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Abstract: Human civilization is failing in the fight to reduce carbon dioxide emissions and 
limit the impact of anthropogenic climate change. Whilst there are likely numerous reasons 
for this inertia, societal risk perception plays a fundamental role in influencing the speed and 
effectiveness of political and social action to address climate change. This study presents the 
psychological, sociological and cultural reasons for variations in the perceptions of risk 
amongst a group of climate change sceptics in Sweden. Highlighting cognitive barriers and 
characteristics associated with different ideological biases and worldviews. The paper 
concludes that people become more or less sceptical to climate change based on a variety of 
potentially intersectional issues. Whilst gender, age and wisdom all play a role, the social 
groups with which people identify, as well as individuals’ values and ideas of what constitutes 
an ideal society ultimately shape ones perception of risk in relation to climate change. The 
implications for the communication of climate science are discussed, revealing that any 
inclusive communication strategy will fail unless it is presented in a way that affirms rather 
than challenges one’s cultural identity. 
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Popular Summary  

Climate change has become a major threat to a globalised world. Despite over 20 years of 
international negotiations through the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC), we are no closer to reducing the amount of carbon dioxide in the 
atmosphere that is altering the climate of our planet. 

In Sweden, presently all the political parties support the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change’s (IPCC) findings on climate change and the country as a whole is supportive of 
moving towards a low greenhouse gas emitting economy. This paper asks why, despite the 
political consensus and the multiple lines of empirical evidence, are there still factions in 
Swedish society that refuse to accept the science supporting anthropogenic climate change. 
This study positions the problem as a cognitive challenge that could inhibit cooperative 
outcomes and support for any grass-root, as well as top down, action to address climate 
change. The research focuses on a group of climate change sceptics in Sweden, and a non-
governmental organisation through which they operate called The Stockholm Initiative.  

The Stockholm Initiative has attempted to influence Swedish politics on several occasions and 
is the main arena for questioning the consensus on climate change within Sweden. Drawing 
on the experiences and opinions of several of its members, insights are provided into how risk 
perception works for climate sceptic individuals. 

The paper concludes by illuminate alternative ways forward for the communication of climate 
change science across potential divides. It is suggested that any proposed communication 
strategies need to be culturally affirming to individuals, as well sensitive to the levels and 
scales at which people generally apprehend the greatest risks. 
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1. Introduction 

This paper examines the importance of cognition – process of thought – and cultural 
commitments in shaping individuals’ perception of risk towards climate change. Sweden is 
recognized throughout the world as a leader in environmental issues, an image that Swedish 
governments, right wing or left wing, try to maintain (Sarasini, 2009). Yet why, despite large 
political and public support, as well as decades of empirical evidence showing man’s effect on 
the climate, are there still factions of Swedish society that actively deny anthropogenic 
climate change? This study positions the problem as a cognitive challenge that could inhibit 
cooperative outcomes and support for any grass-root, as well as top down, action to address 
climate change. After a brief outline of the problem statement and current scientific position 
on anthropogenic climate change, an introduction of three dynamics of cultural cognition will 
be presented. In order to resolve individual differences in risk perception, the three 
conceptions will be examined separately; the first is dual process reasoning - two modes of 
information processing that influence the effectiveness of decision making. The second is the 
‘group’ and ‘grid’ scheme, drawn from cultural theory that helps measure cultural worldviews 
and ideological predispositions. Finally, the third is motivated reasoning – how individuals 
selectively credit and discredit evidence in patterns that reflects their commitments to various 
self- defining groups. The interaction of these three dynamics is known within the field of 
cultural cognition as ‘bounded rationality thesis’ and it helps explain how culture shapes 
individuals’ risk perception. This will form the basis for the theoretical framework and will be 
used when analysing data gathered from a number of interviews with some of Sweden’s most 
prominent climate change sceptics. The paper concludes with a brief summary of potential 
ways forward for environmental communication, as a means of overcoming cognitive 
obstacles that potentially hinder urgent action needed to combat climate change.  

 
2. Climate Change Science 

 
Human activities are altering Earth’s atmospheric composition (Hansen, 2008).  
According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), expressed through 
their five increasingly unanimous climate change assessment reports, anthropogenic 
greenhouse gas emissions have increased since the pre-industrial era, driven largely by 
economic and population growth. This has led to atmospheric concentrations of carbon 
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide and other greenhouse gases that are unprecedented in at least 
the last 800,000 years (IPCC, 2014). Their effects have been detected throughout the climate 
system and are extremely likely to have been the dominant cause of the observed warming 
since the mid-20th century (2014). Never before has human society been faced with a real 
possibility of a number of the earth’s systems overstepping tipping points and triggering 
irreversible catastrophic damage to our ecosystems on which all life depends.  

The notion of anthropogenic climate change is nothing new. Back in 1992, 196 states ratified 
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the world’s first 
international environmental treaty, born out of the United Nations Earth Summit conference 
in Rio. The treaty was designed with the objective to “stabilize greenhouse gas concentrations 
in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the 
climate system” (UNFCCC, 1992 p. 4). Yet despite near universal political consensus 
supporting the scientific evidence that formed the basis of the treaty, over twenty years later 
emissions have risen exponentially. In 2013, global carbon dioxide emissions were 61 per 
cent higher than they were in 1990 when negotiations towards a climate treaty began (Klein, 
2014).  
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If the most negative effects of anthropocentric climate change are to be avoided, then global 
society must reduce its CO2e emissions to below the threshold of 350ppm (Hansen, 2008). 
The official line from the IPCC is that if we are to avoid “severe, pervasive and irreversible 
impacts to people and ecosystems” (UNFCCC, 2014 p. 4), we need to limit the mean global 
average temperature to below a maximum 2 degrees increase relative to pre-industrial levels. 
Dr. Pachauri, chairman of the IPCC between 2002 – 2015 said “to keep a good chance of 
staying below 2 degrees, and at manageable costs, our emissions should drop by 40 to 70 per 
cent globally between 2010 and 2050, falling to zero or below by 2100” (McDonald, 2014 p. 
1). This would require a technological, institutional and human turn of Copernican 
dimensions. It must have immediate effect, global range and substantial investments (IPCC 
press release, 2014). Despite the scientific evidence, and detailed adaptation and mitigation 
recommendations, such as increasing the share of renewable energy in country’s energy mix, 
(which would require both replacing coal-fired power plants and creating national energy 
policies), as well as fiscal and financial incentives to encourage the use of alternative sources 
(IPCC, 2007),  political will falls short when it comes to implementing tough measures that 
are needed capable of limiting the world to a maximum 2 degrees temperature increase.  
There are likely numerous, interacting reasons for this political inertia over climate change, 
such as scientific uncertainty, media bias, misinformation campaigns and industry influences 
(van den Hove et al 2002, Markowitz and Rosner 2002; Boykoff et al, 2007; Gardiner, 2010; 
Somerville et al, 2011; Corner 2014). However, an important area that warrants further 
attention is risk perception, which differs significantly within the general public and provides 
barriers for the science of environmental communication.  
 
The climate change threat can come across as both overwhelming and existential, yet at the 
same time unspecific and distant (Giddens, 2009). It poses non-linear uncertainties and what 
we are told about climate change is often confusing and contradictory. Although many 
voluntary initiatives such as turning off the taps whilst brushing your teeth, or going meat free 
on Mondays are optimistic about the impact of changing individual behaviours in the fight 
against climate change (Jacobson, 2006), scholarly consensus indicates that this alone is 
insufficient, (Whitmarsh, 2009; Adger et al, 2009; de Boer, et al 2013; Jacquet, 2015).  
 
Literature has begun to explore what problems underlie this inertia from a perspective that 
shifts focus from practical and institutional obstacles towards acknowledging the role of risk 
perception on climate change (Leiserowitz,, 2006; Gardiner, 2010; Weber 2010; Kahan, 
2013). Within this, the challenge becomes a cognitive one. Is the sheer scope of the problem 
preventing individuals on a cognitive basis from accepting the risks of climate change? If so, 
why do some people perceive the risks to be greater than others? Understanding the 
psychological, sociological and cultural reasons for variations in the perceptions of climate 
change risk has implications for the design of educational and policy interventions that can 
lead to a greater convergence in beliefs and a willingness to act (Weber, 2010). 
 

3. Problem Formulation 
 
One thing that is clear is that there is a fundamental disconnect between what the science is 
telling us, the actions of our politicians, and individual behaviours precisely at a time where 
we need a consensus, a willingness to act and policies that will reduce CO2 emissions. It is 
worth noting that increased awareness campaigns and media coverage of the risks of inaction 
are often insufficient in the face of climate change risk perception. According to a 2007 Harris 
poll, 71 per cent of Americans believed that the continued burning of fossil fuels would alter 
the climate; by 2009 the figure had dropped to 51 per cent. In June 2011 that number was 
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down to 44 per cent. (Klein, 2014). This suggests that not only does climate change 
communication presently appear to be ineffective, but it may for various reasons even be 
counterproductive in this context. Dan Kahan, a professor of Psychology and expert in risk 
perception claims that ‘the imperfect state of the science of science communication is part of 
the explanation for cultural polarization over climate science’ (Kahan, 2013, p.16). In effect, 
the paper adopts the premise that the problem is a cognitive challenge and that its potential 
remedies may be found within communication. Communication is used here to include the 
rhetoric, and the ways in which media, peers and other actors talk about or frame an issue. 
Herein the research can be said to best position itself within the academic field of 
environmental communication, which deals critically with science communication, campaigns 
and persuasive rhetoric (Kurath and Gisler, 2009; Brulle, 2010; Cox, 2012). 
 

4. Case Study 
 

The majority of research on risk perception and climate change communication exists based 
on the American context of a polarized, two party political system (Leiserowitz, 2006; Kahan, 
2013, 2014, 2015). The relative cultural polarization in this system has facilitated research on 
divergent cognitions among voters. Nevertheless, the theoretical foundation on which such 
research operates has universal applicability by demarcating egalitarian, individualistic and 
hierarchical orientations, which are to be found globally. The lack of evident political 
polarization along these lines in other national contexts, therefore, should not preclude the 
theory from being applied in different settings. Here it may identify equivalent worldviews 
and their related ‘risk portfolios’. The transferability of the approach raises the question: do 
ideological predispositions and cultural cognitions take various expressions beyond the 
Republican versus Democrat dichotomy?  

In Sweden, there is a comparatively overwhelming political consensus that supports the 
IPCCs findings on climate change and is supportive of moving the country towards a low 
greenhouse gas emitting economy (Anshelm & Hultman, 2014). However, despite this current 
political consensus there remains an active network of climate change sceptics. One such 
example is the Stockholmsinitiativet-Klimatupplysningen (The Stockholm Initiative – 
Climate Enlightenment), which is a non-profit organisation that represents a loose, yet active 
network of individuals within Sweden that consider themselves to be climate change sceptics. 
It comprises almost exclusively of men older than 50 who have been active in academia or the 
corporate world for most of their lives. (Ahlgren et al., 2008; Fagerström et al. 2009). The 
Stockholm Initiative is chosen as a primary hub for interviewing climate change sceptics 
because of their profile and willingness to engage with researchers. It has furthermore 
attempted to influence politics on several occasions by organising seminars at the Swedish 
parliament and during Almedalsveckan.1 In December 2009, they organised a petition calling 
for a ‘rethink of climate change policy’, and sent an open letter to the then EU President - 
Fredrik Reinfeldt, who was also the Swedish Prime minister at the time. The petition received 
1500 signatories. In 2011, the organisation acquired the website – The Climate Scam, 
renaming it Stockholmsinitiativet-Klimatupplysningen. The website, which claims to currently 
receive between 4000 - 7000 visitors a day (Ribbing, 2015) is now the main arena for 
questioning the consensus on climate change within Sweden, and serves as a forum for debate 
and a place to post, write and share information amongst climate change sceptics in Sweden.  

                                                           
1 Almedalsveckan is an annual gathering of representatives of all the political parties in Sweden. The event is largely regarded as the most 
important forum in Swedish politics (http://www.almedalsveckan.info/1100). 

http://www.almedalsveckan.info/1100
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By analysing cognitions and ideological predispositions amongst climate change sceptics, 
within a society where all the political parties officially agree on the need to act to limit the 
anthropocentric impact on the climate will add value to the academic field of environmental 
communication, and potentially reveal cognitions and risk perception working in subtler 
ways, or along other modes than the political left and right.  Indeed, by examining informal 
positions that exist beneath the political realm but which nevertheless may exert some 
influence on the media, the research can help reveal a fuller and more nuanced picture.  
 

5. Research Questions 
 

The aim of this paper is to uncover ideological predispositions and cultural cognitions that are 
associated with climate change scepticism within Sweden. This has a forward-looking 
dimension. By providing insights into how risk perception works for climate sceptic 
individuals, the research will be able to illuminate alternative ways forward for how climate 
change can be better communicated across potential divides. By better, one means in a 
manner that can circumvent the forces of ideological bias and cultural cognitions so that a 
wider range of people accept the scientific premises of climate change messages.  
 

6. Research Objectives 
 

In order to highlight alternative ways forward for the communication of climate science 
across potential divides, the following research objectives will be considered: 

1. Identify worldviews and ideological predispositions amongst Sweden’s climate 
change sceptics, sampling the Stockholm Initiative  

2. Establish any correlation between these sceptics’ cognitive processes and their 
perception of risk 

3. Against these findings, provide recommendations for climate change communication 
that is more inclusive and penetrates any cognitive or ideological barriers. 
 

The most recent IPCC report will be used to form the basis of the climate science, as it is the 
most comprehensive, scientific study of climate change and backed by the UN and all 
member parties to the UNFCCC.  
 

7. Theoretical Framework  
 

For several decades social scientists have been investigating the role of bounded rationality 
and cultural cognition in relation to human behaviour and risk perception (Simon 1947, 1996 
& 1999; Sunstein, 2006; Koehler et al 2004; Kahan et al 2005; Kahan 2013, 2015). Both 
bounded rationality and cultural cognition are useful in understanding, explaining and 
predicting risk perception amongst individuals. Bounded rationality cannot be precisely 
defined; it is a problem that needs to be explored (Gigerenzer & Selten, 2002). It encompasses 
elements of decision science - that states that members of the public reply on heuristic or 
mental shortcuts that can generate system biases in their perception of risk, (Kahan, 2010) 
whereas cultural cognition refers to the tendency of people to fit their perceptions of risk and 
related facts to their group commitments (Kahan, 2010). Furthermore, cultural cognition is 
built on Cultural Theory - which focuses on how individuals and groups interpret the world in 
different ways (Leiserowitz, 2006), reflected outwards in ‘worldviews’ that represent a 
different ‘rationality’; a set of presuppositions about the ideal nature of society which leads 
each group to perceive different risks and prefer different policy responses (2006). For Kahan, 
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cultural cognition is an alternative to bounded rationality and a superior account of risk 
perception. However, Sunstein (2006) argues that cultural cognition is actually a reflection of 
bounded rationality and a part of the general framework that it offers. 

To help differentiate, and explain bounded rationality and cultural cognition, there are three 
fundamental dynamics that shed light on the formation of beliefs amongst individuals, 
resulting in the public polarization over risks such as climate change. The dynamics behind 
bounded rationality are: 
 

1. Dual Process Reasoning 
2. Ideological Predispositions 
3. Motivated Reasoning 

 
First, Dual Process Reasoning, also known as heuristic-driven information processing is the 
idea that there are two forms of information processing, a ‘fast, associative’ one based on ‘low 
effort heuristics’ and a ‘slow, rule based’ one based on ‘high-effort system reasoning’ 
(Chaiken & Trope, 1999 ix). The word derives from the ancient Greek word ‘heuriskein’ 
which means ‘to find out, discover’. In social science, heuristics is the art of making efficient 
decision making. It can be understood as a cogitative strategy that ignores part of the 
incoming information, with the goal of making decisions more quickly, frugally, and/or 
accurately than more complex methods (Gigerenzer et al, 2011).  
 
Second, Ideological Predispositions suggests that people with shared ideological or cultural 
commitments are likely to belong and engage in a community that provides emotional, 
material and psychological support that affirms ones’s ideological stance. (Green, Palmquist 
& Schikler, 2002). Furthermore, the ideological predisposition of an individual is based on 
ones ‘worldview’ – how one believes society should be organized (Kahan, 2013). Worldviews 
are defined by Dake & Wildavsky (1991) as ‘general, cultural and political attitudes towards 
the world and ‘orienting dispositions’ that guide individual responses in complex situations. 
 
The third dynamic, motivated reasoning assumes that members of the public form perceptions 
of climate change risks: by selectively crediting or discrediting evidence in patterns that 
reflect their commitments to important or self-defining social groups (Kahan, 2013). 
 
The interaction of these three dynamics; dual process reasoning, ideological predispositions 
and motivated reasoning is collectively referred to by Kahan as the ‘Bounded Rationality 
Position’ which is of paramount importance to this inquiry.  
 
These three dynamics shall now be examined in more detail. 
 
7.1. Dual Process Reasoning 
 
The idea that there are two modes of information processing, a ‘fast, associative’ one based on 
low-effort heuristics’ and a ‘slow, rule based’ one based on ‘high-effort system reasoning 
(Chaiken & Trope, 1999, p.ix) has long been prominent in the study of psychology (Kahan, 
2013). The two heuristics at play have been labelled as System 1 reasoning style & System 2. 
(Stanovich and West, 2000; Kahan, 2013). Other scholars have referred to these two modes of 
processing using different terminology. For example, Weber (2006) refers to the ‘affective’ 
form of reasoning and the ‘analytical’, whilst Leiserowitz (2006) and Epstein (1994) speak of 
a rational system and an emotionally driven experimental system of reasoning. For the benefit 
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of clarity, this paper will use Stanovich and West’s definition of System 1 and System 2 
modes of reasoning from here on in. Rather than master a whole discipline, we use these 
mental shortcuts to analyze the information presented to us by experts. 
 
Defining characterizes of system 1 heuristics include unconscious, effortless and automatic 
information processing. System 1 processes occur spontaneously and do not require or 
consume much attention. (Frederick, 2005). They function without self-awareness of control 
with the aim of assessing the situation and delivering updates (Price, 2008). System 2 
heuristics is characterized by a controlled mental process that is both effortful and conscious. 
(Kahan, 2013) This second reasoning style is more logical and sceptical than the first, 
providing the role of making decisions as well as for seeking new, missing information 
(Smith, 2000). Some scholars argue that societal risk is driven by an over-reliance of System 
1 reasoning (Stanovich & west, 2000; Kahneman, 2003). This is based on the idea that 
System 1 is more emotionally-guided and therefore causes people to overestimate the 
incidence associated with sensational risks – such as terrorist acts and plane crashes, and 
under estimates less harrowing issues such as climate change and car driving (Kahan, 2013). 
Many of the emotional associations that drive System 1 risk perception, it is posited, originate 
in (or are reinforced by) the sorts of affinity groups that share cultural or ideological 
commitments (Leiserowitz, 2005; Sunstein, 2007). This is closely associated with the 
dynamics of motivated reasoning which will be explained in more detail shortly.  

An empirical study conducted in the U.S on the predominance of heuristic-driven information 
processing by members of the public found that risk perception is not a consequence of an 
over reliance of System 1 heuristics. On the contrary, subjects who scored highest in cognitive 
reflection, and therefore those that applied the more effortful and conscious System 2 mode of 
reasoning were the most likely to use facts presented to them to reinforce their ideological 
position. The role of System 2 reasoning was also important in reaffirming ones loyalty to 
important affinity groups (Kahan, 2013).   

A three question test known as a ‘Cogitative Reflection Test’ (CRT) measures the attempt of 
subjects to engage in a conscious and effortful form of information processing associated with 
System 2 reasoning (Frederick, 2005). Within the psychology field the CRT is largely 
regarded to be a strong predictor of an over-reliance of System 1 thinking (Hoppe & Kusterer, 
2011). In several studies, (Kahan, 2013; Toplak, West & Stanovich, 2011; Liberali, Reyna, 
Furlan & Pardo, 2011) large numbers of subjects got none of the questions correct. The figure 
below is an example of the test. It is regarded to be demanding and evident of System 2 
information processing characteristics and as such, not uncommon for subjects to answer 
incorrectly on all three questions. 
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Figure 1. Cognitive Reflection Test. Designed by Shane Frederick (2005) 
 
The test was surveyed on 3,328 U.S citizens, of which, 33% failed to answer any of the three 
questions correctly. 83% failed to answer at least one of the three questions correctly (2005). 
In the original test, the word ‘widget’ appears instead of ‘chairs’, and the currency on the 
second question is in dollars, the test above has been adapted for the Swedish context. 
 

 
Figure 2.  Correct answers and most common wrong answers 
 
7.2. Ideological Predispositions 
 
The idea that ideological predispositions are based on individuals ‘worldviews’ is a concept of 
cultural theory associated with the works of Mary Douglas (1982) & Wildavsky (1982, 1991), 
Dake (1990), Peters and Slovic (1996) as well as Rippl (2002) who developed a set of 25 
questions to test values for the worldviews.  Cultural theory claims that each way of life and 
associated worldview ‘has its own typical risk portfolio’, which ‘shuts out perception of some 
dangers and highlights others’ (Douglas & Wildavsky, 1982). It asserts that all individual risk 
perceptions are reflective of, and reinforce ones ‘cultural way of life’ (Thompson, Ellis & 
Wildavsky 1990). In order to measure this ‘cultural way of life’ and analyze risk perceptions, 
Dake created a ‘culture scale’. The cultural theory of risk links disputes over environmental 
risks to clusters of values that form competing cultural worldviews — egalitarian, 
individualistic, and hierarchical (Kahan 2006). 
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Figure 1. Dake’s culture scales (1991) 

According to cultural theory, once the individuals’ worldview has been established, their 
perceptions of risk can be highlighted and predicted. For example, those that express 
hierarchical orientations are said to accept risks as long as decisions about those risks are 
justified by governmental authorities or experts. Egalitarians on the other hand, oppose risks 
that will inflict irreversible dangers on many people or on future generations. Fatalists try not 
to know and not to worry about things that they believe they can do nothing about, and 
individualists fear risks that could limit their freedom (Dake 1991; Douglas & Wildavsky, 
1992; Rippl, 2002). On a controlled test of climate change risk perception and policy 
preferences on a U.S audience, these value commitments were stronger predictors than either 
political party identification or ideology (Leiserowitz, 2006. p . 63). However, several 
scholars are critical of this approach, as it is theoretically possible for a single individual to 
exhibit multiple, competing orientations (Sjöberg 1998; Kahan, 2008).  

Cultural cognition on the other hand builds significantly on Dake’s culture scales and the 
work of Mary Douglas and Aaron Wildavsky yet separates itself from cultural theory as it 
avoids the problem of individuals exhibiting multiple orientations by using two continuous 
scales to measure attitudes. One, ‘hierarchy-egalitarianism’ used to understand an individual’s 
relative orientation towards a low or high ‘grid’ way of life, and a ‘individual-
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communitarianism’ scale, to determine an individual’s relative orientation towards weak or 
strong ‘group’ ways of life (Kahan, 2008). Through cultural cognition, people process risk 
through the lens of these worldviews (Kahan 2005).   

In the case of climate change, as individuals become simultaneously egalitarian and 
communitarian in their values, they become more concerned, and as they become hierarchical 
and individualistic – less (Kahan, 2008) (see Figure 2). Culture is cognitively prior to facts in 
the sense that cultural values shape what individuals believe. Under cultural cognition, 
individuals selectively credit and dismiss factual claims in a manner that supports their 
preferred vision of the good society’ (Kahan 2006). Furthermore, risk-related beliefs are 
therefore an outcome of ‘status competition’ among competing social groups. Kahan argues 
that with respect to many issues, people think that their status is on the line, and that they 
press their views on those issues as part of status competition (Kahan 2005). Sunstein is 
highly critical of Kahan’s notion that cultural cognition is fundamental to individual risk 
perception, and that cultural cognition is not a separate paradigm to bounded rationality and 
cultural theory. He suggests instead cultural cognition is in fact part of bounded rationality. 
For Sunstein, the role of status competition in risk regulation has been overstated and social 
influences and normative bias are for more important (Sunstein, 2006). By normative bias, 
one means the tendency of subjects to say what they believe is culturally appropriate, rather 
than what may be true.  

 

Figure 2. Cultural cognition ‘ways of life’ 
 
On the one hand, cultural cognition theory assumes that cultural worldviews are 
predispositions of individuals; they are shared but unobserved orientations that one can 
measure, with varying degrees of precision, by observable indicators, primarily in the form of 
professed attitudes (Kahan,  2008). Other proponents (Hofstede, 1980, Schwartz & Ros, 
1995) - argue that “individual value priorities are a product both of shared culture and of 
unique individual experiences” (Schwartz and Ros, 1995).  There is however debate about 
whether it is possible to measure culture on an individual level.  Critics argue that culture is 
an ‘aggregated phenomenon’ that also has an emergent quality that cannot be so simplistically 
measured (Rippl, 2002). Rayner and Thompson also argue that cultural worldviews are in fact 
immanent properties of institutions, that ‘systematically endow individuals with outlooks 
conductive to the operation of those institutions during the time (but only then) that 
individuals happen to occupy roles within them’ (Rayner, 1992).  Rayner refers to ‘social 
mobility hypothesis’, a conception of cultural theory that he argues causes people to be 
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vessels for institutions to pour their worldviews on to them as they go about their business. He 
claims that the social mobility hypothesis causes people to ‘float like butter-flies from context 
to context, changing the nature of their arguments as they do so’ (Rayner, 1992).   
 
7.3. Motivated Reasoning 
 
Motivated reasoning is the third dynamic of cultural cognition and the idea that people’s 
‘wishes’ have a strong effect on their beliefs. Hence, individuals will arrive at conclusions 
that they want to arrive at, regardless of what the facts are. It is the idea that personal motives 
affect reasoning (Kunda, 1990), risk perceptions (Erdelyi, 1974) and attributes of various 
phenomena such as climate change (Festinger, 1957; Heider, 1958). Through this concept, 
individuals respond defensively to contrary evidence by actively discrediting facts or its 
source without logical or evidentiary justification. This occurs on the basis that goals, needs 
and desires affect information processing (Jost et al, 2008). People are inclined to draw 
conclusions that suggest positive outcomes for themselves; provide support for pre-existing 
opinions; that confirm their status, success, and wellbeing (Kunda, 1990; Dawson et al, 2002).  
 
As a result of these complex psychological mechanisms, perceptions of risks are in line with 
the social groups, or peers which they identify. Kahan refers to this form of risk perception as 
‘Cultural Identity Protective Cognition’ (Kahan 2008). Individuals reject scientific evidence 
when displaying identity-protective cognition, as their ‘processing of information will more 
reliably guide them to perceptions of fact that are congruent with their membership in 
ideologically or culturally defined affinity groups (Kahan, 2013, p. 409)’. Cultural identity 
protective cognition explains the tendency of people to fit their views to those of others with 
whom they share some important, self-identifying commitments (Kahan, 2008). When people 
share ideological or cultural commitments, they likely belong and engage in a community that 
provides emotional, material and psychic support that pleases and supports ones ideological 
stance (Green, Palmquist & Schikler, 2002). Therefore, forming beliefs that run against those 
held by fellow members in an ‘identity-defining group’ can greatly undermine ones well-
being, status, and role within such a group. 
 
It is worth noting here that there are certain limitations applicable to this paper when applying 
this theoretical framework within the Swedish context. For example, the Cognitive Reflection 
Test used to establish a link between the role of System 2 reasoning and a reinforcement of 
one’s ideological position was the result of a quantitative study conducted on over 3000 U.S 
subjects. Given that this is a qualitative study, the value of individual results to this test will 
be greatly diminished compared to the outcome of a quantitative approach. However, an 
awareness of Dual Process Reasoning and its significance in shaping individuals perceptions 
of risk is important, and evidence of its existence may come to the forefront during the 
analysis section of this paper.  
   

8. Methodology & Methods 
 
A focus of this research is on understanding how to improve the communication of climate 
change science across any potential divides within Sweden. Therefore, the unit of analysis 
will be Swedish climate change sceptics and their different and shared risk perceptions. Data 
collection will specifically focus on any cultural cognitions and ideological predispositions 
amongst Sweden’s climate change sceptics. By their very nature, the respondents are assumed 
to have a low level of risk perception to climate change, or, and as well as, reject the IPCC 
findings that it is manmade.  
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Qualitative methods associated with a phenomenological approach will be used to conduct the 
research for this study. This method is effective at revealing experiences and individual 
perceptions from their own perspective (Lester, 1999), allowing for the illumination of 
individual predispositions and possibly subtler forms of cultural cognitions at work within the 
Swedish context. By adopting an abductive methodology such new knowledge will be 
acquired through empirical data collection. In a final discussion, the conclusion of an analysis 
of such data will be critically related to Kahan’s cultural cognition thesis. Whilst the aim of 
this paper is to not directly verify or disprove Kahan’s theory of cultural cognition in the 
Swedish context, the hypothesis will be used as a scheme of reference, helping illuminate 
alternative ways forward for climate change communication across potential divides. This 
abductive process involves correlating and integrating the data into a more general 
description, that is, relating them to the wider context (Givon, 1989) of cultural cognition. 

Qualitative interviews are most appropriately semi-structured or unstructured in character 
(Holloway & Wheeler, 1996). When done in this way, this approach provides a useful basis 
for achieving phenomenological interviews (Bevan, 2014). Structure does not have to tell you 
what to ask, but rather how to manage the process of questioning (Bevan, 2014). Paul 
Ricoeur, a twentieth century French philosopher famous for his work on hermeneutics, i.e – 
the theory of text interpretation, stated that “phenomenology must be structural and has no 
universal method” (Ihde, 1971 p. 231). Therefore, by adopting a phenomenological method to 
this research, one is free to structure the interviews in a way that enables a thorough 
investigation into the phenomenon of risk perception in Sweden from the subjective accounts 
of respondents.  

As a method, the interviews will provide insights into individual’s motivations and actions 
associated with climate change scepticism and low risk perception. By gathering data through 
semi structured interviews, respondents are able to express their opinions and thoughts more 
freely compared to a fixed questionnaire or a structured interview where the interviewer asks 
all the respondents the same set of questions (Bernard, 2006).  
Phenomenologically conducted interviews do not constrain the respondents to pre-selected 
answers, but rather gives them the opportunity to elaborate their thoughts and statements in 
their own words (Marvasti, 2010). For this, an interview guide has been adopted that suggests 
particular questions or topics to be covered during the interview (Bernard, 2006).  
 
The design of the interview guide was informed by the abductive methodology. A context of 
discovery was enabled from recent personal work experience in the climate change mitigation 
field and coming across individual sceptics in such operations. This informed the sensitivity 
and relevance of some preliminary themes of inquiry. Questions then drew inspiration from a 
national, representative survey of the U.S public on climate change risk perceptions 
conducted by Anthony Leiserowitz in 2006. This was adapted to the context of climate 
change sceptics in Sweden. The Leiserowitz questionnaire focused mainly on establishing the 
level of perceived risk. Although its target audience was the US, it proved useful in acting as a 
basis for developing questions based on the Swedish context.  When it came to the interviews, 
developing a good level of rapport and empathy is critical if one is to gain such information. 
This is premised on the assumption the respondents may be somewhat defensive, given that 
the position they hold is against the mainstream scientific and political consensus on climate 
change within Sweden.  
 
To prepare for the process of qualitative data gathering, a pilot interview was conducted 
testing the value and appropriateness of the interview guide. The pilot interview was 
conducted face-to-face with an acquaintance, a male Swedish undergraduate university 
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student of economics and politics who is a self-proclaimed climate change sceptic. The 
outcome of the interview found little value conducting the Cognitive Reflection Test in a 
qualitative research setting. Of the three CRT questions two were answered incorrectly. This 
information proved insufficient in a qualitative research setting in illuminating in which 
heuristic form of reasoning the subject was engaged. Based on this pilot interview a decision 
was made to omit the CRT from future interviews within this qualitative research project. 

A total of eight interviews were conducted overall, five face-to-face and three over Skype. 
The interviews were in-depth and lasted between 43 minutes and 1 hour 35 minutes. In total, 
32 Swedish climate change sceptics were contacted for an interview for this study.  

These individuals had all at some point either published an editorial stating their position in 
the Swedish press, had been active on the Stockholm Initiative forum, or signed a petition to 
the Swedish parliament protesting against the Swedish environmental ministers position on 
climate change, as well as a censorship and one sided reporting in the Swedish media 
(Demokrati och vetande, 2014). Of the eight interviews conducted the level of scepticism 
varies: from full on denial of anthropocentric global warming to a belief in manmade climate 
change, albeit with a perceived imminent risk that is non-existent compared with the position 
held by the media, politicians and the IPCC. All of the interviewees were male, and with the 
exception of the subject in the pilot interview, all were retired, former professors. Whilst there 
appears to be relatively few female climate change sceptics in Sweden, attempts were made to 
interview two female climate sceptics. One who is active on the Stockholm Initiative blog and 
the other, a journalist who originally formed the website ‘the Climate Scam’ which later 
became the Stockholm Initiative. Unfortunately neither of the two was willing to participate 
in an interview for this study. A decision was made to stop at eight interviews based on a lack 
of new knowledge coming to light during the questioning and difficulty in recruiting 
additional respondents. In all cases the interviews were conducted in English. 

Despite my early assumptions that the respondents might be defensive based on the sensitivity 
of their position, all questions were answered in a seemingly candid and open manner. Two 
separate respondents expressed an interest in my educational and professional background 
which appeared to suggest an inclination to understand my level of knowledge on climate 
science. One respondent, on several occasions questioned me on my impression on the 
sceptics I had already interviewed as well as my own experiences during this process and my 
reaction to their views. At all times I tried to respond in a diplomatic and guarded manner in 
order to maintain the objectivity of my research.    
  

9. A Summary of the Findings 
 

In what follows, the key findings from interviews are presented in five themes: 1, Influence of 
seniority on climate change perception 2, Contesting the science: public ignorance and 
scientific uncertainty 3, Media sensationalism and hyperbolism 4, Distrust of higher 
authorities and 5, Denial of Injury. These have been conceptualized as a first-tier thematic 
analysis aiming to group together frequently occurring arguments and commonalities in 
reasoning. The key findings are further elaborated within a second-tier analysis in chapter 9, 
where interpretations and linkages to the theoretical framework will be made.   

9.1. Influence of seniority on Climate Change Perception 
 

What the interviews with the respondents revealed was that the age, wisdom and retirement 
appear important characteristics for opinion formation among the climate sceptics. It emerged 
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that these same attributes were also associated with the type of people the respondents 
regarded as having authority on this issue, and in their view, should be listened to.  

When asked about the reasons why they first starting questioning the science behind 
anthropogenic global warming, a few interesting answers appeared. On the whole, the 
respondents referred to the role of peers as playing a significant part. One respondent, a 
retired Professor of Solid State Physics at Uppsala University stated that the positive influence 
of a colleague initially influenced his opinion: 

“I must give a lot of credit to Peter Stilbs, he was so to say 
ahead of me, he inspired me before I was retired [……] I met 
Peter Stilbs and I thought he was a clever person and I listened 
to him and he started me to get reading”.   

Another participant recalled a long hostility towards a colleague as initially causing him to 
question the science behind anthropocentric climate change. The participant viewed his 
colleague - a fellow Mathematics, Statistic Professor as a “some kind of extreme alarmist”. 
The participant noted how:  

“He has also sort of been attacking me, not because of that 
(sceptical position on climate change) but because of my views 
on mathematics education. Anyway, I noticed that he was an 
climate alarmist so I said, that must be wrong.”  

Amongst the respondents there was an acceptance of a link between voicing a sceptical 
opinion on anthropogenic global warming and being retired. In all the interviews, with the 
exception of the pilot interview, the respondents felt they would have been unable to air such 
views had they still been working. One of the more moderate sceptics; moderate in the sense 
that he accepts anthropocentric climate change, but regards the short term threat to be 
exaggerated, noted that: 

“People don’t dare to speak their minds. This is why it is mainly 
people who are retired, who are not afraid of losing their jobs, 
which so to say, dare to express a more critical point of view.”  

During a separate interview, a retired professor of physics also emphasized the lack of 
constraints associated with retirement, which allows him and others that share this position on 
climate change to speak more freely. The following quote captures the general feeling 
throughout the interviews: 

“I was retired when I really got into it, but it’s a common 
saying among us that only people that are retired or completely 
independent for some other reason that they dare oppose.”  

One of the more extreme sceptics, a retired professor of Mathematics, who regards the 
concept of anthropogenic climate change as a complete hoax made a similar claim but was 
more gender specific:  
 

“You don’t find sceptics among young people or among 
females; this is something for elderly men.”  

In summary, the interviews showed that wisdom, age and retirement helped initially shape 
ones risk perception on climate change. The same characteristics were also highlighted by the 
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sceptics as having an influence on how active individuals are on this issue. All the 
respondents, with one exception consisted of elderly retired men that previously held 
important positions with academia, and there was a strong sense that had they not been 
retired, they would have not been so actively sceptic on this issue.  

The next theme raises the paradoxical issue that individuals interviewed appeared to share a 
belief in natural science rationality, yet refused to accept the findings in relation to climate 
change. This was partnered with a view that societal acceptance of manmade climate change 
is the result of the general public failing to understand the science, and being too easily guided 
by emotion.   
 
9.2. Contesting the Science: Public Ignorance and Scientific 

Uncertainty 
 

Two noticeable observations emerged during the interviews relating to this theme. Firstly, all 
the respondents contested the science based on the inability of climate models to be verified in 
real life. With a common statement being: 

“Climate models are not verified and it is very difficult to verify 
them” 

Several claimed that the climate’s natural variability had been underestimated or that the 
models were simply too sensitive. This inability to verify the models in real life led the 
respondents to form the opinion that the science is yet to be proven. This represented a 
stalwart point raised across the board during the interviews. The more moderate respondents 
focused predominately on the inability to validate the models. In contrast, the more sceptical 
respondents asserted that satellite data and computer models were designed without any 
foundation in science. This following quote is by a retired Professor of Applied Mathematics, 
who has over 10 peer reviewed papers published on mathematic models and computational 
mathematics: 

“It is a complete hoax. And also my background is 
computational modelling and solving equations and well, it is a 
hoax in the sense that the basic underlying model of global 
warming is seriously simplistic and physically wrong.” 

In a similar vein, one of the more moderate sceptics was hostile to the idea of implementing 
regulation based on the findings of climate models. The participant, a retired professor and 
senior climatologist with over 40 years’ experience, and former Head of Research at the 
European Centre for Medium-Range Weather Forecasts, referred to natural science 
rationality, and an inability to verify climate models for the basis of this opinion: 

 “The most important (thing) in science is that you form a 
hypothesis and then you validate it, but if you cannot validate it 
then so what? How you do not know if it’s right or wrong?” 

In a separate interview it was noted how “whatever you do, you will not be able to influence 
the climate” Whilst all the others declared that there was simply too much uncertainty and 
lack of scientific evidence to justify any regulation to curb carbon emissions. That viewpoint 
was evident by these two contributions during separate interviews: 
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“There is no need for any regulation of anything so far, because 
the knowledge situation is still open”.  

And… 

“The knowledge situation is not clear but we have to act now’, I 
think that is a huge mistake (sic). There is no scientific evidence 
showing that we really are in such a hurry.” 

Other sceptics contested that anthropogenic climate change had “nothing to do with reality”, 
and that “man has not changed climate”, “the sea levels are not rising”, or that “warming is 
due to solar cycles”. All expressed a belief that any observed warming had been 
“exaggerated”. They pointed towards a general lack of scientific understanding within 
society, which has led to the uncritical acceptance of climate change without an understanding 
of the facts. One participant noted the problem went deep: “the general public and the 
politicians don’t even understand the question”.  Several claimed that both activists and the 
general public fail to understand the complexity of the climate system:-  

“You should go to the alarmists and try to press them on the 
science question because that is the critical issue, and that is 
where they are weak”.  

One of the respondents felt that society had developed an inveigling “all or nothing” attitude 
to climate change and environmentalism: 

“For the average person they are so mixed up, they mix all 
kinds of environmental things in, like a food processor. They 
mix up climate change; they mix up all kinds of pollution.”   

The respondents believed that a failure of the general public to distinguish between different 
environmental concerns stems from poor education. For the sceptics, this emerged as a key 
reason why there is a large public acceptance of anthropogenic climate change in Sweden, 
with one representative stating: 

“One should explain that it is not the amount of carbon dioxide 
that is the problem it is the radioactive properties, and they 
don’t even know what this means because they have not learnt 
this at school.” 

In summary, the respondents’ viewpoint is based on scientific uncertainty, caused by the 
inability to validate climate models in real life. This is supported by a belief that any extreme 
weather events and melting glaciers were part of historical natural variations in the Earth’s 
climate cycle and solar activity. Indeed, terms such as “natural fluctuations” “solar activity” 
and “misunderstanding” were frequently used.  The respondents also regarded a poorly 
educated public, with an inability to fully understand the science as a reason why a belief in 
manmade climate change is so common within Sweden.  Whilst both public ignorance and 
scientific uncertainty remain separate, they feed into each other enough for the respondents to 
form a holistic argument that provides the basis for their sceptical position on climate change.  

In line with the theme of public ignorance, the following section will focus on two issues that 
appeared throughout the interviews; the role of the media in sensationalizing climate change, 
and a fear that a fossil fuel future could lead to a suppression of innovation and a new form of 
global hegemony.   
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9.3. Media Sensationalism and Hyperbolism 
 

On a national level, all respondents saw the Swedish media as responsible for peddling 
misinformation and sensationalizing climate change as a way to sell more newspapers, with 
one participant noting that:  

“For the media, it is enormous. If they can shout catastrophe is 
approaching it is very good for their sales [….] they always 
come with the alarmist announcements, and with hugely 
misleading statements.”  

During one interview, a participant expressed his frustration with being “surrounded by 
extremists on both sides”. He accused both sides of being guilty of sensationalism, criticizing 
those that deny there is no greenhouse effect and those that claim we will have a human 
disaster in the next ten years. In his view, ‘hype’ around climate change rests predominantly 
with the media establishment:  

“The media is not interested in balanced views, they love 
disasters, particularly now when we have this problem when 
they are struggling to survive and no one is reading newspapers 
anymore, it’s just shock campaigns” 

Often throughout the interviews claims of media sensationalism were partnered by a sense of 
marginalization and censorship of one’s own opinion. One participant noted that:  

“They compare us with fascist people; we are so bad so we 
shouldn’t even get the airtime”.  

One of the more extreme sceptics interviewed claimed the conspiracy that “Journalists have 
promised not to publish anything which is negative to the greenhouse effect”.  

Such observations highlight that on the one hand, all the respondents blamed the media for 
sensationalizing the risks associated with climate change. Yet, at the same time, a sense of 
hyperbole and sensationalism was often attached to their own sceptical position. For the 
respondents, implementing regulation that put us on a path towards a fossil free future would 
have disastrous, unimaginable consequences for society. Indeed, their predicted scenarios of 
what life would be like in a fossil free world were no less dramatic than the visions put 
forward by what they referred to as ‘climate alarmists’. One retired professor of mathematics 
noted that: 

“If you would go to this fossil free society, it would kill human 
population on a massive scale. I mean it is such an incredibly 
mad idea. If we did that, now the global energy mix is 80% 
fossil fuel energy production and basically if you take that away 
it would kill 80% of the human population. [....] Take away the 
80% fossil fuel out of the system and then 80% of the human 
population would have to disappear”.  

A separate participant claimed that any legally binding agreement insofar as climate change 
mitigation went could “be a primary source of conflict, eventually military.” Whilst a third 
suggested that regulation would lead to a new, oppressive form of global governance: 
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“The worse you can do is to try and create a global Soviet 
Union and solve it through legislation by some activist, then I 
think you have failed everything.”  

Interestingly, all the respondents referred to Germany’s recent decision to abandon nuclear 
energy and pursue a path of renewables as evidence of this troubled, unstable future. In all 
cases, from the moderate respondents to the extreme sceptics, a policy of large scale transition 
to renewables was regarded as being unreliable and unrealistic. This following quote 
represented the general feeling amongst the respondents:  

“First, wind - forget it. The German wind project for example is 
a disaster for the whole system. You still must have fossil fuel 
backup”.   

Not only did the respondents regard the German renewable energy policy as being more 
expensive for the consumer, it was also seen to be potentially destabilizing for the rest of 
Europe as a whole, evident by these two separate respondents:  

“It just isn’t working. Electricity prices have doubled or tripled 
and it’s pretty hard. And if you have another crisis now with 
Putin, if he shuts of the gas or something then you will have a 
real crisis.” 

As well as this from a separate interview… 

“I’m worried that Germany is a country that carries EU, 
economically. And they are basically undermining their 
economy by breaking up their energy system.” 

In summary, the respondents clearly felt that climate change has been exaggerated beyond all 
measure, sold to us by a struggling media establishment guilty of sensationalism in order to 
maximize their profits. On the other hand, for the sceptics, any solutions born out of this 
media hype were treated with contempt and hyperbole, reminiscent of the sensationalism they 
claim is evident by the pro manmade climate change media.  

The following section will now focus on a serve distrust of higher authorities amongst the 
respondents that emerged. Evidence will be presented highlighting a belief amongst the 
respondents that academia, the media, politics and the public systematically exclude, silence 
and stigmatize anyone opposing the current thinking on climate change.  
 
9.4. Distrust of Higher Authorities 

 
An important characteristic that emerged amongst the individuals was an abiding mistrust of 
the political establishment at various levels, which they widely believed benefited from the 
opinion that man is severely impacting the climate. There was a strong sense throughout the 
interviews that the IPCC was a highly politically motivated institution and that the science 
was cherry picked in line with what politicians wanted. One participant, a retired Professor of 
Philosophy of Science stated that: 

“I became more and more sceptical of the IPCC as a unit and 
how they were working because it was very clear to me it was 
politically dominated [….] it seems that there was a lot of 
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stakeholders in this body that wanted the IPCC to come to 
certain conclusions”. 

One participant claimed that climate change was a “social, political construction”, whilst 
others also expressed a distrust towards the EU and the UN. It was evident that many of the 
respondents perceived climate change as a ploy to increase taxes and centralize power, and by 
promoting disaster scenarios, such as in the above media sensationalism, that goal could be 
achieved. One participant claimed that: 

“Climate change is a very nice way to create more taxes and 
more power. I think especially in the United Nations, if you look 
at their plans for the future, I mean its enormous amounts of 
money they want to put into various climate funds”.  

The same participant expressed a dislike of the EU for meddling in Swedish affairs: 

“I hate it, these guys (MEPs) don’t know anything. They are just 
a bunch of overpaid politicians that have elected themselves. 
They are just a bunch of idiots”.  

There was a general disregard for foreign aid amongst the respondents, with one stating that: 

“The problem with the whole Swedish development help, it is 
not really helping. It just goes into corruption”. 

As well as prevalent distrust of the political establishment, the interviews also exposed strong 
criticism towards the academic world, where all but one of the respondents once held 
prominent positions. Several claimed that because universities are largely dependent on 
grants, professors and researchers are fearful of speaking out in fear of losing future research 
funds. One of the respondents stated: 

“Universities are really dependent of money, external funding 
of all kind of sources which are very green in their sort of 
philosophy. They put people in charge with opinions that match 
that.” 

This issue came up several times, by different respondents. A separate participant, a retired 
Professor of Physics complained that: 

“It makes me very sorry the very idea that the academic world 
could go so wild, could go so wrong […..] Now, if this climate 
thing is as bad as I believe then it is a terrible scandal, a very 
large scandal.” 

It was evident that all the former professors felt that freedom of thought and expression within 
academia has been suppressed, controlled and manipulated into pursuing a course of 
manmade climate research in order to secure educational - and research funding today. During 
two separate interviews it was suggested that there was a fear amongst academics of 
becoming pariahs if they were to openly question the mainstream climate change idea. One 
commented that: 

“If you start opposing it you have to start reading a lot and also 
there is a risk that some of your colleagues turn their back on 
you.” 
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In summary, all the sceptics expressed a strong distrust of politics, media and academia, as 
institutions heavily influenced by money. One participant compared it to an interlinked 
triangle where it is impossible for one of above sectors to break loose. For the sceptics, 
climate change is seen as a tool for the establishment to exert control and pursue an agenda 
that is self-serving. They believed this has resulted in as a systematic exclusion, silence and 
stigmatization of any opposing views towards anthropogenic global warming.   

The next section addresses what the sceptics regarded as an underlying cause of a widespread 
public and politically accepted position on climate change within Sweden. As well as an 
insistence among some of those interviewed that even if the world was warming, the benefits 
would outweigh any dangers. 
 
9.5. Climate Change as a Religion and Denial of Injury  

 
Despite their own sceptical views on climate change, all of the respondents accepted that there 
exists overwhelming support in the notion of manmade climate change within Swedish 
society. Many of the respondents expressed their opinions on the reasons for this popularity, 
with two key areas arising with regards to the current societal position on global warming.  

The first was a claim of an emotionally charged response among the general public:  

“The discussion among layman, if I can put it like that is of 
course completely irrational. It is based upon feelings. [....] You 
can’t have a scientific discussion because they of course don’t 
understand it and they don’t listen”.  

When asked why there is support in the belief of climate change amongst the Swedish general 
public, two respondents claimed that climate change was the new religion within a secular 
society. With one commenting that:  

“It could be religious beliefs by very green people, that we 
shouldn’t harm nature or something like that on that level”.  

A separate participant compared it to a medieval Christian belief in God where myths and a 
fear of the unknown dwarfed any scientific fact. The participant stated that: 

“There has been a book by somebody; he compared this attitude 
towards climate change to the fear of God in the 1500s. Even if 
you don’t believe in God, you better start following and do as he 
would like to do, because if you are wrong and he does exist 
then you would burn in hell.”  

Another reason was seen to be a cultural issue, based on Sweden’s self-image in a global 
society. A view transpired during two separate interviews that climate change provides the 
opportunity for Sweden to exert its presence on the global stage: 

“The people in Sweden feel like they have a global 
responsibility. They have had people in the past like 
Hammersköld, Palme and a few others who wanted to save the 
world. So they feel in a way they would always like to be the 
best person in the classroom, even if they don’t know what they 
are doing.”  
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There was also a strong sense of denial of injury/harm among the respondents sounded 
throughout narratives. Several expressed the notion that if there was warming, it would bring 
a wealth of benefits. The following quotes were indicative throughout the interviews:  

“There won’t be any catastrophe, there won’t be any dangers, 
heating or warming of the planet. There will be some warming, 
we certainly hope for that in Sweden.”   

A former Professor of Physical Chemistry at the Royal institute of Technology in Stockholm 
claimed that: 

“I think the warming will be good for us actually. A few degrees 
warming would make things much better also increased carbon 
dioxide levels would also be good because it would cause plants 
to grow better. And we are totally dependent on plants.” 

In summary, the respondents all expressed an opinion that climate change was the new 
religion within Swedish society. They accused the establishment of pursuing a path 
irrespective of the science, whilst at the same time expressing remarkably opposing opinions 
to the IPCC on what a warming world would look like. In the following section, a second tier 
analysis will be made, drawing on aspects of the themes in relation to the theoretical 
framework. Based on the data, this should help uncover any ideological predispositions and 
cultural cognitions associated with climate change scepticism within Sweden. 
  
10. Second-tier Analysis: Risk Perception amongst the Sceptics 

 
The themes covered in the previous chapter shed light on the respondents’ rationale for 
rejecting the science supporting anthropogenic climate change, and on their critiques towards 
current communication practices on climate change. Drawing on the data in chapter 8, the 
following four areas will be explored as a second-tier analysis to allow for interpretations and 
linkages to the theoretical framework; (1) The role of ideological predispositions, (2) Social 
psychological mechanisms indicative of dual process reasoning (3) Peer Group loyalty 
associated with motivated reasoning, and (4) Different perceptions of risk in space and time.  
 
10.1. The Role of Ideological Predispositions  

 
According to cultural cognition theory, one must observe individuals professed attitudes in 
order to establish their ideological predisposition and cultural worldview. Whilst the data 
gathered in this paper merely represents a very small sample, hierarchical and individualistic 
characteristics prevail over egalitarian communitarian orientations in these findings.  

During the interviews it emerged that at least one participant believed Swedish foreign aid 
directly fuelled corruption, whilst several others expressed an aversion towards regulation of 
industry, with a common statement being “there is no need for regulation as the knowledge 
situation is still open”. Such rhetoric is typical and indicative of an individualist and 
hierarchical worldview associated with cultural cognition theory, which claims that 
individuals that express fear over risks that could limit their freedom, orientate towards a high 
‘grid’, weak ‘group’ way of life associated with hierarchical individualism (Kahan, 2008).  

All the respondents expressed a strong belief in a market society as the perfect structure that 
leads to innovation beneficial to human development. The interviews highlight a strong 
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disregard for government regulation, which could be claimed fundamentally threatens their 
position as advocates of unrestrained individual initiatives. This can further be observed in 
their claims that action on climate change would “create a global soviet union”, which is 
synonymous with a belief in small government. One can also draw links and interpretations  
attributed to this ideological view point by highlighting the comments expressing a strong 
distrust for EU politicians, describing them as “a bunch of idiots’ that ‘don’t know anything”.  

Furthermore, segments of the data express fatalist’ characteristics that cultural cognition links 
with a higher hierarchical individualism inclinations amongst individuals. When for example, 
an individual claimed that “whatever you do, you will not be able to influence the climate” he 
is expressing an attitude of resignation in the face of some future event, a characteristic 
strongly associated with fatalism (Powe et al, 1995; Leiter et al 2007).  

There were no obvious examples of any of the sceptical individuals expressing tendencies 
associated with more egalitarian communitarian values during the interviews. However that is 
not to say they conscribe solely to the hierarchical individualism paradigm at all times. A 
deeper quantitative analysis covering a wider sample is required to assess the possibility of 
individuals exhibiting multiple, competing orientations, as explained by Rayner (1992). This 
research would benefit from a quantitative approach if one is to hypothesis on this aspect of 
cultural cognition. However with respect to this data, the Swedish climate sceptics 
interviewed for this study can be understood to express characteristics that are more 
associated with a high ‘grid’ and a weak ‘group’ way of life. They express tendencies that are 
components of hierarchical individualism, such as a strong support in the free market and a 
great mistrust of government regulation. Whilst at the same time attributing to “climate 
alarmists” traits such as “embracing an idea together” and “having a global responsibility”. 
Such ascribed tendencies correlate to a lower ‘grid’ and stronger ‘group’ way of life akin to 
egalitarian communitarianism. Furthermore, the Stockholm Initiative serves as an ideal arena 
for hierarchical, individualistic individuals to receive and provide emotional, material and 
psychological support that affirms this ideological stance. 

In order to establish any correlation between a sceptic’s cognitive process and risk perception, 
the following section will focus on illuminating any evidence that we can draw from the data 
of heuristic-driven information processing associated with dual process reasoning.  
 
10.2. Psychological Mechanisms Associated with Dual Process 

Reasoning 
 

As previously explained, it is largely accepted within psychology that individuals harbour two 
modes of information processing; System 1 heuristics, based on speed and effectiveness, 
associated with unconscious, emotional decision making and System 2 heuristics, 
characterized by more analytical, effortful mode of thinking. Empirical findings have shown 
that people that apply System 2 heuristics are, on the one hand more likely to use facts 
presented to them to reinforce their ideological position (Leiserowitz, 2005; Sunstein, 2007; 
Kahan, 2013). On the other hand, scholars have argued an over reliance of System 1 
reasoning is associated with sensational risks within society (Stanovich & West, 2000; 
Kahneman, 2003). Whilst any theoretical links to dual process reasoning are somewhat 
tentative, given the small data sample, what can be extracted from the interviews is that the 
sceptics refer to believers in anthropogenic climate change as expressing traits that are 
familiar with System 1 processing. The common assumption among the respondents was that 
with regards to climate change, the general public acts “completely irrationally”, making 
decisions “based on feelings”. The respondents believe that Swedish politicians as well as a 
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large part of Swedish society, had allowed themselves to be deceived by a “politically 
dominated” IPCC. For the sceptics, this deception stems from a low level of scientific 
education among the general public, which could be associated with an inability to apply 
high-effort System 2 mode of reasoning. This is further supported by the sceptic’s attempts to 
discredit the existing consensus on climate change by applying religious terminology to 
climate change scientists and activists. Previous research has explained that the application of 
religious terminology to discredit those that believe in anthropogenic climate change creates 
social inertia, political inaction and even gridlock (McCright, 2007).  The sceptics interviewed 
for this paper felt compelled to speak up against what they regarded as an unwavering faith 
based belief in climate change, evident by claims of “religious like beliefs by very green 
people”. Such religious connotations can be associated with the emotionally guided, low-
effort heuristics associated with System 1 reasoning; however more research is needed to 
confirm these claims.  
 
Furthermore, it could be suggested that the respondents see themselves as expressing a 
healthy form of scepticism, that they themselves apply a controlled mental process that is both 
effortful and conscious, traits that are associated with System 2 heuristics. After all, all the 
respondents held influential positions within academia before they retired. ‘Healthy 
scepticism’ is what science is built on (Smith et at, 2012). One considers all the evidence, and 
then forms a conclusion, yet with climate sceptics, one comes to the conclusion, and then 
rejects any evidence. Highlighted by the following quote from a participant:  
 

“If there are 100 people in a room, and there are only 2 or 3 
that are not on the same argument, or viewpoint. I would 
automatically take the minority viewpoint because there has to 
be a discussion. You cannot take things for granted, even if they 
are right, they should make more effort to make sure things are 
right”  

Previous research has found that this type of rhetoric is a typical patriarchal line in which 
men, particularly, with engineering and/or science backgrounds claim to have the knowledge 
to care for an ill-educated working class and developing nations (Anshelm, 2010; 2014). Such 
a position could also be evidence of cultural overriding facts, or more specifically, evidence 
of individuals using facts presented to them to reinforce their ideological position – What 
Kahan claims is a characteristic of System 2 heuristic-driven information processing. 
Furthermore, interpretations from the data also indicate that the sceptics regard members of 
the public as relying on mental shortcuts associated with System 1 heuristics that generate 
system biases in their perception of risk. However, one would need to greatly expand this 
research if one is to confirm this hypothesis. At present, it has emerged as an interesting 
finding largely of speculation of one’s opponent’s thought process. With regards to 
information processing and risk perception, this paper brings to light the prospect of 
investigating much deeper the role of dual process reasoning in shaping individuals 
perception of risk with regards to climate change.  
 
In summary, what can be said, based on the data gathered for this paper, is that the sceptics 
use terminology to describe ‘climate alarmists’ that corresponds with System 1 reasoning, 
whilst at the same time characterizing themselves as having the knowledge, foresight and 
status derived from the application of ‘high-effort reasoning’ that is associated with System 2 
heuristics. This therefore, in their view, allows them to understand a world that a “poorly 
educated layman” cannot and justifies their position as climate change sceptics.     
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10.3. Peer Group Loyalty Associated with Motivated Reasoning  
 

Throughout the interviews, there are times where the individuals selectively credit evidence 
that reflects their status, whilst ignoring and discrediting opposing opinions. During one 
interview, a reflexive participant accepted that this mechanism had potentially influenced his 
own opinions on climate change by stating: 
 

“I have selected to some extent the information.  I read more of 
the critics and I am a bit afraid, because the way I have 
changed my mind, now I am almost convinced it is a hoax.” 

This tendency is evident of motivated reasoning that credits and dismisses factual claims in a 
manner that supports their preferred vision of a good society (Kahan, 2006).  Motivated 
reasoning, a dynamic of cultural cognition claims that people’s ‘wishes’ have a strong effect 
on their beliefs, and it drives them to develop elaborate rationalizations to justify holding 
beliefs that logic and evidence have shown to be wrong (Carrol 1994). In this sense, the 
respondents ‘wishes’ can be regarded as a society that is free from regulation. When a sceptic 
says it “is just a very nice way to create more taxes and more power”, or that “any warming 
would be good for us” they are thus arguably expressing a low risk perception of climate 
change, largely guided by their vision of an ideal society, rather than empirical findings.  
 
To express such opposing views in the face of a scientific consensus is evident of a threat 
against one’s status, as well as a threat to the social group with which they identify. Such 
declamation can be said to be associated with cultural identity protective cognition - The idea 
that individuals’ perceptions of risk are in line with the social group which they identify. The 
Stockholm Initiative provides the arena for likeminded individuals to share these cultural 
commitments. Furthermore, the respondents claim that having opposing views to 
anthropogenic climate change results in stigmatization, or that “colleagues turn their back on 
you.” Such statements can be seen as an attempt to reassert their alliance and loyalty to a 
threatened social group of climate sceptics. That individuals who experience stigmatization of 
their worldviews turn inward and attempt to restore their self-identity and societal recognition 
shared semantics of injustice with like-minded peers has often been demonstrated in 
sociology (Honneth, 1996). Furthermore, the Stockholm Initiative is the vessel through which 
they operate in Sweden, if one is to expressing opinions that fall outside of the group, the 
well-being and status of the individual is at risk.  
 
Whilst further research is recommended in the analysis of peer group loyalty and motivated 
reasoning with regards to climate scepticism in Sweden, this paper recognizes the importance 
of group identities in shaping ones perception of risk. The paper highlights how the cherry-
picking of information occurs by sceptics to provide support for their position.  Despite there 
being a consilience of empirical evidence, based on actual observations rather than models 
that prove anthropogenic climate change in underway (Raval et at, 1989; Philipona et at 2004; 
Lastovicka et al, 2006; Loeb et al 2009; Santer et al 2013; Feldman et al 2015), the 
respondents interviewed for this paper ignore the full body of evidence choosing to focus 
specifically on climate modeling. Whilst this paper only scratches the surface on the 
psychological mechanisms that drive such denial within Sweden, further research would 
benefit from a similar qualitative study where the focus and analysis is on the country’s 
proponents of climate change. This would help assess if motivated reasoning and peer group 
loyalty are more dominant within hierarchical individualism compared with other worldviews.  
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10.4. Different Perceptions of Risk in Space and Time 
 

The respondents expressed a low perception of risk towards climate change. As contended, 
motivated reasoning and identity protective cognition offer theoretical explanations for this. 
The ‘white male effect’ could also help account for this low perception of risk regarding 
climate change. The idea that white men fear various risks less than women and minorities 
derives from the tendency of individuals to form risk perceptions protective of identities they 
enjoy by virtue of cultural norms (Kahan et al, 2007). A thorough investigation into the ‘white 
male effect’ is outside the scope of this paper, but it is worth highlighting as it offers an 
additional explanation as to why the respondents - male retired professors - genuinely 
regarded regulation on climate change to be such a threat.  

To be sure, the respondents are extremely fearful of a fossil free future, which indicates they 
do perceive risks related to climate change, albeit in a different direction compared with 
proponents of manmade climate change. A fossil fuel free future represented to the sceptics, a 
new world built on a coming together of governments, and likely as a consequence of an 
international agreement on climate change. Such a legally binding agreement represents a 
“disaster for the world”, with another respondent claiming that he hopes for “a total collapse 
of the Paris agreement”. The respondents evoked a fear of totalitarianism, which they believe 
would be a consequence of climate action. They fear a suppression of innovation will result 
from policies designed to limit CO2 emissions. Furthermore, by claiming that moving away 
from fossil fuels would “kill human population on a massive scale” and that action on climate 
change would be a “primary source of conflict, eventually military”, they are claiming that 
‘world welfare’ is likely to suffer due to regulation. Whilst these beliefs by the respondents 
may not be empirically supported or likely future scenarios to most people, they are further 
evidence of climate sceptics believing that they are in possession of knowledge that a poorly 
educated society is not. Furthermore, the respondents all expressed a high perception of risk 
associated with the prospect of an erosion of state sovereignty, made evident by their 
statements on Germany’s ambitious transition from fossil fuels to renewables for its energy 
supply. 

In summary, Sweden’s climate sceptics interviewed for this paper have a low perception of 
risk associated with the potentially distant risk of climate change whilst at the same time 
claiming action on climate change as having potentially devastating consequences for world 
welfare and nation state sovereignty.  This perception of risk is a consequence of motivated 
reasoning and cultural identity protection, which causes one to selectively credit and discredit 
information in order to supports ones ideological predisposition. The following section will 
focus on this paper’s limitations, in order to highlight ways forward in the communication of 
climate science. This will show that any successful attempts to mitigate, or reverse individuals 
rejection of science must be based in a manner that affirms those same cultural commitments 
(Cohen et al, 2000). 
 
11. Barriers and Ways Forwards in Communicating Climate 

Science 
 

The analysis of cultural cognitive drivers amongst Sweden’s climate sceptics faced two 
distinct barriers in this research. Firstly, the Cognitive Reflection Test, used to establish a link 
between the role of System 2 heuristics and a reinforcement of one’s ideological position, has 
traditionally been used during quantitative research. The research for this study focused on a 
considerably smaller data pool, using a qualitative, phenomenological approach with in-depth 
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interviews rather than questionnaires. This was seen to be the most effective way to gather 
deep perceptions of risk associated with climate change amongst people that actively reject 
the science in Sweden. This was in part to permit interviews to generate new knowledge in the 
form of unanticipated cultural cognitions among climate change sceptics. Following the pilot 
interview a decision was made to omit the Cognitive Reflection Test from the interviews. 
There were simply not enough respondents to justify its application and therefore, any results 
would have been meaningless. However, an awareness of such a tool proved useful in 
emphasizing and illuminating traits associated with System 1 and System 2 modes of 
reasoning that arose during the interviews.  

Secondly, the phenomenological method to data collecting offered a robust approach in 
indicating the presence of ideological markers amongst the sceptics. However, in no way are 
these findings representative across the Swedish population as a whole. Indeed, the focus on 
the Stockholm Initiative meant it was possible to focus specifically on a group of individuals 
that actively dispute climate change science. Further research on perceptions of risk based on 
ideological predispositions would benefit from a quantitative study that draws data from both 
climate sceptics and proponents of anthropogenic climate change. This would help uncover 
whether different predispositions remain stable amongst individuals, or if, as proposed by 
Rayner’s social mobility thesis, individuals ‘float like butter-flies’ across the ideological 
world map from context to context changing the nature of their arguments as they do so. 

The analysis in this paper supports pre-existing research claiming there are fundamental 
cognitive barriers to climate action. The data suggests that it is more beneficial to understand 
climate change scepticism not so much as a label, but more of a process (Cook, 2011). People 
become more or less sceptical based on a variety of potentially intersectional issues; gender, 
age and wisdom play a role as do the social groups with which people identify, but ultimately, 
it is their values and idea of what constitutes an ideal society that shapes their perception of 
risk relating to climate change. This suggests that despite individuals being presented 
disciplinary diverse empirical findings on mans impact on the climate, there are individuals 
that simply refuse to embrace the change needed to mitigate against it. These cognitive 
barriers pose significant hurdles for inclusive, ‘bottom-up’, political mobilization for climate 
change action (Milkoreit, 2012). What this research reveals, above all, is that if you are trying 
to convince climate sceptics to accept the science, you will fail if you simply provide them 
with more information - at least in regards to the group of climate change sceptics interviewed 
in this study. This tactic results in a ‘cultural-identity-protective backlash’ making certain 
types of people more inclined to disbelieve the risks presented (Kahan, 2008).  

To this end, the importance of disseminating information cannot be understated. What may 
matter more is the general framing – or communication – of said information in a way that 
affirms rather than challenges one’s cultural identity. First of all, empirical findings on 
climate change should be the result of transdisciplinary research, the type of which is familiar 
with the broader concept of sustainability. Having many lines of evidence, independent from, 
but agreeing with each other provides both social diversity and social calibration - providing 
all participants mutually respect the standards for validating the findings. Secondly, it would 
be counterproductive trying to convince people to accept a solution by simply showing them 
there is a problem. Any proposed solution for improving the science of environmental 
communication needs to be culturally affirming to individuals, as well as simultaneously 
endorsed by opposing cultural groups. If this is achieved, the individuals are disposed to 
believing there is a problem in need of solving (Kahan, 2008).  
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Third, this study found risk to be related to scalar perceptions, including the location of risks 
in disparate time and space from that speculated to be the case for climate change alarmists. 
What this means is that risk communication needs to be made sensitive to the levels and 
scales at which people generally apprehend the greatest risks (McKie et at, 2007; Townsend et 
at, 2013). While not averse to conceptualizing larger scale risks of a “European disaster” or 
Soviet-type governance following climate change regulation, respondents appeared reluctant 
to embrace perhaps a nebulous and distant threat of global, future climate change. Kahan 
(2013b) makes an important point that bears on the positive arguments of this study; namely, 
that the various platforms at which you engage and communicate with climate change sceptic 
citizens is crucial for bringing out different dispositions. Indeed, he suggests the local level is 
a more doable platform as the influences that trigger cultural cognition regarding the threat of 
climate change are much weaker at the national level. Making climate change a ‘home’ rather 
than ‘away’ issue is therefore critical for any inclusive communication efforts.  

Having awareness that culture is a driving factor in influencing people’s perceptions of risk, 
and having an understanding of the ‘group - grid’ coordinates will allow for the framing and 
presenting of action on climate changes in line with different aspects of peoples worldviews. 
For example, promoting market based solutions consistent with the liberal view of many 
climate change sceptics; via clear policy signals could be a successful government strategy to 
appeal to certain industry sectors to reduce carbon emissions, assuming industry decision 
makers exhibit high grid, low group cultural orientations. The communicator however must 
ensure that the scientific content of the information is not neglected; communication solutions 
can be therefore be found in the intersections between science and culture.  
 
12. Conclusion  

 
Future research that focuses on incorporating cultural preferences in science communication 
is critical if we are to provide solutions to climate change. The findings in this paper support 
existing research that there are cognitive barriers to accepting climate action amongst people 
that hold values associated with hierarchical individualism. Whilst such worldviews are likely 
to be valuable in certain aspects of society, with respect to the creation of policy to prevent 
further global warming, such values are counterproductive. Based on the data gathered and 
analyzed in this paper, the Swedish climate sceptics interviewed express characteristics that 
are more associated with a high ‘grid’ and a weak ‘group’ way of life, it can therefore be said 
that in order to improve the communication of climate science, it needs to be understood as a 
cultural problem, rather than political.  Any efforts to increase the acceptance of manmade 
climate change therefore needs to be presented in a way that directly tunes in to people’s 
worldviews. A failure to do so is likely to result in people selectively crediting and 
discrediting information in order to supports ones ideological predisposition.   
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Appendix 
Transcripts 

Valdemar Liungman face-to-face 01/03/2015 

 

Cognition Reflection Test: 

Answers: 

1. 100 minutes WRONG 
2. 10kr WRONG 
3. 47 days RIGHT 

- 33% correct.  
- 66% incorrect   

 

1. Could you start by telling me a bit about your background? Name, profession, 
have you always lived in Sweden, that kind of thing. 
 

My name is Valdemar Liungman, I was born in Sweden and I lived most of my life here. My 
background is economics, a year of literature in Scotland, and two semesters studying politics 
here in Sweden. 

 
 

2. Starting with the basic idea, for several decades there has been a debate over 
manmade climate change. There are some people that call it a complete hoax, 
and there are some people that completely embrace the mainstream science that 
supports it, where do you stand in that spectrum? 
 

Well I don’t call it a hoax, definitely not. I don’t think people would directly mislead people 
in that question. On the other hand, I don’t believe in the mainstream idea as you call it. I 
think there are three questions, the global warming question is divided into three separate 
parts, each part needs to be resolved on its own before you can move onto the next. So the 
first question would be is the world getting warmer? The second question would be did we 
cause it to get warmer? And the third question would be can we do anything about it? 
Whether or not if we caused it? So essentially, either of those questions has been properly 
answered, at least not in the spectrum of public opinion. Therefore I would say that I am a 
skeptic in some sense, with all the negative connotation, that come with that.   

 
 

3. Have you always felt this way? Can you explain a little bit about how it started?  
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Yeah I think so, yeah, because when I started hearing… I have at least haven’t, I know this is 
a discussion that has been going on for longer but I at least have not been aware that this 
discussion has not been going on until erm, sometime between 1999 – 2003 which is when I 
became aware of it. The way it was portrayed in the media that time, sort of lent itself to 
skepticism. Because it was very much a panic campaign that was being run through the 
media. You know, unless we act now the world is going end, and all these countries are going 
to be flooded and the polar ice caps will melt and all these crazy stories will be happening. So 
essentially there was a lot of political push for erm… fundamentally a scientific issue. I feel 
like as though a lot of the ideas that came up politically at that time were half baked, not even 
scientific ideas. They were simply agendas being pushed by people that who were in my 
opinion were interested by gaining by I guess, gaining more power by publicizing this 
horrible thing.  

 
4. What concerns you the most about the arguments that there is serious man made 

climate change?  
 

Well I think, you know. I don’t approach this as a scientist. I don’t have a burden to prove or 
disprove this theory scientifically, which is something that I can’t do either. But as a voting 
member of the public, as a citizen with the right to vote, I do hold a certain influence over 
how we perceive and I think deal with whatever threats we encounter in our society, right?  
So I think it is yet to be proven to me that erm…. All this sort of perceived increase in the 
average temperature of the earth during our lifetime or the lifetime of the industrial revolution 
has been made by us in a way that directly has to do with the admittance of carbon gas into 
the atmosphere. Like, is it just the presence of people that is heating up the planet? Is it our 
use of electricity? Is it our habit of generating artificial electricity? Or digging up all this stuff 
from the earth and burning it? Or is it actually these molecules in the atmosphere that are 
trapping the sunlight making it warmer like a greenhouse? I don’t know… But I don’t feel 
convinced to say that it is one or the other. And that’s just if we accept the postulate that the 
earth is actually getting warming, which I am also not convinced that we should. And this is 
based on how this information has been communicated to us.  

I don’t think there is a lot of credibility in the discussion on either side.   

 
5. The EU announced that its 28 members will collectively reduce emissions by 40% 

by 2030. How do you feel about the EU dictating what Sweden should do on this 
issue?  
 

Well I think if we’re taking about carbon emissions, I don’t think there is anything bad about 
reducing them, ever.  Because I think you can see whether or not you’re taking about the 
greenhouse effect you can see areas like Tokyo, like, Los Angeles, like huge urban areas 
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being poisoned with these gases which we know are bad for people. What’s more, is that a big 
part of this discussion is how, what we use to transport ourselves and our goods from and to 
different places and we know this is a relatively expensive energy source that does a lot of 
damage when handled improperly. And essentially it has a lot of negative consequences that 
even compared to nuclear power they’re not as bad as oil and gas is. So I’m all for efficiency, 
and why I’m not super happy about the EU about imposing any rules on its membership states 
that don’t have to do with preserving the peace in Europe, I think there are good and bad 
initiatives. This is probably a good initiative. Besides, I think we should move to cleaner 
energy options anyway, regardless.      

 
6. A lot of people suggest a tax on carbon and more restriction of industry is needed 

to protect the environment. I’m curious to know how you feel about the need for 
such government regulation of business.  
 

Well I think government regulation in this area, especially when it comes to taxing industry 
should be, should be considered always with the idea of raising the living standards for the 
poorest people of the planet first. So, before we impose any kind of restrictions on all 
industry, or I mean, even on our own, if we make it our goal to impose restrictions on 
industries in developing countries we should look at the economic influence, the economic 
effect of doing that. I think everybody should essentially probably be allowed to go through 
their own sort of industrial revolution where, during a period of time they will have to depend 
on, you know like, dirtier materials, dirtier factories, dirtier ways of doing things, which also 
include less safe or more hazardous working environments, all these negative things we sort 
of got past in our end of the world. They still need to go through to get to where we are.  

 
- Side not from that, do you think that rich, developed states should assist poorer 
ones with the transfer of technology and funds to help them skip the dirtier phase 
and go straight to more efficient, greener forms of energy generation?  
 

Yes, if that’s possible but I don’t think that within a growing market economy that you can 
make those kinds of demands. At least not off the companies that are based in that country. 
Certainly when you are taking about foreign operators – yes. But like, asking them on their 
own terms to work in a way that fits with our sort of ethical understanding of how to produce 
things today, I think is unfair. 

 
 

7. Sweden provides approximately €2.5 billion a year in subsides to the fossil fuel 
industry (coal, oil, natural gas).(IISD Report FF subsidies) Some people have 
proposed transferring these subsidies to the renewable energy industry such as 
wind, solar, biomass, etc, to develop cleaner forms of energy. This would make 



38 
 

fossil fuels more expensive and renewable energy less expensive. How do you feel 
about these proposals?  
 

Well I think if it does what it sets out to do, if it actually makes renewable energy less 
expensive, then it’s probably a good initiative. But right now you have subsides on wind 
farms, which essentially produce less electricity than the owners, than the entire profit of what 
the owners make from selling that electricity compared to the subsidy that they would receive 
from the government. So essentially, owning a wind farm is a positive investment whether or 
not the wind farm generates electricity. Which is a really weird state of affairs, because 
essentially you have a lot of wind farms going up, a lot of construction being approved, for 
people who are not necessary even interested in producing renewable energy but who only see 
this as a beneficial investment. As a really good investment because the government subsidies 
it so heavily. So if we’re focusing all this time on subsiding find warms, which isn’t really an 
effective way of producing electricity, we should maybe focus whatever money we have 
available, whatever funds we have available into research into other, alternative renewable 
energy forms, rather than building wind farms.  

 
8. What happens when you air these views out in the public sphere? I’m interested 

to know if you feel unfairly treated by simply going against the mainstream idea 
on climate change.   
 

Well, not really like, yeah, I do occasionally when I speak to people who feel very passionate 
about it. Just as I would treat somebody who speaks about something that I think very 
passionately about. At the same time I think that it used to be a lot worse, about 6-7 years ago 
because you had maybe even longer ago, you had all these headlines in the newspapers 
pushing these ideas, these hardcore ideas and Al Gore’s documentary came out and 
essentially, in a very short period of time if you were even questioning of this idea, you were 
a flat earth theorist, or you know, backwards, picky. 

 

It’s definitely not as bad now, I think the media let go of its fear campaign that was running 
for a while, because they realized the negative backlash, rather I think they realized two 
things. They can’t keep people scared of the same thing all the time; you have to work with 
something new. And second of all I think people got numb of what was going on and people 
stopped caring because there was too much information being passed around. It was too sort 
of, doomsday, too focused on the whole doomsday scenario. You know, if the temperature 
rises by a degree and a half or two degrees then we’ll lose all these low lying countries   

 
9. How does that make you feel? Has this feeling intensified or subsided over the 

last few years? Are you able to share these thoughts freely with your peers? 
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Its not an issue with my peers. I think today as well I have more reason to read scientific 
articles which I know on the outset will argue for global warming, knowing that now they will 
have a more, sort of, they have a larger initiative to be accurate in their description of things 
and tell people things the way that they are, rather than just to try and generate a reaction to 
what they are saying.  

 
10. What type of personality traits do you associate with people that are likely to 

challenge your beliefs on climate change? 
 
I don’t know. I think as myself as having a healthy questioning nature, but obviously anybody 
who, you know like anybody on either side of this issue could have the exact same mindset 
and be correct about this description.  So I don’t think there are any particular personality 
traits that are either for or against this idea. But obviously people that work in science are 
more staunchly for it, especially students in my experience.  

 
11. Why do you think there is such large mainstream support in the notion of 

manmade climate change?  
 
First of all because people love to embrace an idea together, especially if its an idea that 
rejects the status quo. Secondly I think it’s because a lot of the countries that are responsible 
for the main outpour of oil, take that part of it. Are a sort of, they kind of represent one side 
of, I guess, what is the dichotomy of like, east and west, good and bad, big and small, David 
and Goliath sort of, thinking that is definitely a huge part of the world of everyday students, 
everywhere. And you know, we’re looking at the United States, who refused to sign the 
Kyoto Accord (sic) and countries that just like, all the Arab countries that are essentially 
fascist theocracies but keep making tones of money because people keep buying their product. 
They represent a bad product, and they represent it badly which is why people are so quick to 
condemn them. On one side of the issue, definitely. And also there is all this, you know like, 
in Asian-Europe they are making very fuel efferent cars, mostly fuel efficient cars where you 
are trying to reduce the amount of gas that needs to be purchased by the end consumer which 
is essentially good for the climate in this sense. Whilst in America they keep making larger 
and larger cars which also contribute to an overwhelming European popular opinion. Which is 
sort of ant-imperialist, anti-American, anti-capitalist. Which fuels the fire, and that says we 
have to put a stop to the industry which is oppressing these findings, which leads to a whole 
host of other theories leading to other areas of politics and economics and everything else. I 
think the idea of climate change fits very neatly into this worldview, which I don’t necessary 
reject; I just reject the part of it with climate change.  

 
 

12. What would you say to somebody who is concerned about the threat of climate 
change? 
 



40 
 

I would say that nothing is certain. The definition of climate change as just the issue of 
climate change is wrong but each of these three parts of the issue needs to be resolved 
separately. And if you’re convinced that the earth is getting warmer, then the other two 
questions, though as important, become almost redundant, because if you’re a person who is 
aware of your surroundings if you’re a conscious citizen who votes according to your own 
heart, then you need to decide what is the best course of action to deal with an earth that is 
getting warmer, to deal with diminishing ice caps and rising ocean levels. If you accept the 
second question, that we have done this, erm… Then there is a massive, you know, a massive 
scope of implications for moral questions, ethical questions, political questions etc. And if 
you accept t the third one then you obviously need to come up with a plan to replacing all 
these right now, or very soon. All of these different carbon fuels that we’re burning, or 
consuming. And if you can’t do that then, er, or rather if it’s already too late then then we 
have to figure out a plan for that, you know what I mean? So I wouldn’t encourage anybody 
to be on this side or that, I would just encourage somebody to read up on it and form their 
own opinion and decide what’s best. 

13. How do you feel about Sweden’s pledge to donate $500 million to the Green 
Climate Fund? - a mechanism set up to redistribute money from the developed to 
the developing world, in order to assist the developing countries 
in adaptation and mitigation practices to counter climate change.  

 

Well I would feel as how I would feel about any initiative that I wasn’t very read up on, I 
need to know more about it before I could form an opinion about it… 

 

14. I’m curious to know if you feel the media and academia are more, or less 
supportive of your views? 

 
No I don’t think they are. I don’t think there is no room for them but I’ve heard, I’ve been to 
lecturers by, especially when the fire was raging the most at least from my perspective, from 
2004 -2007. I’ve heard meteorologists and climate scientists speak who feel as though their 
voice has been suppressed during that time, because they expressed a view that was contrarian 
to the popular view. Which I think is unfortunate however I do not claim it to be a conspiracy 
because I think by necessity science is based on popular opinion. I think if we have a free and 
open scientific world where universities can support whatever they want, or scientists can 
come with any proposal that they want and seek funding for it, then the more popular ideas 
will always win out which will always in some sense be dictated by public opinion.  So I 
don’t think it’s a global conspiracy to quiet these people, but at the same time I feel as though 
certainly academia has decided to go on one side or this issue. And sometimes, treating 
skeptics I guess is sort of unfair. On the other hand there is plenty of representatives in the 
sceptic side of things that are so completely doing a horrible job of representing that side that 
even being associated with some republican politicians because you hold the same view on 
this issue is completely wrong and feels wrong in every way. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adaptation_to_global_warming
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change_mitigation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change
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15. In your opinion, are there any political parties in Sweden which express similar 

views to your own on climate change?  
 

No. I don’t think, for the record I don’t think it would be possible for a political party in 
Sweden or probably most of Western Europe to hold that view, because it is so unpopular. I 
don’t think they would out of strategic reasons. I think there are parties in Sweden that speak 
less about this issue but recently they have become more vocal on this issue.  

 
16. What, if anything worries you about the future of the planet – 

Population/war/pollution etc… Can you describe why you feel that way?  
 

Honestly, no. I think in all areas of existence then yes, there are things that worry me, 
generally looking at the way the planet is no compared to 50 years ago, in terms of what we 
consider to be measurements of development – infant mortality, or absolute poverty, or even 
just poverty or access to healthcare or education, then I think the world has got a lot better, 
not only in the last 50 years, but in the last 20, 10, probably even 5 years. I think regards to 
population, access to education limits population growth and furthermore infant mortality is 
reduced by economic development and I think we’re seeing a lot of that in countries that have 
been for the last 2000 years been completely poor, or virtually at a standstill up until the 20th 
century. So, it sounds so weird to not express worry about the planet when essentially we had 
two world wars in the last 100 years, but no I’m not too worried I think right now it is 
developing in the right way. I think the biggest danger to the planet is the people that live on it 
not the planet itself, or anything we could do to it, I think we could do a lot worse to each 
other.  
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Ingemar Nordin – Skype 03/03/2015 

Thanks for taking the time to talk with me today….. 

So, I’ll be interviewing you about your experience, opinions and views on climate 
change. 

I’m looking to understand different perspectives on the mainstream idea of manmade 
climate change. I want you to know that there’s no right or wrong answers, I’m just 
looking to explore different viewpoints. Feel free to take your time to answer the 
questions and the whole process shouldn’t last too long. All I’m really looking for is your 
opinion and experiences relating to the concept of manmade climate change. 

I’ll record the interview so I can track the information during the study, just so you 
know.  The information will be used strictly only for the use of my study and you can 
remain unanimous if you so wish. Ok, thanks.  

1. Could you start with telling me a bit about your background? Name, profession, 
have you always lived in Sweden, that kind of thing.  

Well erm, my name is Ingemar Nordin and I am a professor of philosophy and my main 
interest ha been in the philosophy of science and of technology. I have lived in Sweden, yes. 
My first University job was in Umeå University and then I came down here to Linköping, 
where we have multidisciplinary departments and I was from a department called health and 
society. I have always been teaching courses all over university so I have courses in the 
technology facility and medical facility and the facility of philosophy; it is humanistic and 
social sciences.  

2. Starting with the basic idea, for several decades there has been a debate over 
manmade climate change. There are some people that call it a complete hoax, 
and there are some people that completely embrace the mainstream science that 
supports it, where do you stand in that spectrum? 

If I tell you how I came into this, it was two years ago now. I became surprised and interested 
in how the IPCC works. How they came to their conclusions, I became a bit surprised. In 
normal science, you write papers, you have conferences and seminars, discussions and things 
like that. However, in this case you have a political organization that calls itself a scientific 
body, but it has a very special status, so to speak. Their work, their aim their goal was to 
clarify if there is any danger to mankind because of CO2 especially from humans of course, 
because it was rising slowly. And I became more and more skeptical of the IPCC as a unit and 
how they were working because it was very clear to me it was politically dominated you 
could say, and the way they formulated their goals was quite clear, that unless they wanted to 
abolish themselves they would have to come to the conclusion that it was a danger. So it 
seems that there was a lot of stakeholders into this body that wanted the IPCC to come to 
certain conclusions. The first time they came to the conclusions that man has influenced the 
climate was in 1995 in Mexico. There they said it was very likely, or likely, I don’t remember 
the wording exactly, likely that mankind releases of CO2 had any impact on the climate. And 
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then this was raised in 2001, 2007 and so on, it was raised. Its extraordinary that they haven’t 
managed to decrease the gap…..cut off.   

 

5 and 4.5 in the last report and 4, or 4 and 5. It’s the same as they came to the conclusion in 
the first ones too. And also in earlier reports in 1994, when the IPCC was created it was also 
this gap 1.5 – 4-5, so they haven’t made any progress.  

So, regarding the IPCC you think the goal of establishing manmade climate change was 
already established before they embarked on the work. So they already have this biased 
view, and preconception that it is manmade?  

That was their goal so to speak. But they haven’t surprisingly enough, if you look at the 
figures now from the last report – 2013. It is the same gap of climate sensitivity which is 1.5 – 
4-5. And if you, as it is often heard and suggested, it would be dangerous if it came above 2.0 
degrees. If the temperature raises, but 1.5 is below that, so they still don’t know if it is 
dangerous or not.  

This skepticism of the IPCC and their findings, have you always felt this way since 1995 
or is has in kind of increased? 

I didn’t become interested in this until 2007 or something like that, I just went back and had a 
look at their reports and what people were discussing about the IPCC, about how the 
organization works. That intern led me into the scientific field, mainly what about science? 
What about climate science as such? What are the scientists saying? So then I became 
interested in that scientific question.  

Would you say that you are an activist in a sense? How important is this issue to you? 
Are you actively setting out to disprove their findings, or is it a passive interest?  

I am an amateur on the climate science even though I follow it quite closely and read a lot of 
papers on it. So, no I see my role as, I think it’s important to start a debate, an open debate. 
That’s the important thing. And also as philosopher of science, I almost, it’s like when politics 
and science is mixed up. I want to have a clear field and a more open discussion. Both of the 
political consequences in papers and radio and television and so on, because I value 
judgments coming into the picture. But also a more open discussion among the scientists.  

The lines seem to be blurred between science and politics when it comes to climate 
change 

Yes. 

What concerns you most about the arguments put forward that there is serious 
manmande climate change? 

Well, you have to look at the reports. As I said, there is no clear evidence, because they keep 
open this wide gap between 1.5 and 4.5. 1.5 is below the sort of dangerous threshold, so they 
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have not really accomplished what the purpose was – to tell us whether if it is dangerous or 
not. And I suppose that is because there is a lot of scientific evidence showing that the climate 
sensitivity is on the lower side. The skeptics, if you look at the skeptical findings, they would 
say it is between 0.6 and 2 degrees or something like that.  

The EU announced last year that it wants its 28 members to reduce its carbon emissions 
by 40% by 2030. How do you feel about such political benchmarks? And do you feel that 
the EU should be dictating what Sweden should be doing on this issue?  

There are two questions here, 1 is Swedish correlation to the EU, ha. And the other one is 
whether the policy of slashing the emission of CO2 is a good one. For the second question, I 
would say it’s too early. It’s too early, because we don’t really know if it’s good or bad. The 
assessments which have been done concerning if we have add more Co2 in the air. A lot of 
them say that so far it’s very good because of more woods, which grow better, so there are 
more advantages of having more Co2 in the air than we have. Others are more alarmists about 
it, saying well, if we have more Co2 then it will be dangerous for healthy seas and so on. So 
there is a debate going on whether it is a good thing or a bad thing. So I think it is much too 
early for the politicians to go on certain conclusions and making huge expanses on the 
taxpayer’s money for doing this. It seems that politicians are saying ‘we are doing this now, 
you scientists, you give us a good reason for doing it’. 

It seems difficult to suggest what scientists can do going forward to create any universal 
agreement on their findings because who’s interests are they serving? The IPCC is 
obviously through the UN channel, would it be better if there were more small research 
units privately financed, or some research groups that fund the science behind climate 
change, but then, how is that communicated. It seems like a very difficult balance to 
make between a scientist saying ‘ok, these are my findings and then politicians adopting 
certain scientists’ findings.  

I think scientists should work according to their own internal rules, and that is, remember that 
there is a research front. There has always been that. And there are different opinions. In this 
case however, the politicians have already favored certain answers so it is very hard for some 
scientists to make research for instance on natural courses. There has not been so much 
research money available on natural forces like the sun, like the osolations of the seas and so 
on. Instead it has been replaced by doing models, a lot of money goes on making models, they 
are programmed in the wrong way. They (sic) too high sensitivity.  

A lot of people suggest a tax on carbon and more restriction of industry is required to 
protect the environment. I’m curious to know how you feel about the need for 
government regulation of industry. 

There is no need for any regulation of anything so far, because the knowledge situation is still 
open. It’s been open for many decades; also I think the science has been hampered by the 
political mess up of the scientific process. I think we have not really made any big progress in 
climate science for a couple of decades because of this.  
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According to a report last year by IISD on FF subsides, Sweden provides approx. €2.5b 
a year in subsides to the FF industry. Some people have proposed transferring these 
subsides to the renewable energy sector to develop cleaner forms of energy. This would 
obviously make FF more expensive and renewables less, how do you feel about this? Do 
you think we should be making a transition to renewables or should we continue with 
the FF industry? 

Sweden is a special case because we have almost no energy production made by fossil fuels. 
Because we have nearly 80% that comes from either water or nuclear, so there is hardly any 
production of CO2 in our energy production, or electricity production I should say. So in our 
case, renewables, so called renewables, you could always discuss how renewable they are. 
Like wind and solar. We don’t need it in Sweden. But other countries like Germany for 
instance; I think they are going in quite the wrong direction. By putting out their nuclear 
facilities, replacing it with wind and solar, which I think is a very bad strategy and expensive 
for the Germans.  

I think if you look into the future, I would say now, as an amateurish political judgment that 
we shouldn’t do anything about the outlet of production of Co2 and in the future there will be 
a transition towards nuclear, because the nuclear production of electricity is going forward, 
slowly for many countries especially in Sweden. But they are growing very fast in India and 
China for instance, and also Canada. So eventually, all the production, or most of it will be 
done by nuclear sources. The main generation for using the old uranium that we have to place 
somewhere… You know in 1990 there was a referendum in Sweden whether we should move 
on to have more nuclear reactors installed, we had nuclear from the seventies, but it was a 
tense level. Anyway, I voted against it, the reason was at that time I just couldn’t believe we 
could store the used uranium for 50,000 years or even more. That’s impossible, I even went 
up to the technical faculty, one of the professors was engaged in this research, so I asked him, 
‘is it possible to store radioactive material for 50,000 years? And he said ‘no that’s 
impossible, it’s an illusion, we can never do this’, and that convinced me that we have a huge 
problem, what to do with all that waste. But fortunately the technology and research in 
nuclear has gone forward so now we can make use of these theories. 

I know that one of the debates against nuclear from pro climate change action people is 
that climate change requires urgent action and to go down the road of nuclear energy 
requires a lot of fossil fuels to build the reactors. What do you have to say about that? 

That’s a ….. Position because I think it so, ‘it must happen now, we must do something now. 
OK, the knowledge situation is not clear but we have to act now’, I think that is a huge 
mistake. That is a huge mistake. There is no scientific evidence showing that we really are in 
such a hurry. And then as I said, regarding the storing of radioactivity material as a big 
problem which has to be solved. I mean, if we just close them down we still haven’t solved 
that problem, it’s still there. So what do you do with it for 50,000 years or more?  Talking 
about concern for your children and your children’s’ children and future generations, this is a 
huge problem. So the solution has to be technical again, and that is to make use of this 
material. Because then you can bring down the need for storage to a few hundred years. 
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With regards to your opinions on climate change, what happens when you air these 
views in the public sphere? I’m interested to know if you feel unfairly treated by going 
against the mainstream view on climate change. 

I think it’s a huge mistake that this topic, both the political topic of future energy production 
and the scientific topic, we’re doing ourselves an unfavour (sic) not to discuss it. I think the 
first thing that needs to change is to have an open discussion both in scientific circles and 
political circles. That’s the main thing. An open discussion, if I can contribute to an open 
discussion then I am very happy.  

Has the feeling of polarization intensified or reduced over the last few years? It feels like 
for me that we have reached peak climate change debate and now we are on a decline. 
Obviously it is a busy important year this year with Paris agreement in December, so 
there is a lot of talk in the media about climate change. Do you feel that we have reached 
a peak already with climate change news? 

I am not sure about whether we have reached a peak. I am quite certain that the Paris meeting 
will result in absolutely nothing. So I’m quite sure about that, that’s more of a political circus, 
or whatever you would call it. So there will be no binding agreements whatsoever and 
everybody will try to scratch as much money as possible, especially from richer countries. But 
otherwise they are not interested in their scientific question and unfortunately, I gather from 
our own politicians they really don’t understand much of the scientific questions and they are 
really not interested in understanding it either. They just refer, wrongly to the IPCC and what 
they say and they interpret what the IPCC wrongly. They don’t understand even the summary 
which was written for the politicians.  

Do you think there are any political parties in Sweden that express similar views to your 
own on this issue? 

No. All the parties including the Swedish Democrats, if you look at their homepage, which I 
did, last autumn, they were all for renewable energy and we have to get rid of fossil fuels. So 
all the parties are there, there are of course one or two politicians who are skeptical. You can 
find a few here and there, but the political party lines are all the same. There is no political 
difference here.  

It could be a very bad strategic move perhaps to go against the mainstream idea to 
suddenly say climate change is not a concern because the majority of people seem to 
have it at least in the back of the mind, so it would be politically dangerous to go against 
it, so maybe there are people that talk about it but talk about it less. 

It could be a bad political move, if you make that move you have to go much deeper into the 
scientific question. You have to argue for it, really. So I’m afraid we do not have those kind of 
politicians here in Sweden.  

Is there a difference between the conversations on climate change in the public, political 
sphere compared to conversations you might be having on this issue behind closed 
doors?  
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I have no idea; I’ve tried to stay away from the party policy as much as possible. I don’t have 
many contacts with politicians at all so I can’t say; I am a complete amateur on the party 
political game, so to speak. I don’t understand how they do it, the compromises, what they 
have to take care about, so therefore I am not the right person to ask on that. 

Why do you think there is such large mainstream support in the notion of manmade 
climate change?  

Large mainstream? You mean among political parties?  

No, among the general public. 

I am not sure. There has been some consensus, or research done on whether this is a big 
question or not. One in Europe, a half a year ago and there you could see that the climate 
question among Europeans is very low. You have unemployment, you have economic things, 
you have immigration, you have many many other questions and on the lowest scale you have 
climate change. So that was a very low priority. In Sweden however, it was much higher. It 
was the only country that placed the climate change question on the third place. So it is a very 
homogeneous view in Sweden about this.  

Why do you think that? Is it a postmodern problem, a problem of affluence? We are 
luckily enough to be concerned by a holistic problem compared to more direct threats of 
war, terrorism or economic issues? 

One explanation could be that we are very much consensus thinking people.  We perhaps 
don’t disagreements about big things but we love disagreements about small things. You also 
have to blame the media, I know this is a cliché, but you really do have to do. Because we 
have both public television and radio and there are very few programs which bring in or tells 
the listener or the viewer anything about the scientific side of this, they always come with the 
alarmist announcements, and hugely misleading statements about this. The newspapers, you 
have Dagens Nyheter and Svenska Dagsbladet they are the same. It is impossible to get a 
discussion article published for instance. I have tried for many years.  

Do you feel that media and academia are more or less supportive of your views then? 

Less. Less.  

What would you say to somebody who is concerned about the threat of climate change? 

That he or she should not be concerned. There won’t be any catastrophe, there won’t be any 
dangers, heating or warming of the planet. There will be some warming, we certainly hope for 
that in Sweden. So there might be some warming during the next 100 years. I would say there 
is plenty of time to change the production of energy from fossils to electricity by nuclear 
powers. I think that is unavoidable in the long run. We need energy, by we I don’t just mean 
Sweden, I mean the whole world, I mean you have poor countries like India, Pakistan and so 
on, there are millions and millions of people and they are still cooking their food on stoves, 
you know. So they need electricity, and in Africa it is the same thing. So there will be a huge 



48 
 

demand for cheap energy and it will get that huge demand. On the margin you can have of 
course wind and solar and things like that but that’s more on the margin. But for the industries 
and so on, and for transportation you need nuclear energy.  

How do you feel about Sweden agreeing to donate $500 to the Green Climate Fund… 

I think that is a big mistake because you are cheating on the poor countries saying that if you 
build more of this renewable energy things you get some money, otherwise you won’t get it. 
It’s really not what they need I think. We have a tendency to bring in things, technology and 
other stuff to poor countries which they really don’t need which they say they need because 
they need the money. So I think it’s a bit cheating on them.  

Would you say that they have a right as sovereign country to pursue their own course?  

Definitely, yes. They have a right to pursue, to have industries and transportation like we do. 
They will need a lot more energy. The second argument against these funds, it is that it is a 
huge bureaucratic system, organization in the hands of the UN. And they will take their share 
of this, to redistribute this money and I hate to see bureaucracies doing unnecessary work.  

What personality traits do you associate with people that are likely to challenge your 
views on climate change?  

I don’t believe in personality traits. I have been looking at scientists throughout history, and 
looking for personality traits, this was their problem at the beginning of the twentieth century 
when psychology was a new discipline. But there are no special traits about scientists and I 
don’t think there is any special traits about which side you’re on. 

Is there anything at all that worries you about the future of the planet? 

Well, it’s more political, I’m becoming more worried about war actually, also in Sweden. I’ve 
got used to peace; we’ve managed to stay outside. And of course, terrorism of different kinds 
with the blood following out in Copenhagen, Paris, Brussels and so on. That’s the kind of 
things that worry me more than any climate change.  

It is widely quoted that there is a 97% consensus among some 14,000 pear reviewed 
papers throughout the nineties that climate change is happening. Do you have anything 
to say about this consensus?  

Well it is a badly conducted consensus, with the aim of obtaining the precise number of 97% 
because this has been one of the misconceptions that has been repeated and repeated again 
and again for many many years. If you look at these consensuses they are flawed in many 
ways from a math-logical point of view, it depends on which one you are siting. One flaw of 
course, a question could be, do you believe in global warming, or not? Ok, everybody would 
believe, I mean almost everybody, almost 100% of scientists whether they are skeptics or not 
would say god, of course, there’s a warming that has been going on for some time. Right now 
there is no warming but there has been a warming in the 20th century and so on. I mean, they 
are stupid questions and no serious social scientist would ever analysis questions like that, I 
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hope anyway. But the more serious reports done, the last one for the scientific, the climate 
scientific community, I think it’s from 2008, by a guy with the same name as you – Jamieson, 
David Jamieson. Well anyway, you can Google him. He together with a climate scientist – 
Hans-von-Storch in Germany, they have made several of these and the latest one was from 
2000. The questioning came out in 2000, and then it was published the other year so it took 
some time between the questioning. And that gave some results of that scientists did not really 
believe in their own models, at least it was 50/50, whether climate scientists believe in their 
models or not. There was a great consensus concerning the IPCC, they trust, they tend to trust, 
or at that time, they tend to trust the IPCC and what they say. But most climate scientists are 
specialists so they know everything about the sea, or everything about clouds, so they have to 
trust each other in some way. We have one of the perhaps, one of the foremost climate 
scientists in Sweden – Lennart Bengtsson, he was, when I first started to communicate with 
him he said ‘now you have to trust the IPCC’, and I argued against him, saying you cannot 
really trust the IPCC, and of course you scientists have to trust each other but there is a limit 
to how much you should trust because everybody is trusting each other so there is a catch. 
And now he is more on the skeptical side.       

Do you think it would be more harmful to really try and tackle CO2 levels rather than 
carry on with the business as usual route? Do you think it would be more harmful for 
the economy and society to tackle CO2? 

Yes. I think so, yes. Because bring out the production of Co2, if you look at the figures you 
see that there is a strong correlation in most developed countries between emitting CO2 and 
becoming more and more rich, and technologically and scientifically developed. So, all 
countries which have gone through the phase of industrialization have emitted more and more 
CO2. Now you can see for instance in Sweden that the CO2 outlets are going down a bit and 
it seems to be possible to save more, not to waste so much. I mean, if you compare a steam 
machine from the 19th or 18th century it was terribly wasteful. So with more development, 
with more better technology you also make things less wasteful and more efficient. ‘ 

Ok, well thanks a lot Ingemar it has been a pleasure talking to you and thank you for 
sharing your views.  
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Peter Stilbs –Skype 04/03/2015 

Thanks for taking the time to talk with me today….. 

So, I’ll be interviewing you about your experience, opinions and views on climate 
change. 

I’m looking to understand different perspectives on the mainstream idea of manmade 
climate change. I want you to know that there’s no right or wrong answers, I’m just 
looking to explore different viewpoints. Feel free to take your time to answer the 
questions and the whole process shouldn’t last too long. All I’m really looking for is your 
opinion and experiences relating to the concept of manmade climate change. 

I’ll record the interview so I can track the information during the study, just so you 
know.  The information will be used strictly only for the use of my study and you can 
remain unanimous if you so wish. Ok, thanks.  

1. Could you start with telling me a bit about your background? Name, profession, 
have you always lived in Sweden, that kind of thing.  

Well I came here at the age of 3 as a refugee from Latvia. That was a long time ago, well, I 
studied chemistry in Lund. I did a PHD there and then I was working in Uppsala for 10 years, 
in 1995 I came to Stockholm to KTH, or was it 1986 actually. And then I got interested in this 
thing climate change around 2003 or something because there was a lot of articles in the 
newspapers about catastrophic events, and there was a huge advertising campaign by 
Naturvårdsverket saying that in ten years you will not have any snow whatsoever and things 
like that, so I became interested in this thing and I sort of thought this doesn’t make sense so I 
got sort of interested in that and have been sort of active in the area since 2003.  

2. Starting with the basic idea, for several decades there has been a debate over 
manmade climate change. There are some people that call it a complete hoax, 
and there are some people that completely embrace the mainstream science that 
supports it, where do you stand in that spectrum? 

Well I think there is a lot of misunderstanding here in mainstream science or whatever. Most 
of us that are called skeptics, we totally buy this thing about an enhanced greenhouse effect, 
we think that most things are exaggerated way beyond any realistic level. Most things you 
read in the newspapers or see on the TV, they are mostly based on computer models into the 
future which of course are not proven in any way, and so far they have been catastrophically 
wrong they don’t make sense at all compared to observations or whatever.  

The most remarkable thing I think is that the climate is as stable as it is, I mean it has been 
stable within a degree or something like that within a hundred years if you take the average 
temperature, which is truly remarkable considering how vulnerable we are from events from 
space or whatever, or whatever.  
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Have you always felt skeptical about the idea that we are causing catastrophic warming 
to the planet? Is there anything that triggered your views on this?  

I think the warming will be good for us actually. A few degrees warming would make things 
much better also increased carbon dioxide levels would also be good because it would cause 
plants to grow better. And we are totally dependent on plants. We are also dependent on what 
happens in the seas. Of course life in the seas is driven by carbon dioxide in the end. All these 
plankton and things harness energy from the sun and become food for fish and things. Some 
people call carbon dioxide the gas of life and I would totally agree about that.  

Do you think potentially then it would be more harmful to actively try and reduce Co2 
emissions than continue on a business as usual route? 

Well there are many aspects of that. Using up fossil fuels, it’s not totally good of course 
because you would use up a future resource for future generations and so on. And probably 
there are some better things you could do with this raw material than burning it, I mean you 
could make plastics and all kinds of materials which are very much more valuable than just 
burning things. The sort of green people are into the same thing, they haven’t got much future 
than burning food instead- Burning crops and whatever, it’s really pretty silly in some sense.  

Would you say that you are an activist in some sense? How important is this climate 
change issue to you? Are you setting out to prove that manmade climate change isn’t 
happening?  

 Well of course manmade climate change is happening, the question is how big is it? No one 
can tell the effect. You can’t tell in which direction it goes, you k now. By definition man 
changes the climate; it is a no question really.   

Do you think there should be more research to find out if we are causing dangerous 
changes, or do you think we should be having a more open debate on this issue instead of 
just accepting the findings of the IPCC for example?  

There should be an open debate and the debate is not very open in Sweden. You cannot get 
any sort of skeptic message in any newspaper; I think no skeptic has been seen on Swedish 
TV for about 5 years now. Before that there were quite a lot of appearances by skeptics on 
Swedish TV but we are totally locked out by the main media now.  

Is there any political parties that share your view on climate change in Sweden? 

Well it should be this Sweden Democrats; they have a different opinion from the other parties, 
yes.  

Do they believe that manmade climate change isn’t happening or do they just talk less 
about climate change compared to other parties?  

They are being a bit cautious about what they are saying actually. So their main party leader 
Jimmie Åkesson who is not around at present, he is burnt out and people are wondering if he 
will be coming back again. His statements have been very cautious, I mean, they don’t really 
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want to question the mainstream opinions in any way, but underneath there they have some 
different views on these things.  

What concerns you most about the argument that there is serious manmade climate 
change?  

Well I don’t think there is any proof about it. The best thing you could do is to put your 
resources into some kind of ruggedness into the society so you could cope with climate 
change, I mean that will happen anyway. It wouldn’t surprise me if we’re heading for 50 
years of very cold weather.  

Sorry, very cold weather?  

Yeah, it could be I mean there are other factors besides carbon dioxide. I mean, it is all based 
on models which are not proven in any way; we’re talking about the climate sensitivity from 
carbon dioxide, what is meant is really that if you increase the carbon dioxide level by 100% 
what would be the average temperature change on earth. According to basic greenhouse 
theory, you would have about 1 degree Celsius, and this doubling wouldn’t happen until 100 
years from now, or something like that. Anyway, what they add into that is a very strange 
thing; they say that this basic heating from carbon dioxide should be amplified by a factor of 
three by more water vapor. The whole thing seems to be, according to several studies, it 
seems to be the other way round, it should be actually attenuated by more water vapor so you 
would not have this 1 degree, you would perhaps have half a degree from the doubling of 
carbon dioxide.  

The EU announced that its 28 members will collectively reduce emissions by 40% by 
2030. How do you feel about the EU dictating what Sweden should do on this issue?  

Well I hate it, these guys don’t know anything. They are just a bunch of overpaid politicians 
that have elected themselves. They are just a bunch of idiots I would say.  

Ok.  

A lot of people suggest a tax on carbon and more restriction of industry is needed to 
protect the environment. I’m curious to know how you feel about the need for such 
government regulation of business.  

Well I mean what’s happened since the fall of the eastern bloc and also since the 1950s there 
was heavy pollution, even in Sweden. Especially in the eastern bloc, with unrestricted use of 
very polluting things like brown coal or whatever, and it was just a total disaster and I mean, 
things have gotten much better.  

For human health there is a lot of benefits to reducing emissions, or pollution 

I think there is some types of fossil fuels like coal and so on you get large emissions, suit, 
mercury and heavy metals and whatever so I mean, China which uses a lot of that, in some 
areas it is a total environmental disaster and they should look for some other way to supply 
their energy needs.  
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When there are obvious human benefits of reducing pollution for public health, which is 
a good driver for tackling environmental issues, would you say?  

Yes, but there are of course very silly things, sort of sulfur directive I think it’s called, which 
has its implemented by the EU so all the ships in the Baltic sea now can only use very low 
sulfur containing fuel for the ships. It’s also I think the case in the English Channel. That has 
no environmental effect whatsoever, it’s just silly. It’s a disaster for the economy of these 
industries that are dependent on relatively cheap transport of pulp or paper from Sweden, and 
their transport costs go up astronomically by these things, that have absolutely no significance 
whatsoever.  

So are you saying that you think the issue of climate change has become politicized and 
it is resulting in a lot of knee jerk regulation that is harming industry and sovereignty of 
countries?  

For the average person they are so mixed up, they mix all kinds of environmental things in, 
like a food processor like I usually say. They mix up climate change, they mix up all kinds of 
pollution they mix up everything in one, and unless you buy the whole package you are some 
kind of criminal pollutant or whatever it is.  

What happens when you air these views out in the public sphere? I’m interested to know 
if you feel unfairly treated by simply going against the mainstream idea on climate 
change.   

Well I mean the mainstream idea; I think that is also an urban legend. This 97% you hear 
about this all the time, I can send you a link later; there is Wikipedia page about that. I mean 
this 97% they stem originally from some silly investigation in the US. If I remember 
correctly, they asked some 10,000 people about their opinion on climate change, out of these 
10,000 about 3,000 answered the report. And from these, they selected about 79 I think which 
they considered to be climate scientists or something like that. And 77 of them said that they 
answered yes to a question. So its 77 out of 79 that makes 97%. From a statistical point of 
view it’s totally silly to begin with, but it’s even more silly because the question was one that 
even I would have said yes to. The question was do humans contribute to warming the climate 
or whatever, I would say yes to that, and any sensible would also say yes to that, and it’s sort 
of transformed in the media into some consensus that 97% of all scientists claim that this very 
alarmist point of view about climate catastrophe is mainstream science, which it is not.  

So would you say that the question needs to be a lot broader and deeper, not merely are 
we causing climate change but to what extent is it catastrophic?  

Definitely.  The general public and the politicians don’t even understand the question. That’s 
the silly point.  

According to a report from 2013 by IISD on FF subsidies, Sweden provides 
approximately €2.5 billion a year in subsides to the fossil fuel industry (coal, oil, natural 
gas). Some people have proposed transferring these subsidies to the renewable energy 
industry such as wind, solar, biomass, etc, to develop cleaner forms of energy. This 
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would make fossil fuels more expensive and renewable energy less expensive. How do 
you feel about this proposal?  

I don’t recognize those figures. Alternative energy sources are already heavily subsidized. 
Wind power, solar power are both heavily subsided by tax payers. I mean they have this thing 
which you call electricity certificates or something like that; it’s sort of a buzzword that the 
general public doesn’t understand. It is simply a way of taxing normal electricity sources and 
putting that money into wind power and solar panels.  

Do you think we should be pursuing alternative means of generating energy rather than 
fossil fuels, i.e – renewables or possibly nuclear or something else? 

Well I think everything should be tested and it should be a fair competition. Also, biofuels 
and whatever. It should not be subsided, if you can find something that is feasible and pays 
off then why not try it? The problem with all these alternative types of electricity production, 
things like wind power and solar power is that they produce their peak energy when it is not 
needed and it is actually a nuisance to the power grids. In worse cases, like in Sweden they 
have plans to build this up into very huge scales, then you get into a situation in Sweden at 
times in summer you could have very much more electricity than you can handle. They don’t 
know where to get rid of it so you should put some radiators in lakes and heat them up, it’s 
that silly. The grids can’t handle it. It’s just a nuisance.   

Is there a difference between the conversations on climate change in the public political 
sphere compared to conversations you may have on this issue behind closed doors?   

 Well it could be, but its political suicide for the people in the main political parties to go out 
and say something different, you know. You’ll probably be blacklisted very quickly and they 
risk their career very severely.  

Are you able to discuss these issues with your peers? You don’t feel it is a taboo topic, 
are you quite happy to discuss it without any threats or anything?  

It’s no problem, I’ve been discussing it with anyone, they know I’m a climate skeptic. You 
get all kinds of responses, some people heavily support me and some people they, well, they 
don’t take me seriously shall we say. 

Why do you think there is such large mainstream support in the notion that we are 
causing catastrophic climate change?  

Well I don’t know but it can be just anything. It could be religious beliefs by very green 
people, that we shouldn’t harm nature or something like that on that level, you also have 
politicians that want more power, they want more taxes. Climate change is of course a very 
nice way to create more taxes and more power. I think especially in the United Nations, if you 
look at their plans for the future I mean its enormous amounts of money they want to put into 
various climate funds or whatever. And of course by now so many politicians sort of, have 
become part of the system. Of course they won’t admit that they have been wrong all the time, 
which would also be political suicide so they just play along with this thing.  
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What type of personality traits, if any, do you associate with people that are likely to 
challenge your beliefs on climate change? 

Erm, I don’t really understand the question.  

Ok, do you think you can kind of stereotype people, or guess the type of people that are 
likely to accept that manmade climate change is happening and an urgent problem that 
needs addressing, oppose to people that question the idea of it? Do you think there is 
certain personality traits associated with either side?  

There is some sterotypes in this area. People that vote for the green parties and similar are 
very strong believers and among the skeptics, well it can be just anyone. People that for some 
reason don’t think that things make sense, I mean they are talking about oh we have this 
terrible weather now it never happened before, and then you think back 6 years and you had 
the same weather again and they totally buy it. Any unusual weather is climate change, you 
know. 

It would be interesting if a member of the green party came out and questioned the 
stance, the notion of manmade climate change.  

That couldn’t happen, no. no.  

What would you say to somebody who is concerned about the threat of climate change? 

 I would be scared of climate change because I think earth’s temperature changes just one or 
two degrees it is a totally different world. I mean, we could go into a new ice age or whatever, 
so it is truly remarkable that it is so stable. I think there is not very much you can do about 
climate change. Also a very big unknown is the heat stored in the oceans. Its simple physics if 
you look at the oceans they have about 1000 times the heat capacity of the whole atmosphere. 
You have cold streams, all kind of stream patterns, oscillations in the oceans which have time 
scales of perhaps more than 500 years you know. Suddenly you have a huge up well in all the 
cold or warm water, compared to normal which is very much bigger than any sort of external 
heating effect in the atmosphere so to say.  

So you’re saying they are a lot of unknowns?  

Oh yes, I mean the little ice age you had more than 500 years ago that was very sudden and 
unexpected, it could well have something to do with changes in the ocean current over time. I 
mean, if you go back even shorter in time, like in the 1920s or something we had warmer 
weather than now. The ice in the arctic was very much smaller than now and the water was 
warmer, and of course this is all documented in temperature measurements and atoms of fish 
catches or whatever. It all varies in cycles all the time, and those, what you would call 
believers they just take every, and any unusual thing as proof as we have manmade climate 
change and it is so silly.  

How do you feel about Sweden’s pledge to donate $500 million to the Green Climate 
Fund? - a mechanism set up to redistribute money from the developed to the developing 
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world, in order to assist the developing countries in adaptation and mitigation practices 
to counter climate change.  

It’s just silly and wouldn’t help anything. The money would anyway go into some corrupt 
politicians’ pocket. Just forget about it.  

Ok. I’m curious to know if you feel the media and academia are more, or less supportive 
of your views? 

Well the media, as I said some minutes ago, they are essentially stopping any information 
flow. At least Swedish television, the mainstream big newspapers, they don’t publish any 
debate articles or letters to the editor, it’s totally locked. There is no way you can get in there. 
There are some people among us who would send letters to the editor of some countryside 
newspapers. They are quite active, so.  

Do you find it the same in academia as well?  

 I don’t know, but if I take my own KTH, I’m retired now but in later years they are really 
dependent of money, external funding of all kind of sources which are very green in their sort 
of philosophy. It should build sustainable cities, you should have sustainable energy, blah 
blah blah and you get all kinds of money from that. They put people in charge with opinions 
that match that, you know. It’s all in total its sort of a suppression of any alternative views I 
would say. Of course you could still speak out but people are reluctant to listen to you.  

Do you think it’s got worse recently? Does there seem to be less support from your point 
of view? Less criticism against climate change or more?  

People are not interested in discussing it at all; I would say compared to before 2009. But 
instead politicians go ahead with all kinds of things along the lines of dangerous climate 
change, like political things, more wind power, more solar power, all these green funds, like 
nothing has happened really. They are not really interested in discussing the issue anymore. 
They think it’s all settled and they will just go ahead. The sort of healthy discussion – what 
does the science really say has disappeared from the agenda.  

Do you think there are a lot of people that do share your views but maybe they just 
don’t air them so publically?   

People have lost interest in this a lot, it still costs us a lot of money through taxes and I am a 
bit surprised that people just accept that this money is wasted. I don’t know what will happen 
to make people think more for themselves, one thing is this catastrophic failure of German 
energy policy now, it just isn’t working. Electricity prices have doubled or tripled and it’s 
pretty hard. And if you have another crisis now with Putin, if he shuts of the gas or something 
then you will have a real crisis. People will wonder why they are so vulnerable. Wondering if 
all what they have heard about climate change and the reasons for taking certain steps in 
various directions are they really correct? At that stage people might become more interested 
again.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adaptation_to_global_warming
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change_mitigation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change
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Do you think then that climate change is a problem for affluent societies? For people 
that have more pressing personal issues relating to putting food on the table, war, 
terrorism, climate change is not such a priority. Maybe if the economy went into a 
downturn or there was a severe economic crisis then climate change would fall off the 
agenda?  

Yes I think so. People in developing countries where it is much warmer, the average person 
doesn’t know what climate change is. It is just the politicians, bureaucrats they see this as a 
means of getting money from the west. It’s totally corrupt.  

What, if anything worries you about the future of the planet – Population/war/pollution 
etc… Can you describe why you feel that way?  

As I said the politicians and average person just mix this into a food processor. I have been 
discussion, at least I thought I was discussing climate with some friends or something, 
relatives, or acquaintances and they don’t really understand what you are talking about. In the 
end they just ask you ‘are you not for environmental protection at all?’ They haven’t 
understood a word about what you were saying about mechanism of climate change, they just 
take the whole thing as a package, so. You believe in protecting the environment so 
automatically you should be against burning fossil fuels, it’s a part of the package, otherwise 
you are criminal.  

Is this an aspect of environmentalism that you fundamentally disagree with? 

 Yes I do, because there are so many people among the greens that are, to be frank, I would 
say stupid.  

Interesting, Ok, well thanks been fantastic Peter, that’s all I needed to ask you really so 
thank you for your time and interesting thoughts. 
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Lennart Bengtsson face-to-face 05/03/2015 

I have been living abroad for the last 40 years, so before you were born I think, in England 
and in Germany most of the time. Over the last 7 years I’ve been living, I have a flat here and 
a house in England but now I have sold my house, but I still have a position at the University 
of Reading. At least till the middle of this year, it depends. I sent you my CV so you can see 
that. I have spent some time as Director at the Max Planck Institute for Meteorology in 
Hamburg and then I was Director for the European Weather Centre for many years. So I have 
been involved in weather prediction essentially since the end of the 1950s. 

Wow, thank you well the whole purpose of this interview is that, as I explained in our e-
mail conversations I am writing my thesis on the concept of cultural cognition and 
ideological predispositions… 

Which department are you with?  

I am with the department of Earth Sciences and my master program is in Sustainable 
Development. It’s a two year Masters program.  

Ok, I see. What is your background?  

My degree was in International Relations and Politics, but I’m interested in climate 
change and the trying to understand the reasons why it is such a polarizing issue.  

I see, how much do you know about climate?  

Well, I feel I have a fairly good understanding of the basic concept, that we release 
greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide from the burning of 
fossil fuels and agriculture practices and industry. These gases stay in the atmosphere, 
trap outgoing heat radiation, which builds up and in effect warms the planet. Climate 
isn’t the weather; it’s measured over a 30 year period. It’s better understood and 
examined as a systems rather than a reductionist perspective. 

The climate is something you can (measure), this is just a summary of some weather 
pyrometers at a different place for example. This is temperature, perpetration, winds for every 
given month over some 30, 40, 50 years. That is what the definition is of climate. But that is 
not only the mean value it is also the variant and the extremes and the whole sequence of 
course and the cycle. So, you can then look at the records of Uppsala for an example. Take the 
December of 2006, which was excessively warm, mild. 3.6 degrees. Four years later it was -
9.1. That is what is typical of the climate of Uppsala and you would find similar things in 
many countries depending on where they are. If you compare these things in Sweden which is 
quiet mild, particularly the last month, but if you look upon the north eastern United States it 
has been excessively cold. Take the north eastern parts, New England counties, Minnesota, 
Michigan the great lakes are practically frozen over. There has been, I would say certainly 
some 10 degrees below normal. In these areas. now, a normal person would then ask, what is 
the reason for that? Well there is no real reason, you can ask what the reason is that some 
people are winning on the lotto and some are not. This is just stochastic internal variability of 
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the climate. Depending where, where essentially how the weather systems are positioned. 
Meaning you have high pressure over, to the west of us for example. They call it blocking. 
Then the wind circulates round it you will have northern winds and then it would be very, 
very cold and the Scandinavia would have a low pressure. To the west of us you would have 
the opposite; you would have south eastern winds. It is essentially the transport of warm or 
cold air, which determines what temperature you would have, each season.  

I see that you focused quiet a lot in your career on climate modeling.   

Yes I have been essentially working with the prediction of weather.  

Do you feel that there is still a lot of unknowns, in terms with climate models? A lot of 
the predictions from IPCC are based on climate models.  

Well, the first thing you need to ask yourself. You have to make clear in your mind what is 
predictability? Weather cannot be predicted more than, at most two weeks ahead. Because 
weather is stochastic if you have a small area in the initial state it could grow and then after 
two weeks it could be completely useless. You know this from weather predictions, they are 
doing very well from one week now and excessively well for 1 to 3 days, then you can really 
trust it. That is not because the meteorologists are not competent enough; this is an inherent 
property of the system. You have it even in the planetary system just that there you have to 
wait for 50 million years. There is no way you can predict how the planetary systems looked 2 
billion years ago. There is even a risk that earth and Venus could collide because of stochastic 
processes.  

Is this because we’re unable to account for emergent properties when we’re looking at 
system analysis? For example, I mean a lot of climate models cannot account for the real 
life complexity?  

Of course it’s very complex but you have to be aware of these inherent limitations. Then you 
cannot really do predictions longer than that. Of course the climate is something different, you 
ask what can I deliver from a climate model? You cannot really say how the weather will be 
next winter or next year but you can say that in the next ten years it is likely to be slightly 
warmer than it is now or slightly colder or slightly more precipitation, that’s the sort of thing. 
This of course is of relatively little value. Almost trivial, particularly when you know that you 
have stochastic variation which varies an order of magnitude more than that. And then you 
ask what is the value of it? If I’m telling you that next year, it could be 6 degrees or 10 
degrees colder than now in March or February, or I can say that it be slightly warmer than it is 
now. I cannot say that, it is impossible.  Then I can say but it is probably likely that, super 
imposed from that there is a slight warming of 200th of a degree or something like that. So this 
type of information is not particularly useful for ordinary people. 

So, the problem with climate change, which of course is a reality. It works in such a way that 
the greenhouse gases, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, CFCs and all that they are 
actually absorbing longer radiation, of course at the molecular level. Of course that was 
known in the middle of the 19th century. People measured it in laboratories, there are of 



62 
 

course some silly people that started to question that but that of course is on absolutely no 
evidence.  

So those greenhouse gases are capturing the long wave radiation that is reflecting back 
from the earth?  

Well, it is not reflecting it is re-radiating. They absorb the radiation, then of course it will 
warm up and then that radiation is again being absorbed by some other molecules which in 
turn radiates out. You get, if you have an equilibrium you get after some time with an 
equilibrium that has the effect that you will get slightly warmer at the surface if you have 
more greenhouse gases than you have in the stratosphere. That is what is going to happen. 
Now, if you could double the greenhouse gases, and if you only had this affect, then you 
would get something in equilibrium about 1 degree warmer at the surface in the end.  

If you would double the amount of CO2 and that was the only affect?  

Yes.  

And if you doubled it again, you would get the same because the effect is logarithmic. So, if 
you go from ppm of 280 to 560 you get 1 degree. If you go from 560 to 1180 you get 1 degree 
again. If we go to 2200 ppm or 2360ppm you double it again, you will get again a doubling. 
So it is logarithmic. It is because the absorption properties are affected by the fact that you are 
increasing the concentration so the effect is diminishing, it is not proportional to the 
contribution, it is proportional to the logarithmic model contribution. With logarithmic, if you 
double it, then you get 1 degree. If you double it again you get just one degree.  

1 degree extra? 

Yes, 1 degree extra. But then you have raised it four times because you have doubled it twice. 
And if you doubled it three times, you get eight times and then you only get three effects. 
Now this is because of the spectra properties of the absorption.  

Ok, but we’re told constantly that we need to keep CO2 levels below 450ppm to avoid 
catastrophic changes to the environment. At the moment its edging on 400ppm which is 
the most its been for 800,000 years apparently.  

Well, first you need to get the effects of all the greenhouse gases. If you replace the effects of 
methane and nitrous oxide and CFCs with corresponding CO2 then you have already reached 
something four times their ….. Because you get 400 from carbon dioxide and the rest from 
the other gases, so it’s better to talk about equivalent levels. So that will double rather soon, 
maybe in 25 years., the CO2 equivalent. And the warming so far has been about 0.8 degrees. 
Now, that is a direct effect of the greenhouse effect. A concern is what we call the indirect 
effect. Now, when you increase carbon dioxide you warm up the atmosphere, if you warm up 
the atmosphere it can keep water vapor, water vapor is a greenhouse gas and you then 
enhance it. You can melt the snow on the ground which has an effect on the albedo of the 
planet. You can also increase the clouds which has an opposite effect because it will reflect 
more you see. So this makes the whole thing enormously complex. Now, what we have 
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observed so far has been a very modest increase, which is sometimes as a bit of a surprise. An 
increase of 0.7 – 0.8 degrees when you have increased the radiation effect by something of 
80%.  

There is a lot of talk about the heat being stored in the oceans and that we don’t really 
know what the consequences of that is.  

Well, what you have at the moment is that you have an imbalance. More heat is coming in 
from the sun than what is leaving the planet - The radiation budget. That difference is 
something like 0.4 watts a square meter.  This excess heat will of course warm up the planet, 
now it warms up the atmosphere; it warms up the soil, melts ice and snow. That part is only 
about 10%. The rest of it goes into the ocean, about 90%. That we can calculate by 
observation, which are not particular accurate. And the warming of course is very modest, you 
can hardly notice it but people are relatively in agreement that the heat has gone into the 
ocean. But that isn’t to say that the heat which is unbalanced, when the whole thing comes 
into balance then the same amount of heat will leave because you will radiate more, because 
the earth is warmer. Then you radiate because the radiation out is proportionate to the forced 
power of the temperature.  

Are we likely to reach a balance though? 

Well, I mean, sure. A balance will happen. How quickly we don’t know. We have already 
obtained a relatively good balance because we have the total effect of the greenhouse gasses is 
almost 3 watts per square meters and we have already about 2.4 balance or 2.6, which has 
already been consumed by the system. We are already in a balance more or less, you know 
because it’s sort of a gradual warming.  

So the whole question about these very high temperature which essentially are out of 
numerical models which has endless number of limitations. Because you cannot validate 
them, you can only validate them in a forecasting mode. You cannot validate them in real life. 
The most important of science, I wrote a little paper on that recently. The most important in 
science is that you form a hypothesis and then you validate it. but if you cannot validate it 
then so what? I mean, you could say that well, you did some calculations but you do not know 
if it’s right or wrong?  

I understand, and would you say this is the reason that there is still an ongoing debate 
about the nature and impact of manmade climate change?  

Yes, yes, of course. Well you have to see all these type of things as a risk assessment. You 
cannot say these simulations are completely nonsense, and you cannot say they are 
completely right either. You can say that it is a possibility. This might happen, we don’t 
know. We have to observe the earth very carefully and see if it really happens. The question is 
of course, this is a political issue. How far should we go in accepting rather drastic changes in 
societies based upon something which is only a possibility? I mean, this is precisely what is 
the problem. There are some people that believe in this sort of thing, you know people that 
believe in the bible or whatever, you cannot really say that this is right and that this is wrong.  
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How do you feel about the idea of a scientific consensus on this issue? We hear a lot 
about the 97%. 

Well I mean this is just a construction. What do you mean by that? What is the consensus 
about? 

Well the consensus is the position of the experts at the time. The consensus was that we 
man is altering the climate. If the consensus does not change over time you have to 
wonder if the argument against it is good enough.  

Look here; there is not a single qualified meteorologist, or climatologist with a proper 
education in physics who doesn’t claim that we are not having an effect. It is 100% in 
agreement there. But this is not the point; the question is how much is it going to be? If I say, 
to reach 2 degrees it may take 300 years or it could take 25 years, it is a hell of a difference. 
The problem is that based upon observations, things look a lot less severe than some other 
types of problems from simulation models that have not been validated. This is the reason 
why many senior scientists are actually very, very critical. It is also a problem that the whole 
thing has been so infected, some people will be castrated if they have too critical views and 
they find it uncomfortable so they don’t say anything at all, they simply ignore it and 
continue.  

Well that raises an important point; do you feel that you are able to openly discuss how 
you feel about climate change within the public sphere or amongst your peers for 
example?  

I consider myself as quiet senior. I have been working with this problem all my life. If I 
express critical views, which in fact if you read the IPCC scientific report it is also very 
critical, and I have contributed to scientific papers that have been referred to by the IPCC. The 
problem is in people’s opinions, and the opinion of politicians and the opinions of the media; 
it’s now so dominant that we have to do something to stop this impending catastrophe which 
is going to destroy all life on the planet. And I think if you have a critical remark on that, they 
would refuse to listen to you. Newspapers and media would not allow you to publish 
anything, write something on a blog. Some of your colleagues, I would say the most qualified 
ones may think it’s a bit worrisome to deal with you because it could destroy their career, they 
may get fired if they come out with some critical remarks. So people are simply, they don’t 
dare to speak their minds. So this is why it is mainly people who are retired, who are not 
afraid of losing their jobs. Which so to say dare to express a more critical point of view. 

The problem I have is that, I feel sometimes that I am surrounded by extremists on both sides. 
People who either have the most stupid ideas, that there is no greenhouse effect; this is just 
nonsense, just rubbish. Or you have people who claim we will now have a human disaster in 
some ten or twenty years. Both these things are complete nonsense. But of course, the media 
is not interested in balanced views, they love disasters, particularly now when we have this 
problem now when they are struggling to survive and no one is reading newspapers anymore, 
it’s just shock campaigns.  
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A lot of people suggest a tax on carbon and more restriction of industry is needed to 
protect the environment. I’m curious to know how you feel about the need for such 
government regulation of business.  

Well in Sweden they have a very high tax on carbon, you see. I think that is very sensible. I 
think if the tax is reasonable then a tax is probably the best solution. To have this carbon 
trading which people have tried hasn’t worked out very well. But a tax on carbon dioxide is 
probably the most sensible thing; this would mean that people would automatically look for 
alternatives. Now, this is easy to say if you have alternatives, but what alternatives do they 
have in India, or Indonesia or China? They have lots of coal, and a tremendous need for 
energy or for electricity, they would like to improve their way of life, they would like to 
improve, cure diseases and they need electricity for that. And to say, well you have to have, 
you cannot use carbon. What are they going to use then? Well, use the sun. Ok, well you have 
to cover the whole country with panels and you have to store it, how do you store it? There is 
no way of storing it. I mean, I think these things are just ridiculous. We have to accept 
realities as they are. There is no problem, particularly in Scandinavia. In fact, Sweden has a 
negative carbon balance because the carbon we use is relatively modest and is being 
accumulated in the forests where we produce the wood for building houses. So Sweden has a 
negative balance.  

Sweden for example has agreed to donate $500 million to the Green Climate Fund? - a 
mechanism set up to redistribute money from the developed to the developing world, in 
order to assist the developing countries in adaptation and mitigation practices to 
counter climate change.  

They can probably do that but they have to assure that it doesn’t end up in the pockets of 
some gangsters in the third world, like Mugabe. If they give the money to Mugabe he will just 
use it to have an even more fantastic birthday celebration. This is the problem with the 
Swedish development help. This is the problem with the whole Swedish development help, it 
is not really helping. It just goes into corruption. I think the best one can do, is of course to 
educate. And also to try and develop sensible things, which is more long term, based on 
efficiency for example. What some people in Sweden have developed very effectively are 
these things called heat pumps, you have them everywhere nowadays. If you go to some 
friends’ house they have a heat pump that means that you are using essentially the surplus 
heat from the wind from the summer during the winter. You can even use the cooling from 
the winter to use air conditioning in the summer. Which people do! So in fact the presence 
contribution from heat pumps in Sweden is about twice as much as from all these sort of 
installed wind powers. And I think this is something which can develop in major parts of the 
world. You can use water in the lake, or you take heat out of the depths of the oceans which is 
used on shore. These are little steps forward. Or you can even use it for pumping down water, 
like fracking techniques, drilling techniques which are now very efficient you can put down 
water into these house and you get back warm water which you can use to produce heat and 
electricity. There are endless numbers of ways; there are also huge possibilities to save 
energy. I’ve been living in England of course. I need to have a decent temperature in my 
house, when I had a house, I’ve sold it now. I needed about 3 to 4 times worth of energy 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adaptation_to_global_warming
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change_mitigation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change
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compared to a house in Sweden. The insulation is virtually none existent.  Nowadays you can 
have double glassing, or triple glassing. In England, combing with a heat pump that you can 
take from the outside air, you probably wouldn’t need any energy at all to heat the house. But 
that requires a lot of investment of course. I think probably one of the most sensible things to 
do in Britain for example, would be to try and gradually improve the quality of houses, 
because you cannot use solar energy to a certain extent to produce electricity. So there are of 
course a lot of sensible things you can do, but to tell people to stop eating meat for example is 
just rubbish, it doesn’t make sense. Then I think you have transformed scientific and 
technological argument into an ethical argument, almost a religious way of arguing which I 
think is a problem. What I have arguing is what we need is not a sort of socialistic world 
government, what we need is very creative, open society which is really developing new 
things where people are coming with new ideas.  

The world today is very innovative, because now we have more people, more free societies; 
there is enormous interaction on the internet. The world today is much more creative today 
than 30, 40 years ago. So we have more reasons that during the next 50 to 100 years these 
problems will be solved by itself. I mean, I used to say to people go back 100 years in time, to 
1950 and then make a prediction for the next 100 years. What can you say? Nothing, and of 
course it will happen even more over the next 100 years. In Sweden, they are obsessed with 
planning, especially the social democrats and the left parties, they think they can plan the 
future by about 500 years. They forget about the fact that you can’t, and it doesn’t make sense 
to plan things too long. There are too many unexpected things that happen.  

How do you feel about the EU announced last year that it wants its 28 members to 
reduce emissions by 40% by 2030?  

Well, like I said it is no problem for Sweden to save anything. The question is what does it 
matter? Its peanuts, countries that should save are countries like China, United States, India, 
they can make a lot of savings, but Sweden, what can they do? It’s really just a political and 
ethical thing; it’s not got any scientifically or technical value. And besides, what I think 
countries in Europe should do, and even the United States, they should take a more sensible 
view on nuclear energy. It doesn’t make sense that Germany is closing down its nuclear 
energy plant which worked perfectly and of course that increased the coal production because 
they cannot get any wind energy when there is no wind.  

The issue I guess with nuclear is that once you have the plants established they are 
pretty good in terms of low emissions, but to build the plant requires tremendous 
amounts of fossil fuels. 

Yes but the lifetime of a plant is some 60 years but the lifetime of wind installation is no more 
than 10 – 15years. I think in Sweden it has just been driven by some politicians which have 
some vested interest in this for example. The Centre Party for example they have it as a line, 
they were going to remove some of the negative attitude towards nuclear energy, they insisted 
that there should be a system for stimulating wind energy. So that is relatively highly 
subsidized actually.  
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Should we be removing fossil fuel subsides and redirecting them towards renewables? 

Remove subsides completely from everything. I think remove subsides wherever possible and 
then introduce a carbon tax. That would be my suggestion. And then the help should not be 
help with money, it should be assistant with technology. There are lots of opportunities for 
companies to get orders to do something so I think the Swedish system for energy production 
is actually very good. It is a good balance between hydroelectricity and nuclear. A certain 
amount of wind energy, you can have that. It is a good energy mix, it balances out quite well. 
And then in very cold winters you need to have extra and then they can use bioenergy, and 
Sweden can use more bioenergy they can use all their waste from the forests, which they do 
already. Of course, and another thing, most cities have a central heating plant, you can visit it 
here it is actually quite advance, and they are essentially burning waste. All the house hold 
waste is being burned.  

Do they capture the methane, or?  

Well that don’t capture anything, they burn it up at 1000 degrees and produce hot water. So 
all the hot water you get here comes from local sources and is generated from the central 
plant. They could also produce electricity but they don’t do that because they don’t need it. 
They also produce cold water by heat pumps. They even have pipelines for cold water for 
certain jobs and industry and so on, they just get the cold water because they just have a heat 
pump and they can switch warm to cold. So I think Sweden has actually an extremely rational 
system for energy production and I think  many of the young generation don’t realize how 
good it is, it was designed in the 1950s and 60s, central heating plants were started being built 
70 years ago, they have just been replaced a few times.  

Is there a difference between the conversations on climate change in the public political 
sphere compared to conversations you may have on this issue behind closed doors?   

Well its completely different. The discussion among layman, if I can put it like that is of 
course completely irrational. It is based upon feelings. It is almost the same type of discussion 
you have between people which are politically interested or even religious people, they don’t 
know enough about the issue. They have some ideas which are often based on 
misunderstandings and then of course they get very emotional about it, like one always does 
about something which you don’t understand. So you can’t really have a sensible discussion. 
You can hopefully give a sort of capture presentation; I’m doing a lot of these. I gave one a 
month ago here for Uppsala University where I tried to give a somewhat more balanced view 
of it. And some people, of course they accept that and there are others that are too emotional 
about it. They are not able to analyze it, I think I can put it like that. They have a very strong 
feeling about it and they also feel it’s unethical you know, and then of course when you start 
with this involvement you cannot have a sensible discussion any longer. You can’t have a 
scientific discussion because they of course don’t understand it and they don’t listen. 

Well, where should we be going in terms of scientific communication if this is the 
predicament from your perspective?  
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Well I don’t think I can convince sort of, 4 million Swedes to have a more rational view on 
these issues. They have some concept in their heads, they think that Greenland is melting; 
they are not even able to separate between land ices and ices on the Arctic Ocean. They think 
the ocean will rise by several meters. Of course there is no one who has said that. It is just 
some activist who has been given a lot of place in the media and they make a very good story!  

Should we be concerned about the permafrost melting and releasing methane into the 
atmosphere?  

We haven’t seen anything of this so far. There are a number of things that can happen, but I 
think that before you really have some evidence that they are happening you should at least 
restrict your, (inaudible  ?) 

I mean I could say to you of course I am very afraid of dying. I know it, for sure I can tell you 
for sure that I am going to die within some 20 or 30 years, this is for sure. But of course if I 
was going to spend the rest of my life thinking about that I wouldn’t get anything done. You 
have to be reasonable and if I am getting extremely worried that I will get ran over by a car on 
my way to my flat, or that the Russians will start a nuclear war, or some of the Muslim 
jihadists will blow up the cathedral, I could make a list of a million things you know.  
Absolutely horrific, but, that wouldn’t make sense.   

I’m curious to know if you feel the media and academia are more, or less supportive of 
your views. 

I can say that the Swedish Academy of Sciences has recently published a statement on climate 
change which is very much based on the IPCC most recent report. That will become 
announced in a couple of weeks, which you can download. It has to go through a sort of 
general meeting where people are feeling happy about it. You have to read the IPCC sub 
chapters, of course it is a bit difficult if you do not have a background in this science but 
anyway, this statement by the Academy sort of summarizes the main thoughts, in a way which 
can be read by the educated people in the public but you don’t need a degree in mathematics 
to understand, just ordinary people with an ability to read something. It is in Swedish of 
course, it will be translated to English but the first version is in Swedish.  

We wrote something similar which is still available, in 2009 this has just been updated but I 
think it won’t contain much more different.  

Do you support the IPCC findings?  

Yes, I mean the IPCC is actually a very good report. The problem is not the IPCC the problem 
is what people are making of the IPCC. They don’t even read it, some don’t understand it. 
What I’m talking about the first part, the scientific part, it’s actually quite a good job. They 
are actually quite cautious; they just give a huge number of facts and references to thousands 
of scientific papers. I mean, there is not an educated physics or climatologist with a degree in 
mathematics or in physics which claim that this is not a potentially awkward issue. We have 
to deal with it but I mean, it is something which has to be dealt with on a long time scale; it is 
not anything that can have a quick fix. The worse you can do is to try and create a global 
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soviet union and solve it through legislation by some activist, then I think you have failed 
everything.  

So you do not think we should have government regulation of industry? 

The best you can have are some legislation where you have a carbon tax and of course 
encouragement for energy savings in a sensible way. And particularly we should be 
encouraging basic science in new areas. For example, all these nuclear power plants have of 
course stored a lot of waste, now this waste contains an enormous amount of energy we’ve 
only used about 2%. The rest of it can be used by different types of nuclear parting which has 
already been decided and experimented on, so you could use all this waste for hundreds of 
years. The problem is the politicians that make decisions are influenced by laymen who have 
emotional ideas. They don’t know a thing about nuclear energy but they say they don’t like it 
and the politicians don’t dare to do anything else.  

If you have a world with 7 and a half billion people and everyone would like to have a better 
life, this is not without problems. You can’t just remove them. Of course if you removed 
about 90% of the population I’m sure the environmental issues would be a lot less, for a time 
at least. But you cannot do that. You have to realize what are you going to go when you have 
billions of under developed people, they are not going to listen to you. If the Americans or the 
Europeans say you should stop emitting carbon dioxide they are going to say go to Hell, they 
don’t care about it. 

 So, are you saying that climate change is a problem for affluent societies? If you have 
more pressing issues such as putting food on the table, terrorism, war, these things 
would overrule the need for action on climate change?  

Absolutely. This is precisely my point. My point is based upon observing human capabilities 
over historical times, particularly now which is a very creative society we have. This will 
solve itself when people have got these immediate difficulties under control. When people 
have a place to live, a decent life, food for the day, they don’t have to be afraid by being killed 
outdoors they can put their mind to these sort of things. This is why the European Union, The 
united States, Japan, China where affluence has grown enormously of course you cannot 
produce affluence out of nowhere. We have done it by admitting enormous amounts of carbon 
dioxide because they need that for producing electricity. So, if you’re saying to the Chinese of 
things were much better when the Chinese were under Mao and were repressed and they 
didn’t produce any energy and living totally miserable lives, this is totally unrealistic of 
course. You have to accept the fact that everyone in the world, you can see the situation in 
Africa, and some African countries are doing very well. Botswana for example, Mauritius 
they are almost developing like countries of southern Europe, and then you have some others 
that are totally corrupt - Zimbabwe, for example or countries under various forms of 
extremism or corruption that makes life un-functional. You have to bribe everyone. I was just 
reading about Kenya or Tanzania, you cannot anticipate. You have to bribe everywhere. 
When you enter the country you have to bribe people and when you show you the passport 
you have to put in some bank notes in the passport, you have to bribe the driver from the 
airport so he can find the way, asks a policeman to guide you to the hotel, etc etc etc.  
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Ok, corruption is clearly a major issue for countries and people trying to rise out of 
poverty that is certainly undeniable. Ok, what would you say to somebody who is 
concerned about the threat of manmade climate change?  

I think they should stop being overly concerned. Firstly the situation isn’t as bad as they think. 
The situation is actually that the warming has been very modest. One should explain that it is 
not the amount of carbon dioxide that is the problem it is the radiative properties and they 
don’t even know what this means because they have not learnt this at school. 

There must be a lot of research going into the radiative properties of carbon dioxide but 
are you saying it is still unknown?  

No, no it is completely known. The first experiment was in the 1850s and what has happened 
recently of course we have improved the understanding of some of these models now that 
calculate the complexities up to 1 million absorption lines. This is fantastic detail. I mean, 
these calculations are almost as well known or as good as sending a spaceman to Mars. This is 
science, it is completely known. The problem we have in the atmosphere is a complication of 
clouds. And also how much of the heat is mixed on into the depth of the oceans. You have to 
realize that the average temperature of the world’s oceans is 3.5 degrees Celsius, because 
most of the oceans are ice cold. Even in the tropics, so the only problem is for some reason, 
the heat exchange is getting worse because you stabilize the ocean. Then the heat would stay 
in the atmosphere and that of course would be a very serious problem. But we have no 
indication that is happening. This is very much affected by the wind, the stronger winds you 
have the more effect the mixing is. And there is no risk that the wind will cease to exist. Some 
people are worried there will be too much wind in the future that is not the case. All this about 
extreme weather events has no relevance. There is no indication; the only thing that is 
increasing is the damage costs. But the weather hasn’t been worse according to everything we 
have investigated. Going back to the 19th century the cycles were probably even more intense. 
Looking at the tornados in the United States, they were probably worse in the 1950s than 
now. There is no increase in hurricanes in the Atlantic; we have observed it over 100 years. 
Not even the intense cycles have increased as far as we can tell.  

I mean this goes very much against the idea that climate change causes volatile weather 

Well you just have to look at the facts. The people who are saying this are the people that are 
doing it for political reasons. Not even IPCC are saying that. There is a site on the internet 
where hurricanes in the Atlantic have been listed since 1850, every year. You can see the 
tracking of them, the intensity of them, you can compare them, and you can track all the 
statistics. For other parts of the ocean they cover a shorter period. There has been studies 
published even in front of the US congress by W.R. Peltier where in fact we have observed 
the number or the intensity of the hurricanes over a period of 50 years in all the oceans and I 
have been doing this work myself so I know it. There hasn’t been any change. The number is 
probably going down slightly. And the intensity we were not able to find out because extreme 
events are very hard to detect.  
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Based on what you just said, this is a real problem because this idea that there has been 
no change in volatile weather, it is almost like it cannot be expressed in the media 
because these views are so against the present thinking on climate change.   

Yes, yes, yes. Because it is just a big lie, that’s what it is.  

Should we be concerned by the albedo effect from aerosols?  

Yes, but according to the IPCCC, this apparently has been slightly reduced. There are 
between 4 and they are 5 so there is actually less, there appears to be less. 

It’s been fascinating hearing your views; you’re obviously a well credited, experienced 
scientists so I really appreciate you taking the time to talk to me.  

Yes, there has been quite a lot of publications I have presented lots of things in lectures. The 
problem is, say for example people are very much concerned about warm weather. Just look 
at the cold weather you have had in the United States this year, frozen great lakes. It happens. 
Occasionally you have it. You can occasionally have cold weather over Scandinavia. You had 
it over Britain and Scandinavia in 1910, 2010. You had the coldest December in Britain, 
second coldest since the 17th Century, in December 2010. And part of Scandinavia was 
completely frozen over. 

We hear about the loading of the dice. The more CO2 we pump into the atmosphere the 
more risks we are taking with the planet.  

 Yes I think you can say it is a little like loaded dice. If you study things over a very long 
period of time, you will probably see that the probability of very warmer weather is slightly 
more common and very cold weather slightly less common.  

It will be interesting to see what happens in Paris this December; will the INDCs be 
enough to keep us below this 2 degrees threshold?  Clearly there are a lot of challenges 
when sovereign states come together to form a collective, global agreement.  

People are cautious, when it comes to the bottom line, that you pay your own money, or 
countries that increase taxes or whatever, then of course they only do this when there are 
obvious problems you can see with your own eyes. But they cannot do this based just on some 
computer simulations, and they will not do it.  

Well, if you take China for example, they may well be put in a position to act on 
pollution because it has become a public health concern. And that could be a driver?  

Well that of course is a different type of pollution they have pollution from essentially from 
smoke. And the carbon dioxide they admit is of course very high but I’m sure what they are 
not doing, which has been done in the United States and Europe. When you reach a certain 
level of technology of course, then the public will start being more active. They will not 
accept such an enormous emission of smoke for example, I mean I visited Beijing last autumn 
and the level of small particles in the city one day was up to something like 680 and 100 is 
dangerous, and 300 is hazardous, so if you’re 680. I mean, of course they see now proportions 
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of cancer are going up and this sort of thing and people are getting decent lives, and before 
they used to work from early morning to late evening just to survive. They start to think, and 
of course it puts on a lot of pressure. Even the families of the ministers of course they tell 
their guy in the evening at the dinner table that they have to do something about this as the 
children had a problem when they go to school. They all feel the pressure about this, but they 
will do it on their terms. What is going to happen in China, I can assure you, they are so able, 
so ambitious, and the leadership is technically and scientifically highly educated, they will 
certainly do something about it. So, my view is what we worry about is something in all likely 
or not, not going to happen. Also, people are not going to do something serious about it, until 
they see something serious. If you were to have flooding of say, the major cities in Europe or 
the United States, people would do something about it. But since we have endless number of 
other things which are under pressure, which are must worse and more urgent they cannot do 
anything because they don’t have the money for it. Even if people paid 100 percent, I mean 
Swedish people of course are extremely well behaved. They are used to following every 
indication from the government, you know they, civil disobedience doesn’t exist in Sweden. 
If, you know, the government said you are not allowed to eat meat anymore because of the 
climate, they would probably do it. No one else would do it, but they would do it. It’s like 
saying, you must read the bible two hours in the evening. They would do it. Or they would 
have done it 100 years ago.  

So I think that one has to be sensible about these things. The peculiar thing about Sweden is, 
firstly, if there is a climate warming they would only have advantages of it. So why should 
they be so worried about it. There is no problem with flooding because the land is raising 
more than the sea is rising. The people in Sweden feel like they have a global responsibility. 
They have had people in the past, you know like Hammersköld, Palme and a few others who 
wanted to, you know, save the world, so they feel in a way they would always like to be the 
best person in the classroom, even if they don’t know what they are doing.  

So do you think there are certain personality traits you can associate with people that 
are pro climate change action rather than those that are more skeptical?  

Well, I would say that scientists by their very nature are skeptical. They as I said, the most 
important thing for a scientists is to really prove their hypothesis works, they can only do this 
comparing in reality. If they have a medication they have to check it for ages, if they have a 
physical theory they have to prove it through endless number of experiments. If they develop 
a new car, they have to test it in various different conditions. Before it is proven, it is not 
worth anything.  

But with climate change, you can only build the models but you can’t replicate them in 
real life, which fuels this element of doubt.  

Well, that’s right. I mean, you can say that it is a potential problem with climate change, and 
the warming we have had so far, which is very modest, is in all likelihood so far, due to 
greenhouse gases. Of course, we don’t know of any other agents that could have caused it, we 
have looked at this over a long period of time. It’s like, you know, someone has committed a 
crime, it is enough to be suspicious but you cannot put them in prison. So therefore, I think it 
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is sensible first to do things that are sensible to do anyhow, like not wasting energy, building 
better energy, creating cars that use less petrol and so on. And also, the most important of 
course is to simulate basic research. For example, if we can build a better battery some way, 
that could store three times as much energy per weight, then electrical cars would be a reality. 
Right now, people don’t dare to drive 300 kilometers through a Swedish forest because they 
could just end up sitting there in nowhere and there is no cable available.  

Do you not feel though that we should edge on the side of caution though? Is there not a 
concern that we will go over tipping points that could start positive feedbacks, sending 
the climate out of control?  

Yes, this is, well there is no indication that would happen unless you increase carbon dioxide 
10 times, you see there is some other very nasty CFCs, sulfur hexafluoride is it a very, very 
nasty agent that is increasing by 3 percent a year. It stays in the atmosphere 50,000 years; 
there is no way to get rid of it. I do a calculation in a hundred years it will give the same 
contribution as carbon dioxide. So there are a number of things you could worry about it, it’s 
not just carbon dioxide. I think the most important thing is do more basic research. Better 
education, which I don’t think is as good as it was some 30, 40 years ago, as there are more 
people. And I think to encourage basic research, mainly in energy for example, there is a lot 
of interest now in what the y call low energy fusion. People have done experiments now they 
prove you can produce net nuclear energy with doesn’t generate any parent radiation, just 
energy. This is a group in Uppsala that has been involved in this, but it is actually an Italian 
group. Work goes on in the United States and lots of places, the work comes on so fast they 
think that there is probably something in it, well if it turns out they are going to solve that, 
then they have solved the energy, just like that. Everything else has been wasted. You see, this 
is  problem, we have to take some risks also. I mean, the present environment in the world is 
fantastic, because there is so much scientific interaction that goes on, such an enormous 
exchange of ideas and you have a lot of creative people interacting with other creative people. 
If they are not going to solve this in our generation, then it will never happen. What is most 
important of all is to maintain the present open societies. The worst thing of all are these 
people that think we should go back to how we were living in the 19th century, this is a total 
disaster. The problem of course is the public at large are not well educated and they have lots 
of preconceived ideas, you have all these religious groups, I mean say if you have someone 
who is a complete believer of Islam and the only book they read is the Quran, you cannot talk 
them into things, they will say the prophet has been thinking of everything, or you have these 
Christian groups, or environmental groups that hate everything new, they think technology is 
bad, they don’t like genetic technology, nuclear energy, anything I call advance science. And 
many of the politicians of the world are poorly educated.  

Are there any political parties in Sweden that express similar views to you on this issue?  

 Well, I don’t think so, probably these Swedish Democrats are probably the most critical to 
climate change but I don’t think any of them have, they probably, strangely enough some of 
their people are better educated, they have good engineering degrees. Some of the politicians 
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we have in Sweden have been politicians all their lives, they have never had a proper job or a 
career as such. They even come from a family of politicians.  

Do you think it would be a strategically bad move for political parties in Sweden to start 
campaigning against climate change because it is widely accepted in the public?   

Yes, of course. This is a reason why Hitler was an anti-Semite, you know, because the 
German people didn’t like the Jews so it was a wonderful thing to do. In fact if you go back to 
1920s and 1930s, what people believed in those days was raciology, this was a big thing, 
particularly in Uppsala, back in the 1930s before Germany became a Nazi state the German 
scientists got their education in raciology in Uppsala. They don’t like to talk about that. Many 
of the leading politicians did everything to promote the Swedish race. They even went so far, 
they sterilized people here in the 1970s gypsies were sterilized in the early 1970s. So I mean, 
some of these people are a bit ashamed of that so that is why they are going so far in the other 
direction. The Americans did the same thing, Henry Ford was a strong supporter of Hitler, 
you know.  

I wrote a contribution the other day where I brought up the problem of how easy it is for 
people to believe in ideas and they don’t have any need to validate them. This is the problem 
with some intellectuals; they think that theory and ideas are everything. They don’t realize 
that everything has to be exposed to reality, and proven. Well anyway, I hope you’re not too 
confused now?  

That’s been fantastic, I really appreciate you talking to me and sharing your views. 
Thanks again for your time. 
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Carl Gustaf Ribbing Face-to-face 11/03/2015 

I’m looking to understand different perspectives on the mainstream idea of manmade 
climate change. Obviously as a mathematician and a professor, I want you to know that 
there’s no right or wrong answers, I’m just looking to explore different viewpoints. Feel 
free to take your time to answer the questions and the whole process shouldn’t last too 
long. All I’m really looking for is your opinion and experiences relating to the concept of 
manmade climate change. 

I’ll record the interview so I can track the information during the study, just so you 
know.  The information will be used strictly only for the use of my study and you can 
remain unanimous if you so wish. Ok, thanks.  

1. Could you start with telling me a bit about your background? Name, profession, 
have you always lived in Sweden, that kind of thing.  

Ok, I am a solid state Physicist. So, I am not at all a climatologist but I actually did take one 
course in metrology as a very young student in the sixties. So there was some interest in the 
background, so what makes me somewhat inclined to get into climate issues as a retired man, 
is as a solid state physicist I’ve studied heat radiation and the exchange of heat radiation and 
objects. And actually I was fully applied for a period we studied for the defense, the issue of 
thermal camouflage and that is precisely, my part was the heat radiation from objects. That is 
what now days they can trace with infrared cameras. So that’s the closest I came to working 
with climate issues. But then I must give a lot of credit to Peter Stilbs, he was so to say ahead 
of me, he inspired me before I was retired, then it’s an interesting question, would I have 
entered into this field and be, so to say, a strong opponent to the AGW hypothesis if I was still 
dependent on getting money for students and so on, I don’t know. Because I was retired when 
I really got into it, but it’s a common saying among us that only people that are retired or 
completely independent for some other reason that they dare oppose. Because it is a conflict 
of interest and even the money is kind of directed, that is a common statement. I don’t say that 
those who say so are wrong, but I think I have been rather fortunate I must admit. I am here in 
the solid state physics group and there is strong fractions of the people who are very, so to 
say, green in their research specialization and they don’t believe me, but they are very polite. 
So I have had no real strong feelings against me or any difficulties of that sort, so that’s nice. 
But still, I think what’s really bad, and that’s why I keep on this blog, the media are terrible 
they are very biased, I think in Sweden they are one of the worse, I don’t know much about 
other countries but still it is my impression. Swedish newspapers, the government TV and 
radio, they are very one sided.  

Are there any political parties in Sweden which express similar views to you on this 
issue? 

 No, no, well actually there is this very far right party. They have criticized to some extent, 
but that is rather late. So, I mean, politically I am homeless on this issue. I have actually been 
invited to give a presentation for the young conservatives on this issue several years ago, and 
it was kind of interesting, I thought they should be open to my message, again there was no 
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hostility but obviously they don’t want to change their policy, there was rather a strong man in 
the Landstinget and he said you must understand us, we have to quit fossil fuels anyway. 
They don’t want to get involved. And yeah, I see the problem, if you want the party to change 
their mind, it’s a big issue for the party, it would be a difficult period.  

Starting with the basic idea, for several decades there has been a debate over manmade 
climate change. There are some people that call it a complete hoax, and there are some 
people that completely embrace the mainstream science that supports it, where do you 
stand in that spectrum? 

During the years I have shifted, I mean from the beginning it was a great difficulty for me, I 
met Peter Stilbs and I thought he was a clever person and I listened to him and he started me 
to get reading, but I had great difficulty even to imagine that all these papers, all these 
opinions from acknowledged scientists could be wrong. So, it was a massive wall in front of 
me. And now I guess I should admit that I have studied, but of course I haven’t studied fully, 
a small fraction. But I have selected to some extent I read more of the critics and I am a bit 
afraid, the way I have changed my mind because now I am almost convinced it is a hoax. Not 
perhaps on purpose, I’m not sure. It makes me very sorry the very idea that the academic 
world could go so wild, could go so wrong. So, I’m trying to not to issue that, I’m trying to 
take one physical thing at a time and try to study. My view on myself is that, what I can do is 
to somehow compensate for what the media are not doing. So I can read the articles to some 
extent and understand them, and then I can write on our blog, you know about our blog? Yes, 
well I try to write, not quite once a week and I try to make it understandable. Our blog, I think 
we have very qualified readers, some of them know much more than I do, and we have 
Lennart Bengtsson also so it is an interesting discussion. I have a feeling that our blog is 
doing what the media should have done but they don’t. 

It’s interesting that you say that the information you receive comes from certain types of 
sources, could it be that both sides are guilty of that you think? That we all look for 
information that supports our own views?   

Yes, yes, humans are like that. I feel kind of sorry; I used to be proud of being an academic. 
Now, if this climate thing is as bad as I believe then it is a terrible scandal, a very large 
scandal. 

So, do you feel that academia or the media represent your views on this issue?  

No, no, the very least they have gone astray because of the money supply. To some extent 
there is a political bias in the way they distribute money. But, I don’t want to be too bitter on 
the politicians either, but it is like a triangle – the media, the politicians and the scientists. 
Somehow they have all been captured in this triangle and it’s very difficult for one of them to 
break loose.  

Would you say you are an activist on this issue now you have retired? I mean, how 
important is this issue to you?  
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It is important, yes. I find that now voting is no pleasure anymore I don’t have any reasonable 
alternative because they all go wrong on climate and I think that is very important. And it 
makes me sad for the academic, (world) I used to be very… proud is not the right word, but 
satisfied and I saw the growth, I had very nice graduate students, seeing them go out and so 
on, but now if the whole system has been so easily biased, it’s terrible.  

I wonder if there is a different conversation that takes place in the public sphere on 
climate change compared to the conversations you might be having behind closed doors. 

Well I don’t really know, I am not in much close spheres we have the blog people I meet them 
occasionally, not as much as I like but still we have our own conversation but I must say also, 
that I am positively surprised, I don’t hesitate to tell people that I am working for this blog, I 
try to get new readers, and I am surprised to the extent that they say ‘ah, that’s nice, I really 
want someone to post these things’. So, I think, here amongst academics the criticism is less 
than out in the general public. I mean we have moved recently, I speak to the people in the 
house we have moved to, and some of them are against me, and some of them are with me but 
there are more critics of AGW than I thought, initially. So the media give the impression that 
it is a total agreement, you probably already know this as it is a very common statement that 
97% of all research claims that humans are causing climate change, but that is a myth. But it’s 
amazingly spread.  

Ok, but where did that come from? I heard that it was based on a certain amount of 
peer reviewed papers, and the question was do you believe in manmade climate change?    

 Yes, there were several opinion polls also and they have all been biased. I think there was 
one that was reasonably sensible amongst the US society of metrology and then it was 50-50. 
But that has been very quiet. The first one was some university people that made some very 
strange general questions, I mean, ‘do you believe in climate change?’ Of course, even I do, 
so that was the first 97%. And there was another case, another university, they wrote to almost 
10,000 people that have published, first of all they only got, like 3,000 answers so that was a 
big lose already. And then among the 3,000 they sorted out a lot of people so there was 
something like 77 answers that were counted, and out of those 77, some 75 were AGW 
adherence. So that’s the 97%. Which is crazy, 75 out of 10,000?! 

What concerns you the most about the argument that there is manmade climate change?  

You mean if it’s wrong or? The technical side?  

Yeah, is there anything specific that made you think - no I just don’t agree that this is 
happening, that we are heating up the planet to a dangerous level?  

Of course I believe there is a greenhouse effect, but the AGW story rests on amplifying it. If it 
was only the laboratory measured greenhouse effect of carbon dioxide then it would be very 
much less sensitive than what you can worry about and what you can have reasons for 
worrying about. So the official message from the IPCC is that it is about, almost 3 times as 
strong, then ok, you could make the argument, if that was true that it would be difficult. But I 
think the way they have calculated this factor, they have qualitative reasons that it is the 
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carbon dioxide that controls the water vapor, and the water vapor is the strong greenhouse 
gas, so if they make so to say, carbon dioxide the control knob then they can turn up this 
effect, and then they can get this 2 degrees. And the 2 degrees is just a political limit that is 
not scientific or human or anything. But, my major opposition is that in obtaining this factor 
of 3, they have reduced the natural variability which is always there, which has been there 
millions of years, and they have put, more or less, all of the changes of the carbon dioxide as a 
control knob so they have the water vapor involved. Then they have fitted, in retrospect, in 
hindsight, they have fitted the curves and put all the blame or the effect on carbon dioxide and 
then they fitted the curves, then they get their numbers out and apply this to the future. But 
then, they are assuming what they should prove, and they haven’t proved because they cannot 
describe the natural variability.  

A very typical case is the clouds. They know that the clouds are very effective and they admit 
that they have poor knowledge about the formation of the clouds and there are very basic 
reasons, the clouds are smaller than their calculations, their little squares, where they make 
their model fittings, so the clouds escape their analysis. I think there is some agreement that if 
the clouds were 2% reduced that would be enough to explain all the increase since 1900 or 
something, 1950, whatever starting point you make, and that is very low – 2%. And there are 
indications that it has been this way that clouds were less frequent or smaller during this 
period. So that could explain it, but they assume, when they make this carbon dioxide control 
knob they assume that the water vapor is only a heating effect, so to say, a positive feedback, 
they call it. And then, they neglect the fact that if there is more water vapor there will be more 
clouds and the other way round. So they don’t include the clouds in the estimations.  

So, are you saying that you think that the data is chosen with the end goal of trying to 
show the world that there is manmade climate change?  

 Ah, now you are approaching the conspiracy thinking. And of course, as a researcher you 
kind of want a positive result; you want your effects to be meaningful. You can look at the 
fine phrasing of the IPCC founding charter. And it says something like there task is to 
demonstrate the human influence on climate, at least in the first version. But it’s very human 
that if you have this task it is much more fun to show. And of course for the media, it is 
enormous. If they can shout catastrophe is approaching it is very good for their sales.  

Last year the EU announced that its 28 members will collectively reduce emissions by 
40% by 2030. How do you feel about the EU dictating what Sweden should do on this 
issue?  

I think it’s terrible, the EU. I voted for the EU that we should be members, but I’m very 
disappointed they seem to be concentrated on their own things, it’s so strange. I mean, that is 
a big issue, the one of fossil fuel emissions, there are small issues, they want us to limit, for 
instance the power consumption of vacuum cleaners, it’s ridiculous. And especially in 
Sweden, so in that sense, maybe as a swede I am extra negative because the Swedish electric 
power is almost free of fossil fuels. We consume fossil fuels for transport, but electric its 
water and nuclear to a very large extent, so we are very fortunate and still we are forcing this 
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compulsion upon us. Actually Sweden has the highest tax on carbon dioxide emission in the 
whole of Europe and that is ridiculous I think.  

There is talk about fossil fuel subsides quite often in the media. In the UK, in Sweden, 
however I think Sweden is relatively small, yet still according to a report from 2013 by 
IISD on FF subsidies, Sweden provides approximately €2.5 billion a year in subsides to 
the fossil fuel industry. It also subsides the renewable industry as well, but I was 
wondering how you feel, a lot of people have proposed transferring these subsidies to the 
renewable energy, would you support such a shift? 

No,  I don’t think so. I don’t understand how they claim that we support fossil fuels? I mean, 
we have a very high tax on gasoline and oil and I know this has been discussed, but there has 
been other countries that stick out. The critics, the skeptics, have traced back this to countries 
that actually subsidize gasoline and things, but that is in developing countries where they have 
economic difficulties; I don’t think we have that. I would ask for a more precise statement of 
what they mean. When they say for instance that nuclear is subsidized, the meaning behind 
that is that they are not forced to pay insurance for the full theoretical cost of a very big 
accident, but otherwise it is heavily taxed. I mean, the basic of things in Sweden is that 
everything is taxed, but something is more taxed and nuclear and fossil fuels are heavily 
taxed. We really tax carbon dioxide emissions to a point where I think it’s a problem for 
people in the countryside. I am very fortunate I live in the city. I can go by bike most of the 
time and we have a small car. But, for people who live in the countryside and depend on 
travel it’s really a problem.  

Interesting point, maybe people in the countryside feel neglected? 

Yes, yes, well, there are so few now. You can afford to neglect them. At least you only have 
to say in words that you worry about them and then you neglect them.  

Do you think it would be more dangerous for the economy or for the welfare of the 
planet to really try and stop the amount of carbon being released into the atmosphere 
compared to business as usual? Would it be more dangerous to limit emissions?  

Yes, I belong to a minority who thinks so. If they really, I mean took the strictest suggestions 
seriously, supposedly at the meeting in Paris now, if they make a binding agreement. Maybe 
not in the Paris meeting but in the next meeting, they find out that we have to have strong 
measures, we have to check each other, we have to punish the sinners. Then that would be a 
primary source of conflict, eventually military. First of all it would just be arguments. I am 
sure the Americans would be very suspicious of the Chinese and so on. I hope for a total 
collapse of the Paris agreement. But I mean, if you take the worst for it and they really would 
make binding agreements, Kyoto for really only a small thing, no punishment, but if they 
really made it, so it hurt you, on your skin, that would come up eventually, rather soon I think.  

There is a lot of talk from the UNFCCC about us moving towards a carbon net zero 
world by 2050. How do you feel about that?  
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Actually I think that Sweden is one of the countries that already has a net negative. If you 
calculate the uptake by our forests, at least Lennart Bengtsson has written about this and I 
have heard it by other sources that we have a large uptake of carbon. I mean, we’re not so 
densely populated so we are happy, in that sense we are very fortunate in Sweden but in 
Germany it would be terrible, or England for that matter.  

What happens if you air these views in public? I’m interested to know if you face any 
hostility.  

No, that’s what I am saying I am rather fortunate I have been spared. I have heard bad stories. 
Of course, I know people that disagree with me but they are not rude, they are not threatening 
or something like that, but I don’t know what they think.  

But do you feel unfairly treated?  

No, not really but of course I have been active mainly as a retired man, so I have not applied 
for money for instance. In some instances I have worked with solar energy, I have done quite 
a few years of solar energy work before this military. So if I was dependent on that maybe I 
would face difficulties.  

If you were still working would you consider how you would air these views publically?  

Yes I would be aware and it is a hard question as to what I would do, I don’t know. I haven’t 
been much in the public, I have written in a few daily newspapers but it is very hard to get in 
there. But in the local newspaper I have written to the editors, but they have almost stopped 
me now, I don’t get in there so, I don’t have that problem. But I have been once, or twice I 
have been talking in closed groups, no, people have been polite, people oppose and they don’t 
believe me but they are not hostile, they don’t believe me.  

In academia and the nature of how projects are funded, do you think there might be a 
few other academics that just think it’s not worth airing any kind of skepticism on this 
issue because it could affect their funding? 

Yes I am afraid it could be there, yes. Also there is a big threshold. If you start opposing it 
you have to start reading a lot and also there is a risk that some of your colleagues turn their 
back on you. Do you know they very bad story about Lennart Bengtsson?  

About him joining the Global Warming Policy Foundation?  

Yes, 

He didn’t actually mention about it but I read up about it, he was with them for just 
three weeks before stepping down, I believe. I am not 100% sure on the exact reasons he 
stepped down but I guess it is because GWP foundation is a very prominent British 
based skeptic institution.  

Yes, well, I thought it was highly respected. So I was surprised about the opposition against 
him but also I was surprised because I know him and he isn’t that sensitive so I was surprised 
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that he left it. But of course, he had a paper underway with some colleagues and they refused 
to finish it. Some American scientists. And still, he was never really in the inner circle of the 
IPCC, he was a very acknowledged scientists and he was the leader of European activities but 
still they opposed him so violently I was surprised.  

 Do you call yourself a skeptic or a denier or is there some other term?  

I don’t like skeptic and denier I like even less. I am trying to have the AGW adherence and 
the AGW, what would you say, opponents, AGW opponents. I am trying to use that, because 
that is without feelings. If you say denier, it is the Nazi connotation. Skeptic is nice in a way, 
but it is too general, and of course I believe there is a greenhouse effect and I believe climate 
is changing, so if people call me a skeptic they might think that I don’t believe in climate 
change.  

So you see yourself as an opponent of the AGW concept?  

Yes. And that’s the important part. I mean, the carbon dioxide from human activities, how 
large a role does that play, so it is a quantitate issue. 7 

You mentioned earlier that Sweden has a high tax on carbon already. A lot of people 
suggest we need a tax on carbon and we need a regulation of industry to combat the 
issue of manmade climate change. How do you feel about this?  

Yes, well I am against that. I believe it is too high already. But it’s not very terrible in Sweden 
because we have such a nice situation with the electric power, but it is still hurting the steel 
industry I think. They worry about it.  

And you have no problem talking with your peers, would you say that your peers agree 
with you in this issue or is it a mix?  

It is a mix. Some people laugh a little bit, what do you think you can achieve? Like that, a 
friendly, but a little bit down looking you know. I don’t blame people for going along with 
what they are told in the media. I can’t really blame them because the media distort the view 
for most people. Also I am positively surprised by how many agree with me when I say it. So 
I try not to keep quiet about it, I don’t want to be hopeless, I don’t want to be to intensive but 
I mention it when it is suitable. Then I am often surprised when people agree with me.  

How do you feel about Sweden’s pledge to donate $500 million to the Green Climate 
Fund? – a mechanism set up to redistribute money from the developed to the developing 
world, in order to assist the developing countries in adaptation and mitigation practices 
to counter climate change.  

No I am not for that fund, no. Especially developing countries are going to suffer however 
much we help them if we really put limits on their fossil use because after all, fossil fuels are 
80% of the total energy.  

So they would suffer more if we put limits on fossil fuels that the effects of climate 
change?  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adaptation_to_global_warming
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change_mitigation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change
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Yes, yes.  

Do you think we could help developing countries with more technology transfer so they 
could possibly skip the dirty fossil fuel stage, or is that not needed and they should have 
a right as a sovereign state to pursue their own course?  

Yes, I think they should make their own decisions.  Of course, if we can help them for 
instance with water power. I mean, ABB is exporting power plants so to say; they are even 
involved in building them. That is very nice. If they can eventually help with nuclear power 
that would be in the far future as we don’t seem to be able to help ourselves. But, of course 
the real green people they want to stop nuclear power as well, then we have real trouble. I 
mean, Germany is on that path. It is interesting to see. I get reports from my associates, they 
tell how terrible it is, but in the media they say it’s wonderful that Germans are doing it.  My 
daughter lives there and she confirms that the electricity is much more expensive so that is 
true at least. But they are making new coal power plants in Germany. But I don’t have a 
feeling for how big that is. At least they claim that these power plants are cleaner. But there is 
no place in the world where they could take care of the carbon dioxide that is a long term idea 
that they could do that. And some who tried very hard in Norway have given it up, I have 
heard. I have actually a skeptic colleague here in Uppsala, he is a geo scientist so he should be 
very knowledgeable and he somehow tends to believe that you could use the mining holes. 
There are holes in the ground and you could use them and it would therefore be cheaper. I 
don’t think he is very technically aware of what is needed, but shall we say geometrically he 
claims that it could be done, but I see no reason.  

Ok, the media is the main source of information for most people on this issue. Are you 
saying that the media just plays on the extremes? It likes to run dramatic stories and 
therefore there is no scientific evidence of urgency like the media makes out?  

Well that’s my impression. I have talked to journalists, at least one or two. And do you know 
the science radio is here in Uppsala? I listen quite a lot, they have their office here in Uppsala, 
and I have met a journalist there twice and I have said that I don’t understand why you are so 
one sided. You don’t need to say that us critics are right, I don’t require that you say that we 
are educated or we are right, I just want you to show that there are opponents that know what 
they are talking about. You could have discussions, you could question them. So I asked him, 
what don’t you do that? And I’ve got very, very soft answers. We could do that providing 
there are scientists, and well, I am not a climatologist. Or at least I can’t claim to be I haven’t 
published in the climatologist literature so I could not do it, so I said could I suggest them? 
And I mentioned Lennart Bengtsson and then not much happened. Actually, Lennart has been 
interviewed. Not in radio I think but even in TV I think he was interviewed once or twice. In 
newspapers, but still, they seem to think, they compare us with fascist people, we are so bad 
so we shouldn’t even get the air. They don’t say so, at least not to my face, I don’t know what 
they say in the coffee room but it’s a little bit like they would be guilty of confusing the 
public, which is strange. Because they in general the idea is that the video should show the 
full spectrum, not the very worst, not the criminals, ok. But they would never say, we can’t let 
the communists come and talk about Marxism that would be confusing the people. They don’t 
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say that, they certainly don’t. Or they don’t think that way; of course they claim we cannot let 
the racist thoughts go out in public. But to some extent they do, they do interview them and 
then they are very critical, and I am saying you could do like that, but with the climate 
skeptics. To show that there is a debate.  

Has there been a time where there was a debate, and then it faded, or?  

No, I don’t think there has ever been a debate. Not really. And of course, what also makes me 
very sorry, institutions that should be completely independent, the Royal Academy for 
instance, they are also caught in the mainstream and that is very unfortunate. And I think 
actually right now they are trying to re-write a statement. And this is the same worldwide, I 
mean the American Physics Society, I follow them a little bit, they should re-evaluate. But it 
is very difficult to take a bit step back if you’re already made an official statement.  

Do you feel that the opposing argument is gaining momentum or has it flat lined?  

That is a very good question; sometimes I am very optimistic and think; now we are gaining. 
But then several times I have been disappointed again, so. For instance I am a member here of 
a local academy which is relatively well equipped with independent money, they don’t 
depend on public support. And I have been trying to get them to make something active and 
not succeeded and then all of a sudden, I have understood very lately, I mean he has been 
polite I guess, the chairman, he turns out to be almost an activist. He wrote an article in 
Dagens Nyheter last autumn and he was one of the initiators of that, and I was sadly surprised, 
because he didn’t give that impression before. And he is an independent mind, so I feel sorry 
for so many who get on the wrong track, because that is the intellectual surroundings.  

It is interesting in the US it is a lot more polarized there than here or any other country 
I suppose. But the issue of climate change is very politically polarizing. 

Yes, and that is very unfortunate to some extent. When the Swedish media explained the 
American situation they say that the republicans are so conservatives and against it. That is 
unfortunate. I would like one decent Swedish party to be at least a little bit critical, that would 
be a bonus for our political system but it is not like that, unfortunately. I have social democrat 
friends, one or two and I’ve tried to convince them but of course they are friendly but they 
don’t change their mind of course. I am trying to convince the people in the blog not to make 
it impossible for a social democrat to sympathize with us. That’s important so to say, tactics. 
We shouldn’t be too explicit right wing or something because that only helps our opponents.  

One final question, what would you say to somebody who is concerned and worried 
about the threat of manmade climate change?  

 Yes, well I have tested different approaches and I usually say it is exaggerated, and is not as 
bad and very important for economic growth, of the world, to fight poverty, that people get 
energy. Energy is a very basic good, a product. And then looking at the person and trying to 
find out how much time they are willing to spend with me I would get more or less technical. 
I think the general argument that in fact they have underestimated the natural variability, 
instead they have put carbon dioxide into their models and that has created this belief. But 



85 
 

actually those models are not verified and it is very difficult to verify, it is not a simple 
mistake it is a series of very complicated mistakes of course and they have not fully mastered 
those models they are very difficult.  

Well, there is also the problem of methane, a very strong greenhouse gas.  

Yes, it is strong in one sense, not effectively. It overlaps over already existing water vapor it 
doesn’t amplify it. Also it is so little, pars per billions. And after all, I mean, all we’re talking 
about that we know there is a raise of .8 degrees. In a hundred years. So, they have to amplify 
this very much too even get the 2 degrees, and still they claim it is impossible to stay below. 

Well, that has been fantastic hearing your thoughts, so thank you greatly for sharing 
your time with me.   
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Wibjörn Karlen Face-to-face 18/03/2015 

So, I’ll be interviewing you about your experience, opinions and views on climate 
change. 

I’m looking to understand different perspectives on the mainstream idea of manmade 
climate change. I want you to know that there’s no right or wrong answers, I’m just 
looking to explore different viewpoints. Feel free to take your time to answer the 
questions and the whole process shouldn’t last too long. All I’m really looking for is your 
opinion and experiences relating to the concept of manmade climate change. 

I’ll record the interview so I can track the information during the study, just so you 
know.  The information will be used strictly only for the use of my study and you can 
remain unanimous if you so wish.  

It doesn’t matter, I am already so hated.   

Ok. Well maybe we could you start, could  you tell me a bit about your background? 
Name, profession, have you always lived in Sweden, that kind of thing.  

I started to work on glaciers, in 1959. And I was in Tarfala institution in northern Sweden and 
then I worked there for 3 or 4 years and then I got a similar job in Norway, for another 4 
years. And then I was invited to go to the United States to get a master degree at that time. 
First I had to pass the Swedish limit for being accepted at University so I did that at the same 
time I was working on the glaciers, I got a degree. Then I went to the United States and got a 
masters degree, at George Stanton. That was in physical geography, quaternary geology. 
George Staton was a quaternary geologist. I had studied geography in Sweden and went back 
here and got a PHD in Physical geography and I was in charge of that station up in Tarfala for 
many years, until the 1990s some time. And then I was interested in this climate from the very 
beginning, from 1959, I was interested before but I started to work with it during the 1950s. 
That was always been my major interest for all those years. But then when you got into this 
debate about carbon dioxide it began to get difficult. Before that, my opinion was that climate 
was always changing in different time scales and different magnitudes. You have a warming 
and cooling periods and that is it, they didn’t like my opinion very much, which was ok. But 
then when this carbon dioxide idea came about through the IPCC, in some way, they managed 
to capture a lot of people’s opinions very fast. It became very difficult to teach in physical 
geography when I had to teach about climate because they were just protesting.  

So you think when the IPCC introduced their report linking CO2 emissions from 
manmade activities to an increase in global temperatures that automatically captured 
people’s attention?  

Yes. 

Ok, Starting with the basic idea, for several decades there has been a debate over 
manmade climate change. There are some people that call it a complete hoax, and there 
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are some people that completely embrace the mainstream science that supports it, where 
do you stand in that spectrum? 

I don’t believe in anything to do with carbon dioxide. There is no correlation between the 
small fluctuations and climate.  

Do you have the same view on other greenhouse gases such as methane or nitrous oxide?  

We have greenhouse gases like water vapor and so on, there are probably quite a few different 
but they do very little difference. The important thing is solar radiation. And the real big 
problem has started very recently. Have a look at this diagram…… 

 

The Icelandic Saga continues, so this is from Lindzen. Ok, so what is this? It appears to 
be showing a variation in temperature from the 1880s through to 2015. It fluctuates 
throughout.  

Then someone found that the IPCC came in and redrew the diagram. And that is the one to the 
right. They took away the warming in the 1930s.  

So, where is this from?  

That is from an Icelandic paper. Which I found on the internet.  

So, do you think that the IPCC has already decided that there is manmade climate 
change and they are working towards that conclusion?  
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Yes. Yes. And what some people (goes to his computer) 

…. 

You have this one.  

You haven’t seen this I guess. 

 

Ok, so this is to suggest that NASA has manipulated the data?  

Yes. I said that for the last ten years. It has been ten years since I discovered that they were 
doing that.  

When you were working with these issues, have you always felt this way regarding 
climate change? Was there a trigger that started this skepticism or has it always been 
there?  

I will see if I can find something. (a long pause) 
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So, 1992. There was a paper in Nature. These are quite famous people who worked in the 
1990s and they compared solar radiation and carbon dioxide and climate. And they had all 
different kinds of combinations on this. And you can see there, that there opinion was that this 
proved that carbon dioxide was important. And in the same paper they have that other 
diagram.  

The one below the greenhouse gas forcing that shows solar forcing is on the rise?  

Yes. If I had any doubt before it was gone when I read this paper.  

So this was the trigger for you personally?  

Yes, absolutely. I had quite a big idea about it before but this was the final thing.  

Ok. So, this was in Nature journal?  

Yes. But at that time Nature was a famous scientific paper, now it has gone. But you can find 
it in the library.  

So you think that the climate change is just natural variations?  

Yes 

And that carbon dioxide has no real impact?  

No. For the last 2,000 years we can date back to. You have tree rings, do you know about 
them? 

Yes.  

And you have icecore. They are very similar. These go back 2,000 years. There definitely has 
a warming over the 1100, but we……..(unaudioable) in fact. And you have several, a lot of 
other fluctuations too.  

Have a look at these… 
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You have sun spots that are on an 11 year cycle. And then basically there are volcanic 
eruptions had created an effect.  

But, surely when there is a volcanic eruption, does that not cool the planet because of the 
albedo effect?  

If we look at the diagrams that are of interest in this discussion. Basically, I am working on 
the last 10,000 years. The idea that we produced some years ago but a Russian lady and her 
opinon was that you had glacier advances at approximately at the same time all over the 
world. You can see the names. And then there is a Swedish guy in Lund who wrote a paper 
where he said that this was crap. And you just have to look there is no correlation between the 
different areas. Well, I made these dotted lines (above pic) you can see them, they are very 
well lined up. There are a couple of places where they haven’t discovered glacier advances, 
which is not surprising for me, I have worked with glacier advances for many years that was 
my PHD in fact. You have to look at many glaciers before you find them, some of these 
advances were very small. And they were covered over later. Particular at small glacers you 
can find them. (advances).  

There is a lot of talk about how glaciers are retreating on every continent. But you’re 
saying there are advances?  
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Most of them are at present (retreating) but it’s a cycle. The latest, large advance was in the 
late 1800s early 1900s, and they’re going to advance again. You have had plenty of advances 
over the last 10,000 years. I don’t remember the number but it was something like 20 or so.  

How important is this issue from your perspective? Do you see yourself as an activist?  

Yes, the guy who said that this is crap is an activist.  

Ok, but do you see yourself as an activist? Are you trying to prove to the world that 
climate change is not something manmade?  

Yes. I have got a few papers published, but they have been censured. Most of them are just 
not allowed, now days I can’t publish anything.  

I see. What are the reactions when you air these views in the public sphere? Do you feel 
unfairly treated? Are you able to talk freely about this with your peers?  

No, very few. 

What kind of response do you get?  

 There have been a couple of times where they have taken away, loosened the wheels of my 
car. Damaged the car with a sledge hammer. That is the kind of response.  

Here is Sweden?  

Yes.  

Ok, this is interesting, this question is a scientific question yet it is so polarizing. Have 
your views on climate change put you in a vulnerable position?  

 Yes, I am certainly in a vulnerable position. Being a professor of geography I had quite a bit 
of impact, before they really started to, crack down on everything I said. When I lectured they 
turned on their fire alarm. You can’t talk when the fire alarm is going off. And that kind of 
thing. Some people just left. 

So you definitely don’t feel that the media, or academia represent your opinions on 
climate change?  

No. We have just written a summary of the present opinion of climate in climate in 
vetenskaps academien. And the guy in charge he said straight after I had presented some ideas 
that I had written, that he hadn’t looked at it.  

So, people are automatically not willing to listen. They have moved on. The science is 
settled, so to speak? That’s the general attitude now?  

 They want to continue because there is so much money in carbon dioxide.  

But there is so much money in producing coal and oil so, surely there’s equal, if not 
more money in continuing with fossil fuels?  



92 
 

Basically, I am thinking of the universities, and university people. They get enormous grants 
for proving the negative effects of carbon dioxide. You have professorships, professors 
appointed, just for proving carbon dioxides effects on the climate.  

In Sweden, is there an arena to have these kinds of debates on climate change?  

These are the kind of things the newspaper publishes. 

 

They are basically saying these people that do not like the carbon dioxide hypothesis, they are 
stupid.  

Are there any political parties in Sweden that have more open views on this issue?  

Miljöpartiet is the worst. But, then it’s all on a scale going down. They all, even ……. Objects 
to a carbon dioxide theory. ….. 50 percent of the voters would not vote.  (24:24) 

It would be strategically unwise, perhaps to reopen..  

What concerns you most about the issue of manmade climate change?  

You are putting in an awful lot of money for something that has nothing to do with reality, 
that money could be used much better for many other things. That’s, one aspect another one is 
that, if you want to be a scientists, you have to look at evidence, that draw conclusion from 
(sic) that. But they don’t look at any of the evidence. They just refuse; they just say that it 
must be carbon dioxide. They never discuss it.  

Do you think academia, or science, is on a dangerous trajectory? Because it is not 
questioning the hypothesis they are just basing it on ideas?  
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They are lost. They haven’t, they aren’t scientists anymore. There is no science in the carbon 
dioxide idea. It’s just money, and politics. Even over the last couple of weeks now, they have 
admitted IPCC has nothing to do with science. They are working for a global leadership and 
to destroy the economic system they have now. They want to have a same type of economy as 
the Russians had some years ago. They haven’t just a few people learning ……(26.42) 

Where did you hear that?  

(By computer) 

Oh, I probably have it in the computer somewhere?  

That’s just the last few days. I had a lost paper report, I can. I have it  

(By computer..) 

Pause for 26:43 -  

28:15 

Do you think it would be more dangerous for human development if we introduced cap 
on the amount of CO2 emissions we can emit?  

It’s a disaster for the world. If we can’t stop this (sic) carbon dioxide people.  

29:17 

This is not the important one but.. (search computer) 

Printing something… 

Without cheap energy the whole industrial world would collapse. And if we stopped all 
production of carbon dioxide, we would not be able to produce anything. Whatever you do, 
you produce carbon dioxide.  

 A few days ago the IEA said that 2014 was the first year where CO2 levels were flat (sic) 
for the year but economic growth continued in 2015, globally.  

It has flattened out now, the last couple of years. That was in one of these last papers over the 
last couple of days.  

So you think it is very much a political agenda to tackle carbon dioxide? 

 I didn’t release it, from the beginning I thought it was a misunderstanding of science, but now 
I’ve realized that it is completely political, right from the beginning.  

Because people are saying that we need to tackle carbon dioxide, sea level rises, droughts 
volatile weather conditions that could reduce crops, causing people to flee.  

The sea levels are not rising. There are a lot of things that they say which is (sic) wrong. 
Temperature is not increasing. I guess I have to find a diagram of that… 
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33:33 unclear. 

This is a major (unclear.. ) they have changed, they have recalculate the temperature there are 
two diagrams on top of each other, which ever measurement you use  

If what you are saying is true, why would independent researchers feel the need to 
change their own data? 

To prove the importance of carbon dioxide.  

35.. unclear. 

What would you say would be a good outcome? What would you like to see change?  

The IPCC should be closed down, and we should recalculate all the temperatures. From … 
down and forget the data they have adjusted.  

There has been a lot of studies but you can’t publish it. Or journalists have promised not to 
publish anything which is negative to the greenhouse effect, Science and Nature where the 
first ones. Unfortunately I didn’t make a copy of that. The editor had a page in the beginning, 
there he said that we have deafen it(?) there will never be an article in my paper that is 
negative to the greenhouse effect. And they have been very consistent.  

Do you not think that we should edge on the side of caution? 

No.   

… Asks if its ok to smoke… Goes to collect a pipe.  Struggling to find a lighter.  

38:28 

Resumes -  

40:29 

If you think about it, everyday several times on TV they talk about the disaster of global 
warming. Sometimes they talk about 2 degrees, other times 4 degrees, even 6 degrees 
warming. No, the IPCC is not a very good institution. It hasn’t warmed anything over the last, 
20 years.  

The EU announced that its 28 members will collectively reduce emissions by 40% by 
2030. How do you feel about the EU dictating what Sweden should do on this issue?  

We should not talk about it, we should ignore it. We are producing very little carbon dioxide 
in Sweden. All the traffic is producing as much as we are breathing. We need to have heat in 
our houses or we have to leave Sweden. Even if it’s 6 degrees warmer than now, winters are 
going to be cold. It’s impossible.  
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According to a report from 2013 by IISD on FF subsidies, Sweden provides 
approximately €2.5 billion a year in subsides to the fossil fuel industry (coal, oil, natural 
gas). Some people have proposed transferring these subsidies to the renewable energy 
industry such as wind and solar, How do you feel about this proposal? 

First, wind - forget it. The German wind project for example is a disaster for the whole 
system. You still must have fossil fuel backup. In England you have the same thing. Denmark 
is moving that way as well. We are paying tax money for keeping the windmills going in 
Sweden. It doesn’t work. If you could store it, it’ll be different.  

In Norway they had a good way of storing the energy. There was a hydroelectric station, they 
pumped water from sea level up in a lake, high up, when they had an excess of power and 
then they could take it down later on. In Sweden we don’t have it. Most of the world doesn’t 
have that chance. We have to use what we have. Solar power seems to be working fairly 
decently but it is on a very small scale. It is not as efficient at capturing the energy, especially 
in Sweden we are too far north. When we really need it, again, you can’t store it. Wind is 
almost useless.  

You mentioned German, I’m curious to know more about how you feel about them 
decentralizing their energy production towards more small, local community based 
wind farms? 

It just doesn’t work. They have to buy energy from outside. That is a good thing for Sweden, 
we have extra we can export some. The nuclear plant in France, they can export some. But 
Germany, they need to make a decision, they are going to stop at least half of their nuclear 
power stations and the industry doesn’t have enough energy to go on. They need fossil fuels 
to provide backup still.  

Is there a difference between the conversations on climate change in the public political 
sphere compared to conversations you may have on this issue behind closed doors?   

Rockström and similar people are completely brainwashed. They don’t know it and you can’t 
reach them, there is no chance in the world.  

Have you ever had a debate with any pro climate change scientist?  

No, you can’t debate with them they are not coming. We tried to have a serious seminar 
series. Not this last fall, the fall before. None of them came. That was the seminar Uppsala 
Initiativet arranged. And you didn’t get a chance to say anything. I put up my arm and they 
didn’t see it, they just go past me. It’s very frustrating.  

Have you had any exposure outside of Sweden?  

Not these days, I used to have. I have some contact with some people in the United States but 
they can’t do anything. There are a couple of Americans who have managed to get a debate in 
the senate.  There are some people in the United States who are arguing for a lawsuit against 
the IPCC, but as far as I know, it just washed away. 
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In your opinion is there anything that could happen that would change the general view 
on climate change? 

You have to stop the IPCC sending out these lies. Sea level rising for example, maybe it’s 
coming up a little bit because Antarctic has been melting, now it’s not melting anymore. It’s 
stopped. And they talk about Greenland and they talk about how much is melting at the edges 
but nothing about how much snow is coming on top of it. 

What would you say to somebody who is concerned about manmade climate change? 

There isn’t any. Man has not changed climate. It has fluctuated for the last 10,000 years and it 
is fluctuating the same now. 

How do you feel about Sweden’s pledge to donate $500 million to the Green Climate 
Fund? - a mechanism set up to redistribute money from the developed to the developing 
world, in order to assist the developing countries in adaptation and mitigation practices 
to counter climate change.  

 It is wasted money. Some people go onto these meetings, Copenhagen, the Mexican one, 
there was another one in South America and there is going to be one in Paris. They live like 
kings and enjoy the days very much. There was one guy who went to the meetings at Doha, in 
2008 I think. He was not invited, but he happened to see there was an empty seat by the 
microphone and he went in and gave a short comment. He’s now refused, he can’t go 
anymore.  He’s not allowed at any kind of meetings anymore. Lord Monckton he was called, 
he’s English. He knows quite a bit I think. He seems to have been reading the data correctly. I 
mean, with global temperatures, they are beginning to sink, come down to the 1970s level. It 
may be that some people are starting to notice it.  

Is there anything that concerns you about the future of the planet?  

 Yes, there are too many people and they are living on beaches. They didn’t do it back in time 
but now they do. And that’s why we have so many people killed in storms. We have to stop 
the increase of global population and it’s not enough to say that it’s probably going to be less, 
when we reach 9 billion people. Still, already now, 2 billion people are starving every day. 
And still we’re talking about the need to increase the population.   

It is widely quoted that there is a 97% consensus that anthropocentric climate change is 
happening. Do you have anything to say about that? 

Yes, well it’s a complete lie. It was a lady who did a study some years ago, and she sent out 
questions to a large number of people. She got, I don’t remember now, 3,000 answers or 
something like that, and she took away all the names of people who were not definitely 
involved in climate change that reduced it to a few hundred. Then she took away all the 
people that were a little bit doubtful, so she had 30 people or something like that left, and then 
it turned out to be 97%. If you have studied some statistics you would know that you can’t do 
those kinds of things. It has nothing to do with reality.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adaptation_to_global_warming
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change_mitigation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change
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Do you know how the whole thing started? (Climate change movement) Let me see if I have 
that….. Somewhere I have it. I don’t remember where I put it, but it’s an interview with one 
of these guys who worked in the lead of their environmental discussion back in the 1940s. 
And there was some people sitting on a boat coming back from Alaska, I think it was 1948 
but I am not sure what date. There were talking about how they could do something about 
saving nature, and they started Greenpeace and those kinds of organizations. The guy who 
was interviewed in this paper, he left it, he said he doesn’t want to be in this, this is not 
science, it’s just politics. Their goal was to get a global government, with a green outlook with 
Greenpeace or similar people in the lead. He got a PHD in environmental studies and he 
slowly learned more and more about it and then he realized he was completely wrong. But 
they didn’t know this in the 1940s. But these guys who changed their minds, they are not 
involved in the discussions anymore. They have been cut out.  

Look, there may be other reasons for changes in the climate; cosmic radiation could very 
likely have an effect. Cosmic radiation to some extent is directed by solar activity.  This is a 
good book on this issue. 

 

Ok, great! Thank you so much for answering those questions. It’s been interesting 
hearing your thoughts and thank you for inviting me into your home.  
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Göran Ahlgren 20/03/2015 Skype 

Thanks for taking the time to talk with me today….. 

So, I’ll be interviewing you about your experience, opinions and views on climate 
change. 

I’m looking to understand different perspectives on the mainstream idea of manmade 
climate change. I want you to know that there’s no right or wrong answers, I’m just 
looking to explore different viewpoints. Feel free to take your time to answer the 
questions and the whole process shouldn’t last too long. All I’m really looking for is your 
opinion and experiences relating to the concept of manmade climate change. 

I’ll record the interview so I can track the information during the study, just so you 
know.  The information will be used strictly only for the use of my study and you can 
remain unanimous if you so wish. Ok, thanks.  

1. Could you start with telling me a bit about your background? Name, profession, 
have you always lived in Sweden, that kind of thing.  

Ok, you want me to tell you that my name is Görna Ahlgren. My background is scientific; I 
was an associate professor at the Royal Institute in Stockholm until I think it was until 1982, a 
while ago. Then I started my own consultancy business, and now I am a free agent. Time goes 
by, it was perhaps 8 or 10 years ago I became interested in what was behind all these things in 
the press and media about imminent climate change and so on. About 8 or 10 years ago that 
was when that question became sort of visible.  

The only thing in it I saw in the press, the media that voiced any other opinion than the 
mainsteam, as you know and that was Peter Stilbs. He was a colleague of mine, he became a 
professor at the institute about one year, or two years before I left, and we became a sort of, 
we knew about each other you know. So I called him up and said, hey do you remember we 
were colleagues and he said he does, so we started having a dialogue about this thinking that 
it had to be, we had to organise something to counter the mainstream. And then he had 
already, organised the seminar part I think a year before, a scientific seminar illuminating the 
climate thing from another point. Anyway, so we ended up with this lose organisation we 
used to call Stockholmsinitiativ, we selected, I mean we gathered about a dozen persons, 
some scientific, some more from the industry and others. And then, so we had a discussion 
group, we organised the seminar, and then we ended up forming a non profit organisation. An 
EDL förendning. The next step we took over this blog that another person that we had in our 
team, Maggie, she was a journalist, she sort of handed the blog over to us because she was 
raising a family and she couldn’t spend 200% of her time on this so anyway. We had this blog 
and it was called ‘the Climate Scam’, then a couple of years ago we renamed it because 
Climate Scam implies that, I think that people are wilfully or meaning to deceive you in some 
way and that puts you in a position of you know, you’re not a bad guy, but you know these 
guys that are sort of nutty. Anyway so this just goes on, I mean. Ingemar and Peter are two 
extremely qualified editors of the blog, then all those 6 other editors, or contributors. Those 
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that contribute every day new posts. A couple of years ago I sort of stepped back from the 
front line, and I am basically, paying the bills and voicing my opinion to the others.  

Can I ask, the Stockholm Initiative, its main arena, is it the blog through the internet?  

That’s our platform, yes. Our blog is what we do. Before, when this question was hotter, 
before the Copenhagen meeting and so on we were sort of successful to get our voice into 
mainstream media. We were behind several big op-ed articles. I remember the first one in 
Expressen, that was 2008. We were coming from nowhere we had one page in the Expressen 
because there was a meeting up in Darlana, with those guys, very fundamentalist people, and 
they were very shocked. Suddenly somewhere somebody was telling a different story, so we 
got a counter op-ed from a bunch of authors, among them the Swedish archbishop, all kinds 
of people and we were quite amazed that we could create such a noise.  

Was that a positive feeling for you and your colleagues at that time?  

You know, well every, what do you call it, every time you have are noted in the press. It 
doesn’t matter in what direction whether somebody is calling you idiots or if they could think 
that, well these are some guys we have to listen too. It doesn’t matter, what is important is that 
people understand that we exist, you know. And that is the only thing that matters. Ok, every 
publicity is good publicity.  

Do you feel that the momentum from your side has gone down in recently years?  

This is a no question, I mean we are never mentioned since 2 years ago. This is a no question.  

Do you think this is likely to change on the run up to Paris?  

 No I don’t think so, you know they thing is this is not a scientific question at all. This has 
nothing to do with science and this is what I am trying to tell my friends. We are basically a 
platform for internal discussions in a select group of people that likes to read what we say. We 
have 2500 visitors that are coming back and you could say that our stock of readers, our 
followers, they are about 2500 and they don’t get any more. We are like a forum for this type 
of discussion, with no impact whatsoever. And that has to do with this question that it is not a 
question anymore. In society, the discussion is over. I know 1 member of parliament. You 
know, I was involved with behind the scenes, you know, scheming in the parliament with 
about 4 of those parliament members, we organised a seminar in the parliament, everybody 
thought it was parliament members that organised this, but I organised this. We used the 
parliament guys as a front. And now there’s 1 that has a question mark that is saying that, 
isn’t there more urgent things, right now we should be dealing with right now? And so on and 
so forth. And do we really know how much of this climate change has to do with human 
activities? And so on. But he is just 1.  

So would you say that, in your opinion, are there no political parties in Sweden which 
express similar views to your own on climate change?  

No, no.  
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Starting with the basic idea, for several decades there has been a debate over manmade 
climate change. There are some people that call it a complete hoax, and there are some 
people that completely embrace the mainstream science that supports it, where do you 
stand in that spectrum? 

I don’t think it’s a hoax. It’s a cultural thing. It’s a construction. It’s a social, political 
construction, nothing to do with science. No one is trying to fool anybody, they are saying 
what they think, because this is what people think. This is how people’s minds are working, 
its not a hoax. This is a fact, the climate catastrophe coming is a fact, because you have to call 
it a fact. A fact is something a group of people consider to be a fact, and society considers it to 
be a fact so it is a fact. If you want to have a voice, make changes in some way, you have to 
be aware of this. But the scientific argument is useful because society has already agreed. 
They don’t care if the scientists are 99% agree or if there is only 60% or 70%. I discussed this 
with a very prominent, a very well-known person who was, what do you say, governments 
chair, he was a parliament member for the Folk Partitet and he was the speaker person that 
represents the Folk Partitet regarding nuclear power and so on. And I discussed this with him, 
what would make you change your mind on the climate issue? And he said, ‘well. Aren’t all 
scientists agreeing on this? Well did you really check that? He falls back and says, ‘well it 
really doesn’t matter, if there is only 60 or 70% that considers this to be as they say, but it 
doesn’t matter because we can’t take the risk that they are wrong, we have to take this 
seriously’.  

How do you feel about the idea that we should edge on the side of caution? 

If we should do something it means that our measures should have some effect and there’s 
nothing at all that tells you that in this case, that our political measures will affect the climate 
in some way. The question is, they are talking about the 2 degree limit, that is just rhetorical, 
nothing to do with anyway, its just a one liner, basically. The alarmists, they have one liners, 
we don’t have any one liners. Politicians, they need one liners, they can’t think more than one 
or two sentences because science is science and the scientists are gods. They are so 
specialised, no Layperson has any possibility to get their own idea of what is really going on. 
Nobody, at least that is how they think. We are not able to, it doesn’t make any sense that we 
should try and go out and get our own opinion about this, we have to leave it all to the 
scientists and we have to believe that they are not corrupted about any subjected ideas about 
the world. The thing is that they have a story, I mean, the story is very important, they have a 
story, that if we don’t get our act together in this, we are going to burn. It’s a very simple and 
easy story. So I am totally pessimistic regarding the possibility for any group to have any 
impact on this.  

Are you setting out to prove climate change isn’t happening? Would you say you’re an 
activist in a sense? How important is this issue to you? 

A few years ago we were extremely involved, forming the organisation and all these things, 
but you know, I realised that I can’t do anything to change this, not at all. I’m more interested 
now, on the totally non-scientific level, what makes society work this way? How does it come 
that society gets in one line, or questions like this. And that is a very hard thing, you know. 
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And then to understand, to say something clever about it, there are other, better qualified 
people to do such a thing than me. I mean there has been a book by somebody, he compared 
this attitude towards climate change to like the fear of God in the 1500s. Even if you don’t 
believe in God, you better start following and do as he would like to do, because if you are 
wrong and he does exist then you would burn in hell. But I am more interested in the 
fundaments of the greenhouse theory. Which, to me, I was teaching the philosophy  of science 
and scientific methods to doctorate students some 30 years ago, I am very interested in how 
the methods of science and the formation of paradigms, and that no truth is ever truth, because 
there is always, every knowledge in this type of thing where you can’t make any experiments 
with the climate, then every knowledge, knowledge in quotation marks, is temporary.  And of 
course everybody, well 90% 95% of everybody runs in this direction and they (have) totally 
bought this theory of how the atmosphere works. I mean it’s a question of the climate is an 
extremely complex system, very very complex and you are trying to describe it by the parts. 
And if the whole is too complicated, try to explain the whole by the parts is not possible. It 
doesn’t work. But I can tell you that my opinion is that most of my colleagues, who are my 
friends in this area are still buying this thing that the greenhouse effect is based on these 
things, and I just saw this is just imagination. There are other ways to perhaps explain this 
better. I am basically a slayer. There are slayers, there are lukewarms and the hot people. The 
lukewarms, they are making the same logical mistakes when the reason as the other guys.  

What happens when you air these views in the public sphere? I’m curious to know if you 
feel unfairly treated? Are you able to discuss this with your peers for example?  

There is no public space. Those that question the idea are being looked at as from everybody 
even from the lukewarms as totally nuts. As a slayer you have to keep a very low profile, else 
otherwise my friends, like Ingemar and Peter, they say well, if you talk too much about this, 
you will discredit our whole team, so you can’t talk about this because, and I’m just laughing. 
There is another guy, he is a professor of mathematics, his name is Claes Johnson, he is really 
the biggest slayer. Ingemar let him into the blog a month ago and he is so provocative, I mean, 
he is very smart, he is totally provocative. His post generated I think about 300 comments and 
this was a discussion that went on for almost a week. You can go back and look at that, go 
back about a month ago to Claes Johnsson. I say that, even if he is wrong, it doesn’t matter 
because we have to have an open discussion. And I say that 90% of scientists are wrong, in 
our group, in everywhere else, because that is science. That is how science goes forward, by 
testing and having your ideas and then the next generation it turns out this guy was wrong. 
And so, you have to, sort of, be a little more humble about science and your opinions. And I 
think it is important, I think I am a slayer because if there are 100 people in a room, there are 
only 2 or 3 that are not on the same argument, or viewpoint. I would automatically take the 
minority view point because there has to be discussion. You cannot take things for granted, 
even if they are right, they should make more effort to make sure things are right.  

Are you arguing that you provide a very important to science because when you oppose 
the greenhouse gas theory you are causing the scientists to make more effort to prove 
they are right, or at least provide transparency?  
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One person you should talk, who I hold in a very high regard is Lennart Bengtsson. He of 
course, he subscribes of course to the main idea how the atmosphere warms but it doesn’t 
matter, he makes the conclusions extremely intelligent. He has a very, very intelligent way of 
arguing. Sometimes there are seminars at the university where they present their different 
findings of the IPCC and so on, and there are distinguished researchers and scientists who are 
all saying the same them. He and I, often sit in the first or second row, and after a while we 
start interrupting them with protests, ‘you can’t say that, that’s not proven’, why don’t you say 
this fact? Etc, and we have a great time together, its great. I like him a lot.  

What concerns you the most about the arguments that there is serious man made 
climate change?  

Ok, I think that what concerns me most is the one liner about the 2 degrees. Because that is 
something that is a one liner, it is definite, and something very easy for every politician to 
remember because it only takes a fraction of your capacity to comprehend this extremely 
simple concept. That is a way to really de-simplify something to the end that it doesn’t mean 
anything but to a politician it means something, and that is the work of one person.  

I go to all kinds of seminars and whatnot and I remember a few politicians and researchers 
organised a few seminars about the future, and when the last IPCC report was being 
discussed, two of the swedes that were involved in that report at this seminar, that was 
organised by the parliament, so this guy, he shows all these curves and things like that, about 
carbon dioxide emissions and I asked him, ‘well if you look at your curves, what do you think 
about the two degrees limit, will we pass it?’ and he said, no, it really doesn’t look like its 
possible (to stay under it). And the other guy who came up, they had to sort of get their 
message in line with each other. I mean, people will not just give up, although, we’re not 
going to be able to do anything about this anyway. So, why don’t we stop trying? They are 
not going to say that, that is what they want to avoid.  

The EU announced that its 28 members will collectively reduce emissions by 40% by 
2030. How do you feel about the EU dictating what Sweden should do on this issue? 
35:00 

I mean that is sort of normal. Sweden’s self-image is always the best in the class, sitting in the 
front so we can always have the best contact with the teacher and so on, so we always take the 
position that we should do much better than the others. And that’s, it doesn’t matter what they 
say in Europe, they’ll always try and do better. We’re saying, look you’re not ambitious 
enough, look at us, we’re happy enough to do this. And you should be able to do it to. What 
can I say, that’s how it works?  

A lot of people suggest a tax on carbon and more restriction of industry is needed to 
protect the environment. I’m curious to know how you feel about the need for such 
government regulation of business.  
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I mean in my opinion, whatever you do, you will not be able to influence the climate. And I 
think that as long as you are able to pump up oil, that is more economically better than 
erecting wind turbines that is what matters.  

I’m curious to know if you think that it would be more harmful for society to restrict 
CO2 emissions that continue on a business as usual route?  

I don’t like the business as usual term. That would imply that you don’t care. Business as 
usual is rhetoric that is totally repulsive, because it means that those guys who don’t agree 
with you are totally careless and don’t bother about anything and just want profit, that’s what 
works in that and I don’t like that. Its totally a degrading way of talking and the thing is, you 
can’t plan what is going to happen in 2050. This is just words, you don’t know anything, you 
can perhaps plan for the next few years but, you know, not long term. Look, this is about 
energy, if this was not about energy, nobody would be upset. Of course Energy is what 
everything rolls on, it is the most important production factor, and if you change the 
efficiency  of the production factor, for example, every unit of energy that you get out, you 
have to make sure you are getting more energy than what it takes to get it out. You have to 
supply energy to get energy. You can say that different sources of energy has different levels 
of efficiency and you can formulate a measurement of efficiency calculating how much 
energy do you have to put in, to get say 10 energy units out. Do you have to put in 5 units? Or 
do you have to put in 1 unit? And if oil becomes less efficient to extract , for example when 
you require one barrel of oil to pump up one barrel of oil, of course then you won’t pump up 
anymore oil. So, I don’t think we are helping the world by making our society less efficient. 
That is what I am saying.  

So, are you saying that when it becomes increasingly less efficient and more risky to 
extract fossil fuels, then we should be investing in other forms of energy such as nuclear, 
hydro, wind or solar? 

Yes, I mean we do that all the time, and that’s fine but it is an extremely difficult task to get 
those energy sources to become more important. That’s something you can’t just get from 
putting more funds in there, you have to have something to happen, you can’t plan it. One 
very important thing about those alternative things, is entropy. It’s a very fundamental 
concept, it is a thermodynamics concept. Say for example a car, with a tank of diesel fuel, its 
very efficient because the diesel fuel has very low entropy and it has a very high energy 
content per pound, per weight.  And you can store it extremely easily and its very inexpensive 
to store it and you can release energy, extremely inexpensively when you need it. The energy 
sources that have the entropy advantage are the fossil fuels, nuclear fuel and the hydro fuel. 
They are very hard to beat, extremely hard to beat. As soon as you start talking about these 
alternative ways, you have to realise that you are against a very high resistance. Those are 
thermodynamics and you can’t change that. When you talk about, in Sweden, one of the most 
idiotic things, you have all these plans that Sweden, by 2030 should have all transportation 
running on no fossil fuels. All carbon dioxide emissions for Swedish transportation is 
currently about .4%, now if we make enormous change before everyone else, because we are 
always the best in class, and take away all fossil fuels, make a totally fossil fuel independent 



105 
 

transport sector, then, even if you believe in this 2 degree limit, and even if you are totally for 
that, it will not have any impact. At all. Zero impact. Then, well, what is the reasoning for 
doing it? Well, we have been in the forefront because this is how things are going to develop 
and our industry will then be ahead, which will be very good for our industry and such, but 
you know this is just words.  

So, to be clear, for you, the concept of climate change has been completely high jacked 
politically? 

Yes, absolutely, it has been high jacked. And even if you would agree with all of this on a 
scientific level, I mean all this measures they are totally out of any reasoning they are just 
symbolic, it’s just symbolic politics.  

How do you feel about Sweden’s pledge to donate $500 million to the Green Climate 
Fund? - a mechanism set up to redistribute money from the developed to the developing 
world, in order to assist the developing countries in adaptation and mitigation practices 
to counter climate change.  

I think that money could probably be used under the pretext that you are saying at least to 
some extent because I think that in developing countries people there, you know, the heaters 
they use to cook their food on causes all kind of respiratory problems. They have pollution 
from these actual energy sources. You should organise for them to have clean water and they 
should have electricity so the women could buy washing machines so they don’t have to wash 
their clothes in the river. They should be able to have an education, and be people. Instead of 
slaves, so I think, ok if you put a label of climate mitigation on that, that is fine with me, the 
important thing is that you raise their living standards and there are obvious points which 
could be the same for people that want to mitigate against the climate and my view point 
which is that you don’t have to burn the forest. Also, from Sweden’s perspective, we donate 
and we feel like we’re really good guys and that’s very important for our self-esteem as one of 
the most high standing, if not the most morally perfect country in the world, as we look upon 
ourselves to be. 

What would you say to somebody who is concerned about the threat of climate change? 

Well, that’s what I said to that politician. ‘How could you change your mind about this?  

I would say, perhaps, don’t you have to balance different perils? We have finite resources and 
we have different problems to work on. How do you balance something that is possibly 
unsure? To something that is sure? Because to say how people that think, died and lived under 
very poor circumstances, that is something that you can see, and that’s nothing you can take 
away by magic, but climate is, ok, I would say ‘are you really sure that all scientists agree?’ 

Do you think that climate change is still going to be on the agenda over the next 50 years 
or is it going to fall out of the publics’ consciousness?  

 I think that there will be other things that take our attention. Our attention will be caught by 
other things eventually. They are reorganising the whole structure of energy supply over 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adaptation_to_global_warming
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change_mitigation
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Europe. What I am afraid of is, in Germany they are already realising that this is going to 
Hell. They already pay so much for their wind. I’m worried that Germany is a country that 
carries EU, economically. And they are basically undermining their economy by breaking up 
their energy system. As for Europe, I am very pessimistic about Europe. Russia doesn’t care, 
they just want to increase the price of oil, our only hope is that the price of oil stays low so 
that Russia loses its muscles.  

Ok, well thanks for a really interesting discussion, it’s been great hearing your views 
and I respect you for taking the time to talk to me.  Is there anyone else you could 
recommend for me to speak to?  

Clause johsson, he is a real character I like him a lot you could talk to him. He’s a retired 
professor of mathematics, I will send you his e-mail address and maybe you can try and talk 
with him. Good luck and it was nice speaking to you.  
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Claes Johnson Face-to-face 26/03/2015 

Questions to ask during the interview 

Thanks for taking the time to talk with me today….. 

So, I’ll be interviewing you about your experience, opinions and views on climate 
change. 

I’m looking to understand different perspectives on the mainstream idea of manmade 
climate change. I want you to know that there’s no right or wrong answers, I’m just 
looking to explore different viewpoints. Feel free to take your time to answer the 
questions and the whole process shouldn’t last too long. All I’m really looking for is your 
opinion and experiences relating to the concept of manmade climate change. 

I’ll record the interview so I can track the information during the study, just so you 
know.  The information will be used strictly only for the use of my study and you can 
remain unanimous if you so wish. Ok, thanks.  

Could you start with telling me a bit about your background? Name, profession, have 
you always lived in Sweden, that kind of thing.  

I am a professor of applied mathematics and I’ve been most of my time at Chalmers 
University Gothenburg when I also got my education. But I spent a couple of years outside 
Sweden, a post up in Chicago, 74-76, and then visits to Paris and other places. Then in later 
years I moved to KTH. So my field is applied mathematics, more specifically computational 
mathematics. To solve deferential equations on the computer is the name of the game. I 
worked with mathematical models of physical systems, and so that is typically to solve the 
equations of fluid mechanics or thermodynamics, and climate is fluid mechanicals and 
thermodynamics. So I got interested in this, in 2009 when a colleague of mine turned out as a 
climate alarmist. He is a maths, statistics professor, Olle Häggström maybe you have heard 
that name? Well anyway, he is some kind of extreme alarmist and he has also sort of been 
attacking me, not because of that but because of my views on mathematics education. 
Anyway, I noticed that he was an alarmist so I said, that must be wrong. So I started to study 
it and I quickly understood it did not take a long time to understand that something in this 
game is seriously wrong.  

So, before 2009 you had no real interest in climate change?  

No I was like everyone else I believed there was some kind of alarm some carbon dioxide in 
the atmosphere and it is getting warmer, then suddenly I said, well let me take a look at that, 
and I just, and that was about when I started to write my blog. So, I just very quickly looked at 
what people were writing and there was already at that time a sceptic blogosphere, which you 
could turn to, so I understood right from the start that something was wrong.  

Interesting time with it being 2009 with the Copenhagen meeting, did this have any 
impact? 
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Well this was before Copenhagen, it was before, it was in the spring 2009 that I got interested 
in this and understood that it is wrong and then Copenhagen came and everything has evolved 
then. 

Starting with the basic idea, for several decades there has been a debate over manmade 
climate change. There are some people that call it a complete hoax, and there are some 
people that completely embrace the mainstream science that supports it, where do you 
stand in that spectrum? 

Sure, yes, it is a complete hoax. And also my background is computational modelling and 
solving equations and well, it is a hoax in the sense that the basic underlying model of global 
warming is seriously simplistic and physically wrong.  

Are you talking about the greenhouse gas theory? That we release carbon dioxide, 
methane and other greenhouse gases that capture heat radiation which is warming the 
planet? 

Well, yes, the idea of sort of capturing radiation is physically wrong and it is not in the books. 
It is called back radiation. The idea that what you send out from the earth’s surface would sort 
of come back from the atmosphere, and that turn-around of radiation between the surface and 
the atmosphere is supposed to involve a flow of energy which is of size, 3 to 4 hundred watts 
per square meter, whereas from the sun it comes in only half of it. So it is a rotation engine.  

Are you referring to the earth’s energy budget and the radiation balance? 

Well it’s something going up, something coming down and it’s of the double magnitude of 
what is coming in from the Sun. And that kind of double counting, it goes up, it comes back 
and it comes around, is physically unstable, you cannot rational it. Yet, it is in the global 
warming ideology, this kind of back radiation. Then, when you press people about back 
radiation they understand that it is nonsense and that nature doesn’t function like that, they 
back off, they say that well, after all it is not back radiation, it is only radiation from the top of 
the atmosphere and with more carbon dioxide that would occur at a little bit higher, colder 
level and that would cause warming. But that whole argument is based on a very simplistic 
model where you make a perturbation in the basis Stefan Boltzmann law, which is just an 
algebraic law, which is supposed to describe a complex thermodynamic system. So that 
Stefan Boltzmann law, you made a variation of that, you take a differentiated form of it, look 
at small variations of something, that is already very, very gross as a model.  If you had a very 
crude model, you make a variation in a very crude model and you look at the variation, you 
can get anything, and this is what they get, you know. When they claim that you can get 3 
degrees Celsius warming from basically nothing.  

So, are you saying that it has been over simplified?  

 Yes, it is oversimplification and it is then making variations, small variations in a terribly 
over simplified model.  
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Many climate change activists say that because we are unable to test many of the climate 
models, and computer models outside of the lab we should be adopting the 
precautionary principle to our policies, how do you feel about that?  

No, it is complete madness, because there is no scientific evidence that carbon dioxide could 
have this effect. If you invest a lot of money into that, into a carbon free society like this 
Raymond Pierrehumbert is suggesting. And people at the Royal Academy of Science are now 
writing a report and I had a discussion with this Henning Rodhe, have you met him? No, well, 
he is writing this so called scientific statement and they will say that basically, this IPCC 
science is correct, it’s warming, it is alarming and we should take measures.  

And you obviously dispute that, or?  

This is complete madness because it is investing human resources into something that is 
completely meaningless. It means that it is killing people and if you would go to this fossil 
free society, it would kill human population on a massive scale. I mean it is such an incredibly 
mad idea. If we did that, now the global energy mix is 80% fossil fuel energy production and 
basically if you take that away it would kill 80% of the human population.  

Sweden has a good energy mix, its not so reliant on fossil fuels for the country’s energy, 
it has a lot of hydro energy, nuclear, wind. Could this not be replicated elsewhere?   

Well maybe in Sweden we could be better off, but this is something that is irrelevant; due to 
the scale of Sweden whatever we do is completely irrelevant. No it is for the world population 
and it is a simple calculation. Take away the 80% fossil fuel out of the system and then 80% 
of the human population would have to disappear.  

This viewpoint is very much against the mainstream idea that the burning of fossil fuels 
is leading to increased levels of CO2 in the atmosphere which is heating the planet to a 
point of catastrophic climate change, with sea level rises and more volatile weather 
patterns.  

Sea levels are not rising and it is not warming. You have all sorts of solar cycles are we are 
probably now going into some little ice age. I mean, the basic idea is from the crude model, 
you make a small variation. Then from that, you say, double CO2 gives for sure, everything 
else equal 1 degree Celsius warming. This has no scientific substance, this 1 degree. Then you 
say you inflate it by feedback to 3 degree, but the 1 degree has no scientific basis, it is a 
complete invention.  And then you take this complete invention and you multiple it by 3 and 
you get 3 degrees. It is, as a scientific hoax. It is of a scale that is unprecedented in scientific 
history. So it is complete. 

How important is this issue to you? Would you say you are an activist in a sense? Are 
you setting out to prove to the world that climate change is not an urgent issue? 

I think that as a scientist I worry because science is damaged. And also, if you think of the 
consequences as a society, the consequences are just immense, without measure. Why should 
you do this? It is like taking the people and saying to them that we have to march out into the 
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sea. And the people will do that; they will just march out to the sea. Why should we follow a 
prophet saying that? Like this man, here he is Raymond Pierrehumber. This is the man, he 
says that the world has to be fossil fuel free.  

He is certainly not alone though; there are plenty of people that say we should be 
moving towards a fossil free society. Johan Rockström, Christiana Figueres  

 Well they say that you know, these catastrophic prophets, saying that we have to march out to 
nowhere, you must ask, this man has a lot of reason, before you get on to that march and that 
there is no reason. And this is sort of my aspect of it, it is that the science is not there. There is 
no science supporting this.  

How do you feel about the IPCC?  

It is a political; it has become such a political common madness that rationality has no place 
anymore. And Obama is of course one of the leaders, this consensus and science is settled and 
all that. But, I thought that you were interested in the relationship between the sceptics and the 
alarmists?  

Yes, of course.   

What is true then is that there is no communication. The alarmists don’t speak to the sceptics 
at all. An example of that is, well I have written on my blog, I have written a letter to the 
Royal Academy about this crude model and the conclusions drawn from that, and I asked 
about the scientific evidence about this back radiation and this crude model and I asked them 
to produce an answer. To prepare for that, I had a discussion with Henning Rodhe, the man in 
the Academy writing the report, the man responsible. I had a long discussion with him and I 
asked him, what is the scientific evidence of this? And he said, ‘well, you know, I am not 
willing to be subjected to any kind of interrogation’ or test or something. So I said, there is no 
test, there is no exam here, it is just a scientific question and you have to answer. You have to 
answer, and he said ‘no, I will not answer’. So we had an half hour discussion about that and 
he said he will not answer. So it means that it does not matter if you have rational arguments 
because they will simply refuse to argue and they will say only that it is settled. And if you 
have another view than we have, then you should go out to wherever but you should not ask 
anything from us. But I think that this position is not really tenable. So, I think, I have written 
this letter, to the Academy, and I actually had written this letter before I met him so I asked 
him, ‘I have not got any response from the Academy from my letter, are you going to answer 
it?’ – ‘Yes we’re going to answer it’. ‘And when?’ – ‘I don’t know.’ ‘Or are you going to 
answer it? – ‘I don’t know’, but you have the letter. Should you answer it? – Maybe we 
should, but I don’t know if we’re going to answer it’. But anyway it is there. So I have sort of 
made my request more specific asking them to give me the answer to me in person, during a 
seminar, where the people responsible for the answer are present. And, it is like that you 
know, if you put the finger on the crucial sort of, basic part of it, it is empty. It is empty and 
they know it.  
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Are you suggesting that this is some kind of conspiracy? Or do you feel more that people 
have slept walked into this position?  

I don’t know, you could say it is a conspiracy. You could say that every scientist would like in 
some sense, get his, or her ideas across. If you discover something, ok, so you want to present 
to the world and you want to sell it. So people in Sweden found that, Svante Arrhenius, they 
sort of said, well look here maybe, is it something with the carbon dioxide, is it dangerous? 
Yes, if it was like that. If it really was true, it would be something you could sell very well. So 
it is a question, if it is true it is clear, that a scientist could try and sell it, and it could be a 
scientist that is convinced by this, because as a scientists you are blind in the way you see 
something, and if there are conflicting things you try and sort it away. So you could go on a 
hype yourself. But then it could also be true, to be focused.  

   
Isn’t the role of the scientist to have your hypothesis and keep testing it, and testing it, 
and testing it?  

Well, but you know, as a scientist you have a certain tunnel vision so a senior scientist could 
go wrong or he could go right. But, he could go wrong and try to sell it, and if then the 
message is packaged in a good way, there could be other people in the society that could find 
it useful, for instance with an alarm signal. That is the basic, when you have trouble in your 
administration, send an alarm and then you can handle it. So, I think this has taken place and 
politicians have been surfing on this wave.  

In your opinion, are there any political parties in Sweden which express similar views to 
your own on climate change?  
 
No, no, because it is, if you say the brainwashing in this is so, so, I could just look around in 
my family and my son he is also a scientist. And my grandchildren and so on, everybody, 
even my son is refusing to even think about this, is this possible? It is so complete, you know. 
If you say that this is wrong, and they say, how could it be wrong, when everybody believes 
it?` And then, well ‘do you understand it? I say, ‘well, no I don’t understand it’.  
 
How do you feel when you share these views with your peers? Are you able to share 
your views on this? Do you feel unfairly treated in the public sphere?  
 
No, well in the public you’re banned. You’re banned. There is no way you can get this across 
in the mainstream media in Sweden, no. In the science community, in academia, no, 
everybody in academia is, there is one guy at KTH who is sort of mildly sceptic, half sceptic. 
But, even on this basic crude science level it seems that they are also intoxicated. It is really a 
tremendous brainwash and so, it is, on the other hand, you know, among common people, if 
you look at polls and so on, it is in a way all this hype, or alarm is collapsing. There will be no 
agreement in Paris and everything is collapsing. It is only that you know that China, India 
they will go on, they will not care. They have understood that it is not their problem. If the 
west is going to strangle itself, like Germany is going to strangle itself by going to wind 
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power. Ok, is there a problem? Well, the rest of the world will go on, you know, so it is just 
the western society that is preparing for exist. At one point I think that people in the west will 
understand that this is crazy.  
 
Do you think that in 25, 30 years people will look back then and think, remember 
climate change?  What was all that about? Or will society be still trying to combat 
manmade climate change? Or maybe there be evidence of serious manmade climate 
change?  
 
I think it will slowly, slowly, well, it is already dying in a sense. First it was global warming, 
then it was climate change. So, ok, climate change, it is sort of, at the bottom you have the 
civilization critics, you know, critics of the way we are living, saying that we should live in a 
different way, it takes too many resources, the way we live. Like this guy – (Raymond 
Pierrehumber) he uses a bicycle, it is presented like he is fighting global warming by riding 
the bicycle. So maybe, you know, it will probably turn to some other environmental 
movement, or religious movement that we should become more transcendent or wholly, 
maybe some yoga style or something. 
 
What type of personality traits do you associate with people that are likely to challenge 
your beliefs on climate change? 
 
No, I think it is, since it is the moral issue so built into it, that its some kind of religion that we 
are in a way living, where we breath and so on, we are doing something that is against nature, 
so we are sinful. And what we are doing, we should not do what we’re doing. Of course, 
everyone should ask, are we living the right way? Are we consuming too much? Are we 
wasteful? Of course, this moral issue is there regardless of this specific non-existent problem. 
Of course, it is still there. Since the moral issue is implanted in it, it is also so that if you 
question the so called carbon dioxide danger, it is also as if you you are saying, now we can 
do anything, now we can waste as much as possible, now everything is open. But it is not that, 
it is sort of, the skepticism is a sign of a lack of moral, so in that sense it is, also people with a 
high moral would tend to believe in this, because being a sceptic would indicate some kind of 
lack of moral, which people with high moral would not like to be associated with. So I think 
in this sense, it is, you could not say that people with high moral that they are alarmists 
basically, or that they are, or that, I think this is one of the reasons why it can be so, you 
know, it is, the political correctness in Sweden is very well developed, everyone wants to be 
correct. So this is political correctness. We are more politically correct than the Danes for 
instance, they smoke, they drink and they don’t like strangers, so their moral is not as high. 
You could say that egalitarian is a sign of high moral. Libertarian is a sign that you are sort of 
a greedy capitalist. So high moral, and political correctness go together. So in Sweden we 
have high moral, we are politically correct and of course we then go on this global warming 
hype, more than everybody. But if you look around in the world, people don’t believe in this, 
and in particular they don’t care about this outside the western world. You could also view it 
from a conspiracy point of view, even if the conspiracy is not conscious, but the idea is that 
ok there are not endless fossil fuels in the world, how are we in the Western world going to 
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guarantee we are going to have our share of fossil fuels when there is sparsity? How are we 
going to prevent the rest of the world from consuming the fossil fuels so that we will not be 
left without? I think, from that point of view it is logical you would try and send this global 
limit on developing countries, that they should not, so even if this is not even conscious, I 
think this is in the background. If we’re going to put a limit on fossil fuel extraction, how is it 
going to be distributed? This is just complete nonsense. It’s clear that China and India would 
never go in for any limit. How many sceptics have you spoken to so far?  
 
I have spoken to 7 so far. Peter Stilbs… 
 
He is the one at KTH I would say.  
 
Lennart Bengtson… 
 
He is sort of half. What is your impression of these sceptics, how sceptic are they? It is 
dangerous, is it maybe dangerous? Is it well founded science?  
 
Well, of course, the sceptics I have spoken to claim the science is dubious. And a lot of 
the statistics are manipulated, and the goal was already decided to show there was 
global warming before the process started. This is the general message from the skeptics 
I have spoken to.  
 
Oh, ok, well what about the alarmists? Rockström and company?  
 
I have just been interviewing sceptics.  
But then you should go to the alarmists and try to press them on the science question because 
that is the critical issue, and that is where they are weak. If you read my blog, if you read my 
recent blog post you can get to understand how shaky the science is. You can understand that 
there is a simple algebraic model, Stefan Boltsmann law, and you make a little perturbation, 
and just, the whole atmospheric system is then pressed into one sort of little equation, that the 
energy is equal to constant times the temperature, to the power of 4. Such a terribly simple 
(equation), then you make a little difference in that formula, then you get out of that, you get 
the relation that change of energy is equal to, in watts per square meter, is equal to 4 times 
change in temperature, in Celsius or kelvin. Ok, so you have 4, you have Q is equal to 4 t, or 
dt, dq, difference of energy is equal to 4 times difference in temperature, so where does this 1 
degree come from? It comes from this formula, because you say that the effect of doubling the 
carbon dioxide gives you u 1 degree extra because it is supposed to give an extra warming of 
4 watts per square meter. OK, so from where do you get the 4 watts? From where do you get 
the 4 watts from doubling CO2? Ok, so you have this formula, q is equal to 4t, ok. So you 
know that you come out with t equal to 1 so you have to put in 4, as the change of 4. This is 
called radiating forcing. Ok, so the idea is that, ok if they radiating forcing changes by 4 watts 
per square meter, this so called trapping effect, if it is 4 watts per square meter, so that’s 4 
watts per square meter are trapped by CO2 then it will be global warming by 1 degrees. It 
comes from this formula, it is very crude, it is a variation from that, so it is even cruder.  Well, 
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also, the 4 watts cannot be measured; it is a theoretical speculation of what effect double CO2 
would have. Because you cannot measure it, you cannot do the experiment. So then, to find 
out that you look at the spectrum of CO2 and you see that the infrared, there is a dip in the 
spectrum, and the dip in the spectrum you could say relates to the sort of, heat capturing effect 
of CO2. Then everybody agrees that this dip in the spectrum is sort of basically set, 
independent of the level of carbon dioxide. Its called saturation, its already saturated. This 
carbon dioxide effect is already here, if you double it, nothing, basically. Then it is called the 
logarithmic difference, because it is already saturated. So then they say the 4 watts come from 
this dip, the bottom of this dip, or ditch, carbon dioxide, the bottom of this ditch is set, ok, so 
basically its only the width of this dip which is the area, and then they say well, with more 
carbon dioxide the width of this ditch changes a little bit, then we estimate if you do this etc… 
It is doubled small changes of something that is incredibly crude so this 4 watts is dreamed 
up. This 4 watts could be as well 1 watt or .1 watt.  
 
People say that on every continent glaciers are retreating. Do you think then that this is 
just not true?   
 
Well they are always retreating and expanding. And it is also, you know, the Antarctic ice 
sheet is expanding, it is the biggest it is ever been observed, so it is expanding. I just wrote 
another sort of model that is, relates to this 1 degree because the crude model is that without 
greenhouse gases, the temperature would be, without sort of the heat trapping effect, that the 
total greenhouse effect is supposed to be 33 degrees Celsius.  So without greenhouse gases the 
total effect is supposed to be 33 degrees. So you would say, well, take away all the 
greenhouse gases including the carbon dioxide it would be -18. So, ok, then you understand 
10% of 30, its 3 degrees, so it could very well vary 3 degrees. 3 degrees warming is possible, 
but, if you read my blog I just make another, better model that is more realistic. I come to the 
total effect of the greenhouse gases, like 2 degrees Celsius. And if you look at the variation of 
the temperature, since last glacial period, it is round 1 degree. So it’s likely that the total 
effect, including water vapour, which is the main thing, is 2 degrees. Not 30. So there is a 
factor of 10. So this factor of 10 they played with, they inflate the total greenhouse effect. It’s 
not 30, it is at most, 3. And the variation of that is not 3 degrees, it is like, .3. And this is what 
you could expect; the temperature on earth cannot vary, except when there is glaciation and 
lots of ice.  
 
Is it so that in your opinion, many of the climate change activists just don’t know enough 
about the science?  
 
 Yes, exactly they don’t know. No, if you ask them. And I was asked this, this, Henning 
Rodhe, he is a scientists I asked him about this. I just asked him about Stefan Boltzmann, how 
do you prove that law? What are the premises? – He said, ‘I don’t know, it is in the book’ no, 
it is a lack of scientific understanding of the basic thing, and then if you don’t understand you 
just take it for granted. Basically since no one is questioning the basic thing it must be correct. 
And it is so, incredibly built in, you know, even scientists, if I try and discuss this with 
scientists they say, well, now I’m backing off.  
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So, you must be feeling frustrated?  
   
Oh yes, I am, but you could say I am used to it by now. I’m used to it. But I have studied it 
and I know that it is nonsense; it is just a question of time before it will be understood. But, it 
is understood, anyway, it is already understood that it is hype and it is already collapsing. So 
in that sense it is already settled, the science is settled. There is no global warming, and it is 
collapsing. So, from that point of view, we will never come to this scientific discussion.  
 
How do you feel about Sweden’s pledge to donate $500 million to the Green Climate 
Fund? - a mechanism set up to redistribute money from the developed to the developing 
world, in order to assist the developing countries in adaptation and mitigation practices 
to counter climate change.  
 
Climate change? Of course if you want to give money to help from hurricanes, or floods or 
whatever it is fine, but this that nothing to do with global warming. So, if it goes into 
expensive investments on a meaningless carbon dioxide hunt then it is wasted money. The 
basic thing is if you are going to hunt for carbon dioxide you are going to waste money. And 
to waste money is not a sign of good moral, so these people, you know, if they claim and 
believe themselves that they have a very high moral, but if you look at what they are saying I 
get scared. This Pierrehumbert, without any hesitance he is saying that we have to reduce 
fossil fuels to zero. And the consequences of that, is for him, it seems that, it is not in his, 
well, he doesn’t want to speak to me so I cannot ask him. But what would he say? Well, I 
don’t know.  
 
There was an article in the BBC last week saying a report by the International Energy 
Agency said that 2014 was the first year where CO2 emissions flattened out but the 
global economy increased. That would be in line with what climate change advocates 
would want, do you have anything to say about that?  
 
Well, if you believe that reducing fossil fuel and going to expensive wind power will make 
the economy grow then you are fooling yourself. It is absolutely wrong. Of course, you could 
try and convince people if you have invested in wind energy and that would be the right way 
to do it.  
 
People have proposed transferring subsidies from the fossil fuel industry towards the 
renewable sector to develop cleaner forms of energy. How do you feel about this? 
 
Well this is already been done, right? This has already been done. Right, I have to go but It’s 
just interesting to ask you after your experience now, you know what do you think?  
 
Well, you know, I’ve grew up with the education and belief that we’re having an impact 
on the climate in the way we live our lives and produce our energy. So, it’s been very 
interesting hearing the complete opposite.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adaptation_to_global_warming
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change_mitigation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_change
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But how do you react?  
 
I think that it’s important to ask serious questions about the science, the underlying 
science of global warming because, you know, at the end of the day that’s what forms 
the basis for a transition to a low carbon future, and you know, that’s what we need to 
do if the forecasts of climate change is correct. So, its, it’s important to, I guess be clear 
about the science. 
 
Well, your analysis then it’s from a social science perspective?  
 
Yes 
 
Well isn’t it interesting then to understand that now you are facing some kind of evidence. 
Isn’t it interesting to study your own reaction? During this process?  
 
Yes, of course but.  
 
So, where are you now in this process? Sort of? 
 
Well, I’m trying to be objective. I guess as well I’m also being defensive. I’ve got big 
barriers up when I am interviewing people because I am trying to be objective. So I’m 
following a sort of, semi structured guide. Maybe at the end of my project, or during the 
analysis after the transcribing I will be in a better position to answer that perhaps.  
 
I’m just curious about your own reaction, how do you react to this?  
 
Well, it’s very difficult to answer that, in all honestly it’s very difficult to answer that 
right now. I think, in all due respect, obviously you are a very experienced and 
established scientist but it’s very hard mentally, to listen to one person try and change 
somebody’s mind when that person is in a minority when there is such overwhelming 
support and evidence on the contrary. But that’s not to say it doesn’t have an effect. It’s 
just really interesting that there are people with opposing views, even though it’s a small 
minority, and you know, that is what is interesting.  
 
Well it’s not so small. 
 
You said yourself there is a media blackout.  
It is yes, absolutely it is, but it’s just interesting asking an individual as an individual how, 
because if you are sort of a typical individual, how are you from a phycology point of view 
how are you reacting to this conflicting information?  
 
Well, I mean, it’s a big deal but as I said I have the barriers up, but it’s a very 
fundamentally, it could change ones views on a very fundamental level so, it’s a question 
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of how does one deal with this? That’s why it’s important to try and understand the 
science as the best you can, or if you can’t then, well listen to what the climate experts 
are saying and observations of what is exactly happening, I guess. You know, I need to 
sort of, sit down and go through all my data. 
 
I’m not asking you to, I’m just interested in sort of, or maybe you could report on your 
experiences? 
 
Well, I will, and I’m certainly willing to send you my finished work.  
 
Exactly, but it would be interesting with your personal journey through this process.  
 
Well, yes, I could do that.  
 
And in particular, so what arguments? What was it that made you? 
 
Well, the science needs to be highlighted, that’s what this was and is about from the 
beginning so that needs to be clear I think.  
 
Yes its scientific yes,   
 
I would just ask you one more thing though, if that is ok? Could you possibly 
recommend anybody else that might be interesting for me to speak to, that has an 
interesting position on this debate, maybe from a different discipline?  
 
Oh, I don’t know, you find these people on the blog, You know, you find names there. They 
are the only ones, you know. 
 
Also, it would be good to speak to some younger people, or some females, everyone I 
have spoken to has been scientists, or retired, or both. Mainly both.  
 
You don’t find skeptics among young people or among females; this is something for elderly 
men.  
 
Well, why is that?  
 
(Laughs) because elderly men are in some sense, in a way, you know, maybe they want to 
return to some kind of boyish. (Laughs) I don’t know, something like you know, these, maybe 
something like buying a motorcycle when you’re 70 or something like that.  
 
Or a convertible Porsche? 
(laughs) yes, you could say that.   
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