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Abstract
Anthropogenic climate change is one of the greatest challenges facing our civilization, yet collective

action is being hindered by the existence and promotion of a climate denial discourse. This research
uses discourse analysis to critically examine the climate-related online web-output of two prominent
climate change denial organizations found in Canada: the Friends of Science and the Fraser Institute.
Rooted in the climate denial literature, and drawing on the framework of Argumentative Discourse
Analysis, this research demonstrates the existence of a ‘discourse- coalition’ working to counteract the
creation of meaningful climate policy in Canada over the last decade. The findings of this analysis
support previous conclusions about the nature and purpose of the climate denial industry, thus showing
that the general denial discourse is highly resilient over time and space. It is further argued that that
climate denial in Canada is part of a wider philosophical struggle linked to the modern conservative

movement defending the Dominant Social Paradigm.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction and Thesis Overview

“Facts do not cease to exist because they are ignored.”

Aldous Huxley, 1927.
1.1 Introduction
The world’s climate is changing and it is changing faster than previously anticipated. In 2007 the IPCC
with its fourth assessment report (AR4) indicated that in some predictions “late summer sea ice
disappears almost entirely by the latter part of the 21st century” (IPCC, 2007). Fast forward to Sept 16,
2012 where artic sea-ice reached another unprecedented historic low and predictions of when the arctic
will be ice-free have moved to within a decade or two timeframe (Kerr, 2012). With observable effects
of climate change happening sooner than anticipated, as well as increased knowledge of positive
feedback loops and the looming possibility of ‘tipping points’ the timeframe of being able to effectively

tackle climate change appears to be quickly shrinking.

We live in an era of uncertainty where human impacts are now having global consequences which are
complex, uncertain, and potentially dangerous. This is the age of the Anthropocene (Crutzen, 2005). The
resounding scientific consensus says that the global temperature change since 1950 has been very likely
induced by human activity on this planet — primarily through the release of greenhouse gas emissions
through the burning of fossil fuels (IPCC, 2007). The climate has changed in the past but the current
change happening on our planet is largely human-induced and is thus not natural but anthropogenic
global warming (AGW). Yet while the science of this phenomenon has become increasingly certain
(Oreskes, 2004; Doran & Zimmerman, 2009), action on addressing the issue has not followed apace.
Perhaps even more troubling, public opinion in North America towards “acceptance” of the concept of
AGW has apparently decreased in recent years (Borick et al., 2011; Hoffman, 2011b; Whitmarsh, 2011).

As public policy is obviously crucially dependent on public opinion (Leiserowitz, 2007), there can be little



hope of substantial action on the mitigation or even adaptation towards climate change without the

public perceiving climatic change as a significant threat to our society.

Climate change is one of the defining challenges of our present human civilization; the multiple threats
that climate change poses for our human civilization are serious and potentially devastating (Weaver,
2008; IPCC, 2007; Dyer, 2008). Tackling the issue through reducing global emissions is a multifaceted
process that has thus far met with little success (Saxifrage, 2012). Multiple dimensions, from technical
solutions to issues of social justice are at play, with the result being an incredibly complex and almost
insolvable process of global governance (Hulme, 2009). Widespread ignorance, uncertainty, doubt, and
denial of the accepted facets of climate science are complicating this process further (Oreskes &

Conway, 2010).

Given the importance of the problem and the overwhelming evidence of AGW-induced climate change,
the consistent and even increasing uncertainty in public opinion is quite concerning. Despite three
decades of pleas and calls to action from increasingly concerned climate scientists there is still a distinct
lack of meaningful climate policy in most of the world (Schneider, 2009). Is this indicative of a general
communication failure from the scientific community to both the public and the governing politicians, or
is there more underlying this phenomenon? Although, there is no single answer, there are many
influential contributing factors; one of the more prominent is the deliberate and organized spread of

misinformation on AGW.

The' denial industry’ refers to a group of organizations, businesses, libertarian think tanks, conservative
ideologues, outlying dissenting scientists, and prominent politicians (Oreskes & Conway, 2010; Hoggan
& Littlemore, 2009; Washington & Cook, 2011; Gelbspan, 1997). As the scope and understanding of
climate change implications and impacts have increased, this web of actors and organizations has

produced and led a powerful countermovement focused on opposing action on climate change and



maintaining the status quo. The countermovement is also heavily tied to the large promotion of a
counter-discourse; one that seeks to explain climate change as a ‘non-problem’ (McCright & Dunlap,
2000, 2003, 2010). To do this, the issue of climate change is portrayed in a variety of ways: climate
science is ‘junk’ science or very biased and not to be trusted, prominent advocates have a hidden
agenda that is self-interested, observable evidence shows that the climate is not changing or is cooling,
science shows that this is a natural phenomenon, the costs of acting on climate change are far higher
than the theory warrants, climate change is just a ‘front issue’ for implementing a more socialist
government. Although there are many aspects to this counter-discourse, at a fundamental level it
rejects the widespread scientific consensus of anthropogenic climate change and its implications,

preferring to value other ‘evidence’ that disagrees with this consensus.

The discourse that this countermovement has produced has been widespread. It has been covered
disproportionately in the media (Boykoff & Boykoff, 2004) and has heavily influenced and been used by
conservative politicians in North America (Antonio & Brulle, 2011). Arguably, the discourse produced by
the denial industry has had a large impact on the public’s understanding and acceptance of mainstream
climate science (Washington & Cook, 2011; PBS Frontline, 2012). While this discourse has been most

prevalent in the United States, it also exists in Canada (Hoggan & Littlemore, 2009).

In order to critically examine the climate denial discourse in Canada, within the wider context of the
climate denial industry, this research uses discourse analysis to uncover the central messages and main
argumentative discursive elements employed by two leaders of this discourse: the Friends of Science
and the Fraser Institute. The central aim of the project is to gain a better understanding of the denial
discourse employed in the Canadian context and how it relates to previous scholarship. This then may
speak to the resilience and power of the discourse across national borders as well as over time. Rooted

in environmental discourse literature, as well as in the critical exposition of the denial industry, this



research is premised on the belief that mainstream climate science is our best form of knowledge
regarding the changing climate and should thus be taken seriously. Likewise, this research is situated in
the understanding that the alternative discourse under study is part of a countermovement opposed to
acting on climate change and it is not about the pursuit of exposing ‘truth’, ‘injustice’, or ‘corruption’ -
claims ‘the deniers’ often make. There is a widespread understanding that the politicization of climate
change has created two competing forces that are seemingly incommensurable — drastically reducing
the possibility of public policy implementation (Antonio & Brulle, 2011). This thesis answers a call for
more research into understanding the denier discourse and how it is communicated (Hoffman, 2011b,
Marquart-Pyatt et al. 2009). By engaging with this discourse this research aims to assist in moving our

society in a progressive direction towards addressing the great challenge of climate change.

To accomplish the aims of this research project the online texts produced by two leading denial
organizations in Canada were chosen as representative samples of this discourse (Friends of Science and
the Fraser Institute). Documents produced by the two organizations from 2002 to October, 2012, were
identified as a reasonable data set from which to identify the central claims of this discourse as well as
the most frequent discursive elements employed (e.g., themes, frames). These documents were then
analyzed through an Argumentative Discourse Analysis approach. In this context, the notion of discourse
is seen through a Foucauldian lens as a contested and political entity through which ideology and
worldview are communicated and through which meaning and ‘truth’ are imposed. In essence, a
discourse creates our common conception of reality; where there are competing discourses {(as over the

notion of climate change) they represent an area of contestation and struggle for power (see Chapter 3).

Through multiple readings and re-readings the central messages and dominant discursive elements of
this set of texts have been identified and have come to form the basis of this discourse analysis.

However, the analysis also looked at elements present in the set of texts that could speak to the



resilience and power of the discourse (e.g., the underlying narrative, notable changes over time,
inconsistencies and silences produced). The two organizations were chosen as representational of the
denial discourse because of their prominent role in the Canadian context. Rather than simply looking at
one organization, a comparison of the two separate analyses was thought to allow for a deeper

understanding of the shape of the discourse in Canada.

1.2 Research Question & Significance:

This research project aims to analyse the discourse of climate change denial in Canada. This research
used an Argumentative Discourse Analysis on texts from two organizations: the Friends of Science and
the Fraser Institute, both of which are important leaders in the climate denial movement of Canada
(Hoggan & Littlemqre, 2009; Gutstein, 2005, 2009; Knight & Greenberg, 2011). The following questions
guided the research: What are the main themes and messages these organizations have promoted over
the last decade? What are the core concepts/beliefs that are repeatedly emphasized and that underlie
this discourse? How has this discourse been framed and then communicated, especially in relation to

the general public? What can be said about the resilience of this discourse over time?

Hoffman (2011b) has noted that the majority of focus by the academic community has thus far been on
the scientific, technical and policy components of the issue. Equally important, however, is that climate
change has become a “highly contested cultural issue in which competing movements engage in
discursive elements — or framing battles — over the interpretation of the problem and the necessity of
solutions” (p.77). Indeed, it is arguably not the issue of climate change per se, but how the issue is
framed and discussed that has had the greatest influence on the public realm. Furthermore, addressing
climate change requires significant policy changes that will require broad support across political and
ideological spectrums. Understanding the climate denier discourse may provide insights into how to

effectively engage the movement and counter the impact it may be having.



1.3 Thesis Overview

In Chapter Two | provide a context for climate change by discussing the history and evolution of the
science and how the concept of climate change is highly malleable. Next | discuss some of the possible
factors that may have influenced a relative lack of engagement with climate change in the public sphere
before explaining the idea of denial and the denial industry itself. A brief look into the history, central
actors, and methods of the organized climate denial movement is then given, followed by an
explanation of how this phenomenon exists in Canada. Last, the academic literature focusing on this

particular issue is briefly discussed and summarized.

Chapter Three explains the theoretical and methodological foundations of this thesis. The philosophical
notions which underlie discourse analysis (i.e., poststructuralism) and the competing ideas about what a
discourse entails are explained and defined. In this section the work of Foucault and Hajer is identified
and discussed as their work has provided important conceptual tools used in this research. Next, the
theoretical and research frameworks which guided my approach to discourse analysis are described with
an explanation of the specific methods used in this thesis. Last | explain my data set to the reader noting

its strengths as well as its limits.

In Chapter Four | present the results of the two separate discourse analyses of this research. | first
explain how each analysis followed an identical structure which examined the storyline, narrative,
central messages, frames, themes, and issue-categories that were present in each set of texts. In
addition each analysis noted the changes, inconsistencies and silences that the texts produced. The use
of these concepts is also explained here. | then show the results of the analysis done on the Friends of

Science, followed by the results of the analysis done on the Fraser Institute.

Chapter Five is a discussion on what these results signify and what can be concluded about the broader

denial discourse in Canada. To start, | first describe the socio-historical context in which these texts were



produced and note any patterns that emerge in relation to this context. | then highlight the key
differences found between the two micro-discourses noting that these differences can largely be
explained by the distinct starting positions of each organization. Next | argue why merging these two
analyses makes theoretical sense as they are part of a ‘discourse-coalition’ (Hajer, 1997) which is
promoting a common storyline about climate change. Following from this argument, | explain how the
common elements found between both analyses are likely to be representative of the overall denial
discourse in Canada. With this in mind, | then provide an answer to my research questions explaining
the central messages of this discourse, the core concepts and beliefs that seem to underlie the
discourse, and how this discourse has been communicated to the public. | also note the changes,
inconsistencies and silences that were a common feature of both analyses and thus likely to be
representative of the larger discourse. Next | compare these findings and conclusions to previous
literature on the topic and then speculate about why this discourse exists in the first place. | end the
chapter by introducing a moral question on the proper role of skepticism and trust in society in light of a

changing planet.

The thesis ends with a short conclusion which discusses the overall issue of climate change, how this
research has been informed by mainstream climate science, how my research has created new and
difficult questions to answer, and how the role of organized climate change denial is hindering action on

climate change.



Chapter 2 - Setting the Stage: Climate Change and Discourse Analysis

In order to best situate this research, the reader must have at least a basic grasp of the complex nature
of climate change and how it is understood. Hence this chapter begins by outlining some key points
about our current state of knowledge regarding the climate and gives a brief history of climate science.
Next | discuss climate change as a concept, one that is highly malleable and which can be interpreted in
many ways. This then leads into a short discussion outlining some possible reasons for why there is an
apparently large gap between what the science says and what the public believes; some other factors
that have hindered society in addressing climate change with the seriousness it deserves are also
explained. | next discuss the ideas of denial and the denial industry, describing the highly effective
merger of conservative ideology and industry in creating a widespread climate denial movement. Last |
outline how this movement exists in Canada and explain how previous literature has studied this

movement.

2.1 The Evolution of Climate Science

The theory that human-produced greenhouse gas emissions, primarily in the form of CO,, could change
the global temperature of the planet is not a new idea - it was originally proposed in 1896 (Weart,
2008). It is now accepted by virtually all major scientific organizations in the world. Similarly, the notion
that anthropogenic climate change could have potentially grave consequences for the natural world is
also not new — it was proposed in front of a US congress in 1956 (Weart, 2003). In 2009 over 100 heads
of state convened in Copenhagen to try to work out a global agreement on how to reduce global
emissions and deal with the consequences of a warming planet (CBC, 2009). Over the past century, the
increasing scientific evidence supporting the theory of AGW has slowly produced a much-publicised and

widespread ‘scientific consensus’ on climate change (NASA, 2012).



Here it is important to note that this ‘scientific consensus’ refers solely to the theory that human-
induced emissions are most likely responsible for the observed global warming over the last century. As
stated by the IPCC, “most of the observed increase in global average temperatures since the mid-

20" century is very likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic GHG concentrations” (IPCC,
2007). However, there is no consensus on how fast the climate will change; what effect natural feedback
mechanisms may have; what the specific impacts will be, when they will happen, and how they will
occur; and how best to approach mitigation or adaptation measures. These ideas are widely debated
and contested within the scientific community. Indeed, despite the substantial advances in climate
science, there remain great uncertainties and unknowns about the climate. However, there is growing
physical evidence, such as the observed dramatic arctic ice melt, that these changes are coming faster

and will be more severe than previously anticipated {(Weaver, 2008).

The global climate consists of an array of incredibly complex and dynamic physical processes interacting
with one another at various spatial and temporal scales. Unsurprisingly, climate science mirrors this
natural complexity. Our understanding of the climate system arises from a high level of expertise and
specialization in a multitude of fields. From computer modellers, to ice-core drillers, geologists,
oceanographers and atmospheric chemists, the science and evidence supporting AGW theory is
complicated, diverse, and often incredibly technical. Our knowledge of the climate system and how it is
changing or could change does not arise solely from one scientific field, but instead results from a
combination of numerous fields, and a multitude of experts (Weart, 2008). Understanding how our
state of current knowledge has come to exist, and why there now exists such a widespread scientific
consensus around AGW, as well as increasing concern over AGW, helps to situate the reader in this

topic.



2.1.1 A Brief History of Climate Science

The beginnings of climate science stretch back to the 1820s where French scientist Joseph Fourier
speculated on how our atmosphere was keeping heat trapped, allowing for a much warmer planet than
would otherwise be expected. The next big step on this theory was made by John Tyndall in 1859, when
he discovered the heat-trapping properties of methane and CO, — what we now refer to as ‘greenhouse
gases’ (Weart, 2003). Thirty-seven years later, Svante Arrhenius postulated that significant changes to
the level of CO, in the atmosphere could have, in theory, large effects on the global climate; although
this was only one of a number of contending theories at the time (Weaver, 2008). By the 1930s there
was significant agreement that a global warming trend was underway and in 1938 Guy Callendar
announced before the Royal Meteorological Society in London that the cause of this recent warming
was human industry - specifically CO, emissions. It was regarded skeptically by the scientific community
at the time, and put on a sheif as one of many possible reasons for why the earth was warming (Weart,

2003).

Although the warming trend had now been noticed, and various theories were competing in trying to
explain this phenomenon no one really thought it was a problem —many experts seemed to think that it
would be a good thing (Weart, 2003). By the 1950s, through the work of Roger Revelle and David
Keeling, a baseline of CO, in the atmosphere was established and the famous ‘Keeling curve’ was born.
The first research station looking at CO, levels, created by Keeling and based in Hawaii, began measuring
the concentration of CO, in our atmosphere in 1958; it has recorded a yearly increase that has
continued to this day. It was also during this decade that Revelle brought the issue of the greenhouse
effect and global warming to the attention of congress in 1956 and 1957 - testifying that the
greenhouse effect, amplified by CO, emissions, could have severe negative environmental consequences
in the US and around the world. At this time the scientific community was also coming to terms with the

idea that a relatively small change in one factor of the physical world, could manifest itself, through
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feedbacks, into a planetary climatic shift — and this shift could be much more abrupt than previously

thought (Weart, 2003).

However, the theory of global warming was thrown in to dispute by the 1960s as it was confirmed that
the global temperature had actually been cooling since the 1940s. As Weart (2003) notes, scientists
were “unable to agree whether the world was likely to get warmer or colder” — although the notion that
humanity was likely affecting the climate in some way was largely agreed upon (p. 94). Media outlets
ran stories on the coming of the next ice age, or of coming global warming — sometimes within a year of
each other. Although as Andrew Weaver (2008) notes there was only one peer-reviewed scientific study
in 1971 that hinted at the possibility of humanity triggering an ice age.' However, by the late 1970s most
of the mainstream scientific community stood again behind the giobal warming hypothesis. Indeed,
1976 saw a series of congressional hearings specifically devoted to the topic of climate change and how
€O, emissions could alter the climate and bring calamity (Weart, 2003). In 1978 the US Congress passed
a National Climate Act which established a National Climate Program office within the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). The trend of rising global temperatures was confirmed by the
end of the decade and the National Academy of Sciences issued a report in 1979 giving high credibility
to the idea that a doubling of CO, would result in 1.5-4.5 degree rise in global temperature; shortly
afterwards, 1981 was recorded as the warmest year on record (Weart, 2003). The increase in attention
towards global warming reached a head in the US in 1988 with massive heat waves and droughts in the

US. On June 23, 1988, James Hanson gave his now-famous testimony before the US senate noting that

! Another important event which discredited the ideas of global climate models and climate scientists was the
dispute over the effects of a nuclear war on the atmosphere in the 1980s. Here the idea that nuclear war could
create a formidable ‘nuclear winter’ was contrasted with more complex models which noted that it could likely
only create a ‘nuclear fall’ a substantial difference in terms of how much sunlight would hit the affected regions.
This dispute in the science, occurring between leading climate scientists and amplified in the media, highlighted
the idea that climate models and climate science was full of uncertainties and that this was an emerging science
but that could be used to further political agendas (Schneider, 2009).
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“the global warming now is large enough that we can ascribe with a high degree of confidence a cause-

and-effect relationship to the greenhouse effect” (Schneider, 2009, p.114).

Also during this decade the international scientific community had begun to rally around the notion and
validity of AGW. The first World Climate Conference, sponsored by the World Meteorological
Organization (WMO), was held in 1979 in Geneva (UNFCC, 2012). Five year later, the first international
‘consensus’ statement about climate science came in 1985 in Villach, Austria, where the assembled
scientists issued a statement that confirmed that an unprecedented rise in world temperature could
occur in the next half century and stated that governmental policies could profoundly shape this
anticipated future warming (Weart, 2003). The significant ‘Toronto Conference’ (officially titled as ‘Our
Changing Atmosphere: Implications for Global Security) followed in 1988. This conference brought
together hundreds of scientists and policymakers from around the world with the goal of initiating
action on climate change and to put climate change on the global agenda. The conference ended with a
warning statement: “Humanity is conducting an unintended, uncontrolled, globally pervasive

experiment whose ultimate consequences could be second only to a global nuclear war”. In addition,
this conference, hosted by Canada, issued a call for a 20% reduction in CO2 emissions (below 1988
levels) by 2005 (May, 2008). A number of other international conferences followed in 1989 and 1990

which helped to raise international concern about the issue.?

1988 also saw the creation of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), a scientific body
with the mandate “to provide the world with a clear scientific view on the current state of knowledge in
climate change and its potential environmental and socio-economic impacts” (IPCC, 2012). By this time,
mainstream science was ardently highlighting the probability that increased emissions would lead to

global warming and there was widespread (and partisan) agreement that the issue should be dealt with

? These included: the Ottawa Conference (February 1989), the Tata Conference (February 1989), the Hague
Conference and Declaration (March 1989), the Noordwijk Ministerial Conference (November 1989), the Cairo
Compact (December 1989), the Bergen Conference (May 1990), and the Second World Climate Conference
(November 1990).
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(Weart, 2003). Four years later the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCC)
was established. This was an international treaty designed to allow national governments to
“cooperatively consider what they could do to limit average global temperature increases and the
resulting climate change, and to cope with whatever impacts were, by then, inevitable” (UNFCC, 2012).
In 2007, following from the first and second IPCC reports in 1990 and 1995, the Kyoto protocol was
established. This international protocol set binding emission reduction targets on signatories relative to
1990 levels; however, the agreement only included the Annex 1 industrialized nations and did not
include the US. The protocol only came into force in 2005 when it was ratified by Russia (Weart, 2008).
Throughout the decade climate science continued to progress and by 2007 the IPCC AR4 report stated
that the warming of the climate is now “unequivocal” and that it is “very likely” (>90%) due to human
causes {IPCC, 2007). in 2009 thirteen national academies of science from around the world issued a joint
statement highlighting that “the need for urgent action to address climate change is now indisputable”
and that “it is essential that world ieaders agree on the emission reductions needed to combat negative
consequences of anthropogenic climate change” (G8+5 Academies Joint Statement, 2009). Indeed the
theory of anthropogenic global warming has now become so established that there are few legitimate
scientific organizations that dispute this general consensus (some exceptions do exist — e.g., the
American Association of Petroleum Geologists) {Siegel, 2012; NASA, 2012). Further evidence of this
general consensus on the nature and importance of anthropogenic climate change is abundant and
there have been a few key studies that highlight the degree of this agreement within the academic
community (Oreskes, 2004; Doran & Zimmerman, 2009; Powell, 2011). Within the mainstream scientific
literature then, it appears that there is very little, if any, debate on if anthropogenic climate change is

occurring.
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2.1.2 Summary of Key Events

The table below has been compiled through the use of information provided by Weart (2003; 2008),
Schneider (2010), Weaver, (2008) as well as through the website of NASA (2012). The table provides the
reader with a summary of key events which show a scientific, public policy, and physical phenomena
convergence on anthropogenic warming.

Table 1- Key Events in the History of Climate Science

1896

Svante Arrhenius theorizes that changes in CO, levels could increase global temperatures. CO,
levels are around 290 ppm.

1938

Guy Callendar announces that recent warming trend is due to human industry and the release of
CO, into the atmosphere.

1956

Roger Revelle testifies before congress that CO, -induced warming may have adverse effects at
some point in the future (e.g., creation of deserts).

1958

Keeling Curve starts - baseline of CO, in atmosphere established. CO, levels have risen to around
315ppm.

1976

Series of Congressional Hearings in the US on dangers of CO, -induced climate change.

1978

National Climate Act is passed in the US.

1981

Warmest Year on Record. Strong global warming since mid-1970s reported. CO;, levels are above
338ppm.

1985

Villach Conference — the conference gives a consensus statement noting that some increased
warming appears unavoidable. In addition, a call for governments to act on restricting emissions
is given.

1988

James Hansen testifies before the senate. IPCC is created. Margret Thatcher calls for climate
action. Toronto Conference is held — call for international action is made.

1990

IPCC issues first report — world has been warming, future warming seems likely. CO, levels are at
354ppm.

1992 | UNFCC established.
1995 | IPCC issues second report — serious warming likely in the coming century.
1997 | Kyoto Protocol is formed: an international treaty where certain nations pledge to reduce

emissions if enough nations sign on to the agreement.

1938

New warmest year on record. Large weather disasters caused by a Super El Nino. Extraordinary
warming trend confirmed.

2001 | IPCCissues third report — global warming, unprecedented since last ice age, is very likely.
Possibility of severe surprises in the future. CO; levels are above 370ppm
2002 | Canada formally ratifies Kyoto. Global temperatures roughly tied with 1998 for warmest year on

record.

2005

Kyoto goes into effect. New warmest Year on record.

2007

IPCC issues fourth report. Global warming is now certain. Above 90% confidence that it has been
caused by anthropogenic emissions.

2009

COP 15 - Copenhagen conference on climate change. Over 100 heads of state attend. 13
National Academies of Science issue a joint statement calling for action to reduce emissions.

2010

New warmest year on record. CO, levels pass 390ppm.
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2.1.3 The evidence for climate science and AGW

The brief historical description above has highlighted a few of the noteworthy moments in the evolution
of climate science and the theory of AGW. It helps to situate the reader in a broader understanding of
how the ‘scientific consensus’ around climate change has occurred and why it has garnered such
attention in the scientific community. Calls for action on this issue are not new. They have been coming
from large scientific conferences and bodies, as well as leading climate scientists, for over three
decades. | believe this historical record provides increased support of AGW for two central reasons: (1) It
is not a new theory but has slowly evolved over a lengthy time and (2) the evidence supporting the
theory has also accumulated over time and is now at the point whereby almost all national academies of
science endorse it. Hence those who support and endorse the basic AGW theory are not a minority of
outlying scientists supporting an unwarranted view, but do indeed represent the mainstream scientific

understanding on this issue. The same cannot be said for those opposed to AGW theory. *

2.2 Public Opinion and Climate Change

The science of climate change is clear — CO, emissions caused by humans are warming the planet and
taking us into an unprecedented climatic shift. If one values a climate that is relatively stable and
predictable, and presumably most of us do, then the need for large-scale action is also clear. Yet, in
looking at the rise of emissions over the last three decades, as well as the lack of a binding international
agreement that could reverse this trend, it becomes painfully obvious that our global civilization has not

taken the hard and difficult steps needed to counter this dangerous phenomenon.

One reason why this has not happened, particularly in developed nations, is found in the role of an

unconvinced public. Of central importance in the implementation of public policy in functioning

® Here | must note that there are certainly outlying scientists and groups of scientists who fall on both sides of the
‘mainstream’. Some scientists feel that large scientific organizations (e.g., the IPCC) are far too conservative in their
views of climate change (Hansen, 2008; Santer & Wigley, 2013). On the other hand there are also dissenting
scientists that think AGW has little evidence to support it (Lindzen, 2009). The mainstream scientific consensus,
however, supports the theory of AGW.
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