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 PREFACE

Greenpeace Steals My Trash

It was spring. Young men’s hearts turned to fancy. And Greenpeace started stealing my trash.

I noticed that my garbage was getting collected much more efficiently than normal—and late the night before it was scheduled to go. I also noticed that soon, the media revealed a secret cabal I orchestrated from my basement. At least, that’s how London’s left-wing Guardian wrote the story, cobbled together from unrelated, offal-smeared pages plucked from my refuse. If I ever questioned the hippies’ dedication to their cause, no more: in those steamy summer months of mystery trash abductions, I rededicated myself to strict obeisance of local requirements to collect the weekly output of my two large breed dogs.

“You too!?” howled the amused wife of a White House aide when we realized we both enjoyed the same, selectively hyper-efficient, midnight garbage service. Apparently Greenpeace was just certain that her husband, who in fact hardly spoke to me, was part of my cabal.

Soon, European Greenpeace franchises were issuing press releases in German about who had lunch with me in Brussels, and spinning phony tales to Spanish newspapers of secret meetings I supposedly had with pretty much anyone they found problematic.

I had arrived. If they would spend so much energy to, well, trash  me, I must be important, right?

But I soon learned from others that this is standard operating procedure for the global warming industry—which regularly does much worse things. They have tried to ruin careers, blacklisted scientists, knowingly spread lies about dissenters, called for the imprisonment of skeptics, and used government pressure to cut off rivals’ funding. One scientist has had the lug nuts on his wheels secretly loosened when publicly voicing his rejection of climate orthodoxy. Threats now regularly issue against individuals, and the broader idea of free thought and expression.

Which got me thinking: shouldn’t the public know about this? Are these tactics consistent with the environmentalists’ image as philanthropic, self-sacrificing, earth-lovers? Doesn’t their desperation reflect a fundamental weakness in the truth of their arguments and the soundness of their proposals? Wouldn’t the media expose such tactics by the other side?

Isn’t it relevant to the debate about global warming that the alarmist side engages in this systematic campaign consisting of intimidation and threats, wheels falling off cars, abuses being inflicted on schoolchildren, demands of censorship, revising history, and telling flat-out lies?

Well, yes. People should know. And now they will.





CHAPTER 1

Media on a Mission

 Lies, Distortions, Cover-Ups, and the Reporters Who Push Them


 



 



“I believe it is appropriate to have an over-representation of factual presentations on how dangerous it is.”



 


Al Gore

 



 



 




A STRANGE THING HAPPENED RECENTLY. A shark ate a kangaroo. Here’s the odd part: the media didn’t blame “global warming.”1


Today’s press breathlessly touts any occurrence—no matter how tenuously connected to the weather—as the result of Manmade global warming. A 2007 Reason Foundation paper aptly summarized the media coverage:
Global warming causes everything. A brief perusal of stories from the last several years reveals that warming has been blamed for a huge array of problems, including increased teenage drinking, stray cats, poison ivy, and sharks. More seriously, global warming has also been blamed for widespread malnutrition and outbreaks of disease, Hurricane Katrina, and the crisis in Darfur.2






Don’t forget impoverished fashion houses,3 hard times for Bulgarian brothels,4 and attacks by big cats.5 It causes summer frost in Africa6 and freezing penguin chicks,7 poorly rising bread dough,8  “makes island kids bony, stunted,”9 contaminates transfusion blood,10 and causes more landslides,11 and stronger earthquakes. 12  It caused the 2008 salmonella outbreak,13 and an increase in kidney stones.14 Blogger William Briggs compiled media assertions of other global warming horrors: “Lizards will undergo sex changes,15 there will be ‘waves of rape,’16 a rash of camel deaths will occur, 17 the Earth will spin faster18 (hold on!), and, worst and most frightening of all, there will be an increase in lawyers19 (to handle all the ‘who’s fault is it?’ litigation ).”20 Oh yeah, it will also cause giant Burmese pythons to colonize one-third of the United States.21


Why, they have even blamed the sacking of English football coaches on global warming,22 though sometimes the mainstream media leave it to the popular scientific outlets to warn us of outcomes like “Global warming poses deaf threat to tropical fish.”23  After all, they don’t want to look foolish.




INSTITUTIONALIZED HYSTERIA 

The establishment media organs go to mind-bending lengths to carry water for the alarmist industry of which they clearly are now part. They regularly hype, and even repeat as gospel, claims that are unsubstantiated or simply unsupportable were they to ask around, while refusing to respect or acknowledge the preponderance of recent studies contradicting the cries of alarm. They refuse to correct mistakes—when these errors are on the side of alarmism—or report on alarmist scientists being forced to correct themselves, even when scandalous. But when exposure of these scandals requires rehabilitation of their allies, stories pour forth minimizing the revelations.

Everyone down to Sports Illustrated and Golf Digest weighs in, while a still-skeptical public leaves the industry bible, Columbia Journalism Review, to navel-gaze about “why the media have failed to explain climate change in a way the public ‘gets.’”24 Conclusion? One Max Boycoff pleads that “it’s not that balanced reporting needs to be shunned when addressing climate-change issues . . . . It just needs to be used much more carefully.” He even laments, “To make matters worse, the global-warming stories that do make it onto the front page tend to concern the most contentious aspects of climate science.” That is, the front page of news sections should be reserved, or at least have substantial portions set aside, for non-news scare stories. Actual discourse, if one must allow it, should be shuffled off to less prominent placement.

Sure enough, in the ultimate act of desperation, they ban the opposing viewpoint from their outlets.25 Consider Time magazine, which has over the past few years run a series of increasingly frantic alarmist cover stories which detail impending doom but without the slightest trace of an effort at balance.26 When MSNBC interviewed Managing Editor Richard Stengel, he was at least honest about Time’s mission.

“One of the things that’s needed in journalism,” Stengel said, “is that you have to have a point of view about things.. .. You can’t always just say ‘on the one hand, on the other and you decide.’ People trust us to make decisions. We’re experts in what we do. So I thought, you know what, if we really feel strongly about something let’s just say so.”27 So, Time editors “feel strongly” about new taxes in the name of the environment and expensive, climatically meaningless regimes in order to show the rest of the world the seriousness of our purpose. It’s still a mystery what Stengel was talking about when he said “we’re experts in what we do.”

The flagship alarmist outlet, the New York Times, perfectly demonstrated its zealotry with its coverage of “dead zones” in the  ocean. An editorial in March 2008 titled “Oceans at Risk” blamed “global warming” for these patches of low oxygen.28 The Seattle Post-Intelligencer, located nearer the problem at issue although as a rule nearly as alarmist as the Times, revealed that such dead zones had appeared before—forty years ago, during the three-decades long cooling .29


Less alarming (or at least less useful) claims typically are of no interest. Little ink is spilled explaining how birds, fleas, and trees produce more CO2 than humans,30 or that cows’ CO2 and methane emissions dwarf those from autos.31 Well, silly, we aren’t looking to regulate birds, trees, or fleas!


The media have no use for realities such as how deaths and death rates from all extreme weather events have been dropping for decades in the U.S. as well as globally.32 Further out of character would be discussing how society’s wealth (precisely what their favored regulations threatens) empowers people to adapt if climate —as it constantly has for recorded history—changes.33



“There is a clear attempt to establish truth not by scientific methods but by perpetual repetition.”

 




Richard S. Lindzen, PhD
 Professor of Meteorology, MIT




Although even the less ridiculous-sounding claims of global warming impacts, such as disappearing honeybees34 and increased heart attacks35 were soberly debunked, the debunking was largely ignored.36 Similarly, the establishment press showed zero interest in covering a compendium of work by skeptical scientists undermining the “consensus” premise upon which Congress is seeking to make trillion-dollar decisions.37


When Republican U.S. senator James Inhofe produced a list of peer-reviewed work by more than 400 scientists countering the “consensus,” the Times mentioned it only in a blog, where it was dismissed as “a distraction.” But when forty-four Baptists, led by  a 25-year-old seminarian, got really worried about Man-made climate change, it was a newsworthy development.38


The Washington Post gave page-16 treatment to a meeting of hundreds of “skeptics” in a piece offering alarmists plenty of space to criticize it—with name-calling only, and not one substantive remark39—but gave front-page, uncritical treatment the very next week to another in a series of claims by well-known alarmists that they’ve got a computer model saying that things will be much worse than previously thought.40 So the media have an agenda, which justifies disparate treatment based upon what is said or who says it. Shocking, no?




GOOD, OLD FASHIONED WEATHER 

These double-standards are legion: unseasonably warm weather is clear evidence of global warming, while exceptional cold is merely an anomaly. Warm weather and retreating glaciers are signs of warming; cool weather and advancing glaciers are signs of nothing. Oh, sure, occasionally cooling is proof of warming, such as when the Washington Post hilariously spun the Old Farmers Almanac projection of a cold 2008-2009 winter—the cooling to possibly continue to for decades.41 It seems that this shows how warming has now made climate modeling very difficult, as shown by the fact that they keep modeling warming only to actually get cooling.

And, of course, it is crucial to unearth who funds the groups that dispute alarmism, or whose profits depend on resisting regulation; but who’s funding the alarmists (say, for a $300 million campaign), and who would profit from a slew of new regulation or climate-directed subsidies—that’s not news. Three years is a pattern . . . unless it is three years of cooling. Ten years of something is conclusive, unless during that period—such as is the case with the past decade—there has been no warming.

In early 2008, when confronted with more than three years of cooling, the media felt the need to discuss this “cold spell.” It’s just a meaningless aberration in the face of a bigger picture—and any fool knows we are warming, we were told. The New York Times  suddenly found discrete weather events and temperatures not indicative of things to come. Times reporters located the phone numbers of some scientists who felt that weather was, well, weather, and not every blip of the thermometer foretells some irrevocable trend. These same sober scientists who were so “distracting” when they denied that past warming was part of an irreversible march, were now worth quoting. The cold trend, we learned, was “just good old fashioned weather.”42 This is the very same thing that they would have said about warm weather and storms had the Times sought to ask them during those episodes—which, of course, they didn’t.

In an amazing fit of sobriety which was not to last, the Times  decided that “if anything else is afoot—like some cooling related to sunspot cycles or slow shifts in ocean or atmospheric patterns that can influence temperatures—an array of scientists who have staked out differing positions on the overall threat of global warming agree that there is no way to pinpoint whether such a new force is at work.” This paragraph belongs in every climate story but appears in almost none. This is the same line that “skeptics” rightly tout in the face of any such period of weather or discrete event; it is the alarmists who will admit it only in this very inconvenient situation. It was useful here because observations were contrary to the Times’ agenda.

The media are clearly undone by such things. Times columnist Thomas Friedman, ABC’s reliably absurd Bill Blakemore, the Las Vegas Sun, and Times editorialists, among others, immediately followed suit in one fashion or another, generally berating climate realists for seizing on the cooling for their cynical purposes as the  warming industry and establishment media do every week. In the meantime, the calmer voices were then ignored until the next time they could be trotted out to assure the public that calamitous warming still awaited them.




EDITING THE RECORD 

When the media forget their lines, they readily revert to form when slapped with a reminder by their green colleagues. For example, “Global Temperatures ‘to decrease,’” read the April 4, 2008 headline. Which lying shill for the oil industry was publishing this claptrap? The British Broadcasting Corporation. BBC News environmental analyst Roger Harrabin was the author, and the quotation in the headline came from the head of the World Meteorological Organization.43


Such outrageous lack of catastrophism by the BBC raised the ire of the pressure group “Campaign Against Climate Change.” One of its activists, Jo Abess, wrote e-mails complaining to Harrabin, objecting to his article as a “piece of media that seems like it’s been subject to spin or skepticism.” God forbid a journalist apply an ounce of skepticism! Actually, she meant that by reporting unalarming news he was parroting climate skepticism and, in her complaint, she specifically instructed him to never quote skeptics. This non-scientist, with no apparent qualifications other than being a green pressure group agitator, railed to him about how non-scientists were distorting the debate. Yet the offensive quote in Harrabin’s piece came neither from a skeptic nor a non-scientist, but the head of the WMO—parent of the IPCC—who happened to say something insufficiently gussied up with alarmist bells and whistles.

Abbess soon crowed about her dominance and released the communications which showed that Harrabin stood his ground  for all of two e-mails, noting that to do what was rather menacingly demanded of him would make “people feel like debate is being censored which makes them v [sic] suspicious.” He then caved, compliantly and radically altering the story and shooting a note to Abbess, that she should “have a look in 10 minutes and tell me you are happier. We have changed the headline and more.”

And how. Activist Abbess had assailed Harrabin specifically for his accurate headline because some people only read headlines, so Harrabin changed the headline several times. The ever-dangerous “cooling” became “a dip in global warming” when Harrabin eliminated his third paragraph originally noting how there had been no increase in temperatures since 1998. That was intolerable to the censoring greens even though Harrabin still included misleading, alarmist boilerplate about the horrid future we nonetheless face. He recast it upon demand, dropping the reference to recent history except to note that 1998 was a record and that 2008 temps—predicted and on its way by that time to being a fourth straight year of cooling—“would still be way above average,” followed by a prediction of future warming. As Tim Worstall of the Adam Smith Institute mocked in the aftermath, if the BBC had left the story as written, it “might make people think that the world has, umm, not been warming and might even have been cooling since 1998. Can’t let the proles know the truth now, can we?”44


If you weren’t checking on the piece every five minutes, though, you wouldn’t have even suspected this extraordinary influence of a green pressure group in this article. Its time-stamp online never reflected that this was anything but the original piece. As the revision changed the import of the story it was not merely a “minor” edit, which is the only situation for which the BBC’s internal rules allow that practice, and as the BBC insisted to Nature magazine.45  This failure to acknowledge the edit with a new timestamp was indeed a “stealth edit” in violation of BBC policy expressly designed to avoid the “impli[cation] that we are actively trying to  hide what we are doing.”46 As discussed elsewhere in these pages this was by no means the only example of the BBC going back into its articles on global warming to change the substance in a way that flagrantly exposed their bias. Fortunately, Harrabin’s entire pathetic exchange with CACC was obtained and posted in full by Australian Jennifer Marohasy on her wonderful blog, prompting the closest thing to an examination of the media’s wretched dishonesty in its advocacy of the alarmist agenda.47





RUNNING FROM THE SUN 

While Harrabin danced to the “Campaign Against Climate Change” tune, his BBC colleague Richard Black was having his own efforts on behalf of the warming industry exposed. Black informed BBC’s readers about research he claimed “at the very least puts the cosmic ray theory, developed by Danish scientist Henrik Svensmark at the Danish National Space Center (DNSC), under very heavy pressure.”48


Svensmark’s idea was that—brace yourself for this—the sun has a major impact on global temperatures. He has revealed an amplification several times over of solar forcing of global temperatures, bringing the relationship between the sun’s activity and temperatures into strong correlation. Specifically, increased solar activity (solar wind) strongly suppresses the intensity of cosmic rays. Given that cosmic rays increase cloud coverage, a more active sun means fewer clouds are formed and temperatures are warmer, and a less active sun allows more cloud formation leading to cooler temps.

Black’s headline, “‘No sun link’ to climate change,” was at least a good example of recycling—it was precisely what Black titled his attempt to discredit the same menace just a few months prior. Conserving electricity as well, on neither occasion is there any evidence that Black bothered writing or calling Svensmark, the scientist  whose work he claimed was being debunked. Don’t try to follow the logic; it takes years of journalism school to grasp. Had Black contacted Svensmark he would have been informed, among other things, that the work Black championed as debunking Svensmark actually did not claim “no sun link to climate change,” but instead claimed that the process that Svensmark identified contributes perhaps as much as 25 percent of the warming.

Got that? Man contributes at the margins of an already marginal GHG and somehow drives climate; the sun, in an apparent least-case scenario, contributes 25 percent and is meaningless. Richard Black, desperate warrior in the fight against heliocentrism.


RIDDLE ME THIS

“The next time somebody in the media denies that there is media bias, ask how they explain the fact that there are at least a hundred stories about the shrinking arctic ice cap for every one about the expanding Antarctic ice cap, which has now grown to record size.”

 



Columnist Thomas Sowell



This obvious corruption of journalistic standards led to a minor uproar among the relevant parties, apparently prompting Black to go back into his article, well after he had gotten the mileage out of claiming to have shown Svensmark to be debunked, to then insert a comment by Svensmark. Keeping with apparent BBC standards if still in violation of their written code, he didn’t append the piece to indicate the change but stuffed it in between two pre-existing comments by people hostile to Svensmark, while also beefing up other parts of his article, again after the fact.49


Clearly there is little the media won’t do to earn the labels given its coverage as “climate porn”50 and “storm porn,”51 and otherwise affirm its key role in the alarmist industry.

When people like me point out this bias, our objections are decried as “menacing.”52 This comes from the same people who  dismiss actual professional threats experienced by skeptics as the exaggerated product of loopy contrarians. But if you ask James Hansen to stick to science and not pretend he’s a policy official, you’re intimidating him. As such, none of the following should come as a surprise.




COOL TO THE FACTS 

In December 2005, media outlets ran screaming with news that the Atlantic Ocean’s winds would stop blowing, killing the Gulf Stream and the Jet Stream—a phenomenon called “thermohaline shutdown,” the scenario at the heart of the movie The Day After Tomorrow.53


The Tyndall Centre’s Mike Hulme (not a journalist) was about the only one who continued to follow the claims once contrary research shot the claim down. He wrote in the Times of London: “Eighteen months later, however, and unremarked by the media, two studies in equally reputable journals pointed out that such [the trend prompting that paper] was within the range of natural variability and may signify nothing at all.”54


The double standard is everywhere. Federal courts ruled on two different climate-change-related cases in the same week, in early September 2007, both filed by alarmist plaintiffs, but with different results—and thus very different media coverage. When a circuit court judge in Vermont ruled against the Bush administration, finding that states can regulate GHG emissions, this ruling naturally landed on page A-1 of the New York Times among other generous coverage throughout the media. 55


When a federal judge in California, however, dismissed outright the alarmists’ case in California v. General Motors—the case argued that automakers owe damages for the climate change induced by the emissions from their tailpipes56—it was noted by one paper in Detroit and some smaller local papers in California.

A report on “record” ice melt in the Arctic gets prime play in the Washington Post.57 The fact that the Antarctic ice sheet is getting thicker, well, that’s not news. 58


The media audaciously ignore accepted opinion when that opinion is depressingly non-catastrophic, but then run a shocked story that the boring accepted wisdom it hasn’t wanted to tell you about  might not be true. Again regarding Antarctica, the Washington Post spent years ignoring the fact that the ice down south was growing, but then professed alarm that possibly Antarctica actually  was melting (fittingly shocked, it seems, to find they’d accidentally been right).59 However, scrutiny revealed that the claimed melting wasn’t occurring compared to reality so much as compared against someone’s computer model.60 Worse, the real threat was that this “rais[ed] the prospect of faster sea-level rise than current estimates,” even though the day before the very same newspaper had let slip an item (by other than their environment beat reporters) on research showing sea levels were actually lower during a previous, greater warming when there was much less Antarctic ice.61


When research concluded that the hyped, 2002 break-offs from the Larsen ice shelves were the product of long-term, natural activities, only the lead-author’s local paper in Wales bothered to note the work. This is of little wonder considering his unfashionable statements such as: “But our new study shows that ice-shelf breakup is not controlled simply by climate. A number of other atmospheric, oceanic and glaciological factors are involved.”62


Up at the top of the planet, the Post warned us, “The relentless grip of the Arctic Ocean that defied man for centuries is melting away. The sea ice reaches only half as far as it did 50 years ago. In the summer of 2006, it shrank to a record low. This summer, the ice pulled back even more, by an area nearly the size of Alaska.”63  The Post makes no mention that the “record” it cites is actually the satellite record, which is only about thirty years long, and that  before those readings began, ships navigated the Northwest Passage with some frequency in the first half of the century until the planetary cooling.

When research assessing a more historically relevant period (1,500 years) found, inconveniently, Arctic cooling over that time,64 the far North was of no more interest to the press than when NASA research “suggest[ed] not all the large changes seen in Arctic climate in recent years are a result of long-term trends associated with global warming.”65


When NASA then issued a release noting that the northern melt was due to unusual winds66—attributable to the Arctic and North Atlantic Oscillations, not us nasty human beings67—the media again sat this one out. Reporting on it might have raised other questions, leading folks to learn about the well-established pattern of regional climatic shifts called the Pacific Decadal Oscillation, which happens to correlate nicely with global temperature patterns. The PDO shifted to warming in 1978, the summer of which also saw the warming of North Pacific water which makes its way into the Arctic through the Bering Straits begin, coinciding with the diminution in Arctic ice thickness and extent. NASA’s Jet Propulsion Laboratory announced that it seems to have shifted back in 2008, promising an end to the supposed “Baked Alaska,” a warming that actually occurred largely in that one year but is touted as proof of a global warming trend.68


There’s just something about the upper northern latitudes that causes reporters and editors to completely abandon perspective. One factor could be that the predicted global warming is largely limited to the northern hemisphere. In fact, despite the radio silence in the face of inconvenient research, the Arctic gets disproportionate attention from the media given that it contains less than 3 percent of the world’s ice compared to the cooling Antarctic whose growing ice mass represents approximately 90 percent. But consider how they loved spouting claims of Greenland purportedly  melting away and at a record pace,69 but proved utterly uninterested in Greenland’s history if it meant going further back than 18 years.70 The alarmists selling them the story didn’t find it relevant, why should they? It wouldn’t have taken much effort to learn the rather non-alarming truth from the Goddard Institute of Space Studies. After all, it’s run by that “muzzled” man they can’t stop themselves from quoting, James Hansen, so, it isn’t like they did-n’t have his number. On speed dial.

How do the media react when we get Greenland temperatures below those of the 1930s and 1940s, together with ice melt slower than the 1990s, 1930s, 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s ? 71 Reuters blares the headline, “Greenland thaw biggest in 50 years.”72 When research reveals “a return to near-normal conditions around Greenland after several years of low ice concentrations,” even viewed from the modern lens,73 there’s silence. Not that those several years of low ice concentrations hadn’t been a favorite topic of hand-wringing. When someone claims that global warming is causing more earthquakes in Greenland, the media love the (absurd) story line,74 and even though actual experts on glacial quakes exist,75 they are not cited in the widespread coverage of this supposedly ominous claim.

Even climate researchers76 have criticized the press’s sensationalism and habitual use of apocalyptic imagery. The desperation is certainly on display when hyping stories about polar bear populations being threatened. The media love little more than touting claims by (heavily vested) bureaucrats that we are chasing that ultimate in charismatic mega-fauna, the polar bear, from the world’s frozen stage, but leave it to the Nunatsiaq News—published in the bear’s backyard—to give space to actual expert-in-the-field opinion, which is that the bear is thriving and will in all likelihood continue to do so.77 Either that, or else has apparently gone extinct several times before,78 given that the Arctic during the  early Holocene was warmer and had less ice cover than the present. More telling, Arctic summer temperatures during the Last Interglacial Period (LIG) were 4-8°C warmer than the present .79


Topping Time magazine’s silly “Be Very Worried” polar bear cover story, Reuters’ Alister Doyle used a small and unscientific study to bolster the alarmism. Senator James Inhofe told the story: Doyle “quoted a visitor to the Arctic who claims he saw two distressed polar bears. According to the Reuters article, the man noted that ‘one of [the polar bears] looked to be dead and the other one looked to be exhausted.’ The article did not state the bears were actually dead or exhausted, rather that they ‘looked’ that way.”80 Although people who live to tell about how polar bears looked, generally looked at them from a distance, Doyle wrote a story saying the bears were fatigued and that this surely must be due to global warming.81


Of course it is. Everything is.

The press breathes heavily over too-good-to-be-true shrieks about any sort of devastation, for example the serial obituaries-in-waiting for coral reefs.82 Research revealing that coral reefs actually appear to be protected by a natural thermostat83—explaining how they, like polar bears, have not gone extinct during the numerous prior warmings greater than those experienced in the early and late twentieth century—is not deemed newsworthy.

The same holds true for their promotion of another Hollywood scenario, massive future sea-level rise.84 When a peer-reviewed article in the journal Global and Planetary Change concluded that sea-level rise would be about 27 percent lower than the UN was predicting,85 it never got popular press coverage. Nor did the evidence that the UN’s information was actually falsified.86 There is doubtless a very simple explanation, going something like this: surely you are already aware that, for whatever reason, the IPCC’s sea-level assessment is not generally produced by sea-level  experts,87 so there’s no need to waste space on it when debunked (“everyone already knows that” being a favorite line of biased journalists when challenged in person on their sins of omission).

Apparently it is enough to simply pass along to readers the scary  stuff.




PEOPLE WHO KILL TREES BY THE ACRE 

The media shares something else with CO2-spewing warmists like Al Gore, which is a need to take a long look in the mirror (knowing a few journalists, I’m confident they won’t object), and ask whether their own lifestyles match their alarmism. Possibly, as seems to be the case with Gore, such conflicts are pushed to the side by a belief that their own enormous carbon footprints are simply a necessary cost of saving the world, far outweighing the damage that they implicitly accept they inflict upon it.

For example, the Chicago Tribune was keen enough to note the dissonance between NBC’s hysteria and sending its stars traveling around the world to reveal how, well, traveling around the world threatens to destroy it. Anne Curry was off to nearby Antarctica and Al Roker halfway around the world to Ecuador, expanding the already enormous carbon footprint of a television network’s massive energy requirements and dependence upon every viewer plugging in and turning on an appliance. When called on it, they offered the expected response of the elites that their emissions are necessary in order to educate others on the horrors of their own:
It’s [host Matt] Lauer’s hope that if the special, far-flung Today  broadcasts do what they’re supposed to do, whatever the cost to the environment will be repaid many times over. “If we do our job well at these three locations, and in our programming, not just in that week but from now on, then I think we should get credit if we can motivate people...to improve their lives and  reduce their carbon footprint in very little ways,” he said. “Measure this trip [by] the impact it will have on the people.” That includes some introspection for a father of three with an SUV. “Is there a way that I can get around that? These are the questions we’re going to try to ask during this week,” Lauer said. Said Vieira: “The bar is very high, and I can tell you every one on the team wants to reach it.” Even if it means taking the subway?88






Of course NBC just happens to be owned by General Electric, a manufacturer of electricity-gulping appliances and incandescent light bulbs, but also of the more profitable (if less effective or adaptable) compact fluorescent light bulb that Congress just made you buy in the 2007 “energy” bill. It also owns the same windmill company that prompted its previous owner, that icon of corporate responsibility Enron, to push the Kyoto agenda and seek “to monitize [sic] our relationship with the green groups.”89  Oh yeah, they’ve also invested in greenhouse gas credits,90 a Pet Rock-style novelty which is worthless until Congress regulates greenhouse gas emissions.

Not content to stop there, as the Democratic presidential candidates prepared for an “environmentally themed debate” in November 2007, NBC helped soften up the audience by mainstreaming the moonbattery, with an entire “Green Week” heavily pushed with breathless spots on television and radio and of course redoing their website and adding a dedicated section.91 They followed this with an Earth Week in April 2008. At least it wasn’t entirely nuts; there was a segment on “Green Astrology.” I did my part by turning off NBC. Only legitimate emissions for me.




A SCARE IS BORN 

CBS News perfectly encapsulated the state of environmental journalism in a job-listing seeking an environmental reporter. The  network made clear that a sense of humor was more important than knowledge of the issues, which CBS went so far as to downplay as not necessary.92 Apparently, they’ll tell you what you need to know. Or those nice groups who send the useful press releases you’ll be transcribing. The funny bone, however, is required largely for the running joke the press is pulling on the public when it comes to presenting tales about the environment and especially the greatest threat since the last greatest threat.

In fact, for over a century the print and electronic media have made clear to today’s global warming industry that they’d be there for them, promiscuously feeding the public never-ending tales of projected horrors in hopes of selling copy or drawing viewers. As such, they were among the first to cash in on the notion that contemporary weather events—and even, for example, the Titanic hitting an iceberg—were omens of future climate catastrophe.

Whether it was cooling, warming, cooling, or now warming again, the media ritually followed the weather with confident predictions, always grounded in expert opinion. At some point this becomes self-parody, particularly as the Information Age leaves them occasionally squirming out from under past gasbaggery, leaving bits and bytes to forever mock their current panic.

From one perspective, it is completely understandable how the media strive to ignore the previous, entirely contrary predictions and their own participation in the hype. The same resistance to come clean likely also contributes to their reticence to report evidence of scientific professional misconduct and even fraud in the world of climate-related research.

But-for the media’s exploitation of public trust, and shameless trumpeting as settled truth every conceivable angle of the Man-as-agent-of-doom theory, today’s global warming alarmism would not be what it is among thousands of increasingly edgy activists spewing hate, making threats and chaining themselves to industrial facilities and construction sites.

The media contort even the most mundane reportage to invoke an angle of climate change intrigue. For example, a recent BBC headline blared “Autumn ‘one of driest on record.’”93 As an attention grabber, I’ve seen better, but consider the alternative: no story. My British colleague Iain Murray reminds me that a wet and cool summer, turned dry and warm autumn, is a well-known weather pattern in Old Blighty. But it needn’t be merely that. Instead, it is  one of the driest on record. At least this particular story was honest enough to reveal that “on record” means since 1972.

Think about how tired the phrase has become, “one of the (fill in the blank) on record.” It is an indispensable tool of today’s reporter, adding just enough zest to keep you awake for a story on how wet or dry the autumn has or hasn’t been, preparing us all for that moment in line at the post office when forced to make conversation.  Thank you, BBC!


Yet such meaningless reportage is also now a staple in itself even if, as I understand statistics, the odds are about fifty-fifty that any one year will be above average of whatever it is we are measuring, and equally likely to be below (averages themselves being mere artifacts of data). If your threshold for newsworthiness is fitting into the top or bottom quartile, “one of the [blank]est [blank]s on record” is a fair assessment of one out of every two years for any given indicator.

Although banal, these endless efforts to make average weather newsworthy are a gateway drug for an alarmist press eager to assist the global warming industry, of which it is a part.




TRICKS OF THE TRADE 

Now when the press does deal with skeptics, it is with noses firmly held, knowing full well it is unnecessary and even inappropriate. The Financial Times’s Fiona Harvey, whose reportage is actually less hysterical than that of many American reporters, candidly  admitted as much to über-alarmist Mark Hertsgaard of that self-parody of righteous green indignation Vanity Fair (which, for some reason, refuses to publish even its hyped “green issue” on recycled paper94). Said Harvey, European-based reporters refuse to provide even the American level of “giv[ing] equal credence to the skeptics . . . not because we’re not balanced but because we think it’s unbalanced to give equal validity to a fringe view with no science behind them.”95 Such blindness led to, for example, Ms. Harvey penning a story with the lead “Scientists have been able to say with virtual certainty for the first time that the climate change observed over the past four decades is man made and not the result of natural phenomena.” In truth, this was absurd because the cited study “found” no such thing, but instead expressly assumed it, then gamed out scenarios which were then styled with the risible “consistent with warming” and, therefore, caused by man. That episode reflected neither science nor journalism.

The press also adopts the greens’ rhetoric. Remember the day you noticed how “global warming” had suddenly become “climate change,” with no questions asked? Remember when George W. Bush suddenly both “refused to sign” and “withdrew from” the Kyoto Protocol, a metaphysically impossible combination that also managed to leave unmentioned that Bush couldn’t sign Kyoto—Clinton already had—and he couldn’t withdraw from it, because we had never ratified it. We then read that Bush “refused to ratify” Kyoto, in the strange phraseology of the Washington Post among others, revealing a certain lack of familiarity with our constitutional separation of powers.

We read that he “squandered post-9/11 goodwill,” by refusing to push for ratification of any agreement that exempted China and India—though this was the Clinton-Gore position. We were told that Bush must match Europe’s success (as Europe’s emissions and energy prices skyrocket), and must stop being a rogue actor (as the U.S. leads the world in terms of growing its economy while reducing  the rate of growth of CO2 emissions, which apparently do not really matter). They parrot environmentalist talking points about how the U.S. is “being left behind”—by actually having better emission performance than others, which they don’t tell you—and “going it alone”—with 155 other nations.

We are to assume that such coordinated, incomprehensible breathlessness originated with reporters. An entire industry somehow gets the same things wrong in the same couple of ways, if consistent with the language of green groups who happen to require the same particular, misstated dynamic for their fundraising and political ends.




COULDA, SHOULDA, WOULDA 

The environmental press, including editors, management, and ownership, are addicted to substantively useless verbal auxiliaries such as “could,” “may,” and “might.” As Australian professor Robert Carter notes, “Since the early 1990s, the columns of many leading newspapers, worldwide, have carried an increasing stream of alarmist letters and articles on hypothetical, human-caused climate change . . . . Each such alarmist article is liberally larded with words such as—if, may, might, could, probably, perhaps, likely, expected, projected or modelled [sic]—and many involve such deep dreaming, or ignorance of scientific facts and principles, that they are akin to nonsense.”96 Add to this an infatuation with “perhaps.”97


Amy Kaleita and Gregory Forbes of the Pacific Research Institute explained the phenomenon: “Apocalyptic stories about the irreparable, catastrophic damage that humans are doing to the natural environment have been around for a long time. These hysterics often have some basis in reality, but are blown up to illogical and ridiculous proportions. Part of the reason they’re so appealing is that they have the ring of plausibility along with the intrigue of a horror flick. In many cases, the alarmists identify a  legitimate issue, take the possible consequences to an extreme, and advocate action on the basis of these extreme projections.”98


A classic example of the media’s transparent alarmism occurred in the aforementioned honeybee crisis, just after research was published in September 2007 in a journal prone to alarmism and at the altar of which, therefore, the media pray. Yet the findings weren’t actually alarmist, but pointed a finger elsewhere than “climate change.” No such research can be allowed to stand, however, and the Washington Post dutifully ran a full page, A-Section story, buzzing with a border-to-border headline, “Weather may account for reduced honey crop.”99


Once you’ve learned alarm-ese, you realize what this really means: weather may not account for a reduced honey crop. In fact, here we see how “may” generally is code for “likely doesn’t” (or “won’t”). The Post admits in the third paragraph that the conclusion was that a virus is responsible, not “global warming.” “[L]ast week, the journal Science published a report that found a new virus, Israeli acute paralysis virus, appeared to be associated with [colony collapse disorder].”

So of course the headline said the opposite.

This is merely one more example of non-alarmist research being the kind that the Post and New York Times generally do not cover, unless and until they can turn it on its head or fill space with critics dismissing it. The Post also arranged to further promote the countervailing, alarmist claims by making the story’s author available on-line that day “to discuss this year’s disappointing honey crop and how extreme weather is affecting honeybees.” What he didn’t have time for is to read his own story, apparently, and anyone else who would tell you about how a virus is affecting honeybees was also busy.

That very same day the Post also ran a scary piece about the number of “gray whales [which] roamed the Pacific before humans decimated [sic] the population through hunting, and  human-induced climate change may now be depriving those that remain of the food they need. . . . The research, based on a detailed analysis of DNA taken from gray whales living in the eastern Pacific, highlights how human behavior has transformed the oceans, the scientists said.”100


For purposes of context, now compare this Man-as-agent-of-doom stuff to the can’t-really-be-good-news headline reporting precisely the opposite the year before, “PACIFIC COAST: Gray whales thrive in the Arctic, for now. More calves being born, but effects of warming not clear.” Actually, far from being unclear as to why the whales were prospering, this article’s opening paragraph confirmed the reason as being quite clear: slightly warmer waters. “The number of baby gray whales born along the Pacific Coast has increased over the last five years, leading scientists to believe that for now the pregnant females are doing all right feeding in a warming Arctic environment.”101 It seems that clarity only strikes headline writers when the indicator favors their doomsaying.

Also note the irresistible For now. As in, bad news about the planet is always around the corner.




MOTIVES MATTER, MAYBE 

It is standard media practice to label contrary voices as possibly “industry supported” (as are most greens, of course). Likewise, the media demean opinions of businesses who aren’t selling global warming get-rich-quick schemes. Firms who are interested parties facing serious consequences from the global warming agenda are simply not credible as they are tainted by possible profit motives. Yet the press regularly touts companies that are heavily vested in ensuring the agenda come to fruition as responsible actors willing to place right and good above mere commercial concerns.

So what if GE ended up with the big windmill concern that Enron had purchased as part of its making money off of lobbyists?  The fact is that GE (like Enron) is pushing for media-approved, massive governmental interventions in the economy in the name of saving the planet. They are therefore responsible. Like Al Gore. And those unnamed interests giving him $300 million to advance the agenda. And so on.

And to the extent the media allows contrary opinion to infect their pieces, they typically assign it possible financial motives, ties or interests, sometimes even just calling it “for hire.” It seems this widespread practice is driven by the belief that anyone who dares challenge their view must be on the take to do so. Newsweek  surely subscribes to this philosophy, as most grossly revealed in its “well-funded denial machine” cover story bemoaning the daunting challenge confronting our poor planet and its doughty defenders.102



“Back in 2001, I wondered out loud—and in print—if it would take ‘an environmental 9/11’ to finally break the corporate brake that is holding up all action on global warming in America. Since then, New Orleans has drowned, the South-east has dried up so severely the city of Atlanta is nearly out of water, and the skies over California have been turned red by the worst wildfires since records began. . . . Yet still the political debate in the US remains stuck far short of the drastic cuts in carbon emissions we need now if we are to stop this Weather of Mass Destruction.”

 




Johann Hari of The Independent (UK)




This is neither fair nor balanced. Environmental groups are massively funded and not merely from the super-wealthy and left-wing charitable foundations. They closely coordinate the warming agenda with “big business” seeking to cash in on any such cow ever since Enron got the ball rolling on this more than a decade ago. Yet the media harp only on the few corporate supports of those who oppose the alarmist agenda. Yet even the promiscuous use of ExxonMobil as the poster child is absurd not only given their actual stance on the matter but that the  company donates millions of dollars to environmentalist causes and pressure groups, a fact you likely have never heard.103


The media elect not to report how the environmentalist groups, which they cite for unbiased and expert opinion on these matters, also have cleverly used the Kyoto process to nicely feather their own nests with lucrative consultancies, roles as assessors of emissions, reductions and greenhouse gas “credit” veracity, and otherwise as paid supporters of the same carbon rationing or “cap-and-trade” scheme that for-profit industry is trying to milk.

A similar error of omission is media’s refusal to provide readers with the broader ideological stances and very specific rantings of the greens. Stories regularly set context by noting that business groups which are quoted want to make profits and/or avoid regulatory costs; groups such as the Competitive Enterprise Institute supporting free-market environmentalism and classical liberalism instead simply are “industry-supported.” This is not a new practice for the media, who acknowledge to it on occasion, for example with their erstwhile favorite global warming iconoclast, Senator John McCain,104 going so far as to “admit that reporters sometimes cover for him by not reporting controversial things he tells them on the record ‘because they don’t want to see him flame out and burn up a great story.’”105 That is, until McCain ran against their candidate for president, at which point he became just another Republican pretender.

The press similarly cover for the rest of the global warming or broader “green” movement, not finding it worthwhile to report the more revealing comments from this movement’s leaders—comments such as pining for massive depopulation including through painful malaria deaths, placing the value of a forest over stopping child sex slavery, and generally admitting that it is the imposition of values and lifestyle controls through the acquisition of power that they crave.106 Environmentalists “aspire to a cultural model in which  killing a forest will be considered more contemptible and more criminal than the sale of 6-year-old children” (German Green party official Carl Amery) and believe that “To feed a starving child is to exacerbate the world population problem” (now-infamous activist Lamont Cole).

The truth behind the movement is breathtaking, and if widely known, it would doom much of the massive fundraising appeal the greens have from elites, suburbia, and corporate America. It therefore is never mentioned when noting the greens as policy experts and prognosticators. Should a “skeptic” be caught expressing a view about abortion, affirmative action, or the Second Amendment that the press views as flat-out nuts (that is, the non-Left-wing perspective), then any mention of his work is deemed naked without it.

All of the above, if taken in isolation or if only engaged in on occasion, might arguably be no more than sloppiness or ignorance. But these are not merely instances; they are practices, applied unilaterally and with impressive discipline. The media cannot credibly deny their obvious, institutional decision to be active combatants in an ideological struggle no matter how much they protest or alternately insist that they must as an industry now commence these practices. Instead, they flaunt their commitment, admitting its equivalent—“balance is bias!”—as if it were the most natural thing in the world.




JUST DOIN’ OUR JOB 

It is true that the Fourth Estate cannot dictate events; it can merely influence them. The money and foot soldiers driving the agenda forward remain the ideologues, meaning-seekers, anti-Americans, pandering politicians, cynical Third World rent-seekers and, most important, the industries shamelessly seeking money for nothing that they could sell on its merits. It is the media campaign, however,  without which the current dynamic would not exist of Americans facing policymakers actually considering wildly expensive, sovereignty-eroding, energy-insecure, and (under any scenario or set of assumptions) climatically meaningless regimes to redistribute your wealth.

The media hardly operate in a vacuum, but have instead joined in a cooperative effort with particular climate scientists, in violation of journalism’s basic tenets which are not permitted to intrude on the alarmists’ march. As Christopher Shea noted in the  Boston Globe, “More and more environmentalists and climate scientists have been making the point that ‘objective’ journalists are doing as much as anyone (except maybe Hummer enthusiasts) to forestall action on global warming.”107 If people hear both sides, the alarmists lose.

It was only logical for the alarmist industry to target and indeed recruit the press for the struggle. Even the slightest doubt, if permitted to go unpunished, is fatal when the claims are so outlandish and the demanded response so expensive. Shea also cites how Michael Mann (more on him later) has warned science writers that to even quote a skeptic is akin to granting “the Flat Earth Society an equal say with NASA in the design of a new space satellite.” Mann ignores that the notion of a flat Earth came from the “consensus” of elites who insisted that the science had been decided and that dissent was intolerable.

The alarmist science writers take their campaign beyond the popular press and printed page, where they clearly consider the battle as won, toward seizing the reins of policy, which they caution will be an even greater challenge.


We are entering a period when careful interpretation and communication of the economic, political and social dimensions of climate change will be vital. Failure to tell these aspects of the story could be of even greater significance than the painfully  slow arrival at the basics of the science. The media will offer the context within which we decide the If, How and When of transforming energy-hungry lifestyles and economies.... The open terrain of these questions presents media decision-makers with a new set of challenges, and the way they handle scepticism will again be central to their performance.108




This is the counsel of environmental media researchers Eleni Andreadis and Joe Smith, in the British Journalism Review, reminding environmental journalists of their crucial role in herding policymakers toward desired ends: “Their principal question should be: Will this help to reduce emissions dramatically, or is it a way of only denting the status quo?” They exhorted their peers with advice, that “the media will also need to marry their critical faculties to a commitment to enable debate about action and change.” Also, “most [politicians] are frightened of sticking their necks out. They need to be given the space to think and experiment and lead public debate on action.” In short, we’re all in this movement together, so help the pols out by providing cover because, given the costs involved, those unpopular policies won’t simply enact themselves.




SOCIETY AFFAIR 

The sorry state of environmental journalism as a harbor and front for global warming activists is exemplified by the organization and membership of the Society of Environmental Journalists (SEJ), the self-selecting if recognized and establishment peer group of those wooly left-wingers who have chosen to “report” on the issues as their contribution to the cause.

SEJ’s website offers a view into the group’s purpose and self-image. “The mission of the Society of Environmental Journalists is to advance public understanding of environmental issues by  improving the quality, accuracy, and visibility of environmental reporting.”109 Such a vague description could easily apply to an organization of objective writers or an activist group. By now, however, you should spot the balancing test or tension inherent in a journalist seeking to improve one’s accuracy and visibility, particularly when it comes to the environment.

In this case, the statement applies to a group that is both scribbler and activist. Gauzy mission statements by no means dictate a group’s actions, but it is “visibility” that tips the SEJ’s hand. Nothing elevates a longtime backwater group such as theirs like promotion of “global warming.” No longer are they mere environmental scribes dealing with turgid regulatory policy, but warriors neck-deep in international negotiations, high finance, and now saving the planet.

SEJ’s “objectives” include two red flags, “to stimulate more and better coverage of a range of critically important environmental issues,” and “to encourage addition or expansion of environmental reporting positions within broadcast, print, and internet news organizations.” If the atmosphere isn’t warming, as ours hasn’t for a decade,110 there certainly would not be “more” coverage of the issue, leaving “environmental journalism” less well-off. Therefore “better” coverage, by the emerging, express industry standard, means abandoning any pretense to balance. So write that things are warming, dangerously.

Consider the comment of NYT environment guru Andy Revkin in a 2008 interview, relating the mood of the October 2006 SEJ conference. “I heard a lot of reporters doing public soul searching about climate change, saying that they were failing in their professional duty to calibrate the importance of the climate story to the amount of coverage.”111 He acknowledged, “We’ve certainly had a big up-tick in journalism coverage of climate change,” only to despair that Matthew Nesbit, communications professor at American University, researched the recent burst of coverage and his  polling “show[ed] that it hasn’t really mattered, that opinions haven’t really changed; they’ve become more polarized.” As noted, the CJR weighed in to suggest the tool of censorship.

These SEJ gatherings to which Revkin alluded include prominent roles for such doomsayers as Paul Ehrlich,112 who predicted that that in the 1970s and 1980s, “hundreds of millions of people will starve to death.” At these confabs SEJ members swoon over boys-made-good like ABC’s Bill Blakemore opining that “I don’t like the word ‘balance’ much at all” when it comes to producing global warming pieces, which he at least admits is an “existential” dilemma.113 But apparently people like yours truly are confronting “psychological obstacles” in our resistance to dire predictions of a climate crisis. This is of course a professional opinion because, “After extensive searches, ABC News has found no such [scientific] debate on global warming.”114


Despite implicitly admitting to having done not a moment of research, “Blakemore, who has covered numerous wars over the years, said global warming is the most challenging story he’s worked on. ‘It’s surreal to have pre-eminent scientists tell us very seriously that civilization as we know it is over,’ Blakemore said. ‘The scale is unprecedented. It touches every aspect of life.’”115


Remember, this is a reporter we’re talking about.

We also see such shining examples of professionalism as CBS’s Scott Pelley, whose promotion of global warming alarmism is so ham-fisted that when he seeks to explain away his bias he merely adds to the evidence. To wit, Pelley says his professional standards don’t require inclusion of opinions counter to the alarmists’ because: “If I do an interview with Elie Wiesel, am I required as a journalist to find a Holocaust denier?”116 (Of course, after making this claim he flew halfway around the world to actually interview the Holocaust denier Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, only further confusing his analogy.) Like Blakemore, Pelley also claimed he couldn’t find any “respected” skeptics anyway. 117


As Pacific Research Institute’s Kaleita and Forbes noted about SEJ’s bias, particularly when it comes to “global warming” alarmism:
Disturbingly, alarmist reporting on the science of climate change is now considered by many to be the most appropriate way to communicate this complicated issue to the public . . . [T]he Spring 2006 SEJournal, published by the Society of Environmental Journalists (SEJ), argued against balance in the discussion. Arguments such as these send the dangerous message that it’s acceptable to present extreme viewpoints without providing either the larger context or an assessment of the likelihood of extreme outcomes.118






The American Thinker’s Christopher Alleva noted a typically hoary SEJ publication cleverly titled “Climate Change: A guide to the information and disinformation”:119 
Except for the seventh chapter titled with the freighted descriptive: “Deniers, Dissenters and Skeptics,” the guide is a one sided presentation that resoundingly affirms global warming and puts down anyone with a different point of view. The site is a virtual digest of the global warming industry. If you’re looking for a road map to the special interest groups behind the hysteria, this is the place to go. The journalist members of this association have obviously abandoned all pretense of objectivity.

The site is largely a compendium of links to global warming promoters. Many of the links use adjectives like prestigious, best respected, and reputation unrivaled to burnish their credibility. The so-called deniers on the other hand are described with adjectives like, highly polemical, outright false, and deceptive partisan attack dogs. The description of the Competitive  Enterprise Institute is especially derisive, citing the often leveled false accusation that they are the tool of Exxon Mobil. 120






I am affiliated with CEI, and although I make a point of not seeking to know where support comes from, it is unavoidable to have learned that ExxonMobil provides CEI no support, which was also the case when this report was issued. Such advocacy and sloth prompted Alleva to ask, “And this is journalism at its finest?” noting also that “[t]he SEJ is supported mainly by foundation grants from many of the places that fund Bill Moyers and PBS.” With SEJ members committed to the idea that funding dictates the mission, surely they’ll agree that this is all you need to know.




WHO’S THE ONE IN DENIAL? 


USA Today worked overtime to actually deny the past cooling panic. In a February 2008 article the paper trumpeted a claim that “[t]he supposed ‘global cooling’ consensus among scientists in the 1970s—frequently offered by global-warming skeptics as proof that climatologists can’t make up their minds—is a myth.”121 Clearly the past is (again) proving inconvenient to alarmists. The problem with this as with all such revisionism is that it is phony.

It is undeniable that global cooling was officially on the international scientific agenda as early as October 1963, when the United Nations Food & Agriculture Organization convened a conference in Rome on the threat that global cooling posed to world food supplies. Eminent British climatologist Hubert Lamb led the discussions, and after that the cooling story ran through the late 1970s.122 Documentaries then also seized the cooling angle, for example the The Weather Machine (1974), a two-hour production for the BBC, WNET, and four other national broadcasters in  which leading experts detailed their great concerns about what the global cooling portended.

Popular books included both Hot House Earth and The Cooling  , but also The Weather Conspiracy—The Coming of the New Ice Age written with the assistance of reporters and which derided zeitgeist-heretics as “hot-earth men.”123


It is also true that the media did run with a minority shrieking about cooling when it appears a majority among the very-divided scientific community were gunning the warming bandwagon’s engine. But this claim proves too much: back then as in recent years, what was in the literature was not what was driving the debate, which was instead driven by a filtered view of it; but the gatekeepers then are the same as today.

To now claim that the cooling assertions came from fringe elements is to deny the record, including debates by the American Association for the Advancement of Science.124 In short, the media listen to whom they wish to listen, and write what they wish to write, but it rarely reflects the true nature of the literature.

Sociologist Dr. Benny Peiser, who publishes the CCNet summary of climate literature and media coverage, has detailed how “many environmental writers and editors have all but abandoned traditional forms of journalistic balance over the issue of global warming.”125 Consider the following example of collective guilt. Amid the Bali negotiations to draft a successor to the doomed Kyoto Protocol in December 2007, climate scientist Roger Pielke Jr. focused on the media’s systematic exclusion of “skeptic” voices and inconvenient research. He cited a study (Vecchi and Soden 2007) revealing no link between hurricanes and “global warming” that actually made its way past the censors at Nature magazine—a source to which environmental journalists turn almost daily for heated stories—but which fell on deaf ears while the press love-bombed Webster and Holland (Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London 2007), a study appearing in  a less-prominent journal claiming the opposite. Pielke Jr. pointed out that the media covered the Webster and Holland study in seventy-nine stories. Vecchi and Soden made it only into three. “What accounts for the 26 to 1 ratio in news stories?” Pielke asked.126


This bias was affirmed when NOAA pronounced what experts had been saying to an uniterested media for years: the increase in storms’ destruction was not from angrier or more frequent hurricanes but people putting more and more things in the storms’ paths. 127 That’s not exactly the media’s story line, so it was largely ignored.

Although the media love promoting scary stores out of Nature,  National Review blogger and Detroit News cartoonist Henry Payne chronicled a complete lack of interest in Pielke’s eye-opening revelation.128 Payne examined the excuse offered by the Times’  Andy Revkin: that it simply springs from the media’s preference for reporting on conflict.129


While a revealing attempt at admission, would that it were in fact even remotely plausible. As Payne notes, that very same week the press managed to ignore numerous conflicts at the Bali conference which they also saturated with coverage, touting the U.S.-bad-Europe-good line. These included the UN’s denying press credentials to non-conforming journalists, denying access to non-conforming scientists, and even threatening to have them removed by force, signatures by more than one hundred scientists (including pioneers like Freeman Dyson) on a letter to Ban Ki-moon calling for a halt to the UN’s alarmist push temperature data released revealing no warming trend, and open discussion about the fact that the bogeyman U.S. had superior CO2 emission performance to Europe.130


Peiser, Pielke Jr., and Payne are certainly not alone in noticing this unbalanced reporting, which includes risible hype of even the silliest assertions, like Reuters’ uncritical promotion of a claim that Mammoth dung exposed in melting permafrost “will lead to a type of global warming which will be impossible to stop.”131 It seems  more like “global warming” is leading to unstoppable quantities of dung, as a New York television station took this “story” one step further, casually describing permafrost melting as “releasing more deadly greenhouse gas.”132 Deadly? That’s simply a manifestation of the deadly combination of conditioning and ignorance.




MAKING A DIFFERENCE 

Some media players embody the environmental advocate using journalism as their vehicle. For example, at a “communications workshop” hosted for alarmist and media elites in 2005, San Diego Union Tribune science writer Bruce Lieberman said editors need to recognize that while weather and climate are not synonymous, particular weather patterns can provide “teachable moments” if put “in the proper context.”133 Just what that context might be is hinted at by his further complaint that the notion of the “settled science” of climate change was insufficiently ingrained in the broader public.


Seattle Post-Intelligencer editorial page editor Mark Trahant declared near the end of the previous year’s session, “Fairness, or journalistic balance, is the obstacle. . . . It’s time for journalists . . . to declare outright that truth is a higher calling than fairness.”134  When Michael Mann’s hockey-stick-shaped graph of historical temperatures was debunked, Trahant called it “quibbling.”135  Revkin is actually more thoughtful if quite obviously a convicted alarmist. Despite being among the greens’ more sophisticated advocates, even he brings their calumny down upon himself136 with the occasional fit of balance. 137 Unfortunately, those fits are too few and too far between.

Andy wrote a book called The North Pole Was Here (okay, so the North Pole actually can’t really melt as implied, because it is the point in the northern hemisphere where the Earth’s axis of rotation meets the Earth’s surface; what’s pushing a little ignorance  on kids if it’s in the name of scaring them?). This book targeting children takes only the alarmist side; nowhere does Andy acknowledge that the computer models might be wrong, are being proven wrong, or that natural climate variability could be dominant.

Mr. Revkin has also created a story138 and slide show139 for the AARP called “global meltdown.” He molds young journo-activist minds teaching “environmental journalism” at Columbia University. He also tours other classrooms to reveal that he is no uni-faceted journalist but also an environmental musician and songwriter, with one ditty in his repertoire title “Liberated Carbon”:
Then Satan came along and said,

‘Hey, try lighting this.’

He opened up the ground and showed us coal and oil.

He said, ‘Come liberate some carbon. It’ll make your blood boil.’

Liberated carbon, it’ll spin your wheels.

Liberated carbon it’ll nuke your meals.

Liberated carbon, it’ll turn your night to day.

Come on and liberate some carbon, babe, it’s the American way.





Ah, that old device of objectivity, analogizing your subject to the Devil’s Plaything.

The point here is that Andy has a definite perspective. Political journalists vote Democrat 90 percent of the time and insist that their perspective doesn’t infect their coverage. That is as demonstrably untrue with them as such a claim would be in this case.

Andy coined a new term on his blog: The “Anthrocene” era—indicating his belief that the present is the era of a human-shaped Earth. With that premise securely stowed in his bandolier, and following publication of the Fourth IPCC report in 2007, Andy rather typically wrote, “In a bleak and powerful assessment of the future of the planet . . .”140 This assessment disguised an inconvenient  truth, that the document at issue actually reduced its projection since the last time around of Man’s total impact on the climate and cut its sea level rise, and so on.

In a highly compensated speech in Washington State, Andy did not disappoint. As the Olympian reported, in a piece whose headline fittingly noted his activism, “Speakers exhort crowd to act on Earth’s behalf”:
Revkin emphasized that carbon emissions will remain in the atmosphere for decades, and younger generations will be stuck with their effects. “This is their climate more than our climate,” he said.... He added that developing countries would be disproportionately affected by growing gas emissions from industrialized countries such as the United States, because 70 percent of emissions come from them. Some rich people in the Netherlands are building floating houses that can withstand sea-level rise, but the coastal poor in Bangladesh will be swamped, he said. “There’s a growing realization that a kid in Bangladesh is your neighbor,” he said.141






Even drained of its emotional attachment to the issue (and the scare tactics intimating some high level of confidence that massive sea level rise is in the near or even foreseeable future), this is not a newsman reporting, this is the purest expression that even possibly the best environment reporter in the game is an advocate, an activist.




CASE STUDY IN INSTITUTIONAL MEDIA ALARMISM AND BIAS: THE WASHINGTON POST 

All of our national newspapers are deeply vested players in the global warming industry. The Washington Post, New York Times,  Los Angeles Times, and USA Today all regularly weigh in with  editorials, in-house columnists, “news” items and human interest stories declaring certain catastrophe, and irresponsibility of those whose politics they do not like.

The Post’s assault is typical in its disregard for facts and reason. Its heated issuances are merely more frequent, given its proximity to that source of all the world’s problems—the Bush White House.

If nothing else, the Post is good at volume control—getting loud when the news is “good” (bad), and quieting down otherwise. It hurled a three-pronged assault of brow-furrowing at the Supreme Court in the days before argument in the important  Massachusetts v. EPA case, including heart-wrenching tales of ski resorts in peril. Yet within months, when the ski slopes confronted a record season, the Post was no longer interested in the fate of that industry. Who cares about Switzerland having its strongest early winter accumulation in fifty-five years, or early snow in the ski-dependent Wyoming Tetons, Oregon Cascades, New Hampshire, and Idaho, as well as China, Hungary, Serbia, and England. The Post was too busy that very week running a series of end-of-days, full-page stories on the IPCC’s tales of catastrophic warming.

Had it been late warming instead of early winter, or were we back in the cooling panic of the ’70s, or were treaties in the mix declaring war on planetary freezing, you can bet the WaPo coverage would’ve made Revelation look like a child’s bedtime story.

When the series of scandals exposing the flimsy nature of the alarmists’ case emerged in 2007, the national papers including the Post proved completely unwilling to directly report on facts. Substantiated claims that are inconsistent with the prevailing media template of warming-bad-U.S.-worse are typically revealed only well after the fact, for purposes of giving the alarmists a platform to diminish its significance.142


Finally, consider the Post’s sister publication, Newsweek, which boasts a decades-long track record of climate hysteria and presently employs one of the sillier scribblers on the topic. Sharon Begley, co-author of Newsweek’s bizarre “how not to report on ‘global warming’” cover story, “The Truth about Denial”143—a piece so bad that one of the magazine’s editors immediately published a sharp rebuke/apologia—has long been peddling one version or another of doomsday, consistent with the prevailing wisdom.

As Pat Michaels noted in his 2004 book Meltdown, “For years, science reporter Sharon Begley has been chasing a peculiar twist on global warming hysteria: that heating the planet will cause an ice age.”144 Begley’s “Truth about Denial” piece was a conspiracy script: “Since the late 1980s, this well-coordinated, well-funded campaign by contrarian scientists, free-market think tanks and industry has created a paralyzing fog of doubt around climate change.”

The website for the GOP side of the Senate’s Environment and Public Works Committee saw a problem here: “The only problem is—Newsweek knew better. Reporter Eve Conant, who interviewed Senator James Inhofe (R-Okla.), the Ranking Member of the Environment & Public Works Committee, was given all the latest data proving conclusively that it is the proponents of manmade global warming fears that enjoy a monumental funding advantage over the skeptics. (A whopping $50 BILLION to a paltry $19 MILLION and some change for skeptics—Yes, that is BILLION to MILLION ).”145


Begley’s sins of commission and omission were too much for  Newsweek Contributing Editor Robert Samuelson who posted a response in the magazine’s next issue, calling it a “highly contrived story” relying upon “discredited” allegations and that in essence it was “fundamentally misleading.”146 Wrote Samuelson, “We in the news business often enlist in moral crusades. Global warming is  among the latest. Unfortunately, self-righteous indignation can undermine good journalism. Last week’s Newsweek cover story on global warming is a sobering reminder.” Ouch. And that’s from her own team.

Eyes wide shut, Begley was soon right back at it, hysterically if without justification blaming the 2008 U.S. Midwest floods on Man-made global warming. 147


As blowback against the odious “Holocaust denier” tag grew, and despite being called out by a highly respected colleague for her name-calling, Begley sought to cleverly change the vernacular to allow the practice to continue. In another forum at about the same time, she opted instead for analogizing those who deny future climate horrors to those “who think the moon landings took place on a stage in Arizona.”148 Begley’s persistence is certainly endearing, in an embarrassing way.




BLOWIN’ WITH THE WIND—THE WEATHER CHANNEL 

The media’s tone seems to be exemplified if not actually set by The Weather Channel, an outlet whose entire existence is dedicated to putting fannies on the sofa to stare at programs about weather. Guess which kind of weather they prefer? TWC has gone beyond forecasting and has delved into full-blown global warming alarmism, even bringing some climate activists on staff.

TWC’s financial interest in promoting scary stories and even outright alarm is axiomatic. Programs about pleasant days and waves calmly lapping at the shores do not draw good ratings. Pushing scary weather is not, however, the same thing as promoting the green agenda by slinging alarmist invective against heretical climate rationalists and pushing governmental policies designed to make energy more expensive and therefore more scarce. Yet both activities are now TWC hallmarks.

In a broadside aimed at alarmism, generally, but drawn in great part from disillusionment over how far his project has strayed from its original vision, Weather Channel founder John Coleman wrote scathingly of how a handful of “dastardly scientists with environmental and political motives manipulated long term scientific data to create an illusion of rapid global warming.”149
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