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DON'T PANIC! 
 
"During the course of the 20th century, mankind's relationship with nature underwent a revolution. 
At the beginning of the last century, human intervention in nature was regarded as beneficent and a 
sign of progress of civilization. By its end, such interventions were presumed harmful unless it could 
be demonstrated they were not."  
 
Rupert Darwall, The Age of Global Warming1 
 

In 2019, a 16-year-old Swedish activist, Greta Thunberg, was invited to give a speech at a 
UN climate change conference. "People are suffering. People are dying. Entire ecosystems 
are collapsing. We are in the beginning of a mass extinction. And all you can talk about is 
money and fairy tales of eternal economic growth. How dare you!"2 The audience seemed 
to enjoy being criticized by a little girl and rewarded her with applause. But did she really 
do her homework to get her facts straight?  

The average world GDP per capita increased ten times between 1820 and 2010.3 This 
economic growth is the reason why poverty has mostly been eradicated, not only in Europe. 
World poverty rates (including the developing countries) fell from about 85% to about 25% 
between 1820 and 1990.4 This is no fairy tale. And all of that was happening in a period of 
global warming and rising sea level. 

Global warming has been occurring, with some interruptions, since the Thirty Years' War. 
In the 20th century, the planet warmed by about 0.8°C, and the same warming can be 
expected in the 21st century. Is this increase in temperature really the reason for disruption, 
hunger, misery, and devastation, as we hear daily in the media? 

Between 1975 and 2005, there was a rise in average temperatures with food prices falling by 
75% over this period.5 While 991 million people suffered from malnutrition in developing 
countries in 1991, it was only 780 million in 2015, despite world population growth over the 
same period of time. Thus, global warming had no net negative impact on food production. 
Temporary deterioration occurred only in the era of biofuel boom, when the number of 
starving people rose y-o-y for several years (from 908 million in 2001 to 927 million in 2006).6 
However, this trend was not caused by climate change; in fact, it was caused by the 
misguided efforts to fight climate. 

So why does the UN depict the world in such bleak colors? "The gap between the poorest 
and the wealthiest around the world is wide and is growing," UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-
moon lamented on the growth of inequality.7 However, this gap is not growing because 
some people are doing worse and worse. The opposite is true. This is happening because 
some have already been liberated from poverty, whereas others have not. Two hundred 
years ago, the richest states' average incomes were only four times higher than in the poorest 
states. But by the end of the 20th century, it was 30-fold higher.8 This inequality is the 
difference between a grass hut somewhere in Africa and a skyscraper in New York. 

Moreover, the term poverty today means something else than envisaged centuries ago. In 
the Czech Republic, people are considered "poor" if they have less than 60% of the national 
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median income. These people have no savings and cannot afford a holiday in Hawaii. But 
they have a TV, refrigerator, computer, telephone, electricity, running water, and all the 
amenities of modern civilization.9 Sometimes they are in debt and threatened by execution 
on their property. In the past, however, such people were at risk of starvation. And the 
things that are common for today's poor people—a phone, a watch, or shoes—used to be an 
unthinkable luxury. 

 

 

Figure 1—Global poverty rates have been declining since the beginning of the fossil fuel era. Extreme 
poverty is defined as less than 2 USD per day in present-day prices. Historical estimates take into 
account inflation and other factors (Source: ourworldindata.org based on Bourguignon and Morrison 
2002)10 11 
 

The proposition that higher temperatures threaten the civilization's survival is contrary to 
the entire experience of human history. Warm periods in history were called "climate 
optimum" for a good reason. They bring longer growing seasons and richer crops. In a 
warmer climate, trees also grow better and have wider annual rings. It is from their width 
that we derive the temperature of ancient times before thermometers were invented. The 
fact we have emerged from the Little Ice Age (about 1300–1850) over the last 150 years is 
good news, not a reason for panic. Warm periods and cold periods like LIA are naturally 
alternating every 1,500 years.12 

This scientific paradigm of natural climate change was abandoned when the United Nations 
established the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Governments started 
funding the "climate crisis" narrative to justify the transfer of more power to authorities. 
Being fully dependent on government funding, science has fallen victim to the Parkinson's 
laws of bureaucracy. Researchers hired to assess risk must report something in order to keep 
their jobs. So, the more researchers we hire, the worse the climate reports look. As a result, 
our media is dominated by "simulacra," a virtual reality, where a cold spell is labeled as 
normal weather, but a warm spell is called "climate disruption." And every flood or drought 
is seen as an unnatural phenomenon. After a brief period of Enlightenment rationality, the 
ancient superstitions have returned with a vengeance reminiscent of the old days when 
witches were burned as punishment for causing hailstorms. 
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The sociologist Barry Glassner, author of The Culture of Fear,13 explains: "By fear-mongering, 
politicians sell themselves to voters, TV and print news magazines sell themselves to 
viewers and readers, advocacy groups sell memberships, quacks sell treatments, lawyers 
sell class-action lawsuits, and corporations sell consumer products."14 

Nature conservation may have been more rational in the times when we had no specialized 
enviro authorities that have nothing else to do. The London Clean Air Act was adopted in 
1956 (in response to record smog in 1952). The first nature reserve in the world—
Yellowstone—was declared in 1872 by US President Grant. The International Convention 
for the Protection of Whales is from 1946, long before the first Green Party was formed. 

But today, manufacturing scary scenarios has become a full-time job for a large army of 
professionals. In The First Global Revolution, the Club of Rome, a UN-advising NGO, writes 
about the political vacuum after the end of the Cold War: "The scapegoat practice is as old 
as mankind itself... Bring the divided nation together to face an outside enemy, either a real 
one or else one invented for the purpose... In searching for a common enemy against whom 
we can unite, we came up with the idea that pollution, the threat of global warming, water 
shortages, famine, and the like would fit the bill... All these dangers are caused by human 
intervention in natural processes, and it is only through changed attitudes and behavior that 
they can be overcome. The real enemy then is humanity itself."15 

They say we consume too much energy and resources. People are admonished to feel guilty 
for not living in hunger and poverty anymore. Even train tickets have a mandatory 
propaganda slogan on them saying that you should feel bad for your transportation-related 
greenhouse gas emissions. Strangely, when celebrities like Al Gore or Leonardo di Caprio 
preach about emission reduction at conferences, they fly there by private jets. Obviously, 
they do not intend to scale down their own lifestyle. Austerity is for the ordinary people 
down below their gas-guzzling private planes. 

The turning point was the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro (1992), when UN member states 
pledged to finance the fight against carbon. Supporters of the theory of unnatural climate 
change got rich literally overnight. Now they could flood the market with their publications, 
and they lost interest in discussions with their underpaid opponents. Scientists who had 
been researching climate change throughout their whole lives were suddenly accused of 
denying the existence of climate change. Those who pointed out the lack of evidence were 
accused of 'manufacturing doubts' as hired mercenaries of the evil Big Oil.16 

However, the real roadblock on the path to "saving the climate" is neither the skeptics nor 
Big Oil. The real enemy is pure mathematics. Solar and wind power, despite all promotion 
advertising, still accounts for just about 2% of the world's energy consumption.17 The 
International Energy Agency calculated that meeting the COP21 Paris climate conference 
pledge would cost the world about USD 16.5 trillion over the following 15 years.18 But this 
would delay the supposedly expected 3°C warming—which the alarmists scare us with—
by no more than 0.17°C.19 This policy is a house of cards and its results can be erased from 
the face of Earth by even the slightest natural climate variability. 

The idea that we can control climate by issuing regulations and directives, is an arrogant 
expression of human pride. The old Greeks called it "hubris." We should instead invest our 
money somewhere where it would bring some real benefits to real people. "If you can spend 
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a billion dollars and save 600,000 kids from dying and save about two billion people from 
malnourishment, that's a lot better than spending the same amount to postpone global 
warming by about two minutes at the end of the century."20 There is just one sensible thing 
you can do about climate change. Adapt. Just as our ancestors have been doing throughout 
our history. 

"We need to stop trying to scare the pants off the American public. Doing so has 
demonstrably backfired. Climate skepticism is on the rise," wrote environmentalists Ted 
Nordhaus and Michael Schellenberger, Environmental Heroes according to Time Magazine.21 
They point out that the apocalyptical awareness campaign on climate change, which 
culminated around 2006, did not lead to reduction but rather increase in the number of 
skeptics. 

"Greens reacted to these developments not by toning down their rhetoric or reconsidering 
their agenda in a manner that might be more palatable to their opponents," Nordhaus and 
Schellenberger continue. "Instead, they made ever more apocalyptic claims about global 
warming—claims that were increasingly inconsistent, ironically, with the scientific 
consensus whose mantle greens claimed."22 

In this book, you will find many examples of how environmentalists exaggerated in order 
to attract more attention. It reminds of old Aesop's fable about a boy and a wolf. A shepherd 
was bored on the pasture one day and thought of an idea to get attention. He pretended that 
there was a wolf and started calling for help. When the scared villagers arrived, he told them 
that he had managed to drive the wolf away. They were relieved and praised the boy. Since 
it worked so well, the boy repeated this game several more times, which turned out to be a 
fatal mistake. People began to suspect that he was simply faking it. And when one day the 
wolf really came, the boy called for help in vain. Nobody believed him anymore. 

  


