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Summary 

 

The climate energy transfer processes related to climate change are reviewed. The observed 

increase in the atmospheric concentration of CO2 of approximately 140 parts per million (ppm), 

from 280 to 420 ppm since the start of the Industrial Revolution has had no measureable effect on 

the earth’s climate. The concept of radiative forcings, feedbacks and climate sensitivity as 

described in Chapter 7 of the UN IPCC AR6 Working Group 1 Report is pseudoscientific 

nonsense. A contrived set of radiative forcings is used to ‘tune’ the climate models so that they 

appear to match an equally contrived ‘global mean temperature record’. The radiative forcings are 

then divided into ‘human’ and ‘natural’ forcings and the ‘human’ caused warming produced in the 

climate models is used to attribute fossil fuel combustion to an increase in the frequency and 

severity of ‘extreme weather events’. In reality, an infrared radiative forcing produced by an 

increase in atmospheric ‘greenhouse gas’ concentration cannot change the energy balance of the 

earth, nor can it produce a measurable change in surface temperature. We then follow the Yellow 

Brick Road back from AR6 to the Emerald City and the climate wizard Hansen. In 1981, he created 

the magic spell that allowed the change in long wave IR (LWIR) radiation from an increase in CO2 

concentration to heat the oceans. He also made the ocean oscillations disappear and stopped the 

wind and the waves from changing the climate. This has been hidden behind a curtain of 

pseudoscientific radiative forcings for over 40 years. We then continue back to the foundation of 

the modern Equilibrium Climate Fantasy Land by Manabe and Wetherald in 1967. They added a 

9 or 18 layer radiative transfer calculation to the original equilibrium air column used by Arrhenius 

in 1896. When the CO2 concentration was increased, the calculations created global warming as a 

mathematical artifact of the simplifying assumptions used to build the model. They also 

incorporated a fixed relative humidity distribution that produced a water vapor feedback that 

amplified the warming. The early climate modelers chose to believe that their simplistic one 

dimensional radiative convective model could simulate the earth’s climate. Mainstream climate 

‘science’ has degenerated past dogma into the Imperial Cult of the Global Warming Apocalypse. 

The computer programmers and mathematicians involved in climate modeling became Born Again 

Morons, trapped in a web of lies of their own making. They became prophets of the Imperial Cult 

of the Global Warming Apocalypse. Instead of the Divine Right of Kings we now have the Divine 

Right of Born Again Morons to amend the basic Laws of Physics and save the world from a non-

existent problem. Eisenhower’s warning about the corruption of science by government funding 

has come true. It is time to dismantle this pseudoscientific climate fraud.  

 

Key Words 

 

Carbon dioxide, climate change, climate sensitivity, greenhouse gas, ocean oscillations, radiation 

balance, radiative forcing, radiative transfer, surface temperature, water vapor feedback. 
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Introduction 

 

Since the start of the Industrial Revolution about 200 years ago, the atmospheric concentration of 

CO2 has increased by approximately 140 parts per million (ppm), from 280 to 420 ppm. This is 

illustrated in Figure 1a [Keeling, 2023]. Radiative transfer calculations show that this has produced 

a decrease near 2 W m-2 in the longwave IR (LWIR) flux emitted to space at the top of the 

atmosphere (TOA) within the spectral range of the CO2 emission bands. There has also been a 

similar increase in the downward LWIR flux from the lower troposphere to the surface. For a ‘CO2 

doubling’ from 280 to 560 ppm, the decrease in outgoing longwave radiation (OLR) is estimated 

to be 3.7 W m-2, with a similar increase in downward LWIR flux to the surface. At present, the 

average annual increase in CO2 concentration is near 2.4 ppm yr-1. This produces an increase in 

the downward LWIR flux to the surface of approximately 0.034 W m-2 per year. The change in 

both the outgoing longwave radiation (OLR) emitted to space and the downward LWIR flux to the 

surface LWIR flux as the CO2 concentration increases is shown in Figure 1b [Harde, 2017]. The 

fundamental climate issue that has to be addressed is therefore: how do these changes in LWIR 

flux alter the surface temperature of the earth? 

 

 
Figure 1: a) the measured increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration from 1800 (Keeling curve) and b) 

calculated changes in atmospheric LWIR flux produced by an increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration 

from 0 to 760 ppm. 

 

The short answer is that thermal engineering calculations of the change in surface temperature 

using the time dependent flux terms coupled to the surface thermal reservoirs show that any CO2 

induced change in surface temperature is ‘too small to measure’. This has been discussed in detail 

by Clark and Rorsch [2023] (CR23). The whole concept of radiative forcings, feedbacks and 

climate sensitivity as described in Chapter 7 of the AR6 Working Group 1 Report is 

pseudoscientific nonsense [IPCC, 2021]. 

 

The thermal engineering analysis and the pseudoscience of radiative forcing will now be 

considered in more detail. 
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Thermal Engineering Analysis 

 

There are five parts to the engineering analysis. 

 

1) The radiative transfer calculation of the change in LWIR flux at the top of the atmosphere (TOA) 

is incomplete. It has to be extended to include the change in the rate of cooling of the troposphere. 

When this is done, the total LWIR cooling rate for the troposphere is in the 2 to 2.5 K day-1 range 

[Feldman et al, 2008]. The maximum change for a ‘CO2 doubling’ is a decrease in the rate of 

cooling, or a slight warming of +0.08 K per day [Iacono et al, 2008]. This is illustrated in Figure 

2. At a lapse rate of -6.5 K km-1 an increase in temperature of +0.08 K is produced by a decrease 

in altitude of about 12 meters. This is equivalent to riding an elevator down four floors.  

 

 
Figure 2: a) Total (10 to 3250 cm-1) and band-averaged IR cooling rate profiles for the tropical model 

atmosphere on a log-pressure scale. b) Tropospheric heating rates produced by a CO2 ‘doubling’ from 287 to 

574 ppm at mid latitude. 

 

2) The upward and downward LWIR flux terms are decoupled by molecular line broadening. 

Almost all of the downward LWIR flux to the surface originates from within the first 2 km layer 

of the troposphere. Approximately half of this flux originates from the first 100 meter layer above 

the surface. This is illustrated in Figure 3 [Clark, 2013]. Within the troposphere, any change in 

temperature related to LWIR cooling is fully coupled to the temperature changes produced by 

turbulent convection. This means that the small amount of tropospheric heating produced by a 

‘greenhouse gas forcing’ is simply re-radiated to space as wideband LWIR emission (there may 

also be a change in altitude and therefore gravitational potential). THERE IS NO CHANGE TO 

THE ENERGY BALANCE OF THE EARTH. This is illustrated in Figure 4 [CR23 Chaps. 2 and 

8, Gibert et al, 2007]. (The changes in cooling rates in the stratosphere require very small changes 

in flux because of the low air density).  
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Figure 3: The transition from absorption-emission to free photon flux as the linewidth decreases with altitude. 

a) Single H2O line near 231 cm-1. b) Linewidths for H2O and CO2 lines in the 590 to 600 cm-1 spectral region for 

altitudes of 0, 5 and 10 km. c) Cumulative fraction of the downward flux at the surface vs. altitude for surface 

temperatures of 272 and 300 K, each with 20 and 70% relative humidity (RH). Almost all of the downward flux 

reaching the surface originates from within the first 2 km layer. This is the location of the lower tropospheric 

reservoir. 
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Figure 4: a) The energy transfer processes for a local tropospheric air parcel (in a plane-parallel atmosphere). 

b) The dissipation of the absorbed heat from a ‘CO2 doubling’ by the normal tropospheric energy transfer 

processes (schematic). The wavelength specific increase in absorption in the CO2 P and R bands is dissipated 

as small changes in broadband LWIR emission and gravitational potential energy. c) The vertical velocity 

profile in the turbulent boundary layer recorded over 10 hours at the École Polytechnique, south of Paris, 

July 10th 2005 using Doppler heterodyne LIDAR. 

 

3) At the surface, the penetration depth of the LWIR flux into the oceans is less than 100 micron 

(0.004 inches) [Hale and Querry, 1973]. Here it is fully coupled to the much larger and more 

variable wind driven evaporation (latent heat flux). Using long term zonal averages, the sensitivity 

of the latent heat flux to the wind speed within the ±30° latitude bands is at least 15 W m-2/m s-1. 

This is illustrated in Figure 5 [Yu et al, 2008]. The 2 W m-2 increase in downward LWIR flux to 

the surface from 140 ppm CO2 is dissipated by an increase in wind speed of 13 centimeters per 

second. The annual increase of 0.034 W m-2 from 2.4 ppm CO2 is dissipated by an increase in wind 

speed of 2 mm s-1. Any CO2 induced ocean temperature changes are too small to measure. In 

addition, outside of the tropics there are significant time delays or phase shifts between the peak 

solar flux at summer solstice and the ocean temperature response that may easily reach 6 to 8 

weeks. Such phase shifts are solid evidence of a non-equilibrium thermal response. This is not new 

science. Subsurface seasonal phase shifts over land were described by Fourier in 1824 [CR23, 

Chaps. 6 and 7, Fourier, 1824]. Ocean phase shifts are illustrated in Figure 6.  

 

 



R. Clark Follow the Yellow Brick Road VPCP 024.1a September 9, 2023 

8 

 

 
Figure 5: the penetration depth (99% absorption) of the LWIR flux into water a) below 3300 cm-1 and b) 1200 

to 200 cm-1. The locations of the main CO2 absorption bands and the overtones are indicated. c) The 

sensitivity of the ocean latent heat flux to the wind speed. 

 

 
Figure 6: Monthly ocean surface temperatures at 2.5 m depth at selected latitudes for 2018 along the 20 W 

transect in the N. Atlantic Ocean showing the seasonal phase shift. 

 

4) Over land, all of the flux terms are absorbed by a thin surface layer. The surface temperature 

initially increases after sunrise as the solar flux is absorbed. This establishes a thermal gradient 

with both the cooler air above and the subsurface ground layers below. The surface-air gradient 

drives the evapotranspiration and the subsurface gradient conducts heat below the surface during 

the first part of the day after sunrise. Later in the day, as the surface cools, the subsurface gradient 

reverses and the stored heat is returned to the surface. As the land and air temperatures equalize in 

the evening, the convection stops and the surface cools more slowly by net LWIR emission. This 

convection transition temperature is reset each day by the local weather system passing through. 

Almost all of the absorbed solar heat is dissipated within the same diurnal cycle. The day to day 

changes in convection transition temperature are much larger than any temperature change 

produced by CO2. See CR23 Chap. 8 for further discussion. 
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5) When the global climate anomaly record, such as the HadCRUT4 data set is evaluated, the 

dominant term is found to be the Atlantic Multi-decadal Oscillation (AMO) [CR23, Chap. 7, 

HadCRUT4, 2022, Morice et al, 2012, AMO, 2022]. The additional part of the recent warming 

may be explained as a combination of three factors. First there are urban heat islands related to 

population growth that were not part of the earlier record. Second, the mix of urban and rural 

weather stations use to create the global record has changed. Third, there are so called 

‘homogenization’ adjustments that have been made to the raw temperature data. These include the 

‘infilling’ of missing data and adjustments to correct for ‘bias’ related to changes in weather station 

location and instrumentation. It has been estimated that half of the warming in the ‘global record’ 

has been created by such adjustments [Andrews 2017a, 2017b and 2017c, D’Aleo and Watts 2010, 

Berger and Sherrington, 2022, O’Neill et al, 2022]. This is illustrated below in Figure 8g. 

 

The role of the AMO in setting the surface air temperature has been misunderstood or ignored for 

a long time. The first person to claim a measurable warming from an increase in CO2 concentration 

was Callendar in 1938. [Callendar, 1938]. The warming that he observed was from the 1910 to 

1940 warming phase of the AMO not CO2. During the 1970s there was a ‘global cooling’ scare 

that was based on the cooling phase of the AMO from 1940 to 1970 [McFarlane, 2018, Peterson 

et al, 2008, Douglas, 1975, Bryson and Dittberner, 1976]. In their 1981 paper Hansen et al chose 

to ignore the 1940 AMO peak in their analysis of the effects of CO2 on the weather station record 

[Hansen, 1981]. Similarly, Jones et al conveniently overlooked the 1940 AMO peak when they 

started to ramp up the modern global warming scare in 1986 [Jones et al, 1986]. The IPCC also 

ignored the AMO peak in its first assessment report in 1990 [IPCC FAR WG1 fig. 11 SPM p. 29] 

and it has continued to ignore it as shown in AR6 WG1 TS CS Box 1 fig. 1c p. 61 [2021]. This is 

illustrated in Figure 7. The AMO and the periods of record used are shown in Figure 7a. The AMO 

consists of a long period oscillation near 60 years superimposed on a linear temperature recovery 

from the Little Ice Age (LIA) [Akasofu, 2010]. The temperature records used by Callendar, 

Douglas, Jones et al, Hansen et al and IPCC 1990 and 2021are shown in Figures 7b through 7g. 

The Keeling curve showing the increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration is also shown in Figures 

7d through 7g [Keeling, 2023].  

 

The latest warming phase of the AMO started to influence the global mean temperature record in 

about 1985. This enabled the climate modelers to ramp up the climate modeling fraud. In their 

analysis of the temperature record Wigley et al [1985] at the Climatic Research Unit (CRU), 

University of East Anglia (UEA) concluded that “unequivocal, statistically rigorous detection of 

the effects of changing CO2 levels on atmospheric temperatures is not yet possible”. However, no 

quantitative thermal engineering analysis of the changes in surface temperature was presented. By 

1988 Jones, Wigley, Hansen and others claimed “Nevertheless, the persistent surface and 

tropospheric warmth of the 1980s which, together with the ENSO, gave the exceptional warmth of 

1987 could indicate the consequences of increased concentrations of CO2 and other radiatively 

active gases in the atmosphere” [Jones et al, 1988]. The UN IPCC was established in 1988.  

 



R. Clark Follow the Yellow Brick Road VPCP 024.1a September 9, 2023 

10 

 

 
Figure 7: a) AMO anomaly and HadCRUT4 global temperature anomaly, aligned from 1860 to 1970, b) 

temperature anomaly for N. temperate stations from Callendar [1938], c) global cooling from Douglas [1975], 

d) global temperature anomaly from Jones et al, [1986] e) global temperature anomaly from Hansen et al, 

[1981], f) and g) global temperature anomaly from IPCC 1990 and IPCC 2021. The changes in CO2 

concentration (Keeling curve) are also shown in d) through g). The periods of record for the weather station 

data are also indicated. 

 

Radiative Forcing Pseudoscience 

 

When the atmospheric concentration of a ‘greenhouse gas’ such as CO2 is increased, radiative 

transfer calculations show that there is a decrease in the LWIR flux emitted to space within the 

spectral range of the specific greenhouse gas LWIR emission [Wijngaarden, and Happer, 2022]. 
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This is illustrated for CO2 in Figure 4b. The concept of radiative forcing assumes that this decrease 

in LWIR flux at TOA changes the energy balance of the earth. The climate is then assumed to 

adjust to a new equilibrium state with a warmer surface temperature that restores the LWR flux at 

TOA to its initial equilibrium value. Changes in other ‘forcing agents’ such as aerosols may have 

a cooling effect by increasing the amount of sunlight reflected back to space. It is also assumed 

that there is a linear relationship between the radiative forcing ΔF and the surface temperature 

response ΔT [IPCC, 2021, 2013, Ramaswamy et al, 2019]. The change flux at TOA, ΔN is given 

by: 

 

     ΔN = ΔF +αΔT    (Eqn. 1) 

 

Here α is a ‘net feedback parameter’. The initial ‘forcing’, ΔF is reduced by the surface temperature 

response. 

 

The surface temperature response may also be modified by various feedback effects. In particular, 

when a fixed relative humidity distribution is used in the radiative forcing analysis, the water vapor 

concentration increases with temperature. This amplifies the initial temperature response. The 

climate models are based on an invalid correlation between a contrived set of radiative forcings 

and an equally contrived ‘global average temperature’. Once the radiative forcing argument is 

accepted one enters the Equilibrium Climate Fantasy Land where physical reality has been 

abandoned in favor of mathematical simplicity.  

 

In addition to creating climate warming as a mathematical artifact of the simplified modeling 

assumptions, large scale climate models have no predictive capabilities over the time scales 

required for climate change because of Lorenz instabilities. The solutions to the large number of 

coupled non-linear equations are unstable and the errors increase over time [Lorenz, 1963, 1973]. 

The models are simply ‘tuned’ to match the global average temperature record. Simple inspection 

of such records reveals the 1940 AMO peak. The IPCC climate fraud then continues by separating 

the contrived radiative forcings into ‘human’ and ‘natural’ factors. The models are then rerun with 

just the natural factors and this is used to ‘attribute’ climate change to ‘human’ or ‘anthropogenic’ 

causes. This is illustrated in Figure 8 using illustrations and data from IPCC AR6 WG1 [IPCC, 

2021.  
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Figure 8: Understanding the IPCC climate fraud: a) Changes in radiative forcings since 1750, b) simulated 

temperature increases from 1750 to 2019, based on a), c) time dependence of the radiative forcings and d) time 

dependence of the temperature changes derived from c), e) ‘tuned’ temperature record using a contrived set of 

radiative forcings that appear to simulate the global mean temperature record, f) the separation of the 

contrived forcings to create fraudulent ‘human’ and ‘natural’ temperature records, g) the contributions of the 

AMO, UHI etc. to the global mean climate record, h) the [pseudoscientific] equilibrium climate sensitivity 

(ECS) estimated from the CMIP6 models (IPCC AR6, WG1, figures 7.6, 7.7, 2.10, 7.8, 3.4b and FAQ 3.1 Fig. 

1, ECS data from Table 7.SM.5). 

 

Follow the Yellow Brick Road 

 

The concepts of radiative forcing, feedbacks and climate sensitivity to CO2 are not unique to the 

CMIP6 models used in the AR6 report. They have been part of the underlying foundation of the 

climate models since they were first developed [Ramaswamy et al, 2019]. We will now ‘Follow 

the Yellow Brick Road’ and trace these concepts back through earlier IPCC reports and related 
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documents to the climate magic published by Hansen, ‘The Wizard of Goddard’ in 1976 and 1981 

and then back further to the creation of the modern Equilibrium Climate Fantasy Land by Manabe 

and Wetherald in 1967 and 1975. This is illustrated in Figure 9.  

 

 
Figure 9: ‘Follow the Yellow Brick Road’ – the history of radiative forcing from IPCC AR6 back to Hansen 

et al [1981, 1976] and Manabe and Wetherald [1967, 1975]. 
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We join the yellow brick road at AR6 WG1 in 2021 with figures 2.10 and FAQ 3.1 fig. 1 that show 

the time series of the radiative forcings, the simulation of the global average temperature record 

and the ‘attribution’ to human factors (see Figures 8c and 8f). (In all of the global average 

temperature plots, the 1940 AMO peak is indicated by the red asterisk). Next we go to the 2020 

US Geological Survey Report, ‘Using information from global climate models to inform 

policymaking-The role of the U.S. Geological Survey’ [Terando et al, 2020]. Figure 1 from this 

report is an earlier version of the attribution used in AR6 only this is based on the CMIP5 model 

ensemble results used for AR5 (The temperature scale here is °F not °C). We find almost the same 

figure in the Fourth Climate Assessment Report, NCA4 published by the US Global Change 

Research Program (USGCRP) in 2017 [Knutson et al, 2017]. An earlier version was published by 

the USGCRP in NCA3, figure 14, Appendix 4. [Melillo et al, 2013]. A similar figure to this was 

published in IPCC AR5, figure 10.7 and the original is found as figure 7 in a paper by Jones et al 

[2013]. This shows that little has changed since 2013. The USGCRP has blindly copied the IPCC 

AR5 report and Terrando et al have blindly copied USGCRP NCA4. There has been no attempt at 

independent model validation using thermal engineering calculations.  

 

The history of radiative forcing was reviewed by Ramaswamy et al [2019]. This provides a 

convenient source for the earlier history of climate modeling and the radiative forcing fraud. The 

concept of radiative forcing has been used in the climate models reported by the IPCC since it was 

established in 1988.  

 

Assessment of RF has been firmly embedded in IPCC assessments from its FAR [First Assessment 

Report] onward. FAR (Shine et al. 1990) took as its starting point the fact that the climate impact 

of a range of different climate forcing agents could be compared using RF, in watts per square 

meter, even though this was only starting to be done routinely in the wider literature at the time. 

        Ramaswamy et al, 2019 p. 14.11 

 

The first use of the concept of radiative forcing is attributed to Ramanathan in 1975 in a paper on 

the ‘greenhouse effect’ produced by cholorfluorocarbons [Ramanathan, 1975]. Here, he used a 

sensitivity of 1.425 W m-2 K-1 for the change in weather station temperature due to variations in 

the solar flux derived by Budyko [1969]. He assumed an equilibrium climate and applied the same 

solar sensitivity to the change in LWIR flux. Molecular line broadening effects were not 

considered. 

 

As we continue down the Yellow Brick Road, we find that a major change occurred with Third 

Climate Assessment.  New extreme weather magic was added to the radiative forcings.  The 

magicians at the UK Hadley Center invoked the statistical demons hiding in the normal distribution 

of the temperature. The radiative forcings were split into ‘natural’ and ‘anthropogenic’ 

contributions.  The climate models were run with just the ‘natural’ forcings to create a baseline 

global mean temperature series that was not ‘human caused’. The model magic was used to 

suppress the ocean oscillations and the gyre circulation and create a flat ocean.  The 

pseudoscientific greenhouse gas forcings then created the warming in the global mean temperature 

record.  Aerosols and other forcings still provided the ‘tuning knobs’. This changed the variance 



R. Clark Follow the Yellow Brick Road VPCP 024.1a September 9, 2023 

15 

 

and the mean in the normal distribution of the temperature and added more extreme weather [IPCC 

AR3, WG1 Figures SPM 3 and 4 and Figure 2.32, Stott et al, 2000, Tett et al, 2000, figure 1].   

 

Further down the Yellow Brick Road, an even earlier version of Terando et al figure 1 can be 

found as figure 19 in a review paper by Hansen et al [1993]. The radiative forcings used here are 

shown in figure 15. This is an earlier version of the forcings shown in AR6 WG1 figure 2.10. Little 

has changed in almost 30 years. As we continue on down the Yellow Brick Road we come to the 

Emerald City and find the magical climate model creation of Hansen, The Wizard of Goddard 

[Hansen et al, 1981] (H81). Now we must enter the Emerald City and explore the Equilibrium 

Climate Fantasy Land created by the Wizard Hansen and the earlier magicians, Manabe and 

Wetherald (M&W). We find the keys to this Fantasy Land in the 1981 paper.   

 

The Equilibrium Climate Fantasy Land 

 

We now examine the work of the Wizard Hansen and the magic that provides the foundation of 

the climate models in use today.  

 

Greenhouse Effect Magic 

 

H81 starts by invoking the magic of the greenhouse effect. The IR active ‘greenhouse’ species in 

an atmospheric air parcel absorb part of the LWIR flux from above and below and emit IR radiation 

at the local air temperature. This is illustrated above in Figure 4a. When the greenhouse gas 

concentration is increased, the air parcel absorption and emission increase. However, we are now 

in the 1-D RC equilibrium climate fantasy land. The sun shines 24 hours a day at a fixed average 

intensity and the air layers are in equilibrium. In the original M&W Fantasy Land, the surface had 

zero heat capacity. When the CO2 concentration was increased, it took a year for the surface and 

air column to warm up and reach the new surface temperature that restored the flux balance at 

TOA. In addition, there was a magical feedback from water vapor that amplified the surface 

warming.  

 

In the real world, the downward LWIR flux from the lower troposphere to the surface interacts 

with the upward LWIR flux from the surface to produce a partial LWIR exchange energy. The net 

LWIR cooling flux that can be emitted by the surface is simply the difference between the upward 

and downward LWIR fluxes. In order to dissipate the absorbed solar flux, the surface warms up 

until the excess heat is removed by evapotranspiration (moist convection). The four main energy 

transfer terms, the absorbed solar flux, the net LWIR emission, the evapotranspiration and the 

subsurface energy transport are fully interactive and should not be separated. The energy transfer 

processes are different at the land-air and ocean-air interfaces and have to be considered separately 

[CR23, Chap. 2].  

 

At present the average annual increase in atmospheric CO2 concentration is near 2.4 ppm per year. 

The corresponding increase in downward LWIR flux to the surface is approximately 0.034 W m-2 
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per year. How can this have any measurable effect on the surface temperature over a year of daily 

and seasonal temperature cycles?  

 

Could the Wizard be wrong? 

 

H81 continues: 

 

The major difficulty in accepting this [greenhouse] theory has been the absence of observed 

warming coincident with historic CO2 increase. In fact, the temperature of the N. Hemisphere 

decreased by about 0.5 °C between 1940 and 1970, a time of rapid CO2 build up. In addition, recent 

claims that climate models overestimate the impact of radiative perturbations by an order of 

magnitude have raised the issue of whether the greenhouse effect is well understood.  

 

As shown above in Figure 7, the coupling of the AMO to the temperature record was ignored. 

References 10 and 11 in H81, Newell and Doplick [1979] and Idso [1980], both point out that 

measured climate sensitivities give much smaller temperature increases than those determined by 

M&W and Hansen et al. This was later discussed in more detail by Idso [1998]. These issues are 

ignored in H81. 

 

More Greenhouse Effect Magic 

 

Next, the Wizard waves his magic wand and makes a greenhouse effect temperature appear by 

rearranging the photon energy distribution at TOA. Conservation of energy requires an 

approximate long term energy balance between the solar flux absorbed by the earth and the LWIR 

flux returned to space. Simple energy transfer arguments based on a rotating sphere illuminated 

by a collimated beam of light, give an average planetary LWIR flux emitted at TOA near 240 W 

m-2. Using the Stefan Boltzmann law, this average flux is converted to an ‘effective emission 

temperature’ near 255 K. Assuming an average surface temperature of 288 K, the temperature 

difference of 33 K is often called a ‘greenhouse effect temperature’ and it is argued that the earth’s 

surface is 33 K warmer than it would be without ‘greenhouse gases’ in the atmosphere [Taylor, 

2006]. This is pseudoscientific nonsense. The LWIR flux emitted to space is simply a cumulative 

cooling flux emitted by many different levels in the atmosphere at different temperatures. The 

upward emission from each level is modified by the absorption and emission of the levels above. 

The spectral distribution is not that of a blackbody radiator at 255 K [CR23, Chap. 2]. A global 

average surface temperature is also a mathematical construct with no physical meaning.  

 

The Tropospheric Heat Engine 

 

H81 continues with a discussion of the moist lapse rate and explains the greenhouse effect 

temperature as LWIR emission from a ‘mean radiating level’ of 5 km. There is no discussion of 

the tropospheric heat engine [CR23 Chap. 2]. The difference in emission level between H2O and 

CO2 is not considered. The decoupling of the upward and downward LWIR fluxes by molecular 

line broadening effects is ignored. It is assumed that the increase in atmospheric IR absorption 
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changes the energy balance of the earth and that the surface and atmospheric temperatures will 

warm until the energy balance at TOA is restored. The coupling of the LWIR flux to the turbulent 

moist convection near the surface is also ignored (See Figure 4). 

 

The Climate Model Sensitivity 

 

The climate model used for H81 was a one dimensional radiative convective (1-D RC) model 

based on earlier work by Wang, Hansen et al [1976] and by Manabe and Wetherald [1967]. The 

solar flux has been averaged so that it shines 24 hours a day at a fixed intensity. The LWIR flux 

returned to space must exactly balance the average absorbed solar flux. When the concentration of 

CO2 or other greenhouse gases is increased, there is an initial decrease in the LWIR flux at the top 

of the model atmosphere (TOMA). The model is configured to adjust to a new equilibrium state 

so that the surface temperature increases until the LWIR flux is restored to its original value. The 

model can be ‘tuned’ using various presumed feedback effects that modify the temperature 

response to CO2. For the 1981 paper, the model was ‘tuned’ to produce a 2.8 °C temperature 

increase for a doubling of the CO2 concentration. Without feedbacks, the model ‘doubling’ 

response was 1.2 °C. The correct response is of course ‘too small to measure’ [CR23, Chap. 8].  

The climate model sensitivity for various feedback parameters is shown in Figure 10. 

 

 
Figure 10: Climate model sensitivity to various feedback parameters, table 1 from H81.  

 

Ocean Heating 

 

The original 1967 1-D RC model developed by M&W had a partially reflective blackbody surface 

with zero heat capacity. H81 then proceeds to discuss the effects of a ‘slab’ ocean model introduced 

as an addition to the M&W surface. This ocean model has two layers, a ‘mixed layer’ 100 m deep 

and a 1000 m ‘diffuse layer’ below this. The penetration depth of the LWIR flux from CO2 into 

the water surface is less than 100 micron (0.004 inches) [Hale and Querry, 1973]. The wind driven 

evaporation was ignored (see Figure 5). The wizard Hansen simply waved his magic wand and the 

waves and the ocean oscillations disappeared. The ‘slab’ ocean just added time delays to the 

climate model that became part of the CO2 doubling ritual. The ocean warming created in the 

model by the increase in CO2 concentration is shown in Figure 11. 
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Figure 11: CO2 induced ocean warming, fig. 1 from H81. 

 

Hansen et al were not the only ones to consider a ‘slab’ ocean model. Manabe and Stouffer [1980] 

created 4xCO2 induced warming in a single ‘mixed layer’ ocean. A two layer slab ocean model 

was described by Cess and Goldenberg [1981] and ocean-atmosphere coupling was discussed by 

Dickinson [1981].  The fraudulent ocean warming from a quadrupling of the CO2 concentration 

calculated by Manabe and Stouffer is shown in Figure 12.  

 

 
Figure 12: Ocean warming produced by a quadrupling of the CO2 concentration, fig. 6 from Manabe and 

Stouffer, 1980. 

 

Radiative Forcing 

 

Hansen et al then proceed to use their ‘tuned’ 1-D RC model to calculate the change in ‘equilibrium 

surface temperature’ produced by a variety of ‘radiative perturbations’ that later came to be known 

as ‘radiative forcings’. For ‘greenhouse gases’ in this model, the change in LWR flux at TOA can 

propagate down to the surface through the pressure broadened lines in the lower troposphere. The 

magical water vapor feedback mechanism in the model will amplify any increase in temperature 

produced by an increase in LWIR flux to the surface. These ‘radiative perturbations’ provided the 
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foundation for the contrived set of ‘radiative forcings’ that have been used to create the illusion 

that the climate models can simulate the global mean temperature record (see Figure 8). The 

contrived forcings are then divided into ‘anthropogenic’ or ‘human caused’ forcings and ‘natural’ 

forcings. The climate models are rerun with just the ‘natural’ forcings’ to create a ‘natural’ 

baseline. ‘Extreme weather events’ can then be blamed on the ‘human factors’ in the radiative 

forcings.  

 

 
Figure 13: Equilibrium temperature changes produced by various ‘radiative perturbations’ (forcings), fig. 2 

from H81.  

 

The Global Mean Temperature Record and the AMO 

 

Next, Hansen et al used weather station data to construct mean temperature records for northern, 

tropical and southern latitudes and a combined global record. They chose to ignore the obvious 

1940 peak related to the AMO (See Figure 7) and blamed the warming that started in about 1970 

on CO2. This is shown in Figure 14. For reference, measured increase in CO2 concentration 

(Keeling curve) has been superimposed on the global mean temperature record. The 1940 AMO 

peak is also indicated.  
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Figure 14: The weather station temperature record, fig.3 from H81. 

 

The CO2 Doubling Ritual 

 

Next, the Wizard Hansen waved his magic wand and created the CO2 Doubling Ritual for use in 

the Equilibrium Climate Fantasy Land. He doubled the CO2 concentration in his 1-D RC model 

with a slab ocean and let the model respond using his magical equilibrium average accounting 

tricks. The effects of the flux changes during the diurnal and seasonal cycles were ignored. His k 

distribution method removed the influence of molecular line broadening. There was no convective 

turbulence in the troposphere of the Fantasy Land, nor was there any wind driven evaporation over 

the oceans. The gyre circulation and the ocean oscillations were banished. The surface was initially 

heated by an increase in flux of 4.3 W m-2. After a few months, this was reduced to 3.9 W m-2. 

Then the radiative forcing magic invoked the water vapor feedback spells and the surface slowly 

warmed, including the slab ocean until the new, warmer equilibrium temperature was reached in 

the Fantasy Land. This was the 2.8 C temperature rise that had been ‘tuned’ into the model.  The 

calculated flux changes are shown in Figure 15. 

 

 
Figure 15: The changes in flux calculated for the CO2 Doubling Ritual, fig. 4 from H81. 
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The CO2 Doubling Ritual is still used to estimate the climate sensitivity in the climate models. The 

main change was the switch to ‘effective’ radiative forcings (ERF) by Hansen et al in 2005. The 

radiative forcing magic was not working properly and more ‘tuning’ was needed to make the 

models match the data [Hansen et al, 2005]. The temperature adjustment after a CO2 doubling is 

illustrated in Figure 16a from Box 7.1 fig 1 in AR6 WG1 and the various steps in the temperature 

recovery from a CO2 doubling are illustrated in Figure 16b from fig. 8.1 in AR5 WG1. Little has 

changed in the Equilibrium Climate Fantasy Land in the last 40 years.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 16: The CO2 Doubling Ritual, a) the linear temperature adjustment after a CO2 doubling from Box 

7.1, fig.1 in AR6 WG1 and the various steps in the temperature recovery from fig. 8.1 AR5 WG1.  

 

Matching the Temperature Record 

 

The Wizard Hansen then put his magic to work and created the forcings needed to make the 1-D 

RC model appear to match the temperature record. He used a mix of increased CO2 concentration, 

volcanic aerosols and solar flux variation to ‘tune’ his 1-D RC model with a ‘slab’ ocean. This is 

shown in Figure 17. The 1940 AMO peak is indicated by the red asterisks. This approach has now 

evolved into the contrived set of forcings used in AR6 (see Figure 8c). As illustrated in Figure 8g, 

an LWIR ‘greenhouse gas forcing’ cannot change the surface temperature of the earth. The global 

mean temperature record can be explained as a combination of the AMO, the recovery from the 

LIA, urban heat island effects, changes to the urban/rural station ratio in the raw temperature data 

and ‘homogenization’ adjustments.  
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Figure 17: A contrived set of ‘radiative forcings’ from CO2, volcanic aerosols and solar intensity with a ‘slab’ 

ocean was used to create the observed global temperature record, fig. 5 from H81. 

 

The Foundation of the Equilibrium Climate Fantasy Land 

 

The 1-D RC climate model used in H81 was adapted from the one published by Manabe and 

Wetherald in 1967. M&W in turn copied the basic equilibrium air column from Arrhenius [1896] 

and added a 9 or 18 layer radiative transfer model. This provided reasonable values for the 

calculated LWIR flux based on the conditions specified in the model. They also added a fixed 

relative humidity distribution that provided the water vapor feedback. Their model took a year 

(number of steps multiplied by the step time) to reach equilibrium. They used a band model to 

simplify the radiative transfer calculations and ignored the molecular line broadening effects that 

decouple the upward and downward LWIR fluxes (see Figure 3). The assumptions used by M&W 

are shown in Figure 18. 

 

 
Figure 18: The modeling assumptions used by M&W in their 1967 paper. 
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Stone and Manabe [1968] considered the calculation of the LWIR cooling rates in M&W 1967 

and compared their results to that of Rodgers and Walshaw [1966]. The tropospheric cooling rates 

were similar to those in Figure 2a. However, they did not consider the change in cooling rate 

produced by a change in the CO2 concentration. An analysis by Ackerman [1979] did consider the 

changes in CO2 cooling rate for a CO2 doubling and found similar values to Iacono et al [2008]. 

However, changes in surface temperature were then analyzed using a 1-D RC model and the 

coupling to the tropospheric turbulence was ignored.  

 

M&W then went on to incorporate their 1967 model into every unit cell of a ‘highly simplified’ 

global circulation model (GCM) [M&W 1975]. The 1967 model was now described as a ‘global 

average climate model’. Although the M&W 1975 GCM did not contain any real climate effects 

such as ocean transport and the cloud cover was fixed, claims of global warming from a ‘CO2 

doubling’ were still made. M&W failed to understand that the simplifications introduced in their 

1967 model created the mathematical warming artifacts that they interpreted as a CO2 induced 

warming. The increase in temperature produced by this ‘CO2 doubling’ is shown in Figure 19.   

 

 
Figure 19: The zonal temperature increases produced by a ‘CO2 doubling’ in the 1975 M&W model. 

 

The Growth of the Climate Fraud 

 

The foundation of the massive climate fraud we have today was established between 1967 and 

1981 by a small group of climate modelers associated with the NOAA Geophysical Fluid 

Dynamics Laboratory and the NASA Centers at Goddard and Langley. The initial fraud may be 

found in 4 papers, two by Manabe and Wetherald in 1967 and 1975 and two by the Hansen group 

in 1976 and 1981 [M&W 1967, M&W 1975, H81 and H76].  

 

There are three parts to the growth of this fraud. First, starting in the nineteenth century, climate 

energy transfer was oversimplified using the equilibrium climate assumption. Physical reality was 
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abandoned in favor of mathematical simplicity. Global warming was created as a mathematical 

artifact in these simplistic climate models. The climate fraud started to grow as junior researchers 

trained at NOAA and NASA moved on to other positions, taking their fraudulent models with 

them. Second, as funding was reduced for NASA space exploration and DOE nuclear programs 

there was ‘mission creep’ and climate modeling became an alternative source of revenue. 

Eisenhower’s warning about the corruption of science by government funding has come true. 

Third, there was a deliberate decision by various outside interests, including environmentalists and 

politicians to exploit the fictional climate apocalypse to further their own causes [Hecht, 2007]. 

The World Meteorological Organization (WMO) and the United Nations Environmental Program 

(UNEP) were used to promote the global warming scare. The UN Intergovernmental Panel on 

Climate Change (UN IPCC) was established in 1988 and the US Global Change Research Program 

(USGCRP) was established by Presidential initiative in 1989 and mandated by Congress in 1990. 

The IPCC has used the fraudulent climate models to create the illusion that a dangerous climate 

warming is being produced by the increase in CO2 concentration. The USGCRP has blindly copied 

the IPCC reports. In the UK, Margaret Thatcher used climate change to enhance her political career 

and the Hadley Center was established in 1990 to provide the climate propaganda that she needed 

[Courtney, 2012, Folland et al, 2004]. In the US, Al Gore became a leading proponent of the 

climate fraud.  

 

The development of climate models enabled NOAA (and the earlier ESSA and Weather Bureau) 

to ‘double dip’ the funding. Weather forecasting and climate modeling could share the same 

resources. The equilibrium climate assumption was accepted without question and the 

pseudoscientific 1-D RC model was never challenged. As funding for NASA was reduced after 

the end of the Apollo (moon landing) program, the planetary atmosphere groups at NASA Goddard 

and Langley jumped on the climate bandwagon. The atmospheres of Mars and Venus are 

approximately 95% CO2. The 1976 ‘greenhouse warming’ paper by Wang, Hansen et al expanded 

the radiative transfer analysis to 10 minor IR species as well as H2O and O3 [Wang, Hansen et al, 

1976]. The NASA groups had no prior experience in climate studies and simply accepted the 

M&W 1-D RC model as gospel. They used it to create melodramatic claims of global warming 

that would provide further funds for their work. They could also use NASA computers to develop 

global circulation models that also relied on the equilibrium assumption. They soon became 

trapped in a web of lies of their own making. They had to maintain the illusion of melodramatic 

global warming to keep the research money flowing. 

 

Later, as funding was reduced for nuclear programs, the Department of Energy that included the 

old Atomic Energy Commission also jumped on the climate bandwagon. The national labs had 

‘supercomputers for hire’. The DOE also supported climate model comparison programs that later 

evolved into the Climate Model Intercomparison Project (CMIP) [Meehl et al, 1997, Stouffer et 

al, 2017, Taylor et al, 2012]. This has become the major source of fraudulent climate model results 

used by the IPCC. As computer technology improved and more groups joined the climate modeling 

bandwagon, the underlying pseudoscience of radiative forcings, feedbacks and climate sensitivity 

was accepted without question. One useless climate model could be compared to another and 

physical reality could be ignored. The models were ‘tuned’ to match the global mean temperature 



R. Clark Follow the Yellow Brick Road VPCP 024.1a September 9, 2023 

25 

 

record using a set of contrived radiative forcings. These were then manipulated to claim ‘human 

causes’ for every imaginable ‘extreme weather event’ [Herring et al, 2022]. 

 

Outside events were ignored. The early climate model results were officially ‘sanctified’ by the 

Charney report in 1979. The reviewers concluded that a warming of 3±1.5 °C from a ‘doubling’ 

of the atmospheric CO2 concentration was likely. At the time, preliminary results from just five 

primitive GCMs were available, 3 from Manabe’s group and 2 from Hansen’s group [Charney et 

al, 1979]. The real cause of an Ice Age was planetary perturbations of the earth’s orbit known as 

Milankovitch cycles. This had been established in 1976 from an analysis of deep drilled ocean 

sediment cores [Hays et al, 1976]. A more detailed description was given in the book ‘Ice Ages’ 

by Imbrie and Imbrie [1979]. If changes in CO2 concentration did not cause an Ice Age cycle, then 

there should be no reason to worry about fossil fueled combustion. A large body of other evidence 

was also ignored including detailed surface energy transfer measurements [Lettau and Davidson, 

1957], ocean surface energy transfer [Bunker, 1976], the spectral distribution of the LWIR 

emission to space [Hanel et al, 1971] and the penetration depth of the LWIR radiation into water 

[Hale and Querry, 1973].  

 

In 1979 there were only two modeling groups that provided GCM data for the Charney report. By 

1995, 18 coupled climate models were available from seven different countries [Meehl et al, 1997]. 

The modeling effort for the IPCC is now coordinated through the Coupled Model Intercomparison 

Project (CMIP). In 2019 there were 49 modeling groups with approximately 100 different models 

involved in CMIP6 generating the fraudulent data to be incorporated into the next IPCC climate 

assessment (AR6) [Hausfather, 2019]. All of these models used the same basic approach 

established by M&W and H81. The climate sensitivities created by these models is clear evidence 

of the climate modeling fraud (see Figure 8h). All 49 groups of climate modelers have abandoned 

physical reality and entered the realm of computational climate fiction.  

 

Any scientific caution about the attribution of temperature increases to global warming was 

abandoned with the second IPCC Assessment Report in 1995. This was altered at the last minute 

at the request of the US State Department [FM, 2012]. The science had to agree with the ‘Summary 

for Policymakers’ written for the politicians. Similarly, the notorious ‘Hockey Stick’ temperature 

series based on fraudulent tree ring data was featured prominently in the 2001 Assessment Report 

[Mann et al, 1998, 1999, Montford, 2010, Steyn, 2015, Wedgman et al, 2010]. This was an attempt 

to eliminate the Medieval Warm Period and the Maunder Minimum from the climate record. The 

fraud here was the deliberate manipulation of the measured data to create the desired outcome. 

 

In November of 2009, and again in November 2011, a large archive of e-mails and other files from 

the Climate Research Unit of the University of East Anglia was released on the Internet. A third 

round was released in March 2013. This archive has revealed to many people outside of the close 

knit climate community that there had been an ongoing fraud for many years to promote the global 

warming agenda and prevent the publication of material that did not support the prevailing global 

warming dogma. The peer review process in climate science had collapsed and been replaced by 

blatant cronyism. The release of this climate archive became known as ‘Climategate’. The 
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information provided has been analyzed in detail by several authors [Monckton, 2009, Montford 

2010, Mosher and Fuller, 2010]. 

 

The Radiation Balance of the Earth  

 

In order for the radiative forcing magic to work, an infrared radiative forcing produced by an 

increase in atmospheric greenhouse gas concentration must change the energy balance of the earth. 

This established another climate bandwagon. Satellite radiometer measurements of this energy 

balance had to agree with climate models. The climate was now determined by three numbers, the 

total solar intensity (TSI), the albedo or reflectivity and the average LWIR flux returned to space.  

 

The earth is an isolated planet that is heated by shortwave (SW) radiation from the sun and cooled 

by the outgoing longwave radiation (OLR) back to space. Climate stability only requires an 

approximate long term planetary energy balance between the absorbed solar flux and the OLR. 

There is no requirement for an exact flux balance at the ocean-air interface between the absorbed 

solar flux and the surface cooling flux. Natural variations in wind speed produce quasi periodic 

oscillations in ocean surface temperature. These provide a ‘noise floor’ for the climate 

temperatures and for the LWIR flux returned to space. There is no unique solution to the surface 

flux balance equations that defines a single ‘surface temperature’. Any ‘radiation imbalance’ is 

accounted for as a change in energy stored in the climate system. Most of this energy is stored as 

heat by the oceans, but some is stored as gravitational potential energy in the troposphere. The 

ocean gyre circulation and the four main ocean oscillations are illustrated in Figure 20 [CR23, 

Chap. 2]. 

 

Figure 21 shows the zonal average of the net flux (absorbed solar flux minus LWIR flux) for 

March, June, September and December [Kandel and Voilier, 2010]. Near equinox, in March and 

September, the net flux is positive with a net energy flow of up to 100 W m-2 within the ±30° 

latitude bands. There is net cooling at higher latitudes. In June, near summer solstice in the N. 

Hemisphere, the heating occurs in the N. Hemisphere and this reverses in December for the S. 

Hemisphere summer. Figure 22 shows maps of the monthly average of the net flux for March, 

June, September and December 2000 recorded using the CERES instrument on the NASA Terra 

satellite. This illustrates the seasonal shift in solar heating (orange/red band) [CERES, 2004]. Any 

‘radiation balance’ requires the accurate determination of small differences in large numbers. The 

accurate calibration of the radiometers used to measure the radiation balance is a difficult 

undertaking. The residual imbalance is close to the limits of the measurements. The result may be 

compared to the description of an average family with 1.9 cars and 2.4 children. It is a 

mathematical construct with little useful meaning. In addition, the two hemispheres are weakly 

coupled to each other, so the concept of a single planetary energy balance is a drastic 

oversimplification of the energy flow. Furthermore, any ocean heating is related to changes in the 

surface energy balance that have nothing to do with LWIR radiative forcings by ‘greenhouse 

gases’. The decrease in LWIR flux at TOA related to the ‘greenhouse gas’ forcings is decoupled 

from the surface by molecular line broadening in the troposphere (See figure 3). The detailed 
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analysis of the energy flows that establish the earth’s radiation balance do not support the radiative 

forcing narrative.  

 

 
Figure 20: The ocean gyre circulation and the four main ocean oscillations (schematic). 

 

 



R. Clark Follow the Yellow Brick Road VPCP 024.1a September 9, 2023 

28 

 

 
Figure 21: Zonal averages of the net flux (absorbed solar minus emitted LWIR flux), for March, June, 

September and December, five year average CERES values. 

 

 

 
Figure 22: Spatially resolved CERES Terra monthly average net radiation balance at TOA for March, June, 

September and December 2000. 

 

Forcing the Climate Sensitivity 

 

The climate models are ‘tuned’ to create the global mean temperature record using a contrived set 

of radiative forcings. The same set of forcings are also combined with the global mean temperature 



R. Clark Follow the Yellow Brick Road VPCP 024.1a September 9, 2023 

29 

 

record to create a ‘measured’ climate sensitivity. A good example of this is Otto et al [2013]. They 

defined the climate sensitivities as:  

 

     ECS = F2xΔT/(ΔF - ΔQ)   (Eqn. 2a) 

 

     TCR = F2xΔT/ΔF    (Eqn. 2b) 

 

Here, F2x is the radiative forcing produced a doubling of the atmospheric CO2 concentration, set 

in this case to 3.44 W m-2 for a doubling from ‘preindustrial levels’, 280 to 560 ppm, ΔF is the 

change in radiative forcing (W m-2), ΔT (°C) is the change in global mean temperature and ΔQ is 

the change in the ‘earth system heat content’, also given in W m-2. The change in temperature is 

taken from the HadCRUT4 global temperature anomaly and the radiative forcings are taken from 

the CMIP5/RCP4.5 model ensemble. The change in heat content is dominated by ocean heat 

uptake. The decadal temperature and forcing estimates from data given by Otto et al are shown in 

Figures 23a and 23b. The 1910 AMO cycle minimum and the 1940 maximum are indicated. The 

increase in the downward LWIR flux related to the ‘radiative forcing’ shown in Figure 23b cannot 

couple below the ocean surface and cause any measurable change in ocean temperature (see 

Figures 5 and 7). Using the data from Figures 23a and 23b combined with estimates of ΔQ from 

various sources, Otto et al assume that their net radiative forcing estimates are responsible for the 

observed heating effects and that the temperature response to the change in LWIR flux is linear. 

Plots of ΔT vs (ΔF-ΔQ) and ΔT vs ΔF are therefore presumed to be linear with a slope that changes 

with the value of ECS or TCR. The results generated by Otto et al are shown in Figures 23c and 

23d. Using the data for 2000 to 2010, they create an ECS of 2.0 °C with a 5-95% confidence 

interval of 1.2 to 3.9 °C and a TCS of 1.3 °C with a confidence level of 0.9 to 2.0 °C. All of this is 

pseudoscientific nonsense. 
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Figure 23: a) Decadal mean temperature estimates derived from the HadCRUT4 global mean temperature 

series. b) Decadal mean forcing with standard errors from the CMIP5 /RCP4.5 ensemble. c) Estimates of 

ECS and d) TCR from Otto et al [2013]. 

 

The Imperial Cult of the Global Warming Apocalypse 

 

Humans are easily fooled. As children we may believe that there are monsters under the bed. Logic 

and reason develop later, as we grow into adults. Irrational belief, particularly in religious matters 

is common. Some people become Born Again Christians and accept a literal interpretation of their 

religious texts. These beliefs will not be changed by reason or logic. A similar transformation 

occurred in climate science. Scientific reason was abandoned in favor of an irrational belief in the 

simplified mathematical equations that are used in the climate models. A radiative forcing by 

greenhouse gases had to change the energy balance of the earth and heat the oceans. Evidence that 

contradicted this was ignored. Thermal engineering analysis was replaced by correlation. The 

atmospheric CO2 concentration increased and the oceans warmed. Mainstream climate science has 

degenerated past scientific dogma into a quasi-religious cult. The computer programmers and 

mathematicians involved in climate modeling became Born Again Morons, trapped in a web of 

lies of their own making. They became prophets of the Imperial Cult of the Global Warming 

Apocalypse. Instead of the Divine Right of Kings we now have the Divine Right of Born Again 

Morons to amend the basic Laws of Physics and save the world from a non-existent problem.  

 

Instead of a flat earth they have chosen to believe in a flat ocean where wind driven oscillations 

and non-equilibrium phase shifts do not exist. The climate must be controlled by the pseudoscience 

of radiative forcings and feedbacks. The sacred spaghetti plots generated by the computer models, 

the immaculate radiation balance of the earth and the holy climate sensitivity form a triangle of 

fraud that is part of the creed of the Imperial Cult of the Global Warming Apocalypse. The new 

indulgences require us to give up fossil fuels to save us from a climate apocalypse that is too small 

to measure. We can ride an elevator down four floors to the new climate hell - with a change in 

LWIR heating rate of +0.08 K per day.  
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Figure 24: The Climate Web of Lies 

 

 
Figure 25: The Triangle of Fraud: the radiation balance, the climate sensitivity and a contrived set of radiative 

forcings are used to support the climate modeling fraud. 
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Eisenhower’s warning about the corruption of science by government science has come true. The 

government agencies and university groups involved in climate modeling have become bloated 

bastions of corruption. The climate modeling fraud has spawned a vast secondary industry of 

policy analysts, economists, geologists, geographers, ecologists, psychologists, sociologists and 

other assorted ‘experts’ that was created and funded to study every aspect of this nonexistent global 

warming apocalypse problem. All of this is a massive pyramid or Ponzi scheme built on the 

pseudoscience of radiative forcing, feedbacks and climate sensitivity. The USGCRP has simply 

copied the IPCC reports for over 30 years. The climate model results produced by the groups at 

NOAA. NASA, NSF and DOE (including the National Labs) have been accepted without question 

by the rest of 13 agencies involved in the USGCRG. The fictional warming created by the climate 

models has been used to drive US energy policy and force the unnecessary adoption of solar and 

wind based electrical power generation and the use of electric vehicles. It is time to shut down the 

climate modeling groups and dismantle this massive fraud.  
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