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Friday Interview: Warming News Always ‘Worse
Than We Thought’

Cato scholar Patrick Michaels critiques the governrant-scientific complex
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RALEIGH — If you've spent much time following theews surrounding global warming, you might have
noticed that each new report on the topic seertelltas that conditions are much worse than scentiad
expected. It's rare to hear about research that canditions are better than projected or abous#mee.

Dr. Patrick Michaels, senior fellow in environmdrgtudies with the Cato Institute, says there’®ady
reason for this pattern in the way global warmieggarch is presented. Michaels discussed thevstue
Mitch Kokai for Carolina Journal Radio. (Clidlereto find a station near you or to learn about tleekly

CJ Radio podcast.)

Kokai: You recently addressed the John Locke FoundatiBhaftesbury Society on the topic “Public
Choice and Public Science: Global Warming and tbeeBament-Scientific Complex.”

Michaels: God, it sounds like I'm paranoid.

Kokai: First of all, let's get into that topic. When e hear “the government-scientific complex,” the
older among us might think of “military-industriebmplex” and President Eisenhower and his warning.
Does this have anything to do with that?

Michaels. Yeah, President Eisenhower, in his farewell asgirevarned of a military-industrial complex,
and people don't notice the second paragraph, inhwie warned of a scientific-technological elite
running our society because of the power of gramtey going to the universities. And, of courseywas
right.

Kokai: He said this more than 50 years ago, and weg&gehe fruits of that today?

Michaels: We see it today. There is no doubt. You know,ghablem is — think about global warming.
We give money to things that define themselvesrallpms. And, therefore, there is no incentivedor
practitioner of global warming science to go askimgmoney, or to go around Washington saying, ‘Wel
you know, this is actually kind of overblown, anguyreally can’t do much about it anyway. And, of, b
the way, we’re going to survive.” What that doethiat cuts off the support.

Imagine if | went to the dean of the UniversityMifginia — where | was for 30 years — and said, ‘Mr
Dean, | want study the influence of governmentaarxe. | think science gets biased by money that i
always given to programs because it's always wthrae we thought.” The dean would say, “That’'s agre
idea, now please don’t ever bring that up agathiatuniversity. Thank you very much. Goodbye.”

Kokai: And if you went to any other university, you'dtdee same response.

Michaels: Yeah, | don’t mean to single out UVa, though fisssible at Duke | wouldn't even be allowed
to speak to the dean on that.

Kokai: Now, in looking forward to what this means foethews that we hear about global warming or
other scientific problems, how does that shape wigalhear about these scientific issues?



Michaels: It's literally always worse than we thought. Ykoow, the fact of the matter is that every new
piece of scientific information built upon a preuobase has an equal probability, or should haezjaal
probability, of being worse than we thought or astbad as we thought — global warming causing fewer
deaths rather than more deaths should be equedipifity every time we get new info. But it doeswork
that way. The number of horror stories to “it's weithan we thought” outnumbers “it's not as badas
thought” by about 9-1. Now, that’s physically impdse, unless the previous science is biased.

Kokai: So let's analyze the type of news that peoplehtriigg hearing. If they hear something dealing with
global warning and the situation is much worse tharthought, or it's worse than was last reportexy
should they read that, in terms of what that dataadly means?

Michaels. Ho hum. Just as if someone tells you that thezerere tornadoes than there were, you ought to
start thinking, “Well, that seems pretty impossibi&hat there is is there’s better detection. Wevinave
Doppler radar everywhere. We didn’t have that l&ryego. Ask yourself the question: “Are there more
severe tornadoes?” [Those are] the kinds you dwed radar to see — an F-3 tornado — they don't get
missed. And the severe tornado numbers are constant

Kokai: How about in just general terms of global warmiée’ve heard continued talk about global
warming for decades now, and does the data shawvige had any global warming for the past decade
or so?

Michaels: The surface temperature in most records — theneésthat’s different — but most records show
no ... significant warming since late in the year &9Bhat’s quite some time ago. We are over 15 years
now without any warming trend. ...

Kokai: If we haven't had any significant warming sinbe end of '96, is there any possibility that wedav
approached some sort of tipping point beyond whiehlre going to have catastrophic devastation?

Michaels: Well, it's obviously worse than we thought! Thatvhy we must spend more of the people’s
money on it! No, seriously, there’s no reason tilelve that warming won’t resume. | mean, you put
carbon dioxide in the air, and you will, everythigige being equal, warm things up. The problerhasy
much? You don't care whether it warms. You dontecahether people cause it. You care how much it
warms. You know, I'll give you a hint. You know thsaying, “It's not the heat, it's the humidity” 7ok
about this one: “It's not the heat, it's the semgit.” But what | mean by that — it's not the heits the
sensitivity — is that you don’t care whether it wes;, you care how much it warms. Sensitivity is a
measure of how much it warms from carbon dioxide.

Kokai: And wouldn’t another issue be, as well, if it'&mning, is that a problem? | mean, are there ways
that we're going to adapt that would make the wagmiot be a big deal?

Michaels: Seeing as it has warmed a little bit under a @egelsius over the last hundred years or so, and
during that hundred years, life expectancy in tithustrialized world doubled, corn yields quintupled
people’s wealth in constant dollars went up a faofdl0 — that’s 10 times — obviously, a little loit
warming doesn’t seem to be all that bad. I'm ngirsgthat it caused all those good things, althotingh
carbon dioxide in the air certainly had somethimgd with the increase in corn yield.

Kokai: Coming up this fall, you're going to be releasamgew document — a publication that will help
fight this bias toward the “everything is worserihae thought” global warming news.

Michaels: | got really sick of “it’s worse than we thoughéind, unfortunately, “it's worse than we
thought” is used as the basis for the Environmédntatection Agency’s regulations on carbon dioxide.
have gone in to the document that serves as the floasheir regulation, and I've taken it apararagraph
by paragraph. They have a very slick, pretty doquiméhave a very slick, pretty document. They ha68
scientific citations; as of today, | have 932.



Kokai: We can't show it to you on radio, but it doesd@most exactly like the document that you're
trying to rebut.

Michaels: Yes. Only “truthier.”
Kokai: Only “truthier,” exactly. And this will be avaitde in the fall. How will folks be able to get tt®i
Michaels: It will be online at the Cato site, that's wwwicarg.

Kokai: We have just a few moments, but if someone hibargsext piece of global warming gloom-and-
doom news, what should he think about what thé tagtually is?

Michaels: | would take the bad news and divide by 10, beeahe bad news is overdominant over the
good news by 9-1. I've actually studied that andlighed it in scientific literature.



