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Climate Change - the media



Climate Change - star power

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ty0PubbMqAA



Climate Change - world leaders



CO2 and Temperature
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-JIuKjaY3r4



Projections from IPCC AR4



Impacts on water availability



Projections from IPCC AR5
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Figure SPM.7 |  CMIP5 multi-model simulated time series from 1950 to 2100 for (a) change in global annual mean surface temperature relative to 
1986–2005, (b) Northern Hemisphere September sea ice extent (5-year running mean), and (c) global mean ocean surface pH. Time series of projections 
and a measure of uncertainty (shading) are shown for scenarios RCP2.6 (blue) and RCP8.5 (red). Black (grey shading) is the modelled historical evolution 
using historical reconstructed forcings. The mean and associated uncertainties averaged over 2081−2100 are given for all RCP scenarios as colored verti-
cal bars. The numbers of CMIP5 models used to calculate the multi-model mean is indicated. For sea ice extent (b), the projected mean and uncertainty 
(minimum-maximum range) of the subset of models that most closely reproduce the climatological mean state and 1979 to 2012 trend of the Arctic sea 
ice is given (number of models given in brackets). For completeness, the CMIP5 multi-model mean is also indicated with dotted lines. The dashed line 
represents nearly ice-free conditions (i.e., when sea ice extent is less than 106 km2 for at least five consecutive years). For further technical details see the 
Technical Summary Supplementary Material {Figures 6.28, 12.5, and 12.28–12.31; Figures TS.15, TS.17, and TS.20}
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Impacts on temperature and precipitation



Impacts on sea level: New York



Impacts on sea level: New York



Impacts on sea level: New York



Climate change skeptics/deniers

http://www.climate-skeptic.com/

Climate Change skeptics, also recently called deniers, refers to 
individuals or groups who disagree with the global scientific consensus 
that emissions of man-made CO2 significantly enhance the natural 
atmospheric greenhouse effect.



USHCN Weather Station (Tucson, AZ)

Urban growth biases temperature measures



Temperature trend is flat



Man or Nature?



Man or Nature?



On July 6th, a 8-year old Mississippi 
boy was bitten by a shark at Santa 
Rosa Island.
Each subsequent attack received top 
netwerk TV visibility
Untill Sept. 11, shark attacks were 3°
most important story of the year in 
terms of minutes on the national news
In Summer 2001, there were 76 
attacks leading to 5 deaths

Summer of the sharks



On July 6th, a 8-year old Mississippi 
boy was bitten by a shark at Santa 
Rosa Island.
Each subsequent attack received top 
netwerk TV visibility
Untill Sept. 11, shark attacks were 3°
most important story of the year in 
terms of minutes on the national news
In Summer 2001, there were 76 
attacks leading to 5 deaths

Summer of the sharks

In the previous year, 85 attacks
led to 12 deaths



The climate change we are currently seeing is largely the result of human 
activity? 

Public opinion

Data from Global Trends 
study from Ipsos MORI, 

which polled 16,000 people
in 20 countries



Scientific opinion
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Abstract

We analyze the evolution of the scientific consensus on anthropogenic global warming (AGW) in the peer-reviewed
scientific literature, examining 11 944 climate abstracts from 1991–2011 matching the topics ‘global climate
change’ or ‘global warming’. We find that 66.4% of abstracts expressed no position on AGW, 32.6% endorsed
AGW, 0.7% rejected AGW and 0.3% were uncertain about the cause of global warming. Among abstracts expressing
a position on AGW, 97.1% endorsed the consensus position that humans are causing global warming. In a second
phase of this study, we invited authors to rate their own papers. Compared to abstract ratings, a smaller percentage of
self-rated papers expressed no position on AGW (35.5%). Among self-rated papers expressing a position on AGW,
97.2% endorsed the consensus. For both abstract ratings and authors’ self-ratings, the percentage of endorsements
among papers expressing a position on AGW marginally increased over time. Our analysis indicates that
the number of papers rejecting the consensus on AGW is a vanishingly small proportion of the published research.

Keywords: scientific consensus, anthropogenic global warming, peer-review, global climate change,
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
S Online supplementary data available from stacks.iop.org/ERL/8/024024/mmedia

1. Introduction

An accurate perception of the degree of scientific consensus

is an essential element to public support for climate policy

Content from this work may be used under the terms of
the Creative Commons Attribution 3.0 licence. Any further

distribution of this work must maintain attribution to the author(s) and the
title of the work, journal citation and DOI.

(Ding et al 2011). Communicating the scientific consensus
also increases people’s acceptance that climate change (CC)
is happening (Lewandowsky et al 2012). Despite numerous
indicators of a consensus, there is wide public perception
that climate scientists disagree over the fundamental cause
of global warming (GW; Leiserowitz et al 2012, Pew 2012).
In the most comprehensive analysis performed to date, we
have extended the analysis of peer-reviewed climate papers in
Oreskes (2004). We examined a large sample of the scientific

11748-9326/13/024024+07$33.00 c� 2013 IOP Publishing Ltd Printed in the UK



“Among abstracts expressing a position on AGW, 
97.1% endorsed the consensus position that 

humans are causing global warming”
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Scientific opinion

Tot=13,950

Tot=24

“Among abstracts expressing a position on AGW, 
97.1% endorsed the consensus position that 

humans are causing global warming”

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cjuGCJJUGsg



Observed changes: Artic ice extent



Observed changes: Artic ice extent



Pederse Glacier, Alaska

Observed changes: glaciers retreat

1917 2005



Beijing, China

Observed changes: urban growth



Observed changes: energy portfolio



Amazon, Brazil

Observed changes: deforestation

1975 2009



Cairo, Egypt

Observed changes: agricultural expansion

1972 2003



Lake Urmia, Iran

Observed changes: lakes drying up

2000 2010 2014
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