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BREAKING - Just 0.3% of Scientists agree
Humanity is causing Climate Change;
NOT 97% as falsely spread by the UN

- by The Exposé, 21 Apr 2023, LINK

You have likely heard that 97% of scientists agree on
human-driven climate change. The overwhelming
majority of scientists take no view on the question of
whether climate change is man-made, for it is beyond

our present knowledge to answer.

Only 0.3% of science papers state humans are the cause
of climate change. And when surveyed, only 18% of
scientists believed that a large amount - or all — of
additional climate change could be averted.

There is no scien-
tific evidence or
method that can
determine how
much of the tem-
perature change

since 1900 was caused by humans. We know that

forces.

temperature has varied greatly over the millennia. We
also know that for virtually all of that time, global
warming and cooling were driven entirely by natural

“97% Consensus’ — What Consensus?

- by Gregory Wrightstone, Executive Director
CO2 Coalition, 31 Oct 2023, LINK

You have likely heard that 97% of scientists agree on
human-driven climate change. You may also have
heard that those who don’t buy into the climate-
apocalypse mantra are “science deniers.” The truth is
that a whole lot more than 3% of scientists are scep-
tical of the party line on climate. A whole lot more.

The many scientists, engineers and energy ex-
perts that comprise the CO2 Coalition are often ask-
ed something along the lines of: “So you believe in
climate change, then?” Our answer? “Yes, of course
we do: it has been happening for hundreds of mil-
lions of years.” It is important to ask the right ques-
tions. The question is not, “Is climate change happe-
ning?” The real question of serious importance is,
“Is climate change now driven primarily by human
actions? That question should be followed up by “is
our changing climate beneficial or harmful to eco-
systems and humanity?”

There are some scientific truths that are quantifi-
able and easily proven, and with which, I am confi-
dent, at least 97% of scientists agree. Here are two:
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1. Carbon dioxide concentration has been
increasing in recent years.

2. Temperatures, as measured by thermometers
and satellites, have been generally increasing
in fits and starts for more than 150 years.

What is impossible to quantify is the actual percent-
age of warming that is attributable to increased an-
thropogenic (human-caused) CO2. There is no sci-
entific evidence or method that can determine how
much of the warming we’ve had since 1900 that was
directly caused by us.

We know that temperature has varied greatly
over the millennia. We also know that for virtually
all of that time, global warming and cooling were
driven entirely by natural forces, which did not cea-
se to operate at the beginning of the 20th century.

The claim that most modern warming is
attributable to human activities is scientifically
insupportable. The truth is that we do not know. We
need to be able to separate what we do know from
that which is only conjecture.

What is the basis for the “97%
consensus” notion? Is it true?

Hint: You can’t spell consensus without “con.”

If, indeed, 97% of all scientists truly believed that
human activities were causing the moderate warm-
ing that we have seen in the last 150 years, it would
be reasonable for one to consider this when deter-
mining what to believe. One would be wrong, how-
ever.

Science, unlike religion, is not a belief system.
Scientists, just like anyone else, will say that they
believe things — whether they believe them or not -
for social convenience, political expediency or
financial profit. For this and other good reasons,
science is not founded upon the beliefs of scientists.
It is a disciplined method of inquiry, by which
scientists apply pre-existing theory to observation
and measurement, so as to develop or to reject a
theory, so that they can unravel as clearly and as
certainly as possible the distinction between what
the Greek philosopher Anaximander called “that
which is and that which is not”

Abu Ali ibn al-Haytham, the natural philosopher

of 11th-century Iraq who founded the scientific
method in the East, once wrote:

"The seeker after truth [his beautiful description of the
scientist] does not place his faith in any mere consen-
sus, however venerable or widespread. Instead, he
subjects what he has learned of it to inquiry, inspec-
tion and investigation. The road to the truth is long
and hard, but that is the road we must follow."

The long and hard road to scientific truth cannot
be followed by the trivial expedient of a mere head-
count among those who make their livings from
government funding. Therefore, the mere fact that
climate activists find themselves so often appealing
to an imagined and (as we shall see) imaginary
“consensus” is a red flag. They are far less sure of
the supposed scientific truths to which they cling
than they would like us to believe. “Consensus,”
here, is a crutch for lame science.

What, then, is the origin of the “97% consensus”
notion? Is it backed up with research and data?

The earliest attempt to document a “consensus”
on climate change was a 2004 paper cited by Al
Gore in his allegedly non-fiction book, ‘An Inconve-
nient Truth’- Gore attended natural science class at
Harvard, but got a D grade for it. The author of the
cited paper, Naomi Oreskes, asserted that 75% of
nearly 1,000 papers she had reviewed on the ques-
tion of climate change agreed with the “consensus”
proposition favoured by the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (“IPCC”): “Most of the
observed warming over the last 50 years is likely to
have been due to the increase in greenhouse gas
concentrations.” None, she maintained, dissented
from this line of reasoning,.

The Oreskes paper came to the attention of
Klaus-Martin Schulte, an eminent London surgeon,
who had become concerned with the adverse health
effects of his patients from their belief in apocalyp-
tic global warming.

Professor Schulte decided to update Oreskes’
work. However, he found that only 45% of several
hundred papers endorsed the “consensus” position.
He concluded: “There appears to be little basis in the
peer-reviewed scientific literature for the degree of al-
arm on the issue of climate change which is being ex-
pressed in the media and by politicians, now carried ov-
er into the medical world and experienced by patients.”
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