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Will it be warmer or cooler? 
fosbob@bigpond.com            Bob Foster, 14 April 2007 
1.  No-one knows the future .  There are firmly-based, but mutually-exclusive, views on climate.  
The consensus supports the Royal Society’s dogma that observed correlation between events on 
Sun and Earth is “mere coincidence”.  Thus, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change  is 
able to claim that people are driving a self-contained climate.  But people like me accept the  
compelling observational evidence for a variable Sun-Earth connection as main climate-driver. 
 
2.  People-driven-climate hypothesis “projects” NO cool periods ahead.  IPCC invokes a 
stable pre- industrial Arcadia – only now disturbed by humans burning fossil fuels.  But a self-
contained climate demands an autonomous Earth – traveling in an empty Universe!  IPCC’s 
infamous ‘hockeystick’ has 900 years of gentle cooling, now abruptly reversed by human–
caused warming.  (The Mediaeval Warm Period, and subsequent Little Ice Age cold periods, 
didn’t happen.)  Unless greenhouse gas emissions are much reduced,  continued warming is 
inevitable.  CSIRO foretells summer warming in 2030 for 10 regions of Australia.  In every case, 
not even the bottom of the range foretells cooling.  Can this be science? 
 
3.  Sun-climate-connection hypothesis predicts next cool period.  The irregular orbit of the 
Sun about the centre-of-mass of the solar system is driven by the combined angular momentum 
of the giant outer planets.  Thus, widely-variable solar eruptive activity is the electromagnetic 
outcome of an inertial driver.  Predicted return of a “quiet Sun” means the next Little Ice Age 
cold period should be fully-developed by 2030.  The small inner planets orbit the Sun; and it is 
Mercury’s 88-day year which orchestrates solar resonance.  Thus, from the millennial to the 
quotidian, planets drive solar-wind blasts.  The Pacific Decadal Oscillation is one outcome; and 
the next PDO cool-phase is due by 2008 – reversing the Great Pacific Climate Shift of 75/6.  
Change in cloudiness, and in Earth’s ability to reflect little-varying solar irradiance, is another. 
 
4. Bad and good news about carbon dioxide.  IPCC finds CO2 to be the main anthropogenic 
greenhouse gas, with an increased radiative forcing (warming effect) of 1.56 W/m2 since 1750.  
Methane is 0.48 W/m2; and CH4 concentration has stabilised since demise of the Soviet Union.  
(IPCC allows the Sun but a minuscule 0.12 W/m2 of extra forcing.)  Coal is the main source of 
CO2 from fuel-burning; and use grew 29% from 1990 to 2005.  In China it doubled - accounting 
for 80% of world growth.  Back in the Eocene abundance, when many of our plant families 
evolved, atmospheric CO2 concentration was x5 that of today.  This trace-gas is THE vital plant 
food; and plants also better utilise water – a limiting factor in growth –with more CO2 in the air.  
Happily, global warming potential of CO2 is logarithmic with concentration – a rise from 0.04 to 
0.08% would have the same theoretical impact as did 0.02 to 0.04%.  This is good news. 
 
5.  Bad and bad economics.  For IPCC’s low/high (B1 /FI) scenarios, warming from 1990 is 1.1-
6.4 0C by 2099 - invoking implausible/unimaginable Third World economic growth.  A genuine 
low-end is  absent.  The impact of exaggerated per-capita GDP growth, eg. South Africa  - most 
coal-intensive nation – (in 1990 US$ ‘000s: 2.8 in 1990 and  364-470 in 2100), is compounded in 
the 2006 Stern Review.  Sir Nicholas Stern’s base-case accepts 15 billion people in 2100!  His 
proposal to spend 1% of world GDP (say, US$400 billion/yr) “fighting global warming” should 
be deferred.  Until Time reveals Truth, we should plan for warming or cooling ahead.  For now 
at least, (lesser) spending on health and education in deprived regions is the better way to go. 



 

 

 
 

 



 

 



WILL EARTH KEEP WARMING, OR TURN COLD? 
JUST WAIT – BECAUSE TIME REVEALS TRUTH 

By Bob Foster 
Victoria, Australia   fosbob@bigpond.com  bclim51, 6 March 2007 

 
SUMMARY.  Establishment or sceptic; our world remains imperfectly understood.  Mainstream 
science projects only warming ahead; and its people-driven climate hypothesis suffers NO cold  
at all.  The alternative variable Sun-climate connection predicts the next Little Ice Age cold 
period by 2030.  Will it be warmth or misery?  Just wait – because Time reveals Truth. 
 
A.  The UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and the  broader mainstream 

invoke a stable and benign pre- industrial Arcadia – now lost to people burning fossil fuels1.  But 
a self-contained climate demands an autonomous Earth - travelling in an empty Universe!  We 
unbelievers have a plausible alternative: The principal driver of our ever-changing climate is 
extra-terrestrial.  Contrarians cannot proffer up a sworn statement from the Sun, of course; but 
we do offer compelling corre lations between observed change on Sun and Earth. 
 
B. Misleadingly, the mainstream acknowledges the Sun only in terms of its irradiance.  Widely-
variable inertial, resonant and electromagnetic influences are ignored2.  But total solar irradiance 
varies only by fractions of a percent, and cannot alone explain the: 
Roman Empire Warm Period (legionnaires grew wine-grapes in North Yorkshire). 
Dark Ages (desperately-sun-seeking Germanics sacked Rome). 
Mediaeval Warm Period (Norse grain-growers colonised Greenland). 
Maunder Minimum  ‘Quiet Sun’ of 1645-1715.  This intermittent series of long and intensely-
cold winters was the most-lethal of the Little Ice Age minima3.  (It is said, a third of Europe’s 
population died of famine, because of wars over food supplies, and plague.) 
Modern Era Warm Period (English sit in deck-chairs on pebbly shores without going blue). 
 
C.  We are dealing with science, not ethics; but they were not always kept separate.  Copernicus, 
and his On the revolutions of the heavenly spheres, started (1534) this debate.  He (and Keppler) 
lived far from Rome, and their lives were not thus endangered; but Galileo was in the firing line. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
1. The editorial “Kyoto for consumers” in the last Nature for 2006 (v.444, p.971) begins: “Climate change, as we are 
now experiencing it, is predominantly the result of the lifestyles to which people living in the industrialized world 
have grown accustomed.”  But Arcadia has an entry-fee.  “Consumption, mobility, global tourism and many other 
aspects of modern life are going to have to change if global warming is to be confronted effectively.” 
2. See Usoskin, Solanki and Korte 2006, “Solar activity reconstructed over the past 7000 years: The influence of 
geomagnetic field changes”, Geophys. Res. Lett., 33, GL025921.  Their new study “allows the fraction of time to be 
estimated that the Sun spends in grand minima of activity. … about 6% or 430 years after 5000 BC with 320 of 
these years occurring during the last millennium.”  For grand maxima, “hyper-active episodes (similar to the modern 
episode) remain very rare … being between about 1% and 3% of all the time during the last 7000 years.”  
3. Of 1709, Nancy Mitford (The Sun King: Louis XIV at Versailles, Sphere Books 1969) tells us: 
This year “was perhaps the most terrible that France has ever known.  On 12 January the cold came down.  In four 
days, the Seine, all the rivers and the sea on the Atlantic coast were frozen solid.  The frost lasted for two months: 
then there was a complete thaw; as soon as the snow, which had hitherto afforded some protection to the land, 
melted away, the frost began again, as hard as ever.  The winter wheat, of course, was killed as were the fruit, olive 
and walnut trees, and nearly all the vines; the rabbits froze in their burrows; the beasts of the field died like flies.  
The fate of the poor was terrible and the rich at Versailles were not to be envied …”  



With his telescope, he saw the Aristotle/Ptolemy paradigm (Earth occupies a privileged central 
position in the Universe) was wrong.  Mundanely, Earth orbits the Sun.  The Society of Jesus 
was custodian of scientific ethics in the 1600s: and it demanded he recant, or suffer the ‘Test of 
Faith’.  Wisely, he swore: I abjure, curse and detest the aforesaid errors and heresies.  (In 1611, 
Revolutions was placed on the Index.  It was not removed until 1835!) 
 
D.  The ‘New Jesuits’ are the Royal Society.  Solar observation has been continuous since those 
days, thanks to the telescope; and study of the Sun/Earth connection prospered until 1892.  In 
that sad year, then Royal Society president, the Lord Kelvin, famously opined (remember the 
‘Kelvin Fallacy’?) on the basis of his own calculations: 
This result, it seems to me, is absolutely conclusive against the supposition that terrestrial 
magnetic storms are due to magnetic action of the Sun; or to any kind of dynamical action taking 
place within the Sun, or in connection with hurricanes in his atmosphere, or anywhere near the 
Sun outside. … [W]e may also be forced to conclude that the supposed connection between 
magnetic storms and sun-spots is unreal and that the seeming agreement between the periods 
has been mere coincidence.  WOW!  Calculation trumped observation!  Is this a scientific-first? 
 
E.  After 113 years, the Society has not resiled from Kelvin’s ill- founded dogmatism.  In its 13 
April 2005 submission to the House of Lords inquiry The Economics of Climate Change, the 
Society (now under the Lord May of Oxford) included A guide to facts and fictions about climate 
change.  This employed a series of Misleading arguments as ‘straw-men’.  Crucially: The Earth 
is getting hotter, but not because of emissions of greenhouse gases from human activities. … 
Variations in the sun are more likely to be the cause of climate changing than increases in 
greenhouse gases.  As sure as night follows day - a swingeing rebuttal followed. 
 
F.  Implausibly, scientists revere consensus .  Sir Robert May’s The Science of Climate Change 
(18 May 2001 editorial,  Science v.292 p.1261) was endorsed by 17 learned academies including 
that of Australia.  His first paragraph is a dithyramb for a people -driven climate: 
…  We recognise the IPCC as the world’s most reliable source of information on climate change 
and its causes; and we endorse its method of achieving this consensus.  … 
I promise I am not making this up : this very paragraph invokes “consensus” THREE times.  Do 
scientists really believe that the advancement of scientific understanding is a matter of voting? 
 
G.  Angular momentum in the solar system is dominated by the outer planets (unlike the inner, 
they orbit its centre-of-mass - not the Sun).  The torque applied by these giants drives the Sun’s 
own irregular orbit, and hence its inertially- related eruptive activity.  The consequent highly-
variable outflow of charged solar particles is the major factor in climate at human-relevant time-
scales.  The great El Niño of 1997/8 may have made 1998 the warmest year during 1650-2050; 
and the ‘Quiet Sun’ should again be discernible by 2020.  The Landscheidt Minimum will be 
mature by 2030 - but the cold won’t last.  Happily, we should be warm again by about 2050. 
 
CONCLUSIONS.  Pay no worship to scientists predicting Armageddon.  Don’t beggar the 
already-poor by diverting US$400B/yr (the UK Stern Review’s proposed 1% of world GDP) to 
decarbonising the global economy - in a spurious “fight to confront global warming”.  Fight 
monomaniacal scientists instead!  Our ever-changing climate will either warm or cool – naturally 
– and we must adapt.  Planners should apply the precautionary principle to cooling too. 



                Attachment 1 
OFF-MESSAGE ON CLIMATE CHANGE 

Those who cast the votes decide nothing.  Those who count them decide everything.  Stalin. 
 
On the reverse, is an abbreviation of the prescribed two-page Executive Summary submitted for 
the 29th Annual Conference of the International Association for Energy Economics.  Dr Rajendra 
Pachauri, who succeeded Sir John Houghton as head of IPCC, is a former president of IAEE.  
Although a long-standing member, I was uncertain of the reaction to a presentation entitled 
“Global warming or cooling: it’s still the Sun”.  I need not have worried. 
 
Arriving at Potsdam Congress Hotel on 6/6/06, a letter to “Mr Bob Foster, Lavoisier Group” 
from “Prof Dr Georg Erdma nn, Conference Chair” confirmed registration, and happily (paying 
for myself) my author’s discount.  The good news ends there.  My paper was not in the 492-page 
book of Executive Summaries – neither was I granted a speaking slot in the 53-session program.  
The conference attracted academics and bureaucrats from around the world; and it had all the 
fervour of a revivalist meeting - but about carbon-credit trading, stack-gas geo-sequestration, 
personal carbon ent itlements, hydrogen economy, etc.  I was off-message. 
 
Life is fraught, when not on-message.  For instance, The Guardian columnist, George Monbiot, 
threatens us in his book “Heat: how to stop the planet from Burning”, by fulminating: 
When we’ve finally gotten serious about global warming, when the impacts are really hitting us 
and we’re in a full worldwide scramble to minimize the damage, we should have war crimes 
trials for these bastards – some sort of climate Nuremberg … 
MIT professor Richard Lindzen tells of last December’s American Geophysical Union meeting: 
We’re in interesting times.  Al Gore, at the San Francisco AGU, basically encouraged scientists 
to have the courage to conform, and to demand the freedom to suppress dissent.  He did this to 
the rousing cheers of thousands of geophysicists.  Even Orwell might have been shocked. 
 
I went off-message  when CSIRO and Commission for the Future brought ‘greenhouse firebrand’ 
Stephen Schneider to Australia, as lead-speaker for Greenhouse Action ’88.  I was one of three 
Australians honoured to share his platform (in Melbourne, linked to halls nationally).  Schneider 
transfixed an eager audience by asserting the “strong opinion” of climatologists was that the 
atmosphere would warm as much in the next 50 years (32 still to go!) as in the past 15,000.  I 
then told 800 ticket-buying souls not to worry - we palaeoclimatologists can report that the past 
15,000 years include transition from the last Glacial to the current Interglacial.  A kilometre of 
ice covered the site of Detroit back then (and sea- level was 100 metres lower); and the chance of 
equivalent further warming by 2038 is small indeed.   Far from being reassured, the whole hall 
hissed!  Those earnest folks wanted catastrophe.  Unsurprisingly, I have not been invited to 
speak since on climate change at a mainstream forum.  
 
CSIRO is Australia’s “trusted scientific umpire”, and endorsement by it is a high accolade.  It 
endorses a people-driven climate; and its Future climate change in Australia poster - free to 
schools and libraries – says there will be no cooling anywhere.  At my birth-place (Darwin), for 
instance, “Dec-Feb days above 35 0C” rise from one “now”, to 2-13 in 2030.  By 2070, it is dire 
– 5-79 days above 35 0C (in a 90-day quarter).  Can this be science?  Or is it taxpayer-funded 
scare mongering?  The living is easier if you talk catastrophe, it seems.  Just stay on-message! 



                Attachment 2 
GLOBAL WARMING OR COOLING: IT’S STILL THE SUN 

(Based on a 2-page ‘Executive Summary’ submitted by Bob Foster to IAEE Potsdam – June ‘06) 
 
The 2001 ‘projection’ by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) of 1.4-5.8 0C 
global warming in 1990-2100, is built on implausibly-high Third World economic growth.  Per-
capita GDP for Australia in 1990 was US$17,000 (Market Exchange Rate basis); and in 2100, 
IPCC’s “storylines” predict 55-61 (still MER US$ 1990 thousands) – compared to Afghanistan 
69-78 and Zimbabwe 68-87.  Not bad for them, eh?  But wait.  South Africa, with world-greatest 
coal-intens ity (76% of its primary-energy is coal), does even better.   In 1990, its per-capita GDP 
was a modest 2.8; but in 2100 it will be an almost-unimaginable 394-470!  IPCC’s high-end 
(A1FI) ‘scenario ’ has world coal-use up by 37% over 1990-2000.  In reality, it grew 22% in 
1990-2004.  Little of that growth was in South Africa – but 86% was in China. 
 
Yes, IPCC’s PEOPLE-DRIVEN CLIMATE hypothesis hypes Third World  wealth; but a worse 
– and strangely passé – malady afflicts its science.  The Earth/Space system is unacknowledged!  
Instead, IPCC invokes an autonomous Earth with a self-contained climate:  Remember poor 
Galileo?  He proved Earth does not occupy a preferred location at the centre of the Universe, and 
had to recant - or burn.  Today’s ‘New Jesuits’ still insist black is white: 
1.  The Mediaeval Warm Period and series of Little Ice Age cold periods didn’t happen. 
2.  The atmosphere rules – despite the top 200 metres of ocean containing x30 more heat. 
3.  An unchanging climate is only now warming – because of people burning fossil fuels. 
4.  Unless we decarbonise the world economy, continued warming is inevitable. 
5.  Humanity can regain a stable climate – by ‘doing the right thing’ about energy-use. 
 
But Earth does not travel in an empty Universe.  Instead, we are exposed to inertial/resonant and 
electromagnetic influences – hence the VARIABLE SUN-CLIMATE CONNECTION: 
1.  Our ever-changing climate is linked primarily to widely-variable solar eruptive activity; and 
the Maunder Minimum “Quiet Sun” (1645-1715) was a killing solar-holiday. 
2.  The subsequent 300-year warming trend is unusual, because the modern high-activity solar 
episode has hardly been matched in the past 7,000 years. 
3.  In the 20th Century, global warming was in two roughly-equal tranches. 
4.  The first (1910-1940), pre-dates the big growth in fossil- fuel consumption. 
5.  Instead, the post-WW2 jump in usage marked the start of 30 years’ global cooling. 
6.  Warming abruptly resumed with the Great Pacific Climate Shift of 1976/7.  This inertial event 
involved a large reduction in upwelling of cold water in the equatorial eastern Pacific. 
7.  External influences, not people, are the principal driver of our ever-changing climate. 
8.  The collective angular momentum of the giant outer planets drives the Sun’s irregular orbit 
about the centre-of-mass of the solar system - and their influence can be predicted. 
9.  The next Little Ice Age cold period will be discernible by 2020 - and full-blown by 2030. 
 
IPCC’s people-driven-climate yields unidirectional PROJECTIONS: no cooler intervals at all, 
just ever-more warming.  The contrarian hypothesis of a variable Sun-climate connection offers 
PREDICTIONS.  Planners need predictions.  Because the Landscheidt Minimum is within the 
planning horizon of responsible governments, we must ask: How will governments keep people 
warm and fed at this time of potentially-great human misery? 



             Attachment 3 
GDP IN AD2100 FOR IPCC’S HIGHEST/LOWEST SRES EMISSION SCENARIOS 

(Thousands of 1990 US dollars per-capita, calculated on a market-exchange-rate basis) 
     1990     2100 Markers 
   Actuals  High-end (A1)        Low-end (B1) 
South Korea      6.5           653           201 
South Africa      2.8           470           364 
Malaysia       2.6           208             64 
Italy     19.9           177           110 
Russian Federation     6.9 (PPP basis)         170           103 
Germany    21.1           168           105 
Thailand      1.8           165             51 
Argentina       5.8           152             90 
Japan       27.0           132             93 
United States      22 2           114             79 
Brazil       2.7           112             68 
Mexico      3 3           104             62 
Canada    21 6             88             73 
Zimbabwe      0.6             87             68 
Cameroon      1.0             82             64 
China (PRC)      0.3             78             39 
Afghanistan      NA             78             69 
Algeria      1.7             75           158 
Venezuela      2.7             71             42 
Indonesia       0.6             68             21 
Philippines      0.7             66             20 
Australia     17.3             61             55 
Peru       1.0             38             23 
India       0.3             36             32 
Pakistan      0.4             25             23 
Bangladesh      0.2             23             21 
Turkey       1.9             12             87 
 
Source: Special Report on Emission Scenarios at http://sres.ciesin.columbia.edu/tgcia/ website.  
Note: Ian Castles criticises IPCC’s choice of market exchange rate rather than the widely-
accepted purchasing power parity as its basis for GDP comparisons. 
Warning:  The per-capita GDP data for individual countries has been down-scaled by SRES 
from totals for the four regions comprising the world.  However, it is only GDP for the regions  
which has formal IPCC approval; and the individual-country numbers are thus without official 
standing.  It seems obvious, though, that any country for which GDP might be revised down 
must be matched by revising another up – and then, only if its carbon- intensity is the same.  
Otherwise the approved totals for emissions would change. 
1990 “actuals”: From World Resources 1994-95: a guide to the global environment, the World 
Resources Institute in collaboration with the UN Environment Program and the UN 
Development Program, Oxford University Press 1994, 400 p.  This volume gives 1991 numbers; 
and I have used them as surrogate for IPCC’s 1990 base-year. 



          Attachment 4 
IS IT SUN OR PEOPLE DRIVING CLIMATE?  WHO CARES?  POLITICS RULES! 

 
A mainly- scientific issue was transformed by scientist/politician Margaret Thatcher.  The people-
driven-warming hypothesis offered her two plums for picking.  One was a prop for Britain’s 
ailing state-owned nuclear power industry.  By 1990, she was also in a fight to the finish with the 
Scargill-led (and Ghaddafi-supported) coal miners.  She could offer reduced UK greenhouse gas 
emissions  - by replacing Mid lands coal with North Sea gas.  Goodbye , trouble-making mine 
workers!  Newly-unified Germany had its own albatross – the inefficient, and coal-powered, 
industries of the former DDR; and climate change also allowed their politically -painless closure 
 
I am just speculating here.  The collapse of the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact removed the fear 
that glued the two sides of the Atlantic.  Now, incipiently anti-American Western Europe needed 
a means of limiting the  economic power of its energy- intensive chief competitor.  Britain and 
Germany, by contributing deep cuts, enabled Europe to unite on the global warming issue – 
because it gave room for under-developed EU states to painlessly enter the fold.  Not much noise 
is made about it, but under the EU umbrella, Spain (in 2005, a bigger energy-user than Australia) 
is permitted 2008-12 average GHG emissions of 115% its 1990 level - far above the (unratified) 
108% for Australia.  For smaller Greece and Portugal, it is 125/127%. 
 
Thus, provided the EU Lilliputians can get their Kyoto-net over the United States behemoth, US 
economic dominance can be prevented.  (The EU was not yet thinking of China and India as 
major competitors.)  Why did the Clinton administration fall for this ploy?  Speculating again ; at 
the time of negotiating the treaty which became the Kyoto Protocol in 1997, the US saw carbon-
credit trading as preventing the then- feared economic collapse of the Russian Federation.  
Otherwise, surely, there would have been no point in giving Russia a 100% allowanc e when 
actual emissions were far lower – and still heading south.  Russia’s primary energy consumption 
(BP figures, in million tonnes oil-equivalent) for 1990, 1997 and 2005 were 853, 611 and 680 
respectively.  It will be interesting if Russia sells too big a quantity of carbon credits to the EU, 
and thus overshoots.  I pity the bureaucrat who then has to extract a big fine from Russia. 
 
Save for President Bush and PM Howard, virtually all The Great and the Good in the developed 
West have sung the ‘people-driven-climate’ tune ever since Kyoto.  The first notable defection 
was the Report by the House of Lords Select Committee in 2005: The Economics of Climate 
Change (v. I Report, 84 p. and v. II Evidence, 310 p.).  Its abstract said, inter alia: 
We have some concerns about the objectivity of the IPCC process, with some of its emission 
scenarios and summary documentation apparently influenced by political considerations. 
There are significant doubts about some aspects of the IPCC emission scenario exercise, in 
particular, the high emissions scenarios. 
The Government should press the IPCC for better estimates of the monetary costs of global 
warming damage and for explicit monetary comparisons between the costs of measures to 
control warming and their benefits. 
 
Indeed, the UK government did respond – but with a comprehensive rebuttal rather than a 
follow-up, as recommended by the Select Committee report published in July 2005.  In the same 
month the Stern Review on The Economics of Climate Change was commissioned. 



This formidable document (550 p. plus) was launched in October 2006 - where PM Blair said: 
… what is not in doubt is that the scientific evidence of global warming caused by greenhouse 
gas emissions is now overwhelming … [and] … that if the science is right, the consequences for 
our planet are literally disastrous … what the Stern Review shows is how the economic benefits 
of strong early action easily outweigh any costs. 
 
At the initiative of David Henderson (former Head of the Economics and Statistics Department 
of OECD), a prompt analysis ‘The Stern Review: A dual Critique” was sent to World Economics 
(2006, v.7 no.4 pp.165-232).  Among the 15 authors are two Australians – in Pt I Science, Bob 
Carter, James Cook Uni (Townsville): in Pt II Economics, Ian Castles (formerly Head of the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics, now ANU Canberra).  Among criticisms of the Review are: 
On the basis of what it takes to be established science, together with its own distinctive analysis 
of the economic issues, it draws strong and confident conclusions for policy. 
[But] … first … it greatly understates the extent of uncertainty, for there are strict limits to what 
can be said with assurance about the evolution of complex systems that are not well understood. 
Second … its treatment of sources and evidence is selective and biased. 
Overall, our conclusion is that the Review is flawed to a degree that makes it unsuitable, if not 
unwise, for use in setting policy. 
And a specific example: 
… the Review selects IPCC scenario A2 as its base case.  This … projects global population in 
2100 at 15 billion. … the A2 estimate for 2100 is more than 50% above the UN’s latest median 
population scenario and 7% above its high scenario.  This inflated population estimate inflates 
emissions and, more important, the numbers at risk for each of the climate-sensitive hazards 
examined in the review, and hence the consequences and costs of dealing with them. 
 
Knowledgeable cautions like that in World Economics are exceptions; and the people-caused-
climate-change juggernaut rolls on unimpeded.  A recent triumph for catastrophism is the 
announcement on 13 February 2007 (yet again invoking ‘consensus’) by US Senators John 
McCain and Joe Lieberman: 
There is now a broad consensus in this country, and indeed in the world, that global warming is 
happening, that it is a serious problem, and that humans are causing it. 
[And] … if we fail to start substantially reducing greenhouse gas emissions in the next couple of 
year , we risk bequeathing a diminished world to our grandchildren.  Insect-borne diseases such 
as malaria will spike as tropical ecosystems expand; hotter air will exacerbate the pollution that 
sends children to the hospital with asthma attacks; food insecurity from shifting agricultural 
zones will spark border wars; and storms and coastal flooding from sea-level rise will cause 
mortality and dislocation. 
 
The American Association for the Advancement of Science remains a trenchant people -caused-
warming Jeremiah.  For instance, an editorial in its journal Science of 16 February 2007 (v.315, 
p.913), by IPCC chairman R.K. Pachauri, says: 
Economic progress achieved since the advent of industrialization has resulted largely from 
advances in science and technology. … [But] … the current path of economic growth deviates 
from the objectives of sustainable development. … [And] among the negative externalities 
created by human activities, the cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases have had by far the 
most serious consequences in terms of global climate change. 



          Attachment 5 
NATURE DISSECTS THE NEW IPCC REPORT – AND AUSTRALIA’S PM TOO 

 
The words “CLIMATE CHANGE 2007: The IPCC report dissected” appear on the cover of 
Nature for 8 February 2007, referring to the release on the 2nd of the Summary for Policymakers 
of “Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis”.  Its main conclusions are: 
Most of the observed increase in globally averaged temperatures since the mid-20th century is 
very likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic greenhouse gas concentrations.  For 
the next two decades a warming of about 0.2 0C per decade is projected for a range of SRES 
emission scenarios.  Even if concentrations of all greenhouse gases and aerosols had been 
kept constant at year 2000 levels, a further warming of about 0.1 0C per decade would be 
expected.  It then explains that best estimates of warming for 2090-2099 (relative to 1980-1999 
are: Low Scenario (B1): 1.1 to 2.9 0C; and High Scenario (A1FI): 2.4 to 6.4 0C1. 
 
Inside the journal (v.445 p.567), is an editorial “Light at the end of the tunnel”: 
The release of the 2007 report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change last Friday 
marks an important milestone.  Following the scientific consensus [There is that word again!] 
that has been apparent for some time, a solid political consensus that acknowledges the problem 
finally seems to be within reach.  But achieving this outcome brings its own risks. 
Until quite recently (perhaps even until last week), the general global narrative of the great 
climate-change debate has been deceptively straightforward.  The climate-science community, 
together with the entire environmental movement and a broad alliance of opinion leaders from 
Greenpeace and Ralph Nader to Senator John McCain2 and many US evangelical Christians, 
has been advocating meaningful action to curtail greenhouse gas emissions.  This requirement 
has been disputed by a collection of money-men and some isolated scientists, in alliance with the 
current president of the United States and a handful of like minded ideologues such as 
Australia’s prime minister John Howard. 
The IPCC report, released in Paris, has served a useful purpose in removing the last ground 
from under the climate-change sceptics’ feet, leaving them looking marooned and ridiculous3.   
And then, later: 
In a sense, twenty years of frustrating trench warfare with the sceptics has prevented a rational 
discussion about what needs to be done from even taking place. 
And: 
The fundamental difficulty here is that it has been politically impossible to accept that fighting 
global warming may involve some economic sacrifice, at least while the sceptics were in the 
picture.  As these are vanquished, it becomes possible … 
In case you doubt the veracity of this quote, let me reassure you: These vile words are indeed 
from an editorial in the world’s leading science journal. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
1.  The much-criticised SRES scenarios are unchanged from TAR of 2001.  Ian Castles (ANU) 
says that projected Third World economic growth out to 2100 is “implausibly high” in (low-end) 
scenario B1, and “unimaginably high” in (high-end) A1FI. 
2.  On 13 February, US senators John McCain and Joe Lieberman declared: 
There is now a broad consensus in this country, and indeed in the world, that global warming is 
happening, that it is a serious problem, and that humans are causing it. 
3.  The words here underlined were repeated on the same page, as a block – IN RED. 



          Attachment 6 
IPCC’S SUMMARY FOR POLICYMAKERS – CAN YOU FIND THE BIG LIE? 

 
Adolf Hitler’s Mein Kampf hypothesised the “Big Lie” as a means of attracting a naive and 
credulous public to his view; and Dr Goebbels brought the technique to malevolent fruition.  I 
absolutely am not likening those at IPCC to either of them – although some IPCC supporters 
(think Al Gore) describe us sceptics as “deniers”, albeit not “holocaust deniers”.  No, I am only 
talking here of techniques for winning-over “policymakers”. 
 
Second Assessment Report 
IPCC’s Second Assessment Report (SAR) “Climate Change 1995: the science of climate change” 
underpinned the treaty developed at Kyoto in 1997.  However, there is little chance that 
policymakers around the world - be they politicians or bureaucrats - would have read this 
intensely-scientific 572-page Report, before they began negotiating the  Protocol.  Doubtless, 
they would have relied on its Summary for Policymakers. 
 
To reach the Summary, policymakers would have passed a brief introductory statement, which 
(misleadingly) asserted that the Report presents a comprehensive, objective, and balanced view 
of the subject matter.  Then, over the page, they would have encountered the Preface - 
containing but a single reference to climate-change science: … that observations suggest “a 
discernible human influence on global climate”, one of the key findings of this report, adds an 
important new dimension to the discussion of the climate change issue. 
 
This attention-getting statement is repeated almost verbatim, and quite without elaboration, in the 
subsequent Summary for Policymakers (p.5).  However, policymakers seeking more detail on 
this “key finding” would have been disappointed.  The relevant chapter is much less forthright.  
It says (p.439): Finally, we come to the difficult question of when the detection and attribution of 
human-induced climate change is likely to occur. 
 
And it continues only briefly  – without offering the supporting evidence: The body of statistical 
evidence … when examined in the context of our physical understanding of the climate system, 
now points towards a discernible human influence on global climate.  Our ability to quantify the 
magnitude of this effect is currently limited by uncertainties in key factors . 
 
After release of SAR, the man who became the principal representative of the United States 
(Clinton/Gore) Administration at Kyoto, Timothy Wirth, Under Secretary of State for Global 
Affairs, is quoted in Nature on 25 July 1996 (v.382, p.267): 
Wirth described as a ‘remarkable statement’ the conclusion of the IPCC’s latest report on 
climate change, that ‘the balance of evidence suggests that there is a discernible human 
influence on global climate’.  He said the administration took the report ‘very seriously’. 
And, as a reminder of the scientific climate prevailing at tha t time: 
Wirth described the IPCC’s critics as ‘naysayers and special interest groups bent on belittling, 
attacking and obfuscating climate change science’. 
 
Only after release of SAR, were details published: Santer, B.D. et al 2006, “A search for human 
influences on the thermal structure of the atmosphere”, Nature v.382, pp.39-46. 



We now know what was done: Michaels, P.J. and P.C. Knappenberger 1996. “Human effect on 
global climate?”, Nature v.384, pp.522-3.  It turns out that IPCC had relied on a short (25-year) 
run of observed atmospheric temperatures, encompassing the 1963-87 interval.  The years 
selected did show a warming trend  as required.  But that is not the whole story.  Available at that 
time was a 37-year run of data, including 5 earlier years back to 1958, and 8 later years up to 
1995.  When the full run is used, the warming trend disappears!   Peer review had failed to assure 
quality – even to science-undergraduate level. 
 
IPCC chose a starting year which was cooled by the Mt Agung eruption,  and finished in the 
warmth of the 1987/8 El Niño.  If it had come further, IPCC would have been caught by the 
cooling which followed on from the Mt Pinatubo eruption of 1991.  IPCC’s warming trend was 
an artefact of the limited set of years chosen.  Why did this dissembling not create a stir when 
exposed?  Because the issue related strictly to climatology; it was in-house - within the scientific 
specialty championing the human-caused-warming hypothesis. 
 
Third Assessment Report 
IPCC’s Third Assessment Report (TAR) “Climate Change 2001: the scientific basis” dropped the 
SAR “key finding”, and proffered up a tota lly-unrelated replacement.  The ‘Mann hockeystick’ 
(Figure 1b in the Summary for Policymakers, and repeated several times thereafter) presented 
900 years of relatively invariant climate in the Northern Hemisphere, followed by abrupt 
warming during the past century. 
 
Unwisely, IPCC had crossed from climatology (numerical modelling) into palaeoclimatology 
(observation/correlation), and triggered an outcry - which continues.  Palaeoclimatologists have 
abundant pre-thermometer proxy evidence that climate in Europe and North America fluctuated 
widely over the past millennium.  These fluctuations have the same timing on both continents - 
correlating with proxy (ie. pre-sunspot-count) evidence of solar variability. 
 
Damage control ensued.  Dr Michael C. MacCracken1, an IPCC Lead Author, evaluated the 
Sun/climate connection, as “Uncertainties emphasised by special interests”, thus: 
Twentieth century warming is primarily a recovery from the Little Ice Age and results largely 
from natural changes in solar output (or changes in cosmic rays, or solar field strength, or the 
lengths of sunspot cycles, or whatever curve one can construct) rather than the increase in 
greenhouse gas concentrations.  Most of these claims are based on little more than correlations 
rather than on causal mechanisms supported by high quality, or even any quantitative, data.  
Some claims require small changes in a solar parameter to magically have large effects on the 
climate while insisting that much larger changes in energy due to increasing concentrations of 
greenhouse gases will only cause small changes in temperature.  A number of these results 
would require overturning all that science has learned about global and planetary energetics 
while failing to explain how the Sun possibly knows to initiate its unique changes at exactly the 
same time that human activities start having an influence.  In these arguments, The Skeptics 
glory in reporting the uncertainties described by IPCC about greenhouse gases and climate 
sensitivity while the same uncertainty is waved away in presentations that would make a 
revivalist preacher proud. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
1.  President of the International Association of Meteorology and Atmospheric Sciences - in a paper “Uncertainties: 
how little do we really understand?” to a Science and Technology Conference at Rice University in November 2003. 



Fourth Assessment Report 
The Summary for Policymakers of IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) “Climate Change 
2007: the physical science basis” was released in early February.  The ‘hockeystick’ appears no 
longer to be with us.  Good, you say?  Not so fast!  The Sun has NOT been reinstated - but 
demoted to the point of irrelevance.  Changes in solar irradiance since 1750 are estimated to 
cause a natural forcing of +0.12 Wm-2, which is less than half the estimate given in the TAR. 
 
On the other hand, the globally averaged net effect of human activities since 1750 has been a 
warming, with a radiative forcing of +1.6 Wm-2.  Who needs a Sun?  If it were not for humans, 
there would be no perceptible difference between climate in 1750 and now.  In addition (and 
here, I agree): Volcanic aerosols contribute an additional natural forcing but are not included in 
this  figure due to their episodic nature.  Ours is indeed a people-driven climate. 
 
The only good news is the demise of the ‘hockeystick’: Some recent studies indicate greater 
variability in Northern Hemisphere temperatures than suggested in the TAR, particularly finding 
that cooler periods existed in the 12th to 14th, 17th, and 19th centuries.  Warmer periods prior to 
the 20th century are within the uncertainty range given in the TAR. 
To refer only to “some recent studies”, is being economical with the truth.  George H. Denton, 
and Wibjörn Karlén 1973, “Holocene climatic variations – their pattern and possible cause”, 
Quaternary Research, v.3 pp.155-205, triggered a flow of papers which has never stopped.  And 
now that IPCC has declared the Sun hors de combat, what variability caused those “cooler 
periods”?  Is IPCC really interested in science – or only when it gets caught out? 
 
What should happen now? 
There are several extra-terrestrial influences on climate which are as yet too little understood to 
justify dismissal without further study.  Henrik Svensmark, in “The Antarctic climate anomaly 
and galactic cosmic rays”, arXiv:physics/0612145v1 14 Dec 2006, makes the point that clouds 
provide a net cooling effect on Earth of some 15 Wm-2; and that a reduction in cloud cover of 
only 8% would warm the globe by almost 2 0C.  He continues: … a chain of evidence appears to 
be complete, which links low-level clouds to the well-known modulation of galactic cosmic-ray 
intensity by solar magnetic activity, to the detected influence of galactic cosmic rays on 
cloudiness, and also to experimental evidence that electrons set free by passing muons help to 
make aerosols the pre-cursor to cloud condensation nuclei at low altitudes.  The roles of cosmic 
rays and clouds as active players in climate change therefore merit closer attention  
 
Is he right?  I don’t know; particle physics is not my field - but it sounds interesting.   All we can 
ask is that those supporting climate change research keep an open mind when allocating funds. 
 
But the auguries are discouraging - catastrophism is endemic in science.  Remember the 1970s 
Global Cooling scare?  John Bender collected quotes: The continued rapid cooling of the earth 
since WWII is in accord with the increase in global air pollution associated with 
industrialization, mechanization, urbanization and exploding population. – Reid Bryson, 
“Global Ecology: Readings towards a rational strategy for Man”, (1971).  Also: This cooling has 
already killed hundreds of thousands of people.  If it continues and no strong action is taken, it 
will cause world famine, world chaos and world war; and this could all come about before the 
year 2000. – Lowell Ponte “The Cooling”, (1976). 























































Another unknown unknown – solar magnetics 
 
If there were but a single ‘sleeping giant’ in climatology – and there probably isn’t – a good 
candidate would be variation in the (solar-driven) interplanetary magnetic field.  Earth’s field 
reverses on an irregular millennial scale – but generally, solar polarity reverses just after the peak 
of each ca. 11-year (Schwabe) sunspot cycle.  (Counting forward from the mid 1700s, we are 
presently at the very end of sunspot cycle 23.  Sunspots from cycle 24 should predominate from 
some time during the course of this year.)  The period of the solar magnetic (Hale) cycle is ca. 
21/22 years. 
 
William J.R. Alexander 2005, “Linkages between solar activity and climatic responses”, Energy 
& Environment v.16 no. 2 pp. 239-53, says: 
Statistically significant 21-year periodicity is present concurrently in South African annual 
rainfall, river flow, flood peak maxima, groundwater levels, lake levels and the Southern 
Oscillation Index.. This is directly related to the double sunspot cycle. … The two sunspot cycles 
that comprise the double sunspot cycle … have fundamentally different effects on the hydro- 
meteorological responses. 
There are somewhat similar indications in stream-flow variability for the giant Paraná River in 
South America; but I have not heard of similar findings – nor indeed, studies – in Australia. 
 
Figure 37 is from Piers Corbyn of Weather Action.  His company provides longer-term 
weather forecasts in commercial competition with the UK Met Office using correlations with the 
variable Sun-Earth magnetic linkage – not numerical models of a self-contained climate.  (The 
AA index of geomagnetic activity, to which he refers, is a measure of the disturbance level of 
earth’s magnetic field, based on magnetometer observations of two, nearly antipodal, stations in 
Australia and England.  Numbers along the x-axis of his graph are years of the Hale cylce.  But 
each graph represents two Schwabe cycles – hence number 1 is not at the LH end of the graph.) 
 
It is time for IPCC to consider the possible implications of a broader Sun-Earth connection than 
just that which can be attributed to little-varying solar irradiance. 
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Postscript: look out for (3) the Royal Society 
 
The Lord Kelvin and 1892 are long gone, but the Royal Society hasn’t changed.  It still sees 
striking correlations between events on Sun and Earth as “mere coincidence”.  Alert readers of 
this document will have already noted the correlation between zero phases in the (giant-planet 
imposed) solar torque cycle, length-of-day change on Earth, and global temperature (see Figures 
13, 14 above).  The last temperature-trend reversal on Earth was marked by the Great Pacific 
Climate Shift of 1976/7; and this curtailment in upwelling of cold, deep, water in the equatorial 
eastern Pacific is (Figures 25, 26) an externally-driven inertial event.  Below is plot of El 
Niño/Southern Oscillation (Figure 41) which shows the greater incidence of La Niña (more 
upwelling) prior to the 76/7 Shift, and of El Niño (less upwelling) thereafter.  Plotted on the 
same graph is global surface temperature.  Can you see the Shift  – and its impact? 
 
On 10 April 2007, the Royal Society issued a press release “Man made climate change: the real 
science”.  It proffers up a simple guide to climate change controversies, as six ‘straw men’ in 
which it poses - and then demolishes - objections to its hypothesis of a primarily people-driven 
climate.  The most-relevant here is: Argument 4: ‘Global warming is all to do with the Sun’, 
which is sub-headed “What does the science say? ”  Its demolition-job is, inter alia: 
Changes in the Sun’s activity influence the Earth’s climate through small but significant 
variations in its intensity.  When it is in a more ‘active’ phase … it emits more light and heat.  
While there is evidence of a link between solar activity and some of the warming in the early 
20th Century, … there has been very little change in underlying solar activity in the last 30 years 
… and so this cannot account for the recent rise we have seen in global temperatures. 
 
Nelson-like, the Society has raised its spy-glass to its blind eye  - choosing to see solar activity 
only in terms of little-varying solar irradiance.  It has failed to acknowledge the existence of 
inertial/resonant drivers at many time-scales, and their inertial and/or electromagnetic outcomes - 
for example, very-widely-variable blasts of solar wind.  Furthermore, blindness also seems also 
to be the only plausible explanation for the Society’s failure to see a correlation between the 
PDO regime-change in 76/7 and global temperature – see below. 

Figure 41 
 

CHANGES IN ENSO-STATE AND GLOBAL TEMPERATURE AT 76/7 PDO SHIFT 

 








