On April 19, the New Zealand Listener magazine published two opposing viewpoints on the issue of dangerous, human-caused global warming. The first, co-authored by Chris de Freitas (climatologist) and Bryan Leyland (energy consultant), summarised the evidence that most if not all of the climate variability we observe results from natural causes. The second, written by David Kelly (ecologist) reiterated the IPCC view that human-caused climate change is a dangerous problem that requires immediate corrective action of reducing emissions of greenhouse gases.

These articles, and associated events, stimulated much discussion in blogs and elsewhere. The Listener’s letters editor chose not to publish the following letter as a contribution to that discussion.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Dear Editor,

In your global warming "debate" (April 19), climate rationalists Leyland and de Freitas discuss the facts regarding climate change, whereas climate alarmist Dave Kelly indulges mainly in ad hominem abuse.

Professor Kelly asserts that "climate deniers" (his perjorative term) sometimes get "apoplectic", and wonders why. Climate rationalists are indeed strongly concerned at the present situation. First, because public policy is being set on the basis of an incorrect interpretation of the science facts, which problem includes the provision of biased analyses by the IPCC. Second, the rationalists perceive that - urged on by the likes of Professor Kelly - governments are squandering scarce financial resources on costly, ineffectual schemes such as the Kyoto Protocol and the Emissions Trading Bill, yet neither of these measures will make any discernable difference to future climate. At a time when many hundred million people on our planet still lack adequate sanitation, clean drinking water and sources of cheap power, this is a moral outrage.

If a comparatively wealthy country such as New Zealand has money to spend on environmental matters, then it should be allocated to real, not imaginary, problems, and in a way that will make a real and effective difference.

Yours etc.


Bob Carter
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

