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Analysis of climate alarmism, Part |
By Tim Ball

Introduction

The most fundamental assumption in the theory thatamu
CO2 is causing global warming and climate change is tihat a
increase in CO2 will cause an increase in temperature. The
problem is that in every record of any duration for anyoger

in the history of the earth exactly the opposite retestip
occurs: temperature increase precedes CO2 increaseteDespi
that a massive deception was developed and continues.

How did the massive deception of human induced global
warming bypass the normally rigorous scientific methods?
Why does it continue to survive? Who orchestrated tlensei
and the politics? What was the motive?

Two major factors explain how the Anthropogenic Globa
Warming (AGW) people got away with massive deception.
First was exploitation of fear. The end of the wodatoming,
there’s only a few years left became the mantra efy@ne
from UN Secretary General Ban ki Moon to Prince Clsarle
Second was exploitation of people's lack of knowledge or
understanding of science. This is more easily exploited
because of the distribution of people that understaimhse

and those who have no idea and are often proud of the fac
After 25 years of teaching a science credit course for arts
students my experience was that 80 percent of university
students avoided science courses and 20 percent took them.
Less than one percent was comfortable and did welbth.b
Interestingly, this percentage increased as more wor&aadn

in to sciences.



The challenge facing anyone trying to counter the exp®iter
to bring logic, clarity and understanding in a way gomigy of
people can understand. You can write a book or make a movie
that satisfies scientists, but a majority of the pulill not
understand. If you write for a wider audience, scienteil
say it oversimplifies. Many have faced the challengéhwi
documentaries and books about climate. Martin Durkiedac
the challenge commendably with his documentditye” Great
Global Warming Swindle.”A good book that straddled the
dichotomy is Essex and McKitrick'sTaken By Storm"
(Revised edition)ut many say they get lost.

It's a problem science books face even if they're tedofor

the general market. How many people read and understood
Stephen Hawking’sA Brief History of Time”? Yet it was a
massive best seller.

It's a challenge'Scientific American"faced as a journal on
science for general consumption. Scientists readitigles
outside their discipline found them interesting, allaetane.

With one in their discipline they realized it was pve
simplified and inadequate. As a business and losing market
share they decided to boost sales by becoming sensational,
which included touting the false science of climate change

A major challenge for education is to prepare peopleHer t
evolving scientific and technologically dominated world.
Many universities have different combinations of 'reqilire
courses. These variably include a science credit for arts
students, and humanities or social science coursesllfor a
students. All students need to understand science, but all
science students must know the history of science, ttialso
impacts and therefore the responsibility its practzpiires.



In his 1961 retirement speech President Eisenhower
anticipated the corruption of climate science of tls thirty
years.

Yet, in holding scientific research and discovery in
respect, as we should, we must also be alert to the equal
and opposite danger that public policy could itself
become the captive of a scientific-technological elite.

We can only achieve by overcoming the general public fear of
science through education. Then they can spot exptmitati
like that practiced by the CRU, IPCC, and extreme
environmentalists or at least understand what the fewiskept
who refused to be silenced were saying. This book explains
what has happened with climate science and what the ckepti
are saying. It provides a chronology and significance of
events, it examines the most significant issues, inojud
limitations of the data, inadequacy of the computer nmdel
lack of understanding of major astronomical, atmospheric
oceanic and terrestrial systems and shows how theg wer
misused and manipulated.

Finally, it provides dramatic examples from specialist$iow
their portion of science was inaccurate and inappropyiatel
used to distort climate science.



The Basics

Starting from scratch, Alan Siddons will take the reader
through several of the steps needed to understand the
principles of thermal transfer and to illustrate thacks
radiating trace gases cannot make the earth warmeisdtitan
energy makes it.

The Weakness of a Constant Irradiance Model
By Alan Siddons

It's important to understand that radiant energy modiist
deal with sun and earth conditions as they actuallt.exi

If a somewhat realistic model were used, the Earth avoul
naturally be hottest at the noon equator, coldesteapttes,
but beyond that what? - wouldn't it be close to absohgtro
on the shadow side?



Such a problem is hard to solve, especially consideringhba
earth also rotates, thereby adding the complication pdgxe
duration vs heat-retention. Modelers therefore find it iImuc
easier to avoid these difficulties by imagining that gmilhas
equal strength all over the planet. They do this by déhing
sunlight's power to a quarter of its actual value.

This way, the model has the same temperature everywhere —
cooler than reality at the equator, warmer than realityhe
poles, cooler than reality on the dayside and warmaigét.

On this imaginary earth it's the same temperatureyevere.

This is why, instead of the 1368 watts per square meter that
the real sun actually radiates toward the earth, rofisn
you'll see it expressed as 342 watts. 342 is what a modeler
takes as the energy impinging on every square metereof th
planet all at once.

All at once Keep that in mind. Like the summer sun in the
Arctic, a modeler’s sun never sets.

Forgetting this can lead to confusion. Just as the modeissu
always radiating 342 watts, a simplified model eartlodiiag
this amount emits 342 watts in return. Does this impdy the



earth "loses"342? No, because it is constantly gainingaB42
the same time.

Emission can't occur without absorption. Effectivalysteady-
state model makes the two identical, a simultaneous
phenomenon. In particular fact, since there are soaéiance
losses in real life, the earth model we go by continyousl
absorbs/emits around 240 rather than 342.

One might picture this energy as water being pumped along a
pipeline.

continuously absorbing, continuously emitting

A

100% of the solar power that the earth absorbs is conisly
emitted into the vacuum of space, only at infrared
wavelengths. There’s always equal pressure in the system.

A modeler’s planet earth, then, can never get coldan the
heat it gains via 240 continuous watts per square meter. But
can it get hotter?



Imagine that there's a kind of blockage "up there, "such that
solar energy enters but some of the terrestrial graag't get
out. Let's say it's 50%.

As you see, 120 terrestrial watts thus escape to spadéeut
other 120 are blocked. Remember, though, the earth itself
remains at 240 because the sun is always shining. The problem
before us is to decide on the effect such a blockage might
have.

This problem is best approached by understanding why the sun
is able to heat the earth in the first place. The quiadly
simple answer is, because the earttoisler, is less energetic
than the sunlight that falls on it. Indeed, if the earéére a
self-luminous body radiating the same 1368 watts per squar
meter that the sun is aiming at it, nothing would hapmpen,
heating would occur, no transfer of energy. 1368 and 1368
would not combine to warm the earth a total of 2736 watts per
square meter. To the contrary, if téferencebetween the
sun's radiance and the earth's radiance were zeroed#tad
impact of the sun would be the sardero.



This may seem astonishing but it's the nature of everyday
reality. For example, a spotlight cast on a dark objeitt
brighten it. But if the object is glowing sufficientbn its own,

no change of illumination - that isp transfer of energy will
result. The spotlight can't make the glowing object Higg
because the spotlight is unable to add to the object'8ngxis
energy. There is ndalifferenceto overcome, and an energy
transfer can only occur where a difference exists.

In short, radiant energy has but one way of exertmgféect:

On a region of lesser energy. When a region possegsasor
greater energy, energy cannot flow there, cannot exert a
effect. Greater thermal energy must move to lessetter
moving to colder.

This answers the question of a 50% radiant-blockage. The
light cannot transfer its power downward - miraculously
raising the earth to 360 W/m? - because the earth below has
twice the energy. Without a difference to overcomeergy
makes no difference.



Given a continuous heat input, then, no additional hgatan
occur by adding a radiant barrier, even if it blocks 100%hef
outgoing energy. The pipeline analogy is apt: a cusatewill
merely stop the flow; it cannot amplify the amounteokrgy
involved, i.e., cannot raise the temperature. Othenaid®am

of light could thermally excite a body to any magnitudeg on
watt per square meter could generate the heat of a billbis

or more. Just ensure that the target is surrounded by a
reflector, and there is no limit to the power you'daoit You
could melt an ingot of steel with a flashlight.

In reality, howeverthe intensity of an object's emission is a
signal of its temperatureSending that signal out and having it
return does not change the signal. In other wordbgifsignal
emitted by a 100 degree body is directed back to it, the body
“reads” a 100 degree signal and responds accordinglyits.e.,
temperature remains the same. This is how the reféectiv
coating in a thermos helps keep hot coffee hot. THe ko



object emits is a temperature signal. The reflectosting in a
thermos serves to expose hot coffee to its own emnisgihich
thereby sustains its temperature. Doubling-back the ceffee’
signal doesn't amplify the signal; it does not and carmadde

the coffee hotter.

In sum, a constant-irradiance earth model is nothingabut
constant temperature model. Although blocking its
temperature signal (its emission) is widely believedatse its
temperature, this is not the case. A constant-irregianodel

is thus unable to demonstrate the mechanism of a greenhous
effect, even though such a model (e.g., Kiehl-Trenbegh) i
always used to depict one. A proper earth model would lave t
incorporate the factors cited earlier, intense sunlightooe
side, none on the other, the rotation period, subsurfaaé h
retention and rate of release... and so forth. Yetbéo
mentioned factors may also play a role.

Only then — by a process of elimination — could a vali@ daes
made that the some other factor heats the eartht gtands,
the model we're using is insufficient.



Basic Geometry
By Alan Siddons

The following describes the standard assumptions behind
planetary temperature estimates. Whether those agsmsipt
are valid is another question, and is dealt with elseavhe

This rendering of a ball has a single source of light lared
made it slightly gibbous (more than half-lit to theskin order
to emphasize its 3-dimensionality. What's observableuab
this ball is elementary but vital.

First of all, the light source can illuminate only fhafl the ball

at any one time. Secondly, most light falling ontofatls
obliquely, for only one point on the surface is perpendictd

the light source, thus receiving the maximum amount of
energy.

Now, a 2-dimensional disk has four times less surfaea ar
than a sphere of the same diameter. Perpendicugabéam of
light, though, a disk's flat surface is able to absib full
intensity. A hemisphere, by contrast, absorbs theestotal



amount but that amount is spread over a larger area, thus
diluting it.

And to complicate matters further, Earth rotates arat’sh
another issue the climate models can’t deal with

This has a direct impact on the temperature the twasesf
can reach. A blackbody temperature equafiwrihe diskgoes
like this.

Kelvin = (P + 5.67§2° x 10Q

Where P is the power of the beam impinging on the disks
make it 1000 W/m? here. Ergo,

(1000 + 5.679% x 100 = 364.42

So 364.42Kelvin - or 91.27° Celsius - is the highest
temperature the disk can reach. Notice another sithiig:

the average and the peak temperature on a disk are idlentica
for the disk is receiving the same amount of energy
everywhere.

The temperature equation for a sphere requires an adjustment
Since we know that the radiant power is diluted 4 times



account of its distribution over a greater surface ,avea
divide the initial 2000 W/m? by 4.

Ergo,
(250 + 5.67)*°*x 100 = 257.69

So 257.69 Kelvin - or minus 15.46° Celsius - is the highest
AVERAGE temperature the disk can reach. But in this case
the average and the peak temperature are not the sartieg for
sphere is not receiving the same amount of energy etiergw

So 257.69 Kelvin - or minus 15.46° Celsius - is the highest
AVERAGE temperature the disk can reach. But in this case
the average and the peak temperatur@atrthe same, for the
sphere is not receiving the same amount of energy etiergw

It is crucial to understand this distinction. Only one point

on a sphere faces radiant energy directly. Forrdagon, only

this single point can reach the temperature of a perpdadi

disk. There is a simple way to quantify that tempeeat@nce

you have determined the sphere's average temperature in
Kelvin, multiply it by the square root of two. Ergo,

257.69 x SQRT2 = 364.42

In other words, the sphere's peak temperature and the disk's
temperature are identical.

Let's test these equations in a real-life applicative will
adopt NASA's figure of a 1370 W/m? solar constant and have
this fall onto the earth's moon, a sphere whose albedo
(reflectance) is given as 0.07, thus an absorptance of S8%.
we divide radiance by four: 342.5, and multiply 342.5 by 0.93
to correct for reflection losses, obtaining 318.53 W/m?2. Ergo,

Average Kelvin = (318.53 + 5.67Y° x 100 = 273.77



Now to determine the peak temperature on that spherical
surface, multiply average Kelvin by the square root of two.

273.77xSQRT2 = 387.17K

Alternately, going for the peak temperature alone, 1370 W/m?
x 0.93 = 1274.10 W/m? absorbed.

So,

Disk Kelvin = (1274.10 + 5.6 7% x 100 = 387.17K
The same.

Here below is how NASA handles the problem:

For slowly rotating planets like Mercury and the Moon,
one must take into account that these bodies receive
energy over their projected (disk) areas and emit
energy, not over their full spherical surface areais b
only over the same projected areas because the
remaining surface area is considered to be too cold to
radiate a significant amount of energy back to space.
For such bodies, the thermal equilibrium is thus
established when

6eTd x TR = (1— A)L x nR?
dmd- (12)
and
T = 4:{1 _ A’IL
| . 2
\ dnoed (13a)

or



[ W
Ty =394 41~ 4)
\ oed”

(13b)

where, as before, the Sun-Earth distathe® expressed

in AU. A comparison of equations (10) and (13a)
shows that for slowly rotating planets, the equililomi
temperature is higher by a factor equivalent to the
fourth root of the projected area (i.e., the ratio of
sphere surface-to-disk area), namely the fourth root of
4. Apply equation (13a), fodl = 1 AU, e = 1, andA =
0.07, to Earth’s moon to obtain

Ty =394 407000 _5g7x¢
Vol (13¢)

which is the maximum temperature at the lunar equator
at noon.

http://qgltrs.grc.nasa.gov/reports/2001/TM-2001-
210063.pdf

387K. NASA arrives at the same result.

By the way, notice the 394 above? That would be the peak
Kelvin temperature if the 0.07 albedo loss weren't factored

Disk Kelvin = (1370+ 5.679%° x 100 = 394.26K

Divide that by the square root of two and you have the geera
temperature of a perfectly-absorbing sphere, 278.78 Kelvin.


http://gltrs.grc.nasa.gov/reports/2001/TM-2001-210063.pdf

Summary

The above outlines the assumed thermal response of gesphe
that's absorbing radiant energy and has verifiedstAedard
methods with simplified blackbody equations.



The Impact of an Atmosphere
By Alan Siddons

If scientists of the past had known that the tempesatir
everyplanet with an atmosphere rises in direct proportomn t
atmospheric pressure, do you suppose they would have come
up with a theory that attributed heating to the preserice o
certain trace gases that occupy less than 1 percenurof o
atmosphere? No, of course they wouldn't have. Yet-gase
heating theory has taken root so firmly by now that fresh
perspectives have gone utterly ignored.

Here’s the temperature profile for Jupiter.

Jupiter's Atmosphere

B0 0 200 300 400 S0
Temperature (K)

http://astronomy-quide.blogspot.com/2010/01/jupiters-layers-
of-gas.html



http://astronomy-guide.blogspot.com/2010/01/jupiters-layers-of-gas.html

Atmospheric heat rises with pressure. Is that the gremseho
effect at work?

Here is another view of Jupiter’s temperature profile.

Atmospheric heat rises with pressure. Is that the gremseho
effect at work?

Structure of Jupiter’s Atmosphere

Atmospheric
pressure

0.4 bars
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Earth
sea level

Earth ocean -
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Tempera'lure Fahrenheit

http://www.solarviews.com/cap/craft/013sei.htm
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Here are the temperature profiles of the four outergita

Atmospheric heat rises with pressure. Is that the gremseho
effect at work?

Neplune Saturn

/
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/ stratosphere

-
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i i .'i‘ i
o] 100 200 300 400
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=200 =100 0 100
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http://astronomyonline.org/SolarSystem/Jupiterintroductign.as



http://astronomyonline.org/SolarSystem/JupiterIntroduction.asp

Here’s the temperature profile for Venus. Atmospheriat he
rises with pressure. Is that the greenhouse effect &?wo
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http://www.daviddarling.info/encyclopedia/VV/Venusatmos.ht
ml



http://www.daviddarling.info/encyclopedia/V/Venusatmos.html

Here’'s the temperature profile for Earth. Atmospheriathe
rises with pressure. Is that the greenhouse effect &?wo
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http://www.astro.virginia.edu/class/oconnell/astr121/imfea
atmprof-CM.jpg



http://www.astro.virginia.edu/class/oconnell/astr121/im/earth-atmprof-CM.jpg

To review:
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Temperature rise of six planets between
only 0.1 and 1 bar of atmospheric pressure
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As these graphs indicate, between 0.1 and 1 bar of pressure,
the atmospheric temperature of every planet risewvealao
predicted blackbody limitls that the greenhouse effect at
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http://lasp.colorado.edu/~bagenal/3720/CLASS14/AllPlanetsT.jpg

All planets with a substantial atmosphere show shene
behavior, even Saturn's moon Titan. The atmosphehiaos
is just too vacuous to do the same.

Once again, look at Jupiter's atmosphere, composed talmos
entirely of hydrogen and helium, which are not so-called
“greenhouse gases.”

Notice where the heating begins, like clockwork.
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http://rst.gsfc.nasa.qgov/Sect19/Sect19 15.html

Is this profile due to "downwelling flux" from "back radisg"
gases or simply due to the HEAT generated by mounting
pressure?

The theory of the greenhouse effect was concocted ®@r th
purpose of explaining why the earth is warmer than predlict
Yet every planet is warmer than predicted!

Might something also be wrong with the prediction method,
then?


http://rst.gsfc.nasa.gov/Sect19/Sect19_15.html

The Mother of all Averages
By Alan Siddons

Introduction

A blackbody is a theoretical entity that responds jp#sfeo
radiant energy. Being perfectly absorptive (“black”) tb a
frequencies of electromagnetic radiation, a blackbo@dyshep

in a very predictable way. Measure for measure, a blagkbo
is the most thermally efficient object possible.

Now, if a blackbody were a planet it would take the fariha
sphere. In radiative physics, a blackbody "sphere" is
effectively a flat disk that's been expanded 4 timed placed

at twice the distance from the sun, thus allowing itiverse
square law to reduce radiance on that disk by four times as
well. 4 times larger, but also 4 times less energizederGi

unit of irradiance on a disk, then, the same irraciaon a
blackbody sphere equals 0.25 units. The question is, does this
version of a sphere mimic a real one?




Theoretically, it would seem so.

A disk’s surface area consists of its radius squargi &o,
with a radius of 1, a disk will have a surface arepi08.14. A
sphere’s greater surface area consists of its radiusestuai

x 4, however. The same disk converted to a sphere will
therefore have a surface area of 12.57, four times nhare t
the original disk. Because this converted disk is four times
larger but is exposed to the same amount of energy,peath
receives four times less energy. It's the same e#esdiluting
whiskey with water.

To labor the obvious even further, the earth's sphemate

up of two hemispheres, call them A and B. The sun ithates

A and leaves B in the dark. Since each hemispherevhes t

the surface area of a disk, X watts per square meexted at
Hemisphere A gets diluted to 0.5X W/m? on its surfaak @in
course 0 W/m?2 get spread over Hemisphere B. The average
amount of light absorbed by A and B combined, then, is (0.5X
+ 0X) + 2 = 0.25X.

In short, it always works out the same: a sphererabdour
times less per surface area than a disk. Thus it seems
reasonable to calculate temperature on this basis. \Gimp
adjust radiance to 0.25, apply a radiance vs temperature
constant, and there you have your temperature. And, in fact
this is the accepted procedure.

There’s a problem with this, however. And a huge ortbait
because radiance and temperature don't operate 1 to letogeth
but on the basis of &"4ower law.

For example, if X watts of radiant energy raise dmect's
temperature to T (in Kelvin), thebt6X is needed to raise the
object to 2T. In other words, an object that has doubked it
temperature is 16 times (2 to th& power) more energetic
than before.



Because of this inequality between two quantities, 2 units of
sunlight on surface A and O units of sunlight on surface B
bring about two temperatures that are very different in
combination than 1 unit of sunlight on both surfaces.

To prove this, let’s do some calculations with real hars.

. A blackbody disk exposed to 100 W/m? reaches

a uniform temperature of 205K.

. Under the same circumstances a sphere
supposedly absorbs four times less energy and reaches
an average of 145K

. But two hemispheres will reach 172K and 3K
respectively (3K being the practical bottom limit in
space), thus averaging 87.5K, or 60% of the
temperature predicted for a sphere.

For consider a planet that keeps one face to the salhihe
planet’'s surface is constantly absorbing the availaldmmnae
while the other half absorbs nothing. Just as a perpendicula
disk absorbs all the radiant energy impinging on tipable-
the-area hemisphere absorbs half, relatively speakityy.
noted above, the result is 0.5 x radiance and 0 x ragianc
yielding two temperatures to average: 172K and 3K in this
case.




In terms of sunlight on a planet, then, the othenibphere
doesn't exist.

Thus, for a planet keeping one face to the sun, dubtional
divide-by-four formula for temperature is inappropriate and
misleading. The standard method robs Peter to pay Paul,
underestimating the illuminated hemisphere’s temperature fo
no good reason while arbitrarily adding heat to the shadow
side.

Yet at any moment in timeyveryplanet has but one face to the
sun. Instant by instant, one hemisphere is absorbing all th
radiant energy available while the other is absorbingendlo
matter the scenario, nothing can alter the fact dhat side is

lit while the other side is in darkness. For decades las
been an unrecognized error in standard blackbody calawdatio
for planets. An "average radiance equals average tempera
assumption is clearly incorrect.

The hemispherical formula (0.5X + 0) + 2 = 0.25 is a mthfe
valid description of average radiance absorbed on aletanp
sphere. But this formula must be adhered to for determining
temperature as well, (T + 3) + 2, although the result is
stunningly different from what people have been led to &xpe

As one proof of the standard method's illegitimacy, notice
that if you follow the divide-by-four formula that you
cannot answer the simple question of how warm an
illuminated hemisphere is. You have only an average
spherical temperature to go by with no handle on any
figures that comprise this supposed average.

Ramifications

Perhaps the first thing to point out about the geonalyic
justifiable rule of (T + 3) + 2 is that it is most amalble to a
sphere whose depth and conductivity may be regarded as 0. To



understand this in converse terms, take a round pebblenfoati
in outer space.

Exposed to 100 W/m?, the pebble’s outer surface will initially
transfer warmth to its interior. In other words, thélge will
take time to warm up. Once conductive transfer has gofa a
as it can go, there’'s no other means to store the beahe
surface temperature will climb to a maximum, averaging<172
on the hemisphere facing the radiance.

But what of the other hemisphere? If the pebble is small
enough, it's conceivable that nearly 100% of the pebble’s
acquired heat will migrate to the cold side, in whichechgth
sides of the pebble will be at 172K, an average temperature
19% higher than predicted for a sphere absorbing 25% of the
available radiance.

The larger the object, the less can conductivity trarsdat to

the cold side, but there’s still its stored heat to ©ams If the
sphere in question is a rotating planet and its soilsholtto

20K during the night, then the two sides will average (172 +
20) + 2, i.e., 96K. The planet will be "hotter" than potekd by
geometry but due to nothing more than a surface possessing
depth and not releasing its heat instantaneously.

Dividing a sphere’s radiant energy by four is thus
geometrically unjustified, a wild stab in the dark. Unlese
knows how much heat the sphere can transfer interaalty
retain during rotation, there is no legitimate wayttpudate its
average temperature.

A blackbody calculation is merely guesswork that amualct
physical body is under no obligation to obey, then. Qua
sphere, a body can reach a temperature of (T + 3)/Reallay

up to (T + T)/2, temperatures lower and higher than a
simplistic divide-by-four formula.



As a corollary, these facts also demonstrate thae'theno
such thing as "radiative equilibrium," i.e., no condhtget by a
vague calculation that forces a planet to adjust itpéeature.

It is believed, for instance, that the earth’s "trtexhperature

is 255K, which would correspond to an ideal (blackbody)
radiant emission of 240 W/m2. It is further believedt tha
emissionlessthan this must be compensated for by raising the
temperature until the emission equals 240 W/m2. Thus a
radiative bottleneck is presumed to compromise théh'sar
emission such that an extra 150 W/m? are required toZit
W/mz in total. By this logic, the surface unaccountaidgs to
288K, thus emitting 390 W/m? that get bottlenecked — but
since 240 W/m? ultimately emerge, the 240 criterion is
satisfied.

Yet nothing defines this criterion except a loosely fortada
temperature estimate that doesn't incorporate realitamxl
A rational estimate must begin by assuming half-lit hatf-
dark and proceed from there.

In short, a planet's true temperature can only be guessed at
within a range of mathematically tenable possibilitiesydmd
which actual empirical measurements are demanded.

Midpoint conclusions

It has been demonstrated that the widely-accepted divide-by-4
rule cannot reliably predict the actual temperature ¢omdi

on a globe due to the deviations inherent if"gdwer law,
which is also a@root law.

To explain further, 16 times more energy brings about a
doubling of temperature because temperature conforms to the
fourth root of the radiant energy. Thus,

1 unit of radiance =¥, i.e., one unit of temperature
2 units of radiance =V2, or 1.189207 units of temperature



4 units of radiance =V4, or 1.414214 units of temperature
8 units of radiance =¥8, or 1.681793 units of temperature
16 units of radiance =6, or 2 units of temperature

In detail, then, the divide-by-4 practice consists oftakenly
dividing a uniform disk temperature by the fourth root of 4.

Observe. A surface perpendicular to a radiant source of 1368
W/m? (the earth's solar constant) will reach a maximum
temperature of 394.11K, while a sphere under the same
conditions is believed to receive ¥4 the energy becatised
times greater surface area and therefore reach a tnger
maximum of 278.68K.

In mathematical terms this means,
394.11 + 4/4 = 278.68K

279K, then, is traditionally cited as the earth's higpessible
blackbody temperature.

(See “An Analysis and Procedure for Determining Space
Environmental  Sink  Temperatures  With  Selected
Computational Results” for further discussion.)
http://gltrs.grc.nasa.gov/reports/2001/TM-2001-210063. pdf

But a hemisphere absorbs %2 the radiance availablediska
because its surface area is merely 2 times greater. The
relationship between radiant energy and temperatureftiner
dictates that the hemisphere's average temperature is

394.11 = 42 = 331.41K


http://gltrs.grc.nasa.gov/reports/2001/TM-2001-210063.pdf

Given the other hemisphere absorbing zero, thus falhirgit
the total sphere's temperature will average 167.20K.

Although real objects can reach temperatures very consiste
with the Stefan-Boltzmann radiance vs. temperature dtaym
they take TIME to do so because their conductivity trassfer
heat internally. Until that heating process reaclagration, a
real object falls short of the predicted temperatureat'$ha
key detail which the abstract physics of radiative fuyagan’t
solve at a distance. You have to know the material's
conductive properties.

Absent such specific information, the temperature estirfoat

a planet can only proceed on blackbody assumptions.
Trimming the solar constant to average albedo, the asfgle
radiant energy on the planet's surface determines the
temperature, followed by an equal allotment of 3K for the
shadow side. The result will take a form like this:
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Here is a thermal profile of blackbody earth, fortamee. The
symbols denote dawn, noon, sunset, and midnight. With 1368
Watts per square meter on a spherical body that teflex
light, the peak temperature reaches 394K, and the lowest
temperature 3K (or ideally 0). A full dawn-to-dawn cycle
consisting of 360°, my spreadsheet reports the average



temperature within that span as 170.14K. Since the angle of
incidence is plotted only in 1° increments, the combined
temperatures can be considered an estimate, but it's th goo
agreement with the geometric formula that says theageer
temperature is 167.20K.

Evidentiary Support

To review what we've seen up to now, the traditional method
of dividing radiant energy by four to determine a planet’s
temperature neglects the fact that under real conditiba
light-receiving hemisphere will reach a temperature drgh
than predicted for the sphere as a whole and the dark
hemisphere’s temperature will fall dramatically lowenth
hemispheres together comprising an average that cannot be
reconciled with the standard calculation.

This cracks the very foundations of greenhouse heatingytheo
for the earth's "base" temperature is still a mattfefuzzy
conjecture, still an unknown quantity. A geometrically
justified rule for a sphere's average temperature is @/2,

A and B being two hemispheres considered separately.
Factoring in the object's heat transfer properties vathtion

rate can produce a more accurate estimate, of coursgX but
3)/2 is the most legitimate initial assumption, not akdi
derived temperature that's consistently 68% too high.

Adhering to this logic leads to a "bullet and plain" pamature
profile, the natural result of low to high temperatupesught
about by a varying daytime solar angle and flat-line thigle
temperatures. Conductive transfer and heat retention will
necessarily alter this profile, of course.



As supporting evidence for all of the above | offer our
Greenhouse Effect on the Moon paper, wherein the same kind
of thermal profile emerged, both theoreticallyd empirically.

NASA investigators followed the same procedure for
projecting a moon temperature. The divide-by-4 rule provides
nothing specific, only a non-specific average. So NASAluse
the radiance vs. temperature formula itself and,has/¢ done,
applied a sine or cosine rule to the angle of incidetdr so
radiation in order to project a range of expected serfac
temperatures at various times of the day and compare this
prediction toin situ measurements.

Their angle of incidence program gave them a profile that
came close to reality Even then, however, actual
measurements differed from the prediction. Why? Because
their program could not anticipate internal conductivadfer.
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Blue is the profile predicted by the radiative knownse Th
reason for nighttime temperatures not falling to 3K in this
particular case is the earth's radiance during itd Haon"
phases.



For my own spreadsheet calculations | plugged in a solar
constant of 1368 W/m?, an average absorption of 0.89 (1
minus albedo) and estimated that a "full earth" at niglev
provide a "floor" of 35K, all of which in combination gave me
this temperature profile based on angle of incidence for
sunlight.
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It closely mimics NASA's profile, although my predicteidh

is 382.79K whereas NASA's appears to be closer to 385K.
From these inputs, the spreadsheet's AVG function o8é0a
range returns 182.94K. This is in fair agreement with a paper
calculation of (321.89 + 35) + 2 = 178.45K
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NASA, however, assigns 274.5 for the moon, a temperature
96K higher! Indeed, simply divide radiance by four, correct
for albedo, and you'll hit something close to that figure t®. |
standard procedure.

As indicated above, conductive transfer during the warm-up
cycle will bring surface temperature to a value lowanth
predicted until the transfer is complete, just as therse
transfer of internal heat during the cool-down cycld taiing
surface temperature to a value higher than predictedituistil
complete. Referring to the NASA paper and the chart gbove



notice that this is exactly what happens. The surfacaire
slightly cooler because conductive transfer never quite
finishes. Some fraction of energy is still in the preoekbeing
tucked away when the bell rings and the sun passes its
maximum height in the sky.
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So too during the cool-down cycle: Surface temperature
plummets to around 100Kelvin but then tends to hover tlsere a
the now-steeper thermal gradient between surface gpith de
draws out the internally-stored heat. Even this meagver
completes itself, however, as internal heat i$isthe process

of donating to the surface when it's saved by the belltha
sun begins to rise again!

On my spreadsheet | duplicated the actual lunar pradila t
fair degree, as depicted in blue. The average function that
reported a theoretical temperature (red) as 183Kelvin reports
204K as the empirical temperature (blue), 70.5K less than
NASA's 274.5K figure.

Conclusions

Even with the addition of a "full earth,"” the moanai model of
radiative simplicity. If the standard method of estimz a
sphere's temperature has any validity, it would certaimbws

in this case. But it doesn't. Real temperatures on thar lun



surface deviate only 14% from those predicted by (T + 35) + 2
while diverging from the published value by 74%.
(http://nssdc.gsfc.nasa.gov/planetary/factsheet/moontiatt) h

Summary

Reduce radiance on a disk by four times and its temperature
will indeed fall to the level calculated for a sphdBat a disk's
temperature iuniform, which can never be the case on a
sphere that is half lit and half dark. A real sphersoimething
very different than a four times larger disk. This isesious

flaw in radiative physics as currently applied to plaretd it
brings about an inherent 68% error compared to a
geometrically justifiable rule of averaging sunlit and kdar
hemispheres as an initial guess.

It is alarming that the practice of using 25% irradiancsetoa
planet's temperature hasn't been noticed as a misté&ies.be
More alarming still is that this erroneous formula hasphed

into a "law" of radiative equilibrium, the notion bgithat if a
planet's temperature doesn't conform to a (flawed)lzdlon,
so-called greenhouse gases are able to raise the planet's
temperature until it does conform.

There is no physical reality behind a planetary blackbody
estimate, thus no necessity driving a planet to adjugt tUp

to the present, climatology appears to have trustedrg sif
unexamined fictions, blackbody calculations being forémos
among them. If climatology is to become a true s@etitese
fictions have to be discarded and replaced with at segard

for evidence.


http://nssdc.gsfc.nasa.gov/planetary/factsheet/moonfact.html

Rediscovering RW Wood

You might have seen this passage several times but never
noticed a telling detail before. It describes ProfedR0iV.
Wood'’s greenhouse experiment in his own words. [5]

To test the matter | constructed two enclosures of dead
black cardboard, one covered with a glass plate, the
other with a plate of rock-salt of equal thickness. The
bulb of a thermometer was inserted in each enclosure
and the whole packed in cotton, with the exception ®f th
transparent plates which were exposed. When exposed to
sunlight the temperature rose gradually to 65t
enclosure covered with the salt plate keeping a little
ahead of the otherowing to the fact that it transmitted
the longer waves from the Sun, which were stopped by
the glass. In order to eliminate this action the suhligh
was first passed through a glass plate.

There was now scarcely a difference of one degree
between the temperatures of the two enclosures. The
maximum temperature reached was about 55°C.

So observe what Wood observed: His completely transparen
salt enclosure reached a higher temperature than theedra
opaque glass enclosure. Yet the IR opacity of glass is
supposed toyield a higher interior temperature due to the
blockage of outgoing heat rays. No indeed, however. Only
after hobbling the salt pane with glass did the temperature of
the two enclosures agree.

The sun radiates a range of wavelengths, includingrier
infrared. But glass tends not to let infrared pass fréegtead,
glass absorbs and radiates it. Since the infraredpaagst
pane, the salt plate, lets more sunlight into his blen, the
interior gothotterthan the glass-covered box.



The point is that IR-absorbing gasesiuce the amount of
radiation we receive from the sun. More than thswéver,
Wood'’s experiment showed that trapping heated air was the
only factor involved - since ambsorption-free scenario
yielded the highest temperature. Yet the selective abgbypti

of glass became the very basis for the atmosplibeory,
which is demonstratecad nauseamin A Long List of
Misconceptiondelow.

Comparing apples to pears

The thermal behavior of a real body vs. a blackboady lxa
compared to a race between the Tortoise and the Hare.
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Constrained to emit 100% of the energy that impinges,an i
blackbody is unable to store any heat. As a resud,fitist
slanted ray of light at dawn will raise its temperature
immediately and predictably. The blackbody will thuscte#s
maximum temperature at solar noon, after which its
temperature will fall as fast as it rose. Exposed tdigia at
night, the blackbody will radiate no energy at all —eaming
that it's at absolute zero HALF of the time!



A real body is not as thermally receptive or responsive
however. It doesn’t heat up as fast precisely becdissbusy
storing heat, conducting it internally into itself ratbgan fully
radiating it. So it never gets as hot. But then it needs as
cold either. Reaching its highest temperature inafternoon,

it then begins to cool. And as it does so, the storetidedaw
now creeps toward the surfacéecause heat always flows
from warmer to cooler In effect, a real body is a thermal
battery - something that's especially handy in the dArk.
blackbody has no such attributes.

This is roughly how such a difference might play out, with
both bodies starting off at zero.

By the second dawn, the tortoise is ahead and itsageer
temperature —with a lower high but a higher low-- will
thereaftelkeepexceeding the nimble hare’s.

| should point out that a late-peaking phenomenon, reakof
the conductive storage of heat, is not just conjecturialsba
matter of empirical fact.



DIURNAL RADIANT TEMPERATURE CYCLES
FOR SELECTED SURFACE MATERIALS
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Indeed, this same phenomenon was also observed on our
barren, waterless moon after Apollo astronauts planted

temperature sensors on the surface. [6]

A crucial difference is that the moon endurdsa weeknight
rather than one of around 12 hours. So it does cool down

considerably.

But still not as much as a maximally radiating blackba¥yd
this gives it a higher than predicted average temperafiee.
blue zone depicts the moon's thermal handicap, theernés

advantage.
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Moral of the story: A blackbody equation cannot predicéal
body's temperature.

Yet the earth's "base" temperature, the central premise of
greenhouse theory, is calculated by a blackbody equation.

How does air get warm?

Deprived of a heated surface to make contact with,aitdc
only be heated by radiative transfer, which would be
unfortunate for gases that are transparent to radidtiothe

real world, however, the atmosphere is not deprived of a
heated surface to make contact with. Thus it gets heated
directly, not radiatively. Considering, then, that CQ2only

able to intercept about 8% of the earth’s heat raykenfirst
place, and is outnumbered 2600 to 1, it's obvious that the
majority gases excite trace gases far more than tiex otay
around.

Moreover, 100% of this heated atmosphere is radiating IR
toward the earth.

Question:



So why is it that only radiation from the trace gamponent
is held to be important?

Answer:

Because the founders of this theory misconstrued why glass
enclosures get warm inside.

Glass is opaque to thermal-IR and this was thought toee th

heating mechanism. Trapping outward radiation = raising the
interior temperature. Although this assumption was

subsequently proved wrong, the same mechanism was
assumed to heat the earth’s atmosphere.

By further misconstruing an infrared ABSORBER as an
infrared BARRIER, then, IR-responsive trace gases rbeca
the sole focus of atmospheric heating.

In short, climate science is presently mind-locked rdrared
absorption and is neglecting the flip-side of that coin.

Absorption and emission
Let's look at Kirchhoff's Laws.

Relative to the observer, an absorption spectrum sgnifiat

a cooler gas is in front of a warmer (therefore beghbody.
This very fact alone proves that the cooler gas iszetihg the
warmer body, i.e., the earth. | must say ‘relatiee the
observer,” of course, because from another angle of, \a®
observer will notice that the "missing” wavelengths
“absorbed” by this cooler gas are radiating from it, tongaan
EMISSION spectrum. In reality, no energy is trappedatit
being captured is simultaneously being released.



x i continuous spectrum

Oh, the light has
been trapped!

. absorption spectrum
hot source

No it hasn't.

:

A previously heated object will naturally cool down iftlef
alone, isolated from any heat source. One cooling nmesiina

is of course radiation. In that sense, then, "radiatooling" is

a legitimate concept, although it's a minor component
compared to conductive and convective cooling.

This is why a spacecratft has such a hard time dumpingpaite
heat to the surrounding vacuum of space [8]: radiativerapol

is a sluggish process. But a constantly illuminated lbdiis
radiating in response iot “cooling down.” A simple
thermometer will verify that. If this body is a bladdy, for
example, its molecules are vibrating in 100% correspondence
to the energy theyre absorbing, and this vibration is
CAUSING the electromagnetic energy they emit. Cutbifig
this outgoing energy, then, will not make theoming energy
vibrate those molecules vibrate any MORE. This is why the
suppression of "radiative cooling” does not raise a ody
temperature.

As | say, hot coffee in a thermos has a lot ofdasgo teach.



Summary

In 1938 a teleplay of HG Wells' novéhe War of the Worlds
was broadcast nationwide over the radio. According tosnew
stories at the time, it led to instances of hystenmny
Americans believing that a Martian invasion was actually
taking place.

What we have today in the global warming scare is alaimi
misapprehension. But with a difference. Here, in effect
hoaxers are warning that the alien onslaught is destroying
more of the planet every year, while skeptics are vemss
people that this takeover is not to be feared; repoxts haen
exaggeratedNone but a few, however, are pointing out the
simple fact that no Martians have landed at all.

The idea is that sun-heated ground and ocean emit infrared
radiation into the sky, radiation that’'s absorbedcestain IR-
sensitive gases (greenhouse gases) and emitted back to the
ground, thereby raising the surface temperature and its
consequent emission.

This bizarre mechanism is very clearly illustrated by the
United Nations' Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Gaan
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direct effect is the warming of the
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But there are actually other explanations of the greesd
effect. Another is that decreasing a body’s outgoingatamt
increases that body’'s temperature, much as if theatemn a
see-saw. This is skewed causality, however. Reducing a
body’s temperaturedecreases its outgoing radiation, yes. But
decrease its radiatigrer se i.e., block it, and it simplgtays

at that temperature, like coffee in a thermos.

Decreased outgoing radiation = increased temperasuyeti
another theorem of greenhouse physics that has no place
real physicsYou won't find a formula for it anywhere.

So there are at least two versions of the greenhowgedpe
effect: back-radiation vs reduced radiative coolingtheeiof
which has evidence to support it. Reflecting an emittexs
radiation back to it doesn't raise its temperatureead life,

only on paper. And, as nearly as empirical measurencamts
establish, the earth emits to space the same magnitude of
radiation as it receives from the sun. Since them@'sign that

any radiation is being blocked, then, the argument that th
earth is “cooling less” than it would otherwise disgslv

By the way, if the UN’'s depiction of a magical heat-
magnifying mechanism isn’'t enough to make you laugh, Dr
Michael Pidwirny, who runs PhysicalGeography.net [9],
brings it into closer focus.



Reflected

by Earth's

Surfaceto Some Longwave Some Longwave

Space is Lost to Space is Lost to Space

Solar Converted into Surface Gains More  Surface Gains More
Energ = Heat Causing the Heat and Longwave  Heat and Longwave
Absorbed Emission of Radiation is Emitted  Radiation is Emitted
at Surface Longwave Radiation  Again Again

As you see, with greenhouse physics anything goes. Once you
decide that thermal energy can be counted multiple tigtas
can get any temperature you want.

For more than a century now, the theory of an
atmospheric greenhouse effect gained ground only because
academic eggheads were losing contact with reality, having
never grasped basic physics.
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Learning by Candlelight
By Alan Siddons

To see a world in a grain of sand. William Blake

While enjoying a recent effect of Global Warming, a week-
long blackout brought on by a freak ice-storm which
devastated the central Massachusetts region, | hadeampl
opportunity to contemplate how a candle’s flame behaves.

It's often said that here on the earth’s surfaceg@nvection is

the ruling heat-loss mechanism. And how. We're like fish
living at the bottom of an ocean, yet are seldom awarew

our effort to generate heat is constantly thwarted byvery
medium we’re breathing. It's not that air is a good conductor
it's that once it does conduct it won't stand still. Dtee
gravity, heated air becomes lighter in weight and ri&seay,
while cooler air is displaced downward and steals mewd h
from the source. This process shapes a candle’s flame and
even influences its color.

Hold a candle at any angle and the flame always points
upward, away from the earth’s center. The flame resptmds



gravity. It would otherwise look like a ball, not a teanolr but

the currents it generates push colder air into it, tqusezing

it into something more cylindrical. This air infiltratdsetflame
itself, so, although currents keep bringing in fresh oxygen t
use, the cooling effect is profound. The net result is a eigor
flame that's too cool to burn efficiently. The black s@ot
candle emits is unburned carbon, a symptom of incomplete
combustion. Due to air convection, then, a candle dlam
never as hot as @ould be although it's brighter than vwould

be.

All because air moves so nimbly in a gravitational field.

The oddness of this being so
familiar to us, the appearance of a
candle in zero gravity is
somewhat startling.

The flame is spherical because no
convection occurs. Blue because
of complete combustion. Dimmer
because of a slower rate of
oxygen replenishment in static
air.

A candle flame in microgravity.

As | waited night after night for the electricity teturn,
candlelight kept teaching me about moving air's talent for
removing heat, hampering any effort to keep warmth "down
here" by constantly sending it up and away. Good thing for a
heat-containing roof, then; it lessens the harm coraudier
The earth itself lacks any such roof, however. And imagini
that certain radiation-absorbing gases provide one is only t
confuse radiation with convection.



A physical lid over a heat source decreases the zdne o
circulating air, thus reducing the cooling rate. But an open
"lid" of gas that's capable of absorbing radiant energy w
convect around like any other gas, stealing heat and doing
nothing else except radiating the very energy it hasvetdy
radiation, having zero power to confine it.

Rather than limiting the area in which heat-loss ocdtien, a
radiant absorber constitutes no barrier to radiattoalla it's
merely a second radiator that relays heat away. Arsl, gs
there’s no such thing as "back-convection" - where a flame
makes itself hotter by the air currents it creates “back-
conduction" - where a colder object raises the temperature
what it's in contact with - there’s no such thing ascka
radiation."

Redirecting radiant energy back to the source cannot
increase its temperature.

In all its forms, heat spontaneously mo¥sn a more intense
zone to a lesser. What makes convection particulariaisyc
and meddlesome is that a cool mass also keeps mtw/the
heat source - a double whammy.

A lot can still be learned by candlelight.



What is an Average Temperature?
By Alan Siddons

Introduction: The two floors problem

Say your house has two floors. Downstairs the temjeras

at 72°, upstairs at 76°. You might conclude, then, that the
house’s average interior temperature is 74. But wait. Mowv
recall that the upstairs is 15% smaller. So shouldatiezage
temperature be estimated thus?

Whole house = 100%

Downstairs = X

Upstairs = X x 0.85

Therefore X + 0.85 X = 100, meaning that

1.85 X =100
So X =54.054
Thus

Downstairs = 54.054% of the house
Upstairs = 45.946% of the house
"Weighting" the two temperatures, then...
Downstairs = 72 x 0.54054 = 38.91888
Upstairs = 76 x 0.45946 = 34.91896

Adding these two numbers, the house’s actual average is
therefore closer to 73.84°. Volume or area must alwae/s
factored in.

See how complicated an "average temperature" can be? And
you haven’t even counted the crawl space in the attic! kgndi

an average temperature is more difficult with the $tefa
Boltzmann equation [1], however, because there’s a 4th root
involved.



Complication #1: The 4th root problem

Say that two spots on your blackbody sphere are being
exposed to 50 and 100 watts per square meter. (Due to
curvature, remember, a single light source gets spreaanaut
becomes weaker.) Using the Stefan-Boltzmann equation, the
two temperatures will be about 172 and 205 Kelvin
respectively, i.e., an average of 188.5K. But the average
irradiance is 75 W/m?, which corresponds to 191K. That's 2.5
degrees off the mark. In other words, average temperature
does not agree with average irradiance, and vice versa.

Takethree spots at 100, 200, and 300 W/m?2. The average of
course is 200 W/m2. The temperatures are 205, 244, and 270
respectively, averaging about 240K. But 200 W/m?, the
average, equals 244K. Now you're 4 degrees off the mark.
And so on, as you proceed to compare irradiance with
temperature on each and every angle of a half-lit gplies a

huge problem to tackle. Throw in rotation (i.e., thadiance

is constantly changing) and the heat-retention of vatioee-
dimensional substances, and the problem runs outntfodo

Complication #2: The minus 18 problem

As for the famous minus 18° C surface temperatureetudh

is supposed to have without the greenhouse effect, thae figur
assumes a blackbody surface absorbing about 239 W/mz2 "on
average." But check the Kiehl-Trenberth chart [2]. Due to
clouds and other obscuring factors, the actual surfacageer

is given as only 168 W/m2. That figure correspondmious
40°Con the surface, meaning that it has to ris&bhylegrees

not 33, in order to reach the accepted average of plus 15.
Anyone who tells you, then, that the ‘greenhouse effect’



makes the earth’'s surface 33 degrees warmer is merely
confessing his (or her) own ignorance.

Conclusion:  The average temperature  without
temperatures problem

Ask yourself what kind of "average temperature” consi$ts

no highs and lows and in-betweens? The earth’s purported
average temperature from Stefan-Boltzmann lacks any
specifics, no information about average polar vs. equatorial
differences — no information even about averagy and
night differences. What sort of average is that? This is why
NASA engineers couldn't find any use for it [3]. And a&ay,

it's because it really isn't an average temperaturdenfirst
place, it's merely the result of dividing irradianicg 4 and
thoughtlessly parroting what an equation says.

References:

[1] http://hyperphysics.phy-
astr.gsu.edu/hbase/thermo/stefan.html

[2]

http://www.cgd.ucar.edu/cas/abstracts/files/kevin1997 1.html

[3] http://www.tech-
know.eu/uploads/Greenhouse_Effect_on_the Moon.pdf
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A Long List of Misconceptions
By Alan Siddons

What animates global warming concerns more than anyiing
the imaginary greenhouse effect and an equally imaginary la
of physics called "radiative equilibrium”. Energy out mus
equal energy in, this “law” says. This does sound plausible
the face of it. In this view, if the light emitted by aated
object is suppressed in some way, its radiant energly wil
increase past the level of radiant input until it brethkeugh
the barrier... in obedience to this “law”.

This notion originates from a long-ago misconception aibou
how glass greenhouses work, thus the family name this
"effect” goes by. It was believed that glass blockedpifissage

of "dark radiation" (infrared) and kept storing energetic
photons inside it. Once those photons had accumulatejleno
power to overcome the glass barrier, radiative equihlb was
achieved. So this is the scenario: sunlight enterst Isea
generated and dark light is emitted. This dark light is @il
because of the blockage and finally exits at the same
magnitude as the entering sunlight. But only after tobt |
"trapped" inside has raised the greenhouse's temperature. Since
the barrier will keep raising the temperature until theiibais
broken, increasing the barrier's strength will get yamy
amount of internal heat you wanif. ¢nly that were true...)

It is 19th century poppycock. And here’s a telltale sifnt:o
Why do you always see a "layer of greenhouse gases" d&picte
overheadin illustrations about the “greenhouse effect”, when
in fact these molecules are at their densest contientraght

at your feet?



Because what these illustrations are showing you is the
theory's genetic lineage. That "layer of greenhouse gases
merely a pane of greenhouse glass in another gdisere is

no such “layer”.
Global Warming and Climate Change:
Background Information for Brazil's Climate Ambassadors

The ground's infrared

it Harenergy goes thermal energy is partiaily
glass and Wents T raflEctad by the 'glass and

ound part of it remains within the
greenhouse
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It started from a misconception about glass nearly 200
years ago and it has stayed that way.

In reality, greenhouses merely suppress convective h&est-lo
preventing the heated air from dissipating. It is laat's
trapped, not radiation; glass's response to infrared (IR) has



nothing to do with it. Clear plastic bags will do justveell or
even panes of polished salt crystals, which don't absos |
all. This is why salt crystals are used as windows iarktory
IR spectroscopy. Also, any infrared radiation absorbetthéy
glass is immediately re-radiated (scattered iniadiations) by
that glass — it does not constitute a radiative barrier.

Thermal IR image of a house, showing IR radiation ipgss
through the glass windows.

This misconception is most famously known as tkettfed
science. Although nothing is further from the truth, take a
look at what the messengers say.

PLEASE NOTE:
None of what is described below actually occurs in reality.

The Greenhouse Effect arises because certain gasesofthe
called greenhouse gases) in the atmosphere absorb the lon
wavelength infrared radiation emitted by the Earth's serfa
and re-radiate it, so warming the atmosphere. This natural
effect keeps our atmosphere some 30°C warmer than it would



be without those gases. Increasing the concentraticuaf
gases will increase the effect (i.e. warm the atmexsgpmore).
http://www.geolsoc.org.uk/webdav/site/GSL/groups/ourviews
edit/public/Climate%20change%20-
%20evidence%20from%20the%20geological%20record. pdf

Bigelow Laboratory for Ocean Sciences

In a greenhouse, visible light (e.g., from the Sun) wasil
penetrates glass or plastic walls, but heat (in then fof
infrared radiation) does not. The greenhouse effeetrgeb

the physical process by which atmospheric gases allow
sunlight to pass through but absorb infrared radiation thus
acting like a blanket trapping heat.
http://www.bigelow.org/virtual/handson/greenhouse_make.ht
ml

The U.S. government's Environmental Protection Agency

The energy that is absorbed is converted in part tbdreagy
that is re-radiated back into the atmosphere. Heatggn
waves are not visible, and are generally in the infr@icet-
wavelength) portion of the spectrum compared to visiblg.lig
Physical laws show that atmospheric constituents — notably
water vapor and carbon dioxide gas — that are transparent t
visible light are not transparent to heat waves. Henee
radiated energy in the infrared portion of the spectrum is
trapped within the atmosphere, keeping the surface
temperature warm. This phenomenon is called the "greenhouse
effect” because it is exactly the same principle tredts a
greenhousehttp://www.epa.gov/ne/students/pdfs/activli3.pdf

Fort Lewis College, Colorado

This partial trapping of solar radiation is known a® th
greenhouse effect. The name comes from the fact thatya
similar process operates in a greenhouse. Sunlight passes


http://www.geolsoc.org.uk/webdav/site/GSL/groups/ourviews_edit/public/Climate change - evidence from the geological record.pdf
http://www.bigelow.org/virtual/handson/greenhouse_make.html
http://www.epa.gov/ne/students/pdfs/activ13.pdf

relatively unhindered through glass panes, but much of the
infrared radiation reemitted by the plants is blocked Hey t
glass and cannot get out. Consequently, the interiathef
greenhouse heats up, and flowers, fruits, and vegetables can
grow even on cold wintry days.
http://physics.fortlewis.edu/Astronomy/astronomy%20today/C
HAISSON/AT307/HTML/AT30702.HTM

Planet Connecticut.org

Glass is transparent to sunlight, but is effectivelycogato
infrared radiation. Therefore, the glass warms up wien
absorbs some of the infrared radiation that is radibtethe
ground, water, and biomass. The glass will then re-tethas
heat as infrared radiation, some to the outside and bawie

into the greenhouse. The energy radiated back into the
greenhouse causes the inside of the greenhouse to heat up.
http://www.planetconnecticut.org/teachersadministratorsipdfs

essonl.pdf

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change

Greenhouse gases make up only about 1 per cent of the
atmosphere, but they act like a blanket around the earlike

the glass roof of a greenhouse -- they trap heat andtkeep
planet some 30 degrees C warmer than it would be otherwise
http://unfccc.int/essential _background/feeling_the _heat/items/

2903.php

NASA

The "greenhouse effect” is the warming of climate thatilts
when the atmosphere traps heat radiating from Eartlrtbw
space. Certain gases in the atmosphere resemble iglass
greenhouse, allowing sunlight to pass into the "greenHouse,
but blocking Earth's heat from escaping into space.


http://physics.fortlewis.edu/Astronomy/astronomy today/CHAISSON/AT307/HTML/AT30702.HTM
http://www.planetconnecticut.org/teachersadministrators/pdfs/lesson1.pdf
http://unfccc.int/essential_background/feeling_the_heat/items/2903.php

http://www.gsfc.nasa.gov/gsfc/service/gallery/fact shemtis/e
hsci/green.htm

NASA

Why is this process called "The Greenhouse Effect?"

Because the same process keeps glass-covered greenhouse
warm. The Sun heats the ground and greenery inside the
greenhouse, but the glass absorbs the re-radiated idfience
returns some of it to the inside.
http://www-istp.gsfc.nasa.gov/stargaze/Lsunllit.htm

NASA

A real greenhouse is made of glass, which lets visindight
through from the outside. This light gets absorbed byhall t
materials inside, and the warmed surfaces radiate infrared
light, sometimes called "heat rays”, back. But thesgla
although transparent to visible light, acts as a pdraalier to
the infrared light. So some of this infrared radiation,heat,
gets trapped inside.

http://www-
airs.jpl.nasa.gov/News/Features/FeaturesClimateCharege/G
nhouseEffect/

Dept of Atmospheric and Oceanic Science at the University

of Maryland

A real greenhouse is enclosed by glass walls and ceilings.
Glass is highly transparent in the visible wavelengthshef
sun, so sunlight freely passes into the greenhouse. Howeve
glass is highly absorbing in the Iinfrared wavelengths
characteristic of emission by earth's surface. Thesefthe
infrared radiation emitted by the surface is efficieathsorbed

by the glass walls and ceiling, and these surfaces, in turn
radiate energy back into the interior of the greenhcaseavell

as outward to the environment. But clearly, a large poio


http://www.gsfc.nasa.gov/gsfc/service/gallery/fact_sheets/earthsci/green.htm
http://www-istp.gsfc.nasa.gov/stargaze/Lsun1lit.htm
http://www-airs.jpl.nasa.gov/News/Features/FeaturesClimateChange/GreenhouseEffect/

the infrared radiation from the surface does not passard
from the greenhouse, and the equivalent energy is cedtain
within the greenhouse environment.
http://www.atmos.umd.edu/~owen/CHPI/IMAGES/grnhs1.ht
ml

How Stuff Works

Light passes through the glass into the greenhouse atsl he
things up inside the greenhouse. The glass is then opaque to
the infrared energy these heated things are emittingheso
heat is trapped inside the greenhouse.
http://home.howstuffworks.com/question238.htm

Enviropedia.org.uk

Greenhouse gases like water vapour, carbon dioxide, methane
and nitrous oxide trap the infrared radiation released by the
Earth's surface. The atmosphere acts like the glass in a
greenhouse, allowing much of the shortwave solar radisdion
travel through unimpeded, but trapping a lot of the longwave
heat energy trying to escape back to space. This proc&ss ma
the temperature rise in the atmosphere just as it dodsin
greenhouse. This is the Earth's natural greenhouse efféct an
keeps the Earth 33°C warmer than it would be without an
atmosphere, at an average 15°C. In contrast, the mdoch w
has no atmosphere, has an average surface temperature of
18°C.
http://www.enviropedia.org.uk/Climate_Change/Greenhouse _
Effect.php

University of Alaska-Fairbanks, Physics Department
Greenhouse gases act as a blankekome of you may
wonder how a green house takes solar energy and tums it
thermal energy. A good example of this is something you ¢
observe every day in the summer in you own car. It happens


http://www.atmos.umd.edu/~owen/CHPI/IMAGES/grnhs1.html
http://home.howstuffworks.com/question238.htm
http://www.enviropedia.org.uk/Climate_Change/Greenhouse_Effect.php

when you leave you car in a sunny parking lot with the
windows up. The solar energy is passing through the ghaks a
is heating the cars interior. What's really happeninghis
short wave infrared waves are going in and are turning into
long wave infrared waves, which cannot escape.

http://ffden-
2.phys.uaf.edu/102spring2002 Web projects/C.Levit/web%20

page.html

Climate.org

Fortunately, much of this infrared radiation is absorlmethe
atmosphere by the so-called greenhouse gases, making the
world much warmer than it would be without them. These
gases act rather like the glass in a greenhouse, whansall
sunlight to enter, provides shelter from the wind and prevent
most of the infrared energy from escaping, keeping the
temperature warm.

http://www.climate.org.ua/ghg/ghgeffect.html

State of Utah Office of Education

On a global scale, carbon dioxide, water vapor, and other
gases present in the atmosphere are similar to tlss glaa
greenhouse. Ultraviolet radiation from the sun (havingaatsh
wavelength) can pass through the glass. Once inside the
greenhouse, the ultraviolet radiation is absorbed by, soils
plants, and other objects. Upon absorption, it beconfiesed
radiation or heat energy having a shorter wavelengttalze

of this, infrared radiation cannot escape through the wisdow
The windows act like a large blanketin which they reradiate
the infrared energy back into the greenhouse. This
phenomenon naturally causes the overall temperatutenwit
the greenhouse to increase.
http://www.usoe.k12.ut.us/curr/science/core/earth/scibead/St
d_6/html/1e.htm



http://ffden-2.phys.uaf.edu/102spring2002_Web_projects/C.Levit/web page.html
http://www.climate.org.ua/ghg/ghgeffect.html
http://www.usoe.k12.ut.us/curr/science/core/earth/sciber9/Stand_6/html/1e.htm

G.H.P. Dharmaratna, Director General Department of
Meteorology

In order to understand the greenhouse effect on earthdh goo
place to start is in a greenhouse. A greenhouse is kept warm
because energy coming in from the sun (in the form oblesi
sunlight) is able to pass easily through the glass of the
greenhouse and heat the soil and plants inside. But energy
which is emitted from the soil and plants is in thenfoof
invisible infrared radiation; this is not able to passeasily
through the glass of the greenhouse. Some of the infrexad
energy is trapped inside; this is the main reason why a
greenhouse is warmer than outside.
http://www.lankajalani.org/Publications/Paper%20-
%20Impacts%200f%20Climate%20Change.doc

Weather-Climate.org

This warming effect is called the "greenhouse effect” losea
it is the same process as that which occurs in a greenloous
a sunny day. The glass is transparent to short-waliati@n
but absorbs the outgoing long-wave radiation, causiigean
temperature inside the greenhouse.
http://www.weather-climate.org.uk/04.php

Eduhistory.com

The glass used for a greenhouse acts as a selective
transmission medium for different spectral frequenaesl its
effect is to trap energy within the greenhouse, which heats
both the plants and the ground inside it. This warms ithe a
near the ground, and this air is prevented from rising and
flowing away. This can be demonstrated by opening a small
window near the roof of a greenhouse: the temperature drops
considerably. Greenhouses thus work by trapping
electromagnetic radiation and preventing convection.


http://www.lankajalani.org/Publications/Paper - Impacts of Climate Change.doc
http://www.weather-climate.org.uk/04.php

http://www.eduhistory.com/greenhouse.htm

Northwestern University, Evanston, lllinois

Overview: Carbon Dioxide is identified as “greenhouse gas”
because of its ability to trap heat within earth’s envirentn
Explain that the greenhouse effect works in a somewhat
similar - but not entirely the same - way (see teanbées and
background supplement sheet for more information). The
sun’s rays pass through the atmosphere and warm theesurfa
The earth emits some of this energy back into spaae l{eat
from a campfire). But gases such as carbon dioxide atel wa
vapor (in clouds) absorb much of this energy and selpack

to earth. People have come to call this process theripoaise
effect” because it reminds them of how actual greenhpuses
which are made out of glass and grow plants, let the sayss

in while trapping much of the radiation that would otheewi
escape.
http://www.letus.northwestern.edu/projects/gw/pdf/C09.pdf

Remember: None of the above actually occurs. Yet
authorities attest to it ...


http://www.eduhistory.com/greenhouse.htm
http://www.letus.northwestern.edu/projects/gw/pdf/C09.pdf

Examining Greenhouse Theory
By Alan Siddons

Here's a chart that attempts to explain how radidbveing
works.

An ldealized Earth + atmosphere
102.6 W m?

. 2
342 Wm™ Outgoing terrestrial radiation

Atmosphere  Earth surface

] e Tr

Atmospheric layer [ T absorbed
I foT,* =fo T,
|
1 4 = spheri
510 / _: cT f=atmospheric
2394 Wm \ A ° absorption
Surface . To efficiency

* Solar radiation at surface = 70% of 342 W m? = 239.4 W m™?

« Infrared flux from surface = o T

* Absorption of infrared flux by atmosphere = f o T ?

» Kirchhoff's law: efficiency of absorption = efficiency of emission
+ IR flux from atmospheric layer = f & T,* (up and down)

(http://courses.washington.edu/pcc588/lectures _2008/588 lect
010708.pdh

This comes from a university course but it is not uniqueirGa
Schmidt of NASA uses the same example to explain the
greenhouse effect to his readers.

To the left of the dotted line is incoming solar radiati®f an
initial 342 watts per square meter beamed at the eartt§ 102.
are rejected and sent back to space, resulting in the eart
absorbing 239.4 watts per square meter. To the right is
outgoing - er, and also incoming - terrestrial radratidis
understood that outgoing terrestrial energy must equal
incoming.


http://courses.washington.edu/pcc588/lectures_2008/588_lect_010708.pdf

The atmospheric function f plays a key role hereepresents
the atmosphere’s efficiency at intercepting terigsgémission.

As f rises, direct terrestrial emission to spaceessarily
declines. But, since atmospheric absorption increasdsexsd
surface emission decreases, it performs the job @itiagl the
difference. This ensures that energy out equals energynn.
the other hand, what the atmosphere has absorbed feom th
surface also gets emitted back to the surface.

For instance, call terrestrial emission 240 instead of 2384
picture a 50/50 scenario.

The surface will emit only 120 W/m? to space because balf i
caught by the atmosphere. The atmosphere emits the 129 it
absorbed, bringing the earth to "radiative equilibriufut

that 120 is also radiated down to the surface, raisin@irf
energy to 240 plus 120, i.e., 360 watts per square meter, quite
a bit warmer now. A little more tweaking and you cantget
surface to the requisite 390 W/m2, enough to bring the earth's
average temperature to 15° Celsius.

If people are gullible enough to believe such a scenand,
apparently millions do, they deserve what’s coming dawen t
road at them. Yet this is what even many climate skepad
"the basic science."

Substitute an infrared filter for that layer of "greenl®us
gases." Like them, the filter is also transparent sibia light

but largely opaque to infrared. Direct a radiant heateanat
infrared filter, then. According to greenhouse physias, y
now have the equivalent of two radiant heaters becthese
infrared filter will absorb, say, 500 W/m? from the headad
emit that to the surroundings but also radiate 500 W/nt3an t
other direction, back to the heater. You get 1000 watts per
square meter in all. Two heaters for the price of one.



But no, that's not all. Remember that the radianteneitl be
heated by its own re-directed energy and thereby et ev
more energy — which the glass will absorb and double, lwhic
will heat the heater more...

It's not only a perpetual motion machine — it accelerabes
boot!

That such a childish fantasy threatens to destroy enest
civilization is incredible, but that's exactly thesea

More discussion:

By Heinz Thieme

The relationship between so-called greenhouse gases and
atmospheric temperature is not yet well understood. So
far, climatologists have hardly participated in serious
scientific discussion of the basic energetic mechasnism
of the atmosphere. Some of them, however, appea to b
starting to realise that their greenhouse paradigm is
fundamentally flawed, and already preparing to
withdraw their theories about the climatic effect<@2

and other trace gases. [...] This is no surprise, bedause
fact there is no such thing as the greenhouse effest: it i
an impossibility.

http://realplanet.eu/error.htm

By Tom Kondis

To support their argument, advocates of man-made
global warming have intermingled elements of

greenhouse activity and infrared absorption to promote
the image that carbon dioxide traps heat near earth's
surface like molecular greenhouses insulating our
atmosphere. Their imagery, however, is seriously
flawed.



A greenhouse is simply a physical structure that traps
heated air. Solar radiation initiates the heating secpie
inside a greenhouse when photons in the visible region
of the electromagnetic spectrum, entering through glass
or transparent plastic panels, are absorbed by surfaces o
opaque objects. Reflected photons exit freely; neither
they, nor their "heat," are trapped inside. Drivers who
regularly park their mobile greenhouses in sunny
locations exploit this principle by placing reflective
white cardboard behind their windshields to expel some
before they're absorbed.

The second law of thermodynamics prohibits carbon
dioxide from arresting or reversing the spontaneous
downhill flow of energy, putting advocates in the
awkward position of insisting that a trace atmospheric
component's innocent participation in a natural heat
dissipation process is responsible for warming a planet.
The fictitious "trapped heat" property, which they
aggressively promote with a dishonest "greenhouse gas"
metaphor, is based on their misrepresentation of atura
absorption and emission energy transfer processes and
disregard of two fundamental laws of physics. Their
promotional embellishments have also corrupted the
meaning of "greenhouse effect,” a term originally
relating the loose confinement of warm nighttime air
near ground level by cloud cover, to hot air trapped
inside a greenhouse.
http://junkscience.com/Greenhouse/Kondis-
Greenhouse.html



http://junkscience.com/Greenhouse/Kondis-Greenhouse.html

Further greenhouse comments

One thing that passes unnoticed by many greenhouse
advocates is that water vapor plays quite a role ipikgethe
planetcool by absorbing incoming radiant energy. The blue
line below is what we’d get without an atmosphere, glow

line what we get with it. Sunlit temperatures on the hesrt
surface are appreciably less than those on our neighbor t
moon because our atmosphere intercepts incoming radiatio
Given the conservation of energy law, "greenhouse gases"
cannot add heat to the earth’s surface, but they caairdgr
reduce it.
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So too, consider this aspect of radiant-interception.

The stratospherg the layer of atmosphere just above
the one in which we live, contains a thin layer of ozone
(O3). This layer wouldn't exist without the sun. Ozone
is made of three atoms of oxygen. It's not a very stabl
molecule, but it takes a lot of power to create it.eWwh
UV light hits a molecule of oxygen (02), it splitsnto



two atoms of oxygen (O). When one of these atoms
comes into contact with a molecule of oxygen, they
combine to make ozone.

The process also works in reverse - when UV light hits
ozone, it splits it into a molecule of oxygen and an
atom of oxygen.

Oxygen molecule + light = two atoms of oxygen.
Oxygen atom + oxygen molecule = ozone molecule.

This process is called thezone-oxygen cycleand it
converts UV light into heat, preventing it from
reaching the surface of the Earth.

Without the sun, the earth wouldn't have an ozone
layer - but without the sun, the earth also wouldn'tinee
it. http://science.howstuffworks.com/earth5.htm

The premise of greenhouse theory is that "greenhouse gases"
absorb and radiate infrared energy while regular air doés

This radiation is believed to provide a second source aif he
for the earth, thus raising its temperature.

If, however, the earth is heated by the sun and laysthe
radiant transfer performed by trace gases, then itacrf
temperature must necessarily be higher than what stickgh
induce, due to the extra radiant energy impinging oh ang
time of the day. Yet the simple fact is that thetl@arsunlit
surface temperature is entirely consistent with sotadiance
alone — which likewise means that greenhouse theory is


http://science.howstuffworks.com/earth5.htm

demonstrably false on that point alone. The infrared tedlia
by trace gases cannot heat other air molecules, fgrdihenot
respond to infrared, nor is there any evidence of a “skcon
source” heating the earth.



WHY?
By Alan Siddons

The 19th century saw the first clear articulation afiative
forcing theory.

“The radiation of the sun in which the planet is ssantly
plunged, penetrates the air, the earth, and the waters;
elements are divided, change direction in every way, and,
penetrating the mass of the globe, would raise its
temperature more and more, if the heat acquired were not
exactly balanced by that which escapes in rays from all
points of the surface and expands through the sky.” --
Joseph Fourier (1768-1830)

The direct corollary of Fourier's conjecture is thassle
outgoing radiation will keep driving the temperature upateh

the essence of his theory, which has survived up to thentur
day. Indeed, Fourier regarded a glass enclosure as afeeal-|
forcing model. Since glass is shortwave-transparent and
infrared-opaque, he concluded that a garden greenhouse lets in
visible light but prevents the "dark rays" of infrare@nr
escaping. Thus, he believed, the sun-induced heat inside a
glass box was unable to escape, an imbalance whicldftree
temperature to rise. Not so, it turns out, but Fouridréeory
persisted even after this practical example was showbreto
wrong.

The idea of trapping light was intriguing, however, and &ust

Kirchhoff (1824-1887) conceived a solution: A hole in a cave.
A beam of light could enter this hole but the walls inside
would absorb any reflections and prevent the light from
escaping. Thus, by confining incoming radiation, the thermal
energy which light confers could be shown to its maxmu

advantage. Kirchhoff's scheme was superior to selectively



transmitting glass because a cave absorbs and athps
wavelengths of light, thus creating @omplete radiative
imbalance. At least theoretically.

Well, so what was found by cavity experiments? That a
perfectly absorptive ("black"™) body rises to a temperat bit
higher than an actual black body that's open to conxetikat
loss from its surroundings. A theoretical blackbody thereby
defines the upper limit of temperature vs radiant absarptio

Try to grasp the implication, then. A blackbody cavitymes

the radiative restriction that ‘greenhouse gases’ ai¢ ®©
induce. Indeed, virtually none of the thermal radiation
generated inside this cavity is allowed to escape. It "re-
circulates" instead, and is sampled through a tiny hotesD
this confinement lead to a runaway greenhouse effect, though?
No, it only sets an upper temperature limit - the SAM#it|
that's applied to the earth the first place for its estimated
temperature is based on a blackbody equation!

Now, it is very likely that applying a cavity-based foranub

the temperature of a rotating half-lit sphere is inheyentl
mistaken. But if not, then 279 Kelvin constitutes the upper
limit for the earth because such an estinegsumesa body
that is perfectly absorptive, meaning that it can’'t pugsi
absorb more light than the light it's exposed to. Doing
everything a "greenhouse effect" is alleged to do, contirtipous
re-radiating infrared energy inside itself, a light-tragpin
blackbody demonstrates that radiative forcing is &ofic For

its temperature hits a ceiling not much higher than wbat y
see in real life. Yet greenhouse theory claims thaiatiad
restriction generates temperatures HIGHER THAN a
blackbody’s. And considerably higher at that. Such antlai
overtly contradicts experimental evidence, then. It dbes
have an empirical leg to stand on.



First seized upon as the answer and later dismisse@sa gl
enclosure proved that infrared opacity had nothing to do with
generating extra heat inside. Then came the radiatively
restricted blackbody, which nailed the forcing concept.shut
Yet against all evidence climatologists still push tadiative
forcing theory. Why?

"Really new trails are rarely blazed in the great acaem

The confining walls of conformist dogma are too dominating.
To think originally, you must go forth into the wilderness."

S. Warren Carey



Analysis of climate alarmism, Part I
By Tim Ball

Philosophical context

Most people have no idea how their view of the world is
unique to their culture and determined by values prevailing in
society. It is inculcated through their upbringing including
parental influence, religion and education. Like all
philosophies that come to dominate society, climate hgste
part of an evolution of ideas and needs an historicakgan

Nowadays everything is about change as if it is something
new. Western science and therefore basic education is
developed from societies prevailing philosophy. Currently this
assumes change is gradual over very long periods of time.
Actually, rapid and significant change is the norm. Thas
allowed natural change and their rate to be identified as
unnatural. Of course, there are always natural eveniisese

are endless daily series of examples.

In Darwin’s time the English church accepted Bishop Usshe
biblically based calculation that the world was formed
October 23, 4004 BC. But Darwin needed a much older world
to allow the sort of evolution he envisioned as drivingurait
change. Simplistically, religion said God created wweld in

7 days; Darwin needed millions. Sir Charles Lyell provided
the answer in a book titled?rinciples of Geology which
Darwin took on his famous voyage to the Galapagos Island
The combination of long time frames and slow development
resulted in a philosophical view known@sformitarianism



If such a term sounds more appropriate to religion than
science, that is because it is, in essence, anfairarof belief
system. Uniformitarianism is the idea now underpinning
western society’s view of the World. A basic tenesuases
change is gradual over long periods of time and any sudden or
dramatic change is not natural. Employing a version of
uniformitarianism adapted to their needs, environmental
extremists can point to practically any change and say it
unnatural, which implies it is man-made. But we know from
modern science that natural changes can indeed be quite
sudden and extreme - Professor Tim Patterson of Carleto
University, in Ottawa pointed out th&dTen thousand years
ago, while the world was coming out of the thousand-year-
long “Younger Dryas” cold episode, temperatures rose as
much as 6 degrees C in a decade—100 times faster than the
past century’s 0.6 degrees C warming that has so upset
environmentalists.” Happening as it did before the dawn of
civilization, it was, of course, entirely natural.

Loss of credibility of science is serious at any tinfey
especially now when a major shift in philosophy is happening
- what academics call a paradigm shift. We are moving fro
the end of the Scientific and Technological Revolutionat
new order, or view of people and the planet.

The Scientific Revolution began in 1543 with a reluctant
revolutionary Nicolas Copernicus, presenting a theoryutbo
the solar system. He replaced the earth (geocerdtidhe
center with the sun (heliocentric). This began a logess of
undermining the Catholic belief in the structure of th&arso
system outlined 2000 years earlier by Aristotle.

! http://www.financialpost.com/story. html?id=597d0677-
2a05-47b4-b34f-b84068db11f4&k=29751
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Copernicus triggered renewed research in astronomy and
mathematics that is still going on today with the wark
Stephen Hawking and others. They are linked through the
centuries by famous men of science including, Johannes
Kepler, Galileo Galilei, Isaac Newton, and Alberingein.
Their ideas profoundly changed the scientific view od th
universe and our solar system, but for most people they we
of little consequence. A late 1990s survey in Europe found
17% of the population still believes the sun orbits thghe

not as Copernicus had it. As long as the sun rises asd se
everyday it doesn't matter what science believes. @ gs

true of Newton's findings about gravity. As long as a perso
doesn't fly off into space, it's of little daily or ewveearly
consequence, but it is of consequence in a longer and large
context.

Charles Darwin was also a reluctant revolutionary but he
found, like Copernicus, that once the cork was out@bibttle

it couldn't be replaced. The church was upset in both ,cases
realizing like all dominant authorities how ideas were th
ultimate danger. But Darwin's ideas had much wider and more
profound consequences because they spoke directly to all
people. Copernican ideas were too vast for medieval asti mo
modern minds to grasp and therefore were less threafEmed.
church tried to bring their concerns to earth by arguiat his
statement about an infinite universe left no space davén.

It's difficult for us to grasp how important this was for
medieval people. The threat of excommunication, dexfiall
church rites including access to heaven, makes littleesens
otherwise. But very few people knew about Copernicus@r t
church's concerns.

Effective, but a rarely used argument these daysdisctio ad
absurdum or reducing to the absurd. The church said Darwin's



view proposed humans were descended from apes - virtually,
your grandparents were gorillas. Unlike all previous scientif
theories, they realized Darwin's theory spoke directigd a
personally to everyone. Previously, science was remote f
most people's lives, mysterious, obscure, of little cqusece,
now it was in every home, every church, and everydcho

The scientific debate shifted away from, amoral, orsl,
logical to became variously religious, moral, philosocphor
some combination, but always emotional.

Darwin's theory spawned a whole new school of study
generally called the social sciences. Many believe ithiat

best a contradictory term, at worst an oxymoron. Téwral
theme of all the academic areas of sociology, palitscience,
economics, psychology, anthropology, and human geography
is the human animal. A specific segment included Social
Darwinism, in which his scientific ideas of evolutiamture,

and animals were applied to humans and human behavior. In
many ways these disciplines are contradictions bectngse

try to show how humans are no different than thkeot
animals, yet very different. The scientific view etigely
rejected God as the reason for human existence on Nanih.

like all other animals, we were at the mercy of natWke
were no longer here for God's purpose so we didn't have His
protection; we have to deal with nature and its threatsuon o
own. Prior to formal religions, people's belief systeare
collectively called animism and revere natural objeathsas

the sun, moon, animals or birds. A deep-seated fear ofenat
and her ability to take lives underlies our concerns about
environmental issues, especially global warming.

We emerged from the Cold War and the threat of nuclear
annihilation with relief, although some believe thee#iris
still present. Many argue humans need an overwhelming



presence of doom. If nature doesn't provide one, we crealte r
or imaginary threats. Or is it as Raymond Aron sdid,
search of hope in an age of despair, the philosopher settles for
an optimism based on catastrophe."

Threats of global warming or depletion of the ozonelare
more disturbing, because of their scale. There was always
hope sense would intervene to avert a nuclear annihilation.
Exploitation, of these fears is compounded when goverrament
say we can stop global warming, or repair the hole in the
ozone. All we have to do is change our behavior andithlbe

well. This assumes we have accurate information aldoat t
problem, understand the mechanisms of the earth's s/stem
know the causes of the change and are capable of tdieng
correct remedial action without creating worse problévish
global warming, ozone depletion, and many other
environmental issues, none of these conditions exist.

Science, with our compliance, has replaced God leaving
society to make the decisions and take actions to resolve
problems. But even this is not the real issue. Religiaabout
morality, a code of living, which in most cases makes the
individual or group accountable for their actions. Sciersce i
amoral, and essentially not accountable for its finslirog
actions. Society is left to deal with the moral andeoth
guestions that arise. Some scientists are aware afithrama

and a few have warned society, usually without success. F
example, Einstein wrote to the President of the ddhBtates
warning of the potential dangers of nuclear power and urging
politicians to show leadership in controlling the threat.

At the end of the 20 century people enjoyed the advances of
science and technology, but negative side effects were
becoming apparent in some instances. In most casesnbere



no scientific or technological solutions, the 'technalabfix'
was not an option. Now the issues required a moralems
but these were thrust on a society morally confusedl, Vet
everyone! Those with very fundamental religious viéad no
problem, often aggravating the issue by taking a 'holiem tha
thou' position. Most realized they needed a moral posibat
didn't want the one offered by the fundamental groups.

Some turned away from one organized religion to anottier -
green movement. Here was a nice, simple, morally superi
non-religious, solution.

Stop your immoral behavior and all will be well. Rettorthe
respectful ways of ‘primitive’ peoples from today and
yesterday. The errors in this position require a bookwor t
The dilemmas and moral conflicts created for the green
religion when 'primitive’ people want the benefits oleace
and technology or resurrect traditional ways, such halev
hunting, are increasing every year. One daring chadlaag
found in Shepard Krech IlI's bo6Khe Ecological Indian."”

So we have reached a midpoint in the transition fimme
paradigm to another. The religion of science replaocechdl
religion, but in doing so became more dogmatic than the
religion it replaced. This is happening because therenesral
vacuum during the shift, a situation that in political
circumstances allow demagogues to advance their simplistic
undemocratic ideas that usually cause untold damage before
sanity prevails.

Global warming is perhaps the extreme example of avict
the current moral and intellectual vacuum. Most people
incorrectly believe it is a change in climate due tonano
interference and confuse it with the Greenhouse Effiduty



also believe both are new phenomena that are that m@fs
impacts of the industrial world.

The Y2K fiasco was a fitting end to the 20th century.
Predictions of doom and gloom following computer failure
and subsequent technological collapse all proved to béytota
incorrect. Despite vigilant search by media aroundvtbdd

no problems were found; the transition from one certiuthe

next went without incident. Some governments claimedais
because of their vigilance, but this was simply an aftempt

to justify unwarranted expenditures.

The same governments warned that the greatest problems
would occur in less developed nations such as Russia, China,
and India because of antiquated computers.

These countries spent virtually no money and had no
problems, which proves the predictions were wrong and
expenditures unnecessary.

This story is symptomatic of the 20th century that has) bee
called the Age of Information, but is more properly chliee

Age of Misinformation, although the Age of Speculatieras
good. During the 1990's someone speculated that most
computers, especially those running large public systems such
as utilities, transport, and banking would not recognize the
change from 1999 to 2000. This would cause them to shut
down creating social, economic, and political chaoeszcthe
world. Books on the subject quickly appeared and media tha
thrive on threats of impending doom raised concern gston
the public to almost hysterical levels.

The exploiters who skilfully played on people’s natuesdrs
of impending disaster quickly silenced anyone raisimpiae
of reason. Concerns reached a level where politicies®
forced to react. The squeaky wheel got the grease as batal



only if it was environmentally friendly. They directed
government departments to establish policies of re-mediat
for the public and private sectors. In most cases, thadvies
the establishment of separate units to proof the systemsagai
any potential problem. This had three major effects:

* Nobody within government was
determining if the problem was real;

It gave the theory credibility because
special interest groups argued that the
government would not have established the
units and provided funding if there wasn't a real
problem;

» These units had a personal interest in
perpetuating their jobs rather than saying there
was no problem. Remember it was a child who
pointed out that the emperor had no clothes; the
adults protected the self-interest of survival.

In this way a speculative theory developed into a ptiedi
while avoiding rigorous intellectual and practical challenges.
The truth came at 2359 hours on December 31, 1999 when all
computer clocks around the world changed to the new
millennium with no problems. The adage "time will tellas
appropriate, specific, and finite - the doomsayers were
completely wrong.

The Y2K problem has already slipped into oblivion, a tht
will befall most other 'predictions’ of doom in the age of
speculation. |1 can hear the doomsayers shouting, "What i
you're wrong?" What they're really saying is "Shoiildve
act anyway? The answer is not necessarily, but extieomse
the blunt weapon of fear to cancel the use of calmeabivg,
reasonable options. The idea of acting ‘just in casgeids/n



as the Precautionary Principle and has merit in Sostances,
however it assumes there is some clear relativelpniested
evidence.

We cannot and should not act on every possible threatibec
it's not possible and it's not a 'no risk' world. We mustkvto
reduce risk, but this requires placing risks in order, aatl th
requires some clear relatively uncontested evidence.fadte
is science can speculate on a long list of potentiahddut
all that does it challenge society to decide which issees!
attention. Using fear and creating hysteria makes iy ve
difficult to make calm rational decisions about whiskues
need attention.

| used the following example to illustrate this point tte
Parliamentary Standing Committee on the Environment
regarding ozone. It was very clear the politicians dad n
understand that science works by presenting a hypothesis,
which is then tested by other scientists.

My presentation began by listing some scientific facts.
* The earth was slowing in its speed of rotation.

* The magnetic field has weakened gradually and
consistently over the last several decades: if this
trend continues the magnetic field will reach
zero in approximately 120 years.

* Then the earth's magnetic field disappeared as it
has done many times mass extinction of species
occurred.



| wanted to know what action my government planned for this
impending disaster. Immediately one member expressed
outrage at my presentation pointing out the issue wareoz
He completely missed my point and compounded his error by
protesting how Galileo would be ashamed of me.

As a scientist, | was pursuing the deductive scientifithou
identified by Thomas KuhfAThis means taking a collection of
facts and attempting to develop a hypothesis linking and
explaining them. | could have developed such hypotheses all
day about a series of impending disasters, but this does not
make them real or true.

In the other scientific method a theory is developed then
tested in the laboratory all with facts gathered in fibél.
Kuhn called this the inductive method. It's rare for eithe
method to exist in a pure form, but in both cases they a
challenged and rigorously tested.

The theory is proved, proved with modifications, oecéegd.

If proved, at some point it will become a law of scienbut
this can take a long time. It requires that predictioaslenby
the theory prove correct — the ability to predict is @joo
definition of science.

Sir Isaac Newton included in hRrincipia Mathematicathe
theory of gravity, yet today we talk about the law ofvgya
There was no conference at which scientists gathersalytd

had been a theory long enough, the transition occurteshw
the theory made accurate predictions: and there is the key
because a very simple definition of science is thetwlib

2 Thomas S. Kuhn 196The Structure of Scientific
RevolutionsUniversity of Chicago Press.



predict. This raises interesting questions about weather
forecasts, but more of that later.

Albert Einstein's theory of relativity was published in 1904
remains a theory over 100 years later. Some predichans
proved correct yet science continues to have resengaand
withholds the designation of law. Hesitancy spealantather
important part of the scientific method. Every hypoihes
whether inductive or deductive, is based upon a set of
assumptions. They are both the strength and weakmness a
become a point of attack in most cases. The othdrigda
gather facts that either support or destroy the hypothasas
T.H Huxley said;'The great tragedy of science - the slaying of
a beautiful hypothesis by an ugly fact.”

The most famous formula in science e = mc2 is lobical
derived from Einstein's assumptions. The letters "c"
represents the speed of light and Einstein assumed nathing
the universe could travel faster.

In the year 2000, a scientific paper was published repofiang t
discovery of something traveling faster than the spedidlaf

If correct, the theory is seriously weakened and thedta
could become a footnote in scientific history.

Charles Darwin published his theory on the evolution of
species in 1859. It remains a theory today for severabmeas
but most importantly because it has never been seriously
challenged by science. Darwin was by default chosahes
scientist whose work would finally overcome the powér o
religion. Science began the conflict with the revolodxy
ideas of Copernicus and the struggle continued into the 20th
century. Today we have the religion of science thad h
become more dogmatic than the religion it replaced. Any



scientist who challenged Darwin would provide ammunition
for the enemy. Creationists would leap on the opportuaity
denounce evolutionary theory and replace it with coeagm.

The creationist vs. evolution debate continues todayhén t
work of Richard Dawkins 1986 bookhe Blind Watchmaker
2006 bookThe God DelusionScientists continue to create
hypotheses using both methods, but now there is a digjurbin
development effectively preventing science being seienc
The normal sequence of theory followed by challenge and
testing is short-circuited.

Very few journalists have any scientific training, butttha
wouldn't matter since they are seeking stories thathét
prevailing environmental hysteria of the day. Articlesttha
seem to reinforce the global warming hypothesis usually
receive attention while those contradicting or raissegious
guestions are avoided.

The media piece usually receives a high profile and is
reinforced by information of little relevance excepstalfully
influence the public. For example, a story on the change
frequency of hurricanes will begin with reference to glob
warming when that subject isn't mentioned in the original
article.

Over the years | was always amazed by what stuck imihe

of the public about an issue. They invariably believed
something was proven fact or that a prediction was made.
Most of the time there were no facts only estimated no
predictions only theories. What happens to cause the
transition?
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A vigilant but unscientific monitoring of media stories
environmental issues seems to provide the answer. Most
journalists include the conditional words and phrases
necessary in the original scientific work. Word suchcasild,

and phrases like it appears that, usually appear in ting sto
The problem is they are taken in but not recorded by the
public. What they remember is the headline in newspaper or
single statement at the beginning of the newscasariaivy,
these are simple positive unconditional statemeriteno
changing the story from estimates to fact, and theory t
prediction. If the story appears on television and ie th
newspaper the repetition reinforces the accuracy and
credibility of the story.

Special-interest groups take the information, usually auth
reference to the original article, and include it inirthe
campaign sometimes making it the sole focus of their
propaganda.

Skilful manipulation exaggerates the potential threatprgs
the scientific limitations and exploits people's fears an
objective search for the truth is no longer possilfle2quently
the level of concern leads to public demand for actioth an
politicians are left with little choice.

A steady campaign of propaganda, public meetings andstallie
perpetuate and expand the fears. The issue is so widely
discussed that most people are not willing to even emeha

idea that it is not true. Those who seized the morgih hi
ground silence opponents. Government involvement that
should serve to put the issue in perspective usually fbels
hysteria. National and international conferences oedath

the democratic but illogical cast of characters rangiogn the

well informed to the poorly informed to the deliberately



misinformed. Hysteria, emotionalism, and much hand
wringing go on, but too often the wrong decisions are taken.

What are Weather and Climate?

Weather is the general atmospheric conditions expedence
momentarily. Climate is the average weather conditifon a
region over a period of time. As Robert Heinlein said,
“Climate is what you expect, weather is what you get.”
Climatology, the study of climate, is a generalistihne and
derives from the Greek worklimat referring to the angle of
the sun or angle of incidence. It studies the averagerpatof
weather in a region or over time. Using the idea Amicie
Greeks determined there were three climate zones, Hot,
Temperate and Frigid. Climate is an anachronism iretiesof
specialization. It encompasses so many subjects, aaads,
data, all ultimately interrelated that even the most
sophisticated and powerful computers in the world are
inadequate to incorporate even the most simplistic models.

Understanding this explains why so many people from diverse
backgrounds and very specialized areas feel qualified to say
they are climatologists. A simple analogy is climas a
jigsaw puzzle with thousands of pieces and each spciali
with a single piece. Many claim their piece is esaénd the
entire puzzle. It also means others use a differene foat use

it incorrectly or out of context. This book examinasces of

the puzzle used in attempts at climate reconstruction the
specialists show how they were used incorrectly.

Continuing the puzzle analogy, but relating it to the pssaof
solving a puzzle puts the current level of climate sciance
context. We know the four corners of the climate przzk;



the Sun, the Atmosphere, the Earth and the Oceans, atewe
far from even minimal understanding of any one of thidext

you locate the edge pieces and with climate this further
underlines the limitations of current knowledge and re$earc
The remaining pieces are separated into piles by color, but
even here some colors are definitive but many piecesthave
and sometimes three colors, while others are shadds a
gradations. These are the pieces that invariably connect
distinct areas and in climate it is the interacticgtween
different segments that are important. Another probietin a
jigsaw puzzle is it is static while the real world isanstantly
changing panorama. This is the great challenge for @imat
models beyond having enough pieces and a minimal
understanding of the mechanisms of interaction and
movement. For example, the computer models deal wéh th
Earth as a flat disc bathed under a continuous 24 hoardfaz
sunlight, ignoring the complexities created by a curvethse

with an alternating day and night.

Of course a puzzle or a model can have a cartoon quality.
Cartooning is the art of providing minimal information to
provide a general sense of the entire picture. How fees [do

you need to recognize the individual? This doesn’t work for
climate and especially climate models, yet much is det
either because we don’t know or there is insufficiemhmater
capacity. | recall attending conferences in which thesquer
who spoke loudest and claimed accurate results was thenpers
with the biggest computer — the advent of the Cray compute
was one such point.

However, there is another problem because you may have
piece of information but set it aside as insignificafgt in a
varying set of conditions the thresholds may be velfifgreint.



This speaks to the problem of interaction and influefoe.
example, in the 1980s trace minerals (zinc, manganegeretc.
soil were considered of little consequence in the pusiadoor
replace minerals used in crop production. It turned outtkiea
plants ability to assimilate major chemicals requirdx
catalyst of some trace minerals. When they were exddust
plant yields declined. Climate change alarmists hapdoézd

this concept of thresholds that they call tipping poifitsey
ignore the problem when it comes to their computer fsode
because inadequate computer capacity leaves them no choice.

In a strange historical twist most people in th& 2@ntury
knew about meteorology before they knew about climgtolo
It's odd because meteorology is the study of physicthef
atmosphere, a specific part or subset of climatology.t@es
wrote a book titledVieteorologythat was concerned with the
processes and phenomena of the atmosphere. His irdsrbw
understand mechanisms for weather forecasting.

This declined until the 9 century when development of
instruments such as the thermometer and barometer cainbine
with a desire to measure and understand the constitniethts
atmosphere. An early example was discovery of oxygen
independently by Scheele in 1773 and Priestley in 1774.
Physics became more dominant so that by the beginning of the
20" century it dominated meteorology. In Canada for example,
to become a government weather forecastéasters degree

in Physics was required. After which a brief in—house @urs
taught weather forecasting. There was virtually no ckmat
instruction. The pattern was similar around the world.

Momentum came from attempts to measure and understand the
atmosphere and the interactions that create weather.
Meteorology’s ascendancy continued during World War | as



pilots needed accurate forecasts. It's why most weather
stations are at airports and now suffer from interfeeefrom
growing urban centers. Climatology gained attention in the
academic world through the work of various people like Reid
Bryson in the US, Kenneth Hare in Canada, Mikhail Budyko
in Russia and Hubert Lamb in England. It only came to public
attention when it became political in the late 1980s.

Climate came back on to the world stage at the height o
dominance of specialization in the academic and research
world. This development is critical to understanding the
approach taken in this book. As specialists from outside
climate science begin to look at the use of knowledge and
understanding from their area they realize the linuted]
misapplication and errors created in the final conchsi
about global warming and climate change.

The term renaissance person or polymath is somebioeisv
skilled in many fields or disciplines with a breadth of
knowledge and understanding. Benjamin Franklin is a good
example. Some list Aristotle, but he falls into tladegory of
universal person, that is, someone who knows all known
science and geography. Alexander von Humboldt is generally
considered the last universal person and he died in 1859. It’s
an auspicious year because it was the year CharlesirDa
published his science and world changing wOrkthe Origin

of Species.Proliferation of science, triggered by Darwin’s
work, meant that nobody could encompass all scientific
knowledge. Darwin was a natural philosopher, a term that
preceded the modern designation of scientist. The change
occurred with the introduction of the scientific methihzt
involved acquiring knowledge through experiments.



History of Weather and Climate Research

Early climate studies involved the work of geologists and
glaciologists explaining the evidence of existence ofsias

ice sheets during the most recent Ice Age. Louis Agassi
talked about the existence and extent of the ice sheets
Europe as early as 1837 but it was not generally acceptéd unti
the middle 18608.Early climate studies were attempts to
explain the growth and retreat of the ice sheetsrelnere
many theories but one that has endured was Joseph Adeemar’
proposal that it was likely due to changes in the wayetdrth
moves around the sdnThrough a series of additions and
variations Adhemar’s idea evolved into the Milankohitc
Effect, which is a combination of changes in the sutilea
relationships including varying orbit, tilt and date of equinox.

This is very important because this major mechanism of
climate change is not included in current Intergovernmemtal
Climate Change (IPCC) computer model calculations used as
the basis of world energy, environmental and economicypoli

Hubert Lamb is generally considered the father of modern
climatology. During World War Il he realized the inadecyia

of weather forecasts and he used time on the night shift
searching the archives of the United Kingdom Meteorological
Office (UKMO) for greater insight. His theory wasatha
better understanding of past weather patterns would dtlow
better forecasts. He soon discovered the extent to which
climate varies even within historic times.

After the war he established the Climatic Research Unit
(CRU) at the University of East Anglia with the god o

3 Imbrie, J, andmbrie, K.P.lce Ages; Solving the Mystelyew
Jersey, (p.46), Enslow Publishers. 1979
4 Adhemar, J.A., 184Revolutions de la meParis



gathering information on past weather from the vasewaof
direct and secondary sources called proxy data. In 1977 he
produced the comprehensive classic two volumeGethate:

Past, Present and Futurel was privileged to have Lamb help
with my doctoral thesis and act as reviewer on ary edticle.

He would be mortified by what has happened at the CRU but
not surprised. Lamb knew what was going on because he
cryptically writes in his autobiography ,Through all the
Changing Scenes of Life: A Meteorologists Taletv a grant
from the Rockefeller Foundation came to grief because of
“...an understandable difference of scientific judgment
between me and the scientist, Dr. Tom Wigley, whom we have
appointed to take charge of the research.”

Hubert Lamb

Figure 1: Wigley and H.H.Lamb, founder of the CRU.
Sourcehttp://www.cqgd.ucar.edu/cas/symposium/

5 Lamb, H.H., Climate: Past, Present and Future, Londohuiéet
1977.



Wigley became the Director of the CRU prior to movingato
position in the US. Phil Jones replaced him as Direatat
was in charge through the period covered by the now infamous
leaked emails that disclosed the manipulation and coorupti
that makes this book necessary. It's obvious from thailsm
that Wigley is the grandfather figure controlling theraption

of climate science. His career is a classic exarophMhat is
wrong with climate science. Educated as a mathematical
physicist he gravitated to climate and carbon-cycle mogleli
His National Center for Atmospheric Research, Bould&A
biography says, His main interests are in carbon cycle
modeling, projections of future climate and sea-level change
and interpretation of past climate change particularly with a
view to detecting anthropogenic influences.”

His training has nothing to do with any of those topics and
many of the problems in climate science are related sogai

of computer models. Most troubling is his focus on
anthropogenic influences because that has apparentlyedolor
his science.

Political Control of Climate Research

How and why did climate shift from a scientific studyoird
political issue? All this provides context for specifi@amples
of corrupted science used to underpin the political seienc

Weather was always a factor in short term planning and
sometimes very significant in the directions of higtdFor
example, with two thousand years in between and going in
different directions, Julius Caesar’s invasion of @nglin 55

A.D. was delayed and Allied invasion of Europe from England
in 1944 were both hampered by bad weather. Climate change
is the major control over the Earth’'s history andrefere
human history. Primary influence is by varying productién o



food supply. This is important because it raises questions
about concern over temperature and warming when
precipitation is a much more important variable.

Climate and specifically temperature became a political
consideration as recently as the 1970s. Ironically, theezo

was global cooling because from 1940 to 1980 global
temperatures declined. This cooling period was to become a
problem for the later hysteria over global warming. Tieat

of cooling saw a shift back into conditions experienced during
the Little Ice Age (LIA). This cold period was from
approximately 1450 to 1850 with a nadir in the 1680s.

Media sensationalists and alarmists saw an opportuagy,
they have done throughout the climate debate of theHasy
years. Alarmist books such as Lowell PonfBts Cooling®
was classic. Consider this from the prefadeis‘cold fact: the
global cooling presents humankind with the most important
social, political, and adaptive challenge we have had to deal
with for ten thousand years. Your stake in the decisions we
make concerning it is of ultimate importance; the survival of
ourselves, our children, our species.”

It begins with a false premise and then appeals tdiensoby
threatening the children. It's a pattern repeated manystime
since. A team of journalists producedThe Weather
Conspiracy” subtitled“The coming of the New Ice AgeOn

the cover it asks an appropriate question but then ésdbent
ignores it in the booKHave our weather patterns run amok?
Or are they part of a natural and alarming timetablePhey
seek credibility by adding a gold sticker advisinglincludes

two CIA Reports.”

® ponte. L., “The Cooling” New Jersey, Prentice-Hall, 1976.
! Impact Team Report, “The Weather Conspiracy” New York,
Ballantine Books, 1977.



Themes developed by the CIA reports are representative of
academic and political thinking of the day. One report titled,
“Potential Implications of Trends in World Population, Food
Production, and Climateargues,

Trying to provide adequate world food supplies
will become a problem of over-riding priority
in the years and decades immediately ahead.
...Even in the most favorable circumstances
predictable, with increased devotion of scarce
resources and technical expertise, the outcome
will be doubtful; in the event of adverse
changes in climate, the outcome can only be
grave®

In the Climatesection is the comment essential to the analysis
in this chapter.

Far more disturbing is the thesis that the
weather we call normal is, in fact highly
abnormal and unusually felicitous in terms of
supporting agricultural output. While still
unable to explain how or why climate changes,
or to predict the extent and duration of change,
a number of climatologists are in agreement
that the northern hemisphere, at least, is
growing cooler’

8 Directorate of Intelligence, Office of Political Resga OPR-401,
August 1974
° Op cit.



Overpopulation, inadequate resources, especially food supply
are central to claims of the Club of Rome formed in 18268
set out in the 1972 reporfTHe Limits to Growth.**

10 Meadows, D.H., Meadows, D.Il., Randers, J., William W.
Behrens, W.W., “The Limits to Growth A Report to Trib of
Rome” (1972),



Their 1974 report titledlankind at the Turning Pointsays,

"It would seem that humans need a common
motivation...either a real one or else one
invented for the purpose.... In searching for a
new enemy to unite us, 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, and it is only through
changed attitudes and behavior that they can be
overcome. The real enemy then, is humanity
itself."**

Several themes developed from the Club of Rome betaene
centre of social and political trends since 1960. Undeilstgn
how climate science was distorted and perverted siree th
can only be considered in that context. Chief among tase
the new paradigm of environmentalism. It is not a adewce
that Paul Ehrlich, leading scientists involved with @leb and
author of the booRhe Population Bomiwas creator oEarth
Day. A major part of the challenge people faced who
guestioned the hypothesis that humans were causing global
warming was the charge that they didn't care about the
environment, the children and the future. Occupation of the
moral high ground inhibited any who dared to question. This
worked against the fundamental function of scientist®edo
skeptics. In a complete reversal of normality those wiib
were labeled skeptics demonstrating how little most
understand science and the scientific method.

1 Mihajlo Mesarovic and Eduard Pestiglankind at the Turning
Point: The Second Report to The Club of R¢h9&'4).



A simple definition of science is the ability to prediEvery
prediction they made has been completely wrong. Most
incorrect are the population predictions followed by rate o
reduction of available resources. This is very importarthe
climate issue because the IPCC temperature scenaritlsef
future are based on the assumption that population p@scti
are accurate and the rate of consumption of fossit ful
increase in parallel. Population, or at least overpojpuais
central to arguments of environmentalism and the Club says
that we have to stop growth, especially growth engendayed
fossil fuels. We need a new world order. One membéhef
Club with the contacts and organizational abilities d@okle
such an incredible objective was Maurice Strong. In 1990 he
said,

“What if a small group of these world leaders
were to conclude the principal risk to the earth
comes from the actions of the rich
countries?...In order to save the planet, the
group decides: Isn't the only hope for the
planet that the industrialized civilizations
collapse? Isn't it our responsibility to bring this
about?”

He told Maclean’smagazine in 1976 that he wés socialist

in ideology, a capitalist in methodologyPresumably this
justifies the duplicity in a socialist making a great detl
money as an industrialist. He also warned thatf we don’t
heed his environmentalist warnings, the Earth will collapse
into chaos.”

The challenge is converting the idea to a realitywHiom you
shut down industrialized nations? An analogy helps



understand how Strong and a few like-minded people did it.
Compare the nation to a car and think about how youtogn s
the engine. You can squeeze the fuel line and starve the
engine, however, if you did that in any country peopleilado
react quickly and negatively. However, you can stop gmen

by plugging the exhaust. Strong’s method is not a physical
stop as you do with an engine, but a metaphorical stoo.ulf
can show that one part of the industrial exhaust is causing
catastrophic global warming putting the survival of the planet
in jeopardy you have your instrument. It's even bettgyoii

can use science to make the case.

You need two components to carry out your plan. One is a
scientific agency; the other is a global political mgyethat can
bypass national governments. Strong’s experience told him the
United Nations (UN) was his vehicle. Elaine Dewar, wrote
about Strong in her bookCloak of Greett*? and concluded
that he liked the UN becaus#je could raise his own money
from whomever he liked, appoint anyone he wanted, control
the agenda.” The challenge was two fold. Advance the
political agenda and provide the scientific evidence to provide
legitimacy. Organization of, and appointment as, first
Secretary General of the United Nations Environmental
Program established in 1972 provided the political platform.
Out of that agency and in conjunction with the World
Meteorological Organization (WMO) the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was formed to provide and
advance the scientific evidence.

As they note on their web site,

12 Dewar, Elaine., 199%Cloak of Green: business,
government and the environmental movemerdrhes
Lorimer & Company Ltd., Toronto.



The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate

Change (IPCC) was established by WMO and
the United Nations Environment Programme to
assess scientific, technical and socio-economic
information relevant for the understanding of

climate change, its potential impacts and

options for adaptation and mitigatidn.

This is the group touted as the consensus on climate change
research. It is anything but, and has been a politicaicage
from its inception, but it has convinced the public that mana
especially their CO2, are causing climate change by
continuing to publish periodic reports.

Other events were providing the fertile social and maliti
ground needed to further the goals. Anything that would
suggest human activities and particularly industry were
causing environmental problems became a focus. A report
Strong commissioned for the first UNEP conference and
prepared by Barbara Ward and Rene Dubos titledly one
Earth: The Care and Maintenance of a Small Planet”
essentially became the first state of the environmepurt™*

It contained political catch phrases that becamelitigua
franca of environmentalisnsuch as Dubos'Think globally,
act locally” or the Brundlandt Commission’sSustainable
development.”

The latter is a typical political statement becauseneans

13 http://www.wmao.int/pages/partners/ipcc/index_en.html
14 \Ward, Barbara and Dubos, Rene, 1938ly One Earth:
The Care and Maintenance Of a Small Plan®/!W. Norton
Company, New York.



http://www.ipcc.ch/
http://www.unep.org/

everything to everyone and nothing to anyone.

Environmental and special interest groups received a world
platform and ascendancy by receiving Consultative Status
the 1992 conference Strong organized and chaired in Rio de
Janeiro. The idea of Consultative Status was resud adbdeg

with the concept of Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO
from original ideas incorporated in the UN Charter. The
conference was dubbed the Earth Summit, but as with the
current debate large segments of society including industry
and business were essentially excluded. They were
subsequently given token status by establishment of the little
known World Business Council for Sustainable Development
(WBSCD). One critical piece of the objective wasabBshed

at the Conference to further Strong’s agenda of comigoll
climate science through politics; the Climate Change
Convention out of which the Kyoto Accord emerged.

Now everything was in place to control the science arithér

the political agenda. Now policies could evolve, butdose

they were based on incorrect science would have devagtati
consequences. Now the challenge was to perpetuate the
misinformation and divert scientists who despite peakon
attacks, denial of funding, and exclusion from nationa an
world level conferences continued to pursue the scientifi
method.

WMO involvement in research about weather and climate is
logical, but it's hard to understand why they are doing ipalit
research. The IPCC Reports were not the first bedhaygadid
research and produced reports on the global cooling concerns
of the 1970s. Martin Parry was one person involved inethos
reports and in the formation of the IPCC.



A photograph (Figure 3) shows him in Villach Austria in
1985, when the formation of the IPCC was given substance.

Bill Clark Phil Jones
Martin Parry

Villach, 1985
Figure 3: Gathering of people involved with formation IPCC
Sourcehttp://www.cgd.ucar.edu/cas/symposium/

It is an important photograph because it shows Tom Wigley
and Phil Jones who were already involved with the Clonat
Research Unit (CRU) connected to the IPCC that they
controlled. The WMO connection was essential becatise i
meant all governments were directly involved and thereby
controlled through their weather agencies. It put &lgbwer

in the hands of the bureaucrats who could control their
government’s policies. Politicians were loath to questio
bureaucratic scientists who purportedly knew what they were
saying.

They could also wait until a politician was replacedl those



involved though ostensibly bureaucrats behaved with greater
political guile and deception than any politicians, buthwi
none of the accountability.

Strong’s powerful connections in Canada included personal
friendship and obligations from Canadian Prime Ministarl Pa
Martin.*® It is not surprising Canadian Gordon McBean, who
was later to become Assistant Deputy Minister (ADM) o
Environment Canada (EC), chaired the 1985 Villach, Austria
meeting.

The most influential bureaucrat appointed to the IPCCSwas
John Houghton. His career as Chief Executive of the tnite
Kingdom Meteorological Office (UKMO) overlapped with his
role as first co-chair of the Intergovernmental Panpel
Climate Change (IPCC) and lead editor of the first éhre
Reports. His political bias was evident throughout hisirten
He denies sayingUnless we announce disasters no one will
listen.” He claims he would have saidl,here are those who
will say 'unless we announce disasters, no one will listen', but
I'm not one of thent®

If that’'s the case how does he explain the articlewhete
titled, Global warming is now a weapon of mass destruttion
which includes the claim thatit kills more people than
terrorism?’

15 http://www.canadafreepress.com/2004/cover120904.htm
18 hitp://www.independent.co.uk/environment/climate-
change/fabricated-quote-used-to-discredit-climate-scientist
%7894552.html

http://www.guardian.co.uk/comment/story/0,3604,1007042,00
.html




This is scientifically incorrect and grossly irrespotesitMore
people die of cold each year than warm. Houghton’s positi
typifies the emotional, political position typical dhose
associated with the IPCC. He was appointed as a stibnti
was clearly chosen because of his political bias.

His co-chair Bert Bolin was scientifically qualifies a
Professor of meteorology but had a history of involvenrent
environmental politics. He and Houghton signed the 1992
warning to humanity essentially blaming the developed
nations. It was more of the Club of Rome approach wnat
clear measures or evidence, simply a list of possibiesters
if we didn't do things their way.

Consensus was a major argument in support of the thaim
humans were the primary cause of global warming almost
from the inception of the IPCC. It was coincidentdese it
was the people involved with the IPCC that was the ctuse
Appointment of people who would support the goals of the
IPCC was essential and Houghton and Bolin were twoiclass
candidates. This is wholly contrary to establishednsifie
principles that require all scientists to question drallenge
the hypothesis under discussion. Despite this, the IRGQT
it conducts a purely scientific investigation and impé#s
involved are climate experts. Nothing could be further from
the truth.

There are almost always extreme dissenters, butajenews
are usually well supported by the science. This is not trie wit
climate science. Claims of consensus on the clicizege
issue are not valid or applicable in science. Consensus &
scientific fact, however, it is important in politiesd this
underlines the political nature of the climate changeesand
the role of the IPCC.



A headline from the UN reads,

“Evidence is now ‘unequivocal’ that humans are
causing global warming — UN report®

They are talking about the Fourth Assessment Report YFAR
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change ()PCC
but unfortunately begin with false information. In a sebtl
exploitation of the consensus argument they incdyraaite,

“The IPCC, which brings together the world’s leading
climate scientists and experts.”

John McLean disabuses this argument.

“The IPCC would have us believe that its
reports are diligently reviewed by many
hundreds of scientists and that these reviewers
endorse the contents of the report. An analysis of
the reviewers' comments for the scientific
assessment report by Working Group | show a
very different and very worrying story*?

Or as MIT Professor Richard Lindzen, former member
of the IPCC said,

"It is no small matter that routine weather

18

http://www.un.org/apps/news/story.asp?NewsID=21429&Cr=
climate&Crl=change
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http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi mOEIN/is 2007 Sept 10/
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service functionaries from New Zealand to
Tanzania are referred to as 'the world's leading
climate scientists.' It should come as no surprise
that they will be determinedly supportive of the
process.*

Madhav Khandekar a former employee of Environment
Canada and expert 2007 IPCC reviewer in a letter to the
Ottawa Hill Times wrote,

Brant Boucher, in his letter "Scientific
consensus” (The Hill Times, Aug. 6, 2007),
seems to naively believe that the climate change
science espoused in the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change IPCC documents
represents "scientific consensus.” Nothing
could be further from the truth! As one of the
invited expert reviewers for the 2007 IPCC
documents, | have pointed out the flawed
review process used by the IPCC scientists in
one of my letters (The Hill Times, May 28,
2007)%

Participants and structure of the IPCC were honedttbish

a specific outcome. As Richard Lindzen, Professor of
Meteorology at MIT said they were supportive of the pssce
Now it was necessary to predetermine the outcome. éifav
political technique to preserve the appearance of openeéess y

20

http://www.heartland.org/policybot/results/1069/IPCC_report_
criticized_by one_of_its_lead_authors.html

2http://www.thehilltimes.ca/html/cover index.php?displaly=
ory&full path=/2007/auqust/13/letter4/&




retain control is to allow a commission of inquiyou then
control the inquiry by limiting the investigation through
definitions and terms of reference.

Science works by creation of theories based on assumspin
which scientists, performing their proper role as skeptigs
to disprove the theory. The structure and mandate dPQE
was in direct contradiction to this scientific methothey set
out to prove the theory rather than disprove it. THBWA
theory was proposed and almost immediately acceptextias f

All efforts focused on proving instead of trying to disprolve t
theory. As Karl Popper explains,

“One can sum up all this by saying that the criterion of
the scientific status of a theory is its falsifiability, or
refutability, or testability.” He also notes that]t is
easy to obtain confirmations, or verifications, for
nearly every theory — if we look for confirmatiorf3.”

Most people have no idea what the IPCC actually studies.
They believe their reports are complete reports ohatk
change. This misconception is mostly because the IPCC
arranged it that way. In fact, they only look at thatipa of
climate change caused by humans. Here’s how they hit t
study.

Note that the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC), in its Article 1, defines @im
change as:

22
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“a change of climate which is attributed directly or
indirectly to human activity that alters the composition
of the global atmosphere and which is in addition to
natural climate variability observed over comparable

time periods”.”?®

The UNFCCC thus makes a distinction between climate
change attributable to human activities altering the
atmospheric composition, and climate variability attian

to natural caused his makes the human impact the primary
purpose of the research. The problem is you cannot determine
the human portion of climate change if you don’'t know how
much it changes naturally — and we don’t. The IPCC assumes
humans cause most of the changes that are occurringeand
out to prove that is true.

Properly, a scientific definition would put natural cdita
variability first, but at no point does the UN mandegquire

an advance of climate science. The definition used by
UNFCCC predetermined how the research and results would
be political and pre-determined. It made discovering ar clea
‘human signal’ mandatory, but essentially meaningless.

Other parts of their mandate illustrate the politicature of

the entire exercise. Its own principles require theé@Pshall
concentrate its activities on the tasks allotted to it by the
relevant WMO Executive Council and UNEP Governing
Council resolutions and decisions as well as on actions in
support of the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change.” (From Principles Governing IPCC work, approved

at the 14th Session, Vienna 1-3 October 1998 and amended at

23 http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-
report/ard/syr/ar4d syr appendix.pdf




the 21st Session, Vienna 6-7 November, 2003.) The role is
also to
“...assess on a comprehensive, objective, open
and transparent basis the scientific, technical
and socio-economic information relevant to
understanding the scientific basis of risk of
human-induced climate change, its potential
impacts and options for adaptation and
mitigation. IPCC reports should be neutral with
respect to policy..."

The cynicism of this last sentence is that they thederthe
Summary for Policymakers (SPM) the most important part
IPCC reports and these are anything but neutral.

The IPCC is a political organization and is the soEsaf the
claim of a scientific consensus on climate change.

Consensus is neither a scientific fact nor importargcience,

but it is very important in politics. There are 2500 meraber

the IPCC divided between 600 in Working Group | (WGI) the
actual climate science. In the most recent repo20i/ only

308 of the 600 worked on the science part of the report and
only five reviewed all 11 chapters. The remaining 1900 in
working Groups Il and 1l (WG Il and Ill) all study impacts
They accept without question the findings of WGI and assume
warming due to humans is a certainty. In a circular asgum
typical of so much climate politics the work of the 19680
listed as ‘proof of human caused global warming. Through
this they established the IPCC as the only credible atyhor
and consensus thus further isolating those who raised
guestions.

The manipulation and politics didn’t stop there. The Texdlni
Reports of the three Working Groups are set aside aritieano



group prepares the Summary for Policymakers (SPM). A few
of the scientists prepare a first draft, which is tr@newed by
government representatives. These scientists effctive
control the SPM and always included key people all later
identified in the email scandal known as Climategate. A
second draft is produced, and then a final report is haetdmer
out as a compromise between the scientists and thaduoall
government representatives. It was this process tlawvedl
Michael Mann, author of the infamous and scientifically
flawed “hockey stick”, to be a lead author of the Pelenate
chapter (' section and of the SPM for the 2001 IPCC
Report.

It's not surprising that the “hockey stick” is front andze in

the SPM. It became pivotal evidence in convincing paditisi

and the public that the present was warmer than the past.
Section 2.3 is titled;ls the recent warming unusual?This
guestion confronts the challenge made by the few skeptics
with a public voice about past climate.

Control of the research done by IPCC was supplemented by
the need to counteract growing critiques of their claims.

The SPM is then released at least three months béfere
science report. Most of the scientists involved in gbience
report see the Summary for the first time when ieleased to
the public. The time between its release to the publictlaad
release of the Technical Report is taken up with making isur
aligns with what the politicians/scientists have aoded.
Here is the instruction in the IPCC procedures.

“Changes (other than grammatical or minor
editorial changes) made after acceptance by the

24 http://www.grida.no/publications/other/ipcc tar/




Working Group or the Panel shall be those
necessary to ensure consistency with the
Summary for Policymakers (SPM) or the
Overview Chapter.”

This is like an Executive writing a summary and then rngvi
employees write a report that agrees with the sunma

When you accept a hypothesis before it is proven you step on
the treadmill of maintaining the hypothesis. This leads to
selective and even biased research and publications. As
evidence appears to show problems with the hypothesis the
natural tendency is to become more virulent in defenthieg
increasingly indefensible.

This tendency is underlined by John Maynard Keynes sardonic
guestion;'If the facts change, I'll change my opinion. What do
you do, Sir." The IPCC and those who were chosen to
participate were locked in to a conclusion by the rules,
regulations and procedures carefully crafted by Maurice
Strong. These predetermined the outcome - a situation in
complete contradiction to the objectives and methods of
science.

As evidence grew that the hypothesis was scientifically
unsupportable adherents began defending the increasingly
indefensible rather than accept and adjust. The ey made

is marked by the search for a clear human signal, feehin
modern parlance as ‘smoking guns.’ They turned increasingly
to rewriting history and producing biased results thus
expanding the gap between what they claimed and what the
evidence showed. As explained above, théswas done even
within the structure by the gap between what the Working
Group I: The Scientific Basis, Report was reportingl &me



political message of the SPM.

It started it early. The main report is then reviewedngke
sure it ‘aligns’ with the summary. Here is the instiuetn the
IPCC procedures.

“Changes (other than grammatical or minor
editorial changes) made after acceptance by the
Working Group or the Panel shall be those
necessary to ensure consistency with the
Summary for Policymakers (SPM) or the
Overview Chapter.”

Of course even minor editorial changes can be problentatic
1995 Chapter 8 lead author Benjamin Santer made such
changes to accommodate the SPM to the political in
contradiction to the agreed text. Why would you appoint
scientific experts to write separate portions of ehméal
report then have them ‘adjust’ their information or \selw fit

a summary? The most logical illogical conclusionhis SPM

is the political portion of the document and the sdient
experts are expected to conform. Maybe the simple answer
it is not a summary. We now know Santer was a very
important part of the Climategate scandal. He was a giadua
of CRU and his 1983 thesis, supervised by Tom Wigley, used
the use of Monte Carlo methods in the validation of afen
models.

The Chapter 8 controversy involved the most importantgsart
all IPCC reports, namely, the evidence for a “humgnadi”

It was a search Santer was directed to by ProfestsuskK
Hasselmann during his post-graduate employment at the Max-



Planck Institute. As Wigley's protégé he was the perfect
candidate for the IPC&.

Chapter 8 didn’'t have specific evidence of a human signal.
The original draft submitted by Santer read,

“Finally we have come to the most difficult
guestion of all: "When will the detection and
unambiguous attribution of human-induced
climate change occur?" In the light of the very
large signal and noise uncertainties discussed
in the Chapter, it is not surprising that the best
answer to this question is, "We do not know."

This was changed by Santer to accommodate the SPMdpo rea

“The body of statistical evidence in Chapter 8,

when examined in the context of our physical
understanding of the climate system, now points
toward a discernible human influence on global

climate.”®

Notice this is “statistical evidence” not actual evidermd, is
part of the growing desire to ‘blame’ humans.

Compare it with the comment in the 1990 IPCC report.

“...it iIs not possible at this time to attribute all,

or even a large part, of the observed global-
mean warming to (an) enhanced greenhouse
effect on the basis of the observational data
currently available.”

25 http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?g=cache:
26 http:/licecap.us/images/uploads/Ben_Santer.pdf




By the time of the 2001 report the politics and hysteria had
risen to a level that demanded a clear signal. A langeber

of academic, political, and bureaucratic careers hadvedol
and depended on expansion of the evidence.

Meanwhile personal attacks and isolation of skeptics was
full swing. Clear evidence was provided in the Technical
Report by a tree ring study published in 1998 by Mann,
Bradley and Hughes, (known as MBH98). Mann was a lead
author on the SPM and the graph, descriptively named the
‘hockey stick,” was prominently displayed. This raisedosey
concerns about the objectivity of a Summary with majput

from scientists citing their own research. Unfortunattdis is
typical of the incestuous political nature of the entP€C
process.

The hockey stick fiasco was unmasked by a basic sageentif
test known as reproducible results. Other scientiststhese
same data and procedures to replicate the original findings.
Mcintyre and McKitrick (M&M) attempted, but failed to
reproduce the MBH98 findings. A debate ensued with claims
M&M were wrong, not qualified climate experts. They regl

that Mann had refused to disclose all the codes he used to
achieve the results, but even without them the majdol@no

was a misuse of data and statistical techniques.

An important point to make at this juncture relatiie theme

of this book is that Mcintyre knew nothing about climaind
wasn't even interested. He was at conference in wthheh t
hockey stick graph was shown. From his experience with



statistics and plotting graphs he knew immediatelw tibe
data and methods were misused.

The US National Academy of Sciences (NAS) appointed a
committee chaired by Professor Wegman to investigate and
arbitrate. His committee report found in favor of M&M;

“It iIs not clear that Mann and associates
realized the error in their methodology at the
time of publication. Because of the lack of full
documentation of their data and computer
code, we have not been able to reproduce their
research. We did, however, successfully
recapture similar results to those of MM. This
recreation supports the critique of the MBH98
methods, as the offset of the mean value creates
an artificially large deviation from the desired
mean value of zero**

Most people, especially in the media, missed the equally
startling and disturbing conclusion by Wegman.

In our further exploration of the social network

of authorships in temperature reconstruction,
we found that at least 43 authors have direct
ties to Dr. Mann by virtue of co-authored

papers with him. Our findings from this

analysis suggest that authors in the area of
paleoclimate studies are closely connected and
thus ‘independent studies’ may not be as
independent as they might appear on the
surface.

27 http://www.uoguelph.ca/~rmckitri/research/WegmanRepdf




Wegman’s Report preceded disclosure of the activitieseof th
Climatic Research Unit and how they peer-reviewed each
others work and controlled peer review by intimidatingaedit
even to the point of having one fired for publishing aickrt
they didn't like.

But what was the objective of the hockey stick researtie?Pe
were hundreds of research papers from a wide variety of
sources confirming the existence of a period warmer than
today known as the Medieval Warm Period (MWP). This
period was clearly warmer than present temperatures and
warmer than some computer model predictions. Its existenc
was a serious problem because it negated the claimshthat
20" century temperatures were unprecedented. What to do?

Even before the emails were leaked we had one patieof
answer and that was to rewrite history. Professor Deming
wrote the following letter t&cience

“With the publication of the article in Science
[in 1995], | gained significant credibility in the
community of scientists working on climate
change. They thought | was one of them,
someone who would pervert science in the
service of social and political causes. So one of
them let his guard down. A major person
working in the area of climate change and
global warming sent me an astonishing email
that said “‘We have to get rid of the Medieval
Warm Period” (Emphasis added)

The hockey stick graph showed no temperature increase for
1000 years (the handle) with a sudden upturn in the 20th
century (the blade). Besides misusing data and statistical
methods it also overrode a vast array of researcm feo
variety of sources that established the existence ot vgha
called the Medieval Warm Period.



So, the hockey stick was scientifically inaccurate, bsetived
to remove threats to the anthropogenic global warmiegrih

The second action was revealed after the emails lsaked

and it was an orchestrated attack on Soon and Baliunas,
authors of an excellent work confirming the existencehef t
Medieval Warm Period (MWP) from a multitude of sourtes.
Their work challenged attempts to get rid of the MWP because
it contradicted the claim by the proponents of anthropioge
global warming (AGW). Several scientists challenged the
claim that the latter part of the ®@entury was the warmest
ever. They knew the claim was false, many warmerogdsri
occurred in the past. Michael Mann ‘got rid’ of the MWihw

his production of the hockey stick, but Soon and Baliunas
were problematic. What better than have a powerful au&de
destroy their credibility for you? Sadly, there arvays
people who will do the dirty work.

A perfect person and opportunity appeared ofi @8tober
2003. Michael Mann, infamous for his lead in the ‘hockey
stick’ that dominated the 2001 IPCC Report, sent an email t
people involved in the CRU scandaléar All, Thought you
would be interested in this exchange, which John Holdren of
Harvard has been kind enough to pass alongAt'the time
Holdren was Teresa and John Heinz Professor of
Environmental Policy & Director, Program in Science,
Technology, & Public Policy, Belfer Center for Scieraed
International Affairs, John F. Kennedy School of Goveent.

He is now Director of the White House Office of Scerand
Technology Policy, Assistant to the President foeSoe and

8 Soon, W., and S. Baliunas, 20@8oxy climatic and
environmental changes of the past 1,000 yealimate
Research, 23, 89-110.



Technology and Co-Chair of the President's Council of
Advisors on Science and Technology - informally knovsn a
the United StateScience Czar.

In an email on 16 October 2003 from John Holdren to Michael
Mann and Tom Wigley we are told,;

“I'm forwarding for your entertainment an
exchange that followed from my being quoted
in the Harvard Crimson to the effect that you
and your colleagues are right and my
"Harvard" colleagues Soon and Baliunas are
wrong about what the evidence shows
concerning surface temperatures over the past
millennium. The cover note to faculty and
postdocs in a regular Wednesday breakfast
discussion group on environmental science and
public policy in Harvard's Department of Earth
and Planetary Sciences is more or less self-
explanatory.”

This is what Holdren sent to the Wednesday Breakfasipgro

“I append here an e-mail correspondence |
have engaged in over the past few days trying
to educate a Soon/Baliunas supporter who
originally wrote to me asking how | could think
that Soon and Baliunas are wrong and Mann et
al. are right (a view attributed to me, correctly,
in the Harvard Crimson). This individual
apparently runs a web site on which he had
been touting the Soon/Baliunas position.”

The exchange Holdren refers to is a challenge by Nick
Schulz editor of Tech Central Station (TCS). On
August 9, 2003 Schulz wrote:



“In a recent Crimson story on the work of Soon
and Baliunas, who have written for my website
[1] www.techcentralstation.com, you are
guoted as saying: My impression is that the
critics are right. It s unfortunate that so much
attention is paid to a flawed analysis, but that’s
what happens when something happens to
support the political climate in Washington. Do
you feel the same way about the work of Mann
et al.? If not why not?”

Holdren provides lengthy responses on October 13, 14, and
16" but comments fail to answer Schulz’s questions. Afier
first response Schulz replies,

“I guess my problem concerns what lawyers
call the burden of proof. The burden weighs
heavily much more heavily, given the claims on
Mann et al. than it does on Soon/Baliunas.
Would you agree?”

Of course, Holdren doesn't agree. He replies,

“But, in practice, burden of proof is an evolving thing-
it evolves as the amount of evidence relevant to a
particular proposition grows.”

No it doesn't evolve; it is either on one side or titker. This
argument is in line with what has happened with AGW.

He then demonstrates his lack of understanding of sceamte
climate science by opting for Mann and his hockey stick ove
Soon and Baliunas. His entire defense and position des/tdve
a political position. His attempt to belittle Soon daliunas



in front of colleagues is a measure of the man’s blindaeds
political opportunism that pervades everything he says or does.

Schulz provides a solid summary when he writes,

“Ill close by saying I'm willing to admit that,

as someone lacking a PhD, | could be punching
above my weight. But | will ask you a different

but related question. How much hope is there
for reaching reasonable public policy decisions

that affect the lives of millions if the science

upon which those decisions must be made is
said to be by definition beyond the reach of

those people?”

We now know it was deliberately placed beyond the redich
the people by the group that he used to ridicule Soon and
Baliunas. He was blinded by his political views, which &s hi
record shows are frightening. One web site synthesires
position on over-population as follow&-orced abortions.
Mass sterilization. A “Planetary Regime” with the power of
life and death over American citizens®

The hockey stick elimination of the MWP solved one problem
for the AGW proponents, but ‘scientific’ support for thiede
was required.

It was provided in the same 2001 IPCC report by P.D. Jones
Director of the CRU with the claim of an increasedd@°C in
the global average annual temperature in 130 years. They
claimed the increase is beyond any natural increase and
therefore anthropogenic. This is simply incorrect. Tibare
was promoted by the SPM and the media, but what it actually

29 http://zombietime.com/john holdren/




said was the increase was 0.6°C +0.2°C, an error fadtor
66%. This puts it well within the error factor of global
average temperatures estimates.

In addition, there are so many problems with the dataaha
McKitrick shows it is impossible to calculate a gidlannual
temperaturé® * Some of the problems explain why.

. There are very few records of 130 years length

. There are fewer stations now than in 1960.

. Most of these are concentrated in eastern North
America and Western Europe.

. Most of these stations are affected by the Urban
Heat Island effect.

. There are virtually no measurements for the

oceans that are 70% of the surface.

There is serious scientific concern about the natength and
quality of the data base best expressed by the US National
Research Council Report in 1999,

“Deficiencies in the accuracy, quality and
continuity of the records place serious
limitations on the confidence that can be placed
in the research results.”

Kevin Trenberth, member of the IPCC and leading member of
the Climatic Research Unit (CRU) group commented,

30

http://rossmckitrick.weebly.com/uploads/4/8/0/8/4808045/surf
%cetempreview.pdf
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“I's very clear we do not have a climate
observing system...This may be a shock to
many people who assume that we do know
adequately what's going on with climate, but
we don’t.”

On Oct 14, 2009, Trenberth wrote in one of the leaked emails
that exposed climate science corruption he said,

“The fact is that we can’t account for the lack
of warming at the moment and it is a travesty
that we can’'t. The CERES data published in the
August BAMS 09 supplement on 2008 shows
there should be even more warming: but the
data are surely wrong. Our observing system is
inadequate.”

These remarks are troubling for Jones, but they are reoea
problematic for constructing global climate models

But there was a more serious problem with Jones’ esult
because he refused to disclose which stations he usdwand
the data was adjusted.

To a request from Warwick Hughes, an Australian researche
who long sought to verify the global temperature recored
wrote,

"We have 25 or so years invested in the work.
Why should | make the data available to you,
when your aim is to try and find something
wrong with it." (Jones’ reply to Warwick
Hughes, 21. February 2005; P. Jones later
confirmed this.)

More problematic is the fact we will never know be@aus



Jones admits the data is now Rfst

Apparently Jones is not alone in the practice of nsoloisure

or denial of access to climate data. A series ofdaltempts

to obtain information from the University of East Alagand

from the joint enterprise of the Hadley Centre dmel Climate
Research Unit known as HadCrut3 are well documented on the
Mclntyre’s web site*

The Data is Critical Yet Woefully Inadequate

In a previous section the work of Thomas Kuhn was
mentioned that speaks to the structure of scientificluéons.

It identifies two basic approaches. The inductive methasdaha
scientist create a theory and then seek data to poove
disprove. The deductive method is used when the scibasst
data and then deduces an explanatory theory. With either
method, the amount and accuracy of the data is critical.

A major criticism of the hockey stick is that it bledddata
from two different sources. This speaks to the ongoing
problem of climate research, namely the type and quality of
data available. Generally there are three differertisa of
climate reconstruction that approximate a time scateemth
yields data of different accuracy and reliability. Thesio
recent is the instrumental or secular period that rsove
approximately 100 years. It's assumed this provides the most
accurate record. Although global annul average tempesature
and others are given to at least two decimal places dhe
statistics derived from instrumental readings all tetcehalf a

32 http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/feb/15/phil-
jones-lost-weather-data

33 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10578

34 http://www.climateaudit.org/




degree. The second is the historic record that coves t
period from which human observations are available,
approximately 3000 years. Most of the data here is derived
from proxy or secondary sources such as dates of haywest
first snowfall. Temperature approximations within one degre
Celsius are the best one can expect. The third are¢heis
biologic and geologic evidence, which covers the vastuamo

of Earth’s history. Apart from the degree of temperature
accuracy, which is above one degree Celsius, thereeis th
problem of accurate dating. Climate reconstruction reguire
accurate juxtaposition of data. Even the most sophistica
technique, radiocarbon dating, only covers approximately
70,000 years with an error factor that increases as ydmagjo

in time. The most common technique for the geologic rewor
potassium/argon (K/A). Here the error factor is aamaj
problem. For examplé/Potassium-argon dates usually have
comparatively large plus or minus factors--they may be on the
order of.25 million years for a 2 million year old daté>

To put this in perspective, just consider how much climate
changed in the last 250,000 years — it covers a complete cycl
from interglacial to full glacial and back to intergkcagain.

Climate proxy indicators that transcend two areas aleable
and tree rings (dendroclimatology) is one. It was en
technique used for the hockey stick, but grossly misused. Fo
example, they assumed that growth depicted in the rings is
purely a measure of temperature. In fact, for most trees
precipitation is a much more important factor. Sectmely
overlapped the tree ring reconstruction with the modern
temperature record and that is unrealistic. It compaitésthe
overlaps attempted between ice core records and the moder

3 http://anthro.palomar.edu/time/time 5.htm




atmospheric CO2 readings. Ernst Georg Beck identifiesl thi
problem when he compared ice core data with the modern
Mauna Loa measures and™atmospheric measures (Figure
4).

CO2 -1812 - 2004 Northern Hemisphere , Chemical Measurement

+— trom 1358 Maura Loa =iy 5 years average —  ice core Amtarclica

CO:z (ppm)
BEEEBLBEESEREE

=2
3

L R e N R L R
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Figure 4: Comparison 138 yearly averages of CO2 with ice
core and Mauna Loa.
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Source:
http://www.anenglishmanscastle.com/180_years_accurate Co
2_Chemical_Methods.pdf

No wonder the IPCC were driven to confess th@uyrrent
spatial coverage, temporal resolution and age control of
available Holocene proxy data limit the ability to determine if
there were multi-decadal periods of global warmth
comparable to the last half of the 20th centui§.”

That the public was led to believe climate change is new
speaks to the issue of historic climates. All the evideomude
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as it is, indicates that change currently occurringa within
natural variability. Most mistakenly think the modernaetis
better. It isn’t, but it is also a victim of the manigtibn and
distortions done to prove that humans are the causknuite
change.

The Instrumental Record

There are serious concerns about data quality in the
instrumental record. The US spends more than others on
weather stations, yet their condition and reliabilgysimply
atrocious. Anthony Watts has documented the conditidsSo
weather stations; it is one of government’s faildfeBSigure 5
shows quality ratings for stations in the US HistoriCmate
Network (USHCN). 69% of stations (CRN=4 and =5) have
error ranges equal to or greater than 2°C. Only 10% (CRN=1
and =2) have errors less than 1°C.

Figure 5: Weather Station Quality Rating.
Sourcehttp://www.surfacestations.org/

37 http://www.surfacestations.org/
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Evidence of manipulation and misrepresentation of data is
everywhere. Countries maintain weather stations anastad
the data before it's submitted through the World
Meteorological Organization (WMO) to the central agesicie
including the Global Historical Climatology Network
(GHCN)® the Hadley Center associated with CRU now called
CRUTEM3? and NASA's Goddard Institute for Space
Studies (GISS}° They make further adjustments before
selecting stations to produce their global annual average
temperature.

In a valuable paper titled;A Critical Review of Global
Surface Temperature DataVicKitrick provides a very good
analysis that underscores the probléms.

The number of weather stations providing data
to GHCN plunged in 1990 and again in 2005.
The sample size has fallen by over 75% from its
peak in the early 1970s, and is now smaller
than at any time since 1919. The collapse in
sample size has not been spatially uniform. It
has increased the relative fraction of data
coming from airports to about 50 percent (up
from about 30 percent in the 1970s). It has also
reduced the average latitude of source data and
removed relatively more  high-altitude

38 hitp://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oal/climate/ghcn-
monthly/index.php

39 http://www.cru.uea.ac.uk/cru/data/temperature/

;‘2 http://data.qgiss.nasa.gov/gistemp/
http://rossmckitrick.weebly.com/uploads/4/8/0/8/4808045/surf
acetempreview.pdf




monitoring sites. GHCN applies adjustments to
try and correct for sampling discontinuities.
These have tended to increase the warming
trend over the 20th century.

After 1990 the magnitude of the adjustments
(positive and negative) gets implausibly large.

This is why they produce different measures each yean fro
supposedly similar data.

James Hansen controls the records maintained and adyste
NASA GISS. He was the scientist who put the entireassf
warming in the public and political arena when he appeared
before Al Gore’s Senate Committee in 1988.

Remember what his former boss John Theon said. It ags v
pointed and apparently an implication about what Hansen wa
doing. “Furthermore, some scientists have manipulated the
observed data to justify their model results. In doing so, they
neither explain what they have modified in the observations,
nor explain how they did it.”

They all use data derived from the GHCN and are consigte
different from those of other agencies. Under Harsseohtrol
GISS ‘adjustments’ and errors always produce higher
temperatures. They limited eligible stations (Figure Gily
approximately 1000 stations have 100 records. A dramatic
decrease in the number of stations after 1960 and diminished
global coverage affected the global temperatures. McKit
has shown how the reduction in numbers of stationstese
another artificial temperature change after 1990. (Figure 6).
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Figure 6: Global weather stations versus simple meaheof
temperature.

Sourcehttp://www.uoguelph.ca/~rmckitri/research/nvst.html

The figures below indicate

a. the number of stations with record length at least N years as a function of N,
b. the number of reporting stations as a function of time,
c. the percent of hemispheric area located within 1200km of a reporting station.
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Figure 7: GISS graphs showing a) station record lengthdf)
Stations c) Global coverage.

Examples of GISS errors illustrates why the numbery the
produce are of no value. In 2007 a ‘Y2K’ error made 1998 the
warmest year on record and 9 of the 10 warmest yealgin t
US record in the1990s. Now 1934 is warmest and 4 of the ten



warmest were in the 1930s. Hansen said they had not made the
claim 1998 was warmest but a GISS staffer disagreed.

http://wattsupwiththat.com/2010/01/14/foiad-emails-from-
hansen-and-qgiss-staffers-show-disagreement-over-1998-1934-
u-s-temperature-ranking/

In 2008 GISS reported October was the warmest since 1880.
They'd re-used September data for many northern stations.
GISS blamed the error on the agency that supplied the data
but NASA said the supplier carried out “extensive quality
control.” As always, the error output was in the sewhile

the correction received virtually no mainstream atterition

Inadequate data is a problem for calculating average annual
global temperature, as McKitrick, Essex and Bjarner Asen
show. Andresen, an expert in thermodynamics explains,

"It is impossible to talk about a single
temperature for something as complicated as
the climate of Earth", "A temperature can be
defined only for a homogeneous system.
Furthermore, the climate is not governed by a
single temperature. Rather, differences of
temperatures drive the processes and create the
storms, sea currents, thunder, etc. which make
up the climate".

So far this discussion has dealt with the inadequadi¢keo
temperature data. Like the entire global warming andatém
change diversion it was a singular focus on warming. The
trouble is weather involves a multitude of variables dll

42 http://climateaudit.orq/2008/11/12/gavin-schmidt-the-
processing-algorithm-worked-fine/




which are essential to explanation and understandihgser
include among others wind direction and speed, barometric
pressure, cloud cover, but especially moisture contetteof

air and precipitation.

Global temperature data is grossly inadequate but preaypitati
measures are even worse. They are inadequate in thermoder
record and virtually non-existent and impossible to reereat
from the historic record. Consider this comment aboutaf

One obvious problem is a lack of data. Africa’s
network of 1152 weather watch stations, which
provide real-time data and supply international
climate archives, is just one-eighth the
minimum density recommended by the World
Meteorological Organization (WMO).
Furthermore, the stations that do exist often fail
to report’?

The quote is an article about trying to predict theioaiit
monsoon in the Sahel region of Africa.

Climate scientists cannot say what has delayed
the monsoon this year or whether the delay is
part of a larger trend. Nor do they fully

understand the mechanisms that govern rainfall
over the Sahel. Most frustrating, perhaps, is
that their prognostic tools - computer

simulations of future climate—disagree on what
lies ahead. “The issue of where Sahel climate is
going is contentious,” says Alessandra
Giannini, a climate scientist at Columbia

3 “Waiting for the MonsoonAugust 2006Science, Vol. 313.



University. Some models predict a wetter
future; others, a drier one. “They cannot all be
right.”

And that speaks to the bigger problem with the inadequate data
because it is used to construct the computer models.

Data collection is expensive and requires continuity’s-at
major role for government. They failed with weathetada
primarily because money went to political climate agsk. A
positive outcome of corrupted climate science exposed by
Climategate, is re-examination beginning with raw datahby t
UK Met Office (UKMO)** This is impossible because much
is lost, thrown out after modification or convenlgrost, as in

the case of records held by Phil Jones, director ofaiégate.

Climate Models Were A Pivotal Change

The dramatic change in climate research came with th
introduction of computer models. They appeared to provide
the ability to deal with large volumes of data and then@lex
interactions between various components of the océmat
system. Instead they became the vehicle manipulated to
produce the output necessary to support the political
objectives.

| watched this trend as climate modelers dominated mate an
more climate meetings and conferences. A remarkable
occurrence at a 1987 conference in Edmonton Alberta
provides an example of this trend, but also what is wraitiy
climate models and thereby climate science. Keynotakspe

44 http://wattsupwiththat.com/2010/02/23/met-office-pushes-a-
surface-temperature-data-do-over/




Michael Schlesinger address wéallodel Projections of the
Equilibrium and Transient Climatic Changes Induced by
Increased Atmospheric COZ2>During his presentation there
was much agitation from someone sitting behind me.rAfte
presentation many people asked rather angry questions
including a senior bureaucrat who asked about the accuracy of
the predictions. Schlesinger replied about 50 percent tchwhic
the bureaucrat replied we are planning on planting trees in
areas your projections show extreme aridity. My marist
wants 98 percent. After more raucous debate a shoe fldw 0
the stage from behind. In the silence that followedathitated

man behind me who had a voice box and could not get
attention, said | did not have a towel. He then wenhe stage
announced his qualifications as an atmospheric physietst a
wrote a formula on the blackboard. He asked if this kas t
basic formula used in the model to represent the atmosphe
When assured it was he began to eliminate variables each of
which Schlesinger agreed was eliminated in the computer
models. At the end he said what is left is meaningless a
representative of the atmosphere.

Schlesinger had taken the same data and run it through five
different climate models.

Five recent simulations of CO2-induced

climatic change by atmospheric GCM/mixed-

layer ocean models are contrasted in terms of
their surface air temperature and soil moisture

changes. These comparisons reveal qualitative
similarities and quantitative differences.

% Magill, B.L. and F.Geddes (eds.). 1988he Impact of
Climate Variability and Change on the Canadian Prairies:
Symposium Workshop Proceedings. Prep. By Alberta
Department of the Environmeni987 September 9-11,
Edmonton, Alberta. 412.p.



When asked what he meant bguélitative similarities and
guantitative differences,he said the similarities were that all
models showed increasing temperature but the amounts varied
regionally. This speaks to the ongoing problem with clanat
models and climate science. Of course, they all show
temperature increase because they are programmed to have
temperature rise if CO2 increases. The quantitativerdiftse
refers to the variability in temperature change fromomredo
region. The problem is these differences are massitreome
showing an entire continent different than another.

The climate models truly reflect the old acronym GIGO,
garbage in, garbage out. But they also benefit from theemo
adulation and awe associated with computers and computer
output. As Pierre Gallois explainedf you put tomfoolery

into a computer, nothing comes out of it but tomfoolery. But
this tomfoolery, having passed through a very expensive
machine, is somehow ennobled and no-one dares criticize it.”
In climate science, driven by the lack of data discussest, |
they have used artificial output of one computer modeeak
data in another model.

Some basic problems associated with IPCC use of computer
models must preface any discussion about their use to
persuade the public and the politicians that the output has
validity.

. Models run by forcing variables under a variety
of preset conditions. In climate models this has
involved doubling CO2.

. Each model run takes weeks of computer time,
even though the computer is making millions of
calculations a second. The run is complete when a new
equilibrium is reached.



. Each time the same computer is forced with
exactly the same conditions and starting at the same
point a different result is reached.

. The final value used in reports, such as those of
the IPCC, is the average of a series of runs.

. The IPCC use the average output of several
different models.

. The IPCC does not make predictions. They call
them scenarios.

. The scenarios are only partly based on physical

processes — they assume future economic and social
conditions; what Richard Lindzen describasl“very
much a children’s exercise of what might possibly
happen’ prepared by ‘a peculiar group’ in the IPCC
almost all of whom have ‘no technical competeri€e.”

Initially models were focused on weather and later ¢kma
forecasting. The earliest efforts were simple nucaémodels
until a breakthrough in the 1970s came with the work of
Syukuro Manabe.

But even then people were warning about the limitatiBest
Bolin provided an early warning about the limitations when h
wrote: There is very little hope for the possibility of deducing a
theory for the general circulation of the atmosphere from the
complete hydrodynamic and thermodynamic equafibns.

This statement is still essentially true and part of dabate
about climate-based strategy. In 1977 Abelson wrote about
more apparent limitationddeteorologists still hold out global

*® http://www.melaniephillips.com/diary/archives/000482.html
" Bolin, Bert (1952). "Studies of the General Circulatidn
the Atmosphere.Advances in Geophysidés87-118.




modeling as the best hope for achieving climate prediction.
However, optimism has been replaced by a sober realization
that the problem is enormously compft®x.

Spencer Weart explains a long sequence of attempts to
improve the models all without much succ&sdés leading
climate modeler at the European Centre for Medium -gRan
Forecasts in Reading, England Tim Palmer saidon’t want

to undermine the IPCC, but the forecasts, especially for
regional climate change, are immensely uncertaire
prefaced this with the commenfEoliticians seem to think the
science is a done deaf” The idea the science is settled was
the claim of Vice President Al Gore and undoubtedlys wa
galvanized in 1988 by the appearance before the joint House
and Senate committee of James Hansen Director of NASA
Goddard Institute of Space Studies (GISS).

Hansen said,the greenhouse effect has been detected and it is
changing our climate nowdnd there wa% strong cause and
effect relationship between the current climate and human
alteration of the atmosphere."However, the most
unsupportable claim was that we are 99.percent certain
that the warming trend was not a natural variation but was
caused by a build-up of carbon dioxide and other artificial
gases in the atmospherd'”Later Hansen claimed he was
muzzled but his former boss, Dr. John Theon, head of Ne\SA

8 Abelson, P.H. (1977). "Energy and Climat8ciencel 97

941.

9 http://www.aip.org/history/climate/GCM.htm

%0 http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg19826543.700-poor-
forecasting-undermines-climate-debate.htmi

*1 http://www.nytimes.com/1988/06/24/us/global-warming-
has-begun-expert-tells-senate.html




Weather and Climate Research Program from 1982 to 1994,
who disavowed the lieHansen was never muzzled even
though he violated NASA's official agency position on climate
forecasting (i.e., we did not know enough to forecast climate
change or mankind's effect on it). Hansen thus embarrassed
NASA by coming out with his claims of global warming in
1988 in his testimony before Congress."

Theon was even more pointed.

"My own belief concerning anthropogenic
climate change is that the models do not
realistically simulate the climate system
because there are many very important sub-
grid scale processes that the models either
replicate poorly or completely omit.
Furthermore, some scientists have manipulated
the observed data to justify their model results.
In doing so, they neither explain what they have
modified in the observations, nor explain how
they did it.”

He later said Hansen's testimony was an embarrassment to
NASA because the official NASA position was that tien't
understand the climate system well enough to make a esliabl
forecast.

"I don't have much faith in the models,"” Theon
says, pointing to the "huge uncertainty in the
role clouds play." Theon describes Hansen as a
"nice, likeable fellow," but worries "he's been

S?http://epw.senate.qov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Minorit
y.Blogs&ContentRecord id=1A5E6E32-802A-23AD-40ED-
ECD53CD3D320




overcome by his belief--almost religious--that
he's going to save the world®"

After Hansen’s appearance the issue of global warming
became increasingly political and the science moreteideto
proving the theory that human production of CO2 was the
cause. Government money was the primary source ofrcbsea
funding and it served to skew the research to proving rathe
than disproving the theory. It is more than coincideti@at the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was
formed in Villach, Austria in 1988. It was all part of iresing
political control of climate science. Now the officisource
used by all governments of climate change data and fosecast
is the IPCC.

Weather is a very complex system. When you stand outside
the weather what you experience is what scientidtsvtate
noise. It is comprised of a multitude of red noises itEtides
everything from cosmic radiation in deep space to volcanic
heat from the bottom of the ocean and everything iwéden.
Figure 8 is a simple diagram of the weather system isigow
major components and some of the interactions between
components.

Shttp://epw.senate.qov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Minorit
y.Blogs&ContentRecord id=1A5E6E32-802A-23AD-40ED-
ECD53CD3D320
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and climate.

Source: After, Briggs, Smithson and Ball et al. Fundaais
of Physical Geography.

OCEAN FLUX

CO2 is identified separately as part of the “Atmospheric
Composition” category. It is one miniscule part. Watapowr

is much more important part because it has direct itnpac
those items underlined in red.

Combine the systems diagram in Figure 8 with the inadequate
data and the problems of climate science and lack of
confidence in models is clearly justified. Figure 9 is a

schematic showing the construct of a General Circurlat
Model (GCM).
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Figure 9: schematic of GCM showing grid structure.
Source; Briggs, Smithson and Ball et al.

The model is actually a mathematical construct thatesents
the weather in each rectangle, but for most of theldvo
including the 70 percent that is ocean there is no dagard-i
10 shows the distribution of weather stations in theCGiHile
and the vast gaps that exist in the surface stations.
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Source;
http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papegsori
als/surface temp.pdf

An excellent study and analysis of the surface temperatur
record was performed by Joseph D’Aleo and Anthony Watts.
Their summary is presented as in the original papér alh
indictment of the record and the people responsibléggfor
maintenance and analysis.



“1. Instrumental temperature data for the pre-satatite
(1850-1980) have been so widely, systematically, and
unidirectionally tampered with that it cannot be credibly
asserted there has been any significant “global warmimg”
the 20th century.

2. All terrestrial surface-temperature databases exrebjt
serious problems that render them useless for determining
accurate long-term temperature trends.

3. All of the problems have skewed the data so as greatly t
overstate observed warming both regionally and globally.
4. Global terrestrial temperature data are gravely comiseml
because more than three-quarters of the 6,000 stat@ins th
once existed are no longer reporting.

5. There has been a severe bias towards removing higher-
altitude, higher-latitude, and rural stations, leading to théar
serious overstatement of warming.

6. Contamination by urbanization, changes in land use,
improper siting, and inadequately-calibrated instrument
upgrades further overstates warming.

7. Numerous peer-reviewed papers in recent years have shown
the overstatement of observed longer term warmiBg-450%
from heat-island contamination alone.

8. Cherry-picking of observing sites combined with
interpolation to vacant data grids may make heat-islared bia
greater than 50% of 20th-century warming.

9. In the oceans, data are missing and uncertainties are
substantial. Comprehensive coverage has only been available
since 2003, and shows no warming.

10. Satellite temperature monitoring has provided an
alternative to terrestrial stations in compiling thebal lower-
troposphere temperature record. Their findings are
increasingly diverging from the station-based consiuastin

a manner consistent with evidence of a warm bias in the
surface temperature record.



11. NOAA and NASA, along with CRU, were the driving
forces behind the systematic hyping of 20th-century “global
warming”.

12. Changes have been made to alter the historicadrézor
mask cyclical changes that could be readily explained by
natural factors like multidecadal ocean and solar cleange
13. Global terrestrial data bases are seriously flawddan

no longer be trusted to assess climate trends or VAIDPA
model forecasts.

14. An inclusive external assessment is essential cutiace
temperature record of CRU, GISS and NCDC “chaired and
paneled by mutually agreed to climate scientists who do not
have a vested interest in the outcome of the evahsti

15. Reliance on the global data by both the UNIPCC and the
US GCRP/CCSP also requires a full investigation and
audit.”54

But what do they do if there are no weather statiomsie box

of the grid? They simply go up to 1200km away to get data to
apply to the entire area of the box. This is a hugéleno in

vast areas of Canada and Russia, which are criticeg¢édher
systems in the Northern Hemisphere. Figure 11 shows the
reduction in the number of stations in Canada.

54

http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papegsori
als/surface temp.pdf
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Figure 11: Dramatic decline in weather stations in Canada.
Source:

http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papegs/ori
als/surface temp.pdf

What is more dramatic is the number of Canadianoststi
currently used to calculate global average annual temopera
(Figurel12) Only those stations identified with a black diagnon
are used. Notice that only one station, Eureka, is useithdor
entire northern half of Canada including the arctic, Eurglea
station identified as a refugia because of local canditand
unique plant species.



This illustrates the inadequacy of the surface recorthas
basis for the determining global average annual temperature
but also as the basis for a computer model.

The surface data is totally inadequate even without the
manipulation, but there is a bigger problem.

The atmosphere and therefore the model are three diomal
and there is virtually no modern or historic data abowe th
surface.



History of Encounters with the Sky Dragon
By Martin Hertzberg

The First Skirmish — A Blow Against Prudery.

My first encounter with the Sky Dragon occurred in the
French Alps, but the first blow in that encounter wat mine
but my wife’s! It was at a NATO-sponsored meeting oalc
combustion held in 1986 at Les Arcs. My wife and | and three
colleagues from MIT and their very proper wives, were
congregated at the swimming pool of the hotel where the
meeting was being held. We were chatting about this amd tha
when another colleague from Australia arrived to join us
Shortly thereatfter, his girlfriend appeared “aux seuns’'nthat
is, bare breasted in a topless bathing suit. She pratdede
dive into the pool and swim. We men pretended not tc@oti
how well endowed she was as she swam backstroke before us,
but the proper Bostonian wives were shocked. Chatting among
themselves, they proceeded to roundly condemn the young
Australian lady for her scandalous behavior. My wife &and
listened to all the chatter. | sat quietly without sgya word
not daring to suggest that it didn't bother me at all. Myl
colleagues did likewise, but my wife had heard enough. She
proceeded to the ladies room and reappeared shortly,fharsel
a topless condition, and joined the young Australian lady
the pool both swimming bare breasted.

Two things happened that evening at dinner. First, my
Australian colleague got up (you know how unpretentious
those Australians are) and proposed a toast to myfavifieer
exceptionally well endowed swimming performance at the
pool earlier that day. Secondly, one of my MIT colleague
who had witnessed it all was so impressed that hetsaliony
opinion on the subject of greenhouse warming of the



atmosphere by human CO2 emission. He was on an NAS
committee considering the question and had read a paper of
mine presented at the Combustion Symposium at MIT. | had
used the infrared emission from the 4.2 micron band of 802
measure methane explosion temperatures in a 12 ft. @iame
sphere. He also apparently knew that | had once served a
Meteorologist while on active duty with the U. S. NaMpw

just being asked for an opinion by someone from MIT is a
great honor.

| responded that although CO2 was an essential
ingredient for the photosynthesis that supports aimddifeal
on Earth, | doubted that such a minor constituent haf t
atmosphere could have a significant effect on the nadiat
balance between the Sun and the Earth. | also sudgéste
the overall role of the atmospheric “greenhouse éffeatild
be checked by comparing the Earth’'s average surface
temperature with that of the Moon. It receives esatyntihe
same input radiance from the Sun but has no atmosphere.

Scouting the Enemy

In 1989, at a Symposium at Chatham College in
Pittsburgh (formerly the Pennsylvania College for Women,
Rachel Carson’'s alma mater), a paper was presented
describing a model in which greenhouse gas induced
temperature changes in the atmosphere were driving the
Earth’s ocean circulation. | had to heckle the speakitr the
obvious fact that he had it “backasswards”. Meteorolegis
know from the ElI Nino phenomenon, the moderate
temperatures in Western Europe caused by the Gulf Stream,
the development and motions of Hurricanes and Typhoons,
and the periodic Summer Monsoons in Asia and elsewhere,



that it is the other way around; namely, that it i® th
distribution of land and ocean and the ocean curreatsitive

the atmospheric circulation. Clearly the model beinggmeed

had the “tail wagging the dog”. In the same symposiunad h

a brief discussion with a distinguished atmospheric ssten
who during his presentation had repeated the standard mantra
that the atmosphere of Venus was hot because of a
“greenhouse effect” that was caused by its high CO2 content
When | asked him whether he had corrected for the adiabat
compression caused by its high surface pressure, he respondec
that that was only a small correction factor. | lefte
Symposium in disbelief: something was terribly wrong.

A short time later, | had a similar discussion witie
then President of the Combustion Institute, who repeduzd t
same mantra about the temperature of Venus. He inforreed m
that he was on an NAS panel considering the global wgrm
issue. When | asked him whether he had considered the effec
of Venus’' closer distance to the Sun, and the effefct
adiabatic compression in its very dense atmosphere, & got
rather blank stare.

While he was a rather distinguished chemist, the ceatien
convinced me that | was better qualified than he wa®torb

that panel. After all, temperatures in regions bekea level
such as Death Valley and the Dead Sea are higher than in
surrounding areas at sea level because of adiabatic
compression, and of course, those higher temperatuses ha
absolutely nothing to do with the CO2 content of our
atmosphere.



Attacking the Sky Dragon — Defeat .

Shortly thereafter, a colleague from New Zealand who
had worked in our laboratory during his sabbatical contacted
me to solicit my opinion on the subject. After muchcdssion
between us, and after | “retired”, we decided to coopenata
poster-session paper that was presented at the Twitity-F
International Symposium on Combustion in 1994 (1). The
analysis showed that atmospheric water vapor played t
dominant role in infrared absorption, and that any “greenhouse
runaway” for the Earth’s temperature should therefineady
have occurred long before the last century's increase i
atmospheric CO2. With the ocean’s water vapor flux
increasing exponentially with temperature, the resultant
increase in cloud cover albedo would naturally limit or
“buffer” the system in a negative feedback.

The paper also challenged the two “Greenhouse Catechisms”.
The first catechism argues that the in the absenceheof t
“greenhouse effect”, the Earth’s temperature would be too
cold for human habitation (about —25 C). It is argued ithat

the atmosphere that “keeps the heat in”.

That sets us up for the argument that too much greenhouse
from too much CO2 will make the Earth too hot for human
habitation. This first catechism will be referred toanater
figure as the “Cold Earth Fallacy”, and it is based oa th
erroneous assumption that the earth’s surface andeatither
entities involved in its radiative losses to free spaltdave

unit emissivity. The second catechism has already been
discussed: the contention that Venus’ high surface teanper

is caused by the “greenhouse effect” of its CO2 atmosphere



As fear mongering hysteria about human caused global
warming grew, and as the Kyoto protocol was promulgated, |
felt compelled to get our analysis published more widely. |
wrote to Bert Bolin, then head of the IPCC, and submitad
paper to Nature and Science, but they refused to publish it.
Who were we to challenge all those sophisticated computer
models that were predicting catastrophic warming as wtres
of human CO2 emission?

After some correspondence with the editor of Naturel an
when it became clear that they were not interested i
publishing the results of our analysis, | felt compelled to
candidly express my opinions on the entire questione Hera
condensed form, is the content of my last letter éoetthitor of
Nature in October, 1994.

(Begin quote) “I have just reviewed the two articles you
referenced.....The article by C...is an excellent survethef
complexities involved in the hydro-geological cycle...its
emphasis on the necessity of obtaining more data.. tgickr
something with which | agree...Our analysis is certainly
consistent with his survey, but our analysis alsorsfiie
simplest of models..... the radiative equilibrium perspective

| plead quilty to simplicity....the largest mass and heat
capacity in the hydrogeological cycle is in the oceanic
component of that cycle, and if one applies Kircloféiw to
the system, the ocean is in radiative equilibriunhwiite solar
irradiance. The details of the composition of the dry
atmosphere are thus of little account in the overdhriue
since the law is valid for any composition. At its etfpuilm
temperature, water can accumulate in its deep oceazgstor
realm to provide a long term “memory” of that equilibrium
condition.



“The atmosphere is not driven by the short-term cifog
function’ of absorption within the atmosphere’s refaly
trivial mass, but rather by the long-term ‘forcing fuont of
the memory of the accumulated radiative equilibriumat t
resides in the ocean. In the intermediate term, thesgthere

is driven by variations in ocean dynamics in accordance wit
the El Nino phenomenon (i.e. the Pacific Decadalil@sion).

In the longer term, it is driven by variations in sataadiance
associated with variations in the Earth’s orbital mo@adaout
the Sun in accordance with Milankovitch. (I clearly meged

to include the variations in the solar cycles and hoey th
might influence cloudiness). The current ‘greenhouse models’
such as those referred to in the W....& R..... article have
‘backasswards’: they drive the oceans with the atmospher
which is an absurd notion that is contradicted by evergthi
we know about long range weather forecasting!

“When | first read your comment that ‘Model validationngs
existing observational data is a fairly standard procedarg’,
initial reaction was: hurrah, at last someone has nade
honest attempt to validate their model. But the eupHhasizd
only as long as it took me to read the article in quedtipn
W....&R..... .

There is nothing in that paper that deals with model
verification!

There is absolutely nothing in that article that compahes
standard greenhouse ‘radiation forcing’ ‘scenarios’ or
‘projections’ with data. The article contains all te&ndard
‘politically correct’ projections that have appeared roaed
over again in the literature........

“‘Over the years, | have done battle with many ‘combusti
modelers’ in considering the question of whose respoitgibil
it is to verify the validity of a proposed model. Wasthe
responsibility of their readers; was it theirs agrfolators of



the model; or was it mine as a reviewer and editorfadst
cases the modelers seemed satisfied if their modeédgvith
one observation, or maybe even two if they were atbwo
include some ‘fudge factors’. | never detected much
enthusiasm on their part for searching for a large afalata

to test against their models. They seemed happy to get a
publication under their belts by proclaiming a model in print,
and then leaving it up to everyone else to validate or (lmeave
forbid) invalidate their models. The literature is now hiavi
polluted with ‘computer experiments’ that only serve to
corrupt both our thinking and our language.

“The situation is far worse with the greenhouse modelers

“The current spate of greenhouse models is motivated in part
by the same desire for publication, by the perceived need to
create new departments in Universities that will de#h whis
critical problem of ‘global weather change’, and by thétios

of the environmental movement which encourages the
projection of catastrophes......

“In the combustion field, the proliferation of unverdie
models results in limited damage: there is some confugion
thought, and it encourages the illusion that one needngeio

do real experiments. There is also some diversioesafurces
from the real world to the fantasy world of modelers.
Nevertheless, there is some educational value in having
graduate students learn to handle the conservation déws
energy, mass, and momentum even though they are ltypica
solved for only one dimension, and without buoyancy, and f
trivial flows that do not represent real world (turbujefidw
fields. But in ‘global warming’, we are talking about Irea
money: an enormous waste of resources in regulatingmcarb
dioxide emissions as we chase the great greenhouse phantom
(or dragon if you wish). Is it unreasonable to requirat the



models on which the ‘projections’ are based should be
validated or invalidated, and that the effort be genuine,
nonpolitical, and objective? Should not an alternatdehthat
formulates the problem in terms of radiative equilibri be
considered by the same readership? | have been disnayed t
find the arguments | refer to in my paper as the ‘first
greenhouse catechism’ being presented uncritically in first
year physics texts and biology courses. As a reseaiehtist

and teacher, | feel obligated to do everything | can toecor
such misperceptions, and would appreciate NATURE's help in
the matter.” (end quote).

My pleas to Nature clearly fell on deaf ears.

But the final defeat came when | was even rejected bgwimy
Unitarian Universalist Association. They were on they wa
adopting a resolution on global warming. | tried to preties
skeptics position at their General Assembly in Long Beach
several years ago, but was not allowed to do so evegtho
knew more about the subject than anyone else theres lolech
that it was “settled science” and what they wanted azhion

to curb greenhouse gas emissions. In a workshop at a more
recent General Assembly in Salt Lake City, | rose frown t
audience to present the skeptics viewpoint. But as sean a
became clear that | opposed their position, someonggdmp
immediately and grabbed the microphone away from me. No
one in the audience defended my right to present my
arguments. So much for the fourth principle of the Uiaita
Universalist Association: “A free and responsible sedoch
truth and meaning”.



Counterattack as Reinforcements Arrive

In 2001, my wife and | took a Nation magazine cruise along
the west coast of Mexico. One of the featured speakeisgdur
the cruise was their columnist Alexander Cockburn, who is
also the co-editor of the magazine, Counterpunch. | sensed
from some of his comments that he had serious regmngat
about the theory of human caused global warming. | spoke
him after one of his talks, indicating that | was a rstis¢ who

had been studying the question for several years. Heatedi

an interest in the result of my studies, so | sent ¢opies of

my 1994 paper, my several letters to the editor, androthe
correspondence.

After a hiatus of about six years, and out of a cleae Bky, he
called me on the telephone to inform me that he wgsapirey

to write series of articles in the Nation magazine tbha
subject. | agreed to provide him with scientific advice. The
articles appeared in four issues of the Nation from Wéy-
June 25, 2007, with letters to the editor and his responses in
the June 18 issue. The articles appeared under thguingi
titles; “Is Global Warming a Sin?”, “Who Are the Merchsn

of Fear?”, “The Greenhousers Strike Back and Strike Out”,
and “Dissidents Against Dogma”. After the “climategate”
scandal broke, he wrote another article that appearée ibain

4, 2010 issue entitled “From Nicaea to Copenhagen”. Letters
to the editor and responses to that article appearduk irdb.

8 issue.

Cockburn has received vituperative criticism from
environmentalists as a result of that series of adjcand |
myself was accused of being a tool of the coal barohat T
would be a great surprise to them since | spent most of my



career advocating for more stringent safety regulatia their
mines.

Earth’s Radiative Equilibrium

| am exceedingly grateful to Cockburn for his serieartitles
about global warming and for the discussions we had on the
scientific issues. He is one of the few journalistsowhas
exercised due diligence in trying to understand the science.
Most others in the ‘mainstream media’ simply regurgitite
anecdotal, fear-mongering clap trap they are fed by
environmental lobbyists without digging any deeper into the
totality of the data available or the fundamentals efd¢tience
involved.

That interaction with Cockburn encouraged me to revisit,
amplify, and update the 1994 poster session paper. The new
paper was published in early 2009 in Energy and Environment
(2). I am also grateful to Fred Goldberg, my friend and
colleague from Sweden, who was kind enough to review that
paper. Fred has been a long time skeptic who has openly
challenged the IPCC’s conclusions on human caused global
warming and even publicly confronted Bert Bolin on the
guestion. Both Cockburn and Goldberg spent a week with us
at our residence last year in an impromptu salon discudsng
science and politics of the ‘global warming/climate rojel
issue.

Fred presented a spell binding lecture on the climate hisfory
Scandinavia to my Meteorology class at Colorado Mountain
College, and even skied with us at Copper Mountain.

We now proceed to the analysis in that 2009 paper (2).

If one balances the solar input power absorbed by all the
Earth’'s entities involved in the radiative balance betwthe



Earth and the Sun against the power lost by those satitiese

as they radiate to free space, one obtains an equatidhe
average equilibrium temperature of those entities, which
shows that the controling factor is the ratio of thei
absorptivity to the emissivity. Their absorptivity isntrolled

by the fraction of the Sun’s radiation that is refeel back to
space, which is the Earth’s albedo, and is determined ynostl
by its cloud cover. A high albedo means a low absorptivity,
and a low albedo gives a high absorptivity.

Figure 1 is a plot of that average equilibrium temperafore
those entities on the Earth in degrees Celsius asdidn of
the emissivity for four values of the albedo.

Aversuy Enrth Tempernture, * €

Fatincy

The Culd Earth i
1

| | |
0z % 0.4 s G w7 LLE.3 0%

Earth’s Average Emissivity

Figure 1: Energy & Environment, vol. 20, No.1, 2009

Taking the logarithms of the equation for the equilibrium
temperature, and taking differentials of the resulowa one

to calculate the change in the average temperatureosé th
entities associated with various changes in their switg,
absorptivity, or the albedo.



That sensitivity curve is plotted in Figure 2 for the cotre
average atmospheric temperature of 291 K, and for angevera
albedo of 0.30.
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Figure 2: Energy & Environment, vol. 20, No.1, 2009

It is at this point that it must be acknowledged tlre is
considerable uncertainty in determining what “entities’tloe

earth are involved in its radiative equilibrium with thenS&nd

free space. The solar input radiation is absorbed both
heterogeneously and homogeneously: heterogeneously at the
tops of clouds and at the Earth surface, and homogendnusly
the gaseous components of the atmosphere. The same
distribution of those absorbers are emitters of the that is
radiated from the Earth to free space.



Those entities are distributed vertically throughout the
atmosphere: from the ocean surfaces at sea levelheo t
mountains at high altitude, to continental depressionswbel
sea level, and to the upper reaches of the atmosphe¢he a
tops of clouds, and to other particulates suspended in the
atmosphere. Those same entities are distributed lomngatiid

and latitudinally from the equator to the poles. With wha
measured temperatures are the calculated ones to be
compared? Is it reasonable to expect that the cadcllat
temperatures should be compared only with the air
temperatures measured near the Earth’s topographic strface
How representative is such an average surface air tatope

of the temperature of the entire mass of the atmasphe
involved in the radiative equilibrium process? If theame
surface air temperature is not representative, isaitsteally
possible to measure the average temperature of the mats®

of absorbing and emitting entities with sufficient accyr&o
make a meaningful comparison between the data and
predictions? One is asking for a definition of the sna$
matter that constitutes the Earth’s surface, atmaspland
oceans. How high in altitude should one go in the atmosphere
to include it all? Similarly, how deep in the liquid fiuof the
oceans should one go in order to include the mass béew t
ocean surface that influences the heat and mass transpor
processes near the ocean surface and in the atmospbee a
it? How representative are those near surface tenupesabf

the average temperature of those vertically distributed
poorly defined entities? As difficult as these questiony be,

they are nevertheless the ones that need to be auswer
order to evaluate the validity of any models purporting to
predict future conditions.

This is a formidable task; however, looking at the prohlem
depth, it may be more realistic to conclude that it®ltgion
may be unattainable given our limited understanding of the



complex processes involved, and the lack of data available
the current thermodynamic state of those entities.

Nevertheless, despite those complexities, we wiltinaga this
analysis by making the not unreasonable assumption nigat a
changes in the average temperature of those entitiedavil
reflected in similar changes in the average atmospheric
temperature near the Earth’s surface, as measured by the
meteorological network of surface stations or froaeHite
observations. Those measured temperature changes asdepor
by the IPCC over the last century (3) are as follows:

1910 — 1940, an increase of 0.5 C
1940 — 1970, a decrease of 0.2 C
1970 — 2000, an increase of 0.5 C

As can be seen from Fig. 2, those increases of 0ds C f
the two thirty year spans from 1920 to 1940 and from 1970 to
2000 correspond to a relatively small decrease of only 1.5
percent in the Earth’s albedo. The observed decrease in
temperature of 0.2 C from 1940 to 1970 corresponds to an
albedo increase of only 0.5 percent.

Thus those modest changes in temperature are readily
explained in terms of minor changes in albedo, broughttabou
by small changes in cloudiness. Svensmark (4,5) has shown
that the Earth’s cloud cover underwent a modulationhizisp

with the cosmic ray flux during the last solar cycleis H
suggested mechanism for that correlation involves a decrease
in cosmic ray flux during high solar activity, when the l&so
wind” and magnetic activity shield the Earth from cosnaigs.

The reduced incidence of cosmic rays results in the absénce
adequate nucleating agents for cloud formation, a decrease |
the Earth’s albedo, a corresponding increase in absgypti



and hence a heating of the Earth. The opposite occuirsydur
low solar activity, when the cosmic ray flux intoetarth’s
atmosphere is high, nucleating agents are plentiful, and
cloudiness increases the albedo. This results in a decireas
absorptivity and hence a cooling of the Earth. Thelyaisa
summarized earlier from Fig 2 supports the Svensmark
mechanism as the causes of th& @@ntury fluctuations in the
average Earth temperature. As Fig. 2 shows, relativelyest
changes of only a few percent in the Earth’'s albed® a
sufficient to account for the observed temperaturexgbs of
that Century. Those are precisely the magnitudes of the
changes in cloudiness that are observed by Svensmarkyto var
in phase with the variations in solar activity.

Thus, except for the influence of cloud albedo, no assungtio
are needed regarding the detailed composition of the
atmosphere in order to explain the observed modest isasat

in 20" Century temperatures of the Earth’s atmosphere. This
analysis supports the earlier conclusion (1) that it is
implausible to expect that small changes in the coretm

of any minor atmospheric constituent such as carboxidi#io
can significantly influence the radiative equilibrium eeén

the Sun, the Earth, and free space.

Puff, the Magic Sky Dragon is gone

At the present time, global warming
skeptics/realists/deniers fall into two camps. The fiamnp
believes that the greenhouse gas warming phenomenaal is re
but that the degree of warming from the recent increases
atmospheric CO2 concentrations is trivial. The secamdpc
denies the very existence of the greenhouse effect ardwng t



it is totally devoid of physical reality and that asditanally
defined, it violates the laws of thermodynamics.

We here attempt to resolve the question by idealizing
the radiative transport processes between the Eaifacs,
its atmosphere, and free space, in the absence of dy so
input radiation.

As indicated earlier, the problem of obtaining accurate
absorptivity to emissivity ratios for all the entgien the Earth
that participate in the radiative balance is a formelaask. It
is highly unlikely that any proposed model contains a ta&alis
ratio for the entire globe over a long enough timdesdaut
even if those quantities were precisely known, the ltasu
temperature structure of the system of entities caneot b
determined until all other energy transfer processedands
are included in the model. Those other processes involve
conduction, natural convection, forced convection (adwect
to meteorologists) in both the atmosphere and the egcean
endothermic evaporation from the oceans and land, exuoit
condensation of water vapor in the atmosphere, anda thei
accompanying mass transport processes, and finally, the
intractable problem of turbulence. To those processes leus
added the buoyancy force couple, the Coriolis force, had t
tidal forces.

Thus, even if the radiative processes were precisely
known, all the other processes just cited would havéeto
included in order to predict the temperature structure ohall t
Earth’'s entities. The complexity of the problem boggles
mind and has frustrated forecasting meteorologist for decade

But, instead, let us consider reversing the process.
What can be learned from using the known thermal streictur



of the Earth’s surface and its atmosphere, and therrimder
the radiative transport processes that must accompaty th
structure? This analysis is taken from a paper entitled “The
Nightime Radiative Transport Between the Earth’s S féts
Atmosphere, and Free Space” that has recently been sedbmit
for publication in Energy and Environment. The analysis
reflects the radiative fluxes for nighttime conditidmst they
also are also present during daytime conditions when they
must be subtracted from the input solar fluxes in order t
obtain the net amount that heats the Earth.

The Earth’s surface, its atmosphere, and free spaee, a
approximated as concentric spherical surfaces whosearadii
much larger than the distance between them and whose
average temperatures, emissivities, and absorptivities are
known. The Earth’s surface entities are taken to bésat
average temperature, its average emissivity and itsageer
absorptivity. The gaseous atmosphetthout clouds to begin
with, is approximated as a partially absorbing, partially
transparent, non-reflective glass-like plate at a cadderage
temperature with its average absorptivity and its awerag
emissivity.

The gaseous atmosphere is condensed into a thin glass
plate whose average temperature is taken as the tempevhtur
the “Standard Atmosphere” half way up at the 500 mb seirfac
When all is said and done one obtains the following teghé
net amount of infrared radiation absorbed by the colder
atmosphere above from that emitted by the warmer
atmosphere below is 25 W#mThe infrared radiation lost to
free space from the atmosphere is 46 W/ifhe infrared
radiation lost from the Earth’s surface to free spHw is
transmitted through the atmosphere is 228 W/m



Thus it is clear that the atmosphere helps to cool the
Earth —atmosphere system, and that in the absemteuals, it
accounts for some 17% of the radiant energy flux that
system as a whole loses to free space.

The general correctness of this picture is clearly
confirmed by the fact that direct meteorological sougsliof
the atmospheric lapse rate show that both the Eastinface
and the atmosphere both cool during night-time hours, abeit
different rates because of their different emisssit

It should be noted that nowhere in this balance iether
a so-called “greenhouse effect” in which the atmosphere
supplies any net radiant energy that is absorbed bydhé.E
Under these assumptions for the thermal structuredaheof
radiant energy from both the earth’s surface and its
atmosphere is entirely outward toward free space.

In the presence of clouds covering on the average some
33 % of the Earth’s surface, the “glass plate” atmesph
becomes partially reflective. For that cloudy atmosphéhe
radiation from the atmosphere to free space incsesabout
106 W/nf and the radiation lost from the surface to free space
is decreased to 153 WinWith clouds, the atmosphere now
accounts for some 41 % of the total radiant flux losfrée
space. The physical effect of that radiant loss fromuds to
free space is apparent from the fact that thunderstotmitg
tends to maximize after sundown because of radiation the
tops of clouds. That radiation loss results in marked cgaf
those cloud tops which steepens the temperature lapse rate,
increasing the instability of the cloudy atmosphere and thus
increasing thunderstorm activity. As was the case far t
cloudless atmosphere, for the cloudy atmosphere, thallsal



“greenhouse effect” is nowhere to be found in the radiati
balance. All the radiant flux is outward toward fepace.

There is only one exception in which one can find a net
radiant flux from the atmosphere to the Earth’s sgfaand
that occurs during atmospheric inversion conditions. Bahe
in the extreme case in which the surface temperaturehend t
atmosphere’s temperature are reversed, the radiant poster
to free space from the atmosphere is a factor of fieatgr
than the power radiated toward the surface from thenesmar
atmosphere. Inversion conditions are thus the only aase
which the so-called “greenhouse effect” can possibly baye
form of physical reality. But, of course, that is rww the
greenhouse effect is traditionally defined by global wagmi
modelers.

Such inversion conditions, however, are present overadl sm
fraction of the Earth’s surface for limited periods iofd¢, and
since the recent increases in atmospheric CO2 contienga
have virtually no effect on the atmosphere’s totalssnaity,
the effect of those CO2 increases on the overaihtiad flux
balance is essentially nil.

The Legend of the Sky Dragon and Its Mythmakers

There is a simple way to tell the difference between
propagandists and scientists. If scientists have arythbey
search diligently for data that might actually codict the
theory so that they can fully test its validity oefine it.
Propagandists, on the other hand, carefully selecttbalgata
that might agree with their theory and dutifully ignarey data
that disagrees with it.



One of the best examples of the contrast between
propagandists and scientists comes from the way theaimum
caused global warming advocates handle the Vostok i co
data from Antarctica (6).

The data span the last 420,000 years, and they show some four
Glacial Coolings with average temperatures some 6 to 8 C
below current values and five Interglacial Warming periods
with temperatures some 2 to 4 C above current valuedashe
warming period in the data is the current one that stadene
15,000 to 20,000 years ago. The data show a remarkably good
correlation between long term variations in temperature
atmospheric CO2 concentrations. Atmospheric CO2
concentrations are at a minimum during the end of Glacial
Coolings when temperatures are at a minimum. Atmospheric
CO2 concentrations are at a maximum when temperatuges ar
at a maximum at the end of Interglacial Warmings. eGamn

his movie and his book, “An Inconvenient Truth”, shows th
Vostok data, and uses it to argue that the data prove that hig
atmospheric CO2 concentrations cause global warming.

Is that an objective evaluation of the Vostok data?sUebk

at what Gore failed to mention. First, the correlatbetween
temperature and CO2 has been going on for about half a
million years, long before any significant human proauncof
CO2, which began only about 150 years ago. Thus, it is
reasonable to argue that the current increase in COZycurm
current Interglacial Warming, which has been going ortHer

last 15,000 — 20,000 years, is merely the continuation of a
natural process that has nothing whatever to do withanum
activity. Gore also fails to ask the most logical dioes where

did all that CO2 come from during those past warming periods
when the human production of CO2 was virtually nonexistent?
The answer is apparent to knowledgeable scientists: fnem t



same place that the current increase is coming fraom the
oceans. The amount of CO2 dissolved in the oceansnis S0
times greater than the amount in the atmosphereoc&ans
warm for whatever reason, some of their dissolved GO
emitted into the atmosphere, just as your soda pop figtes
and loses its dissolved CO2 as it warms to room termpera
even as you pour it into the warmer glass. As ocean$ c
CO2 from the atmosphere dissolves back into the scqast
as soda pop is made by injecting CO2 into cold water.

But the real “clincher” that separates the scientisien the
propagandists comes from the most significant fact Gae

fails to mention. The same Vostok data show that gésimn
temperature always precede the changes in atmospheric CO2
by about 500-1500 years.

The temperature increases or decreases come firsti &nd
only after 500-1500 years that the CO2 follows. Fig 3 shows
the data from the termination of the last Glacial Gapl
(Major Glaciation) that ended some 15,000 — 20,000 years ago
through the current Interglacial Warming of today. Tharf
instances where the temperature changes precede the CO2
curve are clearly shown. All the Vostok data going bakes
420,000 years show exactly the same behavior. Any objective
scientist looking at that data would conclude that ithis t
warming that is causing the CO2 increases, not the othgr w
around as Gore claimed.

| am indebted to Guy Leblanc Smith for granting permisgion
use Fig. 3 below, as it was published on Viv Forbes’ web-site
www.carbon-sense.com



http://www.carbon-sense.com/
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It is even more revealing to see how the advocatethef
human-caused global warming theory handle this “clincbér”
the argument. It is generally agreed that the Vostolesyaf
Glacial Coolings and Interglacial Warmings are driven by
changes in the parameters of the Earth’s orbital matlmout
the Sun and its orientation with respect to that oriamely,
changes in the ellipticity of its orbit, changes inatdiquity

(tilt relative to its orbital plane), and the precessis its axis

of rotation. These changes are referred to as thenkdilatch
cycles, and even the human caused global warming aegocat
agree that those cycles “trigger” the temperature \vanist
But the human caused global warming advocates present th
following ad hoccontrivance to justify their greenhouse effect
theory. The Milankovitch cycles, they say, are “weak”
forcings that start the process of Interglacial WMagn but
once the oceans begin to release some of their C&25410-
1500 vyears, then the “strong” forcing of “greenhouse
warming” takes over to accelerate the warming.

That argument is the best example of how propagandists
carefully select data that agrees with their themsytley



dutifully ignore data that disagrees with it. One neet gw
any further than to the next Glacial Cooling to exposs th
fraudulent argument for the artificial contrivance thatally

is. Pray tell us then, we slayers of the Sky Dragsk, what
causes the next Glacial Cooling? How can it possiblyinbeg
when the CO2 concentration, their “strong” forcingatsits
maximum? How can the “weak” Milankovitch cooling effect
possibly overcome that “strong” forcing of the greenhouse
effect heating when the CO2 concentration is stillitat
maximum value at the peak of the Interglacial Warming?

The global warmers thus find themselves stuck way out on a
limb with that contrived argument. They are stuck theran
everlasting Glacial Warming, with no way to begin thext
Glacial Cooling that the data show.

But one has to be sorry for Gore and his friendsaftar all,
they are in the global warming business. Global coolgg i
clearly someone else’s job!

In my 1994 paper, it was concluded that the unverified
models used by the IPCC did not realistically represkat
forces that determine the temperature of the Earth &nd i
atmosphere, and that it would be absurd to base publig/polic
decisions on them. Regrettably, what was then merely
“absurd” has today turned into something more sinister.
Models have been developed that try to validate theéesmae
of an intensifying ‘greenhouse effect’ driven by very modest
changes in the concentration of the minor consti{uUEQ2,
even though its absorption of the Earth’s infrared tadia
emitted to free space is already near saturation.elhuglels
continue to be developed even though as shown here,sand a
shown much earlier, the ‘greenhouse effect’ has long been
known to be devoid of physical reality (7, 8). When those



models were criticized for their omission of cloudsge th
modelers included water vapor, but in the form of a pasitiv
feed-back. That way the models could magnify the trivial
effect of increasing CO2 concentrations, and thus “tweak”
them in the direction the modelers wanted them torgdolng

so, they ignored the overwhelming evidence that watporva
feedback in the form of clouds is negative. Even dfbeir
models were shown to be faulty, they continued to use the
make predictions, which were then touted as the equivafen
actual data, and public policy decisions were then made, and
continue to be made, on the basis of those models.

Overall, such disingenuous behavior, and the
acceptance of such behavior by some Scientific Joyrnals
Professional Societies, and Government Agencies, both
national and international, essentially amountsseentific
malfeasance on a grand scale. The implementationlicfgso
based on the acceptance of such malfeasance will gertiin
have damaging effect to both science and the public welfare.
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Additional and alternative explanations and illustragicby
Hans Schreuder with regard the erroneous concepts of an
atmospheric greenhouse effect and greenhouse gases.

The Bigger Picture
By Hans Schreuder

The UN's IPCC bases its dire forecasts on nothing riame
computer models that regard the earth as a flat diskedantha
constant 24 hour haze of sunlight, without north and south
poles, with few clouds and thus without any relationshighéo
real planet we all live on.

Despite much rhetoric and research over the past decades,
there is still not a single piece of actual evidemzd the now-
maligned carbon dioxide molecule causes global warming (o
"climate change" for that matter).

To over 40,000 fellow scientists from around the world and to
me this is no surprise, for no such evidence can everunel f

Carbon dioxide (CO2), at less than 400 parts per million by
volume, does not and can not influence either the atmadsphe
temperature or the climate in any measurable way. Only
laboratory experiments with heat lamps can make carbo
dioxide do what climate change proponents want it to do:
warm the flasks that contain CO2. Yet this is not @pally

how the open atmosphere gets heated and no laboratory
experiment can mimic actual air dynamics or be extedpdl

to represent them.

The earth’s air hugs the surface like a thin shell whgh i
completely encapsulated by a perfect thermal insuldta:



vacuum of space. Earth does not need a "blanket of
greenhouse gases” to keep it warm or protect it from thk co
of space. The vacuum of space is the best possible mswlat
could wish for. A widely held concept that space is asld
widely off course. Space is not cold in the same waty\ilea

feel cold; it has no temperature of itself. It is &wam and a
vacuum has no temperature. Only matter can have a
temperature and in a vacuum, there is as good as na.matte

Scientists have discovered what they call Cosmic Backgt
Radiation, seemingly indicating that “space” has a tFafpre

of 3K (some minus 27C; minus 454), but this is a
misleading concept. Only the very few molecules oftenat
within that vacuum of space exhibit that actual temperature o
only 3K. The vacuum around that matter can not have a
temperature; it is a vacuum after all and a vacuum, by
definition, does not contain anything. In other wordss ia
misconception that the earth's temperature needs imsulati
begin with, let alone that a trace gas at barely 400s gmar
million by volume is providing this insulation.

The as yet poorly understood adiabatic process of pressure
increase or decrease by way of greater or lesser altitude
supposedly generates enough heat to keep the various regions
of our earth at a near-constant temperature whilstndae-
constant solar radiation provides the extra heat andyher

life as we know it. There are irregularities witle thdiabatic
process that we do not yet fully understand and theretisne
single continuous temperature reduction with ever inargas
altitude and earth is not alone in this:
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In greater detail, our earthly atmosphere displays evere m
variations of temperature with ever increasing altitude:

Eanth's Atmosphere Profile
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Although the issues involved are hugely complex, they are
simple if one just looks at carbon dioxide's potentawarm
the atmosphere or the earth.

First and foremost, air itself (oxygen and nitrogen, Wwhic
together make up as good as 99% of our atmosphere) does not
respond well to the electromagnetic radiation which CO2
reacts to.

Consider a microwave oven for instance, where therigrs

air is not warmed by the microwaves but by the heated f
instead. The food is heated by the microwaves and then th
food warms the air by conduction and convection. This
roughly simulates how the surface of the earth warnmes th
swirling air that comes into contact with it. Yet tiReCC has it
that energy radiated by the earth is re-radiated back by
"greenhouse gases" which make the system ever warmer.

This second-hand infrared energy supposedly causes a
warming of the troposphere (that's the lowest part of o
atmosphere and within which we live), as depicted in this UN
IPCC graphig: _

5 Some of theinfrared radiation is
absorbed and re-emitted by the
greenhouse gas molecules. The

direct effect is the warming of the
earth's surface and the troposphere.

Surface gains more heat and
infrared radiation is emitted again

the.

..andis cnnverted into heat causmu

http://www. applnsvs com/GIobaIWarmlnq/GW PART5 GRE
ENHOUSEGAS _files/image001.jpg
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Without a cause, however, there can be no effect. i$hidy

the predicted greenhouse tropospheric "hot spot" has never
been found, quite the opposite in fact! But not only ishibie

spot not there, it cannot be there!*- without a causesthan

be no effect.
*http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/monckton/greenhouse war
ming_what_greenhouse_warming_.html

As per that same IPCC graphic, re-radiated infrared ensrgy
also supposed to warm the earth. In reality, energyishas-
radiated by a molecule spreads out in three dimensidns T
only about 35% at best can be directed back to wheame
from, the rest of it goes sideways or upwards.

But, critically important, re-radiated energy cannot enak
heat source any warmer than it was in the first platet!
could, we would have found the holy grail of energy, a
perpetuum mobile whereby more energy is extracted than what
goes in.

If reflecting heat back to a heat source raises itgpégature
and then just keep reflecting it to raise its temperaéwen
more, and so on, till a one watt input generates abillatts

of power, then that's clearly impossible. Yet this dhil
version of science has charmed much of the world into
uncritical belief.

Secondly and of equal importance is the fact that human
activities constitute about 3% of the yearly emissitotsl.
More than 98% of this total is absorbed within a year (thus
contradicting the long residence claim). Since 1.5% fis le
over, which is recorded as the increase of atmosphédiz, C
the human contribution is only 3% of this 1.5%.


http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/monckton/greenhouse_warming_what_greenhouse_warming_.html

This means that, as a maximum, only some 14 ppmv (parts per
million by volume) of the increased levels of carbooxaie

can be ascribed to human activities, as indicated by fgure
provided by the US DOE and IPCC:

Table 3. Global Natural and Anthropogenic Sources and Absorption of Greenhouse Gases in the 1990s
| Sources [ Annual Increase in Gas
Gas | Natural | Human-Made | Total Absorption in the Atmosphere
Carbon Dioxide
(Milion Metric Tons of Gas)* .. 770,000 23,100 793,100 781,400 11,700
Methane
(Million Metric Tons of Gas) 239 359 598 576 22
Nitrous Oxide
(Million Metric Tons of Gas)* . .......... 9.5 6.9 164 12.6 38

Energy Information Administration
Office of Integrated Analysis and Forecasting
U.S. Department of Energy

Source: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Climate Change 2001: The Scientific Basis
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2001)

ftp://ftp.eia.doe.gov/pub/oiaf/1605/cdrom/pdf/ggrpt/057304.pd
f - page 6 (p26 within pdf)

Third is the inconvenient fact that the world hasn’erbe
warming for more than a decade now (2010), despite a steady
and ever climbing carbon dioxide level, proof enough by itself
that no influence over global temperatures is to beegafirom
extra atmospheric carbon dioxide.

Actual observed evidence needs to be put on the table, not
computer model outputs or presumptively-inferred evidence.
Glaciers are not melting in alarming fashion, the Greehlan
icecap is not collapsing and the Arctic is not aboutetcome
ice-free. Neither is the Antarctic melting away and seals

are not rising any faster than they have done for tl# pa
11,000 years — there is simply no irrefutable evidence
indicating a warming role for atmospheric carbon dioxide.

Any and all alarmist predictions and observations have bee
decisively disproved over the past decade, whilst global
temperatures have been going down rapidly instead ofugver
as had been so widely predicted by the constant tweaking of
climate models.


ftp://ftp.eia.doe.gov/pub/oiaf/1605/cdrom/pdf/ggrpt/057304.pdf

Based on the behaviour of the one and only true climaterdr

our sun, the Western Governments would be better advised to
prepare for longer, colder winters and shorter growingosesas

for many decades to come.

A favourite expression used by climate alarmists angt&lee
alike is the blanket effect. Let’s examine that in claksail: a
blanket returns your own heat to yourself and that's why yo
become warmer?

Or is it perhaps that a blanket prevents convection ans t
your body can not freely dispose of its generated Reain a

real greenhouse with glass panes or plastic sheeting taf me
sheeting or even a wooden shed. Stop or hinder convective
heat loss and bingo, the cooling process is interrupted. No
extra heat is generated, if only! It just takes longer tfe
same amount of energy to disperse itself. That's htheranos
flask works after all - despite the best possible aciation”

of the same energy, the contents of the flask el dlown if

you started with a hot substance in it.

It's the same with our open-to-space atmosphere. Our
atmosphere is surrounded by the vacuum of space exactly the
same as a thermos flask (vacuum flask). Remembesplaate

is not cold! Space has no temperature - there is mogh
matter in the vacuum of space for it to have a "tentpera

Yes, there is background radiation which indicates that t
vacuum of space is only 3K - that's mighty cold! iég, odd
bit of matter that comprises the vacuum of space willedde
by at 3K, but that will not make the vacuum of spacetsn i
vastness at 3K as well - how could it?! It's a vacuumow can

a vacuum have a temperature?!



Nothing makes the atmosphere "warmer than it would be".
The insulation of the vacuum of space in which earthiend
atmosphere finds itself only acts like the most perfect
insulator, just like the vacuum flask. Water vapor slalwe/n

the cooling rate at night provided there is sufficierdter
vapor in the atmosphere; it does not make the night "esrm

it merely keeps it warm longer but even in the hottexti¢s

the end of the night will be cooler than the end efphevious
day. Water vapor has a huge capacity for latent heatdihidd
heat) and that's the only reason that the tropics@arewuch
"warmer" at night than more temperate zones.

Without an atmosphere, earth would mimic our moon: very
hot during the day, very cold during the night:
http://www.tech-
know.eu/uploads/Greenhouse_Effect_on_the Moon.pdf

Keep in mind that the same water vapor makes the tropics
cooler during the day than it would be without the vapor! Just
think of a dry desert and a tropical region at the exatiesa
latitude (in Southern Africa for instance). Dry desdrtt
during the day, cold during the night. Tropical region: coole
than the desert during the day, not as cold during the night.

The only difference: water vapor content of the aphese.

So you have a cooling effect during insolation and a blanket
effect during the night. But at no stage is the night et

than the sun could have made in during the preceding day.
Where would that extra energy have come from? And of
course there is no way that the day is "warmer thavould

be" due to atmospheric gast#sy act as coolants instead!


http://www.tech-know.eu/uploads/Greenhouse_Effect_on_the_Moon.pdf

“The Atmosphere acts an air conditioner cooling/waigmi
the Earth by combination of thermodynamics and radiatio
http://claesjohnson.blogspot.com/2010/08/energy-budgets-
without-backradiation.html

But, mathematically, you could argue that the "average
temperature” is higher due to water vapor, but that iateige
with a formula!

The maximum temperature is lower than it would be during
the day yet higher than it would be at night.

To average those two points is meaningless in identifyindg wha
IS going on.


http://claesjohnson.blogspot.com/2010/08/energy-budgets-without-backradiation.html

Sun heats Earth, Earth heats Atmosphere
By Hans Schreuder

After all is said and done, it will be found that carbaoxdle
does not and can not affect either the global temperaiur
climate change. Carbon dioxide has no climate foreiffigct
and is not a greenhouse gas and, for that matter, nesther
water vapor.

“Our understanding of the natural world does not progress
through the straight forward accumulation of factsabse
most scientists tend to gravitate to the established popular
consensus also known as the established paradigm. $homa
Kuhn describes the development of scientific paradigsns a
comprising three stages: prescience, normal science and
revolutionary science when there is a crisis in theecuir
consensus. When it comes to the science of clictaage,

we are probably already in the revolution state.” Jennife
Marohasy, 2009.

The only worthwhile source of warmth for planet eartous
Sun, warming all of the land and all of the seas, whingn t
warm the atmosphere — not the other way around; the
atmosphere does not warm the earth, other than during short
term exceptional weather conditions such as the &ragnds
over the Canary Islands.

“To understand heat transfer we have to keep in mind that
heat is not a substance, but energy that flows from one
system toward other systems with lower density of enérgy

[1]

Volcanoes add a small amount of heat locally as anenwh
they erupt and sometimes may cause temporary globahgool



until the ash and other material has settled bacleaih.
Erupting underwater volcanoes will add some warmthheo t
sea, but in the bigger picture, it is only the sun that gtidsal
warmth to our planet. The atmosphere is mostly warmed up
from the heat that radiates off the surface of thehe®uring

the day, the atmosphere in fact helps to cool théhesnd,
depending where on earth you are, during the night the
atmosphere will either continue to cool the earth {atgoles
and in dry deserts) or keep the earth warm (at the equator)
Water vapor helps to maintain some of the daytime warmt
during the nighttime, the greater the humidity, and thatgre
the capacity of the atmosphere to maintain temperattineo
stage though does water vaaid warmth to the atmosphere
and neither does carbon dioxide — only in closed tedtsflas

a laboratory, but under no circumstances in the open
atmosphere in which we all live.

Before discussing the issue of man-made global warming
(AGW) or the man-made climate change, one central
definition has to be stated quite clearly.

The so-called greenhouse effect of the atmosphere is most
commonly explained as follows:

“The heating effect exerted by the atmosphere upon the
Earth because certain trace gases in the atmosphater (
vapor, carbon dioxide, etc.) absorb and reemit infrared
radiation. [...] The component that is radiated downward
warms Earth's surface more than would occur if only the
direct sunlight were absorbed.

The magnitude of this enhanced warming is the greenhouse
effect. Earth's annual mean surface temperature of 15°C is
33°C higher as a result of the greenhouse effect ...” [2]



The above definition is the accepted one by climateradés
and climate realists alike and is the one that isrnedeto
throughout this chapter. That definition is the “settleiérsce”
heralded by the UN IPCChat definition is 100% wrong on
all counts

“We would be mistaken if we were to think that the change
of temperature was caused by CO2 when, in reality, it was
the Sun that heated up the soil. Carbon dioxide only
interfered with the energy emitted by the soil anddied

a small amount of that radiation (0.0786 Joules), but carbo
dioxide did not cause any warming. Please never forget two
important points: the first is that carbon dioxidenst a
source of heat, and the second is that the main sadfirce
warming for the Earth is the Sun.” [1]

"It started with a genuine concern by senior scientists
Europe and the USA that if uncontrolled, increasing
emissions of carbon dioxide and other gases into the
atmosphere from burning fossil fuels, mainly coal, could
have serious consequences. It is also very impoxambte

that global climate models are unable to produce an output
that is verifiable. In other words the output can neithe
proved nor disproved. What grounds do those who use
these models have to refute observations made by others to
the effect that there is no believable evidence of the
postulated dramatic adverse changes produced by the
models?” [4]

“Throughout the last decade, supporters of the idea of an
anthropogenic global warming (AGW) or the impact of an
anthropogenic "greenhouse" effect on climate (IAGEC)
have been insisting on an erroneous concept of thesiemis



of energy from the atmosphere towards the surface. The
AGW-IAGEC assumption states that half of the energy
absorbed by atmospheric gases, especially carbon dioxide,
is reemitted back towards the surface heating it Tups
solitary assumption is fallacious when consideredyimt lof

real natural processes” [1]

"If there was strong evidence of undesirable changes, then
the whole climate change issue would have been resolved
long ago. The tragedy is that there is a world-wide pafic

the opposite direction. Not only has the observati@omn
route been avoided, but climate change scientiststad t
organizations have adopted a policy of deliberately
denigrating all those who practice it. Why are they
following this thoroughly unethical and unscientific
procedure? ... after 20 years of massive internatiofad ef
(the overwhelming consensus), climate change scientists
have still to produce solid, verifiable evidence of the
consequences of human activities. They have been unable
to proceed beyond claims that climate change will result
the ‘intensification of the hydrological cycle’ for hich
there is no scientifically believable evidence. Not only do
our studies completely negate the claims made by climate
change scientists, but we can demonstrate with a high
degree of assurance that all the proposed measures to limit
greenhouse gas emissions will be an exercise in fufdity

. atmospheric gases do not cause any warming of the
surface given that induced emission prevails over
spontaneous emission. During daytime, solar irradiance
induces air molecules to emit photons towards the surface;
however, the load of Short Wave Radiation (SWR)
absorbed by molecules in the atmosphere is exceptionally



low, while the load of Long Wave Radiation (LWR)
emitted from the surface and absorbed by the atmosphere is
high and so leads to an upwelling induced emission of
photons which follows the outgoing trajectory of th@{om
stream, from lower atmospheric layers to higher
atmospheric layers, and finally towards outer space. The
warming effect (misnamed “the greenhouse effect") of
Earth is due to the oceans, the ground surface and
subsurface materials. Atmospheric gases act only as
conveyors of heat.” [1]

“It is human arrogance to think that we can controhate,

a process that transfers huge amounts of energy. ®ace
control the smaller amount of energy transferred by
volcanoes and earthquakes, then we can try to control
climate.

Until then, climate politics is just a load of ideological
hot air.

To argue that human additions to atmospheric CO2, a trace
gas in the atmosphere, changes climate requires an
abandonment of all we know about history, archaeology,
geology, solar physics, chemistry and astronomy. We
ignore history at our peril.

| await the establishment of a Stalinist-type Truth and
Retribution Commission to try me for my crimes against
the established order and politicized science.” [5]

The Atmosphere acts an air conditioner cooling/warming
the Earth by combination of thermodynamics and radiation
[10]



To conclude this chapter, it is necessary to understatdhé
underlying drive for control over the use of energy issasn

the principles set out in the United Nation’s Agenda 31af/
well as two other relevant agendas [8], [9]. When tlea idf
blaming carbon dioxide came to be understood by those who
wished to wield their control over global affairse twheels of
political manipulation were set in motion via the UNRT.C

All Western governments subscribed to the ideals without
understanding the deeper meaning of the hidden agendas and
lured by the promise of huge subsidies, taxation and goéen
creation schemes.

As a final word on the matter of greenhouse gases and the
greenhouse effect, | quote from the most elaborate and
accurate scientific paper on the subject:

"The atmospheric greenhouse effect, an idea that many
authors trace back to the traditional works of Fourier
(1824), Tyndall (1861), and Arrhenius (1896), and which is
still supported in global climatology, essentially déses a
fictitious mechanism, in which a planetary atmosphets a

as a heat pump driven by an environment theddgatively
interacting with but radiatively equilibrated to the
atmospheric system. According to the second law of
thermodynamics, such a planetary machine can never exis
Nevertheless, in almost all texts of global climatpyl and

in a widespread secondary literature, it is taken for gdant
that such a mechanism is real and stands on a fientgd
foundation. In this paper, the popular conjecture is andlyze
and the underlying physical principles are clarified. By
showing that (a) there are no common physical laws
between the warming phenomenon in glass houses and the
fictitious atmospheric greenhouse effects, (b) therenare



calculations to determine an average surface temperdture o
a planet, (c) the frequently mentioned difference of 33
degrees Qs a meaningless number calculated wrongly, (d)
the formulas of cavity radiation are used inappropriately
(e) the assumption of a radiative balance is unphlygiga
thermal conductivity and friction must not be set toozer
the atmospheric greenhouse conjecture is falsified."[3] [6]

With thanks and gratitude to Alan Siddons, Gerhard Gerlich,
Ralf Tscheuschner, Gerhard Kramm, Claes Johnson and a
score of eminent scientists and analysts across thvd,w
without whose insight and encouragement | could not have
written this chapter.
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Clearing Carbon Dioxide of Blame
By Hans Schreuder

Why Carbon Dioxide is not a pollutant and why there can be
no temperature increasing greenhouse effect in our open
atmosphere

Summary

The importance of this chapter lies in the fact thatall@eed

to rapidly come to the conclusion that any and allehgpout
mankind's carbon dioxide emissions is based on the ewtorr
application of science. Despite comments by Lord Saewch
others, there is no greenhouse effect as per UN IPCC
explanations and carbon dioxide has a nil effect on thiead!
climate and does not cause climate change in any waye sha
or form.

This chapter will go against all the established interposts,
including those of many skeptical scientists, yet is based
entirely upon the proper application of scientific prinegl
especially those of observation based evidence, nowioh

has yet been presented to cast doubt, in even the most
circumstantial manner, upon the oppositevhat is presented

to you here. And that's before we take this statemettt i
account:

“As the glaciological and tree ring evidence showsnate
change is a natural phenomenon that has occurred many
times in the past, both with the magnitude as well ak wit
the time rate of temperature change that have occurred in
the recent decades.



The following facts prove that the recent global wagnis

not man-made but is a natural phenomenon.” Dr. Gerhard
Lobert, Munich. Physicist. Recipient of The Needle of
Honor of German Aeronautics.
http://www.icecap.us/images/uploads/Lobert_on_CO2.pdf

A lot of obscurantism has been thrown at the nat@iradiant
energy in order to make the weird propositions of greenhouse
theory seem plausible. The unalterably downward flow of
thermal energy is the very essence of the secondolaw
thermodynamics, for instance, but academics will draitgue

that the 2nd law of physics only applies to "whole eyst’,

not to heat transfer in each and every particular.

That's obscurantism, a practice that’s gotten so common
science that anyone who states a matter plainly is now
suspected of being a fake. A sad irony for it's been the
academics, the pros, who have tripped all over themselves
explain and defend a theory that the evidence keeps
contradicting. So what has this left us with? Just a atiitude
toward science that "if it's incomprehensible, it mosttrue."

If glass lets visible wavelengths of sunlight in buesiot let
invisible long-wavelengths (infrared) out, thus raising the
temperature inside, then glass thermometers have been
misleading us for centuries.

According to that same theory then, glass thermammete
necessarily register an extra "greenhouse effect" andhe
true temperature.

In reality, however, no extra heating would come aleugn
IF the glass were trapping infrared. The thermometer dvoul
simply take longer to adjust to changes of temperaBueit


http://www.icecap.us/images/uploads/Lobert_on_CO2.pdf

would NOT record a higher-than-actual temperature. As a
thermos demonstrates, trapping heat doesn't raise the
temperature, it only sustains it.

The authors would much like to discuss the basis upon which
the climate alarm is based, but sadly no debate hasheea
entered into, through no fault of the authors. Despigy
detailed written exchanges, no scientific debate has e
held between truly scientific skeptics and the obviously
unscientific climate alarmists; only ever between tlaenaists

and the luke-warm skeptics, all of whom subscribe without
guestion to the concepts of a “greenhouse effect”, “greeehous
gases” and “radiative forcing”, as detailed below.

The Science

With no atmosphere at all, our moon is very hot in Bunes
(over 100°C) and very cold in the shade (less than minus
150°C) (exact temps differ from zone to zone, but theson
given here illustrate the principle). With earth reasgvias
good as the same amount of solar irradiation, our gtinese
thus acts as a cooling medium during the hours of sunshine
and a blanket during the hours of darkness (alarmists fave t
blanket analogy, using it to illustrate that the atmospher
warmer during the day than it would be without one. But an
actual blanket can at best maintain your body temperature,
can not give you a fever; it does not make you warr@sst
keeps you warmer ...).

Global warming (which has by now - 2010 - in any case been
reversed to pre-alarm days), global cooling and all ¢éma
change is caused by the daily revolutions of our eadtrar

its own axis, throughout which time the varying amourits o



heat gained during the day and similar variations of fuest |
during the night make the weather what it is: rangingnfro
plus 50°C to minus 50°C (even more extreme in places),
unpredictable beyond a few days (unless based on solar
observations) and at times violent or totally quiet.tBhguite
apart from the seasonal differences caused by the atmpal
around the sun and the varying distance that our planet
revolves around our sun and we're not even considering even
greater forces of influence.

Issue #1: What heats an actual greenhouse during the day?

An actual greenhouse, whether made from glass or plastic
sheeting, reaches higher temperatures inside than outside due
to the restriction put on the internal air mass t@aelise its
acquired heat within the rest of tbpenatmosphere. Even a
wooden garden shed is warmer inside than the air outside. The
air mass in turn has gained its heat from the total ctsten

the greenhouse, such as the soil or other ground covernahater
and all other objects within the space of the actualnip@ese.

All matter within the confined space will absorb sunlightl a
cause the air within the confined space to warm up, iyitisl
conduction, followed by convection. The contents of the
greenhouse thus gain their heat from direct sunlight, wikich
made up of a full spectrum of electro-magnetic raglmati
including infrared.

Air is hardly warmed up by direct solar radiation (ay ather
radiation; radio, radar, TV, mobile phones, microwavensv
etc. etc. would otherwise not work) but is receptivgaming

or losing heat by means of conduction which in turn causes
convection, carrying heat to ever greater heightddose the
other way around.



Issue #2: What is a greenhouse gas?

The only true "greenhouse gas" is air itself (oxygen and
nitrogen). Gases such as water vapor and carbon dioxwde ha
gained the reputation of being "greenhouse gases" (GHGSs)
because they doeact to radiation at various frequencies and
thus gain heat directly from sunlight as well as via cotdnc

In laboratory tests this means that any enclogmate of air
heats up more when there are more of these GHGs piiasen
the space of thenclosureof the experiment. But there is no
experiment possible that mimics the open atmosphaye
definition!

In the open atmosphere, the so-called GHGs actualk 1o
increase the scattering of any solar heat, quite thestippof
what we are led to believe. Imagine an actual greenhotise w
low humidity and another one with high humidity (any
difference in level will prove the point). Actual expeants
have proven that a greenhouse with lower humidity tédss
energy to heat. This is obvious as water vapor, a cédsbra
GHG, in reacting to energy warms up but then dissiphies
energy to the air that's holding it - quite the opposftevhat
we are led to believe, heat is not “trapped” — it isig&ed.
Carbon dioxide reacts in the same way to water vapdr a
dissipates any acquired energy. See below for further
information about absorption.

Carbon dioxide is not a greenhouse gas; it does not absorb
infrared or near-infrared in a way that a sponge absweabsr

and it does not transmit visible light - it is transparém
visible light.



Any energy that hits a carbon dioxide molecule willateg at

the same instant, an equal and opposite emission spectrum,
giving the casual observer the false illusion that endras
been "absorbed", whereas it has merely been scatteoetk

of the energy that hits the carbon dioxide moleculy mall
increase the temperature of that molecule (depending on how
the energy hits the alignment of the molecule), bat ¢ained

heat (theoretical only, can not be measured in the open
atmosphere) will also be instantly dissipated by means of
conduction with surrounding air molecules and at less tha
400 parts in a million parts of air, those 400 carbon dexid
molecules would collectively need to reach several hedxir

of degrees to warm the million parts of air by evenaation

of a degree, all at the same time, all over the waldthe

time .... (all the while when the warmer air is risiagd
sharing its gained heat with ever higher altitude moéscolf

air and trace gases).

The Pseudo Science

Apart from the climate change alarmists, many prominent
skeptical scientists also make statements that aresiggo
how the atmosphere works in reality, whilst some evake

up new laws of physics to justify their incorrect assesgs.

Herewith some quotes:

1. "... all absorb heat radiation, and hence inhibit the cooling
emission ..."

2. "...the earth is warmer than it would be in the absence of
such gases."



3. "...adding to the ‘blanket’ that is inhibiting the emission of
heat radiation ..."

4. "...This causes the temperature of the earth to increase until
equilibrium with the sun is re-established."

5. "..the 2nd Law applies to the behavior of whole systems,
not to every part within a system."

6. "... a photon being emitted by the cooler star doesn’t stick
its finger out to see how warm the surroundings are before it
decides to leave

7. "... The climate system is like the hot jar having an internal
heating mechanism (the sun), but its ability to cool is reduced
by its surroundings, which tend to insulate it."

8. “... In contrast, the infrared atmospheric greenhouse effect
instead slows the rate at which the atmosphere cools
radiatively, not convectively

9. “.. if there were only radiative heat transfer, the
greenhouse effect would warm the Earth to about seventy-
seven degrees centigrade rather than to fifteen degrees
centigrade”

10. “... the sun shines on the top of the atmosphere, not the
surface, and the emission of energy also comes from the top of
the atmosphere, not the surface.”

The above junk science is refuted thus:

1. There is no physical mechanism by which a gas cartabs
energy without at the same instant creating an equal and



opposite emission spectrum and in the open atmospherg of
planet there is in any case nowhere for energyde, lother
than in ice or water. Carbon dioxide can not absorb and
preserve energy. At no stage is cooling prevented and eiven i
was, that would not increase the originally achieved mari
temperature. A blanket can at bestaintain your body
temperature, it can not add heat and give you a fever; & doe
not makeyou warmer, it juskeepsyou warmer.

2. Quite the opposite. The earth wouldviermerif there was

to beno water vapor in the atmosphere and by some margin
(but only during the hours of sunshine of course).
Observational evidence can be seen on a daily basis when
comparing maximum temperatures in deserts that have toasta
fringes (e.g. Sahara, Namib and Atacama), where it beill
seen that there is a direct link between humidity aagimmum

as well as minimum daily temperatures.

Absenceof water vapor allows more of the sun's radiation to
reach the ground and thus creatwaamerearth locally when
compared to an atmosphere that holds greater water aagor
is at the same latitude. Conversely, the absenceatdrwapor
will allow greater cooling at night whilst high humidityeas
benefit from greater preservation of warmth, a sort-of
"greenhouse effect" in reverse.

3. That statement only holds true in high humidity arsas

then only during the hours of darkness. The presence ef wat
vapor creates eoolerdaytime atmosphere and a less cailok (
warmel) atmosphere at nighAt no stage is heat added nor
created by the presence of water vapor or any other substance.
In any case, earth is already enveloped in the peifésmKet":

the vacuum of space - void of matter and having no
temperature of itself, we could not ask for a bettenlaign.



As per #1 above, a blanket can at best maintain your body
temperature, it can not give you a fever and neitheracan
thermos make its contents warmer.

4. If ever there was equilibrium between temperaturesaotin
and solar irradiance, the weather as we know it woedde to

be. As is, solar radiation often varies more fromerto mile
along any longitude or latitude than anyone could ever
imagine and all climate related "averages" are purely
mathematical entities that bear no relation to theuadct
situation at almost any point on our planet other thahgper
the coldest areas of the poles during their respecting lo
periods of winter darkness when there is not enough gnerg
entering the local climate system to create the great
variations witnessed in more temperate climate zones.

Just looking at the maximum and minimum temperature of a
particular place in a moderate climate zone and deriving a
"average daily temperature” from such observationssbear
resemblance to the ever-changing temperatures througleout th
day. In between the observed maximum and minimum
temperature of the day, it could have hailed or snowed or
rained or have been overcast in several episodes. Tuglstr

to reach equilibrium is what makes the weather so
unpredictable and equilibrium can never be reached.

5. A brand new Law of Physics here, where parts within a
system can behave contrary to the 2nd Law but theewhol
obeys. Only in "climate science" can such chicanery be
accepted as academic judgment. Thermal energy canmot flo
into itself, only into something that has less enetgntitself.
That’s a law of nature, not a law of "systems".



6. A photon will not be able to raise the temperaturéhe
object it is hitting if that object is at an equal orh@g energy
level. In IPCC graphics, that photon warms the earththa
process starts again - quite impossible (see IPCC graphic
below). As per #5 above: Thermal energy cannot flow into
itself, only into something that has less energy thself.
That’s a law of nature, not a law of "systems".

7. Thermal insulation in the setting of our open atmospher
does not make the system one degree warmer than it would be
without that insulation (the widely accepted "insulatibeing

the "greenhouse gases", not the air itself (nitrogen, onyge

For a given energy input, a resultant maximum temperagure i
achieved and regardless of the amount or type of insnjatio
that maximum temperature can not be increased. As per #1
above, a blanket can at best maintain your body tertyperat

can not give you a fever and a thermos does not make the
contents warmer, it merely slows down the rate ofiego

8. An ‘“infrared greenhouse effect" (whatever next?) would
need "greenhouse gases" to hang on to received radiation an
only water has that ability which is best seen duringhthers

of darkness, not whilst the sun is adding energy, whdact
water and water vapor keep soaking up energy and prevent the
atmosphere from warming up as much as it would without
water and water vapor (quite the opposite to what is being
proposed).

9. A 77 degree average surface temperature due to the purely
radiative impact of the greenhouse effect? Radiant wiuts
NOT combine in reality - 101 W/m? directed at a blackbody
that's radiating 100 W/m? raises its energy to 101 W/m?2, not
201 - but in the much heralded Kiehl-Trenberth budget they
DO combine. Let’s look at the numbers, then.



According to the accepted Kiehl-Trenberth radiation budget
(see below), the earth’s surface averages 168 W/mz far sol
absorption. K-T has the surface lose much of that gnieyg
convection and evapotranspiration, though, so that 3242W/m
of back-radiated power brings the surface up to 390 W/mz,
corresponding to 15°. But in this case we’ll reduce comxect
and evapotranspirative heat loss to zero, which leasesith

the original 168 W/m2. Now, within these parameters, how
much extra back-radiation is required to bring the sertarto
77°? SIX HUNDRED EIGHTY FOUR W/mz?, for a total of
EIGHT HUNDRED FIFTY TWO W/m?2, which corresponds
to 77°.

(Bonus question: If the greenhouse effect generates enough
radiative power to raise the earth’'s temperature to But,
most of this heat is dissipated, then why is there gno Gi this
excess energy being blasted away from the earth? &etelli
only see the earth emitting 240 W/m?2.)

The average solar irradiance for a blackbody eadhe- that
absorbs every photon the sun can provide - is 342 W/mz2,
corresponding to an average temperature of 5.5°. Yet here
illustrious academia estimates conjure 852 W/m2 out of
nothing

10. "Radiative equilibrium" is an arbitrary construct te@&N

with. You just subtract a planet’s reflectance from the
available irradiance and divide by®hat’s IT. There ARE no
other steps. Since Earth reflects about 30% of sunligén,
1368 W/m2 x 0.7 = 957.6 W/m2. Dividing by 4 gives you
239.4 W/m?, so that becomes earth’s equilibrium figure and
this corresponds to a temperature of 255Kelvin. Nowhes t
earth’'s average SURFACE temperature 255K? No, it's
warmer. So you say that "somewhere up there" is where



earth’s radiative equilibrium is to be found, somewhier the
troposphere. It’'s all so silly. But once you convincaingelf

that the earth’s temperature is NOT principally determimgd

the surface, you can convince yourself that it IS detedriaye

the atmosphere and that "greenhouse gases" RAISE the
"equilibrium point" higher and higher. And as you see, you
can even go as far as asserting that the surface ahbsorbs
sunlight.

The Settled Science Unsettled

In spectroscopy, an absorption spectrum does not mean that
energy is actually absorbed; it means that an equal and
opposite emission spectrum is created, indicating that
intercepted energy is dissipated, scattered, re-radiated at
different frequencies. By looking only at the absonptio
spectrum gives the wrong impression, as so clearltriites

by the overall emission spectrum of earth as seenhby t
satellites. Radiation input from our sun equals emitted
radiation from the earth back into space, in expected
accordance with the basic and well-proven laws of peysio
energy is lost nor created, whereas the widely andnecity
accepted "greenhouse" mechanism has it that carbon dioxide
somehow re-radiates the same amount of infrared energy
towards space as well as back to earth, thus apparently
doubling the energy quantity - quite an impossibility yet
described in great detail by the greatest institutionsaoti e

see below for the latest list. The UN's IPCC graginaéuced

yet again below is the classic and accepted view of the
mechanism by which the earth gains heat, but this mechanism
can not exist; if it did, our energy problems would haeen
solved long ago by the engineering community:



" Surface gains more heat and infrared radiation is emitted
again" - if only that were true!

5  Some of theinfrared radiation is
absorbed and re-emitted by the
greenhouse gas molecules. The

direct effect is the warming of the
earth’s surface and the troposphere.

Surface gains more heat and
___infrared radiation is emitted again

g — . . % ﬁ%‘
http://www.appinsys.com/GlobalWarming/GW PART5 GRE
ENHOUSEGAS files/image001.jpg
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Whatever method of heat transfer is used, net eneygiiill

only take place if the receiver is cooler than thettemiunless
external energy is applied as is the case in refigexafor
example. With earth emitting infrared energy and carbon
dioxide molecules re-emitting some of this energy bark t
earth, it is absolutely physically impossible for thigadiated
energy to warm the earth again. If that was not #eecthe
basic three laws of physics would need to be rewritten.

Yet this re-radiation of infrared is the very rock upohici

the entire global warming panic rests. All who read this
submission would do well to study the information on this
page: http://jennifermarohasy.com/blog/2009/04/on-the-first-
principles-of-heat-transfer-a-note-from-alan-siddons/

The world has all too easily accepted greenhouse effect
explanations that confuse the familiar reduction of
CONVECTIVE heat loss with the production of radiatheat
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GAIN. A physical greenhouse merely slows down the normal
cooling rate by limiting the volume of air in which headdds
occurring. So here’s a key feature to notice as the agum
jumps to the atmospheric theory of a greenhouse etfet,
proponents will concede that the atmosphere provides no
physical canopy, no actual pane of glass or blanket that
confines heated air.

What's left, then?

Radiant energy itself. Rather than confining a fixed Inemnof
vibrating air molecules, the atmospheric “blanket” theate
alarmists are arguing for is a RADIATIVE canopy under
which infrared photons accumulate, and this extra energ
buzzing around raises the temperature of all bodies uhder
canopy. Thus the greenhouse effect amounts to a “light
battery” or generator that is continuously being fed byrsola
radiation, continuously being discharged at an EQUAL bgte
terrestrial radiation, and yet is continuously AMPLING the
radiant energy inside it.
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As the Kiehl-Trenberth model shows, 235 units go in, 235 go
out, and 324 are generated in between.

So the question naturally arises, “Is this even POSSPBLE
Can photons of LIGHT be collected and multiplied likesthi
Can you turn on a flashlight, say, put it inside a reflect
thermos, close the lid, and convince yourself that aanilli
watts of radiative power will eventually be generategait

wait long enough? For that matter, has anyone ever
INVENTED a device that captures light, like capturing wind
in a bottle?

Or do the laws of thermodynamics forbid this? You decide.

We need to realize that blackbody equations are urtable
predict a physical body’s temperature to begin with; minu
18°C for the earth is a meaningless figure.

No physical object radiates at a blackbody's rate, doe
thing. And why? Because a real body has DEPTH: its regpon
to light is not merely to heat up and immediatelyiated the
same amount in turn but to conductively store the heat i
acquires. Considering that the oceans alone are aleldo
and circulate heat for decades, when do THEY reachra pbi
equilibrium with the radiation it has absorbed? Yediaat
energy budgets give it a year.

Who will get the message about the non-existence of an
atmospheric greenhouse effect through to the “climategehan
alarmists”, the “climate change skeptical” academit®
powers that be at EPA and most of the world's ackrdyyeld
institutions, NASA included, who all describe this non-
existent "greenhouse effect” with its "greenhouse gasea" in



language that mirrors the once celebrated justificaborthe
existence of phlogiston and aether?

The Conclusion

There is not one single piece of evidence that supports the
notion that carbon dioxide causes warming in the sebffimyr
open atmospher@and in any case the physics involved in
assessing a material's property will indicate that carbon
dioxide, just like water vapor, is in fact a cooling agent
(“fossil” fuel-fired power stations with their massieeoling
towers are a classic illustration of the cooling poofewater),

an aid in the scattering of energy.

At least water vapor has the ability to absorb enargy hang
onto it (latent heat); carbon dioxide has no suchtgbili

In the reality of our open atmosphere it is thus tlee ¢hat the

only actual "greenhouse gas" is air itself (oxygen and
nitrogen), whose presence allows an actual greenhouse to
warm up. But quite opposite to an actual greenhouse, during
the hours of sunshine it is this same air that keeps pem o
atmosphere cooler (compare the moon), whilst during the
hours of darkness it prevents the atmosphere from cowmng
rapidly (compare the moon). At no stage is our atmasphe
warmer than it could possibly be due to the presenceatdrw
vapor, or carbon dioxide for that matter.

Trapped heat can never make the source of the heat hotter
than it was in the first place - how could it?

The Near Total Deception



"Human-generated greenhouse gases are warming the earth
but not as much as alarmists say" never was a goodggstray
skeptical academics for winning the debate and it's probably
too late now. The only battle that remains is tryingjrtot the
extent of emission controls on practical grounds, but the
principle of emission controls has already been eded.

Dissenters should have just stuck with the evidemegetis no
sign of CO2-caused warming at all, the "well established
physics" of greenhouse theory must be confined to the
dustbin.”



We are not Alone
By Hans Schreuder

In this chapter I'd like to present you with a number afrsh
pertinent quotations from eminent scientists from actbs
globe.

Let's first set the scene by going back one centuryato
noteworthy scientific event.

“The astonishing discovery that atoms are mainly em@yg w
made in 1909 at Manchester University by the indefatigable
Ernest Rutherford. He had great courage as a scientistas
prepared to fly in the face of convention. Forced tdamphe
atom's mysterious emptiness, scientists had to jattiso
everything they had believed to be true for the previous tw
centuries. It was a seismic moment in the historgcadnce.”
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/sci/tech/6914175.stm

Fast forwarding now to 2009, Australian scienbstJennifer
Marohasy states the following:

“Our understanding of the natural world does not progress
through the straight forward accumulation of factsabese
most scientists tend to gravitate to the established l@opu
consensus also known as the established paradigm. Thomas
Kuhn describes the development of scientific paradigss
comprising three stages: prescience, normal science and
revolutionary science when there is a crisis in theectirr
consensus. When it comes to the science of clictaiage, we

are probably already in the revolution state.”
http://jennifermarohasy.com/



http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/sci/tech/6914175.stm
http://jennifermarohasy.com/

ACCUMULATED OCEAN HEAT (x107 Joules)

FromDr Nasif Nahle, USA:

“Throughout the last decade, supporters of the idea of an
anthropogenic global warming or the impact of an
anthropogenic "greenhouse" effect on climate have been
insisting on an erroneous concept of the emission efggn
from the atmosphere towards the surface. The globahing

— greenhouse effect assumption states that half ofrtéeye
absorbed by atmospheric gases, especially carbon diogide,
reemitted back towards the surface, heating itTings solitary
assumption is fallacious when considered in light of real
natural processe$

http://www.biocab.org/Heat _Stored_by Atmospheric_Gases.h
tml

That is, the longstanding paradigm says that becausaa# t
gases like CO2, the atmosphere heats the dauththis isn't
true.

FromMeteorologist William DiPuccio, USA:

6 E : “For any given area on
5 MODELPROJECT'O'V the ocean’s surface, the
eyt upper 2.6m of water has
4 ( w~:-| the same heat capacity
; /g\ A2 as the entire atmosphere
¥ above it! Considering

2 // the enormous depth and
; e global surface area of
- T the ocean (70.5%), it is

0 s G apparent that its heat
y ~~_ i | capacity is greater than
e the atmosphere by many

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2000 Orders of magnitude.”


http://www.biocab.org/Heat_Stored_by_Atmospheric_Gases.html

“The heat deficit shows that from 2003-2008 there was no
positive radiative imbalance caused by anthropogenicnigyci
despite increasing levels of COZ2. Indeed, the radiative
imbalance was negative, meaning the earth was losjiglsli
more energy than it absorbed.”
http://climatesci.org/2009/05/05/have-changes-in-ocean-heat-
falsified-the-global-warming-hypothesis-a-guest-weblog-by-
william-dipuccio/

There is no evidence of a recent global warming trend per se,
despite increasing amounts of CO2.

FromDoctor of Meteorology Joe D’Aleg USA:

“Given the current global cooling now in its 8th vyear,
declining ocean heat
content at least in its
5th year, sea level rises
which have slowed or
stopped, record rising
Antarctic ice extent and
rapidly recovering
Arctic ice since the
2007 cycle minimum, a
sun in a deep slumber,
increasing evidence that
CO2 is a harmless gas that is in reality a beneficiahtpl
fertilizer, you would think that this proposed legislatiand
ruling would in a sane world, have no chance of pas&ing.
there is a huge political and NGO machine and all too
compliant media and carbon crusaders like Al Gore amgtda
Hansen and literally many billions of dollars behind making
carbon evil and subsidizing unwise energy and carbotraion
solutions.”http://icecap.us/index.php

MSU UAH and Hadley vs ESRL CO2



http://climatesci.org/2009/05/05/have-changes-in-ocean-heat-falsified-the-global-warming-hypothesis-a-guest-weblog-by-william-dipuccio/
http://icecap.us/index.php

A point that is reinforced by geologiBrofessor lan Plimer,
Australia:

"The proof that CO2 does not drive climate is shown b
previous glaciations. The Ordovician-Silurian and Jurassic-
Cretaceous glaciations occurred when the atmospheric CO2
content was more than 4,000 ppmv and about 2,000 ppmv
respectively. The Carboniferous-Permian glaciation ha®a
content of about 400 ppmv, at least 15 ppmv greater than the
present figure. If the popular catastrophist view is accepted,
there should have been a runaway greenhouse when CO2 was
more than 4,000 ppmv. Instead, there was glaciation. hEss
never been explained by those who argue that humancadditi

of CO2 will produce global warming."

The above makes a mockery of saying that today’s level of
atmospheric carbon dioxide is unprecedented.

FromeWorldVu: “So, as American and European politicians
prepare to fight global warming, Russia is preparing for a
different world that may have much colder times aheéd. |
global temperatures continue to cool, it will be a ce&d that
Russia can win without ever firing a shot.”
http://www.eworldvu.com/international/2009/2/4/a-cold-war-
that-russia-can-win.html

FromRussian News and Information Agency

"By the mid-21st century the planet will face anothitld.Ice
Age, similar to the Maunder Minimum, because the amotint
solar radiation hitting the Earth has been constantiyedsing
since the 1990s and will reach its minimum approximately in
2041," he said.
http://en.rian.ru/science/20080122/97519953.html



http://www.eworldvu.com/international/2009/2/4/a-cold-war-that-russia-can-win.html
http://en.rian.ru/science/20080122/97519953.html

From Geophysicist Norm Kalmanovitch Canada:

“It is inconceivable that even after a decade since global
warming ended and seven years into a cooling trend with no
end of cooling in sight, world leaders are unaware ofethes
facts and are still pursuing initiatives to stop global wagn
Something is terribly wrong with the official internatan
science bodies such as the IPCC who have not comeaurid

and properly informed the world leaders of current glob
temperatures. If in fact there is any validity to thairok of
CO2 increases causing warming; the fact that we alengaad
twice the rate that the climate models say we shdogd
warming is a clear indication that natural forcesabyeut three
times stronger than the maximum possible effects fro@ CO
increases.” CCNet 78/2009.

FromProfessor Will Alexander, South Africa:

"If there was strong evidence of undesirable changes,thee
whole climate change issue would have been resolved long
ago. The tragedy is that there is a worldwide policythie
opposite direction. Not only has the observation theoute
been avoided, but climate change scientists and their
organizations have adopted a policy of deliberately denigrating
all those who practice it.

[...] after 20 years of massive international efforhe(t
overwhelming consensus), climate change scientists stdve

to producesolid, verifiable evidencef the consequences of
human activities. They were unable to produce any
scientifically believable, numerical evidence to suppbetr
theories. The periodicity in the data and the unequivsmar
linkage were not even addressed.



This is not scienceThe whole climate change issue is about to
fall apart. Heads will roll.”
http://anhonestclimatedebate.wordpress.com/2009/04/03/clima
te-change-%E2%80%93-the-clash-of-theories-by-Professor-
will-alexander/

FromRoy Clark, USA:

The ‘radiative forcing constants’ in the IPCC modelg ar
devoid of physical meaning. This approach is empirical
pseudoscience that belongs to the realm of climatelagyro
The results derived from climate simulations that use t
radiative forcing approach may be of limited academtierest

in assessing model performance. However, such results are
computational science fiction that has no relationgbigghe
reality of the Earth’s climate. Radiative forcing 62 is, by
definition a self-fulfilling prophecy, since the outcormsepre-
ordained with a total disregard of the basic laws of isyg\n
increase in CO2 concentration must increase surface
temperature. No other outcome is allowed and other gessib
climate effects are by definition excluded.

Based on the arguments presented here, a null hypotbesis
CO2 is proposed: It is impossible to show that chany&O2
concentration have caused any climate change to the'€art
climate, at least since the current composition oé th
atmosphere was set by ocean photosynthesis about boe bil
years ago.
http://www.appinsys.com/GlobalWarming/EPA_Submission_

RClark.pdf



http://anhonestclimatedebate.wordpress.com/2009/04/03/climate-change-%E2%80%93-the-clash-of-theories-by-professor-will-alexander/
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FromJohn Ray (M.A.; Ph.D.), USA:

There is no such thing as a heat-trapping gas. A gas can
become warmer by contact with something warmer but it
cannot trap anything. Air is a gas. Try trapping something with
it. http://antigreen.blogspot.com/

FromGeophysicist Norm Kalmanovitch Canada:

“There is not a single knowledgeable person in the world wh
cannot claim that CO2 is beneficial to the environment] [
There is not a single knowledgeable person in the wodt th
cannot claim that the globe has been cooling since 200p. [
There is not a single knowledgeable person in the wohio w
cannot claim that with the past sea level rise ofidlse 8,000
years being less than four meters and based on thentuate
of increase, the sea level rise by year 2100 will bedarotider

of just 16 cm (less than 7 inches). [...] Based on thiesse
unequivocal factsit is clear that there is not a single
knowledgeable person in government because governments
refer to CO2 as pollution and want to tax this “pollutidn”
stop the now non-existent global warming.” CCNet 68/2009.

These quotations are only a fraction of all the sdientiork
available to show that is andisputable factthat there isot
one single observational item of evidende support the
widely accepted idea that carbon dioxisi¢he cause of global
warming oreven has an effect on climate change

Any and all evidence that has ever been presented to support
the idea that carbon dioxide has an effect on global
temperatures has been biased, opinionated and based on ar
agenda that pre-emptively dismissed alternative expiarsa


http://antigreen.blogspot.com/

Critically though, the global climate can neither beraged

nor can it be computerized and thus any and all scenarios
coming from computer models are at best an exercise in
computer programming but stand in no relation to realsy, a
clearly indicated by the totality of my submitted evidence.

Computer simulations regard the earth as a flat diskowit
North or South Pole, without the Tropics, with fewurs and
bathed in a 24 hour haze of sunshine. The reality isi¢wo
poles and a tropical equatorial zone, with each and every
square meter of our earth receiving an ever varying and
different amount of energy from the sun, season-&se and
day-to-day. This reality is too difficult to input to a compute

Did you realize that?

If carbon dioxide really is such a danger to mankindhadJS
EPA would have us believe, then the upcoming 2012 Olympic
Games should be cancelled, as well as all other bigisgor
events, as well as all road transport and all airsprart and all
coal- and gas-fired power stations should be shut down, all
boats and trains to be halted — in fact, we might dkst@p
breathing too.

Clearly there is no need for such drastic action aedrig
atmospheric carbon dioxide at even 400 ppmv is not
dangerous at all, why, when we breathe out the leva is
whopping 50,000ppmv.

From the word go, the UN IPCC has provided us with
scenarios based on the principle of perpetuum mobile by
clearly indicating that the earth is getting warmer dueet
radiated infrared energy from the increased levels diora
dioxide. That scenario can not physically existThe sun



provides the energy to warm the earth and the only pessibl
effect that carbon dioxideould have on the atmosphere is to

increase heatlispersionand thus cause cooling. But at 400

ppmv the effect would not be measurable.

As a further rebuttal of the influence of carbon dioxalesr

the climate, the alleged IPCC greenhouse effect isra no
existent effect. No greenhouse, whether made from glass,
plastic, cardboard or steel will reach a higher inside
temperature due to the magic of re-radiated infrared enéfgy

it did, engineers would have long ago been able to design
power stations made from air, mirrors and glass, extgc
more energy out of it than was put into it enly!

In conclusion, then, a century after Rutherford’s motoes
lecture, | urge the reader to consider nothing but thes fact
before them. Those facts are that carbon dioxide doeand

can not cause global warming, the currently accepted
paradigm notwithstanding.

Any and all schemes to reduce carbon dioxide emissians ar
futile in terms of having an effect on reducing global
temperatures or affecting the climate and any and all narbo
trading exchanges are fraudulent exercises amounting to no
more than hidden taxation.

One other relevant scare: Ocean acidification

Besides the alarm over the climate, there are alasuisams
over ocean acidification due to increased levelgmbapheric
carbon dioxide. It is actually the carbon-dioxide-ricleats
that drive atmospheric carbon dioxide levels, so akqwiord

on this matter. The companion volume has full detailghis

and other scare stories.



Erl Happ makes this point about the ocean power game:

“Tropical sea surface temperatures respond to the change i
surface pressure across the globe and in particuldneto t
differential between mid latitudes and the near equatoria
zone. The southern hemisphere and high latitudes in
particular experience marked flux in surface pressure. This
leads directly to a change in the trade winds and trogpéaa
surface temperature.

Is there evidence that the activity of man (adding C®2 t
the atmosphere) is tending to produce more severe EIl Nino
events. The answer is no. The flux in surface pressur
responsible for ENSO and for the swing from El Nind.&o
Nina dominance. In spite the activities of man, the glsb
currently entering a La Nina cooling cycle testifyingtie
strength of natural cycles and the relative unimportance
atmospheric composition in determining the issue (if the
much touted greenhouse effect exists at all).

Is there evidence that the ENSO phenomenon is in fact
‘climate change in action’, driven by factors other thaa
increase of atmospheric CO2? Yes, it appears that wdrate
drives the flux in surface atmospheric pressure drives
ENSO and with it, climate change.

Is recent ‘Climate Change’ driven by greenhouse gas
activity? No, it appears that the cause of recent waymi
and cooling relates to long-term swings in atmospheric
pressure that changes the pressure relations between mid
and low latitudes thereby affecting the trade winds that in
turn determine the temperature of the Earth’s solayaits
tropical ocean, and ultimately the globe as a whole.
http://icecap.us/index.php



http://icecap.us/index.php

At the end of this chapter | hope you have come to eealis
what power the sun and the oceans have over our clenalte
that part of the atmosphere in which we all live ancibre.

The oceans have their moods influenced by our moon and sun,
causing tides, wind, storms, calm, heat and cold. The as yet
uncounted thousands of “black smokers”, underwater
volcanoes and assorted other cracks in our earth’s uatirw
crust all have their influence.

To even consider that humans can influence the \@stfehe
oceans is to give ourselves a level of influence treasimply

do not possess. What we do possess is the power to cause
localized and often serious water pollution, with lolces of
aguatic wild life or in the case of oll spills, devastg results

for sea birds as well.

Those pollution instances are usually caused by industrial
accidents, with the recent oil spill in the Gulf liexico a
classic example of such an accident. As we now knowgh,

the actual damage there was far less than the anédipat
catastrophe, as is so often the case with environmental
“problems”. It’s all too easy to exaggerate and scaremonger.

Same with climate change: there is no cause for atesen a
short-term minute increase in global temperatures (which
any case has by now — 2010 — turned into a global cooling
trend, which is much more alarming for all of us) and the
human race can do nothing to cause either warming omgooli
— Mother Nature will do her own thing, she always has.



As Derek Alker so aptly observed:

“The K&T earth energy budget illustrates a dead plaasetio
all similar budgets. None of them take the energy dlesbby
life itself into account”



Climate and the Geo-Nuclear Connection
By Joe Olson

To begin analyzing the possible climate change faatois
necessary to recognize that weather, and the conopilati
weather, referred to as climate, is just observatiotine final
end reaction of a large number of interactions by &lthe
primary forces of the Universe. It is hubris, or stugidor
intentional deception to ascribe human actions and one
atmospheric trace molecule with control of this vagtriacting
system. The fundamental Universal forces are gravity,
magnetism, electro-magnetic radiation and nucleaactibn
and all play a role in this final ripple that is climat: the
pond of reality. To understand this complex interachas
required analysis of a wide range of data, some fropadase
and suppressed sources. All of this material is fact @agid |
based, even if not common knowledge. This discussitin wi
be limited to minimum descriptions necessary with refees

for continued study and projections on the immediate fudtire
this new, comprehensive Earth Science Theory.

To advance the hypothesis that human produced atmospheric
carbon dioxide was the primary climate forcing system
required the fabrication of two false sets of datane @as a
thousand year ‘guess’ of CO2 levels and the other, a
matching thousand year computer generated temperature
graph. With the ‘cause and effect’ link established as wnly
necessary to violate a number of established principfes
physics for the climate charlatans to prove their casthe
unwitting public, politicians and media pundits.

To unravel the climate puzzle we will first describe theee
fundamental forces, then their individual interactiaffecting



climate and finally, how all of the forces combine donfi the
harmonic balancing act which nurtures our biosphere.

Before dismissing this line of thought as over-arching,
consider the readily apparent effect of these threeefoon
climate.

Climate is, in the final analysis, a heat flow equasdiected
by fundamental forces. Gravity holds the Earth in diptial
orbit around the Sun accounting for a 10% variation inrsola
radiation due to this variation in distance. Consult elngrt
on the eccentricity, obliquity and precession of Eartirsit
and it is apparent that gravity is a force in the clerequation,
but this force is not the unnoticed factor in this disuss
The Earth’'s magnetic field shields the planet fromaisol
radiation and is also subject to variations. Nucleaioih and
fission reactions heat the Sun and this planet’snatdission
reactions also heat the Earth. All of these nudleactions are
variable.

It is the combination of these factors that create abiurate,
when combined with one additional factor. Life itselegs a
powerful factor in the climate equation far in exce$dhe
minute fraction that human produced gases can exert. The
processes of photosynthesis, transpiration, regpiraand
organic decay do have measurable climate effects, but have
been reviewed by others and are not the subject ofltaster.

In any complex system there are primary drivers withtpes

and negative feedback and buffering systems. We will
introduce these elements, but can in no way establish the

still largely un-quantified relationships.



We will begin the discussion of fundamental forces wiié
suppressed origin of our solar system first proposed by Dr
Oliver Manuel, known as the Super-nova Origin Theory [1]

Four billion years ago, an Iron-rich Super-nova exploded
sending planet forming material out in an equatorial beitiv
would soon form our solar system ecliptic plane and
eventually our planets. Gravity and magnetism held higher
concentrations of Iron and other heavy elements dldsdbe
largest fragment of that exploded Super-nova, which would
reform to become our Sun. The core of Earth is not a
amorphous blob of molten Iron.

Earth’s core is a single, cubic crystal of Iron males which
form a giant permanent magnet. Each atom of Irom is
dipolar, miniature magnet, which in a liquid state, aligui

the dominant existing magnetic field. Atoms have a mtur
nuclear repulsion which increases with temperature and the
level of this kinetic molecular energy is displayedhe three
states of matter as solid, liquid and gas. As eachemditjuid

Iron atom joins this cubic crystal lattice it aligrasked on the
already established crystal magnetic field. This Iramice
allows the maximum density in both weight and magnetism.
Proof of the Earth’s crystal lattice core was firsggntioned by
Song and Sun [2] and it is the extension of accepteshcei
that this would form a natural magnet and that sinutgstal
magnetic cores existing in the Sun and inner planets as
fragments of a previous crystal core in the Super-né\auo
solar system origins.

The six inner planets all have Iron cores and varyingneiag
fields. A spinning magnet produces an electrical curredt an
an electric current itself produces a magnetic fielderddry,
Venus and Mars have all lost their molten mantles tdoeir



crystal cores are now locked into the planet surfatation
causing reduced and constant magnetic fields. The Earth’s
permanent magnet crystal core is floating in a moftck
globe with a thin solidified crust.

There are variations in the spin axis and spin rate wdieh
manifested in variations in the magnetic north locatiad the
total magnetic field strength. The Earth’s core itualty
spinning 3 degrees per year FASTER than the planet [3]. A
1500 Km (950 mile) magnet need not spin very fast to create
an electric and magnetic field. The spin rate showd have

a predicted influence on the internal fission rate.c&iall of

the primary forces are interactive it is necessargavelop the
theory linking these forces.

The Sun, Jupiter and Saturn all have crystal Iron diovasng

in a gaseous sphere with an even greater degree of freddom
movement. Gravity, magnetism and electro-magnetic
radiation all vary as a square of the distance andhasenon-
linear variations. Due to distance and field strengytis Earth
and Jupiter that exert the most influence on the &wagmnetic
core. The Earth-Jupiter conjunction occurs every 1ldbsye
Every 11.5 years the Sun experiences a magnetic polesaéver
Every solar reversal creates measurable changes im sola
radiation and the solar magnetic field. A complexd an
exhaustive analysis of the relationship of our solatesys
movements and the resulting periodicity is given imfirical
Evidence for a Celestial Origin of the Climate Ostitias” by
Nicola Scafetta [3].

This work research establishes fundamental 11, 22 and 60 year
cycles which are reflected in temperature graphs, but not
reflected in CO2 concentrations or IPCC predictionsrtiéhs

of the climate geologic record do appear to have



‘astronomical’ precision, but there are anomalies.e Wil
accept these celestial factors within the previous 500stral
year Milankovic Cycle and cosmic ray variations in the
previous 600 million year Phanerozoic Period.

The question raised, but unanswered, is the method that
cosmic rays can use to have such measurable effects on
Earth’s climate. For that, we will explore the ndstel of
primary Universal forces and their collective effect our
climate.

Toy globes sat on desktops world-wide for centuries wigh th
puzzle like fit of eastern and western Atlantic shoesi
begging the question, are the continents ‘drifting’ fram
former merged land mass ? This question was first dsked
Flemish cartographer, Abraham Ortelius in 1596. Scientifi
‘consensus’ on drifting continents took 370 years of discpv
and debate. The motive force in plate tectonics veagutly
understood until the second generation of GPS satell@assw
orbit. The first generation of GPS offered place tmcp
within 0.5 meter (18 inches) and offered the exciting
possibility for land surveyors of eliminating cumbersadme-
station back-sight for horizontal control and lengtlayel
loops for vertical control. In short, it was hopedttaasingle
satellite reading would completely locate any point tha
planet. The second generation did provide accurateombaiz
control, but the vertical variation continued.

It was not until this satellite based reference systeam in
place that any scientist realized that the thin cofishe Earth
was lifted daily but the Moon’s gravity, much like theeans
and this effect was called ‘Earth tide’. This liftingtian pulls
the plates to the west, opening the ocean floorwifieh then
quickly fill with molten rock from below. This molterock



instantly solidifies and creates the ratchet effeat tbe
opposite side of the plate along a subduction zone. dHilig

crust movement sends pressure waves thru the molten rock
and pumping action to stir the mantle and release tragped a
pockets.

We now have a stirring force of the spinning, crystahlcore
and a pumping action from above, working on this plastic
molten rock layer. Any force that is capable of alimg’
entire continents must be considered in any proper ‘teaat f
analysis.

We are standing on a planet with 1.08 quadrillion cu Km (259
trillion cu miles) of molten rock ranging in temperaudrom
1400 C (2500 F) near the surface to 600G (10,000 F) at

the core. Our planet has 1.29 billion cu Km (310 million cu
miles) of ocean. Volume measurements are not ugafihe
compressible gas atmosphere, but the total atmosphere is
0.00008% of the total planet mass. Carbon dioxide is 0.04%
of that portion of gas and human C@82at most only 4% of
that insignificant amount. In terms of possible h&tatrage,

the CO2storage capacity is not even measurable. Carbon
dioxide can absorb Infra-red sunlight only within two narrow
spectrum bands [4]. One of these bands is sharedwaiidr
vapor, so this amount of radiation would be absorbethen
atmosphere regardless of C@@ntent unless there was zero
humidity.

Any radiation absorbed on its way to the Earth, nesger
warm the surface and can never be re-radiated at nigime.
wavelengths of energy that are radiated back into toespac
night have a very short dwell time in the atmospherat®n
way, in accordance with the Second Law of Thermodynamic
from a state of higher energy (Earth) to lower endimyter



space). There is a finite amount of IR radiation latsée to
absorb or re-radiate, so there is no linear relatipnshi
Doubling the CO2loes not double this limited heat retention.
We have now established the parameters surrounding the most
glaring error in all of the climate change models, thmpglete
absence of Geo-nuclear produced energy.

The Universe is a nuclear waste ground. Nuclear decdly is a
around us. Our planet is constantly bombarded by solar and
galactic particles from without and fission released igag
from within. The Universe seems in a mad dash to be@ome
uniform distribution of Hydrogen atoms. The 259 trillion
cubic miles of ‘solid’ material that forms our planst4i parts
per million of Uranium, or 2.9 million cubic Km (700,000
cubic miles) of nuclear fuel. During fission each Uranium
atom has 92 proton-neutron pairs which during fission could
form 92 Hydrogen atoms, or 46 Helium atoms or 16 Carbon
atoms or 12 Oxygen atoms, along with highly charged
particles capable of busting apart an adjoining atom or two
Each Uranium fission reaction produces 2 million times t
energy of a Trinitrotoluene (TNT) molecule, hence espie
power measured in megatons of TNT.

The fission breakdowns occur in stages, with as many as a
dozen daughter reactions. Some of the products of these
reactions are very stable Inert (Periodic Table Group wr
Noble) gases which are non-reactive.

In nature, these inert elements do not form chemicatl®o
with other atoms to form molecules. The very presesice
these gases is proof of Earth’s fission forces.

Radon is one of these Inert fission by-products and unstable
with a half-life of only 3.8 days. If you had a kilogrgéh2

Ibs) of Radon it would disintegrate to just a 7.8 grams (0.27



0z) in just 21 days. Given travel time from creationdlease
at the surface, there must be an enormous productioadurR
for there to be any detectable levels at the surf&teium is

the lightest element when released in the atmospheteisa
1/6th the weight of air. Small quantities of Heliumséxn the

tops of underground natural gas reserves, but all HeSuma

desperate race to outer space.

The complete array of fission-produced atoms is redetweas
‘elemental’ atoms and the compounds that they formhen t
Earth’'s cauldron are referred to as ‘elemental’ comgdeun
We will return to the compounds in a moment, but for riogv
important fission-climate link.

All of the heavier elements are subject to nuclear
bombardment and breakdown. The rate that this ocouas i
laboratory is termed the half-life, but is not constamature.
Increases in the rate of particle bombardment redwecddl-

life. This occurs at a controlled rate in a nucleact@aand at
near spontaneous rate in the ‘chain reactions’ of @eau
bomb. The heavy elements in the Earth’s core aresuty)
constantly varying levels of particle bombardment fronarso
galactic and Earth fission produced particles. The Earths
fission energy is substantial and variable. This i@kenergy

is not included and any climate model energy flow.

It is an error in the energy balance equation if assumed as
zero. It is an error in the climate change equatioit i§
assumed constant. There has been an order of magnitude
increase in the estimated amount of this energy sincérshe
IPCC models were developed [6, 7]. There has been no IPCC
correction based on this new information.



This fission energy is displayed on every continerth vinot
springs and geysers, thru ocean floor vents and thrunadsa
Despite claims that certain of the manifestations ‘@l
Faithful” level of reliance, they are all highly variabl This is
a reflection of the variation at the source. Tharikm and
other heavy element atoms that are stirred and pulséakein
molten mantle are not uniformly distributed or activatdis
therefore possible that regional hot spots can develgmgai
ground temperatures slightly and altering air patterns.

This produces regional weather anomalies. Similargdmat
the sea floor alter ocean currents. These forcestlee
coupled with solar events to produce the short term weath
events.

Dramatic changes in these fission reactions arecdluse of
long term climate events like Ice Ages. If you referthe
Geocraft.com 600 million year chart below, you willstir
notice there is no apparent correlation or causatiowdmsst
CO2 and temperature. You will also notice two periods of
very dramatic temperature drops at 450 million and 300
million years ago



S50 505 438408 360 286 248 213 144 65 z

BOO0 — —
. PALEQZOIC MESOQZOIC CENCROIC
(]
FO00 =1
BN | 2 lel 8| 2 |zlzl 8| 2 |
GO0 = E E‘ g E" g’ 5 g E E
E E’ 2 E— g a|n A E =
= Quatemary ._ |
-‘V -+ Atmospheric COZ

Ave. Glohal Irzmp.

3000 /
22°C

2000
17°C

1000 www geceraft cop
rllmp.uﬂcrt B Embese
& l‘ﬂeamrn.n.ﬂm:u‘.som | : | | 12°
GO0 500 400 I00 200 100 i}

Millions of ¥ears Ago
http://www.geocraft.com/WVFossils/Carboniferous_climiatte.

ml

Atmospheric CO2 (ppm)
a8 ow
z @
& @&
o

Average Global Temperature

These are the “Popsicle Planet” eras when ice coadldulit
the 30 degree equatorial band. Polar ice caps extended south
to Miami and north to Rio de Janeiro.

Now moving to the 500,000 year Milankovitch Cycle chart
you can see dramatic change forming three distinct 100,000
year-long glacial periods, separated by 12,000 year long inter-
glacial periods
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The atmosphere masks some solar radiation variatos
mankind lacked the instrumentation for accurate solar
measurements until launch of the NASA’s Helios and 1Sola
Heliograph Observatory (SOHO) satellites. During theiren
than 30 year measurement period, these satellites have
measured only a 0.1% variation in TOTAL solar output;
however there is substantial change within certain veaggths

and in solar particle flux.

It is inconceivable that there have been massive fltiohsin

total solar output that caused these previous temperature
change events. It is also undeniable that during the 38 géa
near constant solar radiation as per SOHO measurements
there have been three solar magnetic reversalsiramdatic El

Nino and La Nina events that effected Earth’s climaieof

these planetary thermal changes occurred with congtantl
rising COZ2levels. The most plausible explanation is then that
some solar or galactic particle bombardment changeedlte
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the rate of Earth’s internal fission heater. lakso undeniable
that humans have played no part in any of these previous
climate cycles.

Realizing that to accuse the 10 to 20 parts per millioG@2
being the sole driving force for climate change would be
UNBELIEVABLE, the IPCC cabal then added another
atmospheric player, water vapor. Never more than 5%hef
total atmospheric gases, water vapor and its effecteeadsly
observable. We have all noticed that there is lesslbesin
winter nights with overcast skies. The IPCC sciéntissist
this is proof of greenhouse gas behavior. Better trained
scientists credit the denser, water vapor laden aih gveater
thermal mass, which slows heat transfer. In discgstie
invaluable role of water vapor to climate, we must review
some basic water properties.

Rare among compounds, is the fact that water existslin al
three phases in our natural environment. To change state fr
solid to liquid to vapor requires heat, or energy input.e On
gram of solid ‘ice’ at BC requires 80 calories to beconfe®
water. It then takes 100 calories to raise that meaeh water

to near boiling water at 10@. An additional 540 calories
will raise that 100C very hot water to 16@ very cool steam

or vapor.

The heat required to change state is termed ‘lateatt had
individual changes are latent heat of liquefaction taniaheat
of vaporization when adding energy.

The reverse processes are termed the latent heat of
condensation and latent heat of solidification. Theame
thermal parameters apply to water in our natural envirobme
When water is evaporated from cooling towers, evaporative



coolers or even our own body perspiration, it rema2257
kilo-Joules/Kg (890 BTU/Ib) of heat per unit of water. As
water sublimes directly from ice to vapor, or is evaped
from surface water it is removing heat from the Earth’s
surface. When it condenses into droplets in clouds or
solidifies to snow, sleet or hail in clouds, it iseading that
energy high in the atmosphere. With this enormous heat
transfer all adding to the planets cooling, it is deckitfu
claim this vapor is warming the planet. Heat that isased
high in the atmosphere DOES NOT then radiate back tommwa
the planet. Thermodynamic Laws demand that hedbwotb
outer space. Even if you were to consider heat flovibe
random, there are two directions of travel along thierdnt
axes. Just random probability would dictate that only aute

of six possible directions for this heat would be bamkard
Earth.

Suppose that climate science did want to estimateubdliow

of energy on our planet. We have a well establishes aht
solar input and two possible ways of measuring water vapor
heat flow. Within the accuracy range allowed it is safe
assume a constant amount of water. Water is highbtivea
readily breaking the Hydrogen-Oxygen bonds to form other
compounds, reducing the amount of water. Water is sutgje
nuclear particle breakdown and some loss in the upper
atmosphere to solar wind.

There is also the addition of elemental water frassidn
produced atoms. Neglecting those minor variationscovad
estimate the evaporation-sublimation side of the equation
the condensation-solidification side of equation to reitee
the water vapor heat flow. Given the tons of ramgvg sleet
and hail that fall on the Earth every second it isi@is that



atmospheric science has yet to grasp the full exteBadh’'s
true energy flow.

When the IPCC team chose to portray the last 1000 ydars o
temperature and CQOd&s two matching hockey stick graphs it
was a willful attempt to deceive. The hockey stick make
chose what has been referred to the “Most Importae¢Son

the Planet” to represent past temperature [8]. Onlsetliew
trees, of the hundreds of tree rings examined provided the
‘desired’ temperature result. That result was theieation of

the Minoan, Roman and Medieval warming periods. Roman
records of vineyards, Greenland dairy barns under feet of
present day snow and Japanese cherry blossom records all
refute the seven selected tree ring hypothesis. Mangtstse
chose to believe what our ancestors have left as .probk
same skeptic view applies to ALL paleo-climate data. All
predictions of past conditions are proxy data and subject to
two obvious error paths. First is the level of degradabif the
samples over time and second that past conditions vegye
similar to current conditions. Either of these coinds is a
fatal error in correct science, yet these warmistoadties
violate both. We have previously mentioned the constant
nuclear decay that surrounds us. Physical erosion isenoth
partner in planetary decay.

The upper atmosphere is subject to constant erosiondotar

wind and Nitrogen ionization by cosmic rays. When thelea
has its periodic magnet declines and reversals, thesgeis
greater erosion. When major asteroid impacts occuresval/
atmosphere are pushed beyond the force of gravity and are lost
to space. When the Yellowstone super volcano exploded
640,000 years ago it blew one thousand cubic Kilometers (240
cubic miles) of rock into space. By the Venturi effecssive
amounts of atmosphere would have been drawn into space



with that rock. The newly discovered polar ice capsten
Moon are just eons of accretion of full Moon orbitsu
Earth’'s solar wind vapor trail. There is largelynaged
evidence that the past atmosphere was vastly diffatremt
today’'s by comparing winged flight.  Successful flight
involves four components, lift, thrust, drag and gravityt. is |
safe to assume that gravity was not significantly cefferin
the past. It is also safe to assume that nature atigtvolve
from lighter bones and stronger muscles to reduced levels
both today. With the other three variables consttmare is
only one option for the fossil record. Compare the Giomi
year old Pterodactyal, Quezalcoatus Northrogind its 11
meter (36 ft) wingspan with today’s largest Peruvian Condor
wingspan of 5 meters (16 ft). In addition compare the
Meganeura Dragonflyith a half meter (20 inch) wingspan
and today Atlas Moth with its quarter meter (11 inch)
wingspan. The obvious conclusion is that there was TBNIC
the atmosphere in the Triassic Endich provided additional
lift.

Visit the Geocraft chart again and verify that temhees
were also significantly warmer during the Mesozoic étri
with significantly higher levels of CO2With ferns the size of
houses and lizards the size of busses it is hard to #ngtie
either warmth or CORhcreases are harmful to the planet or to
life. This Plate also shows the irrefutable proof ddracolder
planet at the Ordovician-Silurian and the Carboniferous-
Permian boundaries. Far more than simple cosmic ray
changes are required to explain these ‘Snowball Earth’
conditions. Nuclear fission reactions are self-snostgiwithin
limited conditions. The break-down of heavy elementegi

off high speed particles that can create an adjoining 'atom
decay. In a melt-down condition there is enough energy
produced to explode and send a Yellowstone mountaintop into



space. When particle bombardments from internal and
external sources drop, the Earth can scarcely warmcghator
with just solar energy.

During Earth’s Snowball Planet phases solid ice may have
extended to the ocean floor, limiting all life to judtet
equatorial green belt of unfrozen ocean and snow pack free
land masses. There had to have been a significant cirange
energy for the planet to then transform to the Iusipital
paradise of the Triassic Period. Any understandindimiate
must be comprehensive. There is absolutely no cooelati
causation with any of these past events with carboridg
levels and most certainly NO human forced cause ofgghan
To embrace the IPCC and AGW theories of climate yoatmu
first accept that human’s powers beyond the fundamental
forces that we now know form the complex interplaly o
climate.

The overt suppression of debate on this subject by govetnmen
funded ‘big’ science and commodity market driven ‘big’
media has forced independent minded scientists world-wide to
re-examine a wide range of science. This has been @ejpur
of understanding for all humanity. Ideas which are ptesen

in a more formal setting in this book were first présdrand
evolved as articles posted on the internet. As typuith all
good science, discovery prompted new insights. After a
lifetime of science study and thousands of hours deditated
just this issue, there is one previous statement that how
revise.

In the article, written over a year ago, titled “Humntg's Last
Chance for a Fairy Green Future” there was mentiothef
analogy of our celestial symphony being like a JuniorhHig
Band Concert. A comparison was made that @@ a third



chair violin, making the only sound that the proud IPCC parent
could hear. A more proper analogy would be that &QB&e
dust in the concert hall. This dust can be raised by tigcm
even visible under the correct lighting conditions. sTthust
could be discovered by scientists years later to Haae
‘movement’ during the concert.

This dust did not create or alter in any significant Wee/true
sights and sounds of this concert. Carbon dioxide iseirend

the most basic form of dust and the cornerstone afaabbon
based life forms. To demonize such an innocent and vital
component of life betrays a deeper seated hatred forTifes

is the unrepressed primordial instinct to dominate amdrol

the uneducated masses. That urge is reprehensible enough, bu
to twist science into a weapon to further that end tsua
crime against humanity. In the end, climate is veryhmike

a symphony with dozens of forces making up the various
players.

Under the IPCC maestro, whole sections of this orchese
silent. The IPCC is a false prophet peddling Faux Science.
We must demand that all future discussions of climateceie
include the fundamental forces just described.

It would not be enough to just examine the flawed scielfice o
this man-made problem. Equally troubling is the science truth
behind the proposed ‘green energy’ solutions and the
revelations of the truth about ‘carbon’ energy. WE begin

with an analysis of the Faux Science of solar cefid a
batteries. We will then return to those ‘elementafnpounds
brewing in the Earths chemical refinery. These are the
feedstock to Earth’s greatest gift to humanity, Abiogenic Oil



Additional Defects of the Green Machine

There can be little doubt that the entire human cackehte
change issue has been an intentional politically vated
fraudulent movement. This has evolved from an elaborate
network of direct government involvement and indirect
government funding to provide the illusion of ‘consensud tha
would be beyond any further debate. Fortunately for the
future of science, truth and humanity, many honest ssienti
and analysts from many lands have objectively lookedeat th
hypothesis of Anthropogenic Global Warming and found it
invalid. No analysis of this failed hypothesis is conglet
without examining what has been endorsed by the AGW
supporters as the ‘solution’ to this non-existent probldrhe
proposed ‘Green Energy Solution’ is as defective as\th&/
science, with defects so obvious that endorsement aisist
gualify as an intention deception.

The ‘Green Energy Solutions’ are primarily focusedwand
energy and solar energy, with fictional claims fotufe tidal

and geothermal which have been fictional claims forr ave
half century already. If stopping the release of hydnians
was the highest priority, then nuclear and hydro-elestoiald

be considered ‘green’, but these power sources have long bee
on the eco-zealot ‘hit’ list. The Eco-religion couidt allow
reclassification of these two carbon-free energsteays and
maintain peace between the devout tree-huggers and the
obsessed warmists. Demise of the warmist orthodoxy wi
reopen debate and action on all reliable systems ofggner
production. For now, some limited further analysis lod t
unreliable ‘green energy’ systems, with full analysiduture
books by our team.



Volumes have been written on the defects of wind driven
electrical generation. The wind energy standard is autgut

of less that 25% of rated capacity with constant flugtnatin
power. Add in bird and bat strikes, noise and visual pollution
transmission losses and foundation failures and you jnava
portion of the wind energy flaws. Every existing ndifarm’

is its own testament to failure. The truly functibwand farm

is an illusion that humanity cannot afford to waste our
resources on. As mentioned there are volumes ofrialata
wind energy available, but what is not as well understoed a
the defects of solar energy. As alluring as the premigy be,

the promise of solar energy is not free. The fio$arscell was
created in 1883 by Charles Fritts using a sheet of Selenium
with thin Gold facings. The Sun radiates approximately 1000
watts per square meter at maximum. The Fritts cell pextiuc
10 watts per square meter or 1% efficiency. The Russell Ohl
patent of 1946 is considered the first modern solar cell.

Today's solar panels are high purity Silicon with a tigh
doping of Phosphorus and Boron to provide breaks in the
Silicon for electron movement. Silicon crystal isglhly
reflective and the solar facing side must be treated aith
anti-reflective coating, then the conducting surface gnd
finally a glass cover for protection from weather.| @ these
conditions limit some of the incoming light. Only centa
segments of the solar spectrum activate the flowledtrons
and the net result is 10% efficiency, or approximately 100
watts per square meter. Efficiencies as high as 40% are
available with exotic materials, but then one must addies
‘high cost of free’, which applies to every ‘green’tiaclogy.

Silicone, Phosphorus and Boron are common elemeumtspb
mine, refine and bring on line has a cost. That casfflscted
in ‘cost payback’ of 5 to 7 years depending on the system.



The total system life is 20 years. But these costbased on
low cost carbon based energy systems providing these
materials.

Much like paying your Visa bill with your Master Card, this
parasitic ‘clean’ energy cannot provide the ‘spare’rgneo
avoid ‘dirty’ energy. There is a certain loss adatons in this
system and power production erodes over time until attfwen
years they are useless. Sunlight is not convertedetdricity.
Sunlight erodes molecularly stored potential energy ftbhen
embedded Phosphorus atoms until there are no spare@egectr
left.

The search for scientific truth in one field ofterads to
unexpected insights into other fields. In researching the
ignored or vastly underrated role of Earth’s nuclessidin in
climate change another truth became self evident.

Matter is neither created nor destroyed.
In future publications, | will point out that there can he

doubt about the fact that what is routinely referredgdfossil
fuel” is incorrect and even oil is a renewable resaurce
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ClimateThermodyhamics

ClaesJohnson*

1 Global Climateby Navier-Stokes
Equations

Thermalynamicsis afunny subject.Thefirsttimeyou
gothroughit, you dont understand it at al. Thesecond
time you go through it, you think you understam it,
exceptfor oneor two small points. Thethird time you
go throughit, you know you don't understandt, but
by that time you are so usedto it, it doesn't bother
you ary more. (Physicist Arnold Somnerfeld (1868-
1951))

Global climat resuts from a thermodynamic interaction
betwea the atmosphes and the oceanwith radiative forcing
from the Sun, gravitational forcing from the Earth (and the
Moon)anddynamc Coriolis forcing from therotation of the

*Computer ScierceandCommunication,KTH, SE-10044 Stockiolm,
Sweden



Earth. Thethermodynartsis describedby the Navier-Stokes
equations (NSE) of fluid dynamics, for a variabledensityin-
compresible oceanand compressble atmospheg, expressing
congrvation of mass,momentumand enengy.

The atmopshes transportsheat enegy absorled by the
Earth surface from the Sunto a top of the atmosphez TOA
from whereit isradiatedto outerspace,andthus actsasanair
conditioner or heatengin€g[8] keepirg thesurface temperature
congantunderradiatve forcing from the Sun. A basicques-
tion in climate scienceis the stability of this air corditioner
undervaryingforcing, more specifical y the changeof surface
temperatureunderdoubled concentationof atmosphertc CO,
(from 0.028% t0 0.056%) , referredto asclimate sensitivity.

The hed is transportedby the atmospheran a combi-
nation of thermodynarcs (turbulent corvection and phase
change in evaporation/condesaton) and radiation, roughly
2/3 by thermodynarits and1/3 by radiation. The thermody-
namicsinvolves postive radiatve forcing balancedoy evap-
oraion at low latitudes/altiudesfrom a wam oceancausng
warm air to rise-epand-coolincluding poleward motion fol-
lowed by negaive radiative forcing balancedby cordensa-
tion at high latitudes/altitudes causingcool air to descend-
contract-vam closing a thermodynamic cycle, asindicated
in Fig. 1, during polar winter.
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Figure 1: Thermodynarts of the atmospher¢NASA UARS
Project).



2 Thelllusory Greenhouse Effect

Themain messageo the World and its leadersfrom the 2007
IPCC Fourth AssessmenReport(AR4) is a predicton of an
alarmingclimatesersitivity in therangel.5 — 4.5 C', with a
“bestesimate” of 3 C, as aresult of a so-calledgreenhouse
effect.

The phystcs of this effectis claimedto have been ident-
fiedandscientifically desribed by Fourier[3] (1824),Tyndall
[10] (1861) and Arrhenius [1](1896). An inspection of these
sources shows very simplistic rudimentary analysis with
only a simple model for radiation and not hermodynamics,
which is the origin of the message of this article:

The mathematics of the Fourier-Tyndall-Arrhenius
greenhouse effect is dead, and never was alive!

However, to corfuse the discusion, the “greenhouseef-
fect” is describedwith a misleading double-meaning: It is
both the combinedotal effect of the atmosphereon the Earth
surface temperatureincluding both radiationand thermody-
namics andat the sane time a hypotheical radiative effect of
“greenhousegases’including CO, withoutthermodynarits.
In this way the “greenhouseffect” becones red, becausat
isthetotal effect of theatmopshereand theatmospherende-
niably hasaneffect,an“atmosphere effect”, while atthe sane
time it can belinkedto CO, apparenty acting like a power-
ful “greenhous gas capdle of globalwarminguponavery
smal increasef 0.028%.

Thesimplestversionof the“greenhouseffect” is desribed
by Stefan-Boltzmann’s Law Q = o7 (SBL), which in differen-
tiated form



dQ = oAT*dT = 4$dT ~ 4dT

with Q ~ 280 W/m? andT =~ 288 K, givesa climaie sersi-
tivty of about1 C' by attributing a certainfictitiousaddtional
“radiative forcing” dQ = 4 W/m? to doubled COs.

Since the total radiatve forcing from the Sun is not as-
sumedto changethe additional radidive forcing is supposed
toresultfrom ashift of the“characteistic emssionlevel/atitude”
to ahigherlevel atlowertemperaturecausedoy lessradidion
es@ping to spacefrom lower levels by increasingabsorpion
by C'Os. In this argumentthe outgoingradiion is comected
to a lapse rate (deceaseof temperaturewith increasingalti-
tude) supposedlypeing deerminedby thermodynants. With
lower “charaderistic emissiontenperature”at higher altitude
the whole temper#ure profile will have to shifted upwards
thus causingwarmingon the ground.

This is the startng point of the climate alarmism propa-
gatedby IPCC, a basicclimatesengivity of 1 C', which then
isboogedto 3 C' by variousso-calledpostive)“feed-backs”

Thebasic agumentis thatsinceStefan-Botzmants Law can-
not be disputedassuch,andbecaiseC'O, hascertainproper
ties of absorpton/emissionof radiation (light), which canbe
tested in a labaatory, the starting value of 1 C' is an“unde-
niable physical fact which cannotbe disputed”. Even skep-
ticslike LindzenandSpenceraccept it, andif skepticsbelieve
somehing, then it mustbetrue,right?



But wait! Science does not work that way, science ohky

facts and logical mathematical arguments, the essence of the
scientitific method, and let us now check if the basic
postulateof a“greenhouseeffect” with basicclimatesensiiv-

ity of 1 C' canqualify asscience And climatepoliticswithout

live climatescienceis dead politics.

3 Mathematical Climate Simulation

The languageand methodologyof science,n paticular cli-
mate sciencejs mathemaics: Physical laws are expresseds
differentialequationf the principalform D(u) = F', where
F representsorcing, u representshe correspondingsystem
state coupkd to F’ throughadifferential operatorD(«) ading
onu. With givenforcing F', the correspondingtateu can be
determinedby solving the differential equationD(u) = F.
This is the essenceof the scientific mehod. Note that the
differentialequation D(u) = F usudly describesa cause-
effect relationin the sensehatthe sysem stae u respondgo
a known given forcing F' in a(stable)forward problem. This
comrespands to putiing the horse in front of the wagon,and
nottheotherway aroundwhich s referredto asan (unstble)
inverse problemwith thestate u givenand F' the forcingbeing
sought.

Considemow the following approabesto modelling and
simulating globalclimate:

e (A) Themodynamicswith radiative forcing (NSE with
SBL forcing).



¢ (B) Radiatond(@ ~ 4dT asdifferentiatedform of (SBL).

e (C) Radiationd@ ~ 4dT combinedwith thermody-
namc lapserate.

e (D) Radiationd() ~ 4dT combined with thermody-
namc lapserateandfeed-bag.

Here(A) isthe(stable)forward problemdescribedin thefirst
sedion andstudiedbelow. (B) is sef-referentialwithoutther
modynamics. (C-D) represeat the IPCC appoachasan (un-
stabk)inverseproblem of radiationwith thermodynamicforc-
ing with potentiall y largepostivefeed-backsand highclimate
sersitivity.

Altogether (A) opensto arational scientific approaclesa
stabkeforward problem, whereathe(C-D) of IPPC represents
anungable inverseproblemof questionabke value.

In its popularform the bast IPCC climate sersitivity of
1C is claimedto comefrom a “greenhousegas” ability of
CO, to “trap heat’, which is supposedo corvince the uned-
ucated.In its more elaboratdorm intendedfor the edicated,
it is connetedto a thermodynart lapserateand chamacte-
istic emisson level, in orderto accountfor aneffectof addi-
tional radidive forcing withoutchangeof total radiatve forc-
ing. Both forms are severely simplistic and cannotcountas
science.

To follow (A) we mustrid ourselesfrom the comnon
misconcepion of thermodynamicsxpressé inthequote above
by Sommerfeld, thatit is beyond comprehesionfor mortals,



in particularits 2nd Law. This s the reassonwhy climate sci-
entistshave focus®d on radiaton only, as sonethingunder
standal#, backingaway from thermodynamics assonething
nobodycangrasp.But it is possble to give thermodynarits
andthe 2nd Law a fully understanddb meanng as | show
in [4, 5] and recall below. This insight opensto a rational
approachto climatedynamcs, as(A) thermodynamicswith
radiative forcing.

4 LapseRateand Global Warming/
Cooling

A theory is the more impressve the greater the sim-
plicity of its premises, themoredifferert kinds of things
it relatesto, and the more extendedits area of appli-
cability. This was therefore the deepimpressim that
classicalthermodynamics mace upon me It is the
only physicaltheay of universa contentwhich | am
convincedwill never beoverthravn, within the frame-
work of applicability of its basic concefs. (Einstein

The effective bladkbody temperatureof the Earth with at-
mosphereis —18 C', which canbe allocatedto a TOA at an
altitudeof 5 km atalapserateof 6.5 C'/km comecting TOA
to an Earth surfaceat 15 C' with atotal warming of 5 x 6.5 =
33 C'. Thelapseratedetermineshe surfacetemperaturesince
the TOA tempersureis detemmined to balanceabastally con-
stantinsolation. Whatis then the main factordetermning the
lapserate? s it radiationor thermodynarts, or both?



Climate alarmismas adwcatedby IPCC is basedon the
assumption that radiaton alone sets an initial lapse rate of
10 C/km, which thenin reality is modeatedby thermody-
namicsto anobsened 6.5 C'/km. DoubledC'O, would then
increaseheinitial lapserateand with furtherpostivetherno-
dynamicfeedbak it is by IPCC prediced to reach anaarm-
ing climate sensiivity or global warming of 3C'. Climate
alarmismskepticslike Richad LindzenandRoy Spenceibuy
the argument of anintial rateof 10 C'/km determinedy radi-
ation, but suggesthat negative thermodynanic feedbackef-
fectively reducesclimate sensitvity to aharmlkess0.5 C.

We will amguethatan initial lapserate of g = 9.81 C'//km
is instead deerminedby thernodynamicg(andnot by radia-
tion) as anequilibrium stat withoutheattransfey which then
in reality by thermodynamc heat transgr (turbulent convec-
tion/phasechang) is deceasedto the obsened 6.5 C'/km,
with the heattranskr balandng the radiaive heatforcing.
More CO, would thenrequiremore hed transferby therno-
dynamicsandthusto afurtherdecreasef thelapserate rather
than anincrease Theatmopshereavould thenact likeaboiling
pot of waterwhich underincreasd heatingwould boil more
vigorously but notgetarny warmer

In short: If thermpbdynamicsis the main medhansm of
the atmosphez as anair condtioneror heattrangorter, then
CO5 will not causevaming, andlPCC climatealarmism col-
lapses.

We thusidenify a basicdifferencebetweenatmospheac
heattransporby radiation(similarto conducton) and by ther
modynamics of corvedion/phasechange.



Figure 2: The atmosphere maintains a constantsurfacetem-
peratureunderincreaing radiatve hed forcing by increasing
vaporization and turbulent corvection, like a boiling pot of
wate onastove.

In radiation/conduction increaskdattransportouplesto
increased lapse rate (warming). In convection/phasechange
increased heat transport couples to decreased lapserate
(cooling).

5 Euler Equationsfor the Atmosphere
Every mathematiciarknows it is impossibleto under
standanelementarycoursen thermalynamics. (Math-

ematicianv. Arnold)

The viscasity of both water and air is small, while the



spatal dimensons of the oceanand atmopshereare large,
whichmeanghat the Reynoldsnurber Re = ZL is very large
(> 10%), where U > 1m/s is atypicd velocity, L > 10°* m
alength scaleandv < 10~° aviscosty. Globalclimate thus
resultsfromturbulent flow atverylargeReynoldsnumbersef-
fectively in theform of turbulent solutionsof the Euler equa-
tionsasdescibedin [4].

We focusnhow on the atmosphex andasa modelwe con-
siderthe Euler equations for acompresdile prefe¢ gasoccu-
pying a volume () representinge.g. the troposphere herefor
simplicity without Coriolis force fromrotaton: Find (p, u, T)
with p density, v velocity and 7' temperaturedependng on x
andt > 0, such thatfor x € Q andt > 0:

D,ym +mV -u+ Vp+ gpes =0, (2)
D, T+ RTV -u=q,

wherem = pu iS momentm, p = RpT is pressue, R =
¢, — ¢, With ¢, andc, specfic heatsundercongantvolumeand
pressureandD, v = ¥+ u - Vv isSthe materialtimederivative
with respetto thevelocity u witho = g—j thepattial derivative
with respet to time ¢, e3 = (0,0, 1) is the upward direction,
g gravitational aceelerationand ¢ is a heatsource. For air
¢, = land = 1.4. TheEulerequetions are complemented
by initial valuesfor p, mandT att = 0, andthe boundary
condition v - n = 0 on the boundaryof €2 wheren is normal
to theboundary

We assumehat the heatsource; adcs heatenegy atlower
latitudes/ditudesandsubtractdeatat higherlatitudes/altitudes



(radigion to outer space)including evaporaton (subtracton
of heat)at low altitudes andcondensatiorgaddiion of hea) at
higher altitudes.

We thus consider the full 3D (three-dimensional) Euler/Navier-
Stakes equations without ary simplification of the vertical

flow asin 2D geostrophs flow or in hydrosatic approxima-

tion of verticd momentumbalance, asa requred featureof

the next generationof climate modek [9] not presentin the
cumrent gereration [2]. This is importantbecausehe heat
transportinvolves both horizontal and vertical flow, roughly
speakingascendig air at low latitudesanddescendig air at

high latitudes combnedwith high altitude polewardflow and

low altitude flow towardsthe Equator

6 Thelst and 2nd L aws of
Thermodynamics

...no oneknows what entropy is, so if youin a debate
usethis concept,you will alwayshave anadvantage.
(von Neumanrto Shannon)

We recall the 2nd Law of Thernmbdynamcs as stated in

[3]:
K+P=W-D, E=-W+D+Q, 2)



K(t) = ;/Qﬁu cu(x,t)dx, P(t) = /Ot/ﬂgpu(x,s) dxds,

E(t):/chpT(x,t) dz, W(t) :/ﬂpV~u(m,t) dx,

Q) = [ atat)de
3

ismomengrytotalkineticenegy K (t), potental enegy P(t),
internd enegy E(t) andwork rate W (t¢), and D(t) > 0 is
rate of turbulent disspation and Q(t) rate of supplied heat
or hed forcing. The work W is postive in expanson with
V -u positive, andnegativein compresonwith V - u negative
(sincethe pressurep is postive).

Adding thetwo equation®of the2ndLaw, we find thatthe
chang of total enelgy (K + P + F) is balancedby the heat
forcing:

d
S(K+ P+ E)=Q, @

which canbe viewed to expressthe 1st Law of Themody-
namicsas congervation of total enegy.

Thermodynamicsessentiallyconcerngransfamationsbe-
tweenhed enegy E andthe sum K + P of kinetic and po-
tential enegieswith the transferbeing £(1W — D): whaterer
K + P gainsislostby F andvice versa. The 2nd Law set
the following limits for thesetransbrmations:

e hed enegy E canbe trangormedto kinetic/potential
enaggy K + P only underexpanson with W > 0,



Temperature

Figure 3: Temperatureprofile of the atmospherewith con-
stantlapseratein the tropospher®f 6.5 C'/km (NOAA).

e turbulent dissipaton D cantransfam kinetic/potential
enggy K + P into heatenegy F,

¢ turbulentdissipationD cannottransformheatenegy to
kinetic/potental enegy, beauseD > 0.



7 Basic Isothermal and |sentropic
Solutions

As arnyone who hastakenacoursein thernodynamics
is well aware,the mathenaticsusedin proving Clau-

sius’ theorem(the 2nd Law) is of a very specialkind,

having only themostteruous relationto thatknown to

matrematicians(Mathematiciars. Brush)

Weidentify thefollowing hydrosaticequilibriumbaseso-
lutions herefittedto anobsenedEarthsurfacetemperaturef
288 K, assunmg @ = 0:

=0, T =288 — gas, p = (288 — gu3)™ , p = Ra(288 — gx?))%—i-l’
u=0,T=288(K), p=caexp(—gzs), p = R288a exp(—gx3),
(5)
wherey = £ (= 0.4) andthusR(} + 1) = ¢, = 1, wescale

x3 in km anda denotesa postlve constanto be determined
by data.
Thefirst solutionis non-urbulent(orisentropc) with D =
0 in the2ndLaw:
E+W =0, (6)

or in conventionalnotation

codT +pdV =0, (7)



which combiedwith hydrosttic balane 2 = —gp andthe
differentiatedorm pdV + Vdp = RdT of the gaslaw, gives

(o + R)S—i _— @)

With ¢, + R = ¢, = 1000 J/ K kg the heat capacity of dry air
we obtainanisertropic dry adiabatic lapse rate of 10 C'/km.
With thedouble heatcapaity of saturateanoist air we obtan
anisentopic moist adiabatic lapse of 5 C'/km.

The seconl solution hasconstant temperatureand expo-
nential drop of density and pressureand can be associa¢d
with lots of turbulent dissipaton (with D = W) effectively
equilibratingthe temperéure.

We sunmmarizethe properties of the above basesolutons
(with @ = 0):

¢ isothermal: maximal turbulentdisspation: D = W,

e isentopic: minimal turbulentdissipation: D = 0.

Wefind realsolutionsbetweenthes extremecases with roughly
D =Y andp ~ (288 — gr3)%, p ~ (288 — gu3)S, with a
quicker drop with height thanfor the isentropc soluion with
p ~ (288 —gx3)*® andp ~ (288 — gx3)*°, or turnedthe other
way, with asmaler lapserateof 6.5 C'/km).

8 Basic Thermodynamics

..thermodynamicsis a dismal swamp of obscurity..
a prime exampleto shav that physicists are not ex-
emg from the machess of crowds... Clausius’verbal



statemenof the secand law makesno sense...All that
remairs is a Mosaicprohibition; a century of philoso-
phersand journalistshave acclaime this commard-
mert; acenturyof mathematicianshave shudderedand
averted their eyes from the unclean...Seven times in
the pastthirty years have | tried to follow the argu-
mert Clawsius offers and seven times hasit blanked
andgravelled me. | cannotexplain what| cannotun-
derstand(PhysicistC. Truesdell)

We have formulated a basicmodel of the atmosphereact-
ing asan air corditioner/refrgerator by transportng heaten-
ergy from the Earth surfaceto thetop of the atmospheren a
thermodynamic cyclic processvith radiation/graitation forc-
ing, conskting of

e ascendig/exparding/codingair heatedby low altitude/
latitude radiative forcing,

e descendig/compressingwarming air cooledby highal-
titude/latitudeoutgoing radiation,

combinedwith low altitudeevapordion andhighaltitudecon-
denstion.

The model is compatible with obsenation and suggests
that the lapserate/surdcetemperatures mainly determned
by thermodynamics andnot by radiation.

The thermodynamics of a standardrefrigeratorrequresa
compresor, whichin the caseof anatmospheras takenover
by gravitation causingcompressin of desendngair.



EARTH'S ENERGY BUDGET

Reflected by Reflected Reflected from
atmosphere by clouds earth's surface
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Figure 4: Earth enegy budget (NASA Atmosphert Science
DataCenter).



Basic Data

You canfool all the pegple sometime, and some of the
peopledl the time, but you cannot fool all the people
all thetime. (Abrabam Lincoln)

We colled thefollowing obsereddat, for thefirsthalf of
the above cycle:

averageupwardvelocity = 0.01 m/s,
averagedensty = 0.6 kg/m?,
averagealtitudeof TOA = 5000 m,
¢, = 1000 J/ K kg

Q ~ 180 W/m? absorbedby the Earth surface with
60 W allocatedto radiation,and 120 W' to thermody-
namicswith 100 1/ to evapordion and20 IV to convec-
tion.

obsrvedlapsratex~ —6.5 C/km,
evapaation= 4 cm/day,
hea of vaporizationof water2200 k.J/ kg,

turbulentdisgpation rate:0.002 W/ kg,

For theupwad motion of a column of air over a squaraneter
of surface,we have:



e P~ 0.01x0.7x 5000 x g =350W,

o £~ —0.01x 0.7 x 1000 x 5000 x &2 ~ —230 W,

. 6 2 0.04
e phasechang: 2.2 x 10° x 10° X === ~ 100 W,

which is compatble with W — D = P = 350 W and F =
—W+D+Q=-230W.

The observedlapserate of 6.5 C'/km canbeviewedasbe-
ing obtainedby moderatng thedry adiabatiadateof 9.8 C'/km
by aconbinedproces®f pha® changeandturbulentdissipa-
tion effectively reducingthedrop of temperéurewith altitude.
The enegy transekr in this process (~ % x 230 = 120W
with 100 — 110 W for evapaationand20 = 0.002 x 5000 ~
10 — 20 W for turbulene) is roughly equal to the heatforc-
ing allocatedto thermodynamics (= 120 ). Increasingheat
transkrthencorrespond$o non-increasingapserateand non
warming; the main messagef our analyss.

The oberved lapserate of 6.5 C'/km is biggerthanthe
moist adiabatt rateof 5 C'/km, which cause unstabé over-
turning of risingwarmair andturbulentdisspation.

10 Lapse RatevsRadiative Forcing

If thelapserateis L thenP + E = Q combinedwith £/P =
% accordingto the abose computtion, gives L. = 10(1 —
Q/P). If Q isincreaedthenL will decreaséf P stayscon-
stant butif P increasequickerthan@, thenL may increase
IncreasingQ may be expectedto give an increaseof P by



increasingthe vertical corvectionvelocity, but a deceaseby

increasingpha® changeavapaationtcondensaton. Whichef-

fect will dominate: convectionor phase change? Computa-

tionswith ananswerare underway... until then we notice that

out of 120 W/m? of radiaive heatforcing, a major part of

say 100 canbeallocatd to phasechangewhich givesphase
change agoodchanceo compee with cornvection...

11 Summary: AtmosphereasAir
Conditioner

A good mary timesl have been presem at gatherings
of peoplewho, by the standardsf the tradtional cul-
ture, arethoughthighly educated andwho have with
considerablgustobeenexpressimg theirincredulity at
the lliteracy of scientists. Onceor twice | have been
provoked and have asled the company how mary of
them could describethe Secand Law of Thermody-
namics. The response was cold: it wasalso negatie.
(C. P. Snav in 1959 Reck Lectureentitled The Two
Culturesard the Scientific Revolution).

Let usnow sumup the experiencefrom our analysis. We
have seenthat the atmosphereacts as a thermodynarit arr
conditioner transportingheatenegy from the Earth surfaceto
a TOA under radiative hea forcing. We start from anisen-
tropic stable equiibrium state with lapserate9.8 C'/km with
zeroheatforcing anddiscower the following scenaio for the
responseof theair conditonerunderincreasing heatforcing:



1. increassedheat forcing of the Ocean surface at low lati-
tudesis balancedby increaedvaporization,

2. increasedvaporizaionincreaseshehea capacitywhich
deaeaseshe moist adiabatidapserate

3. if the actual lapserateis bigger than the actual moist
adiabaticrate, then undable corvective overturning is
triggered,

4. undable overturningcauss turbulent corvection with
increasedheattransfe.

Theatmospheric air conditionerthusmayrespad to increased
heatforcingby (i) increasedaporizatiordeaeasinghe moist
adiabait lapseratecombinedwith (ii ) increaedturbulentcon-
vedion if the adual lapserate is bigger thanthe moist adia-
batic lapserate. This is how a boiling pot of wate reectsto
increasedheating.

If someone points out to you that your pettheay of
the universeis in disagreemenwith Maxwell’'s equa-
tions, then so much the worse for Maxwell's equa-
tions. If it is found to be contradictedby obseration,
well, theseexperimenalists do bungle things some-
times.But if yourtheoryis foundto beagainsthesec-
ondlaw of thermadynamics, | cangive you no hope;
thereis nothingfor it but to collapse in deepest humil-
iation (Sir Arthur Stanley Eddngton in The Natureof
the PhysicalWorld, 1915)
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Computatioml Blackbaly
Radiation

ClaesJohnson*

1 Black-Body Radiation

All thesdifty years of conscioudroodinghave brought
me no nearer to the arswe to the question,' Whatare
light quanta?” Nowadays every Tom, Dick andHarry
thinkshe knowsiit, but heis mistaken (Einstein1954)

1.1 Wave-Particle Duality and M odern Physics

Maxwell'sequatonsrepresenéculmination of classicamath-
emaitcal physics by offering a compactmathenatical formu-
lation of all of electromagretics including the propagition of
light and radiaton, aselectronagretic waves. But likein a
Greektragedy the succes®f Maxwel’ s equations prepare

*Computer ScierceandCommunication,KTH, SE-10044 Stockrolm,
Sweden



for the collapseof classicamathenatical physcsandtherise
of modern physics basedon a concept wave-partcle duality

with a resurectionof Newton’s old idea of light asa stream
of light particlesor photons,n its modernversion combined
with statistics.

But elevating wave-patticle duality to a physicd principle
is a cover-up of a contadidion [3, 4, 11]: As areasonable
human beingyou maysonetimesactlike afool, but duaity is
here cdled schzophrenig and schizophrent scienceis craz
sciencejn ourtime represened by C'O, climate alarmismul-
timately basedon radiation as streamsof particles. The pur-
poseof this note is to shaw that particle statistics canbe re-
placed by determnistic finite precisioncomputationawave
mechantcs. We thus seek to opena doorto restoringrational
physicsincluding climat physics, withoutarny contadidory
wave-particleduality.

1.2 Climate Alarmism, Greenlouse Effectand
Backradiation

In particular, the objectve is to shov that the “greenhouse
effect” of climatealarmism claimedto arisefrom “backradi-
ation” of particle streamsasdepiced by NASA in Fig. 5, is
pure fiction without real physical meaning. This renovesa
main sourceof enegy from climate alarmism in the sense
that various feedbackswill have to startfrom zeroratherthan
an alarming warming from radiationalone. We first give a
popukbr sciencedescriptionn wordsandthena mathenatical
one using formulas.



To express physics in precise terms it is necessary to use
the languageof mathematics but main ideascanbe captured
alsoin ordinary langiage helping undersanding, and so the
two forms of expresson complementeachother. In particu-
lar we shall find that the term “backradiation”which can be
contenplated without mathematics when expressedmnathe-
matically revealsits true unstablenature, which makesit into
afictitiousunphysicalphenomenonvithoutredity. We shall
find that it represens the sameform of fiction asa bubble-
econany in real econonic terms: Fictitious values without
real subséncefrom a circulating selfpropeling flow of paper
money.

1.3 Blackbody Radiation in Words

A blackbody acts like a trandormer of radiationwhich ab-
sorbshigh-frequeng radigion andemits low-frequency radi-
ation. Thetemper#ure of the blackbodydetermines a cut-of
frequencyfor the emission, which increaeslinearly with the
temperature: The warmer the bladkbody is, the higher fre-
guenciest canandwill emit. Thusonly frequences below
cut-off areemitted,while all frequenciesrebeing absorled.

A blackbodythus canbe seenas a sydem of resonators
with different eigenfrequenciesvhich areexcited by incom-
ing radiaion and thenemit radiation.An ided blackbodyab-
sorbsall incoming radiationandremits all absorbedadiaion
below cut-off.

Consenrationof enegy requiresabsorbedrequenciesabore



cut-off to be storedin someform, more predsely asheaten-
ergy thusincreasinghetemperatureof the blackbody

As atransbrmer of radiaton a blackbodythusactsin a
very simple way: it absorbsall radiaton, emits absorled fre-
guenciedbelow cut-off, anduses absorbedrequenciesbove
cut-off to increaeits temperatureA blackbodythusactsasa
semiconducor transmiting only frequences below cut-off,
andgrinding coheret frequencies above cut-off into heatin
the form of incoherentigh-frequeng noise.

We heredistinguish betweencoheent organied electro-
magneic waves of different frequences in the form of ra-
diation or light, andincoherenthigh-frequeng vibrationsor
noise,pereivedasheat.

A blackbodythus absorbsand emits frequences below
cut-off without getting warmer while absorbedrequencies
above cut-off are not emitted but are indeadstoredas heat
enegy increasingthetemperéure.

A bladkbody is like an anmplifier with a resticted range
of frequencesor high-pasdilter, which remits/anplifiesfre-
guenciedelow a cut-off frequeny anddanpers frequancies
above cut-off with thedanpedwave enelgy being turnedinto
heat.

A blackbody acts like a censor which filters out coher
ent high-frequeng (dangerous)nformaton by transformng
it into incoherent(hamless) noise. The IPCC acts like a
blackbodyby filtering coheret critical informaion trangorm-
ing it into incoherennhonsenseperceived asglobalwarming.

The increae of the cutoff frequency with temperature
can be undersood as an increasig ability to emit coherent



waveswith increasing tenmperature/ecitation or wave ampli-

tude. At low temperaturevaves of smal amplitude cannot
carry a sharpsignal. It is like speakingat —40 C' with very
stiff lips

We canalso comparewith a comnon teacherclasssitua-
tion with an excited/hgh temperaturéeache emitting infor-
mation over a rangeof frequenciedrom low (simple stuff)
to high (difficult stuff), which by the classis absorbedand
re-emittedfepeatedbelow a certaincut-off frequeng, while
the class is unableto emit/repeatfrequenciesabove cut-off,
which are insteadusedto increae the tenperatureor frus-
trationinterestof the class. The temperatureof the classcan
then never exceed the temperatureof the teacher beauseal
cohereninformationoriginates fromtheteache Theteacher
andstudert connectin two-way communicaion with a one-
way flow of coherentinformation.

The netresultis that a warm blackbodycan heata cold
blackbody but notthe other way around. A teachercan teat
a studentout not the otherway arourd. Thehot Sun heatsthe
colder Earth, but the Earth does not hea the Sun. A warm
Earth surface can heat a cold atmospheridaye, but a cold
atmospherecannotheat a warm Eatth surface. A blackbody
is heatedonly by frequenciesvhich it cannotemit, but hasto
storeasheatenemgy.

There is no “backradiaton” from the atmosphereto the
Earth. Thereis no “greenhaseeffect” from “backradiation”.
Fig. 5 propagtedby NASA thusdisplaysfictional non-physical
recirculating radiaton with an Earth surface emitting 117%
while absorling 48% from the Sun.



We shall seethatthereasorrecirculation of enegy is non-
physicalis that it is unstble. The instability is of the sane
natureas that of an econony with income tax approacing
100%, or interestrate0%, or benefitswithoutlimitsfrom taxes
without limits. An econony with fictitious money circling
with increasingvelocity createsfinancal bubbleswhich burst
sooneror later from inherentinstablity, aswe have been wit-
nesingin recent times.

An atmosphez with circulaing radiaton would also be
unstabé andthuscannotexist overtime.

Thereis no “backradidion” by thesame reasorasthereis
no “backconducton” or “backdiffusion”, namely ingability.
“Backdiffusion” would correspondo restorng a blurred dif-
fuseimageusing Photoshop, which you caneasly corvince
yoursef isimpossble: Take a sharppicture andblurr it, and
then try to resoreit by sharpeimg anddiscover thatthisdoes
notwork, becausef instability. Blurring or diffusiondestoys
fine details which cannotbe recovered. Diffusion or blurring
is like taking mearvaluesof individual values,andthe indi-
vidual valuescannotberecoveredfrom mean values. Mixing
milk into your coffeeby stirring/blurring is possble but un-
mixingis impossble by unstirring/unblurring.

Radiative hea canbetransnittedby electronagneic waves
from awarmblackbodyto a colderblackbody but not from a
coldtoawarmerthuswith aone-waydirectionof heatenepy,
whiletheelectronagnetc wavespropagatein both directions.
We thusdistinguish betweentwo-way propagationof waves
andone-way propagtion of hea enegy by waves.

A cold body canheatup by eating/absoring high-frequeng



high temperatureoheentwavesin a cataolic processof de-
structionof coheent waves into incoherentheat enegy. A

warmbody cannotheatup by eating/absoring low-frequeny

low-temperaturevaves, becaisecatabolsm involvesdestuc-
tion of structure. Anabolismbuilds structure, but a blackbody
isonly cgpabk of destuctive catabdi sm (the metabolismof a
living cell consstsof destuctive catdbolismandcongructive
anabdism).

Figure 1: A blackbodyactslike a censoror high-pasdilter
whichtrangormscoherentigh-frequeng high-interesinfor-
mation into incoherennoise,while it letslow-frequeny low-
interestinformation passhrough.



2 Planck’sLaw

Theparticle natureof light of frequeng v asastream of pho-
tons of enegy hr with h Pland’s constant is supposedo
be motivated by Einsiein’s model of the phobelectric effect
[2] viewedto be impossible [1, 7] to explain asaiming light
iIsaneledromagnetiovave pheromenonsatisfying Maxwel’ s
equatons The ideaof light in the form of enelgy quanta of
size hv wasintroducedby Planck [10] in “an ad of despair”
to explain the radiation enegy R, (7') emittedby a blackbody
asafuncion of frequenyg v andtempergure 7', perunit fre-
gueng, surface area viewing solid ande andtime:

2k
R,(T) =4Tv*6(v,T), ~v="3 (1)

with the high-frequencycut-off factor

hv

O(v,T) = —EL )

hv )
err — 1

where ¢ is the speedof light in vacuum, £ is Boltzmann’s
congant, with (v, T) ~ 0 for 22 > 10 say and0(v,T) =~
1 for 22 < 1. Since h/k ~ 107', this effectively means
that only frequences v < T'10* will be emitted, which fits
with thecommon experienethat ablacksurfaceheatedby the
high-frequeng light from theSun,will notitself shinelikethe
Sun,but radiateonly lower frequenciesWe refer to ’“—hT asthe
cut-of frequeng, in the sensethat frequenciesy > ’“—hT will
beradiatedsubjectto strongdanping. We seethatthe cut-off

frequeng scaleswith 7', which isWen’s Displacementaw.
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Figure 2: Radiation enegy vswave lengh/frequeng atdiffer-
enttemperaturesf aradiaing blackbody, perunit frequeng.
Obsenethatthe cut-off shiftsto higherfrequeng with higher
tempematureaccordingto Wien’s Displacement aw.



The termblackbodyis corvenionally usedto desribe an
idealized objectwhich ab%rbs all electromagnet radicion
falling on it, henceappearingto be black The analyss to
follow will reveal sonme of the realtruth of ared blackbody
suchasthe Earthradiatinginfraredli ghtwhile absrbinglight
mainly in thevisible spectrunfrom the Sun.

It is important to note that the corstanty = i—’; is very
smal: With k ~ 1073 J/K andc ~ 3 x 10%m/s, we have
v~ 107, In particular, vv? << 1if v < 10'® includingthe
ultraviolet spectum, a condtion we will meetbelow.

By integratingbunmming over frequen@sin Plancksradi-
ationlaw (1), oneobtains Sefan-Boltmanns Law stating the
the total radiatedenegy R(7") per unit surface areaemitted
by ablack-lody is proportonalto 74:

R(T) = oT* 3)

wheres = 25K — 567 x 108 W'm 2K 4 is Sefan-
Boltzmann's corstant

Ontheotherhand, theclasscd Raylegh-Jars Radation
Law R,(T) ~ ~Tv? withoutthe cutoff fador, resultsin an
“ultra-violet catastrghy” with infinite total radiatedenengy,
sinceyT fln V2 dv ~ yTn® — oo asn — oo.

Stefan-Boltzmanrs Law fits (reasonablywell) to obsena-
tion, while the Rayleigh-Jeand.aw leadsto anabsurdity and
somustsomehav beincared. TheRayleigh-Jeand aw was
derived viewing light aselectronagretic wavesgovernedby
Maxwell's equatons, which forced Planckin his “act of de-
spair” to give up the wave model and replace it by statistics




of “quanta”viewing light asa streamof particlesor photons.
But the scientfic costof abandomg the wave modelis very
high, andwe now presentan alternatve way of avoiding the
catastrophyoy modifying the wave model by finite precision
compuation, instead of resortng to particle statistics.

.
% The “Ultraviolet
s Catastrophe”

Radiation

.
'-‘ Rayleigh-
s, Jeans Law
.

Planck
Radiation
Formula

1000 2000 3000
Wavelength of radiation in nm

Figure 3: Planckon the ultraviolet catastrophyin 1900:...the
whole procedue was an act of despair becausea theoretical
interpretaion had to be foundat any price, no mater how
high that might be...Either the quantumof action wasa fic-
tional quantity, thenthe whole deduction of theradiation law
was essetially an illusion representingonly an emptyplay
on formulasof no significance or the derivaion of theradia-
tion law wasbasedon sound physicalconcepion. Planckin
1909: Medhanicaly, the taskseemdmpossble, and we will
justhaveto getusedto it (quanta).

We shall see thatfinite predsion computation introduces
a high-frequeng cut-off in the spirit of the finite precisbn
computationaimodel for thermodynamics presentedn [6].



The scientific price of resoting to statisticd mechancsis
high, as wasclealy recogrized by Pland and Einstein, be-
causethe basic assunption of statistical mechanicof micro-
scpic gamesof roulette seemboth scientfically illogicaland
impossibleo verify experimentlly. Thusstatisticd mechan-
ics runs the risk of representingopseudo-sience becaise of
obviousdifficulties of testabilty of bast assimptions.

The purposeof thisnoteisto presentanalternatve to par
ticle statistics for black-bodyradiationbasedon determinstic
finite precisioncomputation in the form of General Galerkin
G2[5, 6].

To obsere individual photonsas* particles”without both
massandcharge seemsimpossble,andsothe phydcal reality
of photonshasremainedhypotheticalwith the main purpose
of explaining black-body radiaton andthe photoeleatic ef-
fect. If explanatons canbe given by wave mechanicspoth
the cortradicion of wave-particleduality and the mist of sta-
tistical mechanicscan be avoided, thusfulfilli ng a dreamof
the late Einsten [3, 4].

2.1 TheEnigma

Thebast enignma of blackbodyradiaton canbe given differ-
entformulations

e Why isablackbodyblackinvisible,by emittinginfrared
radiationwhen“illum inated” by light in thevisiblespec-
trum?



e Why is radiative heattransfe betweentwo bodiesal-
waysdirected from thewarmer bodyto thecolder?

e Why canhighfrequency radigion transbrmto heaten-
emgy?

e Why canhed enegy transformto radiationof a certain
frequeng only if thetemperatureis high enough?

We shallfind thatthe answeris resonancen a sysem of os-
cillators (ocil lating moleculestharges):

e incoming radiaton isabsorbedy resonance,

e absorbedncoming radiationis emitted as outgoingra-
diation, or is storedasinternalhed eneqgy,

e outgoingradigion hasafrequeny spectum ~ 7'v? for
v < T, assuning all frequencies’ have the sane tem-
peraturel’, with a cut-off to zerofor v 2> T,

e incoming frequencievelow cut-off areemitted,
e incoming frequenciesbove cut-off arestoredasinter-

nal heatenepy.

2.2 Wavesvs Particles in Climate Science

We shall find answersto thes quesionsusng a wave model
where we can sepaate betweenpropagatn of waves and
propagationof heat enegy by waves, which allows two-way



propagaion of waveswith one-way propagationof heaten-
ergy. In a particle model this sefrationis impossible since
the heatenenqy is tied to the patticles Radiation asa stream
of particles thus leadsto anideaof “backradiaton” with two-

way propagabn of heat enelgy carriedby two-way propa-
gation of paticles We argue that suchtwo-way propaga-
tion is unstble becauset requrescancellation,and canel-

lation in massve two-way flow of heatenegy is unsableto

smal perturbations andthusis unphyscd. We thus find that
the supposedscientfic basisof climatealarmism is unsieble

and thereforewill collapseunder perturbations,even small

ones with climategate representinga perturbationwhich is

big rathe than small ...

3 A Wave Equation with Radiation

Thereareno quantumjumps, nor arethere ary parti-
cles.(H.D. Zeh[12])

3.1 A Bagc Radiation Model

We corsider the wave equetion with radiaton, for simplic-
ity in one spacedimensionassuning petiodicity: Find u =
u(z, t) suchthat

i—u —yU=f —oco<umxt<oo (4)

H o 0 ' _ 0
where (z,t) are space-tine coordnates, v = 37, v’ = 5%,

f(z,t) modelsforcing in the form of incaming waves, and



the term —~ % modelsoutgoing radiaton with v > 0 a small
congant

This modesk, in the spirit of Planck[10] beforecollapsing
to statstics of quantaacontinuousstring of vibratingchages
absrbing enegy fromtheforcing f of intensty f2 andradi-
atingenegy of intensty ~ii?. Theradiaton termhastheform
—~il ~ I, wher F ~ i representgheelectricalfield gener
atedby anoscillating chage at postion z with accellerdion
ti(x,t).

3.2 BasicEnergy Balance

Multiplying (4) by @ and integrating by partsover a space
period, we obtain

/(uu +u'u') do + /7112 dx = /fu dx,
which we canwrite .
E=A-R (5)
where .
E(t) = 5 /—(u(x,t)2 + ' (z,1)?) dx (6)

istheinternaleneigy viewedasheatenegy, and

A(t):/f(:v,t)u(x,t) dx, R(t):/fyii(x,t)de,
(7)

is the ab®rbed and radiatedenengy, respetvely, with ther
differene A — R driving change®f internd enegy F.



If the incoming wave is an emitted wave f = —~{J of
amplitudeU, then

(Rm - R)7

(8)
with R;, = [~U? dx the incoming radiaion enegy, and R
the outgoing. We concludethatif E > 0,thenR < R;,, that
is,in orderfor enemgy to bestoredasinternalhed enengy, it is
requiredthattheincoming radiationenengy is biggerthanthe
outgoing.

Of course,this is whatis expeded from consenation of
enegy. It canalsobe viewedasa 2ndLaw of Radiation stat-
ing thatradiative heattransferis possble only fromwarmerto
cooler We shallseethis basic law expreseddifferentlymore
precisely below.

N | =

E:/(fu—yuQ)dx:/y(Uil—ilz)dxg

4 The Rayleigh-Jeans Radiation Law

But theconception of localizedlight-quanta outof which
Einsteingot his equationmuststill be regardedas far
from established. Whether the medanism of interac-
tion between ether wavesand electronghas its seat in
the unknown conditions and laws existing within the
atom,or isto belookedfor primarily in theessetially
corpuscularThomson-Planck-Enstein conception of
radianteremgy, is the al-absorbing uncertairty upon
the frontiersof modernPhysics. (Robert A. Millikan

[8])



4.1 Spedral Analysisof Radiation

We shal show thatthe RayleighJeansadiationlaw R, (7") =
~Tv? is adirectconsegenceof theform of the radiationterm
—~7, assunming that all frequences have the sametempera-
tureT. Thisis elementary

We shal alsoshow that if the intensity of the forcing f
in the model (4) hasa Rayleigh-Jeanspectrum~ T2, then
so has the correspading radiation enegy R, (T'). More pre-
cisely, we shav asa main resultthat

R,(T) ~ f2 (9)

with the bar denoting integrationin time. This is less ele-
mentaryandresuls from a (quite subtle) phenomenonof near
resonance.

To prove this we first makea spectraldeconposiion in
x, assiming periodicitywith period27:

i, +1v2u, -0, = f,, —co<t<oo, v=0+1,42, ..,

(10)
into a set of dampedlinea oscillatorswith
u(z,t) = Z u, (t)e™?.
We thenuseFouriertransformationin ¢,
> Twt 1 > —iwt
u,(t) = Up e dw, Uy, = — u, (t)e " dt,
oo 2m J_o



to get, assunmg u'¥ canbe replacedby —v21,,:

(—w?® 4+ 1)Uy + 1wV Uy = fow-

We have by Parseval’s formula,

. 00 00 " Qd
u%z/ \u,,(t)\th:QW/ ]u,,w\zdw:%/ [l de
- o oV = WPV +w) 477

1 [~ | frwl? dw L [ | forimpral? do

Y2 _m(y_w)2+721/4N,ﬂ/4/ 02+ 1
wherewe used the changeof integrationvariabe w = v +
~vv2@, andwe hide congants using ~ to derote proportional-
ity (with constantloseto 1).

We now assunethat|f, ,.2,|* ~ f2 for |©| < 1, which
meansthatfrequences w with |v — w| < 12 contibute more
or less equdly to the excitation of the frequency v, because
the resoranceterm (v — w)? thenis dominatedby the radia-
tion term~2v*. This refleds that the radiationterm ads like
diffusion effectively blurringthew-readingof theforcing f,, ...
With thisassunption we get

Y
—00

_ 1 —
2 . - f2
Uy, P)/l/4 fy
that is o o o
R, = yii2 ~ yw'u = yT,° ~ f2, (11)

whereR, = R,(T,) is theintensity of the radiatedwave of
frequeny v, andwe view T, = 1 (a2 + v*u2) ~ 2 asthe
tempenatureof the correspondindrequeng.



We readfrom (11) that
R,(T,)) = VT, V2, (12)

which is the Rayleigh-Jeandaw. Further if f2 ~ T2, then
alsoR,(T,) ~ Tv* with T, ~ T. The emited radiaton will
thus mimic anincoming Rayleigh-Jeanspectum, in temper
atureequlibrium with 7,, ~ T for all frequencies.

We note that the congant of proportionality in R, ~ f2
isindependentof v andr which reflectsthatthe string hasa
certainabsorbitvity (greder or equalto its emissivity).

Summing over frequencieswe get

1 21 _ 1 27r_
z—/ deN—/ Pde=|fI2,  (13)
27T 0 27T 0

that is, theintensity of thetotal outgoingradiationR ispropor
tional to the intensty of theincoming radiationasmeasured
by || f]|?, thusR ~ || f||*. We sumnarizein

Theorem 1 Theradiaton R, = ’y—u?, of thedampedscillator
(10) with forcing f, satsfiesR, ~ f2, or after summdaion
R ~ ||f|I?. In particular, if f2 ~ yTv? thenR, = R,(T,) ~
ATv2 with T, = T.

5 Radiation from Nea-Resonaace

We have seerradiationresuling fromforcing by aphenonenon
of near-resonancen a danped oscillator of the form

i, + vu, + wﬂu,, = f, (14)



wheretheforcing f, is balancedby thedynamics of theoscil-
lator ii,, + v*u,, andtheradiator~z2wu, with an effect of diss-
pative danping (with v22 < 1). In the caseof large dampig
with v2? ~ 1, then £, is mainly balaned by the radiator that
is, v, ~ 1, ~ f, with theresultthat R, = f,u, ~ f2.
We seethatin this caseu, isin-phasewith theforcing f,,, and
thereis little resonane with the oscilator.

We next consier the caseyr? << 1 with small damp-
ing andthus nearresonance Therelation R, = f,u, ~ f2
tells us that in this case f, is balaned by the dynamicsof
both oscil lator andradiabr with u,, in-phaseandthus «, out-
of-phase. This is becaiseif not, thenvyv?u, ~ f, with a,
in-phase which would give the conradiding R, = f,u, ~
2

e >> [

6 Absorption vs Emission

In thewave modedl (4) we have assocatedtheterm —~ 7 with
radiation, but if we just readthe equationwe only see a dis-
sipatve term absorbing enegy without informaion how this
enegy is dispersedwith e.g. by beingradiatedaway. The
model thus describesbsorptionby the vibrationstring under
forcing, andaswrittenthe procesf emissiorfromthestring.

However, if we switch therolesof f and —y% andview
—~u asinput, thenwe can view f asanemitedwave, which
canad asforcing on andher sysem. For frequenciesvith



y? << 1, wewill thenhave

fZ ~ i >> (Y@)? ~ iR

with thus emission boosetd by resonanceasin the resonant
amplification of a musical instrument (e.gthe body of a gui-
tar). o

In bothcase, therelaion R, ~ f? expresseshat theen-
ergy of theincaming absorbedadiationis equalto the outgo-
ing emittedradiaton.

7 Planck'sRadiation Law

Would it not be possibleto replacethe hypothesis of
light quantaby another assumption thatwould alsofit
the known phenomena? If it is necessary to modify
the elemaits of the theory would it not be possible
to retainat leastthe equations for the propagation of
radiationandconceive only the elemetary processes
of emission and absorptiondifferently than they have
beenuntil now? (Einstein)

7.1 The Alexander Cut-Off by Planck

The Rayleigh-¥ansLaw leadsto an“ultraviolet catastrophe”
becaisewithoutsome form of high-frequeng limitation, the
total raditaton will beunboundedClassicalwave mechanics
thus appeargo leadto an absurdity which hasto be resolhed
in oneway or the other. In an“act of despair’Planckescapd



the catagrophy by cutiing the Gordan Knot simply replac-
ing classicalwvave mechancswith anew statistical mechanics
wherehigh frequenciesvere assunedto berare; “a theoreti-
calinterpretationhadto be foundat ary price, no mater how
high thatmight be..”. It is like kicking out a goodold horse
which hassenedfine for many purposes,just beauseit has
a tendemy to “go to infinity” at a cettain stimulus, and re-
placing it with a conpletely new wild horsewhich you don't
undersandandcannotcontol.

The priceof throwing out classicalvave mechanicsisvery
high, and it is thusnatural to ask if this is really necessary Is
there a form of classical mechaics without the ultraviolet
catastrophe@an a cut-off of high frequenciede performed
without an GordianCut-off?

We believe this is possble, and it is certainly highly de-
sirable, becausestatisticd mechaircs is difficult to both un-
destandandapply. We shal thuspresenta resoluton where
Planck’s statisticd mechaicsis replacedby deteministic me-
chanicsviewing physicsasaformof analogcomputatonwith
finite predsionwith acertain disspativediffusiveeffect,which
we modelby digital computational mechaics assocatedwith
acertainnumericd disspation.

It is natural to model finite precison compuation as a
disspative/dffusive effect, sincefinite predsion meansthat
smal detal sarelostasin smoothing by danping of high fre-
guenciesvhichis the effect of disgpation by diffusion.

We consider conmputational mechancsin the form of the
Genenl Galerkin (G2) methodfor the wave equaion, where
thedissipatvemechalismarisesfromaweighted leastsquares



residual stablization [5]. We shal first corsidera simplified
form of G2 with leastsquarestabilizationof oneof theresid-
ual termsand correspondingimplified diffusion model. We
then commenton full G2 residualstabilization.

7.2 Wave Equation with Radiation and
Dissipation

We corsiderthe wave equaion (4) with radigion augmengd
by (simplified) G2 diffusion:

i—u —yU—6%" = f, —oo<uxt< o0,

: . o (15)
E:/fudx—/vu dr, —oo <t < o0,
where—4§2u" models disspation/diffusion from velocity gra-
dients, § = h/T represents smdlestcoordination length
with h a precisbn or smdlest detectabke change and T is
temperaturerelatel to theinternalenegy E by T' = V' E.

Therelation § = £ takestheform [i|d ~ h with T ~ |4
A signalwith|u|o < h cannotberepresenteth coheentform
andthuscanna be emited. Thisis like the “Mexican Wave”
around a stadium which cannotbe sustined unless peopk
raise their armsproperly; the smaller the “lift 7 is (with lift
astemperdure),thelongeris therequredcoordinaion lengh
or wave lengh.

We seethat the wave equetion is hereaugunentedby an
equatonfor theinternalenegy £, whichthushasa cortribu-
tion from the disspation | §*(i')* dx (obtainedasabove by



multiplicationby ). In paticular we have asabove if thein-
comingwave is an emitted wave f = —~{J of amplitude U,
then

E = /v(Uu — ii?) do—< ;/V(UQ — @i?) du. (16)

We assune thatincaming frequencies are boundedby a
certainmaximal frequency v,,,.., we choosey = v %2 and
assure vl >> 62 = 1.2 >> vy, Wherevy, < Vpg isa
certaincut-off frequeng.

We motivatethis setup asfollows: If u isawave of fre-
queny v inz, thenfor v > v, =+ = 1, wehave

2 LV
T2

which signifiesthe presencef consderabledampingin (15)

from the dissipatve termsince 2% > 1. Alternatizely, we

have by a spectral decompostion asabove

(52V2u2 ~ f2
andthussincey << §?

R, = 5—72521/2@3 << f2.
Thusabsrbedwaves with v > v, are danped andnot fully
radiatedwith the correspondiag missng enegy contributing
to theinternalheatenegy F andincreasing temperature’.



We will alsofind cut-off for lower frequenes dueto the
desgn of thedissipatve term 5%« correspondingo a simpli-
fied form of G2 discretzation. In real G2 computationghe
cut-off will have little effect onfrequenciesmallerthanv,.,;.
In the analysis we assime this to be the case which comre-
spondgo allowing ¢ to dependon v sothateffectively 6 = 0
for v < v, = 3. Wethen obtaina Planck Law of theform

R,(T) =~vTv*0,(v,T) =T min(v? 12,)  (17)

) Yeut

with acomputationahigh-frequeng cut-off factord, (v, T') =
Lforv < v and by, (v, T) = l’i—%" for vey: < v < Vpae With
Vewt = L

Clegiy, it is possble to postulate different cut-off func-
tionsd, (v, T') for exampleexponertial cut-off functionswith
the effectthatd,, (v, T') ~ 0 for v >> v.,. In thenext se¢ion
we study the cut-off in G2.

The netresult is that absorbedrequences above cut-off
will heatthe string, whil e absorbedrequenciesbelow cut-off
will be radiaed without heating (in the ideal casewith the
disspation only ading above cut-off).

If the incaming radiation has a Rayleigh-¥ansspectrum
~ Tv?, then sohasthe outgoingradiaed spectrum R, (T;,) ~
Tv? with Tv ~ T for v < v,.,. In particular the outgoing
radiated spectrum is equilibratedwith all colors having the
sametemperature,if theincomng spectrumis equiibrated.

Anotherway of expresing this fundamenrdl property of
thevibrating string modelisto saythatfrequencieselow cut-
off will be aborbed and radiatedas coheent waves, while



frequenciesabove cut-off will be absorbedtransformed into
internd enegy in the form of incaherentwaves. which are
not radiged. High frequences thus may heatthe body and
thereby decreae the coadination length and therebyallow
abgrption andemisson of higherfrequencies.

Notethattheinternalenegy F is thesum overtheinternal
enegiesk, of frequenesy < v, ~ T with £, ~ T assum
ing equilibrationin temperatuwe, andthus £ ~ 7" motivating
therelationT = VE.

7.3 Cut-Off by Residual Stabilization

Thediscertizatonin G2is aaconmplishedby residualstabiliza-
tion of a Galerkin variationalmethod andmay take the form:
Find v € V}, suchthatforall v € V},

/(A(u) — f)vdxdt+6° /(A(u) — f)A(V) dxdt =0, (18)

whereA(u) = i — u” — y% andV is a primitive function to
v (With V' = v), andV}, is a spacetime finite elemrentspace
continuousn spaceanddiscontinuousn timeover asequence
of discretetimelevels.

HereA(u) — f istheresidualandthe residualstabilization
requiresé®(A(u) — f)? to beboundedwhich should be com-
pared with the disspation §i? in the analyss with ii? being
oneof thetermsin the expression(A(u) — f)2. Full residual
stablization haslittle effectbelow cut-off, actslike simplified
stablization above cut-off, andeffectively introducescut-off



to zeo for v > v,,4, sincetheny|i| ~ y2la| = X—|a| >
|u|, which signifies massve dissipaton.

7.4 The Sun and the Earth

If anincoming spectrum of temperatureT;, isattenuagd by a
factorr << 1 (represating asolid viewing angke << 180°),
sothattheincoming radiation f? = x~T;,* with cut-off for
v > T (andnotfor v > i << Liny

This may representthe incoming radiation from the Sun
to the Earth with k ~ (£)? ~ 0.005% the viewing angleof
the Sunsea from the Earth, R the radius of the Sun and D
the distancefrom the Sunto the Earth. The amplitude of the
incoming radiaton is thus reducedby the factor«, while the
cut-off of thespectumis still 7.

The Earthattemperature?” acting like thevibrating string
will corvert absorbedradidion into heat for frequencies >
%, thatis aslong a7’ < T, while radiating ~ 7" while
abrbing ~ T, thus reaching equilibrium with 7= ~ .
With T;,, = 5778 K andx = 0.0052, this givesT ~ 273K
(including afactor4 from thefactthatthethe disc areaof the
Sunis 7 R? andthe Earth surfacearea4rr? with r the Earth
diameter)

The amplitudeof theradiationdightemitted from the sur
faceof the Sunat 5778 K when viewed from the Earthis
scded by the viewing solid ande (scalingwith the squareof
distancerom the Sunto the Earth),whil e the light spectrum
coveringthe visible spectrun centeed at 0.5 ym remans the




same.The Earthemits infrared radiaton (outside the visible
spectrum) at an effective blackbodytemperatureof 255 K (at
aheightof 5 km), thuswith almostno overlapwith theincom-
ing Sunlight spectrum. TheEarth thusabsorls high-frequeny
reduced-anplitude radigion and emts low-frequenyg radia-
tion, and therebyads asa transformer of radiation from high
to low frequeng: Coherenthigh-frequeny radiaton is ab-
sorbedand disspated into incoherentheatenemy, which is
then emtted ascoherentlow-frequeng radidion.

The transfamation only actsfrom high-frequeng to low-
frequeny, andis an irreversible processrepresenting 2nd
Law.

7.5 The Temperature of Radiation

ThetempentureT;, of incomng radiationwith anattenuated
Planck spectrin R, = x~T;,v? with cut-off for v > T;jL",
canberead from the cut-off (Wien’s Law), while the ampli-
tude doesnotcarrythisinformaion unlessheattenuatiorfac-
tor « is known. For the outgoingspectrumyZ'v?, we noted
that T' < T}, since heating requiresdissipative cut-off after
abgrption, which requiresthat incaming radiation contins
higher frequencieshanoutgoing andthatis only possible if
the temperéure of the incaming radiaton is bigger thanthe
presenttemperaturef the abrbing body, asalso expressed
in the basicenegy balance (5): Energy is transfered only
from warmmer to coolet




Black Body Emission Curves of the Sun and Earth
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Figure4: Blackbodyspectrum of the Sunand the Eatth.

7.6 A Fourier Law of Radiative Heat Transfer

Supposan incoming radiaton hasaspectrumx~7;, v of tem-
peratureT;, (with x < 1) is aborbedandthenemtted with
spectrin v7'v%. The heatng effect from frequencies above
cut-off at7", assming h = 1, is then givenby

Tin
| T d T (T8-1%) ~ w3 T3 (T T) (09
T

which canbe viewed asa Fourier Law with heathg propor
tional to temperéure differenceT;, — T" > 0. Note thatif
T;, < T, then thereis no heatingsincethereis no cut-off: all
of absorbedadidion is emitted.



7.7 The2ndLaw and Irr eversibility

Radiative heatingof ablackbodyis anirreversibleprocessbe-
causethe heatng resuls from dissipaton with coherenthigh
frequeny enegy above cut-off being trangormedinto inter-
nalheatenegy. We have shovn thatradiaive heatingrequires
that the temperaturef theincomng radiationis higherthan
that of theabsorbing body.

We asaime that the dissipaton is only active above cut-
off, while the radtion is active over the whole spectrum.Be-
low cut-off radidion is a reversible processsince the sane
spectrum is emittedasabsorbed. Formaly, theradiaton term
Is dissipatve and thus would be expeded to transformthe
spectrum, and the fact thatit does not is a remarkablesffect
of theresonance.

7.8 Aspectsof Radiative Heat Transfer

We can find aspect®f radiatve heding in mary differentset-
tings, as heatconduction or communicating vesses with the
flow awaysfrom higherlevel (temperature)to lower level.
Butradiatve heattranskrisricherin thesensehatit involves
propagaion of bothwaves andenegy.

Let us try with a parallelin psychology: We know that
trivial messagesadiatedfrom a parentmay enter oneear of
a child andgo out throughthe other while lesstrivial mes-
sages would not be listenedto at all. However, the alertness
of the child may be raised asaresult of a“high tenperature”
outburg by the parentwhich could openthe childs mind to



aborbing/radiaing lesstrivial messageswWe would heredis-
tinguish betwveenpropagatiorof messageandmeaning.

7.9 Reflection vsBlackbody Absorption/Emission

A blackbodyemits whatit absorbqf? — R), andit is thus
naturalto ask what makes this processdifferent from sim-

ple reflecton (e.g. f — —f with f2 — f?)? The answer
is that the mathenatics/phydcs of blackbodyradiaton f —

i —u” — ~u, isfundamendly differentfrom simplereflec-
tion f — —f. The string representing bladkbodyis brought
to vibration in resonane with forcing and the vibrating string

string emits resonantadidion. Incoming waves thus are ab-
sorbednto theblackbodyktring andthenareemtteddepend-
ing on the body temperéure. In simple reflecton thereis no

absrbing/enitting body; justareflective surfacewithout tem-

perature.

7.10 Blackbody asTransformer of Radiation

TheEaith absorbsncidentradiationfrom the Sunwith aPlanck
frequengy distribution chalcteistic of the Sun surface tem-
peratureof abaut 5778 K andananplitudedependag on the
ratio of theSun'sdiameterto thedistanceof theEarthfrom the
Sun. The Earthasa bladkbodytransforns theincomingradi-
ationto a outgoing blackoody radiation of temperatureabout
288K, sothat totalincaming and outgoingenegy balances.
The Earththusactsasatransfamer of radiaton andtrans-
formsincominghigh-frequency low-ampituderadiaion to out



going low-frequeng high-ampltuderadiation underconser
vation of enepy.

This meanghathigh-frequeng incamingraditonistrans-
formedinto heatwhich shows up aslow-frequency outgoing
infraredradiation, sothatthe Earthemits moreinfrared radi-
ationthanit absorbsfrom the Sun. This increaseof outgoing
infrared radiation is not an effect of badkradiaton, sinceit
would be presat alsowithout anatmosphere.

The spectreof theincoming blackbodyradiatonfrom the
Sunandthe outgoing infrared bladkbody radiation from the
Earth have little overdap, which means that the Earth as a
blackbody transformerdistributes incaming high-frequeny
enegy sothatall frequengs below cut-off obtain the sane
tempemature. This comectsto the bast asamption of stats-
tical mechanicsof equdistributionin energy or thermalequi-
librium with onecomnontenperature.

In the above model the absorbingblackbody inheritsthe
equidistrbution of the incoming radition (below cut-off) and
therebyalsoemits anequidistrbutedspectum. To ensurehat
an emitted spectrumis equistributedeven if the forcingis
not, requresamechaismdrivingthesysemtowardsequiis-
tribution or thermalequlibrium.

7.11 Connectionto Turbulence

Thecomputationa dissipationin our radiatve modelactslike
turbulent disspation in slightly viscousflow, in which high
frequeng coherentkinetic enegy istrangormedinto heaten-
emgy in theform of small scaleincoherenkinetic enegy.



The smadlcoeficient~ in radiationcorrespondgo a smal
viscosity coefficient in fluid flow.

Since~ is small, the emittedwave is in onesensea snall
perturbation, butthisiscompensateldy thethird order derivate
in the radiationterm, with the effect thatthe radiatedenegy
isnotsmal. Or expressedifferently: temperatureinvolves
first dervates(squaredandradiatedenegy a seonddeliva-
tive multiplied by a small factor Withoutthe dissipatve ra-
diation term, the string cannotemit the eneggy absorbedand
the temperaturevill thenincreasewithoutlimit. With radia-
tion, thetemperaturewill be limited by the temperatureof the
incoming wave.

8 ClimateAlarmismandBackradiation

It is virtually certain thatincreasiig atmosphericon-
centrationsof carbon dioxide and other greerhouse
gasewwill cawseglobalsurface climate to be warmer
(American Geghysical Union)

We know the science, we seethe threat,andwe know
thetime for action isnow (Arnold Schwarzengger)

There are mary who still do not believe that global
warmirg is a problem at all. And it's no wonder:
becausehey are the targets of a massve and well-
organized campaign of disinformation lavishly funded
by polluters who are deternined to prevent any ac-
tion to reduce the greenhouse gasemissions that cause



globalwarming out of afearthattheir profits might be
affected if they had to stop dunping somuchpollution
into theatmosphere (Al Gore)

Globalclimate can be describedasa thermodynamc sys-
tem with gravitation subgct to radiatve forcing by blackbody
radiation. Undersandng climate thus requiresunderstanding
blackbodyradiation. A main lessorof this noteis that“back-
radiation” is unphysicalbecauseit is unstableand senes no
role, and thus shoutl be removed from climate science,cf.
Fig. 4.

Since climate alarmism feedson a “greeenhouseeffect”
basd on “backraliation”, removing backradidion removes
the main enegy sourceof climate alarmism.
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Do IR-Absorbing Gases Warm or Cool the Earth's
Surface?
By Charles R. Anderson

The title of this chapter is no doubt jolting to mostdera. It

is always assumed by the catastrophic man-made global
warming advocates that infra-red absorbing water vapor,
carbon dioxide, and methane gas, called greenhouse gases, are
responsible for greatly warming the surface of the Eaiih

fact, as seen from space, the Earth has a “black’badiation
temperature of about 255Kelvin or 255K for short. The
Earth’s surface commonly has an average temperatur@of ab
288K. The difference in these temperatures of about 33K or
33°C is attributed to the so-called greenhouse gas effect b
most such advocates. This implies a big warming effétie
article called The Earth’s Gravitational Field and N&ma
Level Atmospheric Temperatures by this author showséahat
part of this 33K temperature difference is not in fact due to
infra-red (IR) absorbing gases, but instead is due to tite’&€a
gravitational field acting on the gases of our atmosphere
generally This chapter will show that most of this 33K
temperature difference is accounted for by the ‘black body’
radiation balance with the spherical envelop of the gbhmere
which is in radiative equilibrium with space. It wilbte that

the huge heat capacity of the oceans, the land sudadethe
atmosphere itself is another warming effect. Thenmeoiseed

for greenhouse gases to provide a warming effect to account
for the supposed 33K problem.

The hypothesis that IR-absorbing gases are responsitileefo

large 33°C temperature difference between the Earth’s
measured “black body” temperature of 255K and the average
sea level surface temperature of about 288K has some big



obstacles to overcome when looked at in its own right.
Proponents of the hypothesis claim that solar raais
transmitted through our atmosphere in the short wavdiengt
portions of the electromagnetic spectrum as ultra-yiolsible
light, and relative short wavelength infra-red radiati This
radiation is absorbed by the surface of the Earth amchsva.
The surface then emits long wavelength infra-red riahat
upward into the atmosphere. The infra-red absorbing gases in
the atmosphere absorb the IR radiation and re-ertfitofhat

into space and half of it back toward the surface ef&hrth.
They commonly then claim that the half re-emittedkbiacthe
Earth’'s surface is then absorbed by the surface and reedmit
toward the atmosphere. A second time the IR-absorbisgsga
absorbed this IR radiation and half of the half isteadiagain
toward the Earth’s surface. This process repeats irfirared

the net result of adding up all the halves of halves bfeka
etc., is a doubling of the warming power of the solar tamia
initially incident upon the surface. Well, this is atenesting
violation of energy conservation, so it does not happen.

Let us examine some of the properties of black body iadiat
for a moment. The power in Watts (W) radiated by alkbla
body sphere at a temperature T given in Kelvin is gwethe
Stefan-Boltzmann Law formula:

P=AcTY

where A is the area in square meters ard 5.6697 x 16
W/m?K*. The area of a sphere of radius r is 4.

Now as discussed in the chapter titled The Earth’s
Gravitational Field (available in the complimentary wok)

and Near Sea Level Atmospheric Temperatures, at thedaiti

of 5000 meters above sea level, the temperature of the U.S



Standard Atmosphere of 1976 is 255K, which is the Earth’s
black body radiation temperature as seen from space. The
Earth’s radius is about 6,376,000 meters, so the spherethat
in radiant equilibrium with space has a radius sliglatger of
about 6,376,000 meters. If this sphere’s surface were
uniformly at the temperature of 255K, then its total ratlia
outward power would be 1.225 xOVN. That sphere would
also emit a total inward radiant power of the sameuwarnand

all inside wall areas of the sphere would be in eguilm. It

does not make a bit of difference whether this sphefided

with greenhouse gases or not, provided there are no other
sources of energy and no other mechanisms to dissipate.powe

If we assume that the sphere with the temperature of 255K
equilibrium with a slightly smaller black body spherktloe
radius of the Earth at sea level, we can calculage th
temperature of that surface given that it must rachiapower
equal to the power of the surrounding sphere which is in
equilibrium with space. The temperature will be higlsarce

the surface area of the sphere is smaller. In ftud,
temperature of the Earth’'s surface as a black body woeild
255.100K or 0.1°C warmer than the sphere at the altitude of
5000 meters above sea level which is in equilibrium with
space. Butthe Earth’s surface is not really a black/bso the
Stefan-Boltzmann equation has to have an emissivityorfact
multiplied times the temperature side of the equation.

For the Earth’s surface this emissivity factor is akibiéd. This
causes the Earth’s surface to have to be at the elevated
temperature of 278.89K to be in equilibrium. This is only
about 9K or 9°C below its usual temperature of 288K.
Anything otherwise violates the Law of Energy Conservatio
Greenhouse gases cannot change this result, exceptana® f
they could be a source of energy, which they are Aditthey



do is capture energy for an instant and then they eelgéas
either by radiating it away or by colliding with anotigas
molecule such as a nitrogen or an oxygen molecule and
transferring energy to them. They then may radis¢echergy

or transfer more of it through convection and gas siofis.

But, none of these effects do more than transfer energy

They do not create it.

Another basic reason the greenhouse gas or IR-absorbing gas
idea of emitted, half absorbed, and re-emitted, then half
absorbed idea does not work is because the photons of
radiation inside a black body radiator do not behave like
ordinary particles. They are bosons and radiatromfthe
walls of the black body varies to keep the conditionstize
hollow interior of a sphere at constant temperatune i
equilibrium. The volume energy density remains coristan
even if you expand the sphere and make it bigger. To keep
that equilibrium of constant volume energy density, wiadis
actually produce more photons. This is not very intuifore
most people. Indeed, it is not intuitive to most peaple®

have long studied physics. You cannot in a similar way
increase the number of atoms, for instance.

This then causes problems with even thinking you can follow
the emissions of individual photons and count them &notef

out how many are absorbed by IR-absorbing gases and then
how many photons are emitted by the excited gas as wadiati
versus how much of the energy absorbed by the IR-absorbing
gas is lost due to collisions with the many other gakcndes

in the lower atmosphere. This is a real problem, soetew
about 4000 meters altitude, more energy is transferred by
collisions, mostly to nitrogen and oxygen molecules, tlgan i
transferred by radiation.



To further complicate things, energy is also transpdrtethe
evaporation of water and the sublimation of ice and Hey t
convection currents of air. These other energy stegin
mechanisms are the reason why the Earth’s surfadkeistsot

in thermal radiative equilibrium with space just asgpkere at
the 5,000 meter altitude is. If it were, its temperatuoeld be
278.89K as we calculated above. The fact that the suidace
about 288K instead, tells us that IR-radiation is notdhby
reason the surface of the Earth is so warm averaged av
period of days. We will have to hunt for the mechanibat
causes the additional 9K surface temperature increase.

The complete scheme of following the energy carriecboife
from the Earth’s surface by IR emission is unmanagestue

in fact does not make sense at all. While the probieithsthe
naive IR-absorbing gas hypothesis are not immediately
obvious to many, there was little excuse for the failtw
understand this long before many tens of billions of doHaiks
been spent on greenhouse gas research.

Interestingly enough, the issue of the creation oft@i® to
maintain the interior volume of a hollow black bodgkhvith

a constant energy density as the sphere is expanded, was
discussed in my sophomore year thermodynamics textbook,
Thermal Physics by Philip M. Morse (W.A. Benjamin, Inc.,
1965).

Of course, the sphere around the Earth with a radius 5,000
meters greater than that of sea level is not redllg constant
temperature, since part of the Earth is in daylightgartl is in
nighttime. Nonetheless, the above calculation gusea good
sense of the magnitude of real radiant effects by bladk bo
radiators. It makes it very clear that any IR-absorlgag



effects that do exist are not of the scale of 33°C., thate are
issues of interest that remain to be examined. Onertamio
issue is that the Earth’s surface often is not in dywim with

the sphere at about 5000 meters above it. The grounct or th
surfaces of the oceans with their high heat capacitigetdm
heat obtained during the daytime into the night. Also, the
temperature at the surface and even at an altitude of 5,000
meters is certainly a function of how much of thdaso
radiation ever reaches as deep into our atmosphehne &sner

few thousand meters and to sea level. If the atmosphere

to absorb more radiation in the UV, visible, and gectrum of

the incoming solar radiation, that would cool the Earth
surface. More of the heat from the sun might baimet in the
upper atmosphere.

A very interesting article by Martin Hertzberg, Hans
Schreuder, and Alan Siddons calladGreenhouse Effect on

the Moon? should be summarized here and discussed in this
context. The moon has no atmosphere and it is the sa
distance from the sun as the Earth is.

Yet, the mid-day temperature on the moon's surfaceastab
370K or about 97°C, which is about 20K cooler than expected
just due to the radiation incident from the moon. The
nighttime temperature gets down to about 85K or about -
188°C, but this is about 60K warmer than the expected low
temperature. The reason is that the surface of tlweolds

and retains heat into it night due to its heat capacity the
sub-surface remains somewhat cooler than the immediate
surface during its day. The subsurface rock cools thecgurfa
then. This means makes the average temperature of the
moon’s surface about 40K cooler than it would otherwise be.
Analogously, the Earth's land surface, its oceans aay&0%

of the planet, and its atmosphere all have a heat ¢ty



provide for a limited flow of heat to their surfacesnraheir
interiors. The heat capacities of the Earth’'s surface
atmosphere exceed that of the rock of the moon, sdah¢o

night moderating effect seen on the Earth is much lahger it

is for the moon. This may well be the source of tthaiteonal

9K temperature increase found at the Earth’s surfachat \§

the effect due to our atmosphere having IR-absorbing gases on
top of the heat capacity and limited heat diffusioe&® of the
Earth's surface?

When discussing any effects of IR-absorbing gases, oms nee
to take into account the absorption of IR radiationdet on

the Earth's atmosphere from the sun, which is commaatly
cavalierly not considered in comparison to the backegda
argument by strong greenhouse gas effect advocates. sThis i
important, since much of the sun's IR radiation deesh the
Earth's surface and does warm it directly, though soratsas
absorbed in the atmosphere before reaching the surface.

In addition, some of the sun's IR radiation is reaéidcby the
surface, instead of being absorbed, so it does not Igiveatm
the surface. So, the question arises: Do these IRiabg
gases in the atmosphere result in a net warming omgoof
the Earth's surface?

First of all, let us enlarge the context of the dismuss The
primary source of heat for the surface of the Earthhes
radiant energy of the sun. The solar wind of the materials
dumped into the atmosphere from space, heat from the dee
interior of the earth, the interplay of changes in Heath's
magnetic field and the sun's magnetic field, and enexwy f
the tidal effects of the gravitational interaction twihe moon
are also contributors of heat, though the sum of these
generally considered to be much less than that fronsuhés



radiant energy spectrum of ultraviolet (UV), visibledanfra-
red (IR) light. The common explanations for a catgstic
greenhouse gas hypothesis ignore the effects upon thenncid
IR portion of this spectrum of light from the sun. Ths i
foolish.

UV light is 11% of the radiant energy from the sun.e WV

light variance of 0.5 to 0.8% with the solar cycle isicm
larger than is the visible light variance of 0.22%. Ujyhtiis
absorbed throughout the atmosphere, but much still redbbe
ground and is absorbed there. The amount of UV radiation
absorbed in the upper atmosphere is dependent upon the
amount of ozone there. The amount of ozone is saidusy

to be dependent upon the solar wind, CFCs, water vapor, and
volcanic activity. When UV light is more absorbed et
stratosphere than the ground, its surface warming ef$ect
greatly diminished. The absorbed energy is re-emitteiR as
radiation and much of that energy is quickly lostsfmace.
Nonetheless, much of the UV light energy is absorbethby
ground.

It is often incorrectly said that the entire atmosphés
transparent to visible light which is the form of 40%tbé
radiant energy from the sun. Visible light is eetied from
clouds and aerosol particles, but as we will see belw,
considerable fraction of the visible light does not reteh
ground or oceans to warm their surfaces even when the sky
Clear.

Finally, the IR radiation is not strongly absorbed kyogen,
oxygen, and argon gases which make up 99% of the
atmosphere, so a large fraction of the solar IR dyrecarms

the Earth's surface. Some is absorbed by the dominant IR
absorbing gas, water vapor, and small amounts are abdorbed



oxygen, nitrogen, carbon dioxide and other IR-absorbing
gases. The incoming IR radiation absorbed in the atmaspher
is less effective in warming the Earth's surface tharhas t
which is absorbed by the Earth's surface directly. Téis i
because much of the absorbed energy locally warms & ahas
air and it then rises as it expands and becomes nuongbt.
Some of this energy absorbed in the atmosphere then is
radiated again in the form of IR radiation, but nowf el
more of that is directed out to space. In other wonase
water vapor and COin the atmosphere results in a less
effective warming of the surface than do less of trgesses
with respect to the incoming IR energy from the suhe TR-
absorbing gases have a cooling effect on the ground on the
original solar radiance spectrum for the 49% of thearsol
energy in the form of IR. This energy is still beingpdsited

in the Earth's atmosphere, but has less effect in vagrhe
Earth's surface.

The solar light spectrum outside the atmosphere and the
spectrum transmitted through the atmosphere to seadewel
shown in the graph below:
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The measurement of the transmitted energy and itisbdisbn

with wavelength is highly dependent upon the amount of water
vapor in the atmosphere, so the transmitted spectraynvary
considerably. But, for the purposes of this discussemnus

use the overall transmittance values to the Earthfacgifrom

this graph of an actual particular measurement. Theabtve
energy transmittance is about 0.65. The transmittahddVv

and Visible radiation combined is about 0.59, while thatR
radiation is about 0.69.

In each case, whether UV, visible light, or IR, notddlithe
radiation of that form striking the Earth's surfacehsorbed.
Some fraction is reflected and the fraction is venyeshelent on
whether the ground is covered with snow, plowed earth,
grasses, forests, crops, black top, or water. Theresat ways
that man does have some effect on the Earth's teraperéte
changes the surface of the earth over a fractioheo80% of

its surface which is land. He also converts fosgil hiwmass
fuels into heat. The carbon black and other smallglestihe
releases into the atmosphere and some aerosolsenaratgs,
also have some impact on the temperature at the Earth's
surface. Compared to the overall natural effects, these
made effects are small, yet they are probably larggpaced

to the effect of his adding G@nd methane to the atmosphere
for reasons we have and are about to develop.

Wherever the atmosphere is heated, there is tranSh&at. In

the outer, very low density atmosphere, the primarynsied
heat transfer is radiant transfer by IR emissionmfran
energetic molecule or atom, since collisions of mdes and
atoms for direct energy transfer are rare. In thesdr, lower
altitude atmosphere, most energy transfer is due to gas
molecule collisions and the convective flow of massés
warmed air.



Near the Earth's surface, most of the energy loghdwarmed
surface is due to gas molecules striking the surface akthgi
up heat and then colliding with other molecules to fearfseat
from one to another.

Once a body of air is so heated, then masses of waamne
molecules are transported upward into the cooler atmasjalher
higher altitudes or laterally toward cooler surface srbg
convection. Warmed molecules, most of which are g&np
oxygen, and argon, will radiate IR radiation.

However, no molecule or atom at a low temperature sisch
that near the Earth's surface is a very effectiveggnediator,
since the Stephan-Boltzmann equation depends upon thk fourt
power of the absolute temperature, which commonly near th
Earth's surface is about 290K.

Thus, gas molecule collisions and convection and the
evaporation of water and its transport are the dominaains

of heat transfer. These processes on balance cosutfece

of the Earth and redistribute some of the heat baak tim

upper atmosphere and cooler places such as those shaded from
the sun or the arctic regions.

The solar irradiance has a power density just outtise
atmosphere of the Earth of about 1367 W/nwe saw from

the discussion of the transmittance spectrum of the sun's
radiation that the overall energy reaching the surfacgbout
0.65 times the total energy outside the outer atmospheve. S
0.65 times 1367 W/fnis 889 W/m, which reaches the Earth's
surface. Of this energy, about 30% is reflected from the
Earth's surface without being absorbed, since the reflect
energy is equal to 1 minus the emissivity, whose averalye



is about 0.7 for the Earth’s surface.

Thus, the energy warming the surface is about 622 2W/m
When the Earth's surface temperature during the day at full
sunlight is 290K or about 17° C and assuming the surface
emissivity of the Earth is 0.7, the IR radiation o Surface is
about 281 W/rh  Thus, radiative cooling of the surface
removes about 281 W/nduring the full sunlight day at a
surface temperature of 290K.

The fraction of the cooling of the surface due to radsat
cooling, r, is then about 281/622 or 0.45 during full light. This
fraction is taken as 80% in some alarmist greenhouse warming
calculations. The remaining cooling is by direct contd¢he

air with the surface, by evaporative cooling, and by the
subsequent movement of masses of air in convection currents
carrying that energy further away from the warm surtzeas.

Since the dominant source of energy warming the surface o
the Earth is the sun, let us do a simple calculabmsed upon
the facts presented above. We will perform the caticudor

a time of day with full light. Let us say that greenke gases
absorb a fraction f of the incoming IR radiation frome sun,
which is 49% of the sun's incoming energy.

From the transmittance graph above, f is about 0.3th®iR
portion of the spectrum. Thus the energy absorbed by IR-
absorbing gases from the incoming spectrum of solar ergrgy
0.49f or 0.15 and a fraction of this, say k is radiated Inatck
space without coming near the surface. NASA says kbis 0.
but it is actually slightly larger than that given tthmauch of

this absorption occurs at appreciable altitudes where th@ me
free path for radiation absorption is long.



This means the constant altitude surface is not wpiesented

by a half-plane. The total cooling of the ground due to IR-
absorbing gases intercepting IR radiation before ithemthe
ground is now 0.49fk, or here about 0.075. Of this energl, ha
it become incident upon the surface as IR radiation, r& pa
would have been reflected rather than absorbed. &lo&dn

of the incoming IR radiation that would have been alesbdt
the surface rather than reflected is q.

The net energy then lost to the warming of the sarfachen
0.49fkq, or here about 0.0759. This energy may be viewed as
a cooling of the surface caused by IR-absorbing gases in the
atmosphere, because on average the captured radiation was
captured further away from the surface than will be IR
radiation being emitted from the surface and because any
radiative cooling of the heated gas molecule resultadration
toward space.

The discussion that follows will be carried out ratsienilarly
to that of the advocates of warming due to increasesof th
concentration of IR-absorbing gases in the atmospheteas
carbon dioxide. The basis for the argument is sdieally
suspect because of the properties of radiation frormwar
bodies in the electromagnetic spectrum and the easayi@n
of photons, especially the very low energy photons
characteristic of the long wavelength infra-red spectrum
emitted by bodies at low temperatures similar to thosge
Earth’s surface and in the lower atmosphere where the
temperature is below 300K.

Also, the detailed properties of the emitting surfacthef
black body radiator in terms of its excitation staed the
frequencies of the emitted photons are not even impdadant
the thermodynamics. The point of the exercise loviowill



be to consider what some of the issues in making such an
argument after the fashion of the ©£@arming advocates
would be if one were to pay more attention to the bitupe
than is usually the case. We also want to get sorhéfethe
scale of effect of greenhouse gases. We actually glfeamiv
that the scale of effects due to £i®small, but after going
through the argument, we will see even more reasons for
being small.

We will also see that its effect is almost certamlget cooling
effect, not a net warming affect such as is invariablyred
for it.

Now, let us suppose that a fraction g of the total enteogy
the sun reaches the Earth's surface. For the célse of
transmittance graph above, g is about 0.65. Of theygmer
absorbed in the surface, only r times it is emittedras |
radiation and that value was estimated above to doet &45.

Since the IR-absorbing gas content of the atmosphere is
unchanged the amount of ground cooling IR radiation abdorbe
by IR-absorbing gases in the lower atmosphere, is now rgf"
where f" is the fraction of the ground-emitted IR whigh
absorbed by the atmosphere. Because the distribution of the
IR radiation frequencies is different from the grounchtfram

the sun, the previous f and the present f', are not the.sa

Let us examine some data from which we can estimate the
fraction f":
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Note that the solar radiation absorption spectrum attoip
right shows somewhat less absorption than the actual
measurement in the first figure of this article.

This probably reveals that there is some shortcoming in the
approach of trying to reconstruct that absorption from th
separate absorption spectra of the gases considered here.
Nitrogen gas, which is 78.084% of the atmosphere, is gntirel
left out. But since this data is well-respected in cedphic
greenhouse gas circles, it is fair to use it to at Iglastv some

of the limitations of the usual explanations of tatastrophic
greenhouse gas hypothesis.

The fraction of the long wavelength IR emitted from the
ground at about 290K which is absorbed as actually shown in
this figure is 0.65, though the labeling says it is from 0.70 to
0.85. Thus, we will take ' to be 0.65.

A fraction, r", of the gas molecules which have absdriong
wavelength IR radiation emitted from the ground will cbgl



emitting IR radiation in turn. Water vapor is the besigl
wavelength IR absorber and it is the best emitteRoénergy,
but before it can commonly emit the energy it has diezb
from IR radiation, even it will likely suffer numerowgas
collisions with much of its excess molecular enetgging
transferred in those collisions to the molecules wiugchide
with the water molecule.

Nitrogen molecules are the most likely moleculesaticetup
much of the energy from the water molecule, sinc®gén is
78.08% of the atmosphere. Oxygen molecules are the next
most likely colliders at 20.95% and then argon atoms at 0.93%
Together, these three gases account for 99.97% of the U.S
Standard Atmosphere. None of these gas moleculeseaye v
efficient IR emitters in the long wavelength spectrum.

At sea level, the mean gas velocity is 459 m/s, thennies
path or distance between collisions is only 6.6 X tDor 66
nm, and the collision frequency is 6.9 billionths of a selco
At an altitude of about 4000 m, the radiative transfexrargy
competes about evenly with transfer by collisions. tist
altitude, the time between gas molecule collisiorsbizut 4.4
billionths of a second.

If we treat this very approximately as a means to estirtied
time for the radiative transfer of energy from awited state
in a molecule, we may say the effective time is alihdb5
billionths of a second. At sea level, there is a gadecule
collision every 0.145 billionths of a second.

This suggests that there are about 3 gas molecule audligid
sea level for every emission of a photon upon de-eiaitatf
an excited state in a gas molecule.



What is more, in some frequency zones in the elecgosix
spectrum of the infra-red radiation, it would be likeigtt more

than one absorption event of photons would have to docur
IR-absorbing molecules of the particular greenhouse gas such
as CQ before energy radiated from the ground was lost to
space at that frequency. Before that could happen, tmgyene
would likely be transferred to ordinary nitrogen, oxygen, and
argon molecules or atoms in most cases by gas cafisio

This phenomenal number of collisions spreads the IR energy
absorbed by a water molecule or a Q@olecule from the
ground long wavelength IR emissions to the dominant nitrogen
and oxygen molecules very, very quickly. At an altitod&

km, the collision frequency is still 3.9 billionths andl& km
altitude it is 2.1 billionths. If a water molecule © rtadiate
energy away as IR emissions, it must do so verykiic

If it were able to emit IR very quickly, then the atsphere
would cool down very quickly and effectively at night.
Indeed, cooling at high elevations in mountains by radiative
cooling is more effective than cooling from sea level beea
less of the radiative energy of the ground is spreachdny
nitrogen and oxygen gas molecules which then tend to hold the
energy near the ground.

The ground gives up 0.45 of its energy by IR emissions
approximately and that energy would be absorbed by IR-
absorbing gases with about 65% efficiency and half of that
gas-absorbed energy would be quickly radiated off intoespac

The half returned to the ground would soon be radiated again
from the ground and the process would repeat. This would
have to repeat on a time scale of billions of timegeond to
compete with gas collisions as the means of energgpmat.



If it did so, the atmosphere would cool at a catastrogie at
night. It is a good thing that the long wavelength exctdBt
absorbing gases are not big players in the competition to
remove energy from the Earth’s surface at and nealesel.

Thus, the surface emitted long wavelength IR radiatreergy

is quickly spread from good IR absorbers to poor IR ddesser
or emitters through billions of collisions per secondheT
energy is then transported through the atmosphere byglparti
collisions and warm convective currents which tend te ris
higher into the atmosphere. For the reasons disgtusse
would be surprising if r* is as large as 0.1, which | will fse
want of a better number at this time for this calcola A
fraction j of this energy will be emitted by the IR waad
greenhouse gas molecules back toward the ground. NASA has
said this fraction is 0.5.

Let us then say j is about 0.5. The greenhouse gas waofing
the surface due to absorbing IR radiation from the groudd a
re-emitting it toward the ground would then be about jrgg"f"
where q is the fraction of back-reflected IR radiatibat was
incident upon the surface and absorbed. Remember that som
radiation is reflected. The reduction in IR cooling of the
surface is then about 0.010q.

There is another term for the IR radiation which aflected
from the surface without having been absorbed in the surfac
The fraction of the incoming IR radiation reflected frone
surface is (1-q) and the fraction of the total incomingrgye
from the sun that was initially IR radiation was 0.4%he
fraction of the IR radiation incident upon the surfecglif).

The total of initial incoming solar radiation reflectedm the



surface is then 0.49(1-f)(1-g). Of this outgoing reflecitied
radiation, a fraction h is absorbed by IR-absorbing gdsés
less than f, the fraction of the IR radiation abgor by gases
from initial incoming IR radiation from the sun. Theason h

is smaller is because the IR radiation that maderaugh the
atmosphere once was largely in frequency windows where
little absorption occurs. Examining the sea level rsola
spectrum above, a reasonable approximation for h istthat i
about 0.5 f.

Once again, of the molecules absorbing IR radiatioleatsd
from the surface, only a fraction r" will re-emit Rdiation.

Of the gas-absorbed IR radiation reflected from théasar
roughly half is re-emitted toward the surface and a tactj

of that is absorbed by the surface. The result is tina
reflected IR contribution to warming the atmosphereesids

the surface is 0.245(1-f)(1-g)r'hg. Using the value of f ¢pein
0.31 from the graph above for the IR part of the solar
spectrum, this term becomes 0.026(1-q)r"qg.

Now we will compare the greenhouse gas cooling effect upon
the incoming solar radiation of 0.45fkq to the decreased
cooling of the surface due to IR ground emissions being
absorbed by IR-absorbing gases and the reflected IR
contribution of energy re-directed to the surface frifRa
absorbing gases.

The value of r* will be set at a conservatively high 0td5
equal the radiative cooling fraction of the ground eneeggn
though the gas molecules will average a cooler temperature
The ratio of the warming terms to the cooling term is:

(rgr'f'q + 0.245(1-f)(1-g)r"hq) / 0.491kq



= (0.010 + 0.012(1-g))/0.075
= 0.13 + 0.16(1-q)

Now, recall that q is the fraction of the solar IRident at sea
level which is absorbed by the Earth's surface. Tha the
greenhouse global warming alarmists make so much about is
only about 0.13 times the cooling effect of IR-absorbing gases
due to keeping heat away from the surface by absorbing the
incoming solar radiation. If all the ground-incident IR
radiation is absorbed, q is 1 and the second termas Zarthe
ridiculous case that q is zero, the sum of the twange
retarding the radiant cooling of the ground in ratio he t
radiation which never warmed the surface is 0.29, and there

a substantial net cooling effect during the day due to Rae |
absorbing gases. But, g is more likely to be about @.7, i
which case the ratio of the warming to the cooling isuab
0.13 + 0.05 = 0.18. It seems clear that the addition ef IR
absorbing gases to the atmosphere creates a net coifdiog e
during the period of daylight.

In comparison, the only effect at night is the backecaf IR-
radiation toward the ground as the ground is cooled by
radiative cooling. Of course, gas collisions with theumd,
evaporative cooling, and convective cooling also continue.

Since the ground cools, the radiative cooling will beeom
slightly less effective as the temperature drops drse€omes
smaller.

The nighttime radiative cooling will be made less dffecby
the re-absorption of IR photons from IR-absorbing gases,
however. There is another effect at night, howevdie



transport of energy by radiation is actually fasteanthoy
convection, so IR-absorbing gases can also have a dompet
cooling effect at night. Thus, during the day, the netcefi¢
IR-absorbing gases is a cooling effect, while at nightriie
effect is more difficult to evaluate. It seems hkehat it
depends on the altitude and certainly on the amount of water
vapor. There is so little GO that | doubt its effect is
measurable and indeed, no one actually does seem t@hgve
relevant measurements.

This is why the climate models are so necessary tgetiano
claim that CQ is an important warming gas. IR-absorbing
gases play a role in moderating daytime temperatures, but
beyond that the effect is not so clear. The heataigpaf our
atmosphere with its moderate radiative cooling and tla he
capacity of our oceans and the ground itself, each otk s
heat diffusion, play a critical role in moderating sgann the
daily temperature between night and day, between passing
clouds and the reappearance of full sunlight, and oveoqseri

of several days, as well as around the year since déane
tend to warm many land areas in the winters.

The cooling effect due to solar IR radiation absorpbgriR-
absorbing gases while the sun is shining is proportional-to
0.18 = 0.82, though this value will be less very early or very
late in the day.

The nighttime maximum decrease in cooling due to IR-
absorbing gases is estimated to be about 0.13, though as
mentioned the speed of transmission of energy by radis

then ignored and may have a countervailing effect.

Just comparing the size of the day number to the maximum
night warming number, the net effect of IR-absorbing gases



over the day is a cooling effect. But an hour by hour
calculation of the absorbed solar IR during the day will
average less than 0.82 as noted. The cooling effechetilbe

as large as the above numbers imply, but it is clezetls a
net cooling effect, rather than a net warming effectenvh
averaged over the entire day.

Let us suppose one was to add more, @Oour atmosphere.
CO, does not absorb across a wide range of frequenciest Mo
of its long wavelength absorptive power occurs in a fregyen
range in which water vapor is strongly absorbing already.
Another strong absorption frequency band is very narrole
total absorption in both frequency ranges is already steoyng
due to CQ at its present concentrations, so additions o$ CO
will have very little possible additional effect on apgssible
slowing of the nighttime cooling of the surface. The
absorption effect is already virtually saturated.

The effect of additional C£on the average temperature over a
day due to slowing nighttime cooling will also be reduced by
that addition bringing about additional daytime cooling by
additional absorption of the incoming solar radiatioellw
above the ground.

The usual claims of COwvarming are exaggerated in the first
place and despite that the proponents of its catastrophi
greenhouse warming powers still have to conjure up a
multiplier of that effect by postulating that it causesnuch
bigger effect through increased water vapor greenhousé effec
before the total effect can be claimed to be catplkito So,
they suppose that an increase inClidth causes greater
warming than it does and that it causes a substantrakise in
water vapor to cause a further increase in backscattered
radiative warming.



If it were true that CQ increases bring on water vapor
increases, then the daytime cooling effect of the ise@a
water vapor would still cause a net cooling of the Earth's
surface due to daytime additional absorption of sunlight by
added water vapor and GO

In sum, using a simple calculation, we can approximateéh
effect of IR-absorbing gases on the surface temperafuttee
Earth. It turns out that the cooling effect during fuinlight
hours due to keeping incoming solar IR radiation away from
the surface is several times greater than the possifalelation

of the cooling effect due to IR-absorbing gases.

At night, the IR-absorbing gases may retard radiativéirgpo
of the ground, consistent with the observation that veyid
nights cool off less rapidly than very dry nights, though
humidity acts to retard cooling also by making the airemo
dense and because water has a high heat contenievebiie
non-radiative effects of water are more importanawNif the
effect were very large in either case, this might besedgor
concern.

We would likely be better off heating the surface of planet

than cooling it and it is good that the IR-absorbing géecef
mostly moderates temperature swings between night and day
by cooling the days. Additions of IR-absorbing gases whos
absorbing effects are not now saturated, may principatlyese

to further moderate the differences in daytime and nigatt
temperatures. This is an effect which is good for masttg)
animals, and humans.

Note that one implication of this is that claims thdditional
IR-absorbing gases, such asLCwill cause additional melting



of arctic ice are unjustified. Arctic regions arecsdd that any
melting that may occur is likely to occur mostly during the
daylight hours in the summer months. Yet, that & tilme
when direct sunlight is doing much of the warming and as w
have seen more of the incoming IR solar radiation will be
absorbed by IR-absorbing gases then.

The net daytime cooling effect should mean that ef/émere
were a slight average warming over the entire daye tweuld

be a decrease in temperature during the hours meltingymostl
occurs. As we have seen, the net effect of IR-absgmpses

is a cooling effect in any case. Hence, alarmist awes of
massive amounts of arctic ice melting due to increas€O

are unfounded.

One cannot focus only on the outgoing IR radiation due to
light absorbed in the Earth's surface while ignoring tingela
part of the sun's total incident radiation which is IRvfrthe
get-go. One cannot ignore gas collisions, evaporativengoo
and convection currents as mechanisms for heat traingfar

the ground to the atmosphere.

The fact that IR absorbed from the incoming solar spatt
occurs higher in the atmosphere on average and the energy
cannot be as effectively transported to the near sed le
atmosphere or to the ground is very important.

But, gas molecular collisions, evaporative cooling, and
convection can take the energy of the ground and transpor
higher altitudes to replace air cooled by radiating IRgneut

into space. These processes actually are more suited t
retaining heat near sea level than are faster actitigtize
processes of heat transfer. This is very important.



The most important warming effect on the surface igatah
absorbed upon the incidence of direct solar radiation.
Additions of IR-absorbing gases just result in more gneig

the solar spectrum being deposited somewhere in the
atmosphere rather than in the surface during the day. This
results in a net cooling effect of the daytime surdeeed helps

to keep us from broiling at midday.

That hardly seems to have the makings of a catastrophe.



Legal Fallout from False Climate Alarm
By John O’Sullivan

Now Governments Begin to Abandon Falsified National
Temperature Records

With a dramatic courtroom defeat in October 2010 the Sky
Dragon, nurtured on the green religion of internatiahatate
alarmism, suffered a mortal legal wound. Only once befare,
2007 at the High Court in London had that beast, so engorged
on eco-propaganda, come so close to being slain. Gn tha
occasion the court ruled that former U.S. Vice Presjd&h
Gore’s film, ‘An Inconvenient Truth’ contained nine cari
factual errors and could no longer be shown in schovols
England and Wales as a portrayal of fact. Bereft ludraa fide
scientific underpinning that could be defended in court it
became just a matter of time before astute lawypped this
chimera to shreds.

The Sky Dragon that blows hardest only in the dark resexse
ignorance and intellectual apathy had no puff to withstand a
cutting battle in the legal light of reason. And thisaest of
skeptic (climate realist) legal triumphs occurred notthe
United States, where most analysts had expected, bugévin N
Zealand. At the time of this book’s publication (November,
2010) most observers had still not absorbed the stunning
consequences of the Kiwi calamity; so few had understuentd t

a pro-green western government had actually abandoned all
pretense of possessing an ‘official’ climate recordwihat
constitutes the most humiliating of climb downs.

Three years after that legal flesh wound was inflicte¢he
English High Court, New Zealand justice deals mortplrin



upon that insane Sky Dragohe New Zealand Climate
Science Coalition (NZCSChad demonstrated how certain
western national governments’ arguments for globahvreg

are so easily shredded when employing a long-standing legal
tactic available to common law country citizens. stfidrew
attention to this strategy in my articlerbsecuting climate fraud:
The international dimensidn

The New Zealand government, now dragged into court, finally
confessed that they and their fellow doomsayers could no
longer refer to an official climate record-there isote. A
beast bloated on billions of tax dollars was left to stienand

fall onto a sharpened legal sword.

Earlier in the year, with the able assistance oflamy associates
around the globe, | explained how such a legal triuogaiid be
won. In my online articles | showed bloggers the l¢gedad that
not only linked the five English-speaking nations tied ughis t
great global warming swindle - the UK, US, Canada, Auatral
New Zealand, but also provided the key to victory. All such
Anglophone nations, while operating their independentllega
systems, nonetheless premise themselves on Englsiman
law. The basic rights of citizens under common law are
explainedhere

Under common law our respective governments cannot impose
climate regulations on us by regarding similar factsl an
circumstances differently on different occasions. Jiaciple

is known among legal practitioners stare decisigi.e. judges

are obliged to obey the set-up precedents established loy prio
decisions).

For example, we studied in detail two of ninety legal
challenges filed in U.S. courts against the meritlesteral
climate legislation being brought in via the back door hey t


http://www.climatescience.org.nz/
http://algorelied.com/?p=3768
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Common_law

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
http://www.epa.gov/lawsregs/

It became clear that the EPA sought to impose upon th@eeo
‘arbitrary and capricious’ governmental climate-related
decisions with little or no scientific justification

All such challenges are traditionally referred to asaaanus
petitions. My own use of this most valuable legal insenom
has been thé&lew York version of mandamus known as an
‘Article 78’ action New Zealand’s National Institute of Water
and Atmospheric Research (NIWA) stood accused of
repeatedly frustrating NZCSC in its attempts to get
government climatologists to explain how they managed to
create a warming trend for their nation’s climate tisahot
borne out by the actual temperature record.

NZCSC petitioned the high court of New Zealand to force
NIWA (effectively the Kiwi government) to validate the
national weather service’s reconstruction of antipodean
temperatures or strike it down. Ostensibly, NZCSC would
present evidence in court that NIWA had faked their nation’
climate data if they declined to disown it. The full peti may

be reachere.

Before the matter could be put to the court for a fuddgment
NIWA'’s statement of defense gave up the fight. Their
attorneys advised the court that NIWA never accepted
responsibility for a national temperature record (refi to by
them as the NZTR).

Thus by distancing itself from the indefensible NIWA
confessed there was never any such thing as an “offiNial”
Temperature Record, despite there being an official
government acronym for it (NZTR). Controverting all yioais
policy statements, the NZ government now wishes itdo b


http://www.epa.gov/lawsregs/
http://www.dos.state.ny.us/coog/Right_to_know.html
http://nzclimatescience.net/images/PDFs/niwa.ct.docs.pdf
http://nzclimatescience.net/images/PDFs/statement_of_defence.pdf

known that the country has never maintained an officia
record; all such published data was only intended fornate
research purposes and not as evidence to prove the country
warmed due to human emissions of carbon dioxide.

However, all such data had shamelessly been hyped upevia th
IPCC as the gold standard of the entire New Zealand
temperature history and for decades cited by pro-green
advocates as proof of antipodean man-made climate warming.
Along with the discredited Australian (BOM) recordse thZ
numbers represented the cornerstone of Australasid@/Sout
Pacific (Oceania) warming. Significantly, this region
constitutes two of the eight terrestriatozones with such
scant alternative records, we may now infer thaeastl one
guarter of the world’s ‘official’ climate record is digdited

and an unjustified carbon tax is being extorted.

NZCSC had previously issued a joint press release with the
Climate Science Conversation Group (December 18, 2009)
accusing NIWA of publishing, “misleading material.” The two
organizations were rightly not letting up in their pursoift
access to government methods that were now so shrouded in
secrecy. Repeated refusal to come clean led to chdnges t
NIWA had been “defensive and obstructive” in requests to see
New Zealand climate scientists’ data.

Downloadable pdf files of letters between Coalitionichan
and barrister Barry Brill and NIWA chairman Chris Maoay

be read here. As we recall, the patterns here mirror
Climategate; data is challenged for being dubious and then i
either withdrawn or destroyed before tested in the sotitie
evidence for global warming again melts away under théhhars
light of courtroom scrutiny.


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ecozone
http://nzclimatescience.net/index.php?option=com_content&task=blogsection&id=14&Itemid=47

According to NZCSC, climate scientists cooked the bdmks
using the same alleged ‘trick’ employed by British and
American doomsaying scientists. This involves subtly
imposing a warming bias during what is known as the
‘homogenization’ process that occurs when climate datas

to be adjusted. Indeed, the original Kiwi records show no
warming during the 20th century, but after government
sponsored climatologists had manipulated the data a warming
trend of 1C appeared.

Homogenization Explained

When such data adjustments (homogenizations) are made,
scientists must keep their working calculations so tther
scientists can test the reasonableness of thosetradjts.
According to an article ilfMathematical Geosciencg#pril
2009) homogenization of climate data needs to be done
because “non-climatic factors make data unrepresentafive
the actual climate variation.” The great irony is thhe
justification made for the need to ‘homogenize’ dataeisabise

if it isn’'t then the “conclusions of climatic and hydsglcal
studies are potentially biased.”

Did you get that? Climate scientists need to add their spiam
to the raw temperatures because if they don't then tleeless
reliable!

However, according to theindependent inquiryinto
Climategate chaired by Lord Oxburgh, it was found thatas w
the homogenization process itself that became flaweaulsec
climatologists were overly guided by “subjective” bias.
Notably, Australian Andrew Bolt, writing foHerald Sun
(November 26, 2009) sagely determined that the Kiwigate
scandal was not so much about “hide the decline” but “ramp



http://international-health-science.suite101.com/article.cfm/climate-fraud-inquiry-scientists-did-cherry-pick-data
http://blogs.news.com.au/heraldsun/andrewbolt/index.php/heraldsun/comments/climategate_making_new_zealand_warmer

up the rise.” Bolt goes on to report, “Those adjustsevere
made by New Zealand climate scientist Jim Salingegaad |
author for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Gean
(IPCC).” Salinger was dismissed by NIWA during 2010 for
speaking without authorization to the media.

Pointedly, Salinger once worked at Britain's CRU, the
institution at the center of the Climategate scanddinga
became part of the inner circle of climate scientist®se
leaked emails precipitated the original climate corérsy in
November 2009. In an email (August 4, 2003) to fellow
disgraced American climate professor, Michael Mannn8ati
stated he was “extremely concerned about academicastisid
among climate sceptics.

On January 29, 2010, in what seemed like a reprise of the Phi
Jones debacle at Britain’'s Climate Research Unit, Kid
government finally owned up that ‘NIWA does not hold copies
of the original worksheets.”

Kiwigate Mimics Climategate

Kiwigate appears to match Climategate in three essential
characteristics. First, climate scientists declinegufomit their

data for independent analysis. Second, when backed into a
corner the scientists claimed their adjustments had best'.
Third, the raw data itself proves no warming trend.

NZCSC explained their frustrations in trying to get touatt
truth about what had happened with New Zealand’s cimat
history, “NIWA did everything they possibly could to help, u
except hand over the adjustments. It has turned outhéu

was actually nothing more they could have done — because
they never had the adjustments.... None of the scientific papers



that NIWA cited in their impressive-sounding press releases
contained the actual adjustments....”

After a protracted delay NIWA was forced to admit it has n
record of why and when any adjustments were made to the
nation’s climate datalndependent auditorBave shown that
older data was fudged to make past temperature appear cooler,
while modern data was inexplicably ramped up to portray a
warming trend that is not backed up by the actual thermometer
numbers.

It is not just in one or two nations that the o#icgovernment
climate numbers are awry. As we are seeing, similah suc
detailed analysis in North America performed by such
esteemed skeptics as veteran meteorologists Joe Dakdo
Anthony Watts and published in an SPPI paBerface
Temperature Records — Policy-driven Decepti@iZes cause
for concern that we are looking at a worldwide phenamen

Antipodean Temperatures Also Faked in Australiagate

It becomes increasingly evident that a case may be pafvaen
wider conspiracy to commit antipodean climate fraud when
also examine what has occurred in Australia in therovetsy
dubbed Australiagate.

In February 2010 | published an articlaustraliagate: NASA
Caught in Trick over Aussie Climate Dataat reported on the
findings of two independent climate researchers thatyaed!
climatic data used by the Intergovernmental Panel onafdim
Change (IPCC). The story has been superbly analyzed on two
blogs, Ken’s Kingdomand Watts Up With That The IPCC
record showed warming of two degrees per century in



http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/originals/policy_driven_fraud.html
http://wattsupwiththat.com/2009/12/08/the-smoking-gun-at-darwin-zero/
http://kenskingdom.wordpress.com/2010/02/05/giss-manipulates-climate-data-in-mackay/

Australia that had no scientific explanation. @arlier study by
Willis Eschenbachexposing this arbitrary and capricious
adjustment was wholly substantiated by citizen sisenKen
Stewart on his blogkens Kingdom's What was evident was
that NASA GISS, based at Columbia University in Newkyo
City, had manipulated a century’s worth of Queensland& (th
Sunshine State) temperature records to reverse a coolirg tren
in one ground weather station and increase a warming tnend i
another to skew the overall data set.

But when we look at what the leaked Climategate enwllis t
us we find that climatologists were conscious of tHaw$.
Evidence most pertinent is in the
‘documents/HARRY_READ_ME.txt’ files.

These emails address the most recent of the disputeaensim
(from 2006-2009) and shows how ‘Harry’ Harris admits
government climate data is unusable: “getting seriougly fe
up with the state of the Australian data, so many natiosis

have been introduced, so many false references, so many
changes that aren't documented... “

‘Harry’ then later adds, “I am very sorry to reportihe rest
of the databases seem to be in nearly as poor a state as
Australia was.

These disturbing findings thus call into question both the
integrity and the methods of government climatologist$ a
have been condemned by UN IPCC Expert Reviewer, Dr
Vincent Gray (PhD, Cambridge). Gray has been a UN IPCC
Expert Reviewer for all four UN IPCC reports: 1991, 1995,
2001 and 2007.

Dr. Gray confirms that the raw temperatures, free e t
chicanery of governmental ‘homogenization’ exhibit no such
warming bias. In addition we see that Dr. John Chudtthe


http://wattsupwiththat.com/2009/12/08/the-smoking-gun-at-darwin-zero/
http://kenskingdom.wordpress.com/2010/02/05/giss-manipulates-climate-data-in-mackay/

University of Alabama-Huntsville published two detailed
studies that demolished the American ‘homogenized’ records
similarly derived from the same NASA/GISS data sets.
Disappearing Temperature Stations

But apart from fiddling the temperatures already in their
possession, climate fraudsters sought to manufacture a
warming bias in the future by causing the ‘disappearance’ of
806 inconvenient cooler weather stati@aneund the world. All

806 weather stations were dropped from the total of 6000
worldwide temperature stations in a single year with no
explanation from the Global Historical Climatology tWerk
(GHCN), the government organization that maintains thia da
and which is used by the UN and worldwide governments.

One of these ‘missing’ cold weather stations is forFaaz in
Bolivia and was deemed unnecessary. Now all UN temperatur
reports come from over 1200 km away. The station atdza P
was at over 10,000 ft above sea level and very cold. Matv t
the UN ignores Bolivian raw data the ‘homogenized’ data

La Paz is suddenly 40 degrees Fahrenheit hotter then before.

World’'s Two Oldest Temperature Records Disprove Man-
made Warming

But when we forego the homogenized government numbers
and go instead to the primary source of accurate therrsomet
readings, we get a different picture with no apparent mate
warming. Two such accurate raw data sets are the world’'s
oldest and most reliable; they are Britain’s Central |&md)
Temperature Record (CET) and the Central European set fro
Klementinum at Prague in the Czech Republic. Dr. Jan Aema
a scientist from Prague, has written a fine paper thategr


http://www.climategate.com/climatologists-drop-806-cold-weather-stations-in-a-single-year/feed

that there is no human signal in the European recordhend
overall warming trend in central Europe since the 1790& is
mere quarter of one degree (+0.265°C per century, as shown in
the graph).
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Graph by permission of Dr. Jan Zeman.

The Prague raw temperatures correlate extremely vitdlltine
Central England Temperature Record (CHmat has been
running continuously for 351 years.

-
@

35,000
CENTRAL ENGLAND TEMPERATURES AND CO2 EMISSIONS
FOR THE PERIOD 1659 TO 2009

-
o

30,000

-
s

25,000

20,000

-
=

15,000

@

10,000

GLOBAL CO2 CONCENTRATION (MMT)

-]

5,000

Annual CO2 EMissions s

Annual Temperature in Degrees Centigrade

B

1850
1700
1750
1800
1850
1800
1850
2009

Green line indicates average temperature rise from a plot of average annual temps
from 1659 to 2009.


http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/news/jamesdelingpole/100022226/agw-i-refute-it-thus-central-england-temperatures-1659-to-2009/

What we see is neither in central Europe nor in ceBtrgland

has there been any signal of man-made warming in recorded
history. As these datasets are considered the besegrtmai
Northern Hemisphere temperatures and since global
temperature trends follow a similar pattern to Northern
Hemisphere temps, then the same conclusion on recent
warming can potentially be inferred globally.

Rather than publish the facts the UN's IPCC has idstea
chosen to misrepresent to international policy makers a
monotonous pattern of inexplicable warming by reference to
the homogenized numbers-the skewing of which cannot be
accounted for from the raw temperature data.

Thus for two decades policy makers were presented with a
consistently false picture indicating a warming tremat tonly
existed in the ‘laboratories’ of climatologists.

Thereby we have identified the true source of ‘man-made
global warming; it's the clandestine number falsafion
published in the IPCC summary reports delivered to national
governments and world media.

Climate Data Unlawfully Destroyed

Suspicions grew that Anglophone and some European Union
governments were faking climate numbers to fulfill a-pre
determined goal and their climatologists were being paid to
create the illusion of human-induced climate change. r&eve
Freedom of Information requests (FOIA) were filed by
independent analysts over several years, most famoysly b
Canadian statistician, Stephen Mclintyre.



Indeed, Professor Jones of the Climatic Research Unit,
University of East Anglia, the world’s leading centear f
climate data homogenization instructed his colleagues to
destroy all such data and not submit to Mcintyre’s lawful
FOIA requests. As history now shows, it was Jones, wag
targeted for criminal investigation due to his unequivocal
admissions of misconduct in the leaked Climategate smail
The subsequent official investigations by the UK Informatio
Commissioners’ Office (ICO) substantiated the claihat
potentially incriminating calculations (metadata) formedaby
government researchers in the homogenization process had
been destroyed — a wanton criminal act.

Leaked emails written by Jones proved he threatened to
destroy his data rather than allow Mcintyre to sed when

the ICO investigated they discovered Jones had, indeed,
destroyed the data. Apologists for the crime assattibnes

did not destroy original raw temperature records.

This may be true; however, Jones did destroy his adjussme
that would have been key evidence as to his intentions to
commit climate fraud. Legal analysts argue the destroyed
evidence would likely have proved Jones et al. acted with
fraudulent intent. Indeed, statistical forensic expeffisna
that if they had been allowed to have examined the dabacbef
‘the Jones dog ate it’ then any unwarranted adjustnuentisl

be readily identified as being caused by faulty system
programs or on a one by one basis consciously manidulate
with the intention to fraudulently deceive.

But as the ICO found that the evidence had been destroyed
during a formal legal inquiry (an FOIA request constitides
preliminary legal challenge) then the courts are mandated to
find that unlawful willful destruction of evidence has oed.



Willful destruction of evidence identified as being relatvio
any criminal prosecution renders the destroyer to fabilicy

so that he or she shall be assumed to have destrogéd s
evidence from a ‘consciousness of guilt.” Thereby thertcis
compelled to render a decision that a cover up criméées
committed and shall also find the accused guilty ofottginal
offense.

The confession to the crime by Jones is absolute as tielgso
the prosecutor with both the ‘guilty mindhens reaand
‘unlawful act’ actus reusMoreover, the ICO affirm the reason
no prosecution was brought was due to a ‘technicalityouh
statement insofar as there is no time limit to prosen as per
the Fraud Act [2005]).

Unbeknown to those with no legal training, such intentiona
acts constitute evidence of conspiracy to defraud andsJone
should not have escaped prosecution.

My legal associates and | argue the law has not been
appropriately applied in this matter. The ICO quite cdlyec
determined that the short statute of limitations (onby s
months) had already expired making it impossible toquoie
Jones for his crimes under the FOI Act. However, déimat
Jones confessed to an intention to conspire to bieaKatv

and destroy evidence, then on that basis the matteldshave
been passed to the Serious Fraud Office (SFO) with a neanda
to investigate allegations of fraud and conspiracy whenssum
of money are in excess of £500,000 plus an international
dimension is indicated, as per this case. If the Britis
government had applied due diligence then a prosecution under
the Fraud Act may still be pursued.



This would have thus been more appropriate to the scale of
allegations levied and would also not have fallen fouthef
restrictive statute of limitations that stymied theggmal FOIA
charges.

Private Police Unit Investigated Climategate

For their failures to act, the Home Office and Crown
Prosecution Service are complicit in a nonfeasance (daitur
act) for not placing the matter into the hands of tR® Sthe
one department both mandated and particularly skilled to
investigate such cases. The investigation was insteaghadsi

to Norfolk Constabulary. ‘Aiding’ Norfolk Police withheir
enquiries was privately run secret police unit, theidvai
Domestic Extremism Team (NDET). NDET is directly
answerable to the Association of Chief Police Officers
(ACPO). Because ACPO is not a public body but rather a
private limited company, NDET is exempt from freedom of
information laws (FOIA) and other kinds of public
accountability, even though they are funded by the Home
Office and deploy police officers from regional forcés the
time of this book’s publication there has still not beciormal
announcement as to the outcome of police investigatiosts fi
begun in November 20009.

Too Many Coincidences to be Innocent Error?

Notwithstanding the dubious set up of the police
investigations, any competent lawyer knows that the aedept
legal principle under common law is that when a suspect is
proven to have broken the law by covering up, withholaing
destroying evidence then the courts shall correctly apipy



‘adverse inference principle’ so that he who intemaily
destroys the evidence is guilty of the underlying crime.

Since Climategate the public confidence in government-funded
climatology has all but evaporated. Concerned taxgases
asking how it can be that climate scientists in diffiere
countries at the opposite side of the world are facing
extraordinarily similar data fraud allegationdlith so many
climatologists having ‘lost’ their calculations, noeocan now
replicate their methods or have any confidence in thiens

that mankind has unnaturally warmed our planet.

The trend is now undeniable; the “man-made global warming”
in the 20th century comes not from the raw data of
thermometers readings, but through the “man-made”
tampering perpetrated inside leading meteorological
institutions in a handful of English speaking nations. Jugigi

by the raw temperature data alone and taking into ac¢bent
shenanigans of a clique of elite researchers, we nialy say
there is no persuasive evidence of unusual net planetary
surface warming in the last century.

Collectively the authors of this book represent no palit
ideology or business interest. We are merely enlightemel
concerned citizens self-funding our own book arguing a
compelling case for a return to reason.

The mid-term U.S. election victories of November 2010 have
given the Republican Party a right to claim a mandataing

an immediate halt to the unnecessary and unpopular inggosit
of ineffective climate regulations currently being imtueed by
the ‘back door via the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA).



As this book goes to press (November, 2010) Scientific
American announced the results of threicent opinion polbf

its “scientifically literate” readership. A total of 8386 5190
respondents think the IPCC (upon which the EPA reliegdor
science) is “a corrupt organization, prone to group-thik)

a political agenda.”

We offer this volume as evidence both to the U.S. gowent
and other nations so that they may act on the incosttible
facts presented herein and conspicuously discard thataalthi
Sky Dragon once and for all from all policy considerasi
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