Fellow SIF members,

| have had an ongoing dialog with a very smart, but right wing
Republican, (is that an oxymoron?), who firmly believes the climate
change is not due to human activity, but a function of normal change in
Earth’s atmosphere.

He agrees the climate is changing, but human activity has nothing to do
with it. | have exhausted all my resources and reports to no avail.
Including the one Cheryl Smith posted here last week, he scoffed at it!

Before | walk away, as opposed to giving up or giving in, | thought |
would reach out to this esteemed group for help.

Who knows of a conservative think tank or organization that has agreed
human activity is causing this current climate change, and can point me
to that group for a report? It may not exist.

| will leave the "how high the seas will go question” for a later
discussion with my debating partner.

| look forward to hearing from any and all.
Thanks and happy holidays,

Rob Thomas
President Social(k)

This is the email and report, mentioned above, that Cheryl Smith posted to
the Social Investment Forum membership:

A new report from the Civil Society Institute in their series "Growing the Economy
through Global Warming Solutions” The report is written by Adam Seitchik,
Ph.D., CFA, Executive Vice President of Trillium Asset Management
Corporation.

Global warming is one of the most urgent problems of our time. The good news
is that many of the solutions to this extraordinary problem are within reach. Many
of the solutions to global warming are not only feasible; they are economically
and socially beneficial. Growing the Economy through Global Warming Solutions
is a series of papers written by experts in the fields of economics, public policy,
energy policy, architecture, insurance, investment and transportation. It details
the solutions that can be taken off the shelf today to curtail global warming, the
governance models needed to encourage such a transition, and the economic



benefits of doing so.

While there is no single silver bullet for addressing global warming, there are a
wide variety of solutions that, taken together, will lead to a reduction of carbon
dioxide emissions, the key to stopping global warming. These promising
solutions must be phased in as we phase out our outmoded reliance on foreign
oil and coal. The series sets out important next steps that can and should be
taken in the near and medium term to ensure that we do everything possible to
address the challenges of global warming. By taking these steps as soon as
possible, we not only will minimize the grave risks of global warming, we will
position the United States as the leader in the clean industries and technologies
that are emerging as the key growth engine of the Twenty-First Century.

Civil Society Institute is a non-profit organization dedicated to finding solutions to
our most pressing challenges. For more information on the Civil Society Institute
or to download other reports in the series, please visit
www.civilsocietyinstitute.org.

The responses to my inquiry have been varied:

Rob,

If the IPCC reports don't do the trick, then yowdebating partner
doesn't believe in science and is therefore nothwwasting breath on.

Jack Ucciferri
Research and Advocacy Director (RAD)
Harrington Investments, Inc.

Rob,
First, thanks for trying.

Second, it may simply be impossible to convince the last 5% of the people in the
world that anthropogenic climate change is real. If he believes he is smarter than
98% of the world's 2000 top climate scientists, than | kind of doubt that you
(brilliant as you are) will be able to change his mind.

If 98 doctors are telling him that his baby has a deadly form of cancer and the
cancer is caused by a preventable carcinogen, while only 2 doctors say the
baby's cancer is impossible to control, it's up to this “smart, right-wing” person if
he wants to focus on the 2 doctors.



That said, I'd change the focus of the argument. In reality, if he is a business
man who needs to make strategy decisions about mitigating climate risk and
capturing climate opportunities, it doesn't matter whether he--or anyone else--
believes that humans are the cause of climate change. Governments and
markets are acting as if humans are the cause, and governments and markets
are demanding a change in behavior from investors and companies. So a truly
smart person says, "whether | believe it or not, the rest of the world is moving,
making market risks that | need to mitigate and creating opportunities that | can
take advantage of."

Goldman Sachs says it best when they say:

"...whether or not an individual investor is convinced that anthropogenic, that is,
manmade greenhouse gases are leading to changes in the Earth’s climate, this
issue will have implications for the financial markets and for corporate
performance.”

Now, if you really want to take on the role of convincing this guy that he should
listen to the world's 2000 smartest climate scientists, here's one approach (well,
first, I'd tell him to go read the IPCC report—a very, very conservative estimate of
what is happening with climate change, and if he reads that document and still is
not a believer, I'd give up on him). He is RIGHT that the Earth goes through
natural climatic cycles. There is no question about that. The Earth has always
done that—it does it annually, and it does it every 150,000 years or so. When
the Earth has done that in the past, it is roughly "in balance" with itself. So, yes,
the Earth is PARTLY in a natural cycle at the moment. HOWEVER, the
incremental addition of CO2 that results from burning ancient, fossilized sunlight
(in the form of fossil fuels) has added a marginal increment of COZ2 that is above
and beyond the Earth's normal/"natural” cycle. The chart below shows both the
normal cycle (over hundreds of thousands of years), and you can see the height
of the spike on the far right that shows where we are today as a result of
industrialization.

www.whrc.org/resources/online publications/warming earth/images/Figl-
CO2 and Temp?2.qif

Here’s a good description of natural vs. anthropogenic climate:
http://www.whrc.org/resources/online publications/warming earth/scientific evid
ence.htm

Also, it is important to note that even if this IS a totally natural cycle, the last time
the Earth went through the shift it appears to be going through now, no species
above 7 pounds survived.
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Oh, and I'd suggest you have him check out what James Woolsey, former
director of the CIA, has to say about climate change (and the U.S. dependence
on oil).

Woolsey has held important positions in both Democratic and Republican
administrations. His influence has been felt during the Carter, Reagan, Bush
(elder), and Clinton administrations. Woolsey is known for clearly articulating the
national security argument in support of moving away from fossil fuels and
towards distributed generation.

Woolsey has served in the U.S. government as:

* Advisor (during military service) on the U.S. Delegation to the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks (SALT 1), Helsinki and Vienna, 1969-1970

* General Counsel to the U.S. Senate Committee on Armed Services, 1970-73

* Under Secretary of the Navy, 1977-1979



* Delegate at Large to the U.S.-Soviet Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
(START) and Nuclear and Space Arms Talks (NST), Geneva, 1983-1986

* Ambassador to the Negotiation on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe
(CFE), Vienna, 1989-1991

* Director of Central Intelligence, 1993-1995

If your smart friend thinks he is smarter than Woolsey, I'd definitely give up on
trying to convince him!!

Miranda A. Anderson
Vice President for Investor Analysis
David Gardiner & Associates, LLC

Rob,

As a right-wing Republican type who is, at leaBbpe, reasonably smart, | would tell
you that the approach that | would take is to apfzethe reasonableness of you friend
something as follows:

Yes, cycles do exist in earth's climate pattermsyas, a part of this warming cycle may
very well be a part of such a pattern, howeverglsignificant evidence that this cycle
is acting outside the norm of such cycles. The Wesking theory that we have to
explain why there is a aspect of global temperathenge that can not be explained by
climate cycles or other known factors is the enarswchanges that man has made to the
planet, especially within the last 100 years oride likely culprit is believed to be
greenhouse gas emissions along with significardrdetation in the equatorial regions.
This is not an absolute established fact and as goes on we may very well reassess
what is happening but it the best understandingvileshave today. Yes, it is likely that
there are

a number of factors, some not of man's causingghliew it is only what we have control
over that we can change and given that we are rgdwithe margins of historical climate
norms, should we not at least attempt to mitigast thange to the best of our ability.

As for unbiased scientific evidence, there is nchahing. Unfortunately, exaggeration
and agendas influencing all sides has pollutednfoemation available to the point that
we have to all be skeptics to a point regardingtweahear. Your friend is like a lot of
folks who are pushing back, not at the facts, bth@dogma that often gets attached to
the facts.

Daniel T. Allen
Senior Vice President
Marc J. Lane Investment Management, Inc.



Rob

I’'m really glad we’re on the same side, Miranda. The other source—the one that
can truly be said to be as close to a scientific consensus as anything in the world
of science—is the IPCC report, which takes about 700 pages to go through the
summary of the evidence that the working groups used to conclude that (1)
climate change is unequivocally occurring and (2) that it is very likely the result of
anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases. The summary—which says that
in only 24 pages—can be found at http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-
report/ard/syr/ar4 _syr spm.pdf. But | agree with Miranda: if he’s been able to
ignore all of this so far, then it may not be possible to convince him with the sheer
weight of the science.

There was also the National Security and the Threat of Climate Change report,
which had an advisory board of 11 retired generals—available at
http://securityandclimate.cna.org/report/National%20Security%20and%20the %20
Threat%200f%20Climate%20Change.pdf. There has been other work (earlier
work) by DoD on climate change—but most of it concludes that climate change is
a serious security threat and recommends measures to be taken to increase
security, not whether climate change is anthropogenic or natural.

What's the point of his refusal to acknowledge that climate change is a result of
human activity? If it's natural does that mean we don’t “need” to do anything to
mitigate greenhouse gas emissions? If so, there are all kinds of conservative
arguments against letting nature take its course—the forest health argument is
an example. There, the argument is that forests are in dire straits so we “must”
harvest them quickly to remove all the potential fuel that will otherwise, one must
suppose, burst into flames. So what'’s the real Man Behind the Curtain? Let
nature take its course except when not doing so would be in the interests of
some conservative (or political) cause or other? In the end, whether climate
change is natural or anthropogenic, it is *crystal * clear that the gases we emit do
help trap heat in the atmosphere, and they persist for decades (in some cases,
more than a century). So even if it is natural, it would be wise to mitigate it if we
have that in our power.

The “how high the seas will go” argument is one that nobody should try to win
right now. There are a lot of scientists working to gather data to begin to write
models of sea-level change—but for the most part, we lack the basic information
needed to model the system, and pretty much anything anyone says (including
the IPCC) is at best a SWAG. It might be 20 centimeters—and it might be 20
meters. Our knowledge will improve in the next decade, but at this point, you can
either go study the mechanisms by which continental ice enters the oceans, or
throw a dart. Let your colleague win *that* one (no harm no foul).



Julie Fox Gorte, Ph.D
Senior Vice President for Sustainable Investing
Pax World Management Corp.

Rob,
Here's another recent reference from the secudéy s

WASHINGTON | May 12, 2007

Spy Chief Backs Study of Impact of Warming

By MARK MAZZETTI

The United States’ top intelligence official haglersed a study by spy agencies about
the impact of global warming on national security.

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/12/washington/1 2limtin| ?ex=1179633600&en=c188
1261c647d667&ei=5070&emc=etal

Scott Fenn
Managing Director, Policy
Proxy Governance Inc.

Hey, Rob,

| saw this and thought of you. There are some times where you just have to
throw in the towel.

World Wisdom

"Human beings are perhaps never more frightening than when they are
convinced beyond doubt that they are right."  Laurens van der Post

However, could an inverse argument work? The attached document from the
conservative (?) world of investing clearly shows all the efforts being made by
man to curtail greenhouse gas, etc. If indeed global warming is a naturally
occurring phenomenon then would not all of our efforts go for naught?

Climatic Consequences - An Update - Q'2 2007.pdf [ ~567K]

Cheers,

Timothy R. Yee

Registered Principal of SlI Investments, Inc.
Cathedral Financial Group



Rob,

While helping you will take more time, | can regdiut my mouse on your opponent's
sources:

PERC - Property and Environment Research Center
WWW.perc.org

Is the home of free-market thinking on environmeisisues.
They've recently published a children’s book:

The Sky is not falling! Why It's OK to Chill Abowlobal Warming

http://www.perc.org/perc.php?id=1002

Which specifically addresses your question in gtdracalled Global Temperatures Go
Up and Down— Naturally!

http://www.perc.org/pdf/Sky%20Not%20Falling%20Cha302. pdf

My first though on how to help your side of the@rgent is to send you to Woods Hole:

http://www.whrc.org/carbon/index.htm

| did some climate research at Harvard with DrcByavidson of Woods Hole. | bet he
can answer your question. He wrote a book called @an’t Eat GNP

http://www.whrc.org/about us/whos who/CV/edavidsom.

Here: where | would start looking for your article:

http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&g=humanseduclimate+change

Peace & Prosperity,

Jason Eaton

Registered Representaive
Hansen's Financial Services

Rob,

Dr. Cynthia Rosenzweig, one of the co-authors of the IPCC, spoke
recently at Wesleyan University just weeks before winning the Nobel



Prize and | asked "what is the strongest evidence that climate change is man
made?"

Her answer is relatively simple:

Normal pattern of temperature variations due to geologic cycles,
planetary movements, etc. do not correlate with our current temperature
changes.

Our current temperature changes do, however, correlate with the increase of
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere.

Recent human activity, i.e. industrialization, appears to a significant
contributor to greenhouse gases and is the only scientific answer of
explaining current observed climate patterns.

Although the IPCC report is based on over 26,000 data sets complied by
thousands of scientists over several decades from around the globe, if
one doesn't believe that science is objective then any amount of
evidence is a mute point.

Dan I. Olson
Financial Advisor
Merrill Lynch

Rob,
| just had a similar experience with a doctor.

| told him of the work of my friends Jerry RavetzdaSilvio
Funtowiscz on post-normal science some years ageabwith
uncertainty: “We live in time when facts are urtai, values in
dispute, decisions urgent and stakes high. If ¢knchange is
normal now, that any reductions that are humanezhusll minimize
the impacts, and that in the face of uncertaittg,drecautionary
principle, the costs of inaction in case he is Wrgs. the costs of
action now which are low in comparison.”

Though he is self described as a 'scientist' ane @ an
evangeliscist, | reminded him that medicine is drbased on
science and uncertainty.

All that brilliantly put forward by me, he didn't ove a bit.



It may be cruel to say, but | hope he has a hoysbdsea,

Happy holidays,
Stephen Viederman

Rob,

Another good source of information is New Scientist in the UK which issuued a
special supplement in (lay-person's language) that goes through all the key
arguments including demolishing the "scientific" objectors. Called "Climate
Change: A Guide to the Perplexed"

http://environment.newscientist.com/channel/earth/dn11462

Best wishes,

Stephen Hine

Head of Responsible Investment Development
Ethical Investment Research Services (EIRIS) Ltd

Rob,

Do not get sucked into arguing over facts. It wgaste of our precious time. The
scientific truth and facts speak for themselvesnbbget stuck on the defensive.

Some, such as participants in Rockridge Nationsaggesting that we have been sucked
into the conservative right's framing and wordspealkn we continue to adopt their
language of "climate change" and "global warmingd ashen we get sucked into those
fear mongers' claims that addressing this issuecwish the economy. Those terms,
developed in sophisticated right-wing think-tankbjte wash and soften the reality of

the grave situation we are in. In fact, most peapkbe global North think "global
warming" sounds kind of nice and as for "climataroe”, well, what's wrong with that?-
-"the climate is always changing" people think.

Instead we are wiser to lead the conversation togireng it as a "climate crisis" and
banishing climate change and global warming fromlanguage. How we address the
crisis is a matter of our peaceful survival. At tleey least, it is a matter of saving the
global economy and society as we know it. Do notsgeked into trying to defend
scientific consensus. Lead the conversation irgdrtimorality of denial and inaction.
Talk about the near-term crisis that profit-onkifish denial, and inaction is leading
humanity into. Tell your friend they need firstegplain their denial to their family,
children, nieces and nephews, and the 70% of ttagpopulation (and economy) living
on coastal plains, not to you.



Eric A. Smith, CFPR, AIFR
Sustainable investing services, exclusively sir@&6l

Rob,

| echo Eric's sentiments, and would add a complementary approach that
framing this time in history as an incredible opportunity to design

our lives so as to be in harmony with natural systems can be a source
of personal and collective inspiration and accomplishment. Clean,
non-toxic, energy-efficient, biodegradable, carbon-free, and organic
approaches are ideal ways in which we can have a high quality of life
filled with spiritual, economic, and social fulfilment -however one
defines these- for generations to come.

Happy Solstice everyone,

Michael Kramer
Natural Investments LLC

So | am left with a stronger case for changing our lifestyle, however | am
not sure | have material enough to cause a changet he behavior of a person
who starts with the idea that climate change is not man made!

Any additional comments are welcome.

Rob Thomas



