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The strikethrough above is not the result of 
the editor’s failure to remove “redlined” changes. 
Rather, it reflects the ongoing metamorphosis 
of environmental doomsayers to failed predic-
tions about the earth’s climate. Perhaps because 
global warming was not sufficiently scary to the 
public, or perhaps because every time former 
Vice President Al Gore would speak on the sub-
ject, his speech would be accompanied by heavy 
snow or record cold temperatures, global warm-
ing became “climate change.”

Perhaps because global warming was not suf-
ficiently scary to the public, or perhaps because 
every time former Vice President Al Gore would 
speak on the subject, his speech would be accom-
panied by heavy snow or record cold temperatures, 
global warming became “climate change.”

Of course, the climate has always changed. In 
the last millennium we have experienced both mini 
ice ages and periods where temperatures were much 
warmer than today. Oddly, it was during the lat-

ter that humanity most flourished, enjoying more 
bountiful harvests that created healthier popula-
tions more resistant to disease. After all, Greenland 
was so named by the Scandinavians not because 
of the mile-thick ice sheets that now cover it, but 
because they were able to farm there. Nor has the 
litany of predicted impacts from climate “change” 
decreased, such as attacks by vampire bats,1 greater 
levels of mental illness,2 and (I am not making this 
up) space aliens destroying the earth because hu-
mans are not eco-friendly.3

After all, Greenland was so named by the Scandi-
navians not because of the mile-thick ice sheets 
that now cover it, but because they were able to 
farm there.

Nor has the litany of predicted impacts from climate 
“change” decreased, such as attacks by vampire 
bats, greater levels of mental illness, and (I am not 
making this up) space aliens destroying the earth.

Now, the new mantra is “climate volatility,” 
because “volatility” is a scary word.  Every day 
there are stories about stock market “volatil-
ity,” the “volatility” of oil prices, and so forth. 
Some electric utilities are fighting deregulation 
because of the threats posed by “volatile” market 
prices, even if those volatile prices would still 
be lower than the steady-as-she-goes, cost-based 
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termining whether there has been a change in, 
say, the average.6 For example, it is relatively 
straightforward to compare average annual rain-
fall over the last 30 years and determine whether 
it has changed significantly from the average of 
the 30 years before that.  But if last summer a 
large thunderstorm dumped five inches of rain 
in Dallas and this summer a large thunderstorm 
dumped six inches of rain in Houston, is that an 
example of more “extreme” weather? 

Determining a statistically significant change in “ex-
treme” events is more difficult than determining whether 
there has been a change in, say, the average.

According to NASA Chief Scientist James 
Hansen, one of the most vocal defenders of all 
things climate change, it would be. Recently, for 
example, he coauthored a paper claiming that the 
Moscow heat wave of 2010 and the Texas wild-
fires were “proof” of climate change based on 
what is called a “three sigma” event.7 However, 
the “proof” is based on three false assumptions: 
that the statistical distribution of summer tem-
peratures is normal (i.e., a bell-shaped curve); 
that there is no correlation between summer 
temperatures from year to year; and that regions 
like Moscow and Texas are “unique.”8

In essence, the new mantra of climate “volatility” is a 
theory that “explains” every weather event. . . . But a 
theory that “proves” every climate event is no theory, 
because it is not testable against a null hypothesis.

In essence, the new mantra of climate “vola-
tility” is a theory that “explains” every weather 
event, whether heat wave, cold snap, drought, 
flood, or plagues of locusts and frogs. But a theory 
that “proves” every climate event is no theory, be-
cause it is not testable against a null hypothesis. 

WheRe TheRe’S SMOke, WiLL TheRe 
be FiRe?

Because this issue of  Natural	Gas	&	Electric-
ity focuses on predictions for the coming year, 

ones. In short, volatility is the cockroach scam-
pering along the kitchen floor you recoil from 
when the lights are turned on. 

The new mantra is “climate volatility,” because 
“volatility” is a scary word.

Thus, climate alarmists are now focusing on cli-
mate “volatility”: more heat waves, heavier rains, 
flashier floods, and snowier snowfalls, all being 
caused by carbon emissions. The wildfires that 
plagued Texas last summer, which burned 1,500 
homes and left two people dead, and the continu-
ing drought in that state, were held up by President 
Obama as “proof” of climate change: “You’ve got 
a governor whose state is on fire denying climate 
change.”4 The actual cause of the wildfires was trees 
and branches falling onto power lines because of 
high winds. (To answer the inevitable question, 
yes, high winds must be caused by climate change.)

Volatility is the cockroach scampering along the 
kitchen floor you recoil from when the lights are 
turned on.

On November 18, 2011, the United Nations’ 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC), released a summary of a forthcoming 
special report on climate extremes. However, 
despite stating that, “[c]limate extremes, expo-
sure, and vulnerability are influenced by a wide 
range of factors, including anthropogenic cli-
mate change, natural climate variability, and so-
cioeconomic development,”5 the report focuses 
solely on human-induced climate change as the 
cause of “extreme” weather. 

WhaTeVeR iT iS, iT’S CauSed bY 
CLiMaTe ChaNGe

There are a number of problems with this lat-
est focus on climate “volatility.” The first is a 
statistical one. “Extreme” climate events are just 
that: extreme. That means that they are rare. 

Determining a statistically significant change 
in “extreme” events is more difficult than de-
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election in November, specific policies to curb 
greenhouse gas emissions will not be forthcom-
ing from Congress. Of course, expect a long, hot 
summer with more extreme levels of gaseous 
emissions of the political type. That is a statisti-
cal guarantee.   

Expect a long, hot summer with more extreme lev-
els of gaseous emissions of the political type.
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how will this newest twist to the global warming/
climate change debate fare? In a word, poorly. 

How will this newest twist to the global warming/cli-
mate change debate fare? In a word, poorly.

The US and world economies, both of which 
continue to sputter, will remain at the forefront 
of the political “do something” crowd. With 
the Solyndra debacle worsening, along with 
the green energy/green jobs mantra fading,9 
the likelihood of any action from Congress to 
enact climate-change policies that increase the 
energy prices is nil. But this does not mean that 
no political action affecting energy prices will 
be taken.

This does not mean that no political action affect-
ing energy prices will be taken. Such actions will be 
taken and already have been.

Such actions will be taken and already have 
been. The president’s postponement of a deci-
sion to approve the TransCanada Keystone XL 
pipeline, which would transport oil from Alber-
ta’s tar sands to Texas, is one example. The US 
Department of Agriculture recently cancelled a 
mineral lease auction for Wayne National For-
est (WNF) in Ohio, which will postpone any 
shale gas development there, despite there al-
ready being 1,300 oil and gas wells in operation 
there currently. Moreover, there continue to be 
looming new rules from the US Environmental 
Protection Agency regulating air and water pol-
lution from coal-fired power plants and large in-
dustrial sources, such as cement manufacturers. 

There continue to be looming new rules from the US 
Environmental Protection Agency regulating air and 
water pollution from coal-fired power plants and large 
industrial sources, such as cement manufacturers.

Nevertheless, with the focus on jobs and the 
economy, as well as the upcoming presidential 




