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Global Warming is not due to human contribution of Carbon Dioxide

Global Warming: The Cold, Hard Facts? 
By Timothy Ball 

	Global Warming, as we think we know it, doesn't exist. And I am not the only one trying to make people open up their eyes and see the truth. But few listen, despite the fact that I was the first Canadian Ph.D. in Climatology and I have an extensive background in climatology, especially the reconstruction of past climates and the impact of climate change on human history and the human condition. Few listen, even though I have a Ph.D, (Doctor of Science) from the University of London, England and was a climatology professor at the University of Winnipeg. For some reason (actually for many), the World is not listening. Here is why. 

What would happen if tomorrow we were told that, after all, the Earth is flat? It would probably be the most important piece of news in the media and would generate a lot of debate. So why is it that when scientists who have studied the Global Warming phenomenon for years say that humans are not the cause nobody listens? Why does no one acknowledge that the Emperor has no clothes on? 

Believe it or not, Global Warming is not due to human contribution of Carbon Dioxide (CO2). This in fact is the greatest deception in the history of science. We are wasting time, energy and trillions of dollars while creating unnecessary fear and consternation over an issue with no scientific justification. For example, Environment Canada brags about spending $3.7 billion in the last five years dealing with climate change almost all on propaganda trying to defend an indefensible scientific position while at the same time closing weather stations and failing to meet legislated pollution targets. 

No sensible person seeks conflict, especially with governments, but if we don't pursue the truth, we are lost as individuals and as a society. That is why I insist on saying that there is no evidence that we are, or could ever cause global climate change. And, recently, Yuri A. Izrael, Vice President of the United Nations sponsored Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) confirmed this statement. So how has the world come to believe that something is wrong? 

Maybe for the same reason we believed, 30 years ago, that global cooling was the biggest threat: a matter of faith. "It is a 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," wrote Lowell Ponte in 1976. 

I was as opposed to the threats of impending doom global cooling engendered as I am to the threats made about Global Warming. Let me stress I am not denying the phenomenon has occurred. The world has warmed since 1680, the nadir of a cool period called the Little Ice Age (LIA) that has generally continued to the present. These climate changes are well within natural variability and explained quite easily by changes in the sun. But there is nothing unusual going on. 

Since I obtained my doctorate in climatology from the University of London, Queen Mary College, England my career has spanned two climate cycles. Temperatures declined from 1940 to 1980 and in the early 1970's global cooling became the consensus. This proves that consensus is not a scientific fact. By the 1990's temperatures appeared to have reversed and Global Warming became the consensus. It appears I'll witness another cycle before retiring, as the major mechanisms and the global temperature trends now indicate a cooling. 

No doubt passive acceptance yields less stress, fewer personal attacks and makes career progress easier. What I have experienced in my personal life during the last years makes me understand why most people choose not to speak out; job security and fear of reprisals. Even in University, where free speech and challenge to prevailing wisdoms are supposedly encouraged, academics remain silent. 

I once received a three page letter that my lawyer defined as libellous, from an academic colleague, saying I had no right to say what I was saying, especially in public lectures. Sadly, my experience is that universities are the most dogmatic and oppressive places in our society. This becomes progressively worse as they receive more and more funding from governments that demand a particular viewpoint. 

In another instance, I was accused by Canadian environmentalist David Suzuki of being paid by oil companies. That is a lie. Apparently he thinks if the fossil fuel companies pay you have an agenda. So if Greenpeace, Sierra Club or governments pay there is no agenda and only truth and enlightenment? 

Personal attacks are difficult and shouldn't occur in a debate in a civilized society. I can only consider them from what they imply. They usually indicate a person or group is losing the debate. In this case, they also indicate how political the entire Global Warming debate has become. Both underline the lack of or even contradictory nature of the evidence. 

I am not alone in this journey against the prevalent myth. Several well-known names have also raised their voices. Michael Crichton, the scientist, writer and filmmaker is one of them. In his latest book, "State of Fear" he takes time to explain, often in surprising detail, the flawed science behind Global Warming and other imagined environmental crises. 

Another cry in the wildenerness is Richard Lindzen's. He is an atmospheric physicist and a professor of meteorology at MIT, renowned for his research in dynamic meteorology - especially atmospheric waves. He is also a member of the National Academy of Sciences and has held positions at the University of Chicago, Harvard University and MIT. Linzen frequently speaks out against the notion that significant Global Warming is caused by humans. Yet nobody seems to listen. 

I think it may be because most people don't understand the scientific method which Thomas Kuhn so skilfully and briefly set out in his book "The Structure of Scientific Revolutions." A scientist makes certain assumptions and then produces a theory which is only as valid as the assumptions. The theory of Global Warming assumes that CO2 is an atmospheric greenhouse gas and as it increases temperatures rise. It was then theorized that since humans were producing more CO2 than before, the temperature would inevitably rise. The theory was accepted before testing had started, and effectively became a law. 

As Lindzen said many years ago: "the consensus was reached before the research had even begun." Now, any scientist who dares to question the prevailing wisdom is marginalized and called a sceptic, when in fact they are simply being good scientists. This has reached frightening levels with these scientists now being called climate change denier with all the holocaust connotations of that word. The normal scientific method is effectively being thwarted. 

Meanwhile, politicians are being listened to, even though most of them have no knowledge or understanding of science, especially the science of climate and climate change. Hence, they are in no position to question a policy on climate change when it threatens the entire planet. Moreover, using fear and creating hysteria makes it very difficult to make calm rational decisions about issues needing attention. 

Until you have challenged the prevailing wisdom you have no idea how nasty people can be. Until you have re-examined any issue in an attempt to find out all the information, you cannot know how much misinformation exists in the supposed age of information. 

I was greatly influenced several years ago by Aaron Wildavsky's book "Yes, but is it true?" The author taught political science at a New York University and realized how science was being influenced by and apparently misused by politics. He gave his graduate students an assignment to pursue the science behind a policy generated by a highly publicised environmental concern. To his and their surprise they found there was little scientific evidence, consensus and justification for the policy. You only realize the extent to which Wildavsky's findings occur when you ask the question he posed. Wildavsky's students did it in the safety of academia and with the excuse that it was an assignment. I have learned it is a difficult question to ask in the real world, however I firmly believe it is the most important question to ask if we are to advance in the right direction. 


Dr. Tim Ball, Chairman of the Natural Resources Stewardship Project (www.nrsp.com), is a Victoria-based environmental consultant and former climatology professor at the University of Winnipeg. He can be reached at letters@canadafreepress.com 
	

	2.
Dear Dr. Tim Ball,
  
 I read your article "Global Warming, the Cold, Hard Facts" in the  Canada Free Press. Do you have any comment on this article of mine?
   
Sincerely,
  
Wayne Hall

CLIMATE CHANGE AND CLIMATE MODIFICATION

Last year a public lecture on Climate Change was presented at the Athens Concert Hall. The visiting speaker was Dr. Matthew Collins  from Britain’s Hadley Centre on Climate Change. He told a story about a group of journalists who visited the Centre to speak to the scientists about Climate Change. When they had interviewed a number of scientists they asked to see representatives of the climate-change-sceptic viewpoint. Their hosts told them that there were no representatives at the Hadley Centre of the viewpoint that climate change is imaginary or that it is not due at least in part to human activity. The journalists said that they couldn’t present just one side of the story and that they wouldn’t be screening the interviews they had taken.

Dr. Matthew Collins told us this story to illustrate the perversity of the lobby supporting the refusal of President Bush and his advisors to sign the Treaty of Kyoto. But it is inevitable that journalists will look for both sides of a story. If they are told that the climate change sceptics are the other side of the story, they will go looking for climate change sceptics. 

In fact the climate change sceptics are NOT the other side of the story. The debate about whether or not climate change  exists, or whether it is anthropogenic, is a DIVERSION. And it is a diversion that puts climate change scientists and activists eternally on the defensive. As with the controversy surrounding Michael Mann’s “hockey stick” graph, our side of the debate is accused of manipulating statistics to remove non-anthropogenic factors from the climate change equation so as to overemphasise the factors stemming from human activity.

The debate should not be about whether climate change is or is not anthropogenic. The debate should be about whether climate mitigation or modification should be legalized. Various techniques for mitigating the effects of climate change, such as the spraying of aerosols into the atmosphere from aircraft to reduce the levels of sunlight reaching the earth are openly discussed in the official documents of the IPCC. What is not admitted, and what very large numbers of people throughout the world have concluded, is that mitigation projects of this kind are already being implemented, and on a very large scale. This claim is not being allowed to intrude into the official climate change debate. The result is that the climate change sceptics continue to have the psychological advantage and the ability to put climate change activists and scientists on the defensive.

It seems that there are great political and legal obstacles to climate change mitigation being carried out openly, transparently and publicly. The present situation of illegality suits the oil lobbies and their spokesmen very well. They know they can mobilize hysterical mobs whenever they want to, and illegal climate change mitigation is an activity that is very well suited for triggering public hysteria, and for channeling it against ecologists and climate scientists.  To understand something of the dynamics of this, just read Michael Crichton's best-selling novel “State of Fear”, which is structured around the hypothesis of ecologist terrorists artificially inducing tsunamis which they then blame on climate change in order to secure grant monies for their ecological projects.

Crichton's book is a best-seller. People who have a different mentality to us read it. And there are a lot of them. 

Nothing would be easier in Greece than to whip up hysteria against the Protocol of Kyoto. Although Greece signed the Protocol, it has done next to nothing to comply with its demands for reduction of dependence on fossil fuels. As a result just for the first nine months of 2005 Greece’s Public Power Company has been required to pay 69 million euros in pollution credits. The conclusion that a reader of Michael Crichton would draw from this is that Kyoto is a racket! 

Apart  from the threat of whipping up public hysteria there is also the threat of litigation.  Whilever something is illegal, those who are implicated in it can be accused of being criminals. 

Some critics will say that because governments do not admit that climate change mitigation projects are in progress and because we cannot prove that they are, (since the evidence of our senses is not enough), it is futile to imagine that we can out-manoeuvre the oil lobbies. But this is not true. All that is necessary is for us to argue, and argue persistently, that the question is not whether climate change is a reality or not, or is anthropogenic or not.  The question is whether climate change mitigation should  be legalized or banned. This places no onus on us to prove that climate change mitigation is actually occurring. But it does allow us to turn the tables on the climate change sceptics and put THEM on the defensive. If we can get them to say that climate change mitigation is a bad idea, we can then demand that they prove climate change mitigation is NOT occurring. If we can get them to say that climate change mitigation should be legalized then we have deprived them of any further ability to argue that climate change is not something that governments should try to influence. And of any ability to argue that climate change is not a problem.

The stance of climate change skeptics is an updated version of the Cold Warrior mentality. In its deviousness it has the personality of  the late Edward Teller stamped all over it.  Teller personally and his Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory in general played a central role in the process of “moving on” from Cold War Soviet- threat-and-nuclear-deterrence scenarios to the post-Cold War variant of Climate Change and Climate Modification/Climate as Weapon. Teller had a tremendous consciousness of the power of the Big Lie to generate cognitive dissonance, false debate and social disorganization. Having built the hydrogen bomb, the second US nuclear weapons laboratory and his own subsequent brilliant career through projection of the lie of an immensely powerful, relentless and implacable Soviet enemy, he had the flexibility in the era of Gorbachev and the subsequent Soviet collapse to invent new threat scenarios with new inbuilt dilemmas and traps for his opponents. The disorganizing principle that Teller inserted into the climate discussion involved positing uncertainty (“Society's emissions of carbon dioxide may or may not turn out to have something significant to do with global warming. As a scientist I must stand silent on this issue until it’s solved scientifically”) while at the same time asserting the superiority of his own proposed solution to the perhaps non-existent problem. (“Contemporary technology offers considerably more realistic options for addressing any global warming than politicians and environmental activists are considering. Some of these may be far less burdensome than even a system of market-allocated emissions permits. One particularly attractive approach involves diminishing slightly  - by about one percent - the amount of sunlight reaching the earth’s surface in order to counteract any warming effect of greenhouse 
gases.”  (Edward Teller: Sunscreen for Planet Earth [www.hooverdigest.org/981/teller.html])

Some scientists and activists have tried to avoid the necessity for a full-scale confrontation with the climate change sceptics by resorting to the hypothesis of Global Dimming. A BBC documentary on this subject by David Sington was screened last year in Britain and in Australia, and another more recently in Canada. The Global Dimming thesis acknowledges the role of atmospheric aerosols in reducing incoming sunlight and reducing climate change. What it avoids acknowledging is that for precisely this reason, programmes of deliberately introducing aerosols into the atmosphere have been advocated and apparently also implemented. David Sington’s compromise solution is really no solution at all. He was attacked from two directions after the first screening of his Global Dimming documentary. He was accused by the climate scientist Gavin Schmidt of being over-sensational in his handling of the scientific evidence - indeed a number of the scientists who appeared in the Global Dimming documentary admitted to having mixed feelings about the programme’s scare-mongering approach - and he was attacked by climate change sceptics who accused him of giving tacit support to the “chemtrails” conspiracy theorists. When he tried to dissociate himself from this charge in a private e-mail, the e-mail was leaked onto the internet and David Sington came over looking like a politically naïve wimp.

We should not underestimate the extent to which the oil lobby funded climate change sceptics can intimidate climate scientists and activists by brandishing the “conspiracy theorist” label. I have seen even so distinguished a person as Ross Gelbspan succumb to pressure of this kind.

Climate change politics has joined the mainstream in many ways. Even Time magazine can run front covers telling us to “Be Worried, Be Very Worried”.  I don’t for a moment believe that this means we should not  take climate change seriously. What I want to say is that the climate change movement can be manipulated, just as the anti-nuclear movement has been manipulated for decades. And at the present moment when there are so many signs that in sixty years of existence the anti-nuclear movement has achieved extremely little, this is a precedent we should beware of following.

The climate change movement has to confront the reality of climate modification, and decide, in dialogue with our opponents, whether we want to it to be legalized or banned. 
                                                                                        (http://www.enouranois.gr)

3. 

Hi Wayne:

I am afraid you are on completely the wrong track. 

By downplaying the skeptics’ side and arguing the issue is mitigation automatically assumes that CO2 is the cause of climate change. It isn’t. and the human portion definitely is not the cause. This means any actions you take are as likely to cause more harm than leaving things alone. What you, Branson, Crutzen and others are proposing is called geo-engineering. Crutzen is a Nobel Prize winner who advocates adding sulphates to reduce sunlight and cause cooling. Branson’s proposal is the inverse of one proposed back in the 1970s when global cooling was the scientific consensus.  Giant mirrors were supposed to direct more sunlight to warm the earth. The Russians even proposed mirrors to direct sunlight to specific cities.  Although I have been labeled a ‘skeptic’ and more obscenely a ‘denier’ I am actually looking for all the evidence and urge much better understanding of the mechanisms than currently exist before we start acting precipitously.

Even advocates of Anthropogenic Global Warming (AGW) have advised how little we know. Commenting on the report by the  US National Research Council Report:, February 3, 1999 which said, “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, of the National Center for Atmospheric Research in Boulder, CO and a lead author in the latest IPCC Report said, “It’s very clear we do not have a climate observing system…This may come as a shock to many people who assume that we do know adequately what’s going on with the climate but we don’t.”

Currently an experiment is going on spreading iron filings on the pacific Ocean to increase absorption of CO2, apparently with no regard to the side effects caused by changing the natural water chemistry. I am incensed my tax money is being spent in such hair-brained (sic!) and misdirected experiments.  A major problem is if we reduce CO2 levels the plants will suffer, but they don't get a vote in these matters. Despite what you hear atmospheric levels of CO2 are at the lowest in 600 million years and there is every evidence the plants are CO2 starved. The work of the Idso's at http://www.co2science.org/scripts/CO2ScienceB2C/Index.jsp provide ample evidence of what is happening and this is supported by empirical and practical evidence as commercial greenhouses pump up to 1000 ppm of CO2 to increase growth and yields by up to 4 times while reducing water consumption by about the same amount. This suggests plants have evolved to a much higher level and the Idso's work confirms this as most plants function best between 1000 and 1200 ppm. 

Many world climatologist including the Russians some of whom I have worked with and think the best in the world are arguing we are in an already cooling world (since 1998) and this will continue to a 2030 due to a very low sunspot cycle 25. It is bad enough we are economically preparing for warming it is insanity to geophysically try to “stop the warming.” 

Back in the 1970s you or others likely would have advocated adding CO2 to the atmosphere to offset the scientific consensus of global cooling. The plants would have appreciated it, but it would have done nothing to affect the climate, because the major cause of climate and climate change is the sun.

Sorry I don't have time for more.

Regards

Tim Ball

4. 


	


Hi and thanks for your reply.

 

What if geo-engineering more or less along the lines advocated by Crutzen etc. is already being implemented, and on a massive scale?? Do we object to the practice or do we object to the justificatory theory??  If we object to the practice, which has priority, stopping the practice or changing the theory? The geoengineers mostly argue that they have to (or will have to) carry out the aerosol spraying because the “sceptics" lobby is preventing meaningful reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.

 

Regards,

 

Wayne Hall
 5. 
Hi Wayne: 

The answer to your question is we object to both. However, I am not aware that Crutzen’s idea is being implemented or even planned at this point. I would also move to remove Crutzen's Nobel Prize for making stupid proposals and using thus demeaning the credibility of the Prize.
Tim Ball
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Hi Tim,

 

I haven't heard of the idea of sulphate spraying in the stratosphere being implemented yet either, but there is a lot of eyewitness evidence to suggest, despite official denials, that some kind of aerosol spraying is taking place on a huge scale in the troposphere. In his article published last July Crutzen actually says that spraying in the stratosphere would be preferable to spraying in the troposphere, without explaining the relevance of this consideration and without conceding that any such spraying is occurring in the troposphere. Indeed he says that the support of the public would have to be secured before any such geoengineering programmes could be embarked upon.

 

Because we wanted to take Professor Crutzen up on his professions of being interested in securing the support of the public, we suggested to (an American foundation in Athens) that they should organize a video conference between Professor Crutzen, George Monbiot, who has condemned Crutzen's proposals (without supporting the "conspiracy theorist" idea that atmospheric spraying programmes might already be under implementation) and the American farm activist Rosalind Peterson. The American foundation agreed to the idea of the conference on the proviso that all participants agreed to take part. When we checked with Rosalind Peterson, she agreed. Monbiot's stance by contrast was initially unco-operative and in the end aggressive and we dropped the idea of including him. Crutzen, when contacted at the Max Planck Institute said that he didn't have time to participate in such a video conference. We suggested that he ask a colleague to speak on behalf of the proposals he had made, presumably as a member of the Institute, but he then said that he spoke only for himself. (This is strange as the position of a scientist, in my opinion.)

 

Would you like to support the idea of this video conference taking place? If so, you could perhaps also participate in it. The subject of the discussion, however, would be geoengineering, not climate change as such, though there would be no taboo against you making it clear what you think about climate change theories, as long as you kept on topic, with your focus on Crutzen's and others' proposals for spraying the upper or lower atmosphere with toxic substances. You would of course have the opportunity to make your proposal that Crutzen should have his Nobel Prize taken away from him.

 

Thank you for engaging with these ideas. I am very interested to receive your response.

 

Sincerely,

 

Wayne Hall

 

7. 
Dear Dr. Ball,
 

You have not responded to my previous message. Is this evidence of my having pinpointed an element of dishonesty in your positions?
 

Wayne Hall
8. 
Your last terse message about my failure to respond claims you have pinpointed “an element of dishonesty in your positions?” Who the hell do you think you are? I took a great deal of time to respond to your previous messages then because I don't respond immediately to another message you make wild unfounded accusations. With such an egotistical attitude you might find it difficult to understand that other people are involved in very heavy workloads. The fact is I have received over 900 e-mails and am trying to respond to the half that asked legitimate questions. I tried this with you and all it has solicited is insults. I am not in support of Crutzen in his wild geoengineering theories, but I fully support his decision not to communicate with you anymore.  

Please do not communicate with me anymore for any reason.

Tim Ball

[image: image3]
