
Foreword: uncensored
science is crucial for global

conservation

Editor’s Note: This essay by esteemed scientist James Hansen is a hybrid of the books’

foreword and an independent treatise on the accelerated warming of the planet.

Science is needed today more than
ever
We must follow the science to save our home planet, but what does the science

tell us? Essays in this extraordinary work will help scientists communicate their

findings to the public and policymakers, which is one objective of conservation

scientist Dominick DellaSala, the book’s mastermind. The lessons provided—in

personal integrity, preparation, accessibility (the elevator speech), alliance-

building, and political acumen—have wide applicability.

Science was a guiding force in the explosions of knowledge and political revolu-

tions of the 17th and 18th centuries—the Age of Science and Reason, also

called the Enlightenment. Rationalism was spurred by Galileo’s telescopic obser-

vations. Science dispelled myths, such as the belief that the Sun orbited Earth.

Medieval worldviews began to change.

However, there was no sudden global epiphany. Galileo, for his daughter’s sake

and his own sake, was forced to “confess” his heresy, comforted by the realiza-

tion that history would provide fair assessment and judgment. A delay in under-

standing was not harmful to the world.

Today science still competes with beliefs. Yet the need for rationalism in under-

standing—of both our planet and our political systems—has never been

greater. And we do not have the luxury of ample time that Galileo enjoyed.

Philosophers of the Enlightenment were mainly European, but the American

Revolution and Constitution were the most important political products that

emerged on the world scene. Concepts of freedom, equality, individual rights, and

celebration of diversity were at the heart of this first democratic constitutional

republican form of government, characterized by the rule of law with the consent

of the governed, and by checks and balances among competing interests.

I was born in 1941—the year the United States entered World War II—and grew

up in the post-war era, when, unlike the period after World War I, the United States
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provided global leadership, supported the reconstruction of war-torn regions, led

the formation of the United Nations, and promoted the Universal Declaration of

Human Rights. Global cooperation and commerce increased. Standards of living

improved in nations adopting constitutional governments with individual rights,

including nations defeated in World War II. The United States took the lead in

establishing the international organizations that facilitated economic growth and

security. Cooperation lifted all boats; it was not a zero-sum game.

When I was a kid, we were taught that America was a shining city on a hill.

“Truth, justice and the American way” seemed almost synonymous when the

comic hero Superman first uttered that phrase. Science provided a way to dis-

cover the truth. The objective scientific method is designed to uncover the

unvarnished truth, independent of our preferences.

Presidents Harry Truman and Dwight Eisenhower respected science.

Eisenhower had a Science Advisory Committee and he invested in our educa-

tional system. Not long before his death, Eisenhower said to James Killian, his

former Science Adviser: “You know, Jim, this bunch of scientists was one of the

few groups that I encountered in Washington who seemed to be there to help

the country and not to help themselves” (Killian, 1977). Eisenhower wanted

the truth and the country benefitted from it.

Eisenhower was concerned as he left office in 1960. He saw the growing power

of special interests. His farewell address focused on the military-industrial com-

plex, which grew with a perceived threat by the Soviet Union. That threat

receded as NASA, formed in 1958, beat the Soviets to the moon, arms control

treaties were negotiated, and the Berlin wall was torn down. But, like a cancer,

the role of special interests and money in our government continued to grow.

Truth is the enemy of special
interests
Gradually, the truth became malleable to politicians. They became elite and

addicted to the money of special interests. They justified taking money as being

required for their campaigns, but it also supported their lifestyles. Their first pri-

ority became their own reelection, not the best interests of the public.

The other party became the focus, the enemy. Negative campaigning worked.

The next campaign began the morning after the last election. Bipartisanship

waned. Governance and policies suffered. Wealth disparity grew. Opportunity

was not equal. Unjustified military adventures abroad drained lives, treasure,

and spirit. We did not seem to have a government working to achieve a more

perfect union. Frustration of the public brought out the worst from fringe

groups, including scapegoating and hatreds. Home and abroad, the public saw

that America’s professed idealism—of a shining city on a hill—was becoming a
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sham. Yet politicians attempted to prove their patriotism by the number of

flags in their photo-ops.

We still live in a democracy with enormous potential, but we must work to make it

work. The shock of recent events—angry, destructive protests—may be a godsend,

if it invigorates the people who believe that we can still achieve a more perfect

union. Founders of the American democracy foresaw the sort of deterioration that

we have witnessed—corruption, really—and they believed that every so often a

revolution may be required to restore government integrity. Not a shooting revolu-

tion—they hoped—but a revival of the spirit of public service.

We have reached such a time. I am optimistic that we can find a path out of

our present dangerous partisanship. I believe that truth and science can help us

find that path.

My perspective derives from a long career in science, including efforts to com-

municate implications of climate science to the public and politicians. Indeed,

the chapters in this book and the world’s precarious circumstance—on the cusp

of previously only imagined global change—forces me to ponder: where did

we go wrong? How could we scientists do a better job of informing the public

and policymakers?

My first foray into the world of policy was innocent. I wrote a paper describing

research carried out by six other young atmospheric physicists and me at the NASA

Goddard Institute for Space Studies (Hansen et al., 1981). We warned that contin-

ued business-as-usual fossil fuel use could result in global warming as great as 5�C
by the end of the 21st century. Such warming, we noted, might result in disintegra-

tion of the West Antarctic ice sheet and sea level rise of as much as several meters

by the end of this century, as well as extreme regional climate consequences.

Furthermore, we dared to point out obvious policy implications of our study,

writing:

Political and economic forces affecting energy use and fuel choice make it

unlikely that the CO2 issue will have a major impact on energy policies until

convincing observations of the global warming are in hand. In light of

historical evidence that it takes several decades to complete a major change

in fuel use, this makes large climate change almost inevitable. However, the

degree of warming will depend strongly on the energy growth rate and

choice of fuels for the next century. Thus, CO2 effects on climate may make

full exploitation of coal resources undesirable. An appropriate strategy may

be to encourage energy conservation and develop alternative energy

sources, while using fossil fuels as necessary during the next few decades.

Funding for our CO2 research was promptly terminated by the U.S.

Department of Energy. The impact was sobering and stressful, as I had to
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inform individuals that we had lost support for five young scientists. It was clear

already in 1981 that special interests had inordinate sway in our government—

and no special interest was more powerful than the fossil fuel industry. The

funding blow added to pressures to close our Institute in New York and move

remaining scientists to Greenbelt, Maryland. We survived in New York thanks

to the help of two angels, one at Columbia University and one at Goddard

Space Flight Center (Hansen, 2022a).

Funding constraints did not terminate our climate research. In Chapter 3 of this

book, Sounding the Alarm, Former Assistant Secretary General of the United

Nations Franz Baumann points to my 1988 testimony before the Senate

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources (Hansen, 1988), when I con-

cluded that “earth is warming by an amount that is too large to be a chance

fluctuation and in my opinion the greenhouse effect. . .is changing our climate

now.” My conclusion was hardly universal then (Kerr, 1989), but I could state it

with confidence based on the combination of paleoclimate evidence, global cli-

mate models, and ongoing observations of climate change. Altogether, it was

clear that a basic change in the world’s energy strategy was needed.

Remarkably, within a few years the UN Framework Convention on Climate

Change was agreed upon in Rio in 1992 and would be signed by almost all

nations. The stated objective of the Framework Convention is “stabilization of

greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent

dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system. Such a level

should be achieved within a timeframe sufficient to allow ecosystems to adapt

naturally to climate change, to ensure that food production is not threatened

and to enable economic development to proceed in a sustainable manner”

(United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 1992).

The Framework Convention was a political triumph, achieved at a time when the

scientific community had barely begun to recognize that greenhouse-driven cli-

mate change was underway—as evidenced by the reactions to my Congressional

testimony (Kerr, 1989). Yet even three decades later, the Framework Convention

has had almost no effect in stemming the growth of atmospheric greenhouse

gases. Indeed, after the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, global fossil fuel emissions of CO2

(Fig. F.1), the principal drive of global warming, accelerated faster!

Figure F.1
Global energy
consumption (A)
and fossil fuel CO2

emissions (B) from
1900 through
2019.
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Censorship, as Dominick DellaSala
realized in choosing chapters for this
book, is a problem for conservation
Blatant censorship can be addressed by public objection, but institutional and

personal costs discourage such revelation. Moreover, there are also more subtle

constraints on communication, which are more difficult to address and may be

more dangerous.

In my testimony to Congress I had no intent to be a whistleblower—I just

reported science as I saw it. However, when NASA preferred to have someone

from Headquarters testify in my stead in 1988, I did not acquiesce because his

testimony would differ from mine (Hansen, 2022b). And in 1989 I informed

the Senate committee that my written testimony had been altered, over my

objection, by the White House Office of Management and Budget (Hansen,

2022c).

After a third incident—I submitted a paper (Hansen et al., 1990) on the need

for small satellite observations that were not included in NASA’s Earth

Observing System—I was reprimanded for “fighting NASA for a third time.” I

objected, arguing that I acted under allegiance to scientific accuracy and the

taxpayers. I took the issue to high levels—the NASA Administrator and the

White House (Vice President Al Gore)—but without effect (Hansen, 2022d).

That’s not surprising. The problems emanate from the highest levels. The NASA

troops—and government employees in other agencies that I interacted with—

are hard-working competent people. The problem is that they are constrained

to work in an increasingly bureaucratic, inefficient system. Neither political

party makes a serious effort to reduce bureaucracy and increase government

vitality. On the contrary, both parties have increased the politicization and inef-

ficiency of government agencies.

The political party controlling the executive branch installs political appoin-

tees to head Offices of Public Information at science agencies, which thus

become Offices of Propaganda that attempt to make the incumbent

Administration look good. Both parties allow their Office of Management and

Budget to alter scientific testimony. These are fixable problems. The public

can affect this situation via political parties, their platforms, and elections—as I

discuss below.

Regarding my specific disagreements with NASA, I had to accept the punish-

ments, which included a reduction of resources for the Institute that I headed. I

was in love with science and uncomfortable with the hullabaloo that accompa-

nied my testimonies, so I had already decided to retreat into scientific research.

I continued to advocate for small satellite measurements but otherwise tried to

focus on science and avoid controversy.
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By 2004, I felt compelled to speak out again because of growing evidence that

we were moving toward dangerous climate change but had no effective poli-

cies. Reactions to my talks exposed both continued government censorship and

a censorship self-imposed by scientists.

Government censorship was so routine that NASA thought nothing of assigning

a minder to screen my interactions with media. When censorship reached the

level of “prior restraint”—I was required to tell NASA Public Affairs of interviews

beforehand and let them replace me—I informed the New York Times. Prior

restraint blatantly violates the Constitutional right of free speech. After a Public

Affairs employee confirmed the censorship, the Times published a story that

put an end to this specific censorship. NASA pretended that the censorship had

been the work of a 24-year-old maverick, but Bowen (2008) in Censoring

Science found that instructions came from the White House and the highest

levels at NASA Headquarters.

When I was asked to testify to Congress again, the Director of Goddard Space

Flight Center—whom I greatly respected—gently suggested that I would be

wise to stick to climate science and not discuss policy. I could not have agreed

less. Why should scientists not connect dots all the way to defining the actions

needed to avoid dangerous climate change? If scientists do not speak up, poli-

cies will continue on the disastrous course defined by special interests.

Scientific reticence can amount to
self-censorship
Indeed, damage from excessive reticence can exceed that from ham-handed

government strictures.

In public lectures (Hansen, 2004, 2005a), I argued that the dangerous level of

warming is lower than implied in UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate

Change (IPCC) reports. The IPCC “burning embers” method was used to calcu-

late a 50% chance of exceeding the dangerous threshold if global warming

reached 2.85�C relative to late 20th century climate or 3.45�C relative to

1880�1920 (Schneider and Mastrandrea, 2005). That comported with com-

mon sense: 2�C�3�C warming did not seem to be disastrous.

But paleoclimate data give pause. When Earth was last 3�C warmer—in the

Pliocene—sea level reached at least 10�15 m (33�50 feet) higher (Dwyer and

Chandler, 2009; Dumitru et al., 2019). IPCC relied on ice sheet models that

needed millennia to yield large ice sheet change. The then-current IPCC (2001)

report estimated sea level rise of only 40�45 cm by 2100, with 30 cm from

thermal expansion of ocean water, 10�15 cm from alpine glaciers, and little

change from the ice sheets—for the heavily studied IS92a scenario, which has

715 ppm CO2 in 2100.
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Field geologists who worked on the ice sheets—Konrad Steffen, Eric Rignot,

and Jay Zwally—doubted those models. They expected more rapid ice sheet

disintegration. So did I. In an editorial essay (Hansen, 2005b), I argued that a

warmer ocean and marine-abutting ice sheets could yield a sea level rise of sev-

eral meters in a century. Human-made climate forcing—imposed perturbation

of Earth’s energy balance—in IPCC scenarios for this century is larger and much

more rapid than natural climate forcings. It seemed nonsensical to think it

would take a millennium to achieve a large response.

Scientific reticence (Hansen, 2007) arises partly from the reward structure. A

scientist crying danger is rebuked—by fellow scientists and funders—as we

learned in the 1980s. But there is no penalty for “fiddling while Rome burns.”

Indeed, a scientist who lards his conclusions with excessive caveats and uncer-

tainties is rewarded. Caution has merits, but in the case of ice sheets and sea

level rise, we may rue reticence, if it locks in future disasters.

Something was wrong with ice sheet
models
In fairness to the modelers, ice sheets are complex with processes occurring on

a wide range of spatial scales, so modeling ice sheets is hard. However, it is

easy to find instances in the paleoclimate record when sea level rose several

meters in a century (Fairbanks, 1989; Deschamps et al., 2012). Ice sheet mod-

els did not capture such rapid change.

What could we do in the absence of good ice sheet models? Known cases of

sea level rising several meters in a century imply exponential ice sheet disinte-

gration, a process characterized by amplifying feedbacks that lead to collapse

of a vulnerable portion of an ice sheet. Such a process can be characterized

approximately by a doubling time for the rate of ice sheet mass loss.

I decided to do a climate modeling experiment in which—instead of using an

ice sheet model—we used the observed rate of ice melt and let it grow expo-

nentially. We would try alternatives—10 years and 20 years, for example—for

the doubling time. Precise measurements of ice sheet mass were beginning to

be made, so if our concept was right and high emissions continued, we would

eventually get an empirical measure of the doubling time.

In October 2006, Reto Ruedy, Makiko Sato, and I— made a model run with

meltwater injection from Antarctica and Greenland. The initial ice melt rate was

from observations; it then increased with a 10-year doubling time up to a sea

level rise of 5 m. Most of that water could be provided by West Antarctic ice,

which rests on bedrock below sea level (Fig. F.2). Deep valley outlets on East

Antarctica (Greenbaum et al., 2015) and Greenland (Catania et al., 2020)

would expose additional ice to contact with ocean water.
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I was stunned by the model result
Within several decades the North Atlantic and Southern Ocean Overturning

Circulations (dubbed AMOC and SMOC) had shut down. In a hot, warming

world, sea ice around Antarctica held steady and then expanded northward!

Wally Broecker had long asserted that ice melt could shut down the AMOC and

cause cooling in the North Atlantic and Europe. However, climate modelers did

not confirm his expectations. Wally was not a climate modeler. He grumpily

acceded to the modelers, but he retained a healthy skepticism of climate mod-

els (Hansen, 2022e). I shared Wally’s skepticism.

Why did our result differ? Our climate model included an ocean model

designed by Gary Russell with special attention to proper conservation of physi-

cal quantities. We also included the cooling effect of icebergs in the freshwater

discharge from ice sheets. However, our model had coarse resolution compared

with other models. We were certain to be hammered by other scientists if we

presented new results without a good explanation for why they differed.

Now we were challenging both ice sheet models and ocean models! We had

neither a glaciologist nor an oceanographer on our little team. We did not have

the heft, nomenclature, or detailed understanding needed to challenge the lea-

ders in those fields. So, we had a lot of work to do. Moreover, I was committed

to protests against government inaction on climate, and I was involved in issues

in energy science and economics about how to phase out carbon emissions.

Figure F.2 Schematic diagram of the surface origin of two water masses that fill most of the world ocean:
North Atlantic Deep Water (NADW) and Antarctic Bottom Water (AABW). The upper circulation cell is the
Atlantic Meridional Overturning Circulation (AMOC) and the deeper circulation is the Southern Meridional
Overturning Circulation (SMOC). Physical processes occurring near the ice sheets are discussed later in this
foreword and this illustration is adapted from Hansen et al. (2016).
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In 2007, I read papers of geologist
Paul Hearty and initiated
correspondence with him
Hearty explored sites worldwide, focusing on places with minimal vertical

movement of Earth’s crust from tectonic uplift or crustal rebound caused by ice

sheet melt. Hearty’s papers (e.g., Hearty and Neumann, 2001; Hearty et al.,

2007) are full of photos, maps, and descriptions that allow readers to almost

feel that they are accompanying a classical geologist who skillfully reads the

record of Earth’s climate and sea level imprinted in the rocks.

My interest was in Hearty’s conclusion that rapid sea level rise of at least a few

meters occurred late in the Eemian interglacial period, raising sea level to

16�9 m (20�30 feet) relative to today. The Eemian is the most recent inter-

glacial period prior to the present (Holocene) interglacial period during which

civilization developed. Global temperature during the Eemian was 1�C�2�C
warmer than the preindustrial Holocene, thus providing an indication of what

may be in store as a consequence of human-made global warming.

Hearty was not alone in concluding that rapid sea level rise occurred in the

Eemian. Rohling et al. (2008), via innovative analysis of Red Sea sediment cores,

found evidence of sea level changes during the Eemian period. If these oscilla-

tions were real sea level change, they implied an average Eemian sea level

change rate of more than 1 m per century. His group (Grant et al., 2012) also

found that sea level changes lagged Antarctic climate changes by only

100�400 years and lagged Greenland climate changes by 200�400 years.

The paleoclimate sea level changes were in response to climate forcings—

imposed changes of Earth’s energy imbalance—that were weaker and changed

much more slowly than the human-made climate forcings. Yet the paleoclimate

forcings produced frequent large, rapid sea level change. The models IPCC

relied on failed to produce such realistic, rapid change.

Something was wrong with those models. Of that, I was certain.

Providentially, I was invited to give
the Bjerknes lecture at the American
Geophysical Union meeting in 2008
In my talk, Climate Threat to the Planet: Implications for Energy Policy and

Intergenerational Justice (Hansen, 2008), I had 1 hour to describe the climate sit-

uation and policy implications.

I had a suspicion about a problem in ocean models. When we doubled atmo-

spheric CO2, we found that global surface temperature after 100 years had
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only achieved 60% of its final warming. Could mixing of heat into the ocean

really slow down the surface response that much? Such a long delay was not

expected by the legendary Jule Charney (Hansen, 2022f).

Prior to my talk, I requested model results from three of the most prominent cli-

mate groups, and they generously cooperated. The global temperature

response of these models was even slower than in our model! I emphasized this

topic in my AGU lecture, hoping to encourage reporting of response func-

tions—how fast global surface temperature responds to a forcing—for all

models.

Response function information might spur more focus on ocean mixing and on

observations to test the reality of ocean mixing in all models. Such a focus on

the key (real world and model) physics is analogous to how Jule Charney focused

his famous investigation of climate sensitivity (Charney et al., 1979). Charney

would have jumped eagerly on the issue of ocean mixing and climate response

time, but he died young, in 1981. We lesser scientists were on our own.

The climate modeling community did not jump on the ocean mixing issue, and

I was focused on policy matters, as summarized in communications on my

website (Columbia, 2021). But then, in 2010 I saw a paper by Karina von

Schuckmann, a German post-doc working in a French oceanographic labora-

tory. She had the data that I had been waiting for.

Karina von Schuckmann analyzes
data from thousands of Argo floats
that were distributed around the
world ocean during the first decade
of this century
Argo floats (Argo, 2021) dive to a 2-km depth, rise to the surface while making

measurements, and radio the data to a satellite. Precise ocean temperatures

measured by the Argo floats were the data needed to define Earth’s energy

imbalance. That imbalance is important: it defines how much additional global

warming is in the pipeline and it thus informs us about actions needed to stop

further global warming.

Accurate determination of Earth’s energy imbalance meant that we had two

major “knowns” about the climate system, the other being observed global

warming in the past century. There are three major unknowns: climate sensitiv-

ity to a forcing, the net climate forcing, and the delay of surface temperature

change caused by ocean mixing of heat.

Climate sensitivity is constrained by paleoclimate data, which implies a sensitiv-

ity near 3�C for doubled CO2 climate forcing. If we assume that sensitivity, we
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are left with two knowns and two unknowns—a solvable problem. Much of the

climate forcing—that due to greenhouse gases, solar irradiance, and volcanic

aerosols—is well known, but the human-made aerosol forcing is unknown. So,

the two unknowns are aerosol forcing and ocean mixing.

With Karina’s data for 2005�10, we concluded (Hansen et al., 2011) that the

aerosol forcing was 21.660.3 W/m2. This large forcing is not a surprise to

aerosol scientists; it is in the middle of the range that they estimated in IPCC

reports. Most of their aerosol climate forcing is the “indirect” effect of aerosols

on cloud cover and cloud brightness.

Our paper also confirmed the suspicion that ocean models mixed heat into the

deep ocean too efficiently, but it did not tell us why. Did models create an arti-

ficial diffusion of heat via their finite differencing approximation of the equa-

tions of motion? Did the approximations used to represent mixing on scales

smaller than the model’s grid cause too much mixing? Did the coarse vertical

resolution of ocean models cause excessive downward mixing?

Whatever the reason(s), excessive mixing makes it difficult to maintain a low-

density ocean surface layer fed by meltwater. Therefore, SMOC and AMOC

shut down more readily in the real world than in models. SMOC is more impor-

tant than AMOC because SMOC shutdown accelerates Antarctic ice melt and

sea level rise. The high sensitivity of SMOC implies that sea level rise could

begin to run out of control within the next few decades.

How could we make the sea level
threat and its implications clearer?
A persuasive case should include an explanation of the rapid Eemian sea level

rise. The Eemian interglacial period—just slightly warmer than today—provides

the closest real-world example of our likely near-term future. So—on our 40th

wedding anniversary in January 2011—Anniek and I spent 3 days on the island

Eleuthera, the Bahamas, where we could examine some of the field sites that

Paul Hearty had described.

Hearty provided instructions for us to find the field sites. Giant boulders on a

ridge as high as 20 m above today’s sea level provided the most spectacular

evidence. Fig. F.3 shows Anniek standing by a boulder dubbed “the bull” by

Hearty. The boulders are “hammer-ringing hard” limestone of age at least

several hundred thousand years, but they rest on younger, Eemian-age, soil—

the Eemian period lasted from about 130,000 years ago to 118,000 years

ago.

The boulders must have been washed up the ridge by powerful storm-driven

waves—some even rolled down the opposite side of the ridge—providing evi-

dence of the strength of Eemian storms. Quantitative implications for Eemian
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storms are discussed in Chapter 48 of Sophie’s Planet. Here we focus on the

more important issue: the rapid rise of global sea level.

Hearty et al. (2007) review data from 15 places around the world for sea level

during the Eemian. They conclude that sea level rose early in the Eemian to a

level a few meters higher than today. Then late in the Eemian there was rapid

additional sea level rise to a level as much as 6�9 m above the present level.

Hearty’s geologic evidence indicated that the late-Eemian sea level rise required

at most a few centuries, possibly less. Independently, Blanchon et al. (2009)

used coral reef “back-stepping” on the Yucatan Peninsula to establish an even

tighter time scale. As sea level rises, coral moves their reef building shoreward.

From rapid back-stepping of coral in the late Eemian, Blanchon et al. inferred

that 2�3 m of sea level rise occurred within several decades.

These data all fit together and made sense. We understood a lot about the

causes of glacial�interglacial climate change, as discussed in Chapter 25 of

Sophie’s Planet (Hansen, 2022g). Milutin Milankovitch, building on hypotheses

of 19th-century scientists, proposed in the 1920s that glacial�interglacial cli-

mate oscillations are caused by small changes of Earth’s orbit and the tilt of

Earth’s spin axis. James Hays and colleagues confirmed the essence of this

orbital theory by showing that climate-driven periodicities in ocean sediment

cores matched the periodicities of Earth’s orbital changes (Hays et al., 1976).

Figure F.3 Anniek (height 1.6 m) stands beside one of the boulders that were washed to the top of a coastal
ridge of North Eleuthera Island, Bahamas, by waves driven by powerful storms during the Eemian interglacial
period.
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The facts pointed to a clear conviction: the West Antarctic ice sheet collapsed in

the late Eemian. Understanding how the natural climate forcings caused rapid

sea level rise has strong implications for our future and needed policies.

However, before getting to that climactic story, we need to recognize an age-

old sort of censorship that scientists have imposed upon scientists.

Resistance by scientists to
scientific discovery is widely
acknowledged, even though it
clashes with the vision of science as
open-minded and unbiased
Barber (1961) notes famous scientists who chaffed bitterly at this resistance and

is disappointed that they offer only vague explanations, such as “scientists are

human” or “fear of novelty.”

Feynman (1986) described resistance that embarrasses physicists. Robert

Millikan measured the electron charge in an experiment in which he observed

the motion of a charged oil drop in the air. The value he reported was not quite

right, and it took years to correct it. Why? When an experimenter’s results dif-

fered too much from Millikan’s, the experimenter would look for reasons that

some data points were wrong and eliminate those, thus reporting a result not

too different than Millikan’s. Thus, only slowly did they inch themselves to the

true value.

I believe that the IPCC-led climate research community is slowly—too slowly—

inching toward conclusions about climate change that are needed for policy

purposes. In my opinion, one of the reasons for this excessive slowness is an

unusual form of resistance and censorship imposed by scientists who are

respected authorities.

It is not unusual for authorities to disagree with a new conclusion. An example

is reaction to my testimony in 1988, when I asserted that human-made global

warming was underway and significant. The community did not agree. In a 1-

week conference my views were almost universally criticized, as reported by

Kerr (1989). Kerr—one of the top science writers in the world—provided

insight when he quoted one of the experts as saying “if there were a secret

ballot at this meeting on the question, most people would say the greenhouse

warming is probably there” and another as saying “what bothers a lot of us is

that we have a scientist telling Congress things that we are reluctant to say

ourselves.”

These differences were open and well reported. There was also time to resolve

the differences. Nature would soon provide a clearer picture. There was enough

Foreword: uncensored science is crucial for global conservation

xxxvii



time for governments to change energy policies. I was happy to withdraw from

that debate.

Here I describe—via a relevant example—a different sort of resistance and cen-

sorship imposed anonymously by senior scientists. I raise this issue because—

unlike the Galileo and Millikan cases—delay now does great harm. We can lock

in large sea level rise if we do not understand the time scale of the relevant

physical processes, the actions that are needed to avoid unacceptable conse-

quences, and the policies needed to achieve good results. Large sea level rise

would be practically irreversible on any time scale people care about. Also, if

the AMOC shuts down totally, it will take centuries to recover (Hofmann and

Rahmstorf, 2009).

Blackballing by grand poohbahs
includes both resistance to
discovery and censorship
To blackball is to ostracize. Blackballing may not be widespread, but it is rele-

vant to the climate story and many of the chapters of this book. I use our paper

Ice Melt, sea level rise, and superstorms (Hansen et al., 2016), hereinafter

abbreviated as Ice Melt, as a case in point because it brings out the physics and

the poohbahs.

Ice Melt is the paper I wanted to write after we ran the “freshwater” climate

simulations in 2006. We had reframed the sea level rise problem, as described

by Hansen et al. (2016) and in Chapter 48 of Sophie’s Planet (Hansen, 2022h).

Reframing seemed natural to me and its merits were demonstrated by the mas-

ter Henk van de Hulst and related by his protégé Joop Hovenier. The idea is to

look at an old problem in a new way, preferably a simpler way that provides

physical insight. Hovenier said about van de Hulst’s propensity to attack a well-

worked problem from scratch “it takes a lot of guts!” (Hansen, 2022i).

The old way in the ice melt problem relied on ice sheet models. The models do

not yield much ice melt in a century, although they might inch up from one

IPCC report to another. Such small ice melt did not have much effect on over-

turning ocean circulation in climate models.

Reframing was based on real-world
data
Paleoclimate data reveal frequent cases of sea level rise of several meters in a

century. When an ice sheet, or part of it, becomes vulnerable because of cli-

mate change, the ice sheet contraction is often via rapid ice disintegration.

Geologists call these “meltwater pulses.” Some meltwater pulses may result

from slow ice melt that builds up a lake trapped by the ice sheet until the lake
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suddenly bursts through. Such large lakes and outbursts occur in the geologic

record, but they account for only about 1% of paleoclimate sea level rise

(Harrison et al., 2019).

Sea level rise of several meters in a century implies exponential growth of the

injection rate of freshwater onto the ocean. Exponential growth can be charac-

terized by a doubling time for the period of rapid disintegration, which lasts

until the vulnerable ice begins to be exhausted. Paleoclimate examples of sea

level rise of several meters in a century imply a doubling time of no more than

10�20 years, at least for the last few doublings.

Our task is to find the doubling time for the West Antarctic ice sheet if green-

house gases continue to grow rapidly. We can try alternative 10 and 20-year

doubling times and cut off freshwater injection when sea level rise reaches 5 m,

thus allowing examination of how the ocean and climate recover from the per-

turbation. This approach also reveals the freshwater injection rates that yield

shutdown of the AMOC and SMOC. This procedure—as opposed to step func-

tion meltwater injection—mimics real-world ice sheet disintegration, as a given

melt rate is preceded by a slower melt rate.

A climate model study that employs a doubling time for freshwater injection is

appropriate because it resembles the real world. A common—but unrealistic—

alternative is to compare a control run with no freshwater injection to an exper-

iment with a fixed freshwater injection rate or a specified linearly increasing

rate. Ice sheet disintegration is inherently exponential; thus, the appropriate

way to determine the ice melt rate required to shut down the AMOC, for

example, is with exponential freshwater growth.

A large block of time was needed to write Ice Melt. It had to wait until after our

2-year saga to publish a paper (Hansen et al., 2013) needed for a lawsuit

against the government. In early 2014, we reran climate simulations with our

latest climate model; results were similar to those in 2006. Still, progress in writ-

ing Ice Melt was slow. I had retired from the government to start a program at

Columbia University—Climate Science, Awareness and Solutions (CSAS)—but it

was difficult and time-consuming to obtain funding to cover the three people

working with me.

Late in 2014—during the holidays—I
received a message from an angel
(Douglas Durst)
Douglas provided a gift to CSAS that—with the one-third match that Jeremy

Grantham provided for all donations—would cover our costs for more than 2

years. I could work full time on Ice Melt, with the help of Reto Ruedy, Makiko

Sato, and other co-authors. I camped out in my study that winter, with about

25 growing piles of papers on relevant subtopics stacked around the floor.
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On June 11, 2015, I submitted Ice Melt to Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics

(ACP). I chose ACP because the paper could be published promptly as a discus-

sion paper, if it was accepted by the editors after their cursory review. There the

paper would be freely available worldwide while it underwent peer review prior

to publication in the print journal ACP. I wanted the paper to be available prior

to the Paris COP (Conference of the Parties for the United Nations Framework

Convention on Climate Change), which would begin on November 30, 2015.

Our paper outlined overall Eemian climate change. The Eemian interglacial

period was initiated by large positive insolation anomalies at the latitude of

Northern Hemisphere ice sheets—indeed, the largest Milankovitch (Earth

orbital) anomaly of the past 400,000 years—which was sufficient to melt the

ice sheets on North America and Eurasia and reduce the size of the Greenland

ice sheet such that sea level was a few meters higher than today. By the latter

part of the Eemian period, insolation anomalies were negative in the Northern

Hemisphere but positive in the Southern Hemisphere. Before Northern

Hemisphere ice sheets could grow, the small positive insolation anomaly in the

Southern Hemisphere caused the West Antarctic ice sheet to collapse and sea

level to rise rapidly.

After Ice Melt was published as a discussion paper on July 23, 2015, the Dursts

arranged publicity, including an interview by Fareed Zakaria on Global Public

Square on CNN. It was a good opportunity to discuss the threat of global sea

level rise and policies needed to avoid that. It was clear that governments had

no intent to take effective action, even if it made economic sense. I hoped to

add pressure for more meaningful policies, such as carbon fee and dividend.

Referee responses to Ice Melt varied
Referee #1 described it as a “masterwork of scholarly synthesis, modeling virtu-

osity, and insight, with profound implications.” Referee #2—an IPCC contribut-

ing author—seemed intent on preventing publication. Referee #3 fell

somewhere between #1 and #2. Fortunately, the editor secured a Referee #4,

who recommended publication and noted that we made several predictions

that could be evaluated later.

The final paper was published in ACP on March 22, 2016. Durst’s publicist sent

it to the Associated Press writer, Seth Borenstein, who replied: “I sent the paper

to a large number of the top climate scientists whose names you would recog-

nize. The responses were near universal in their criticism of it as exaggerated

and problematic.” The Associated Press did not report on our paper. I thought

nothing of it then, because others reported on it (Columbia, 2016).

I saw Borenstein in 2018, after it was clear that researchers in relevant disci-

plines ignored our paper. It was cited by people concerned about climate
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change but not by researchers in glaciology, oceanography, or paleoclimatol-

ogy. Seth explained that the scientists he contacted were the leading scientists

and five of the six warned him not to write about our paper.

When the grand poohbahs blackball a paper, others in their fields take the cue.

Even when new data support our predictions or other scientists reach conclu-

sions that we already published, that fact is not mentioned. I don’t need the

citations—that’s not the problem. The problem, rather, is that our predicted cli-

mate change is vastly different than that of IPCC.

IPCC has turned the world on its head. All their reports claim that sea level rise

of several meters in a century is highly unlikely, even with CO2 reaching more

than 700 ppm. We find the opposite. With IPCC business-as-usual scenarios, it

is practically certain that we would have a devastating sea level rise this century.

People need to understand this situation as soon as possible, while we still have

a chance to adopt policies that are essential for conservation.

Prior analyses of ocean circulation
focused on AMOC
That focus is understandable. Shutdown of AMOC yields large climate change

in the North Atlantic with a downstream impact on Europe. The reduced north-

ward ocean heat transport also warms the Southern Ocean—an interhemi-

spheric “seesaw” effect (Stocker, 1998). However, the research community and

IPCC concluded that AMOC would not shut down this century; it would only

slow down somewhat more than it has already (IPCC, 2019).

Our conclusions differed dramatically. We found that SMOC is more important

than AMOC because of its effect on future sea level rise. For business-as-usual

scenarios used by IPCC, we found that SMOC would shut down by mid-

century (Fig. 4). AMOC would also shut down this century and would not

recover for centuries. Our approach to the problem also differed greatly from

Figure F.4 (A) SMOC mean circulation at 72�S (excludes eddy-induced transport), and (B) annual sea ice area
anomaly (106 km2) relative to 1979�2000 in five model runs and observations. One Sverdrup (Sv) is 106 m3/s
or B33104 Gt/year. A Gt is a billion tons. SMOC, Southern Meridional Overturning Circulation. Figure adapted

from Hansen et al. (2016)
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that of IPCC. While IPCC relies heavily on ice sheet models, our approach was

based on empirical information from the real world.

Our climate simulations begin with observed rates of ice melt. Numerous paleo-

climate cases of sea level rise by several meters per century imply that the col-

lapse of an ice sheet—once climate change makes it vulnerable—is exponential

with a doubling time of at most 1�2 decades. We used a 10-year doubling

time for future melt rates in most of the simulations for Ice Melt.

We can obtain an empirical measure of doubling times from continuing

observed changes in the masses of the Antarctic and Greenland ice sheets.

Data for ice sheet mass loss through April 2021 yield best-fit values for the dou-

bling time of 12, 10, and 7.5 years for Greenland, Antarctica as a whole, and

West Antarctica, respectively (Hansen, 2022h). The doubling time for West

Antarctica is crucial, because it is expected to be the shortest, in which case it

will be the dominant source of global sea level rise later this century.

In our Ice Melt paper—with 10-year doubling times for Greenland and

Antarctica—the AMOC shuts down this century (Fig. F.5). The high sensitivity

of AMOC to freshwater injection that we find in our global climate model is

supported by paleoclimate data showing that AMOC shutdowns occurred dur-

ing interglacial periods when potential freshwater sources were no larger than

today (Galaasen et al., 2020).

We sharply terminated freshwater injection onto the ocean when sea level rise

reached 5 m in our climate simulations. The purpose was to see how fast

AMOC and SMOC would recover once freshwater forcing was removed. We

found, in agreement with the expected “hysteresis” behavior of AMOC

(Stommel, 1961; Rahmstorf et al., 2005), that AMOC does not fully recover

Figure F.5 AMOC strength at 28�N in five simulations and their mean (black line) for IPCC A1B scenario and
ice melt in both hemispheres, two-thirds of it from Antarctica. AMOC, Atlantic Meridional Overturning
Circulation. Figure adapted from Hansen et al. (2016).
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even in 200 years (Fig. F.5). Furthermore, if ice sheet collapse and multimeter

sea level rise occur, freshwater injection is likely to continue for centuries.

How can real-world ice melt be so much faster than in the ice sheet models

that IPCC relies on? Ice sheet modeling is hard. Ice sheet processes occur on

spatial scales ranging from microscale freeze�thaw effects that cause pot-holes

in our streets to continental-scale “rivers” of ice that discharge icebergs to the

ocean. However, as argued in my “slippery slope” paper (Hansen, 2005b), the

crucial amplifying feedbacks are probably interactions between ice sheets and

oceans abutting against them. Our global climate model results in Ice Melt

revealed such specific amplifying feedbacks.

Shutdown of SMOC is a powerful
feedback
The shutdown can spur the disintegration of the West Antarctic ice sheet

(Fig. F.2). Our climate model correctly locates deep water formation along the

Antarctic coast at places such as the Weddell Sea coast (Section 3.8.5 in Ice

Melt), which supports the use of our model to study the SMOC feedback. That

capability is absent in many Climate Model Intercomparison Project models

used in the IPCC assessment (Heuze et al., 2015).

SMOC already slowed in our climate simulations by the late 20th century

(Fig. F.4, which is Fig. 32 in Ice Melt) due to growing freshwater injection from

Antarctica. Ocean current measurements are too sparse to accurately monitor

SMOC, but sufficient for Purkey and Johnson (2012) to conclude that the real-

world SMOC did slow during that period.

SMOC is an escape valve for ocean heat. As relatively warm water reaches

the surface near Antarctica (see Fig. F.2), heat escapes to the air and space—

especially in winter. The salty water cools there to high density and sinks, but

as increasing light meltwater is added, the rate of sinking water decreases.

As this surface escape valve for heat closes, that heat warms the deeper ocean,

with maximum warming at 1�2 km depth. That is the depth of ice shelf

grounding lines, the part of the ice shelf that exerts the strongest restraining

force on landward ice [Fig. 14 of Jenkins and Doake (1991)]. West Antarctic ice

shelves thus have begun to melt more rapidly (Rignot and Jacobs, 2002), and

the ice streams feeding them have accelerated (Rignot, 2008).

Menviel et al. (2010) used a simplified Earth system model to show that the

collapse of the West Antarctic ice sheet would cause expansion of sea ice on

the Southern Ocean, suppression of Antarctic Bottom Water formation, and

warming of the Southern Ocean at depth. Fogwill et al. (2015) used a high-

resolution atmosphere-ocean model to investigate the effects of increasing

freshwater flux from West Antarctica today, finding that increased ocean
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stratification reduced bottom water formation and increased ocean tempera-

ture at depth. Fogwill et al. (2015) submitted their paper on almost the same

date in 2015 that we submitted our paper. They concluded, however, that they

saw no significant atmospheric response to the freshwater injection. We found

a significant accompanying atmospheric feedback.

Precipitation feedback is also
important
Precipitation provides an amplifying feedback for sea level rise in our model,

but a diminishing feedback in the climate models that IPCC has reported and

relied on. Their models yield a large reduction of sea ice around Antarctica and

increasing snowfall over the continent as Earth warms. This increased snowfall

causes sea level to fall, thus at least partially offsetting sea level rise from ice

sheet dynamical mass loss (Fig. F.2).

In our climate model described in Ice Melt, increasing meltwater cools the

Southern Ocean surface enough to offset greenhouse gas warming. Indeed, the

sea surface in the western portion of the Southern Ocean, where two-thirds of

increased freshwater injection is occurring (Rignot et al., 2013), already has

cooled while the rest of the planet has warmed (Fig. 31 in Ice Melt).

If high fossil fuel emissions continue, SMOC will shut down during the next few

decades and sea ice in the Southern Ocean will expand several million square

kilometers, according to our climate simulations (Fig. F.4B). These effects

should begin to emerge this decade from the “noise” level of unforced and

unpredictable climate variability.

Mother nature threw a curve ball
Before the ink had dried on our Ice Melt paper, the Antarctic sea ice cover

plummeted (Fig. F.4B) to its lowest level in 40 years of satellite data (Parkinson,

2019). Antarctic Bottom Water (AABW) formation—the engine of SMOC—

increased (Silvano et al., 2020). So, was the slowdown of SMOC over the prior

few decades only temporary? Will Antarctic sea ice decrease now like Arctic sea

ice, as predicted by IPCC models?

No, surely not. On the contrary, data that have accumulated since we submit-

ted our paper in 2015 allow improved assessment of the basic time scales of

the climate change problem. These time scales are central to our reframing of

the ice melt problem and they are at the heart of our disagreement with the

conclusions of IPCC. One merit of our approach is the role of empirical data,

which will allow continual, easily understandable, evaluations as climate

response unfolds.
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Scientists agree that the greenhouse gas amounts in 2100 for business-as-usual

assumptions would yield an eventual sea level rise that would be the demise of

the world’s coastal cities. The disagreement concerns the time scale on which

sea level will rise. The most crucial time scale is the characteristic response time

for the West Antarctic ice sheet, because West Antarctica contains enough ice

to raise sea level a few meters by itself, and its disintegration would be accom-

panied by substantial contributions from East Antarctica and Greenland.

In Ice Melt we concluded that ice sheets disintegrate faster in the real world

than in ice sheet models. In Chapter 48 of Sophie’s Planet (Hansen, 2022h) I

show that information arising since 2015 supports the suspicion that we voiced

in Ice Melt: the real world is more sensitive to freshwater injection than even

our climate model suggested.

Those conclusions do not mean that the climate problem is unsolvable. On the

contrary, solution of the climate problem makes economic and practical

sense—and conservation of nature can be one of many benefits. We are run-

ning out of time, however. We cannot afford to waste time on the ineffectual

wishful thinking that has characterized past policy efforts.

Let us consider the main threats of
climate change, the implications for
policy, and the benefits that will
accrue from positive action
Sea level rise sets the lowest bar on acceptable global warming. Global temper-

ature by the mid-20th century reached approximately the maximum in the

Holocene (Hansen et al., 2017), the current interglacial period in which civiliza-

tion developed on stable shorelines. We must go back to a global climate no

warmer than that of the mid-20th century, perhaps a bit cooler.

Restoration of a moderate global temperature will have many benefits besides

saving our shorelines. Global warming has increased the severity of extreme cli-

mate events (Hansen et al., 2012), and there is more warming “in the pipeline”

without additional increase of greenhouse gases. Climate zones are shifting pole-

ward at a rate much faster than any time in Earth’s history that we are aware of.

If global warming continues at this rate, much of the low latitudes will become

uncomfortable, if not intolerable for human habitation (Raymond et al., 2020).

Emigration pressures arising from climate change are already a global problem,

illustrated in recent years by the effects of extended drought in Syria (Wendle,

2015; Kelley et al., 2015) and unprecedented tropical storms in Central

America (Kitroeff and Volpe, 2021). Yet these cases pale compared with poten-

tial emigration pressures from large sea level rise. A scaling back of global

warming is needed to solve these problems.
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Extermination of species is another major irreversible effect of uncontrolled cli-

mate change. Restoration of mid-20th century climate will alleviate the extinc-

tion pressure caused by rapidly shifting climate zones. Other human-caused

pressures on biodiversity need to be reduced by means of an increased set-

aside of land for nature as covered by DellaSala in the closing chapter 16 of this

book. The concept of a contiguous “nature’s corridor” stretching through all

climate zones of the Americas is described in Sophie’s Planet.

We live on a spectacular planet, unrivaled by any other in the universe that we

know. With a little more effort in our schools, we can help young people

appreciate Earth’s wonders and understand that climate change is not some-

thing to fear or worry about. Instead, we—and they—have an opportunity and

challenge to take actions that will preserve both nature and human-made struc-

tures, including our great coastal cities.

We cannot eliminate weather and climate variability, but we can return to a

condition in which historic 100-year floods occur only once a century, on aver-

age; one in which superstorms and firestorms in populated areas are rare; a

planet whose low-latitude regions are not only livable, but able to support the

abundant life that was historically adapted to those climate zones.

The challenge is great, but the rewards will be commensurate. We can achieve

the goal of restoring and preserving nature’s bounty, but only if we are honest

about what is required. We must be guided by realistic scientific analysis, not

by wishful thinking.

The United States and China must
cooperate
The governments of China and the United States are beginning to appreciate

the existential threat posed by accelerating global warming. Once they both

realize that the climate problem must receive first priority and that solution

requires their cooperation, the world can at last begin to address the matter

seriously.

There is no point in casting blame, but a quantitative understanding of the cause

of climate change is informative. China has the largest fossil fuel emissions now

(left side of Fig. F.6) and China’s energy future will have the greatest impact on

climate. However, global warming is proportional to cumulative emissions

(Hansen et al., 2007; Matthews et al., 2009), for which the United States is most

responsible (right side of Fig. F.6). On a per-capita basis, the nations that indus-

trialized early—such as the United Kingdom, Germany, and the United States—

will always be far more responsible for climate change than China.

Nations of the West burned fossil fuels to raise their standards of living. There is

plenty of fossil fuel in the ground for China, India, Indonesia, and the rest of
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the world to rely on for that same purpose, but such a course would assure

mutual destruction. We must find a better way.

Robert Daly—Director of the Kissinger Institute on China and the United

States—invited me to join him and Ambassador Stapleton Roy in Beijing in

2014 for a Symposium on a New Type of Major Power Relationship (Hansen,

2022j). Topics were climate change and infectious disease. I gave the climate

talk, which was blunt, and I provided all of my charts to our Chinese hosts.

My conclusion was that there are two major requirements for solving the cli-

mate problem. First is the need for a simple rising carbon (oil, gas, and coal)

fee or tax. China and the United States would collect their own fee at their

domestic mines and ports of entry. Although each nation would decide how to

use the funds, my suggestion was to distribute the money uniformly to citizens,

which helps address growing wealth disparities in most nations.

As the dominant economic powers in the world, these two nations can make a

carbon fee near-global by imposing a border duty on products from countries

without a carbon fee and by rebating the fee to domestic manufacturers on

products sold to countries without a fee. Most countries would agree to impose

a carbon fee, so that they can collect the money themselves.

The second requirement is a carbon-free alternative to fossil fuels for baseload

dispatchable electric power that is as cheap or cheaper than fossil fuels. Such

an energy source is a vital complement to renewable energies, even if the latter

is used to maximum practical potential.

The final chart in my presentation, updated here as Fig. F.7, revealed the sorry

state of global efforts to decarbonize energy use. France and Sweden made

good progress by using nuclear power for a large portion of their electricity,

Figure F.6 Fossil fuel emissions in 2018 (left) and cumulative 1751�2018 emissions.
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but they stopped short of achieving carbon-free energy for transportation and

some industrial processes.

The importance and urgency of the need for inexpensive, carbon-free, baseload

electric power cannot be overstated. China and India obtain most of their

energy from coal. They will not agree to an equivalent carbon fee until they

have a viable alternative to coal, nor should we expect otherwise—all nations

will strive to raise their living standards, as the West has done.

Follow the science, not popularism
Science and engineering can help us solve the climate problem, but we are in a

race that we must win before either the physical climate system or global gov-

ernance pass irreversible tipping points. Here I draw attention to “popularism,”

which is a bias of technical evaluations toward the answer that the audience

wants to hear. I give two examples of why this bias is dangerous.

My colleague Pushker Kharecha and I spent years developing our understand-

ing of energy choices and their effects on climate and the environment, includ-

ing the organization of workshops at the East-West Center in Hawaii and in

Washington, as described in Sophie’s Planet. Participants included engineers

and managers charged with making electrical grids safe and reliable. There was

agreement that it is necessary to complement intermittent renewables with reli-

able, dispatchable power as can be provided by nuclear or fossil energies

(Kharecha et al., 2010; Clack et al., 2017; Jenkins et al., 2018).

Nuclear power is the clear preference for climate, and modern nuclear power

has the smallest environmental footprint of all energy sources. Even 1970’s

nuclear technology provided the safest energy during the past half-century in

the United States, but there were serious nuclear accidents at Chernobyl, U.S.S.

Figure F.7 Carbon intensity (carbon per unit energy) of global and national energies. MtC is megatons of
carbon. Mtoe is megatons of oil equivalent.
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R. and Fukushima, Japan. Neither of these accidents would have occurred with

modern passively safe reactors that shut down in case of an anomaly without

need for human intervention or need for external power to keep the nuclear

fuel cool.

Modern reactors have the potential to be cheaper than fossil fuels, based on

the cost of nuclear fuel and the material required to construct the power plants.

However, achievement of that goal requires the same kind of support provided

to renewable energies. Utility managers agree that we could already be on the

verge of carbon-free electricity if we had adopted clean energy portfolio stan-

dards decades ago, rather than renewable portfolio standards.

As a political independent and an agnostic about nuclear power, but concerned

about the world we leave for young people, I was distressed to see unscientific

origins of bias against nuclear power. As a resident of Pennsylvania, I have been

bombarded by specious antinuclear ads paid for and mailed by the American

Petroleum Institute (Meyer, 2020). Recent ads focused on nuclear energy subsi-

dies, while in fact, fossil fuels collect the largest absolute subsidies and renew-

ables collect the most on a per unit energy basis. Earlier disinformation focused

on nuclear waste. Nuclear waste is small in volume, can be safely stored, and

even provide fuel for advanced reactors (Till and Chang, 2011). Fossil fuel

waste is dumped in the atmosphere, resulting in air pollution that kills millions

of people per year (Kharecha and Hansen, 2013).

Yet there is a danger that fossil fuels will continue to be the main complement

to renewable energy. A small number of scientists assert that renewables can

soon provide all the world’s energy. Liberal media and “big green” environ-

mental organizations (Hansen, 2022k) promote this disinformation, even

though authoritative studies conclude that achievement of deep decarboniza-

tion of the world’s energy by mid-century requires substantial contributions

from nuclear power and/or carbon capture and storage. “Renewables can pro-

vide 100 percent of our energy” is a message that the public, most politicians,

and the liberal media want to hear. Most informed scientists recognize this as

wishful thinking that prolongs the reign of fossil fuels.

Let me give a second example of
popularism
We all know that geoengineering is a terrible idea. We do not understand

nature well enough that it makes any sense to mess with nature. Oops! We are

geoengineering the dickens out of the planet right now! Because of increased

greenhouse gases, Earth is out of energy balance, more energy coming in than

going out. We are pouring energy into the ocean equal to the energy of

600,000 Hiroshima atomic bombs per day, every day of the year. That heat is

ominously melting ice shelves around Antarctica.
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The best measure of our geoengineering is Earth’s energy imbalance. Changes

in the ocean’s heat content define about 90% of Earth’s energy imbalance.

The main cause of Earth’s energy imbalance is the human-made increase of

greenhouse gases, with CO2 from fossil fuel burning being the largest contribu-

tor. So, a popular position is that we must stop burning fossil fuels as rapidly as

we can, even if it means that we need to stop eating red meat, severely reduce

flying, and take other drastic measures.

For sure, we should phase down global fossil fuel emissions rapidly, while we also

work to raise living standards globally to reduce poverty. We must find a realistic

approach to address the broad needs of global society and conservation.

However, even with maximum effort, atmospheric CO2 and other greenhouse

gases will increase and climate impacts will grow in the near-term.

Governments should soon get serious about reducing emissions, but past delay

means that more actions are needed. We will also need a good understanding

of how we can reduce our geoengineering of the planet.

One widely discussed way to reduce geoengineering is solar radiation manage-

ment (NAS, 2021). It involves temporary reflection of a small share of solar

energy hitting Earth so as to restore Earth’s energy balance while the work to

eliminate fossil fuel emissions and draw down excess atmospheric greenhouse

gases is ongoing.

In October 2018 at the first joint meeting of the American Geophysical Union

and the Chinese Academy of Sciences in Xi’an, China, I presented climate simu-

lations in which aerosols were added to the atmosphere with alternative geo-

graphical distributions (Hansen, 2018). With aerosols over the Southern Ocean

the effect is the opposite of what has been happening in the real world with

increasing CO2. Instead, Antarctic Bottom Water formation around the coast of

Antarctica is invigorated, the Southern Oceans cools at the depths of the ice

shelves, the ocean surface layer warms, and Earth as a whole begins to cool off.

Research to better understand the climate system and find ways to reduce

geoengineering of Earth is warranted, in my opinion. We are likely to reach a

point when—despite global efforts to phase out fossil fuel emissions—it is clear

that we are headed toward large sea level rise and loss of our coastal cities.

Humanity may then wish to consider options such as spraying tiny droplets and

cloud condensation nuclei into the air from autonomous floats on the Southern

Ocean, with the material being sprayed extracted from the ocean itself. Such

aerosols as a tool for conservation are about as natural an approach as one can

imagine. They may be capable of restoring Earth’s energy balance while we

work on reducing atmospheric greenhouse gases.

Yet the popular first reaction to such proposed research is to condemn it, per-

haps because it seems unnatural. However, in our efforts to support nature we
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cannot afford to condemn such research any more than we can simply dismiss

the potential and need for advanced nuclear power. In light of the global cli-

mate and environmental crises, we instead need to soberly evaluate and weigh

the likelihood and range of risks, as we reconstruct a viable future.

President Biden has invigorated
the climate issue in the United
States
He has assembled experienced and committed advisers, including the United

States Special Presidential Envoy for Climate John Kerry and White House

National Climate Advisor Gina McCarthy. Their early work is substantial, with

President Biden issuing executive orders to reverse the prior Administration’s

harmful actions, ordering a realistic assessment of the social cost of carbon, and

pronouncing accelerated decarbonization targets ahead of the COP 26 meeting

(26th Conference of the Parties to the UNFCCC) slated for Glasgow, Scotland

in November.

However, the Biden team, in my view, still needs a fair and efficient centerpiece

federal climate policy to drive decarbonization across all key U.S. economic sec-

tors. To that end, in January 2021, along with Dan Galpern, my long-time legal

and policy adviser, I urged President Biden to impose upstream carbon fees on

the major fossil fuel producers, with revenues returned as dividends to citizens.

Relying on the scholarship of E. Donald Elliott, formerly the General Counsel of

EPA, we argued that the imposition of such fees could be done under existing

executive authority (Hansen and Galpern, 2021). If adopted in conjunction

with complementary policies under consideration by the Biden team, the impo-

sition of carbon fees would rebuild U.S. international credibility and give us a

fighting chance with respect to the climate crisis.

Speaking truth to power: closing
thoughts
Science and technology have been a boon for humanity. Standards of living

have improved dramatically over the last few centuries for much of the world.

Yet as capabilities of our species increased, we also introduced problems,

including global climate change.

Science and technology can help solve these problems and allow us to live

more in harmony with nature. However, for science to work well it needs to be

unfettered by censorship and ideology.

Climate facts are clear. We have passed the dangerous level of atmospheric

greenhouse gases. Climate effects of the gases are already detectable and have
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the potential to cause global chaos if we do not rapidly phase down emissions

and take other actions to minimize disruption of nature.

Policy implications are clear. There are three fundamental requirements.

First, we cannot continue to use the atmosphere as a free dumping ground for

pollutants from fossil fuel burning. That means that we must have a rising fee

or tax on carbon emissions. Such a fee can be readily imposed by the major

powers on a practically global basis via border duties on products from coun-

tries that do not have an equivalent domestic carbon fee.

Second, clean-energy alternatives cheaper than fossil fuels must be available,

including dispatchable (baseload) electric power. Modern passively safe nuclear

power appears to be the best option in the near- and medium-term for base-

load clean power, but a rising carbon price will allow alternatives such as fusion,

carbon capture, and renewables plus energy storage to compete.

Third, we must use the power of ecosystems to sequester and store carbon.

Potential carbon drawdown via improved agricultural and forestry practices is

substantial, albeit requiring better quantification (Smith et al., 2014: Griscom

et al., 2017). We need to protect primary forests, continue growing secondary

forests, and reduce emissions from bioenergy (Kun et al., 2020).

So far, the world’s nations have taken only baby steps toward the solution of

the climate problem, with agreements that amount to wishful thinking, as

emissions continue to grow, not decline. Words and goals amount to little, as

long as the three fundamental requirements are not met.

When the United States and China realize that they are in the same boat, they

may be able to use their combined strengths to move rapidly toward the achieve-

ment of the fundamental requirements. Until then, it is good that we have many

friends, colleagues, and former students in China. We can cooperate on research

that lays the groundwork for future international cooperation (Hansen, 2014).

As chronicled in the chapters of this book, we have very little time to change

course. Scientists working with advocates need to stand up and be the voice

for the planet.

James E. Hansen1
1Climate Science, Awareness and Solutions Program Earth Institute,

Columbia University, New York City, NY, United States
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Preface

I grew up in the concrete jungle of Brooklyn, New York, an inner-city kid with a

developing love affair with Nature. My cityscape featured sidewalk fire hydrants

that capped pressurized water stored in the event of a fire emergency.

Regularly spaced street “manhole” covers marked distances for single, double,

triple, and home run in neighborhood stick-ball games.

Each summer, an adventurous teen would “monkey-wrench” the fire hydrant

valve, liberating an exploding fountain of aquatic mayhem. Sidewalk trees

shaded the expansive urban heat island. In July, my family would retreat to a

farmhouse in upstate New York’s Catskill Mountains where I discovered the hid-

den world of salamanders.

All science begins with a question informed by observations/data. As a city kid

exploring the wide-open spaces of the Catskill Mountains, I was curious about

the odd behavior of orange-colored salamanders with iridescent red spots (the

red eft or land stage of the eastern red-spotted newt, Notophthalmus virides-

cens). After heavy rain or summer hailstorms, the salamanders would emerge

from their tiny bunkers concealed in roadside swales to march off toward the

banks of the East Branch of the Delaware River where they would complete

their life cycle as aquatic adults. I wanted to know why something seemingly so

vulnerable to barnyard cats would flash bright colors in defiance of the appar-

ent risks and why they came out only after storms. I began collecting them in

empty coffee cans for travel back to my city haunts in their new home-made

backyard aquarium (I do not recommend this today because of the potential

for escaped pets to become invasive!).

Years later, as an undergraduate, I would study warning coloration as a defense

mechanism in amphibians. That summer (as a 21-year-old), I returned to the

Catskills to find roads paved and the banks of the river permanently altered,

not by beavers or salamanders, but levees for flood control. I never saw those

red efts again.

The East Branch salamanders would launch my career as a field biologist in the

1980sa90s. As a graduate student at Wayne State University (Detroit,

Michigan), I set up translucent “mist-nets” to capture, mark, and release breed-

ing birds of all shapes, sizes, and colors in habitat-relations studies. I counted

plants in 10-m-radius circular plots centered on nesting sites and cataloged

insects captured with hand-held “sweep” nets for foraging studies. Years later,

as a PhD student at the University of Michigan, I climbed the tallest trees in

northern Michigan’s hardwood forests to determine survival rates of newly
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hatched chicks in forests adjacent to oil and gas drilling pads. My fieldwork

continued as a postdoc (Oregon State University and University of Wyoming)

investigating dietary preferences of the federally threatened Northern Spotted

Owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) in Oregon’s old-growth forests, wintering habitat

of the threatened Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) in Oregon’s Cascade

Mountains, and dietary preferences of the endangered Least Tern (Sternula

antillarum) on the Platte River in Nebraska. While the studies were aimed at

helping imperiled species recover from a habitat-declining world, they prepped

me for my first real job out of academia and into the hotly contested political

arena of forestry.

In the early 1990s, I worked for a large international private consulting firm that

secured a research grant from the USDA Forest Service to study the effects of

clear-cut logging and other forestry alterations on breeding and overwintering

birds, an endemic subspecies of wolf (Alexander Archipelago wolf, Canis lupus

ligoni), and an endemic subspecies of deer (Sitka black-tail deer, Odocoileus hemi-

onus sitkensis) in Alaska’s Tongass rainforest. I followed marked census routes in

logged versus unlogged rainforests at the crack of the Alaskan summer dawn

(3 a.m.). Before each survey, I would suit-up in head-to-toe raingear with seams

neatly duct-taped to protect against intrusive, biting insects. Calf-high rainboots

lined with spiked soles (“Calk Logger Boots”) were essential for safe footing in

steep, treacherous terrain. Insect repellant sprayed copiously on clothing acted as

field “cologne,” while mosquito head-netting offered protection from the

kamikaze-like rage of biting insect swarms so dense that the songs of birds were

muffled by the insects’ high-pitched wing vibrations. The Alaska dawn carried a

musk-like scent of freshly deposited dew on spongy-rainforest carpeting, as I

spied through binoculars with X-ray vision for concealed bird nests.

One day while counting birds along the census route, I stumbled on a pack of

wolves unaware of my down-wind scent as they surrounded a young deer for

the kill. I watched in awe as my carnivorous neighbors tore into exposed flesh.

But I became overwhelmed with grief that my primal experience would soon

be erased from the Nature’s bountiful annals like the salamanders of East

Branch. A scheduled clear-cut would soon sever the intricate predator�prey

web. Thoughts of protest, tying myself to trees, and shouting to the Universe—

this is just wrong—consumed my day.

Years of salamander, wolf, and bird studies inspired me to take action as I

accepted a job at the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) to run the domestic forest

conservation program. WWF was like a mini-United Nations in the 1990s, work-

ing globally to “save life on Earth.” As conservation doctors, we were schooled

in the science of treating a sick planetary patient in need of intensive care and

resuscitation.

Armed with a scientific pedigree and a Brooklyn tough-kid attitude, I was set

loose upon the mosh-pit of Washington DC politics. I would soon find out how
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nothing in field biology or the halls of academia prepared me for the food fight

of congressional hearings where problem-solving and scientific knowledge are

routinely thrown out the window by anti-environmental forces.

My first close-encounter-of-the-congressional kind came in 1994 when I testified

during a “forest health” hearing called for by the House Natural Resources

Committee, which was in the process of renaming itself the “Resources

Committee” for exploitative interests. The Committee was proposing legislation

aimed at logging forests deemed “sick and dying” from natural causes (insects,

wildfires, and storms). I was the lone “minority” witness (Republicans were in con-

trol of the House and Democrats were allowed only one witness on the panel)

with the job of backstopping environmental protections. My job was as a witness

was to counter the Orwellian doctrine that “healthy forests” were only those where

trees were planted in neatly spaced, dense rows resembling cornfields, competing

nonconifer vegetation killed by herbicides, and old-growth “decadent” trees

removed with chain saws. This sort of tree euthanasia was imported from Europe

over a century ago and it has since left an indelible mark on forests nationwide.

In forestry, money grows on trees. The faster the rate of tree growth, the quick-

er the return on investment. In the timber industry world, environmental regu-

lations are a debit against interest payments from cutting trees and endangered

species mute the bottom line.

At the hearing, I listened in disbelief for hours as a parade of timber and corpo-

rate interests testified about how natural forests needed a chain-saw cure other-

wise blocked by the Endangered Species Act and other environmental laws (like

the Clean Water Act, National Environmental Policy Act). As the last witness of

the day, it was my turn to enter the congressional theater of witness intimida-

tion and abject denial of science. While other PhD witnesses were called

respectfully by the Committee Chair as doctors, I was introduced as Mr.

DellaSala, despite also having a PhD. Not a good start, to say the least.

The podium at congressional hearings uses a 5-minute traffic-light (green, yel-

low, and red) timer to ensure concise testimonials. As I thanked the Chair for

inviting me, the green light went off, signaling the countdown had begun.

Three minutes in, the yellow light warned of little time remaining. During my

wrap up, the red light signaled, hard stop.

In what felt like a New York minute, I spoke about how forests, insects, and

wildfires were natural elements of “healthy forests” that replenished soil nutri-

ents, jump-started forest succession, and provided habitat for scores of wildlife.

These natural elements were not the harbingers of forest death nor did they

constitute a “forest health emergency” but, in reality, were part of the checks

and balances in Nature’s prodigious circle-of-life. The sickest forests were actu-

ally those infested with a metastasized network of roads and clear-cuts.

During the witness questioning period, I was accused of being an “elitist

scientist” willing to put the needs of endangered species ahead of
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logging-dependent, low-income families. Representative Helen Chenoweth (R-

ID), known at the time for her rambunctious statements about how salmon were

not endangered by dams because they can be purchased in a can at the super-

market, kicked off the rebuttals. We soon became locked in a verbal sparring

match so bizarre it was featured in The New Republic magazine. Chenoweth was

the acting Committee attack dog that opened with a framed picture of an elk

killed by wildfire in her home state of Idaho. Her booming voice proclaimed,

“what is this, what is this?!” My response—“ah, a dead elk in a burned forest!”

Chenoweth then pivoted to the off-topic question—“if this were a burning build-

ing instead of a forest fire would you leave people trapped inside?”

I paused for a moment as thoughts ran through my head of how nothing in

the concrete jungle of Brooklyn, my exploration into the world of birds, sala-

mander, and wolves, or the rigors of academia, prepared me for anything this

harebrained. From my witness seat down-sight of Chenoweth’s intimidating

podium posture, I squinted at the photo she was holding as I prepared a

counter punch that went something like this:

Congressman Chenoweth (she preferred congressman by the way),

respectfully, I disagree with your position on forest health and here’s why. The

framed picture you are holding about the forest being unhealthy because of

wildfire � do you see the background in that picture? Maintaining a defensive

arms-crossed position, she affirmatively nodded. That backdrop, which you

earlier stated prevented people from having a picnic in the forest because it’s

a fire-created “moonscape,” in reality, they couldn’t go there anyway because

of the expansive damage caused by clearcutting the hillside. If the concern is

forest health, the cause of the problem is not fire per se but the logging and

road building that took place before the fire and now you are wanting to log

the forest again after fire. That’s adding insult to injury.

Chenoweth’s turned to the burnt elk photo and asked me how could I let this

animal die in a fire?

I tried desperately to simplify population biology that I learned at my alma

mater, which went something like this.

Individual animals die in forest fires all the time but what matters most is

the viability of entire populations, particularly endangered ones, that lose

habitat whenever watersheds are damaged by intensive developments like

what you see in that hillside photo.

My rebuttal was aimed at defense of the Endangered Species Act, the National

Environmental Policy Act, and the Clean Water Act that the Committee was try-

ing to tear down to speed up logging (referred to at the time by conservation

groups as “lawless logging”).
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After an hour of point-counterpoint jousting that resembled a fencing match

between arch rivals, I was finally released from the hearing room that con-

sumed my entire day to provide a mere five-minute dose of sanity to the

Committee. To my surprise, some of the industry witnesses approached me in

the corridor and, with a sense of fair play, expressed empathy for the disre-

spectful treatment I had experienced.

The following year, I boarded a flight to Boise, Idaho where by happenstance

so did Helen Chenoweth, who sat in the seat right next to me (I’m not making

this up!). Not a word was spoken between us despite the hour-long flight.

Instead, we each flashed the cover of the books we were reading—mine, “The

Celestine Prophecy” (how events presumably happen for a reason), hers, “Can

America Survive” (a right-wing conspiracy book about the “evil left” taking

over the nation). I told this story at a tribal reservation in Montana later that

week and won a reservation t-shirt and applause for the most bizarre account.

It turned out that Chenoweth was not well liked by the tribe either!

In the years following, I have routinely testified in the House and Senate (state

and federal) in defense of forests and endangered species (with many similar and

shocking stories), shook hands with presidents and cabinet secretaries in victory

laps (national monuments, roadless protections), and did my part to bridge the

expansive divide between science and politics. I did this despite being labeled to

this day an “advocate,” “fake scientist,” “nonscientist,” “alarmist,” “elitist,”

“fringe scientist,” “minority opinion,” and accused of having “confirmation

bias.” Despite the personal attacks, I believe whole-heartedly that speaking truth

to power can be done in a respectful way that maintains scientific integrity,

which is why I reached out to my colleagues in writing this book.

As scientists and advocates, it is our badge of honor to speak out. Let the record

show that our nation’s landmark environmental laws were won through hard-

fought battles where scientists and advocates took on powerful and well-

funded interests despite seemingly impossible odds, personal attacks, scant

funding, and countless hours invested and then re-invested when the political

landscape changed (e.g., the push�pull between pro- and anti-environmental

presidential administrations). Often, we are chastised, disrespected, and even

criticized by colleagues that think scientists should be seen and not heard, lest

we tarnish our reputations.

But this is changing, as more scientists realize what’s at stake if we are com-

plicit. Witness the thousands that marched at rallies for scientific integrity in

Washington DC soon after Donald Trump was elected president (January

2017). Many others also sounded the alarm about the global biodiversity

and climate change emergencies (e.g., Alliance for World Scientists,

https://scientistswarning.forestry.oregonstate.edu/). The youth movement,

inspired by activist Greta Thunberg, works with leading climatologists

like NASA scientist James Hansen and, in Europe, with Scientists for Future
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(https://www.scientists4future.org/stellungnahme/statement-text/), raising

awareness about climate chaos. In sum, we are a force to be reckoned with

and humanity’s best chance for a sustainable future.

This book offers a collection of case studies of scientists and advocates willing to

speak truth to power. The Oxford dictionary defines advocacy as “any action

that speaks in favor of, recommends, argues for a cause, supports or defends,

or pleads on behalf of others.” Here, we substitute “on behalf of others” with

“on behalf of the planet and future generations” and on “behalf of scientific

integrity and speaking truth to power.”

The antithesis of scientific integrity and a prime reason for scientists to be advo-

cates was on full display by Donald Trump during the Covid-19 pandemic. His

daily virus missives have put the lives of millions at risk by routinely ignoring sci-

ence in favor of his gut feelings, election politics, and the offering of “red

meat” conspiracy theories to his political base, which includes religious zealots

that defy science, especially environmental science deemed as devil worship

(https://www.nytimes.com/2020/03/27/opinion/coronavirus-trump-evangeli-

cals.html). In listening to the president’s science denials, some of his supporters

even went as far as believing that only God can save them from the “plague,”

not face-masks, the government, or “elitist scientists.” In a knowledge retreat

reminiscent of leeches and bloodletting the president made outrageous claims

of killing the virus by injecting poisonous disinfectants into the body, the use of

“powerful lights” and UV rays, and unproven drugs, all at the shock and disbe-

lief of medical experts, including his own medical team.

The suppression of science is not just limited to the former president’s fumbling of

Covid-19. Immediately after Trump was elected, the White House deleted its cli-

mate change websites, defunded science programs, gutted and reassigned federal

agency science staff, and rolled back decades of environmental progress while

shutting out the press that questioned Trump’s nefarious motives (other than Fox

News and other conservative and inflammatory talk shows). These are all warnings

of how deeply entrenched the retreat of science in American politics has become.

We risk democracy and informed decision making if we do not speak out.

And speak out we shall even in the darkest times of science denial. The repair of

scientific integrity needs to march forward now by supporting EPA scientists and

workers in the United States that have been mistreated by the previous Trump

administration. Specifically, we need to enact scientific integrity principles such

as those proposed by EPA’s 8000 unionized employees represented by the

American Federation of Government Employees (http://progressivereform.org/

cpr-blog/epa-staff-clap-back-trump-workers-bill-rights/includes). The workers bill

of rights includes 10 provisions as follows:

1. The right to scientific integrity in EPA work.

2. The right to enforce environmental laws without political interference.

Preface

lxii



3. The right to a fully-funded EPA budget and full staffing levels.

4. The right to an end of lockouts caused by US government shutdowns.

5. The right to work on control of greenhouse gasses, to discuss solutions to

climate change, and to conduct climate change research.

6. The right to whistleblower protections.

7. The right to work-life balance that fosters productivity and sustainability.

8. The right to a fair contract that is collectively-bargained.

9. A right to a hate-free and safe workplace.

10. A right to protect human health and the environment, to protect environ-

mental justice communities, and to work without fear of reprisal.

The theme throughout the book is just that—speaking truth to power—using

science to inform decision making. It is divided into three main sections with

16 total chapters authored by scientists and advocates in the trenches of envi-

ronmental and climate policy. To open the book, Section 1, Scientists as

Advocates, includes chapters by Dominick A. DellaSala (conservation scientist

on the nuts and bolts of advocacy, and politics of spotted owl conservation),

Derek Lee et al. (wildlife biologist on when scientists are attacked), Franz

Baumann (former Assistant Secretary-General of the United Nations on sound-

ing the climate alarm), and Jeremy Kerr (university professor on science-based

advocacy in Canada). Section 2, Science and Policy as an Imperfect Marriage,

includes chapters by Noah Greenwald (Endangered Species Act expert on poli-

tics of the ESA), Michael Halpern (Union of Concerned Scientists on scientists as

whistleblowers), Robert Hughes et al. (Courtesy/Associate Professor on why and

how to advocate), and Bill Bradbury (former Oregon State Secretary on Al Gore

climate reality leadership). We conclude with Section 3, The Politics of Science in

Decision Making, with writings by Rich McIntrye (veteran campaign consultant

on why scientists need to leave the ivory tower); Joel Clement (former science

advisor to the Department of Interior and whistleblower), Randi Spivak and

Jennifer Mamola (activists tips on effective lobbying); Kara Ayn Whittaker and

Peter Goldman (forest legal advocates on shifting the burden of legal proof);

Angus Duncan (former Oregon Global Warming Commission chair on net zero

emissions); David Johns [veteran activist on why scientists need to learn from

other successful movements (like the civil rights movement) in taking to the

streets], and Augusta Wilson (Attorney at the Climate Science Legal Defense

Fund). The closing chapter by DellaSala is a summary of the current state of the

planet and call to action for Speaking Truth to Power in response to Carl Sagan’s

inspiring, “Who Speaks for the Earth?”

Personal dedication: This book is my personal shout out for advancement of

women, LGBTQ, and minorities in science (especially environmental sciences);

an expanded and well-funded science and ecology curriculum from K-12 to

universities, including the STEM (science, technology, engineering, and math-

ematics) program; and an unprecedented infusion of funds for research and

communications that connect planetary and human health. It is vital that we

demonstrate to society that protecting biodiversity is in everyone’s best
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interests for a safe and just world. I encourage scientific societies and universities

to greatly expand training, resources, and professional awards for scientists will-

ing to speak out for the planet and to partner with organizations schooled in

communications and outreach (e.g., science-based environmental, health, cli-

mate, and social-change organizations). Scientific journals also need to adjust

impact factors beyond how many times an article is cited. Impact factors need to

be tailored to whether an article has policy and conservation relevance, lest we

continue speaking only to the choir. Hats off to the Union of Concerned

Scientists and organizations like the Public Employees for Environmental

Responsibility that work with government scientists (whistleblowers) to ensure

that they receive proper legal protections from retaliation when speaking out.

The book’s concept was shaped during my 8-year tenure as former president of

the Society for Conservation Biology, North America section, during conference

debates over the proper role of scientists as advocates for conservation. The

book is also a personal tribute to all scientists who have modeled advocacy

while maintaining scientific credentials. My personal inspirational list of scien-

tists that have advocated by example includes such luminaries as Albert

Einstein, Aldo Leopold, Neil deGrasse Tyson, E.O. Wilson, Rachel Carson, David

Suzuki, and Jane Goodall. We now stand on their shoulders as advocates for the

next generation of scientists. This book is also dedicated to Carl Sagan, whose

prescient writings and unique communication skills are the main reasons for

why I chose a career in science and advocacy. He inspired me to act.

Finally, it is my hope that this book will be a resource for young professionals

venturing into the world of science and advocacy and their mentors to appren-

tice them. Veteran scientists need to act more like caring parents in directing

their pupils rather than bullying them into submission, which is seemingly on the

rise in academic circles (https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-018-07532-5).

And like society in general, there is no excuse for bullying or character assigna-

tions as chronicled in some of the chapters of this book (see Lee et al. for an

example). Young professionals need support, not condemnation.

Special thanks to Monica Bond and Alice Grant (Elsevier) for helpful editing through-

out and Dan Galpern for help with the foreword concept. And last but not least, I

dedicate this book to my two daughters—Ariela Fay DellaSala and Janelle Neill—my

grandkids—Stella, Michael, and Nathan—and the iridescent salamanders of East

Branch that jump started my personal journey of science and advocacy.

Hopefully, you will find this book inspiring enough to take action, howl for the

wild things you care about, and be part of the growing movement of scientists,

social justice advocates, young climate advocates, Indigenous Peoples, senior

scientists, cultural creatives, and all those willing to speak up. To answer the

calling, “Who Speaks for the Earth?” You do!

Dominick A. DellaSala
Wild Heritage, A Project of Earth Island Institute, Berkeley, CA, United States
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