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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. THE ENVIRONMENTAL RELIGION 

The global warming scam is the result of the widespread belief in a new religion, based on the deification 

of a nebulous entity, ά¢ƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέ. 

Ψέ¢he Environmentέ is an extension of the concept of άNature* which was held sacred by the Romantics, 

but it is a much more demanding deity, requiring constant and increasing sacrifices from humans. 

Environmentalism is just the latest attempt to find a substitute for the theory of evolution and it is 

paradoxical that it can be so widespread when next year (2009) is the 200th birthday of Charles Darwin 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ мрлǘƘ ŀƴƴƛǾŜǊǎŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ƙƛǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǿƻǊƪ ά¢ƘŜ hǊƛƎƛƴ ƻŦ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ wŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ 

bŀǘǳǊŀƭ {ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴέΦ 
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All of the basic beliefs of Environmentalism are in direct conflict with contemporary understanding of the 

principles of Darwinism. Despite this fact, many scientists are supporters of Environmentalist dogmas and 

some are prepared to claim that they are compatible with Darwinism. 

 

1.2. HUMANS ARE DESTROYING THE PLANET 

The religiƻǳǎ ōŜƭƛŜŦ όŦǊƻƳ DŜƴŜǎƛǎ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ мΣ ǾŜǊǎŜ нлύ ǘƘŀǘ ƘǳƳŀƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ άŘƻƳƛƴƛƻƴέ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘ ƛǎ 

now extended so that humans take over the function of God and are responsible for all other creatures. 

Human influence is purely negative and destructive. The other creatures would be better off without us.  

We are destroying the planet. As this proposition is absurd, desperate attempts must be made to find 

evidence to support it. 

/ŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǇŜǎǘƛŎƛŘŜǎ όά{ƛƭŜƴǘ {ǇǊƛƴƎέύΣ ƻŦ 

ά5ŜǇƭŜǘƛƻƴέ ƻŦ άwŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ όά/ƭǳō ƻŦ wƻƳŜέύΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ άtƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ .ƻƳōέ ό9ƘǊƭƛŎƘύ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴ 

ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǇƭŀǎǘƛŎ ōŀƎǎ ŀƴŘ ōŀōȅΩǎ ōƻǘǘƭŜǎΦ The latest and most successful campaign is the claim that the 

earth is being dangerously warmed by human emissions of greenhouse gases. The widespread restrictions 

ƻƴ άŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎέ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŀǇǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƻŀǊƛƴƎ 

prices of oil and electric power and deliberate promotion of world poverty by the use of agriculture to 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ άōƛƻŦǳŜƭǎέ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŦƻƻŘΦ 

 

1.3. THE GREENHOUSE EFFECT 

A greenhouse enables higher temperatures within it because it prevents release of the rising warmer air 

caused by solar radiation. This is quite different from the ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ άƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘέΤ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎƻǊǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

infra red radiation from the earth by ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ŀǘƳƻǎǇƘŜǊŜΣ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ 

άƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜ ƎŀǎŜǎέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀōǎƻǊǇǘƛƻƴ ƘŜŀǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǘƳƻǎǇƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǳǎŜǎ άƎƭƻōŀƭ ǿŀǊƳƛƴƎέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ 

question is, by how much, and does it matter? 

The claim that human emissions of greenhouse gases are dangerously warming the earth was first made 

by the Swedish chemist Arrhenius (1865 and see Wikipedia 2008). The claim was criticised at the time, 

and as global temperatures fell for the subsequent 15 years, followed by the First World War and an 

economic crisis, the claim lost urgency. It was, however, revived in 1938 by Callendar who selected 

atmospheric carbon dioxide results to suit his theory from the many available. He suffered a similar fate 

to Arrhenius, since global temperatures fell for the following 38 years. During this period confident 

predictions were made of the coming ice age, some by the same scientists (such as Rasool and Schneider 

1971) now predicting future warming. 

 

1.4. RECENT REVIVAL 

Since temperatures seemed to be rising once again, the claim that human-emitted greenhouse gases are 

warming the earth was taken up by the environmental movement in the late 1970s as yet another 
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example of their belief that humans are harming the earth. In order to prove this proposition they were 

faced with three insoluble problems. 

¶ Lǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜΦ ¢ƻ Řƻ ǎƻ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ 
placing thermometers or other measuring equipment in a random and representative fashion over all 
parts of the surface, including the 71% that is ocean. Since this is currently impossible, it is equally 
impossible to find if the average temperature is increasing. 

¶ It is not possible to measure the average greenhousŜ Ǝŀǎ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊ ŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ 
atmosphere by placing measuring equipment randomly throughout. 

¶ Since weather cannot be predicted reliably more than a week or so ahead, it is impossible to provide 
reliable forecasts any further ahead than this. 

None of these problems has been solved, but environmentalists have succeeded in persuading many 

people that they have provided scientifically acceptable solutions. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǇŀǇŜǊ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ άŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜέ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǎƻ ŦŀǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀll of it is scientifically 

unsound.  

 

2. AVERAGE GLOBAL TEMPERATURE 

2.1. THE MEAN GLOBAL SURFACE TEMPERATURE ANOMALY 

нΦмΦмΦ I!b{9bΩ{ {h[¦¢Lhb 

In an address to the US Congress on June 23rd 1988 James Hansen of the Goddard Institute of Space 

Studies in New York suggested a solution to the global average temperature problem which made use of 

temperature measurements from weather stations. The history of this suggestion has been reviewed by 

the IPCC (Solomon et al. 2007). The world would be divided into latitude/longitude squares. The average 

monthly temperature would be obtained from qualifying stations in each square and compared with the 

average for a reference period. The difference would be a monthly, and then annual temperature 

anomaly, which appeared from his calculations to be increasing. The increase was very small (less than 

one degree Celsius per century), was intermittent, highly irregular, largely took place at night and mainly 

happened before significant increases in greenhouse gas emissions had taken place, but it was considered 

enough to assist the environmentalist campaign to blame the increase on carbon dioxide emissions.  

Hansen, (2008a) has, however, clearly expressed his doubts on the reliability of such weather-station 

temperature measurements, as follows:  

άGISS Surface Temperature Analysis 

The Elusive Absolute Surface Air Temperature   (SAT) 

Q. What exactly do you mean by SAT? 

A. I doubt that there is a general agreement how to answer this question. Even at the same location, the 

temperature near the ground may be very different from the temperature 5 ft above the ground and 

different again from 10ft or 50ft above the ground. Particularly in the presence of vegetation (say in a rain 
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forest) the temperature above the vegetation may be very different from the temperature below the top 

of the vegetation. A reasonable suggestion might be to use the average temperature of the first 50ft of air 

either above ground or on top of the vegetation. To measure SAT we have to agree on what it is and, as 

far as I know, no such standard has been adopted. I cannot imagine that a weather station would build a 

50ft stack of thermometers to be able to find the true SAT at its location. 

Q. What do we mean by daily SAT? 

A. Again, there is no universally accepted correct answer. Should we note the temperature every 6 hours 

and report the mean, should we do it every two hours, hourly, have a machine record it every second, or 

simply take the average of the highest and lowest temperature of the day? On some days the various 

methods may lead to drastically different results. 

Q. What SAT do the local media report? 

A. The media report the reading of one particular thermometer of a nearby weather station. This 

temperature may be very different from the true SAT even at that location and has certainly nothing to do 

with the true regional SAT. To measure the true regional SAT we would have to use many 50ft stacks of 

ǘƘŜǊƳƻƳŜǘŜǊǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ŜǾŜƴƭȅ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΣ ŀƴ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦέ 

Having stated that there is no agreed way to measure the surface air temperature, he talks about the 

άǘǊǳŜέ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƴƻōƻŘȅ ŀƎǊŜŜǎ ǘƻΤ 9ǎǎŜȄ Ŝǘ ŀƭ όнллтύ ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ 

Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜέΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ 

cannot be measured. Because of the fact that the sun does not shine for half the time, its variability is non 

linear. It is impossible to simulate it with any of the mathematical functions used by statisticians and even 

if this were possible there is a variety of possible averages, such as the arithmetic mean, geometric mean, 

or the harmonic mean. 

Hansen (2008a) goes on to say that even when you cannot agree on how to measure SAT you can 

ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ άŀƴƻƳŀƭƛŜǎέ by using models and guesswork! 

IŜ ŜǾŜƴ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ άƎǳŜǎǎέ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘ ŀǎ άŀƴȅǿƘŜǊŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ррȏ ŀƴŘ руȏCέ 

(12.8ºC ǘƻ мпΦпȏ/ύ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŜ ƎƛǾŜǎ ŀƴ ǳƴŎƻƴǾƛƴŎƛƴƎ άƎƭƻōŀƭ ƳŜŀƴέ ƻŦ άǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ мпȏ/έΣ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘƭȅ 

emanating from models. He has no actual evidence. 

! ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ άaŜŀƴ !ƴƴǳŀƭ Dƭƻōŀƭ ¢ŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ !ƴƻƳŀƭȅέ ƛǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ Cigure 1. (Brohan et 

al.нллсύΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨŜǊǊƻǊ ōŀǊǎΩ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅΦ  
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Figure1. Mean Annual Global Surface Temperature Anomaly (Brohan et al 2006) showing 95% confidence levels. 

 

There are many reasons why this record is unreliable, some of which have already been pointed out by 

Hansen (2008a. 

2.1.2. UNREPRESENTATIVE SAMPLES 

Weather stations are not distributed uniformly and representaǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜΦ  

You cannot obtain a plausible average unless you start with a representative sample (see Wunsch et al 

2008).  

Those conducting public opinion polls know very well that their results are meaningless unless they have a 

sample which covers the whole population in a random and representative fashion. Similarly, the 

television authorities need to have some way of setting rates for advertisers. Unless they do so the rates 

will be unfair and they lose money. They go to a lot of trouble in finding a representative sample 

population upon whose TV sets they can put their set boxes which determine their rates.  

The whole point of these examples is that their mistaƪŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƻƴ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘΦ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ άǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎέ ŀƴŘ 

ŜǾŜƴ άǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƛƻƴǎέ are always so far ahead that nobody can check on them, so they can never be checked 

for validity. 

Weather stations cannot supply a representative sample. They are nearly all near cities or airports and do 

ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ measurements from farms, pastures, forests, 

deserts, glaciers, or icecaps. тм҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ƛǎ ƻŎŜŀƴ ōǳǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŜǾŜƴ ƭŜǎǎ 

representative, with very poor quality control. 
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2.1.3. NO LOCAL AVERAGE 

LŦ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ŀ άƎƭƻōŀƭ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŀƴƻƳŀƭȅέ ȅƻǳ Ƴǳǎǘ ǎǳǊŜƭȅ ǎǘŀǊǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ άƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŀƴƻƳŀƭȅέ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ 

a local average. No actual measurement of a local average temperature are ever made or at least 

ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘΦ {ƛƴŎŜ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛǊǊŜƎǳƭŀǊΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŜǾŜƴ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŀǾŜǊŀƎŜέ Ƴŀȅ ƳŜŀƴΦ {ƛƴŎŜ 

there is no sunlight at night, the distribution is skewed, so it cannot be modelled by a symmetrical 

function. Even if it is possible to find an acceptable mathematical model, there would be several possible 

ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ άŀǾŜǊŀƎŜǎέΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀs mean, median, geometric, harmonic etc. 

At most weather stations there is only one temperature measurement a day. If there is a maximum and 

minimum thermometer a daily maximum and a daily minimum can be recorded.  It seems to be assumed 

that the mean of these quantities represents some sort of average, but Hansen (2008a) denies its value. 

Gray (2007a) showed that if you compare this average with the average of the 24 hourly readings from 

one midnight to another, you get a large bias, which for the average of 24 New Zealand weather stations 

was +0.5ºC for a typical summer day with a range of +2.6ºC to -0.4ºC and an average of +0.9ºC with a 

range of +1.9ºC to -0.9ºC for a typical winter day. The positive bias of the max/min average over the mean 

hourly value can thus be larger than the claimed effects of greenhouse warming. Yet this unsatisfactory 

άŀǾŜǊŀƎŜέ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǊƛǾŜ ŀ άƳŜŀƴ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴƻƳŀƭȅΦέ 

¢ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ Řƻ ǘƘŜȅ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜ ŜŀŎƘ άŀƴƻƳŀƭȅέ? The following explanation appears 

on the NCDC website (2008): 

"NOTE: From February 2006 through April 14, 2006, the anomalies provided from the links below were 

inadvertently provided as departures from the 1961-1990 average. Anomalies are now provided as 

departures from the 20th century average (1901-2000)." 

Now, maybe they were able to calculate an average for the year 2000 from 1,600 stations and 500 

gridboxes available and in the year 1901 they had 1,600 stations and 300 gridboxes (See Figure 2) 

It sounds comparable; but the world was a very different place in the year1901 from the year 2000.  The 

total number of possible 5ºx5º gridboxes is 2592, so, even today, they only cover 20% of the earth, and  

mostly near cities. It was actually better in the year 1985 when there were 6000 stations and nearly 900 

gridboxes. Many have been closed down since then, mostly in rural areas where the results are less 

contaminated by urban heating. 

In the year 1901, Antarctica, Central Africa and South America, and most of Siberia had no weather 

stations. Figures for the oceans were minimal and most of the stations were in the Northern Hemisphere.  

It might be mentioned that there have never been readings near the North Pole because the Arctic is an 

ocean. yet they keep telling us it is getting warmer without supporting observations 

In 1901 thermometers were graduated in intervals of one degree Fahrenheit and the standards of the 

equipment, shelters and supervision were very different from today. 
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2.1.4. THE TIME OF OBSERVATION BIAS  

¢ƘŜ άaŜŀƴ 5ŀily Temperature" which is obtained by one reading per day of the maximum and minimum 

temperature for the past 24 hours is  taken to be the average of these two figures. However, the actual 24 

hours for which it applies is the previous 24 hours of the time of measurement, not the actual daily 24 

hours.  The measurement of Max and Min is made at different times in different places and It also 

changes over time and from one place and one country to another. 

This bias in "mean daily temperature" is called the "Time of Observation Bias" (TOB) by the Americans and 

together with all the other inaccuracies in their measurements, they make a gallant effort to try and 

"correct" for it. These efforts are described by Vose et al. (2003). There is some very interesting 

information in this paper. We learn, for example, that "the majority of the US Cooperative observing 

Network is staffed by volunteers". I wonder what their qualifications are, or who checks up on them and 

what situations apply in other countries? 

They also say "When the observation day differs from the calendar day a "carry over" bias of up to 2.0ºC 

is introduced into monthly mean temperatures.  

!ƭǎƻ άbƻƴ-calendar day observations also result in a "drift" bias of up to 1.5ºC in monthly mean" because 

there is a carry over from the previous month. If the day is different, then so are the month and the year. 

They state that there has been a systematic change in the preferred observation time in the US, requiring 

a large correction they recorded near sunset before the 1940s and switched to mornings after that, giving 

a "slight" warm bias to the later readings. 

A diagram showing the distribution of time of observation now for the USHCN (United States Historical 

Climatology Network) stations shows a wide level of variability. They make a "correction" for the US, 

which may not apply elsewhere. It is doubtful whether knowledge of conditions 100 years ago is very 

reliable. 

2.1.5. URBAN HEATING AND LAND USE CHANGE 

The unrepresentative meteorological temperatures are often measured in places of increasing 

population, more buildings, more concrete, growing vegetation, more cars, more heating and therefore 

subject to a positive bias. The evidence that this is happening is overwhelming. It is the only authenticated 

άŀƴǘƘǊƻǇƻƎŜƴƛŎέ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ όDǊŀȅ нлллΣ aŎYƛǘǊƛŎƪ ŀƴŘ aƛŎƘŀŜƭǎ нллпΣ нллуύΦ  

The IPCC have repeatedly quoted the paper by Jones et al. (1991) as evidence that urban heating is 

negligible. These authors examinŜŘ ŀƴ άŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜέ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǊǳǊŀƭ station temperature data for three regions 

of the world - European parts of the Soviet Union, Western Australia and Eastern China. When combined 

with similar analyses for the contiguous United States, the results are claimed to be representative of 20% 

of the land area of the Northern Hemisphere and 10% of the Southern Hemisphere  

They worked out the linear slope of temperature anomalies for the rural series in each case and 

compared it with the same slope for several gridded series. For the Western USSR, it covered the period 

1901-1987 and 1930-1987, for Eastern Australia it was 1930-1988 compared with 1930-1997, for Eastern 

China it was 1954-1983 and for the contiguous United States it was 1901-1984 The differences between 
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urban and rural slopes were only significant at the 5% level for Eastern Australia and for one set of Eastern 

China  

¢ƘŜȅ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ άLǘ ƛǎ ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǳƴǎŀƳǇƭŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘǊƻǇƛŎŀƭ 

climates, or other highly populated parts of Europe, could significantly increase the overall urban bias 

ŀōƻǾŜ лΦлрȏ/  ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘǿŜƴǘƛŜǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅέ  

It is unclear whether this small correction has been made for the most recent version of the Jones et al. 

global temperature series (Figure1). 

There are several things wrong with the Jones et al. (1991) paper. 

¶ The quality of the data is evŜƴ ǿƻǊǎŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǳǎǳŀƭΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀŘƳƛǘ άIt is unfortunate that separate 
maximum and minimum temperature data ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΦέ 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ άǊǳǊŀƭέ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜƭƻw 10,000 for Western Soviet Union, below 
35,000 for Eastern Australia, and below 100,000 for Eastern China. There is ample evidence (Gray 
2000) that urban effects exist in such places.  

¶ They have chosen countries with a continuous record of effective scientific supervision. These are not 
representative of the rest of the world, where changes of country and adequate supervision are far 
less common.  

Even these countries raise doubts. Russia had a tyrannical regime where statistics were frequently 

manipulated for political ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎΦ /Ƙƛƴŀ ƘŀŘ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŦŀƳƛƴŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ άDǊŜŀǘ [ŜŀǇ CƻǊǿŀǊŘέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

1958 and 1959 and also a manipulation of statistics.  

Two of the countries, the contiguous USA and China have such reliable records that, when corrected, they 

show no global warming, or residual urban influence (see Figures 3 and 4), but these two well monitored 

ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ άǘȅǇƛŎŀƭέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΦ  

In the very same year there appeared in Geophysical Research Letters another paper which included two 

of the authors of the previous paper, Wang and Karl (Wang et al. 1991).  

The abstract of this paper reads  

ά²Ŝ ǳǎŜŘ мфрп-1983 surface temperature from 42 Chinese urban (average population 1.7 million) and 

rural (average population 150,000) station pairs to study the urban heat island effects. Despite the fact 

that the rural stations are not true rural stations, the magnitude of the heat islands was calculated to 

average 0.23ºC over the thirty year period, with a minimum value (0.19ºC) during the 1964-1973 decade 

and maximum (0.28ºC) during the most recent decades.έ  

This study appears to have used the same stations that were claimed to have no urban bias in the first 

paper ŀƴŘ ƴƻǿ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ǳǊōŀƴ ōƛŀǎ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ άǊǳǊŀƭέ ƴƻǿ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǇƭŀŎŜǎ ǿƛth population as high as 

150,000.  

The early paper (Jones et al. 1991) states, of Eastern China, ά¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ 

station history: We chose those with few, if any, changes in instrumentation, location or observation 

ǘƛƳŜǎέ. 
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Wang et al. (1991) says ά¢ƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƘƛǎǘƻǊies. We chose those without any 

changes in instrumentation, ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƛƳŜǎέΦ 

Both papers were written at the same time and different conclusions made from the same data. Recently, 

Keenan (2007) has shown that many of the Chinese stations moved several times over the period in 

question, in one case 15 km and he accuses Wang of outright fraud, as he must have known this at the 

time. 

Confirmation of continuing urban warming in China has been documented by Ren et al (2008) who, from 

282 weateher stations in Northern China from 1960 to 2000, that there was an urban bias of 0.16ºC per 

decade for cities over 500,000 population,  down to 0.07ºC per decade for small cities (100,000 to 

300,000).  The  National bias was estimated t 0,11ºC per decade,  However, these were all by comparison 

ǿƛǘƘ άǊǳǊŀƭέ  ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƳƳǳƴŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǳǊōŀƴ ƘŜŀǘƛƴƎΦ 

Another paper used by the IPCC (Solomon et al. 2007) as evidence that urban warming is negligible is by 

Peterson (2000) "Assessment of Urban Versus Rural In-Situ Surface Temperatures in the Contiguous 

United States: No Difference Found".  

This paper supplies much more information on the observation process and its snags than has appeared 

before. The IPCC has chosen ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ Ϧbƻ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ CƻǳƴŘέ ŀǎ ƛƳǇƭȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ 

that no difference exists. The text shows that this untrue. Peterson merely found that his sample size was 

insufficient to obtain a statistically significant figure. 

He studied only three years of data, 1989-91, so he was unable to study "trends". His excuse is rather 

startling. "A longer period would increase the problem of missing data". The problem of missing data is 

not otherwise mentioned, but it must be important if it has an influence after only three years in the 

USA. The data are not given and the problem must be even worse outside the USA. 

He chose for study 40 clusters of stations, well distributed over the country; a total of 289 stations, 85 

"rural", 191 "urban" and 13 "suburban.  

It was surprising to learn that in the Unites States there are several different types of instrument and 

shelter. There were 106.9 maximum and minimum liquid-in-glass thermometers in a Cotton Region Shield 

(CRS, resembles a Stevenson Screen), 142.8 thermistor based instruments in a MMTS shield, 35 hygro-

thermometers in an HO-83 housing and 2.3 hygro-thermographs. (The fractions are from changes during 

the three years). There are photographs of these three types. If the Americans have several different 

instruments what kinds are used elsewhere? 

Corrections had to be made for urban/rural location, elevation, Time of Observation Bias, instrumentation 

and siting. The total remaining overall urban/rural bias before the others were applied was +0.31ºC. This 

is half the amount claimed to be caused by greenhouse gases since 1900. However, when the other 

corrections were applied, together with their inaccuracy levels, the urban/rural bias was reduced to 

+0.04ºC. . 

The Time of Observation Bias was the largest, accounting for a correction of -0.17ºC. This was because 

rural stations had a higher proportion of morning readers. Differences in elevation accounted for a 

correction of -0.11ºC because rural stations in the USA are usually higher up than the cities. Differences in 
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instrumentation accounted for  a bias of 0.05ºC because rural stations had a higher proportion of hygro-

thermometers that had a warm bias over the period and latitude changes gave a negative bias, -0.06ºC, as 

urban stations tended to be a little further north than the rural stations. 

The fully adjusted urban/rural bias of +0.04ºC was regarded by Peterson as equivalent to zero because it 

was not significant at the 90% level. But this does not mean that the bias does not exist, as assumed by 

ǘƘŜ Lt//Φ Lǘ ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ tŜǘŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǎƛȊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 

level of significance. It is simply not true ǘƻ ŎƭŀƛƳ άbƻ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ CƻǳƴŘέ 

In most other countries the complex correction procedures carried out by Peterson are impossible as they 

do not possess the numbers of sites for comparison, or the supervision or the scientific expertise. 

Corrections for Time of Observation Bias, Elevation, and Instrument Change may be impossible, so the 

first, unadjusted result of Peterson's, an urban/rural bias of +0.31 ºC, could be the best estimate. 

Two recent papers by Parker (2004, 2006) seek to show that urban warming does not happen. He argues 

that because daily mean, Maximum or Minimum Temperatures are not influenced by windy conditions, 

therefore urban heating is negligible. But the "day" that gives average wind conditions is usually a 

different "day" from that used for the daily mean, the Maximum and Minimum. In the second paper he 

seems to have realised this after he wrote the paper, so he puts the problem in Appendix A, where some 

"private communications" helped him out, but he does not list the ones which did not. The idea that 

urban heating should be influenced only by the strength of the wind and not its direction, and that there 

are no other factors involved, is simply a gross oversimplification  of a complex issue. 

As is shown by Figure 3 the fully adjusted US data, although still incomplete, do not indicate evidence of a 

consistent warming trend, so there is no evidence for the presence of the greenhouse effect for the 

contiguous United States. 

The only other country that has attempted a similar correction exercise is China and they also show no 

evidence of greenhouse warming (Figure 2.1.4). 

Jin et al. (2005) used measurements with a MODIS spectrometer on NASA satellites to measure the 

urbanisation effect globally and over several selected cities. In July 2001, for night time and daytime 

temperatures, urban areas between 30 and 60 degrees north are eight degrees Celsius above a 

surrounding forest by day and two degrees above at night. These are much greater than the "corrections" 

that are made to the surface record. There were also large differences between urban surfaces and 

cropland and for selected cities. 

They make the following comment, which is relevant to the Peterson paper and to the IPCC approach 

"Urban areas have generally been determined from satellite data from the night time lighting. Such a 

measure is morŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŘŜȄ ƻŦ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻŦ ǳǊōŀƴ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅέΦ 

McKitrick and Michaels (2004, 2008) showed that the surface anomalies for 1979 to 2000 were 

significantly biased by rises in population, energy usage, sample defects and GDP. Removal of these 

effects reduced the average temperature trend by about half. 
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Pepin and Lundquist (2008) chose  temperature records from high altitude weather stations and plotted the 

average trend over recent years, which is slightly downwards, as are the general trends. Only a few urban 

stations show a rise. So the glaciers are unlikely to be receding because of "warming" after all. 

 2.1.6. QUALITY CONTROL 

There is no quality control on meteorological stations. Nobody knows how many sites are close to towns, 

buildings, central heating pipes; what instruments are used, who measures, how often.  

Some years ago the Australians published pictures of their weather stations. They were withdrawn 

hurriedly as most could be seen to be subject to bias..  

They have re-emerged recently with a new set of photos (BOM 2008), all of which look satisfactory, 

although the Melbourne station, in a busy city intersection, still seems to be used. 

Detailed information about the location of weather stations is noǘ ǊŜŀŘƛƭȅ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΦ ! ǊŜŎŜƴǘ άDƻƻƎƭŜέ 

search for photographs of weather stations provided very few outside the USA or Canada and very few 

appeared to be free from urban effects, or were from official sources. An exception was the Oklahoma 

Climatological Survey, which gave a wide range of pictures of its sites, from each compass direction. They 

supplied a paper (Martinez et al. 2007) which lists all the information they record regularly for each site. It 

should be obvious that this information cannot be obtained from a remote office and it cannot be 

extrapolated into the past. 

There seems to be an improvement taking place as a result of the publicity that is being given to 

unsuitable stations such as those by Davey et al. (2005) and Pielke et al. (2007) who showed that many of 

the US Global Historic Climatology Network (GHCN) are unsuitable. Perhaps these improvements are 

partially responsible for the fact that the surface and satellite records now show a measure of agreement, 

and both show no recent warming,  

2.1.7. STATION NUMBERS 

Another factor that has influenced the weather station record is the variable number of stations available. 

Figure.2 (Hansen 2008) shows how station numbers and available grids have varied. The large increase 

after 1950 was mainly an increase in rural stations and of stations at airports and it partly accounts for the 

fall in the combined temperature from 1950 to 1975 shown in Figure 1. The wholesale closure of mainly 

rural stations in 1989, combined with the increased energy release at airports partly accounts for the 

increase in the combined temperature record shown in Figure 1 since 1989. 
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Figure 2 Numbers, of available global weather stations for Northern and Southern Hemispheres, (a) and numbers 

of  grid boxes available (b) from a theoretical total of 2,592 5º/5º latitude/longitude boxes (Hansen 2008). 

 

2.1.8. CORRECTION OF UNCERTAINTIES 

The principles which have guided the correction of the Hadley climate data are given in Brohan et al. 

(2006). They say under "Uncertainties":  

"A definitive assessment of uncertainties is impossible because it is always possible that some unknown 

error has contaminated the data and no quantitative allowance can be made for such unknowns. There 

are, however, several known limitations in the data and estimates of the likely effects of these limitations 

can be madeέ (Defense secretary Rumsfeld, press conference June 6, 2002, London) 

It is touching that the famous poem of Donald Rumsfeld is now inspiring climate scientists. It is worth 

quoting. 

"THE UNKNOWN 

As we know 

There are known knowns 

There are the things we know we know 

We also know 

There are known unknowns 

That is to say 

We know there are some things 
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We do not know 

But there are also unknown unknowns 

The ones we don't know 

We don't know". 

Runnalls and Oke (2006) showed that the recorded temperature in meteorological stations can be 

influenced by "changes in vegetation, development (buildings, paving), irrigation, cropping and even the 

maintenance of the site and its instruments". 

2.1.9. CORRECTED COUNTRY FIGURES 

The corrected temperature record for the contiguous United States is shown in Figure 3 (Hansen 2008b). 

After correction, the highest temperature ever recorded in the USA since 1880 was in 1934. The current 

temperature is higher than in 1880, but there is no steady rise, as is predicted from a greenhouse gas 

theory, but evidence of a periodic oscillation of about 70 years, with a previous peak in around 1935. The 

most likely future is a fall to another trough. 

Plotted below is the behaviour of the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (Mantua 2007) over the same period 

which follows the same periodic behaviour. 
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      Figure 3. Corrected mean annual temperature anomaly record for the contiguous United States (Hansen 2008b) 

                      compared with the Pacific Decadal Oscillation Index ( Mantua 2007).  

 

A corrected temperature record for China is shown in Figure 4 (Zhao et al. 2005). It is very similar to the 

corrected record for the contiguous USA (Figure 1.3). It incorporates the earlier records from Wang and 

Gong (2000) and others ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ ǎƘƻǿǎ ŀ ά/Ƙƛƴŀέ ǎǳōǎŜt of an early version of Figure 1 as the bold line 

graph PJO8SCN. (Jones personal communication) which suggests that this rise arises as a result of the use 

of inferior records from elsewhere. 

 

 

Figure 4 Temperature anomaly record for China (Zhao et al. 2005). 

 

Figure 4 also has an excellent correlation with the Pacific Decadal ocean oscillation It also shows no 

evidence of the warming of Figure1. 
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2.1.10. SEA SURFACE TEMPERATURE 

!ƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴƻƳŀƭȅ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜ тм҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƻŎŜŀƴΦ 

There are many temperature measurements made from ships, but the quality control is much worse than 

on the land and even then whole regions have no figures. Folland and Parker (1995) have claimed to have 

found a way of incorporating the data. One difficulty is that many early measurements were from buckets 

drawn from the sea and it is sometimes uncertain whether the buckets were metal or wood. During the 

first World War measurements could not be made on deck. Also some measurements are from a weather 

station on board, often beneath the funnel. 

Both American temperature compilers, the Goddard Institute of Space Studies (GISS) and The Global 

Historical Climatology Network (GHCN) have never accepted the use of the sea surface measurements for 

a global average and they have to resort to a whole host of dubious devices to claim that their figures are 

άƎƭƻōŀƭέΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǳǎŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǎŀǘŜƭƭƛǘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻŎŜŀƴ όwŜȅƴƻƭŘǎ Ŝǘ ŀƭ. 2002) and extrapolate 

them into the past. It is very suspicious that incorporating the sea surface measurements seems to make 

littl e difference  

!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƻƴƭȅ нф҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǳrface is land, it is remarkable that, according to Figure 1, the peak 

number of 5º x 5º grid-boxes from land-based weather stations was 880 in 1980, which includes 34% of 

ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ achieved because there are many stations on small islands surrounded 

by ocean where the land temperature is assumed to be typical of the surrounding ocean. Also a 

proportion of sea surface measurements is from fixed buoys and weather ships. These and the land 

ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎŜŀ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƘƛǇΩǎ 

engine intake, which is below the surface. 

2.1.11. TEMPERATURE OSCILLATION  

The IPCC (Solomon et al. 2008) does not seem to envisage that global temperatures might fluctuate or 

ƻǎŎƛƭƭŀǘŜΣ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŀŎŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜŘ ōȅ ƻǎŎƛƭƭŀǘƛƴƎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ άƛƳōŀƭŀƴŎŜǎέ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ IŀƴǎŜƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2005) cannot 

believe in either. 

{ŎƘƭŜǎƛƴƎŜǊ ŀƴŘ wŀƳŀƴƪǳǘǘȅ όмффпύ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ŀ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άǎƛƴƎǳƭŀǊ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎέ ǘƻ 

four global-mean surface temperature records which had been de-trended by means of a simple 

climate/ocean model based on the supposed radiative forcing due the increase in atmospheric 

greenhouse gas concentration. The result of this exercise as applied to the surface temperature record 

reported by Folland et al. (1992) is given in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5 Global temperature oscillation identified by Schlesinger and Ramankutty (1994) 

 

Three global-mean surface temperature records (Jones, Hansen, Vinnikov 1992) de-trended by a simple 

climate/ocean model were compared with singular spectrum analysis of the same data.  

The mean length of the oscillation identified was estimated as 65, 66, 70 and 69 years for the four 

temperature records studied. 

They also applied the technique to 11 geographical subsets of the data of Jones et al. (1991). Similar 

results were obtained for all regions, with the best agreement shown by North Atlantic, North America, 

and Eurasia. 

In a later paper Andronova and Schlesinger (2000) removed the modelled effects of the supposed 

anthropogenic warming, volcanoes and the sun from the updated record of Jones (1999) and confirmed 

the presence and further progress of the previously identified oscillation shown in Figure 1.5 to 1999. 

YƭȅŀǎƘǘƻǊƛƴ ŀƴŘ [ȅǳōƛǎƘƛƴ όнллоύ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ άǉǳŀǎƛ-cyclic fluctuationέ 

with about a 60 year period in the surface record of Jones et al. (2001) and they have  demonstrated the 

existence of a variation of 50-60 years interval in reconstructed temperatures for the past 1000 years. 

The oscillation identified by Schlesinger and Ramankutty (1994) can be seen in a range of temperature 

records, global, regional and local. In many of these the postulated anthropogenic contribution is not 

evident. 
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The updated surface temperature record of Figure 1.1 (Brohan et al. 2006) confirms the 65-70 year 

oscillation for the more recent measurements where the expected peak of the oscillation seems now to 

have been reached and thereafter would be expected to decline in the next few years. The steady 

temperature increase supposedly due to anthropogenic causes seems to have ceased since 2002. 

The mean global surface temperature anomaly record (Figure 1) shows a temperature increase imposed 

on the oscillation, which is not present in most other records, such as those shown below, so it is an 

artefact of the methods used in the collection and processing of the surface temperature data rather than 

an indication of warming from increases in anthropogenic greenhouse gases. 

The oscillatory behaviour often appears to be discontinuous. For example, Trenberth (1990) identified a 

άŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǎƘƛŦǘέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ bƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ IŜƳƛǎǇƘŜǊŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мфтс ŀƴŘ мфттΦ YŀǊƭ Ŝǘ ŀƭ. (2000) found climate shifts 

in 1912, 1945 as well as the 1976 shift. All of these features are apparent in Figure 1.1 and it is a matter of 

opinion whether they should be considered sudden or part of an more regular oscillation. 

2.1.12. OCEAN OSCILLATIONS 

Schlesinger and Ramankutty (1994) and Andronova and Schlesinger (2000) ignored the important climatic 

effects of the various ocean oscillations.  

Trenberth et al. (2000) focused on the most important one, the El Niño Southern Oscillation of the Pacific 

and derived a linear equation which was used to remove El Niño from the surface record of Figure 1.1. 

This corrected record removed most of the oscillation of Figure 1.1 but not the very large El Niño of 1998 

or for subsequent years.  

Tsonis et al. (2007) have shown that synchronous behaviour of the various ocean oscillations can provide 

an explanation for this 65-70 year global and local oscillation in temperature. The various climate shifts 

can be related to particular changes in the he El Niño Southern Oscillation (ENSO), the North Atlantic 

Oscillation (NAO), the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO) and the North Pacific Oscillation (NPO). 

The Pacific Decadal Oscillation, which has a period of about 30 years, shows a fairly close correlation with 

Figures 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, and 12. 

Figure 7 shows little temperature change from its inception in 1979 until the large temperature anomaly 

caused by the El Niño ocean oscillation event of 1998. The period since then appears to correspond with 

the expected final peak of the oscillation dŜǇƛŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ рΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ άŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǎƘƛŦǘέ ƛƴ нллм ŀŦǘŜǊ 

which steady temperatures have persisted until the present. Again, this record shows no evidence of a 

long-term upwards temperature trend which could be attributed to anthropogenic greenhouse gas 

forcing 

 

2.2 LOWER TROPOSPHERE TEMPERATURE ANOMALY 

2.2.1. RADIOSONDE RECORDS 

There are no global instrumental records besides the mean global surface temperature anomaly (Figure 1) 

that extend as far back as 1850. The only alternative record going back to 1958 is that from radiosonde 
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measurements in the lower troposphere. Figure 6 shows the radiosonde record from Thorne et al. (2004) 

which also gives error bars. 

 

   

 

Figure 6 Global mean temperature record in the lower troposphere (500hPg) indicating 95% confidence levels (Thorne et al 

2004) 

Figure 6 agrees fairly well to that part of Figure.4 since 1958 and confirms that the expected peak global 

temperature anomaly Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘΦ Lǘ ǎƘƻǿǎ ŀ άŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǎƘƛŦǘέ ƛƴ мфтсΦ Lǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ 

display evidence of an additional steady rise over the period which could be attributed to anthropogenic 

greenhouse gas forcing.  

2.2.2 THE MSU 

The most reliable and most accurate comparatively recent measure of globally averaged temperature 

anomalies is from the measurements at several levels in the atmosphere by Microwave Sounder Units 

(MSUs) on NASA satellites since 1978, which derive temperature from the microwave spectrum of oxygen 

in the atmosphere. (MSU 2007) The monthly global anomaly record for the lower troposphere is shown in 

Figure 7. This temperature record has persistently disagreed with the mean global surface temperature 

anomaly (Figure 1), (Gray 2007b). 
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Figure 7 MSU (satellite) monthly global temperature anomaly record since 1979 for the lower troposphere (MSU 

2007). 

The MSU record faithfully shows temperature anomalies from observed volcanic events (El Chichon 1982, 

Pinatubo 1991) and from ocean oscillations (particularly El Niño 1998), but it does not show the rise in 

temperature ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ άƎƭƻōŀƭ ǿŀǊƳƛƴƎέ ŦǊƻƳ ƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜ Ǝŀǎ 

emissions between 1979 and 1999 and between 2001 and 2007. The temperature shift of about 0.3ºC for 

the period 2001-2007 is already beginning to decline. 

!ǎ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ άŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƛƻƴǎέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΣ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ǘǊȅ 

and prove that the MSU results are faulty. This has culminated in a claim by a paper from the NOAA (CSSP 

Report), Karl et al. (2006), published only on the internet, that the mean annual global surface 

temperature anomaly (Figure 1.1) and the MSU record (Figure 1.6.) have been reconciled, as the MSU 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ άǘǊŜƴŘέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘΣ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘΣ ƻŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ǘƻ ƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜ ƎŀǎŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ 

because the temperature peak in 1998 caused by the El Niño ocean event of that year, is more prominent 

in the lower troposphere. If this event is ignored, the two records are very different. 

L ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ǎƘƻǿƴ όDǊŀȅ нллтōύ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ƻŦ άǊŜŎƻƴŎƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴέ ƛǎ ǳƴǘǊǳŜΦ CƻǊ the major periods of 

the record, 1978-1997 and 2001-2007, the MSU record shows no temperature change. The rise in the 

surface record from 1976-1997 cannot therefore be attributed to greenhouse gas increases, since it is not 

evident in the lower atmosphere where it should be most prominent. Both records show no change over 

the second period, 2001 to 2007, which is itself convincing evidence that increases in greenhouse gases 

are not influencing global temperatures, however these are measured. 
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2.3 LOCAL TEMPERATURES 

There are a few long-lived individual local temperature records where the local bias may have remained 

fairly steady and which give records that show the oscillation identified in Figure 24. This effect is 

particularly evident in land regions in the Arctic where the last warm period was around 1940. The current 

clamour about melting in the Arctic is just a repeat of the situation in 1940 and is likely to decline in the 

same way. A number of these more reliable long-term local records are available ƻƴ WƻƘƴ 5ŀƭȅΩǎ όнллтύ 

ŀƴŘ IŀƴǎŜƴΩǎ όнллтύ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜǎΦ 

 

    

 

 

Figure 8 Temperature record for Central England since 1650. 

 

Figure 8 gives the well-known temperature record for Central England since 1650. Oscillations have 

almost disappeared. A small recent rise is almost certainly due to urban heating. 

Figure 9, for Alice Springs, Australia shows the influence of the Pacific Decadal Oscillation, but no overall 

warming. 
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  Figure 9 Temperature Record for Alice Springs, Australia, (Hansen 2008)      
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Figure 10 Temperature records from Columbia. 

 

Figure 10 gives three records from Columbia. Two show no overall change. The third shows a decline. 
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Figure 11 Temperature Record for Pudahuel (Andes mountains) 

 

Figure 11 is a temperature record for Pudahuel in the Andes. The oscillation, correlatuing with the Pacific 

decadal Oscillation,  is marked. 

2.4. POLAR TEMPERATURES 

Because water vapour is lowest at the poles the computer models predict that the increases in 

greenhouse gases have the greatest effects at the poles. This prediction is spectacularly wrong at the 

South Pole (Figure 

 

 


