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Executive Summary

4

In recent years, climate change has
emerged as one of the most high-profile
issues facing policy-makers around the
world. Environmental activists frequently
warn that there will be dire consequences
if governments fail to do enough to combat
climate change by mandating dramatic
cuts in greenhouse gas emissions. While
the activists are correct in arguing that
doing too little to combat climate change
would be undesirable, there also exists a
danger that policy-makers will do too much.
The policies advocated by environmental
activists are extremely ambitious and
entail enormous costs that should be
recoghized and carefully considered
before such policies are adopted. This
paper argues in favour of a cost-benefit
analysis approach to environmental policy-
making, and it identifies obstacles to

the development of this type of rational
process for policy development in the
years ahead.

In particular, the paper details numerous
explicit expressions of hostility to a
cost-benefit approach from prominent
proponents of dramatic carbon-reduction
policies. This hostility to cost-benefit
analysis represents a major obstacle to
the development of sound public policy.
This paper then discusses the reasons

for this hostility. Specifically, the author
examines the speeches and writings

of prominent climate change activists,
showing that many view climate change as
not merely an environmental problem to
be solved but as a political opportunity to
be exploited. By examining the philoso-
phical assumptions that underlie the rhetoric
and policy proposals of certain environmen-
tal activists, this paper shows that many
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environmentalists view climate change

as a valuable opportunity to transform
Western civilization in ways they would
approve of even if global warming were
not occurring. These activists think that
through policies that are ostensibly
designed to address global warming they
can accomplish a range of other objectives
such as reducing global inequality of
wealth, creating a more harmonious
international order, strengthening the ties
of community in industrial countries and
even restoring meaning and purpose to
modern life. For example:

Timmons Roberts and Bradley
Parks state that aggressive carbon
reduction strategies in rich countries
should be used to: “signal a desire to
reverse long-standing patterns of global
inequality.”

Bill McKibben: “"We know that those
[carbon] reductions will play out close to
home, changing the shape of everyday
life. Changing it for the better, as we learn
once more to rely on those around us.”

Doyle Canning: “Building an ecology
movement is embedding the necessity

of a systemic response to the systemic
breakdown of the planet, in the necessity
of synergizing the global movements for
peace, global justice, freedom, and direct
democracy.”

Al Gore: "It [global warming] is the most
dangerous challenge we’ve ever faced, but
it is also the greatest opportunity we have
had to make changes.”

Van Jones (Former Advisor to Barack
Obama): “This movement is deeper than
a solar panel. Don’t stop there. No, we're
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going to change the whole system. We're
going to change the whole thing. We're
not going to put a new battery in a broken
system. We want a new system.”

Many view climate change

: o as not merely an environmental
Since many activists such as Al Gore,

Bill McKibben, Doyle Canning and
Timmons Roberts think the more dramatic
policies they propose will contribute to

a transformation of civilization for the
better in a number of different ways, they .
are likely to oppose proposals that are explo:ted.
more modest, even if they seem more

reasonable on the basis of simple cost-

benefit analyses.

problem to be solved but as

a political opportunity to be

Al Gore explicitly describes climate change
as the “greatest opportunity we have had
to make changes.” This paper shows that
Gore and others hope to achieve a wide
range of goals—not just reducing global
temperatures—through their preferred
carbon-reduction policies. It is therefore
unsurprising that they are extremely
hostile to the suggestion that easier,
cheaper policies may be more prudent and
that they oppose a cost-benefit approach
to policy analysis that fails to capture
many of the benefits they hope to achieve
through drastic GHG reduction efforts.

5
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Section I: Introduction

The Need for Cost-Benefit Analysis
in Climate Change Policy

6

In recent years, climate change has
emerged as one of the most high-profile
issues facing policy-makers around the
world. There is widespread concern

about the potential consequences of
global warming, and there is tremendous
pressure on politicians to actively partici-
pate in the development of aggressive
responses. A significant percentage of the
population in most developed countries
has become convinced by the argument,
made by environmental activists for some
time, that governments around the world
should take immediate, dramatic action
to curb emissions of greenhouse gasses
(GHGs), which are considered by many to
be the most important cause of climate
change.

The majority of scientists in the field
believe that long-term global warming

is taking place, that it is caused at least
partially by human activities and that it
may well cause problems for mankind

in the decades ahead. In light of this
majority opinion, environmental activists
warn there will be dire consequences if the
world’s policy-makers ignhore the problem
of climate change or fail to do enough to
combat it by mandating dramatic cuts in
GHG emissions.!?
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While the activists are correct in arguing
that doing too little to combat climate
change would be undesirable, there also
exists a danger that policy-makers will
do too much. The policies advocated by
environmental activists are extremely
ambitious and entail enormous costs
that should be recognized and carefully
considered before such policies are
adopted. Although weighing the costs of
various approaches to climate change
against their benefits is necessary to the
development of good public policy, there
exists a significant possibility that honest
cost-benefit analyses will not shape our
decision-making in the years ahead.

The plan for this policy study is as follows:
Section 2 will examine some of the policy
proposals advanced by prominent climate
change activists, focusing on the signifi-
cant costs that would result from their
implementation. Having illustrated the
human and financial costs associated with
ambitious emission targets, the author will
argue that all policy proposals designed
to combat climate change should be
subjected to rigorous cost-benefit analysis
to ensure they do more good than harm
to mankind. Section 3 will discuss poten-
tial obstacles to the development of such
an approach including the explicit hostility
to cost-benefit analysis that has been
expressed by some—such as Rajendra
Pachauri—and a tendency on the part

of others—such as Tim Flannery—to
misrepresent the threat posed by climate
change. Section 4 will argue that the
opposition on the part of some activists to
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The policies advocated by
environmental activists are
extremely ambitious and
entail enormous costs

that should be recognized
and carefully considered

. . _ before such policies
cost-benefit analyses, and their unrealistic

representation of the threat posed by are adopted.
climate change, stems largely from their
perception of climate change as not only

a problem to be solved but also a political
opportunity to be exploited. By examining
the philosophical assumptions that under-
lie the rhetoric and policy proposals of
certain environmental activists, this paper
will attempt to demonstrate that many
environmentalists view climate change

as a valuable opportunity to transform
Western civilization in ways they approve
of. Since they believe that the more-
dramatic policies that they propose

will contribute to a transformation of
civilization for the better, they will strongly
oppose proposals that are more modest
even if they seem more reasonable on

the basis of simple cost-benefit analyses.
Section 5 concludes the paper.
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Section II:

The Costs of Action

8

Environmental activists frequently warn
of the enormous financial and human
costs we will incur by failing to act quickly
and decisively to combat climate change.
It is important, however, to recognize

the policies advocated by these activists
also have significant costs that should

be recognized and carefully considered.
Before considering the costs of the

more drastic policies recommended by
prominent environmentalists such as Al
Gore, George Monbiot, David Suzuki and
Tim Flannery, it is worthwhile to look
briefly at the estimated costs of the Kyoto
Protocol, the most important existing
international climate change policy.

The Kyoto Protocol has been in effect
since 2005, but there are several reasons
why it is difficult to precisely quantify

the global costs of its implementation.
For example, several countries, including
Spain and Canada, did not come close

to meeting their Kyoto targets, because
the governments in those countries
determined the economic cost of doing
so would be too great. Because these
countries did not achieve their targets,

it is impossible to put a dollar amount on
what the cost of the full implementation
would have been. Furthermore, even

in countries that met their targets, the
interaction of countless economic variables
makes it impossible to precisely tease
out the independent economic effect

of emission reductions and produce an
estimate of the Protocol’s cost.

Fortunately, it is unnecessary for the
purposes of this paper to examine the
long-standing debate over exactly how
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much the full implementation of the Kyoto
Accord would have cost. It is enough to
note that there were costs associated with
meeting Kyoto targets for many countries
and that these costs were significant.
Despite the counterintuitive claim made
by some activists that nations in the

Kyoto regime would gain economically

by their participation,? most estimates of
the cost of Kyoto run in the hundreds of
billions of dollars globally.® The fact that
Kyoto, which even its supporters recognize
would have a negligible impact on the
problem of climate change, comes with

a price tag in the hundreds of billions of
dollars demonstrates the enormous costs
associated with policies that mandate GHG
emission abatement.

Considering the significant costs of
meeting the targets of the Kyoto Protocol,
it is discouraging that climate change
activists routinely argue that fighting
climate change will require more drastic
and more expensive policy responses.* For
example, because the GHG cuts mandated
by Kyoto are insufficient to have a serious
effect on the global warming phenomenon
in the century ahead,® many argue for

the creation of a new, similarly designed
agreement with more-demanding targets.®
The costs of such a program would be
many times greater than the costs of
Kyoto, not only because the total number
of tonnes of GHG emissions to be cut
would be greater but also because the
marginal costs of cutting these additional
tonnes would be much higher than the
marginal costs of the tonnes of GHG cut
under Kyoto. This is because the easiest,
least expensive reductions in GHG are



the first ones undertaken in response

to government-mandated constraints

on emissions.” As restrictions on GHG
emissions tighten, emission reductions will
necessarily shift from the cheapest cuts,
which will have already been made, to the
more difficult and costly ones.

The cost estimates associated with the
ambitious greenhouse gas reductions that
many activists claim are necessary are
simply staggering. For example, a 2009
study released by the Suzuki Foundation
and the Pembina Institute sought to
estimate the economic impact of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions in Canada. The
report estimates the cost to Canada of
making a “fair contribution” to addressing
the climate change problem through
carbon reduction would be over $250-
billion in lost production over the next
decade. The report estimates that by 2020
the authors’ preferred policies restricting
GHG emissions would cause Canada’s
annual Gross Domestic Product to be more
than three per cent lower than would be
the case in the absence of such policies.
When one considers that this is the cost
estimate for one medium-sized country, it
becomes clear the global cost of ambitious
greenhouse gas reductions would likely

be trillions upon trillions of dollars in lost
economic production over the next decade
alone.

It is noteworthy that staunch advocates
for aggressive emission-reduction policies
produced these estimates. Some commen-
tators, such as University of Guelph econo-
mist Ross McKitrick, have argued that the
price of emission reduction would actually
be much higher.?®

None of this demonstrates that aggressive
emission-reduction policies or an ambitious
future international accord would not also
lead to important benefits or that those

OPPORTUNISM AND EXPLOITATION: CLIMATE CHANGE ACTIVISM

FCPP POLICY SERIES NO. 84 - FEBRUARY 2010

Preferred policies restricting
GHG emissions would cause
Canada’s annual Gross Domestic
Product to be more than three
per cent lower...

benefits would not outweigh the costs.

It does, however, demonstrate that there

are enormous costs associated with such

policies that must be carefully considered.

In addition to calling for more-restrictive
international treaties, prominent activists
have called for policies with costs that
would dwarf those associated with

Kyoto and even those associated with

the more-aggressive international
accords recommended by Suzuki and the
Pembina Institute. George Monbiot, for
example, argues that we should cut “the
greater part—possibly almost all—of the
world’s current emissions” in an effort

to combat climate change.® Obviously,
the costs of any policy that could come
close to accomplishing this goal would

be enormous. Although Monbiot likely
understates the cost of his proposals,
which would likely create long-term global
economic contraction, he accepts that his
approach to climate change would require
the developed world to accept indefinite
zero economic growth.® Arguing that

the developed world does not require

any further economic growth because it
already has enough money to provide

for the “basic needs” of the people living
there, Monbiot writes, “the rational policy
for the governments of the rich world is
now to keep growth rates as close to zero
as possible” in order to ensure emission
reductions.!

9
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While Monbiot claims to be sensitive to
the human costs associated with this
proposal, he does not confront the fact
that the most serious human costs would
be borne by poor people in the developing
world, not by wealthy people whose “basic
needs” are already being met.!? The rapid
economic growth of many poor countries
that has taken place in recent decades
has been driven largely by the production
of consumer goods for the developed
world. This economic growth in countries
such as China, India, South Korea,
Taiwan and Singapore has lifted millions
out of poverty, has reduced deaths from
malnutrition and has been described by
many economists as nothing short of a
miracle.!3 This rapid development has
largely been fuelled by economic growth
in rich countries that has stimulated the
demand for consumer products made

in poorer ones. The global economy is
extremely integrated, and permanent
economic stagnation in rich countries
could not be cordoned off from those it
trades with. Zero growth in rich countries
would dramatically slow the rate of the
developing world’s economic growth

and the speed at which its populations
are lifting themselves out of hunger and
poverty. The costs of economic stagnation
in the developed world would not only be
borne by societies capable of providing for
everyone’s “basic needs” but would also
be borne in large part by poor countries
whose economic futures largely depend on
their ability to export consumer goods.

Monbiot is by no means a fringe figure. His
writing has earned applause from many
other prominent environmentalists, and
the radical measures he proposes to fight
climate change have many prominent
proponents. For example, the popular
scientist and writer Tim Flannery argues
for reducing world carbon dioxide emission
by 70 per cent by 2050.%4
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Similarly, prominent climate change
activist Bill McKibben argues for reducing
emissions by 80 per cent in the same
period and by a nearly impossible 10 per
cent in the next three years.!®> Steven
Hayward of the American Enterprise
Institute puts this target in perspective
by pointing out that in the United States,
achieving an 80 per cent reduction would
require total emissions to be reduced to
the levels they were at in the year 1910.1¢
Per capita emissions would actually need
to be reduced below 1910 levels, as the
population of every industrialized country
has grown significantly since that time.

Similarly, Australian environmentalists
David Spratt and Phillip Sutton think

the world’s “action goals” should include
reducing the level of carbon dioxide in

the atmosphere to 320 parts per million,
an objective that they say would “require
massive structural adjustments in as close
to zero time as can be made humanly
possible.”t” As with Monbiot’s suggestions,
policies that could achieve these goals
would have an enormous impact on global
economic productivity and would cause
real hardship for millions of people in both
rich and poor countries. This hardship
would include much slower economic
growth in poor countries, meaning shorter,
less pleasant lives for millions upon
millions of people.

As we have seen, while there may be
serious costs associated with inaction in
response to climate change, there are also
serious costs associated with proposed
policy responses to global warming.
Clearly, the costs of different approaches
to climate change should be recognized,
considered and carefully weighed against
their benefits in order to ensure that we
do not pursue a cure that is more harmful
than the disease.
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Section III:

Obstacles to Cost-Benefit Analysis

Unfortunately, it is possible that honest will have different views about the relative
cost-benefit analysis will not be the value of particular global goods. The

basis upon which climate change policies result of these differences is disagreement
are judged in the years ahead. We can on whether the costs of certain policy
begin to understand the major obstacles proposals can be justified based on the

to the acceptance of this approach by various assumed benefits. Therefore, it is
briefly considering the reaction of some not at all surprising that many individuals
proponents of dramatic policies to the disagree with Lomborg’s evaluation of
writing of Bjorn Lomborg, a Danish the available policy options.'® What is
statistician who has written two popular somewhat troubling and deeply revealing
books about the world’s environmental is the level of anger that his argument
problems. In light of the many other has provoked from some prominent
serious problems that mankind currently environmentalists.

faces, such as the AIDS pandemic and
world hunger, Lomborg warns that policies
devoting too many of our resources to
combating climate change will make it
harder for us to address other problems.

One extreme example of the fury caused
by Lomborg’s argument is seen in the
reaction of Dr. Rajendra Pachauri, the
chairman of the United Nations Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate Change

Instead of the more-drastic proposals (IPCC):

put forward by others, Lomborg favours _ _

gradually reducing global emissions What is the difference between
by placing a relatively small global tax Lomborg’s view of humanity and
on carbon. He also advocates heavy Hitler’s? You cannot treat people
investment in research and development like cattle. Lomborg thinks of
with an eye toward developing new tech- people like numbers. He thinks it
nologies that will allow us to generate would be cheaper just to evacuate
inexpensive energy that does not produce people from the Maldives, rather
GHG emissions.!® Such a strategy, Lomborg than trying to prevent world sea
argues, will likely allow us to achieve levels from rising so that island
significant long-term GHG emission groups like the Maldives or Tuvalu
reductions without forcing us to pay the just disappear into the sea. But
enormous upfront costs associated with where’s the respect fgr peoplg In
a rapid and dramatic reduction of GHG that? People have a right to live
emissions. and die in the place where their

i o . ] forefathers have lived and died.
Different individuals will have different If you were to accept Lomborg’s

methods of measuring the costs and way of thinking, then maybe what

benefits of various policy proposals; they Hitler did was the right thing.2°
will use different models to predict the

consequences of climate change, and they

) 2010
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This objection to cost-benefit
analysis is without merit.

It fails to recognize that

the costs of GHG abatement
policies...

Setting aside Pachauri’s use of the rhetori-
cal device described by the philosopher
Leo Strauss as the "“reductio ad Hitlerum, !
let us consider the substance of Pachauri’s
argument. He says that a cost-benefit
analysis of the impact of various
strategies for combating climate change

is an illegitimate exercise, because it is
impossible to measure the value of the
goods that such measures would preserve.
This objection to cost-benefit analysis is
without merit. It fails to recognize that
the costs of GHG abatement policies,
though necessarily described by Lomborg
in numbers for the sake of simplicity,??
include the loss of meaningful goods,
human suffering and death. While it may
be true that individuals have a “right” to
live where their ancestors lived, an equally
valid case can be made that impoverished
children have a “right” to the superior
nutrition and education that result from
economic growth in poor countries.
Although Pachauri would be correct

in saying that it is extremely difficult

and emotionally taxing to contemplate
weighing these sorts of costs and benefits
against each other when choosing
between policy alternatives, it is the only
reasonable way to select the option that
minimizes human suffering.

FCPP POLICY SERIES NO. 84 .

Other prominent climate change activists
also argue that cost-benefit analysis for
policies related to climate change is an
illegitimate exercise. Monbiot, for example,
rejects this approach on the grounds that
it is an “amoral” exercise.?? He argues
that it is impossible to put a price on

the consequences of climate change,
because those costs involve the loss of
human lives. This fact, in Monbiot’s view,
makes Lomborg’s approach impossible
for anyone but a person who has “spent
too much time with their calculator and
not enough with human beings.”?* This

is not a reasonable argument, because
the entire purpose of bringing calculators
into the decision-making process is to
minimize the suffering of human beings.
This author does not know if it would be
“amoral” to make public policy without
using calculators to add up the costs and
benefits of various options, but it would
undoubtedly be foolish, and it would result
in unnecessary human suffering.

A more logically coherent argument
against cost-benefit analysis is that global
warming is literally an apocalyptic threat
and the costs of insufficiently strong
action will therefore be so enormous they
will dwarf the short-term costs of action.
Examples of this argument abound,

but it is suffice to simply cite a few of
them. At the Bali Conference on Climate
Change, UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-
moon warned that the world faces a stark
choice between “strong action on climate
change” and “oblivion.”?> Tim Flannery,

in his popular book The Weather Makers,
makes a similar argument, although he
expands the number of potential futures
from two to three. Flannery writes that

in the absence of drastic, prompt action,
the warming of the climate will lead to

a destabilization of global civilization,
bringing about “a protracted Dark Ages
far more mordant than any that has gone
before.”



The third possibility given by Flannery,
which will occur if we do act to reduce
emissions but not as dramatically as
he suggests, will be a continuing of
civilization under the rule of a “carbon
dictatorship” that governs even the
mundane details of daily life.?¢

What is important to recognize as mislead-
ing in the arguments of Ki-moon, Flannery
and others is their assertion that in the
absence of drastic GHG emission reduc-
tions there will certainly be either a
collapse of human civilization or the
extinction of the human race. We are not
merely running the risk of catastrophe,
according to Ki-moon and Flannery, we are
choosing a path of certain destruction if
we fail to take drastic steps immediately.
This is, to state the matter bluntly, not
true. Even the most cursory examination
of the scientific literature surrounding
climate change makes it perfectly clear
that the overwhelming preponderance

of climate science suggests that while
there are likely to be costs associated

with climate change, there remains a high
level of uncertainty over how great those
costs will be.?” In their essay “Uncertainty
in Climate Change Policy Analysis,”
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
scholars Henry Jacoby and Ronald Prinn
go so far as to write that “uncertainty

is the essence of the issue” in climate
change policy.?® While Ki-moon and
Flannery suggest we already know that
the consequences of inaction will be either
“oblivion” or a descent into “mordant

Dark Ages,” the truth is we do not know

if climate change will cause catastrophic
damage. In fact, policy-making in the area
of climate change must by necessity be
done at yet another level of uncertainty,
because we lack the scientific knowledge
to even determine the likelihood that
global warming will cause a true global
disaster.?° In light of this high degree

OPPORTUNISM AND EXPLOITATION: CLIMATE CHANGE ACTIVISM
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We must decide what certain
costs we are willing to bear,
remembering that these costs

include human lives...

of uncertainty, the choice presented by
Flannery and Ki-moon between drastic
action and the certain calamity is, simply,
a false one.

To the extent that there is a risk that the
damage wrought by climate change will
be apocalyptic, that possibility should
inform our decision-making. We must
decide what certain costs we are willing
to bear, remembering that these costs
include human lives, in order to reduce or
eliminate the unlikely but awful possibility
that climate change will be truly catastro-
phic.3°

Some advocates of the “precautionary
principle” argue that the mere possibility
of cataclysm because of climate change
means that taking aggressive action in
this area is prudent. The mere existence
of a catastrophic threat, however, does not
necessarily mean that the wisest course of
action is to devote tremendous resources
to attempting to address the risk. For
example, asteroid strikes represent a
truly catastrophic threat to mankind.3!

Of course, the likelihood of a major
asteroid strike in the next few centuries
is very small, but this sort of event is,
nevertheless, capable of destroying
civilization and even the human species.
However, the fact that asteroid strikes
represent an apocalyptic threat does not
necessarily mean it would be wise public
policy to devote the trillions of dollars
that could be used for medicine, vitamins

13
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and mosquito nets to the development

of asteroid-detection and destruction
technologies. In fact, such a course would
likely be extremely unwise. The effort

to address a catastrophic threat that is
unlikely to materialize, and for which we
may be unable to develop an efficacious
response even at the cost of trillions of
dollars, would consign millions of people
to unnecessary suffering and early death.

To determine the appropriate types of
resources to dedicate to addressing a
catastrophic threat, policy-makers must
examine the likelihood of the catastrophic
event in question, the likely efficacy of
potential solutions and a host of other
factors to arrive at the most prudent
policy decision. Of course, catastrophic
threats should be taken extremely
seriously, even if there is a very small
chance of them happening. However, the
work of policy analysis does not end when
it is determined that a phenomenon may
have catastrophic consequences. Difficult
decisions remain to be made concerning
the appropriate allocation of resources

to maximize human utility and to avoid
unnecessary suffering.

FCPP POLICY SERIES NO. 84 .

This is the context in which the climate-
policy debate must occur and decisions
made. The presentation of a simple choice
between “oblivion” and continuation of the
human species masks the reality of the
trade-offs that climate change activists
are proposing we make. These trade-offs
involve major sacrifices today to prevent

a catastrophe that is unlikely to occur.3?

To reiterate, it is entirely possible these
trade-offs are worth it. The stakes in this
decision, however, are extremely high, and
the policy process will not benefit from
unrealistic claims that present catastrophic
scenarios as the certain consequence of
choosing against drastic action.
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The Diverse Motives of Climate

Change Activists

The overstated certainty, exaggerations
and outright falsehoods of climate change
activists described in the preceding section
are major obstacles to the development of
decision-making processes that are based
on sound, honest cost-benefit analysis. In
reviewing the obviously exaggerated and
sometimes patently false claims of the
more hyperbolic advocates for aggressive
carbon restrictions, a question naturally
springs to mind: What motivates these
activists to misrepresent the nature of the
global warming threat? Although there

is a range of motivations at work, two

of them are particularly important, and
they represent major obstacles to the
development of a policy approach based
on disinterested cost-benefit analysis.
The first of these is what this paper will
call the environmental “"Noble Lie”. The
second is a widespread belief among
many climate change activists that public
anxiety over global warming provides an
opportunity to fundamentally transform
our liberal capitalist society. To those

who hold this view, a massive effort to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions holds
the potential to “improve” our civilization
in ways that are completely unrelated to
the global warming phenomenon. The
following sections describe these two
sources of hostility to straightforward
cost-benefit analysis.
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The Environmental
Noble Lie

The tendency of supporters of drastic
GHG emission reductions to exaggerate
the likelihood that global warming poses
an apocalyptic threat is driven in part

by the co-existence of a belief that the
probability of catastrophe ought to impel
us to act and a fear that the public will

be less willing to do so if it is aware that
the likelihood of a genuine cataclysm is
actually quite small.?? This is the phenom-
enon that I call the environmental noble
lie. Proponents of radical policies have
employed this strategy for many years.
For example, when Greenpeace was
caught releasing clearly inaccurate
predictions about the rate at which the ice
cap at the North Pole is likely to melt, the
organization’s outgoing president almost
admitted to the use of this strategy,
stating that Greenpeace intentionally
“emotionalizes issues” in order to

bring public opinion into line with their
preferences.3*

Troublingly, it is not only activist organi-
zations such as Greenpeace that have
intentionally exaggerated the nature of
the climate change threat in an effort to
generate public support for aggressive
carbon-reduction policies. Even respected
scientists have been caught, and in some
cases admitted to, engaging in this sort of
dishonest behaviour.
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In fact, this strategy was explicitly endors-
ed by Steve Schneider of Stanford Univer-
sity, one of the best-known scientists in
the field of climate science. Speaking in
late 1989, just as many people were
learning of the global warming phenomenon,
Schneider stated that scientists had a
duty to foster public concern and even
fear of climate change, even when they
held doubts about the likely severity of
the problem. Professor Schneider stated
that scientists should “offer up scary
scenarios, make simplified, dramatic
statements, and make little mention of
any doubts we might have.”> Believing
t