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2. The Myth of ‘Consensus’ on Climate Change (con$nued)
c. Sciensts Disagree Regarding ‘Consensus’

As menoned earlier, sciensts have diﬀerent views on whether
human acvity is the main factor aﬀecng climate change, as well as
how climate change will play out in the future. There are many reasons
for this wide range of opinions. First, climate change is a very broad
and complex subject, involving many ﬁelds, such as astronomy,
meteorology, ecology, photochemistry, spectroscopy, oceanography,
and more. Climate involves many interacng subsystems, such as the
earth’s atmosphere, hydrosphere, biosphere, and lithosphere. There
are many physical, chemical, and biological processes that are sll far
from being well-understood.
Looking at geological history, the earth has never stopped undergoing
climate change, including frequent episodes of global warming. More
than 3,000 years ago, during China’s Shang Dynasty, the Central Plain
(part of the North China Plain) was once a subtropical landscape.
People hunted elephants, as recorded mulple mes in the oracle bone
script of the period. The average annual temperature is esmated to
have been around 2 degrees Celsius higher than it is now. In the Tang
Dynasty (626–907), there was another period of warming. Citrus could
be grown in the imperial palace of Chang’an in today’s northwestern
China. [1] In the West, Europeans undertook the construcon of
exquisite cathedrals during a me of medieval warming lasng from
about 950 to 1250. [2]
According to geological records, the northern hemisphere experienced
a rapid warming up about 11,270 years ago, when the average
temperature rose rapidly by about 4 C within a few years. Another
famous warming occurred near the end of the Younger Dryas period
about 11,550 years ago, when the temperature soared by about 10 C

for decades. [3] The causes of these climate changes are sll the
subject of debate among sciensts.
Naturally, if we are unable to explain the reasons for climate change in
the past, then we are also hard-pressed to explain the causes of
climate change in modern mes. Historical causes for climate changes
in the past may sll be at work. Many sciensts believe that we should
treat the issue with humility and be willing to admit the limits of our
knowledge.
Disnguished scienst Dr. Freeman Dyson, a member of United States
Naonal Academy of Sciences and a Fellow of the Royal Society,
believes that modern science does not understand climate change:
The most quesonable of these beliefs is the noon that the science of
climate change is seGled and understood. The biggest of all climate
changes have been the ice ages, which have covered half of North
America and Europe with kilometer-thick sheets of ice. Ice ages
happened repeatedly in the past, and we are about due for another
one to start. A new ice age would be a disaster far greater than
anything we have to fear from climate warming. There are many
theories of ice ages, but no real understanding. So long as we do not
understand ice ages, we do not understand climate change. [4]
Due to the complexity of climate issues, it is impossible to conduct
experiments and verify theories under controlled laboratory
condions. Sciensts doing climatology research now rely on digital
climate models.

The key evidence provided by the IPCC report to conclude that humans
are the leading cause of global warming comes from climate-change
simulaons. Speculaon about how much the temperature will
increase at the end of the twenty-ﬁrst century is also the result of such
simulaons. The catastrophic consequences predicted to result from
climate change are also based on speculaon using the computerized
models.
But these models come with their own limitaons, and many sciensts
have reservaons about their reliability. Professor Judith Curry believes
that natural factors not accounted for in climate-change modeling play
a major role. [5] In an arcle published in the Bullen of American
Meteorology Society, she wrote that the IPCC had largely ignored the
uncertainty of model calculaons. [6]
Either because of a lack of understanding of the key processes in
climate change, or for want of compung power, some of the facts
cannot be represented realiscally in climate models. Researchers
adopt parameterizaon, which simpliﬁes the model by using
incomplete data for processes such the formaon of clouds (including
their interacon with water vapor), precipitaon processes,
interacons between clouds and solar radiaon, and chemical and
physical processes of the aerosols (the liquid or solid small parcles in
the atmosphere), and the like. [7] All of this introduces signiﬁcant
uncertainty to the model.
Water vapor is the most abundant and important greenhouse gas in
the atmosphere, but because it varies greatly by period and locaon,
the corresponding uncertainty is also large. [8] At diﬀerent altudes,

the greenhouse eﬀect of water vapor varies, and the satellite
measurement error of vercal distribuon of water vapor can be up to
15 or 40 percent. [9]
Clouds at lower altudes have a strong cooling eﬀect caused by
reﬂecng sunlight, and semi-transparent cirrus clouds at higher
altudes have a warming eﬀect. Some aerosols, such as volcanic
aerosols, block sunlight and induce cooling, while others, such as soot
parcles, absorb radiaon and create warming. Meanwhile, aerosols
are likely to seed clouds, causing indirect cooling. The spaal and
geographical distribuon of aerosols and clouds and the opcal
properes also vary greatly across the planet. Other factors also aﬀect
changes in the albedo (solar reﬂecvity of the earth), such as the
growth and death of terrestrial vegetaon.
Either due to lack of suﬃcient observaonal data or to insuﬃcient
understanding by sciensts at present, these important processes lead
to a large degree of freedom (that is, arbitrariness) in the
parameterizaon of climate models, which greatly increases their
uncertainty. These uncertaines fuel much of the skepcism
surrounding the validity of the models. For example, greenhouse gases
such as carbon dioxide give the earth a direct radiave forcing of about
2.5 waGs per square meter, [10] while the earth receives about 1,366
waGs [11] of radiant solar energy per square meter. The two onethousandths in albedo change caused by the uncertainty in modeling
cloud or aerosol acvity is enough to exceed the claimed role of
greenhouse gases.

Harvard University scienst Willie Soon and others believe that climate
models are not suitable for speculaon about future climate change.
[12] Princeton physicist Freeman Dyson called the parameterizaon in
the model a “fudge factor” because these parameters can be arﬁcially
adjusted. He thinks we can learn from the model, but we can’t use it to
predict: “So then you have a formula. … But if you are using it for a
diﬀerent climate, when you have twice as much carbon dioxide, there
is no guarantee that that’s right. There is no way to test it.” [13] Dr.
Dyson also cricized the IPCC for largely ignoring the role of the sun in
the climate system. He believes that the sun, not man, is the main
determinant of climate change.
Starng in 2002, Israeli scienst Nir J. Shaviv wrote a series of papers
arguing that based on the correlaon between the extent of cloud
cover observed by satellites and the amount of cosmic radiaon, the
earth’s ice ages were related to cosmic rays. He concluded that the
laGer has led to climate change. At the same me, he said that changes
in solar radiaon played the same (if not a greater) role as human
acvies in the rise of average global temperatures in the tweneth
century. He believes that man-made greenhouse gases play a smaller
role in global warming than is generally believed. [14]
There are some internal changes in the climate itself that are yet to be
fully understood and thus defy correct representaon in the digital
climate models. The exisng climate models cannot describe the El
Niño phenomenon correctly, let alone predict it. [15] Since the highest
temperatures in the Holocene between 7,000 years and 9,000 years
ago, the global temperature has dropped by 0.5 C to 1 C, but the
calculaons of the model show that it has increased by 0.5 to 1 degree

in the past 11,000 years. The fact that carbon dioxide content has been
rising in the past 6,000 to 7,000 years shows that the model is only
sensive to the warming eﬀects of greenhouse gases. [16 ] In general,
among the various factors aﬀecng change in the climate system, the
models can only reﬂect the eﬀects of warming caused by greenhouse
gas, while the cooling caused by other factors is not accurately
reﬂected.
In addion, the observed increase in temperature between 1998 and
2013 was almost stagnant. Hans von Storch, a German climate scienst
and professor at the University of Hamburg, said in 2013: “We’re facing
a puzzle. Recent CO2 emissions have actually risen even more steeply
than we feared. As a result, according to most climate models, we
should have seen temperatures rise by around 0.25 degrees Celsius (0.
45 degrees Fahrenheit) over the past 10 years. That hasn’t happened.
In fact, the increase over the last 15 years was just 0.06 degrees Celsius
(0.11 degrees Fahrenheit) — a value very close to zero.” Storch thinks
this means that the model has probably overesmated the role of
carbon dioxide or underesmated the impact of natural changes in the
climate. [17]
There are also diﬀerences among sciensts about how to look at the
internal processes of the climate system. Dr. Richard Lindzen, the
American Academy of Sciences member menoned in Part I, believes
that there is a self-regulang mechanism in the climate system that
greatly lessens the warming eﬀects of greenhouse gases. He wrote in
his 2001 paper that according to observaons, tropical high-altude
cirrus clouds (which allow sunlight to pass through, but block the
infrared rays emiGed from the surface and have a greenhouse eﬀect)

are negavely correlated with sea-surface temperature, and when the
temperature increases, cloud cover decreases. This allows the surface
of the earth to dissipate heat to outer space unimpeded by infrared
radiaon. This self-regulang mechanism is compared to the pupil of
the human eye (which adjusts according to light exposure) and greatly
oﬀsets the greenhouse eﬀect. [18] Lindzen’s theory is sll a maGer of
discussion.
Former NASA scienst Roy Spencer of the University of Alabama
summarized satellite observaons and presented diﬀerent insights into
the role of cloud cover. He pointed out that the exisng climate model
treats the observed cloud formaon and dissipaon as a funcon of
temperature changes, but the actual situaon is exactly the opposite. It
is the change in cloud volume that causes temperature changes, which
leads to the conclusion that the eﬀect of greenhouse gas warming is
much smaller than what is predicted by the exisng climate model. [19]
Sciensts hold diﬀerent views on how the observed meteorological
data is interpreted and the reliability of the data. Dr. John Christy,
director of the Earth Science Systems Research Center at the University
of Alabama, is one of the leading IPCC authors. He analyzed the
perturbaon of urban surface gas reservoirs (atmospheric boundary
layers) near the meteorological observatory by urban expansion and
surface development (such as agricultural acvies). Increasing human
acvity is believed to have increased the recorded surface
temperature.
In the past one hundred years of records showing the increase of
surface temperature, the lowest temperature in the night increases

faster than the highest temperature in the day. Christy believes that
expanding human acvity on the ground, rather than the increase in
greenhouse gases, can explain this phenomenon. [20]
There is also controversy among sciensts about the eﬀects of a
warming climate. For example, David Russell Legates, director of the
Center for Climate Studies at the University of Delaware, tesﬁed in
2014 in the U.S. Senate: “My overall conclusion is that droughts in the
United States are more frequent and more intense during colder
periods. Thus, the historical record does not warrant a claim that global
warming is likely to negavely impact agricultural acvies.” [21]
Dr. William Happer, former Princeton University vice-chancellor,
tesﬁed in the U.S. Senate that the current level of carbon dioxide is at
a historic low and that higher carbon dioxide levels will beneﬁt plant
and agricultural crops — a fact ignored by the IPCC. Dr. Happer was the
founder of the climate model when he was the head of the Energy
Research Oﬃce of the Department of Energy in the 1990s. He believes
that the temperature increase predicted by exisng climate models is
much larger than that observed because the model overesmates the
volality of the climate system. [22]
d. Why Environmentalist Sciensts Push Catastrophe Scenarios
A principal scienst at the IPCC once said: “If we want a good
environmental policy in the future, we’ll have to have a disaster. It’s
like safety on public transport. The only way humans will act is if there’s
been an accident.”[23] Though he later explained that he wasn’t

advocang the fabricaon of data, his message was clear: Disaster is
the main driver of acon and policymaking.
Linking global warming to instances of extreme weather has become a
popular method to exaggerate the severity of climate problems.
Scienﬁc hypotheses that agree with the popular trend have also been
appearing connuously. In early 2014, North America experienced an
extremely cold winter.
One theory about the causes of the harsh winter is that global warming
resulted in melng in the North Pole, which in turn altered the route of
the jet stream. As a result, the extreme cold air mass from the North
Pole was moved south, creang more frequent cold weather toward
the south. Such a counter-intuive hypothesis was supported by the
media and environmentalists: Even extreme coldness is caused by
global warming, they claimed. In fact, meteorological records over the
long term show that the occurrences of extreme cold weather in North
America have been decreasing rather than the other way around.
In 2014, ﬁve prominent meteorologists published a joint leGer in
Science magazine to illustrate this fact. They stated that in the early
1960s, late 1970s (especially 1977), and 1983, when the ice layer in the
North Pole was much thicker and wider than it is now, there was much
more severe cold weather than in 2014. Within the last ﬁRy to one
hundred years, what is certain is that occurrences of extremely cold
weather have decreased. [24]
John Wallace, a professor of atmospheric science, said: “Establishing a
linkage between extreme weather events and climate change is not as

easy as it might seem. The power of stascal inference is limited by
sample size. … Even when the linkage is stascally signiﬁcant, as in the
case of heat waves, the more extreme the event, the smaller the
relave contribuon of global warming to the observed anomaly. …
The limitaons imposed by sample size would not be such a serious
issue if the mechanisms that link extreme weather events to climate
change were well understood, but unfortunately, they are not.” [25]
In November 2017, Steve Koonin, the former U.S. Department of
Energy’s second Senate-conﬁrmed under secretary for science,
published an opinion piece in The Wall Street Journal tled “A
Decepve New Report on Climate.” He cricized the U.S. government’s
Climate Science Special Report for reinforcing the disaster mentality
with its misrepresentaon of rising sea levels. [26]
The Climate Science Special Report stated that since 1993, the sea level
has been rising at a rate twice what was recorded throughout the rest
of the tweneth century. But the report ignored the fact that the
recent speed of rising was comparable to that of the early tweneth
century, when human acvity had liGle impact on the environment.
This is misleading by omission. The execuve summary of the report
said that since the middle of the 1960s, heat waves in the United States
had become more frequent. However, data buried in the report
showed that the frequency of the current heat waves was no more
than that in the 1900s.
Similar scare taccs also appeared in the U.S. government’s 2014
Naonal Climate Assessment report, which emphasized the increased
intensity of hurricanes aRer 1980, but ignored records kept over longer

periods of me. The Naonal Oceanic and Atmospheric Administraon
(NOAA) recently stated that it could not ﬁnd evidence for any impact
on the severity of hurricanes resulng from human acvity. [27]
In fact, the heat waves occurred most frequently in the 1930s, not in
the twenty-ﬁrst century. The U.S. Environmental Protecon Agency’s
heat wave index shows that four years in the 1930s had an annual heat
wave index of 0.45, while the hoGest year in the twenty-ﬁrst century so
far has an index of around 0.3. [28] Greenhouse gas emissions in the
1930s were only 10 percent that of the twenty-ﬁrst century. [29]
Professor Mike Hulme, director of the United Kingdom’s Tyndall Centre
for Climate Change Research, said: “Over the last few years a new
environmental phenomenon has been constructed in this country —
the phenomenon of ‘catastrophic’ climate change. It seems that mere
‘climate change’ was not going to be bad enough, and so now it must
be ‘catastrophic’ to be worthy of aGenon. … Why is it not just
campaigners, but policians and sciensts too, who are openly
confusing the language of fear, terror and disaster with the observable
physical reality of climate change, acvely ignoring the careful hedging
which surrounds science’s predicons?” [30]
The late Stephen H. Schneider was an advocate of climate theory
“consensus” and the coordinang lead author in Working Group II of
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Third
Assessment Report. In addressing Hulme’s concerns, he admiGed: “We
need to get some broad-based support to capture the public’s
imaginaon. That, of course, entails geUng loads of media coverage.
So we have to oﬀer up scary scenarios, make simpliﬁed, dramac

statements, and make liGle menon of any doubts we might have.” He
believed that sciensts must choose between “being eﬀecve and
being honest,” though he added that he wished to have both. [31]
The climate crisis has received much hype. Behind it are sinister forces
that intend not only to pave the way for a global government, but also
to destroy research ethics in the scienﬁc community. Climatology is a
young subject with only a few decades of history. Yet the hypotheses
surrounding global warming have been prematurely taken as fact. The
media has been keeping global warming in the headlines to cover up
the inaccuracies in the underlying science. Governments pour funds
into researching the global warming hypothesis while marginalizing
other ﬁndings. In the process of establishing and reinforcing the
“consensus” and strengthening it, communism’s nature of struggle and
hatred are exposed.
While sciensts are building “consensus,” the media and policians
label the “consensus” of catastrophic climate change as “scienﬁcally
proven” and spread it worldwide as unassailable doctrine. Thinking on
the maGer has been largely uniﬁed and has planted convoluted noons
of good and bad in people’s minds.
The aforemenoned dismissal of eco-terrorism crimes commiGed by
Greenpeace in Britain was based exactly on the supposed consensus
that greenhouse gases are causing a climate catastrophe. The
multude of regulaons and policies based on this doctrine stand to
throw the world into chaos. Destroying the old world by any means is a
basic strategy of communism. These measures are all to pave the road

to a false soluon — a global government — to a fabricated crisis for
the ostensible purpose of saving the earth and mankind.
3. Environmentalism: Another Form of Communism
In the past decades, with the communist forces in retreat, and the
polical and economic problems of communist regimes exposed,
communism has latched onto environmentalism to further its agenda.
a. Polical Inﬁltraon: Building a World Government
One important method communism uses to establish control is to use
government to deprive people of their property and freedom and
inﬁnitely expand state power. It is very hard to put such a method into
pracce in the democrac Western world. Environmentalism, however,
oﬀers communism a magic weapon. People are deprived of their rights
in the name of “environmental protecon.”
First, environmentalist ideologies are used for redistribuon of wealth.
Tradionally, communist states reallocated wealth through revoluon.
Over the years, however, this approach became increasingly diﬃcult.
Therefore, environmentalists adopted indirect strategies, forcing
people to quietly give up their freedom and property in the name of
prevenng environmental tragedy. The group Friends of the Earth
states, “A climate change response must have at its heart a
redistribuon of wealth and resources.” [32] Mayer Hillman, a leading
green thinker, said that “raoning is the only way to prevent runaway
climate change,” and “[carbon raoning] has got to be imposed on
people whether they like it or not,” because “democracy is a less
important goal than is the protecon of the planet from the death of
life, the end of life on it.” [33]

In the “baGle” against climate change, Great Britain was the ﬁrst to
ﬂoat the concept of individual carbon-raon coupons. One Brish
scienst regarded this as “the introducon of a second currency with
everyone having the same allowance — wealth redistribuon by having
to buy carbon credits from someone less well oﬀ.” [34]
Those who have lived in the Soviet Union or communist China can
easily see this kind of carbon raoning as another method to construct
a totalitarian system. In China, food coupons were once used for buying
essenals such as cooking oil, grain, and cloth. Through food raoning,
on the one hand, wealth was redistributed; on the other, the central
government was given supreme control over wealth and freedom.
Environmentalist ideologies are also used to curtail individual freedom.
In the countries of the West, which pride themselves on a tradion of
personal liberty, it is extremely hard to have people automacally give
up their rights and accept numerous limitaons in private life. To force
people to give up their freedom and rights, an imaginary
environmental catastrophe became a convenient means. “Global
warming’’ and “last days on Earth” became the best slogans for
environmentalists. The Australia-based Carbon Sense Coalion oﬀered
the following compilaon of proposals to force people to modify their
behavior in the name of solving global warming:
Ban incandescent light bulbs
Ban boGled water
Ban private cars from some areas
Ban plasma TVs

Ban new airports
Ban extensions to exisng airports
Ban standby mode on appliances
Ban coal-ﬁred power generaon
Ban electric hot water systems
Ban vacaoning by car
Ban three-day weekends
Tax babies
Tax big cars
Tax supermarket parking areas
Tax rubbish
Tax second homes
Tax second cars
Tax holiday plane ﬂights
Tax electricity to subsidize solar [power]
Tax showrooms for big cars
Eco-tax cars entering cies
Require permits to drive your car beyond your city limits
Limit choices in appliances
Issue carbon credits to every person
Dictate fuel eﬃciency standards
Invesgate how to reduce producon of methane by
Norway’s moose
Remove white lines on roads to make motorists drive more carefully
[35]
Third, environmentalism can be used and is used to expand the size
and authority of big government. Various Western countries not only
have huge environmental protecon agencies, but also use the

environment as an excuse to establish new government agencies and
expand the authority of exisng agencies. All agencies have the
bureaucrac tendency for self-preservaon and expansion, and
environmental agencies are no excepon. They abuse the power in
their hands to spread the narrave of environmental catastrophe to
the general public in order to obtain more funding and to secure their
posions within the government structure. Eventually it is taxpayers
who foot the bill.
The city of San Francisco established a City Climate Chief posion with
an annual salary of $160,000. The poorest borough in London (Tower
Hamlets) has ﬁRy-eight oﬃcial posions related to climate change. [36]
The logic is the same as universies and companies having mandatory
“diversity” oﬃcers.
Environmentalism can be used to suggest that democracy is outdated
and push for the establishment of mulnaonal or even global
totalitarian government. Environmentalists claim that democracy
cannot handle the coming environmental crisis. Instead, to overcome
the challenges ahead, we must adopt totalitarian or authoritarian
forms of government, or at least some aspects thereof. [37]
Author Janet Biehl accurately summarized this type of mentality by
saying that “an ‘ecodictatorship’ is needed,” [38] with the obvious
reason being that no free society would do to itself what the green
agenda requires.
Paul Ehrlich, one of the founders of environmentalism, wrote in the
book How to Be a Survivor: A Plan to Save Spaceship Earth: “1.

Populaon control must be introduced to both overdeveloped
countries as well as underdeveloped countries; 2. The overdeveloped
countries must be de-developed; 3. The underdeveloped countries
must be semi-developed; 4. Procedures must be established to monitor
and regulate the world system in a connuous eﬀort to maintain an
opmum balance between the populaon, resources, and the
environment.” [39]
In pracce, except for a global totalitarian government, no government
or organizaon could possibly accumulate this much authority. In
eﬀect, this amounts to using environmentalism to advocate a global
totalitarian government.
Ulmately, the environmentalist program suggests that the communist
system is superior and gloriﬁes communist totalitarianism. Since
populaon growth leads to more resource consumpon, more carbon
emissions, and more waste products, environmentalists advocate for
populaon control or even populaon reducon. This has led many
Western environmentalists to promote the Chinese Communist Party’s
(CCP’s) populaon control.
Reuters esmated in one report that because of the one-child policy
implemented in the 1980s, the CCP regime was able to cap its
populaon at 1.3 billion; without the cap, the Chinese populaon
would have reached 1.6 billion. The author of the report noted that the
CCP’s policy had the side eﬀect of contribung to a reducon of global
carbon emissions. What it ignored was the erasure of the hundreds of
millions of young lives and the great suﬀering visited upon the aﬀected
families.

One of the biggest issues aﬀecng the environment is polluon,
including that of the air and water. The CCP’s economic model
consumes energy at a prodigious rate, making China the world’s
biggest polluter, with the worst big-city air polluon and severe water
polluon. The majority of rivers in China are no longer safe to drink.
Dust storms from China blow across the sea to Korea and Japan, even
crossing the Paciﬁc Ocean to reach the American West Coast.
Logically, genuine environmentalists should make communist China the
main target of their cricisms, but curiously, many environmentalists
praise the CCP, even viewing it as the hope for environmental
protecon. The Communist Party USA news website, People’s World,
has reported extensively on environmental news. The main theme of
its reports is the claim that the Trump administraon’s environmental
policies will destroy the country and even the world, while the CCP is
the force for its salvaon. [40]
Former president of the Czech Republic Václav Klaus, an economist,
wrote in the book Blue Planet in Green Shackles: What Is Endangered:
Climate or Freedom?: “Environmentalism is a movement that intends
to radically change the world regardless of the consequences (at the
cost of human lives and severe restricons on individual freedom). It
intends to change humankind, human behavior, the structure of
society, the system of values — simply everything!” [41]
Klaus believes the environmentalists’ aUtude toward nature is
analogous to the Marxist approach to economics: “The aim in both
cases is to replace the free, spontaneous evoluon of the world (and

humankind) by the would-be opmal, central, or — using today’s
fashionable adjecve — global planning of world development. Much
as in the case of communism, this approach is utopian and would lead
to results completely diﬀerent from the intended ones. Like other
utopias, this one can never materialize, and eﬀorts to make it
materialize can only be carried out through restricons of freedom,
through the dictates of a small, elist minority over the overwhelming
majority.” [42]
“This ideology preaches Earth and nature, and under the slogans of
their protecon — similarly to the old Marxists — wants to replace the
free and spontaneous evoluon of mankind by a sort of central (now
global) planning of the whole world.” [43]
For these reasons, Klaus strongly opposes aGempts to use the cause of
environmental protecon in order to build a naonal or a global
government to subjugate the general public.
b. Blaming Capitalism
One of the objecves of communism is to overthrow capitalism.
Environmentalism treats capitalism as the natural enemy of the
environment, so it shares a common foe with communism. When
communism suﬀered setbacks in the workers’ movements in
developed Western countries, it shiRed gears and hijacked the
environmentalist cause. Normal acvism for environmental protecon
morphed into acvism aimed at vanquishing capitalism.

Communist doctrine originally described a utopia, a “heaven on earth,”
in order to incite poor people to revolt and overthrow the exisng
social system. Under the cover of environmentalism, communism
adopted a similar approach, but the vision it described is the exact
opposite: In place of the wonderful workers’ utopia is instead a
frightening dystopia, a vision of a “hell on earth.” According to this
scenario, in a hundred years me, humanity’s very survival will be at
risk due to global warming, landslides, tsunamis, droughts, ﬂoods, and
heat waves.
The target recruits of this movement are not the poor, but rather the
wealthy, who are expected to abandon their current lifestyles. But
government intervenon is required to force people to give up their
lives of comfort and convenience. One government is obviously not
enough, so an empowered United Naons, or some other global
government is in order. If the movement is unable to take oﬀ, the
vision of an imminent ecological crisis could be played up further,
whipping up the panic and fear necessary to inﬂuence the public and
governments to accept the forceful implementaon of environmental
policies, and in so doing, achieve the goal of destroying capitalism and
imposing communism.
By the original doctrines of communism, aRer acquiring power, the ﬁrst
step is to strip the aﬄuent of their wealth with the supposed purpose
of redistribung it to the poor. In reality, the poor remain poor while all
the wealth ends up in hands of the corrupt oﬃcialdom. The second
step entails the establishment of a state-controlled economy and the
abolion of private property. This destroys the naonal economy and
reduces everyone to a life of hardship.

Let’s look at the objecves of environmentalism. First, it calls for
wealthy countries to give aid to poorer countries, that is, to redistribute
wealth on a global scale. In reality, poor countries remain poor, as the
money that was intended for their development usually ends up in the
hands of the corrupt oﬃcials of those countries.
Second, environmentalism advocates expanding government and
replacing market mechanisms with command economics, using all sorts
of draconian environmental policies to obstruct the normal funconing
of capitalism, forcing businesses to close down or relocate overseas,
thus tanking the country’s economy. Through these market-focused
methods, the environmentalist movement seeks to cripple capitalism.
In this sense, environmentalism shares a disnct similarity with the
doctrines of classical communism. To put it plainly, environmentalism is
but communism by another name and would wreak havoc in the world.
The focus of environmentalism is to spread the fear of future disaster,
and to hold the public and governments hostage to this fear. But
among those who acvely promote this doomsday panic, many live
luxurious lifestyles, using lots of energy and leaving a big carbon
footprint. Clearly, they don’t think disaster is imminent.
In order to make use of a crisis mentality, especially using the
“common enemy” of “global warming” to unite diﬀerent forces to
oppose capitalism, it has become imperave for environmentalists to
emphasize and exaggerate the nature of the alleged crisis.

The simplest way is to create a huge, mass fear of using the cheapest
sources of energy, that is, fossil fuels — coal, oil, natural gas — and also
nuclear energy. Environmentalists succeeded in making people fearful
of nuclear energy decades ago, and now, they are trying to make
people afraid of using fossil fuels by claiming that fossil fuels lead to
catastrophic global warming.
Draconian environmental regulaons have become important tools of
combang capitalism, especially capitalist economies, and have
become known as job killers. Green smulus programs, clean energy
programs, new power-plant regulaons, stricter vehicle regulaons,
the Paris Agreement, and so on, all are promoted under the name of
prevenng global warming.
However, in reality, climate science hasn’t concluded that global
warming is caused by human acvity, or that global warming will
deﬁnitely lead to disaster. If natural causes are behind climate change,
then all these government policies only serve to impede economic
development while bringing no beneﬁt to humanity.
Under the inﬂuence of environmentalism, people blindly raise the bars
of emission standards for cars and ban various substances and
chemicals without any scienﬁc basis. This naturally means higher
manufacturing costs and less proﬁt, followed by greater unemployment
and outsourcing industry to developing countries where costs are
lower. Even the supporters of environmental protecon have to admit
that increasing the fuel eﬃciency of all cars to 54.5 miles per gallon by
2025 would at most cut the magnitude of global warming by 0.02 C by
2100. [44] This would do virtually nothing to help reduce global

warming. Various restricons of dubious eﬀecveness have cost
millions of workers their jobs and dealt a heavy blow to the
manufacturing industries, research facules, innovave energy, and
internaonal compeveness in Western countries.
Industries that stem from the needs of environmental protecon are
basically driven by government subsidies and do not follow market
demand. To bring products into mass producon before making real
research breakthroughs is very impraccal. These “green” companies
can barely stay in business, let alone smulate the job market. With
globalizaon, many companies move abroad, causing losses for their
countries of origin.
Proponents of environmental protecon enthusiascally promote
green energy and jump-started solar energy and wind-power
generaon. Unfortunately the polluon that comes with the generaon
of green energy is either underesmated or simply hidden from view.
In the process of producing solar panels, the deadly poison silicon
tetrachloride is created as a byproduct. A report by the Washington
Post quotes Ren Bingyan, a professor at the School of Material Sciences
at Hebei Industrial University: “The land where you dump or bury it will
be inferle. No grass or trees will grow in the place. … It is like
dynamite — it is poisonous, it is pollung. Human beings can never
touch it.”[45]
The producon of solar panels consumes enormous amount of
convenonal energy, including coal and petroleum. It’s fair to say that
green energy in such cases leaves the earth not green but polluted.

According to the Paris Agreement, by 2025, the developed countries
have to provide US$100 billion each year to help the developing
countries improve their energy structure and industrial technology. The
United States alone has to come up with 75 percent of the funding
among the one hundred-plus signatory countries. At the same me, by
the year 2025, the United States is required to cut its greenhouse gas
emissions to between 26 and 28 percent less than the 2005 levels. This
means that every year, the United States should cut 1.6 billion tons of
emissions.
As for China, the country that has surpassed the United States to
become the world’s biggest polluter, the Paris Agreement allows it to
reach a peak in carbon dioxide emissions by 2030. [46]
In a statement on the Paris Climate Accord, President Trump said:
Compliance with the terms of the Paris Accord and the onerous energy
restricons it has placed on the United States could cost America as
much as 2.7 million lost jobs by 2025 according to the Naonal
Economic Research Associates. …
According to this same study, by 2040, compliance with the
commitments put into place by the previous administraon would cut
producon for the following sectors: paper down 12 percent; cement
down 23 percent; iron and steel down 38 percent; coal … down 86
percent; natural gas down 31 percent. The cost to the economy at this
me would be close to $3 trillion in lost GDP and 6.5 million industrial
jobs, while households would have $7,000 less income and, in many
cases, much worse than that.[47]

With the rise of the environmentalist movement, communist countries
caught a break in their struggle against the West. Unreasonable
regulaons and agreements choke industries, economies, and
technology in the Western capitalist countries. This hampered America
in its roles as world police and the bason of the West in the ﬁght
against communism.
We do not deny that the environment needs protecon. However the
goal of environmental protecon should serve mankind, the highest
form of life. The need to protect the environment should be balanced
with the needs of mankind. Environmental protecon for its own sake
is excessive and makes a sacriﬁce of humanity, while being co-opted by
communism. Today’s environmentalism doesn’t care about balance
and has become an extremist ideology. Doubtless, many
environmentalists harbor good intenons. But in their quest to
mobilize and concentrate the resources of the state for the sake of
their cause, they are aligning themselves with communism.
c. Media Suppression of Opposing Voices
In June 2008, ABC’s “Good Morning America” (GMA) aired a special
episode imagining the future and making predicons about the impact
of global warming on the earth and humanity over the next century. In
the program, an “expert” claimed that in 2015, the sea level would rise
rapidly, causing New York to be inundated by the sea. One interviewee
said by that me there would be “ﬁre extending hundreds of miles,” a
gallon of milk would cost $12.90, and a gallon of gasoline would cost
$9. The viewpoints presented in the show were so exaggerated that a

host of the show couldn’t help but queson if all of this was really
possible.
In actuality, this is not the main queson that the media has to
consider. Environmentalism uses “crisis awareness” to drive the public,
yet crisis awareness and uncertainty are two diﬀerent concepts. How
can things not yet conﬁrmed by science warrant a sense of crisis?
Therefore, environmentalism uses the banner of protecng mankind’s
future to suppress diﬀerent voices and arrive at a public consensus
under the pretense of a scienﬁc consensus.
Danish economist Bjørn Lomborg wrote that climate warming was
caused by human acvity in his book The Skepcal Environmentalist:
Measuring the Real State of the World. However, he believed that
human adaptability and technological advancement would ward oﬀ the
occurrence of disaster. As this did not conform to the environmentalist
dogma of man-made climate change, he was subsequently cricized by
people of many diﬀerent professions.
The chairman of the U.N. Climate Change Panel compared Lomborg to
Hitler. The Danish CommiGee on Scienﬁc Dishonesty announced aRer
an invesgaon that Lomborg had commiGed “scienﬁc dishonesty”
(but subsequent government invesgaons proved that Lomborg was
innocent). His opponents aGempted to use the decision of the
CommiGee on Scienﬁc Dishonesty to revoke his posion as director of
the Danish Environmental Assessment Instute. At the train staon,
people were not even willing to stand on the same pla\orm as
Lomborg. One environmentalist threw a pie at him. [48]

In his book The Great Global Warming Blunder: How Mother Nature
Fooled the World’s Top Climate Sciensts, Dr. Roy Spencer, a
climatologist and former NASA satellite expert, summarized a list of
fourteen propaganda techniques used by environmentalists, including
causing panic, appealing to authority, herd mentality, assurances of
victory, personal aGacks, sensaonalism, and creang rumors. [49]
In 2006, Brish journalist Brendan O’Neill wrote “A Climate of
Censorship,” an arcle describing the suppression of opinion and
derisive rhetoric faced by people in many countries if they dare doubt
the theory of climate change. [50] For example, one Brish diplomat
said in a public speech that those who doubt climate change should be
treated by the media no diﬀerently than terrorists, and that they
should not be given a pla\orm to speak.
O’Neill points out that those skepcal of the theory of climate change
have been labeled “deniers.” This includes various groups of people
ranging from those who acknowledge climate warming but feel we are
able to cope with it, to those who completely deny warming as a
scienﬁc phenomenon. The potency of this label is considerable.
Charles Jones, a rered English professor at the University of
Edinburgh, said that the term “denier” is designed to place skepcs on
the same level of moral depravity as Holocaust deniers. According to
O’Neill, some people even claim that skepcs of climate change theory
are accomplices in a coming eco-Holocaust and may face Nurembergstyle trials in the future.
A well-known environmentalist writer wrote, “We should conduct war
trials on gits (the skepcs of climate warming theory) — like a climate

version of the Nuremberg trial.” One author commented: “Only in
authoritarian countries have I heard this manner of convicng thought
or speech. … Demonizing a group of people and describing their speech
as toxic and dangerous is but one step away from conducng more
rigorous levels of censorship.” [51] This judgment is correct. Restricng
the right to think is one of the ways communism divorces people from
a concept of good and evil that is based on universal values.
A professor of astronomy at Harvard published a paper discussing the
role of the sun in climate change based on historical temperature
records in the earth’s past. Because this challenged the dogma of
humans being the culprit of climate change, an environmentalist
website labeled him an “aGempted mass murderer” and all other
dissenters as “felons.” [52]
Such examples are too numerous to count. A senior oﬃcial of a large
environmental group warned that the media should think twice before
broadcasng the views of climate-change skepcs because “allowing
such misinformaon to spread would cause harm.” [53]
The Brish foreign secretary said in a speech that just as terrorists are
not allowed to appear in the media, skepcs of global warming should
not have the right to air their ideas. [54] Mainstream columnists in
Australia are beginning to consider prosecung deniers of climate
change on charges of “crimes against humanity.” At a summit aGended
by important policians in Australia, including the prime minister, a
proposal was made to deprive violators of their cizenship. One idea
was to re-examine Australian cizens and reissue cizenship only to

those who have veriﬁed they are “friendly to the climate
environment.” [55]
Some have even tried to use legal force to exnguish the voices of
opponents of the climate- warming hypothesis. In 2015, twenty
academics sent a leGer to the U.S. president and the aGorney general
requesng that the Racketeer Inﬂuenced and Corrupt Organizaons Act
be used to invesgate companies and organizaons with nonstandard
views on climate change. This amounts to aGempng to use the law to
inhibit freedom of speech. [56]
In 2016, the aGorneys general of several states formed a coalion to
invesgate whether tradional energy industries were misleading
investors and the public on “the impact of climate change” and if so, to
prosecute. As pointed out by the Heritage Foundaon, such allegaons
and invesgaons of those who hold diﬀerent opinions violate the First
Amendment of the U.S. Constuon and sﬂe the debate on important
public policies. [57]
d. ‘Civil’ Groups Manipulated for Street Revoluon
Mass movements are one of communism’s strategies to spread its
inﬂuence across naons and the world. Many environmentalist
organizaons mobilize large numbers of people to wage environmental
protecon campaigns. They have lobbied and hijacked government
instuons and U.N. organizaons to formulate and enforce
unreasonable agreements and regulaons. They have also created
violent incidents in order to silence the general public.

As the radical leRist representave Saul Alinsky stated, it is necessary
to hide the true purposes of a movement and mobilize people on a
large scale to act in support of local, temporary, plausible, or benign
goals. When people become accustomed to these relavely moderate
forms of acvism, it is relavely easy to get them to act for more radical
aims. “Remember: once you organize people around something as
commonly agreed upon as polluon, then an organized people is on
the move. From there it’s a short and natural step to polical polluon,
to Pentagon polluon,” Alinsky said. [58]
On the ﬁrst Earth Day in 1970, more than 20 million Americans
parcipated in Earth Day-themed street protests. Populaon control
has become the method of choice to deal with environmental
degradaon. At that me, many leRist organizaons in the United
States decided to go where the people were. They took part in the
environmental movement and advocated socialism as a means to
restrict populaon growth.
A variety of leRist groups use environmentalism as ideological
packaging to carry out street acons advocang revoluon. For
example, if the United States has a “people’s climate movement,” you
can infer that it is a product of the communist pares. The
organizaons involved are the Communist Party USA, Socialism in
Acon, the Maoist American Revoluonary Communist Party,
Ecological Society, Socialist Workers, Alternave Socialism, American
Democrac Socialism, Free Socialism, and so on. They hosted the
People’s Climate Rally and the People’s Climate Parade. Slogans at
these rallies have included “Instuonal reform, not climate change,”
“Capitalism is killing the United States,” “Capitalism is destroying the

environment,” “Capitalism is destroying the planet,” and “Fighng for a
socialist future.” [59]
These groups, with a sea of red ﬂags, have marched in many major
cies in the United States, including Washington, D.C. [60] With more
and more communist and socialist elements to strengthen
environmentalism, “green peace” has made a full transion to red
revoluon.
e. A New Religion of An-Humanism
In addion to hijacking environmentalism as a polical movement,
communist inﬂuences have turned environmentalism into an anhumanism cult.
Michael Crichton, the author of Jurassic Park, once said that
environmentalism is one of the most powerful religions in the Western
world today. He believes that environmentalism possesses the typical
characteriscs of a religion: “There’s an inial Eden, a paradise, a state
of grace and unity with nature, there’s a fall from grace into a state of
polluon as a result of eang from the tree of knowledge, and as a
result of our acons there is a judgment day coming for us all. We are
all energy sinners, doomed to die, unless we seek salvaon, which is
now called sustainability. Sustainability is salvaon in the church of the
environment.” [61]
Crichton believes that all the creeds of environmentalism are a maGer
of faith. “It’s about whether you are going to be a sinner, or [be] saved.
Whether you are going to be one of the people on the side of salvaon,

or on the side of doom. Whether you are going to be one of us, or one
of them.” [62]
This view has been recognized by a number of scholars. William
Cronon, an inﬂuenal environmental historian in the United States,
believes that environmentalism is a new religion because it proposes a
complex set of ethical requirements with which to judge human
behavior. [63]
Renowned scienst and quantum mechanist Freeman Dyson, quoted
earlier, said in an arcle in the 2008 New York Book Review that “a
worldwide secular religion” of environmentalism has “replaced
socialism as the leading secular religion.” This religion holds “that
despoiling the planet with waste products of our luxurious living is a
sin, and that the path of righteousness is to live as frugally as possible.”
The ethics of this new religion, he elaborated, are being taught to
children in kindergartens, schools, and colleges all over the world. [64]
Many environmentalists do not shy away from this subject. Rajendra
Pachauri, former head of the IPCC who resigned following a sexual
harassment scandal, said in his resignaon leGer that
environmentalism “is my religion.” [65]
As environmentalism becomes more ideological and religious in nature,
it has become increasingly intolerant of diﬀerent views. Former Czech
president Klaus believes that the environmental movement is now
more driven by ideology than science; instead, it is a quasi-religion
aimed at destroying the exisng society. This new religion, like
communism, describes a wonderful picture of utopia, that is, using

human wisdom to plan the natural environment and rescue the world.
This “salvaon” is based on opposion to exisng civilizaon. For
example, the chairman of the Advisory Board of the United Naons
University for Peace and the architect of the Kyoto Protocol said: “Isn’t
the only hope for the planet that the industrialized civilizaons
collapse?” [66]
Klaus summarized his views: “If we take the reasoning of the
environmentalists seriously, we ﬁnd that theirs is an an-human
ideology.” He agreed with biologist Ivan Brezina that environmentalism
is not a raonal, scienﬁc answer to ecological crisis, but boils down to
an overall denial of civilizaon. [67]
Environmentalism foments hatred between people by aGacking people
of diﬀerent opinions — all in the name of protecng the environment.
Evident in this hatred and extremism is a radical an-humanism.
Canadian polical cric Mark Steyn says that according to the
environmentalists, “We are the polluon; sterilizaon is the soluon.
The best way to bequeath a more sustainable environment to our
children is not [to] have any.” He gives the example of Toni Vernelli, a
Brish woman who had an aboron and was sterilized because she
believed having children is bad for the environment. [68]
This thinking regards man as the chief culprit in destroying nature. It
places the natural environment as a supreme priority, far beyond the
sacred posion of human beings, even by means of controlling human
ferlity and depriving people of their very right to existence. This view
is no diﬀerent from communism, and is an-human at its core. This
new religion replaces the tradional belief that man is master of the

earth. This combinaon of religiosity, totalitarianism, the coercive unity
of ideas, and the an-capitalist revoluon, cannot guarantee the
protecon of nature by human beings. On the contrary, it will destroy
exisng civilizaon, exisng freedoms and order, and create
unprecedented panic and chaos, leading humanity down a wrong path.
This is the true design of the communist inﬂuences behind
environmentalism.
Conclusion: To Escape Environmental Crisis,
Honor the Divine and Restore Tradion
God created humanity and the beauful and prosperous earth. This is
an environment in which human beings live and mulply. People have
the right to use the resources of nature, and at the same me, have the
obligaon to cherish natural resources and care for the environment.
For thousands of years, human beings have heeded the warnings leR
by the gods in ancient mes and have lived in harmony with nature.
The environmental problems that have emerged in modern mes are
ulmately the result of the deterioraon of the human heart. This
moral decay has been further ampliﬁed by the power of science and
technology. The polluted natural environment is but an external
manifestaon of humanity’s inner moral polluon. To purify the
environment, one must start by purifying the heart.
The rise of environmental awareness stems from the human insnct of
self-preservaon. While this is natural and understandable, it has also
become a loophole to be exploited by the communist specter.
Communism has mobilized to create large-scale panic, advocate a

warped set of values, deprive people of their freedom, aGempt to
expand government, and even impose a world government. Embracing
this alternave form of communism in a bid to save the environment
threatens the enslavement of humanity and facilitates its destrucon.
A compulsory polical program is not the answer to the environmental
problems we face, nor is reliance on modern technology a way out. To
resolve the crisis, we must gain a deeper understanding of the universe
and nature, as well as the relaonship between man and nature, while
maintaining an upright moral state. Humanity must restore its
tradions, improve morality, and ﬁnd its way back to the path set by
gods. In doing so, people will naturally receive divine wisdom and
blessing. A beauful natural world full of life will be restored. The
brightness and prosperity of heaven and earth will accompany man
forever.

