, Fred Singer, 
challenges the ‘party line’ on the real 
causes and effects of climate change.
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for its conclusion on circumstantial “evidence” that does 
not hold up under scrutiny. We show that the 20th century 
is in no way unusual and that warming periods of greater 
magnitude have occurred in the historic past – without 
any catastrophic consequences. We also discuss the many 
shortcomings of climate models in trying to simulate what 
is happening in the real atmosphere.

If the human contribution to global warming due to 
increased levels of greenhouse gases is insignificant, why 
do greenhouse-gas models calculate large temperature 
increases, i.e., show high values of “climate sensitivity”? The 
most likely explanation is that models ignore the negative 
feedbacks that occur in the real atmosphere. New observa-
tions from satellites suggest it is the distribution of water 
vapour that could produce such strong negative feedbacks. 
If current warming is not due to increasing greenhouse 
gases, what are the natural causes that might be respon-
sible for both warming and cooling episodes – as so amply 
demonstrated in the historic, pre-industrial climate record? 
Empirical evidence suggests very strongly that the main 
cause of warming and cooling on a decadal scale derives 
from solar activity via its modulation of cosmic rays that in 
turn affect atmospheric cloudiness. According to published 
research, cosmic-ray variations are also responsible for 
major climate changes observed in the paleo-record going 
back 500 million years.

The third question concerns the effects of modest warm-
ing. A major scare associated with a putative future warming 
is a rapid rise in sea level, but even the IPCC has been scal-
ing back its estimates. We show here that there will be little, 
if any, acceleration, and therefore no additional increase in 
the rate of ongoing sea-level rise. This holds true even if 
there is a decades-long warming, whether natural or man-
made.

Other effects of a putative increase in temperature and 
carbon dioxide are likely to be benign, promoting not only 
the growth of crops and forests but also benefitting human 
health. Ocean acidification is not judged to be a problem, as 
indicated by available data.

Our findings, if sustained, point to natural causes and a 
moderate warming trend with beneficial effects for humanity 
and wildlife. This has obvious policy implications: Schemes 
proposed for controlling CO2 emissions, including the 

Kyoto Protocol, proposals in the United States for federal 
and state actions, and proposals for a successor interna-
tional treaty to Kyoto, are unnecessary, would be ineffective 
if implemented, and would waste resources that can better 
be applied to genuine societal problems.

Even if a substantial part of global warming were due 
to greenhouse gases – and it is not – any control efforts 
currently contemplated would give only feeble results. For 
example, the Kyoto Protocol – even if punctiliously observed 
by all participating nations – would decrease calculated 
future temperatures by only 0.02C by 2050, an undetect-
able amount. In conclusion, this NIPCC report falsifies the 
principal IPCC conclusion that the reported warming (since 
1979) is very likely caused by the human emission of green-
house gases.

http://www.sepp.org/publications/ NIPCC-Feb%2020.pdf)
http://www.nationalpost.com/news/world/Story.html?id=350842

Explanatory note
The NIPCC is an international panel of nongovernmental sci-
entists and scholars who have come together to understand 
the causes and consequences of climate change. Because its 
members are not predisposed to believe climate change is 
caused by human greenhouse gas emissions, they are able 
to look at evidence overlooked by the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (UN-IPCC). And because they do 
not work for any governments, they are not biased toward 
the assumption that greater government activity is neces-
sary. 

The Summary for Policymakers, titled Nature, Not 
Human Activity, Rules the Climate, is a concise digest 
of more than a dozen technical papers being edited for 
publication as part of the complete NIPCC report. Highlight 
findings of the report include: 

Principal conclusion: Our imperfect understanding of the 
causes and consequences of climate change means the 
science is far from settled. This, in turn, means proposed 
efforts to mitigate climate change by reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions are premature and misguided. Any attempt 
to influence global temperatures by reducing such emis-
sions would be both futile and expensive. 

Man-made global warming: The claim that man is the 
primary cause of the recent warming is not supported by 
science. The scientific evidence cited by the IPCC is largely 
contradicted by observations and analysis. 

Natural causes of climate change: There now is little 
doubt that solar-
wind variability 
is a primary cause 
of climate change 
on a decadal time 
scale. Once the IPCC 
comes to terms with 
this finding, it will 
have to concede 
that solar variabil-
ity provides a bet-
ter explanation for 
20th Century warm-
ing than GH effects. 

Computer models 
are unreliable: The 

•

•

•

•
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climate models used by the IPCC do not depict the cha-
otic, open-ended climate system. They cannot make reli-
able predictions and should not be used in formulating 
government policy. 

No sea-level rise: That there has been an insignificant 
amount of acceleration, if any, in sea-level rise since 
1900 - in spite of temperature changes. It is unlikely that 
sea-level rise will increase above its historic rate in the 
future. 

Carbon cycle is not well understood: There remains 
considerable uncertainty about the origins and fate of 
carbon dioxide from natural as well as human sources. 
Until this is better understood, predictions about the lev-
els of human carbon-dioxide emissions are premature. 

Human emissions are not well understood: The IPCC has 
exaggerated future emission trends and ignored scientific 
literature showing that rising carbon dioxide concentra-
tions and warmer temperatures have more beneficial 
than detrimental effects on plants, wildlife, and human 
well-being. 

Policy implications: Human greenhouse-gas emissions 
are not a significant contributor to current warming 
and pose no danger to future climate stability. Policies 
adopted and called for in the name of ‘fighting global 
warming’ are unnecessary, costly, and disruptive for 
energy security. 

For a treatment of the shortfalls in Al Gore’s thesis see the 
work of William R. Johnson at his site:

http://www.johnstonsarchive.net/environment/gore.html.

Johnson presents an 
excellent discussion and 
detailed refutation of 
some basic claims made 
by Al Gore in his book 
and documentary movie 
by the same name, An 
Inconvenient Truth. 
Johnson is rather harsh 
on Gore, concluding 
that: 

“Gore’s portrayal of 
the subject of global 
warming is scientifi-
cally unsupportable; 
even some scientists 
who accept the prem-

ise of global warming have been willing to call him 
on some errors. His portrayal of scientific skepticism 
regarding global warming is shameful; science requires 
healthy criticism to progress. The effect of attempts by 
Gore and others to silence dissent is harmful to scien-
tific understanding as well as its application by society. 
The effort to use such twisted science to further a politi-
cal agenda is such a harm”.

While Johnson took issue with Al Gore’s efforts, in a simi-
lar vein in an article from the now defunct Western Standard 
magazine (That uncertain feeling, Western Standard. 
Monday, 23 April 2007) John Luik pointed out deficiencies 
and scientific discrepancies for the claims made in the IPCC 
report of February 2007. Luik claimed that the IPCC report 
included some disturbing departures from sound science 
that significantly undermine its legitimacy, and that politi-

•

•

•

•

cal operatives with an environmental agenda were using 
the report for their own purposes (government review is 
being injected into the scientific process which ‘corrupts 
the process. Instead of science driving policy, policy drives 
science). 

(http://www.westernstandard.ca/website/index.
cfm?page=article&article_id=2472&pagenumber=2

The Canadian Situation
In Canada there is the same ongoing debate as experienced 
elsewhere. The environmental concerns go back to acid 
rain, quality of air, pollution of our rivers and lakes, the best 
way to develop the Tar Sands, how to produce clean energy, 
mothballing nuclear energy plants, phasing out coal-fired 
plants for the generation of electricity, and on and on. To 
sign on to the Kyoto Accord and to implement the Kyoto 
Accord and its costs have also been at the center of political 
discussions and have influenced the electoral stances of the 
political parties. A day does not go by without mention of 
environmental issues and more particularly that of global 
warming. Here are two such references to articles in the 
Vancouver Sun outlining the urgency and disastrous implica-
tions of global warming and the other by Colby Cosh in the 
National Post giving the “other side of global warming”.

Questions

1. Who is Fred Singer? What are his credentials as a cli-
mate expert?

2. How does the NIPCC differ from the IPCC in terms of 
its make up and coming into being?

3. Why is the report of the NIPCC not receiving similar 
widespread coverage as that of the IPCC?

4. Assess the findings of the NIPCC and IPCC reports 
as to which of the two answers more effectively with 
respect to the three basic questions posed by Fred 
Singer.

5. What caveats does the NIPCC report raise concerning 
policy implications and the implementation of any of 
them?

6. Do the environmentalist have a political agenda? If so 
what is it?

7. An Inconvenient Truth has been introduced for study 
in high schools and helped win a Nobel Prize for Al 
Gore, what serious drawbacks does Johnson point 
out? Does Gore present sound evidence according to 
Johnson?

8. What danger is there when science is recruited to serve 
political ends?
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Scott Simpson, in the Vancouver Sun, 3/31/2007 wrote 
about Climate change chaos ‘closer’ for British Columbia, 
bringing with it higher taxes, droughts, floods and extreme 
weather, more government controls, civil emergency plan-
ning for cities, continent-scale water shortages and the 
spread of tropical diseases.

http://www.canada.com/vancouversun/news/story.html?id=4767097f-
96ba-46a3-9679-8f6a63765434&k=64464

Another report by Gordon Hamilton and Scott Simpson 
outlined the causes and implications of climate change on 
British Columbia and relayed a sense of urgency to take 
action. Among the main 
points made by the writ-
ers and the people they 
interviewed were that the 
results of global warming 
would be mixed and that 
there would be many pre-
dictable and also unfore-
seen negative consequenc-
es, e.g., shifts would occur 
in the ecosystem; the 
forest fire season would 
expand by one day each 
year; the province would 
experience the arrival of 
new diseases. But, they 
also granted that new 
economic opportunities 
would accompany warm-
ing temperatures, e.g., for-
ests in B.C. could be used 
in production of biofuels. In the end, no matter what is 
done, it is not going to stop climate change and what is 
needed is to take steps to adapt to what will be a different 
world climate in the future.

http://www.canada.com/vancouversun/news/story.html?id=4e21d69f-
b3e3-4776-99cf-2da3b2ee1104&k=38792

Colby Cosh in his article The other side of global 
warming(National Post Friday, March 14, 2008) offers a 
brief analysis of the federal governemnt’s report on the 
effects of global warming on Canada’s regions.

The report we’re talking about is called From Impacts to 
Adaptation: Canada in a Changing Climate 2007. ….it’s 
about what we can do to ready ourselves if some plan-
etary warming, irrespective of the cause, is inevitable. 
In that sense it does not suit the environmentalist agen-
da to have the report widely publicized. Adaptation 
measures are competing for the same reserve of atten-
tion and funding as the Kyoto-type hair-shirt efforts to 
reduce greenhouse-gas output. The more we talk about 
living with a warmer Earth, the more we may come to 
see it as acceptable.

More importantly, the report repeatedly commits 
what is an unthinkable sin for advocates of immediate 
greenhouse action: it mentions the possible benefits of a 
warming planet as well as the perils. 

The core of From Impacts to Adaptation is really a 
series of reports, each one covering a different region 
of the country. I was naturally interested in the Prairie 
section, especially after I read a 16-word summary in a 
rival paper: “More frequent droughts could cost farmers 

billions; loss of cold winters could spread pests and dis-
ease.” These things are, it is true, cited as potential con-
sequences of the median IPCC warming scenarios that 
are taken as the premise of the report. The potential for 
more severe droughts is especially noteworthy, because 
the recorded environmental history of the Prairies is too 
short for us to be confident that the climate conditions 
familiar to us are themselves truly “natural” in the long 
term.

But the summary could just as easily have featured 
this paraphrase:

“The balance of evi-
dence suggests that 
warming may be a net 
plus for the region’s sin-
gle largest industry.” The 
report foresees longer 
growing seasons, poten-
tial for higher-value 
crops, and increased 
land values for Prairie 
farmers. Irrigation dis-
tricts may have to take 
steps to increase their 
efficiency, but they have 
already made astonish-
ing progress in recent 
decades and there are 
easy ways to attain fur-
ther gains.

In forestry, the picture 
is similar in principle: 

higher temperatures and carbon-dioxide concentra-
tions promise greater baseline productivity for the sec-
tor, but with more fires and pests. Warming threatens 
transport in areas dependent on seasonal ice roads, but 
as any prairie dweller can tell you, less severe winters 
would lead to immense savings in primary highway 
maintenance. The energy sector faces adaptive chal-
lenges, ranging from loss of hydroelectric capacity to 
permafrost degradation in the north, but household 
heating costs would be lower for the ordinary citizen.

We have become accustomed to living with cognitive 
dissonance when it comes to global warming. Let’s say 
for the sake of argument that the degree of “consensus” 
on a warming Earth is not overstated (which it is), and 
that the basic science is not still subject to major revi-
sions (even though the models still can’t handle cloud 
cover, and there may be dangerous oversimplifications 
in the underlying math). Most of us do accept as an 
operational premise that the mean temperature of the 
planet is increasing.

It is natural that we should be most concerned with 
the grave challenges that this presents us with, in every 
field from national defence to drinking water. At the 
same time, we all often think, in a common-sense way, 
how incredibly advantageous it would be for Canada 
to be a little warmer. As a public pronouncement on cli-
mate, From Impacts to Adaptation is rare in confronting 
the challenges without pretending that the advantages 
don’t exist – and it is, thus, unusually convincing.

http://www.nationalpost.com/news/world/story.html?id=373461
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More articles
For other interesting newspaper articles dealing with the 
fallout of global warming and other aspects of the debate 
see also

Forget global warming: Welcome to the new Ice Age
Lorne Gunter, National Post ,Monday, February 25, 2008
http://www.nationalpost.com/opinion/columnists/story.
html?id=332289

Global Warming is a Scam
The founder of the Weather Channel wants to sue Al Gore 
for fraud, hoping a legal debate will settle the global warm-
ing debate once and for all. For a video on the topic go to
http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,337710,00.html.

Cool the climate hysteria

Lorrie Goldstein, Toronto Sun, March 16, 2008
Goldstein pleads for a toning down of the rhetoric on the 
part of the extreme environmentalists who depict dissenters 
as deniers. There continue to be huge unknowns and com-
peting theories and debates within the scientific community 
about what will happen, where, when and how severe.
http://www.torontosun.com/News/Columnists/Goldstein_Lorrie/2008/
03/16/5020026-sun.php

The Moral Dimensions
The world’s mainstream faiths have at their core 
a deep respect for nature, but over hundreds of 
years many have developed an ambivalent attitude 
towards ecology and the pressures put on the earth 
by humans….. Churches have tended to concentrate 
their ethical teachings on the need to relieve human 
poverty. The reality of impending climate change and 
the effects it will have on the poor is causing many to 
fundamentally reassess their understanding of man’s 
place in the world. 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2007/apr/27/catholicism.religion

Church and religious leaders have been taking an increasing 
interest in the environmental debate and occasionally issue 
policy papers and pronouncing on a particular policy such 
as the Kyoto Accord. In the March 16 edition of the Catholic 

Register church leaders and ecologists are quoted express-
ing concerns and criticism about the approaches being 
taken by churches and governments:

While the bishops are respectful of the science of climate 
change, species extinction and ecological degradation, 
they are much less impressed by how Canada’s politi-
cians have responded to the data. They accuse politi-
cians of failing to live up to Canada’s signed commit-
ment to the Kyoto Protocol and Canada’s own proposal 
that all rich nations contribute 0.7 per cent of gross 
national product to international development aid.

Stephen Scharper of 
the University of Toronto’s 
Centre for the Study of 
Religion and the Centre 
for the Environment said 
the bishops’ strong call to 
conversion is hampered 
by outdated theology 
that places “too great an 
emphasis on humanity as 
the stewards of creation”. 
Such a scripture-based the-
ology leaves the bishops 
open to criticism that … 
“a Christian presumption 
that people have the right 
to exploit nature is in fact 
at the root of the environ-
mental crisis”.

Dennis Patrick O’Hara, director of the Toronto-based 
Elliott Allen Institute for Theology and Ecology, goes fur-
ther and states that … the bishops’ human-centred view of 
creation is at odds with the facts of natural history…[after 
all] Planet Earth has had life, plants and animals for liter-
ally billions of years without us. So the idea that we were 
given this domain and we’re responsible for these other 
creatures, taking care of them – it suggests there is a needi-
ness on the part of plants and animals that really doesn’t 
exist.

Fr. Jim Profit of the Jesuit Ecology Project in Guelph, 
Ontario believes that … “It’s good to acknowledge that yes 
we are the problem and it is repentance (we need).” 

In the editorial of that edition of the Catholic Register, 
Joseph Sinasac quoted the bishops of Canada describing the 
country as an … “extreme case” of a nation that is disre-
garding its commitments to humanity and to nature. The 

Questions

1. What are some of the potential negative consequences 
of global warming for Canada?

2. What are some of the potential benefits of a warmer 
Canada?

3. Does one set of consequences outweigh the other? On 
balance what would be better for Canada, remaining 
the way it is or warming up somewhat?

4. What would happen to agriculture, forestry, manufac-
turing, mining industries under the two different sets 
of consequences?

5. Would there be an impact on population redistribu-
tion within Canada?

6. Could there be an increase in overall population?

7. What would happen to the regional disparities that 
have existed economically, politically?

Stephen Scharper of the 
University of Toronto’s Centre 
for the Study of Religion.

John Baird is Minister of the Environment in Prime Minister 
Stephen Harper’s second cabinet.



bishops conclude that “We have violated the laws of life.”

The bishops take issue with profligate aspects of our 
life style, pointing out that our collective lifestyle of mass 
consumption cannot go on. They also maintain that our 
governments cannot continue to make excuses (need to pay 
down the public debt) to avoid tough measures to curb pol-
lution. As they put it:  …“Our current leaders wish to avoid 
bequeathing a crushing burden of debt to our descendants. 
After spending beyond our means, it would be unreason-
able of us to expect them to pay the price. But a damaged 
environment represents a debt incomparably greater and 
more difficult to replace.”

http://www.catholicregister.org/content/view/1614/858/

Holy See on Caring for the Environment 
The Inescapable Responsibility of One and All 
http://www.zenit.org/article-21773?l=english

Benedict identifies environment as key challenge
http://www.cathnews.com/news/705/29.php

Intervention by the Holy See at the United Nations on 
Climate Change, September 24, 2007
http://www.vatican.va/

Pope Benedict XVI’s call for respect for the environ-
ment during his Angelus address on Sunday, Aug. 27, 
from Vatican Radio. 
http://www.vatican.va/

Water: An Essential Element for Life (200�) 
http://www.vatican.va/

We are Still Betraying the Mandate God Has Given Us: 
Declaration on the Environment (2002) 
http://www.vatican.va/

God Made Man (sic) the Steward of Creation (2001) 
http://www.vatican.va/

See why Vatican officials plead for caution regarding the 
issue

Some restraint in Rome, Lawrence Solomon, Financial 
Post, Friday, May 11, 2007

http://www.canada.com/nationalpost/columnists/story.
html?id=121163d6-d6b9-45bb-830c-5d27f88f899a 

Suggestions for Further Study 
Further Questions and areas to pursue given the complex-
ity and disagreements over what global warming is, if it is 
real, what does it mean and its implications for human life 
on the planet.
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Questions
1. What are the political stakes in the climate change 

debate?
2. Is environmentalism a pseudo-religion for many peo-

ple today? Is this a healthy development or a cause for 
worry?

3. Is climate change a global crisis calling for interna-
tional co-operation? If so how is this cooperation to be 
obtained? How is it to be expressed?

4. What is the role of the Green parties in this debate? Do 
the parties have the same principles in North America 
as in European nations? Are the Green parties extrem-
ist in their rhetoric? How strong are the Green par-
ties? What is the growing appeal of the Green Party in 
Canada?

5. On the moral plane, is the biblical command to “be 
fruitful and multiply” a dangerous outmoded com-
mand given today’s environmental dangers?

6. What is meant by the following terms: 
 a) sustainable development
 b) carbon footprint
 c) greenhouse effect
 d) carbon tax
7. What is the Kyoto Accord? What was it meant to do? 

What practical obstacles stand in the way of its imple-
mentation? Why have certain nations (like the United 

Questions

1. Are these Christian spokespeople accepting uncritically 
the prevailing thesis regarding climate change, that it is 
real and that it is largely caused by human activity?

2. Is the man-centered philosophy of the Christian faith 
really dangerous to the planet? Doesn’t stewardship 
imply care, protection, good use, rather than waste or 
exploitation? Doesn’t it place responsibility on human 
beings, making them accountable for their choice in 
life styles?

3. Should bishops become involved in such issues? 
Should they make pronouncements about specific poli-
cies? Why or why not?

4. Do some religions or denominations have more “pro-
gressive” views of “creation care”?

5. Have students investigate the recent statements of 
church leaders on environmental issues. Some of these 
statements may be accessed at the given site?
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Additional Bibiography/Resources
Other web articles that address different aspects of the 
climate change debate with a short description of its con-
tent/theme. 

For Canadians’ readiness to sacrifice in order to “save” 
the environment see

For a comprehensive series devoted to the climate 
change debate see the National Post’s 

Statistics needed – The Deniers Part I
Warming is real – and has benefits – The Deniers Part 
II
The hurricane expert who stood up to UN junk science 
– The Deniers Part III
Polar scientists on thin ice – The Deniers Part IV
The original denier: into the cold – The Deniers Part 
V
The sun moves climate change – The Deniers Part VI
Will the sun cool us? – The Deniers Part VII
The limits of predictability – The 
Deniers Part VIII
Look to Mars for the truth on 
global warming – The Deniers 
Part IX
Limited role for C02 – the Deniers 
Part X
http://www.canada.com/nationalpost/
story.html?id=fee9a01f-3627-4b01-
9222-bf60aa332f1f&k=0

Canadians cool to tolls of cli-
mate change
Katie Rook, National Post
Tuesday, May 15, 2007
http://www.canada.com/nationalpost/

news/editorialsletters/story.html?id=4cc4a312-c928-4ec5-9578-
508edb7edf21&k=14530 

and

Paying the price: Climate change has rocketed to the 
top of Canadians’ concerns, but are we prepared for 
what it would take to deal with the issue?
Harvey Enchin, Vancouver Sun, Friday, February 02, 2007
http://www.canada.com/vancouversun/news/editorial/story.
html?id=ed00acaf-2921-4a9f-938b-1438aabd2f28

Suggested solutions to the greenhouse gas emissions 
see the article
Carbon Dioxide Capture and Storage
http://www2.nrcan.gc.ca/es/erb/prb/english/view.asp?x=475 
(Government of Canada)

For a skeptical view of global warming see these articles 
and videos
Global Warming Heresy 
Walter E. Williams, Western Standard Monday, 23 April 
2007
http://www.westernstandard.ca/website/index.
cfm?page=article&article_id=2460&pagenumber=2 

Britain’s Channel 4 TV aired Great Global Warming 
Swindle
 http://www.channel4.com/science/microsites/G/great_global_warm-
ing_swindle/trailer.html)

For an article that pleads for a prudent balanced approach 
and warns of the economic danger of climate alarmism see

Gore’s guru disagreed 
Lawrence Solomon, Financial Post, Saturday, April 28, 
2007
http://www.canada.com/nationalpost/columnists/story.
html?id=58e0c50c-1631-46ca-8719-778c0973526e 

and also the article from Cosmos magazine

What To Do about Greenhouse Warming: Look Before 
You Leap
S. Fred Singer, Roger Revelle and Chauncey Starr
Cosmos: A Journal of Emerging Issues Vol. 5, No. 2, 
Summer 1992
http://www.sepp.org/key%20issues/glwarm/cosmos.html

For the advantages of adopting a 
green approach to the economy see

Green Report: The color of money
Corporate Canada has awak-
ened to the huge benefits in going 
green
Colin Campbell, Macleans, May 14, 
2007
http://www.macleans.ca/science/environ-
ment/article.jsp?content=20070514_
105184_105184 

For a Canadian approach to the issue 
of global warming and Kyoto Protocol 
see
http://www.friendsofscience.org/

States, China, India) not signed on to it? What has 
been the fate of the Kyoto Accord?

8. There are those who see the environmental movement 
as really dedicated to bringing about “one world gov-
ernment”, is this a good thing or a bad thing?

9. If global warming is a problem without borders, 
shouldn’t the solutions reflect this reality? Does it 
necessitate the limiting of national sovereignty?

10. Does the future of the planet and hence that of the 
human race hinge on solving the climate change prob-
lem?

11.How can people live in greater harmony with nature 
and not give up on the need to consume to keep the 
economy going?

12. What are the economic costs associated to “saving the 
environment”? Are Canadians prepared to pay these 
social, lifestyle, and economic costs?

13. What is Earth Day and how is it celebrated? Is it need-
ed? Why or why not?

14. What if any concerns should pro-life advocates have 
about extreme environmentalists?

15. What is the responsibility of schools in teaching on 
this general topic of climate change?



Sites that present arguments supporting the 
global warming theory and ways of fighting 
global warming.
For a base site with links to many pro-global warming sites 
and recommended actions to be taken (includes the con-
troversial Suzuki Foundation, see article by Paul Tuns in the 
next section of this curriculum supplement) see
http://www.obviously.ca/information/resources/links

The report from the International Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC)
http://ipcc-wg1.ucar.edu/wg1/wg1-report.html

The site contains access to and reviews of the movie and 
book by Al Gore, An Inconvenient Truth.
http://www.aninconvenienttruth.co.uk/

This site repeats and illustrates the claims contained in the 
IPCC report. Stresses the early warning signs of the impend-
ing “catastrophe” that may result.
http://www.climatehotmap.org/

This site warns against global warming and what can and 
should be done about it.
http://www.nrdc.org/globalWarming/

This site tries to measure the carbon footprint of driving a 
car.
http://www.liveneutral.org/

A highly scientific American site which presents reports and 
studies on various projects involving climate change
http://dels.nas.edu/basc/climate-change/report_list.shtml
http://environment.newscientist.com/channel/earth/climate-change/

A personal site pre-
senting the “facts” 
of global warming
http://mc-comput-
ing.com/qs/Global_
Warming/index.html

For an education-
al site, including 
classroom assign-
ment on the topic 
in form of a debate 
see
http://weathereye.
kgan.com/expert/
warming/explain.html

The following site 
points out incon-
sistencies of actual 
measurements of 

earth’s temperature and the predicyions of the IPCC.
http://tierneylab.blogs.nytimes.com/2008/01/10/a-spot-check-of-
global-warming/

Part B

The Interim’s Take
In the March edition of The Interim, its editor, Paul Tuns, 
addressed three items that relate in some way to the large 
topic of global warming and its impact on society. A) The 
tragedy of the abortion issue was recounted to people dur-
ing the month of January on the 20th anniversary of the 
Supreme Court’s Morgentaler decision. Some doctors who 
perform these harmful procedures take a misplaced pride 
in the service that they provide. B) One would imagine that 
city waste disposal should be a technical, simple matter, 
free of any politicization. However, a different message is 
given when a simple routine task is assessed differentiated 
costs based on size of bags and amount of waste produced 
per family/household instead of per person. C) Finally, the 
natural environment is in some danger. There are conflict-
ing views about the nature of the problems, the causes, and 
the solutions. But for some reputable spokesmen for the 
environmental movement there is no room for debate or 
questioning of views. 

An abortionist, an environmentalist and 
Toronto’s trash
Paul Tuns, Editor

The Interim, March 2008

Garson Romalis

… At the University of Toronto’s “symposium” on 
the Supreme Court’s Morgentaler decision, Vancouver 
abortionist Garson Romalis spoke. The National Post 
reprinted his talk under the title, “Why I am an abor-
tion doctor” (Feb. 4). There was the usual stuff about 
how he saw the (alleged) gruesome consequences of 
illegal abortions and consequently dedicated himself to 
providing women “safe and legal” abortions. But there 
were two lines that sent chills down my back. He said, 
“I can take a woman, in the biggest trouble she has ever 
experienced in her life, and by performing a five-minute 
operation, in comfort and dignity, I can give her back 
her life.” 

I disagree with calling an unplanned or unwanted 
pregnancy “the biggest trouble” in a woman’s life; it may 
appear to be so at that moment, but it really is not. I 
also abhor the diminishing of abortion as nothing more 
than a “five-minute operation;” rather than describing 
the violence involved in destroying and removing the 
unborn child, he makes the procedure sound no more 
significant than getting an ear pierced. I do not believe 
that the rooms in which abortions are committed are 
truly comfortable and dignified, not when I read the 
Los Angeles Times story we describe elsewhere in this 
issue. But the most galling part of that disgusting and 
untruthful sentence is that Romalis “can give her back 
her life.” Ignore, for the moment, the life he snuffs out. 
What I am taken aback by is the God complex Romalis 
demonstrates in his stated belief that he can give life to 
women through the abortion procedure.
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The second line is the talk’s conclusion, in which he 
describes “the professional and personal satisfaction” 
he got when a young woman approached him and said: 
“Dr. Romalis, you won’t remember me, but you did an 
abortion on me in 1992. I am a second-year medical 
student and if it weren’t for you I wouldn’t be here 
now.” My stomach turned when I read that, because my 
thoughts turned to the countless children’s lives exter-
minated in Romalis’s 36-year career as an abortionist. 
I wonder about those who cannot tell him, “If it weren’t 
for you, I would be here now.”

Toronto’s trash

Toronto’s plan 
to have households 
pay for garbage bins 
– from $199 for a 
one-bag bin to $399 
for a 4.5-bag bin 
with two medium-
sized options – will 
punish larger fami-
lies. But Toronto City 
Councillor Glenn 
De Baeremaeker 
doesn’t care. “This 

is the fairest system we have,” he claims. “Larger fami-
lies create more garbage than smaller families. That’s 
the reality.” 

Or at least, part of the reality. Of course larger 
families create more garbage, but on a per-person basis, 
larger families produce less garbage.

The current city plan makes all households pay the 
same price for new garbage collection receptacles with-
out differentiating how many people live in the house-
hold. A fairer system would permit payment on a per-
person basis, recognizing that intact, larger households 
are more efficient producers of garbage.

The city of Toronto’s plan is to limit garbage collec-
tion to what fits into the size bin a household purchases 
with no opportunity for an additional pay-as-you-throw 
system, thereby limiting households to a maximum 4.5 
bags of garbage every two weeks. Most families will 
be able to keep their garbage under these limits, but 
particularly large families will be hard-pressed not to 
exceed these limits even with recycling and organic gar-
bage collection. The city doesn’t seem to care. Chalk it 
up to yet another example of the way government policy 
adversely affects families and discourages parents from 
having large families.

David Suzuki

Canadian environmental activist David Suzuki told 
university audiences in January and February that those 
who are opposed to climate change should be jailed. He 
told a McGill audience: “What I would challenge you 
to do is to put a lot of effort into trying to see whether 
there’s a legal way of throwing our so-called leaders into 
jail, because what they are doing is a criminal act.” The 
McGill Daily and National Post both reported the story 
and Suzuki’s spokesmen – spokesmen! – claimed that his 
comments were not meant to be taken seriously. Except, 
as the Calgary Herald’s Licia Corbella noted, Suzuki 
used almost the exact same words at the University 

of Toronto in 
January. 

Corbella asked, 
“Should practised 
public speakers 
delivering a pre-
pared speech on 
more than one 
occasion not be 
taken literally? It’s 
absurd of Suzuki 
to now claim 
he didn’t mean 
what he said. 
Repeatedly. In a 
prepared speech. 
On the record. For 
publication.”

Suzuki is a 
rabid supporter of 
population control, viewing mankind as a threat to 
a “sustainable environment.” In his 1999 eight-part 
CBC program From Naked Ape to Superspecies, Suzuki 
repeatedly pointed to the idea that man is a scourge 
best eliminated. One of the “experts” quoted in the 
radio program said, “If all humanity disappeared ... the 
rest of life would benefit enormously.” In his 1989 radio 
series It’s a Matter of Survival, he routinely referred to 
man as a cancer. In that series, he had fellow popula-
tion control zealot Paul Erhlich say, “Perpetual growth 
is the creed of the cancer cell.”

For decades, the government has funded his anti-life 
diatribes on the national broadcaster. His David Suzuki 
Foundation qualifies as a charity despite its – and his 
– political agitation. He is viewed as a Canadian icon. 
Suzuki has long refused to debate critics, a sure sign 
that he has little confidence of defending his ideas. Now 
he is calling for those who disagree with him on climate 
change to be jailed. What is he afraid of? And how did 
environmentalism become so totalitarian? These are 
important questions – questions that answer themselves 
– when considering the ideas of environmental extrem-
ists. And “extremist” is an appropriate label for someone 
who wants to imprison those who have different ideas. I 
am just surprised he hasn’t lodged a human rights com-
plaint against those with whom he disagrees.

Questions

1. What does Tuns take exception to in Romalis’ explana-
tion that he is a proud abortionist?

2. Is the city’s trash collection system an anti-large family 
policy as Tuns suggests? What would be a fairer system 
according to him?

3. Who is David Suzuki? What has he achieved in the field 
of science?

4. Why does Tuns accuse Suzuki of totalitarianism?

David Suzuki Canada’s Al Gore


