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Introduction  
 
In 2001, the United Nation’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) announced 
that carbon dioxide (CO2) was causing the earth to warm and developed computer models to 
predict how much the earth would warm in the future.  Does any empirical scientific evidence 
exist to support this premise of the IPCC?  The answer is no, in fact it is just the opposite, CO2 
has a cooling effect.  
 
The major components in the atmosphere that cause the earth to be cooler than it would be 
otherwise are the so-called greenhouse gases.  Calling these gases greenhouse gases are 
misnomers.  Yet, many meteorologists have blamed water vapor and carbon dioxide in the 
atmosphere for warming the earth.  Below is an excerpt from a paper 1 written by meteorologists 
from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).  “Water vapor plays the 
central role in the atmospheric branch of the global hydrologic cycle and is the most abundant 
greenhouse gas.  Climate models used for estimating effects of increases in greenhouse gases 
show substantial increases in water vapor as the globe warms and this increased moisture would 
further increase the warming.”  They got it backwards about water vapor just as Al Gore did 
about CO2 in his “Inconvenient Truth” presentation of the Vostok Ice Core data.   
 
Gore's "Inconvenient Truth" Documentary had Cause a nd Effect Reversed   
 
In Al Gore’s presentation of his "Inconvenient Truth" documentary, he conveniently separated 
the Vostok Ice core temperature and CO2 graphs so you could not see which came first, a 
warming spike or a CO2 spike.  He said that a CO2 spike came first but alas, it was the just the 
opposite as shown in the Vostok Ice Core graph in Figure 1.   
 

 
 
 

Fig. 1.  Vostok, Antarctica Ice Core Data 2. 
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When both lines are combined on one graph and viewed in the correct direction from right to 
left, it is clearly seen that a warming spike always comes first (blue line) followed by a CO2 
increase (red line) some 800 years later.  
 
There are many reasons for the oceans to warm and cool over long periods of time and those 
influences are not the subject of this paper. Warming of the oceans reduces the solubility of CO2 
in water which results in the liberation of CO2.  An additional effect of the oceans warming up is 
that more water vaporizes and for each pound of water evaporated 1,000 Btu of cooling occurs.  
Increased water vapor and CO2 in the atmosphere then causes a further cooling effect through the 
reflection of more radiation back to outer space.  Nature has this under control.  
 
Gore also gave no explanation what would cause a CO2 spike to occur in the first place.  What is 
so disturbing here is that many climatologists and meteorologists, just like Al Gore, seem to have 
a problem discerning cause and effect.  It is very simple, if what you call an effect comes first, 
you have it backwards; a cause always comes first to produce the effect.    

 
Proof Greenhouse Gases Cool the Earth 

NASA scientists claimed Cirrus clouds, formed by contrails from aircraft engine exhaust, are 
capable of increasing average surface temperatures enough to account for the warming trend in 
the United States that occurred between 1975 and 1994.  “According to Patrick Minnis, a senior 
research scientist at NASA’s Langley Research Center in Hampton, Va., there has been a one 
percent per decade increase in cirrus cloud cover over the United States, likely due to air traffic. 
Cirrus clouds exert a warming influence on the surface by allowing most of the sun’s rays to 
pass through but then trapping some of the resulting heat emitted by the surface and lower 
atmosphere. 

3 ”   
 
This explanation is wrong.  These clouds will cool the earth, not warm it.  There is more radiant 
energy coming from the sun to the earth than from the earth to the sky.  More radiant energy will 
be blocked during the day than will be blocked leaving the earth at night (insulating effect).  The 
overall effect is cooling, not warming.  
  
This cooling effect of water vapor was proved following the 9-11 terrorist attacks.  Atmospheric 
scientists studied the effect of water vapor on temperature in the wake of the attacks.  The 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prohibited commercial aviation over the United States 
for three days following the attacks and this presented a unique opportunity to study the 
temperature of the earth without airplanes and their contrails.   
 
Dr. David Travis, an atmospheric scientist at the University of Wisconsin, along with two other 
scientists, looked at how temperatures for those three days compared to other days when planes 
were flying.  They analyzed maximum and minimum temperature data from about 4,000 weather 
stations throughout the conterminous (48 states) United States for the period 1971–2000, and 
compared those to the conditions that prevailed during the three-day aircraft grounding period 
and the three days when planes were flying before and after the grounding period. This research 
effort was sponsored by grants from the National Science Foundation.   
 



3 

 

They found that the average daily temperature range between highs and lows was 1.1 degrees C 
higher during September 11-14 (shown graphically in Figure 2) compared to September 8-11 and 
September 11-14 with normal air traffic.   
 

 

Fig. 2.  Average diurnal (daily) temperature range (DTR) 4 

The data proved that contrails (condensed water vapor trails) have a net cooling effect. You 
cannot just look at a nighttime effect only, like the IPCC climatologists and meteorologists have 
done, both day and night must be included to determine the overall effect.  Water vapor, CO2 and 
particulates in the atmosphere all reflect as well as scatter some radiant energy back to outer 
space and this causes cooling. 
 
Here is a simple test, go outside when the sun is shining, see how warm you feel when you are in 
the direct sunlight and compare that with how warm you feel when a cloud goes overhead and 
you are in the shade of the cloud.  Of course you feel cooler in the shade of the cloud; a child 
knows this.  So Dr. Travis confirmed this with scientific analysis of real data that most people on 
this planet already know.   
 
If you are cooler when under the microscopic water droplets of a cloud why would any scientist 
ever say that water vapor when more diluted makes the earth warmer?  This completely defies 
logic and common sense.  If what they call the greatest greenhouse gas (water vapor) causes 
cooling then clearly all other named greenhouse gases like carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous 
oxide, and chlorofluorocarbons, etc. cool the atmosphere as well.  Everyone also knows that 
cloud cover at night (more insulation) prevents the earth from cooling off as fast as it does when 
there are no clouds.  However, on a relatively clear night if a cloud goes overhead you cannot 
feel any warming effect of the cloud, so this insulating effect is shown to be minimal compared 
to the daytime effect.  Another simple observation that shows Minnis and other warming 
supporters have it backwards.  However, Minnis acknowledged the cooling effect found by 
Travis 5.  He and three other authors wrote, “Instantaneously, contrail radiative forcing can 
warm the atmosphere and warm or cool the earth’s surface, apparently reducing the diurnal 
range of surface temperature.”  This is like saying if you light a fire you may get warmer or 
cooler from radiative forcing.  Is this flawed logic why they have developed such illogical 
conclusions about the climate?   
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Does Atmospheric CO 2 Change Correlate with Earth Temperature Change?   
 
Having conclusively proved that water vapor and clouds have a cooling effect, does a correlation 
of real data exist between the concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere and the earth's 
temperature?  No, that does not exist either, look at Figure 3 below developed by Joseph D'Aleo 
a certified meteorologist that was extended by the authors from 2008 up to the end of November 
2010.  Even a non-scientist can see there is no correlation between CO2 concentration in the 
atmosphere and the earth's temperature.  The CO2 has been on a continuous upward trend - not 
true for the earth's temperature.  CO2 cools the earth like water vapor does but since it is in parts 
per million in the atmosphere, unlike water vapor, the effect is so minimal it cannot be detected.  
  

 
 

Fig. 3.  Earth Temperature and Atmospheric CO2 Concentration 6. 
 
Atmospheric concentrations of CO2 were taken at the Mauna Loa Observatory in Hawaii. Two 
sets of temperature measurements are included, one set by NASA’s Microwave Sounding Unit 
(MSU) for the troposphere and the other by the UK’s Hadley Climate Research Unit for the land 
and sea.  Both show normal temperature variations over time as CO2 increased from 366 ppmv in 
January 1998 to 389 ppmv in November 2010.  Note as well that the lower troposphere 
temperature (blue line) in November 2010 was some 0.37oC lower than it was in the normally 
colder month of January in 1998, so overall there is no global warming trend anyway.  
 
Man-made global warming advocates also say that CO2 builds up in the atmosphere over a 50 to 
250 year period, but this is not true.  The graph above shows that the CO2 concentration 
oscillates based on the growing seasons.  The cycles of the CO2 concentration swing is in the 5 to 
8 ppmv range.  If CO2 stayed in the atmosphere for long periods before being consumed, the 
cyclical effect of the growing seasons would not be seen.  It is clear that nature reacts very fast in 
its consumption of carbon dioxide. 
 
The steady rise in atmospheric CO2 is most likely linked with the time period known as the 
Medieval Warm Period, some 800 years ago, as that would confirm the ice-core records where 
higher atmospheric CO2 slowly follows higher ocean temperatures. Figure 4 shows the likely 
reality of this warmer period with the unlikely hockey-stick illusion developed by Michael Mann 
through data manipulation and once used by the UN IPCC. 
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Fig. 4. Propaganda graphics versus reality 7. 
 
Do UN IPCC Predictions fit in with Actual Observati ons?   
 
The graph in Figure 5 shows the IPPC computer modeling projections from the year 2000 to 
2100 based on various assumptions linked to increasing CO2 in the atmosphere.  The black line 
from 1998 to 2010 was added by the authors to the IPCC graph; it shows the actual measured 
surface temperatures. 
 

 
 

Fig. 5.  IPPC Predictions compared to Actual Surface Temperature Measurements 8. 
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The actual temperature for November, 2010 was some 0.32 oC cooler than the IPCC projection 
based on the lowest assumed growth rate of CO2 they used.  On an actual temperature basis, one 
sees that the IPCC models predict temperatures that are not even close to actual measurements. 
Yet they continuously use these flawed computer models and do not consider actual temperature 
measurements as being valid.   
 
It reminds one of the computer models used to predict where Hurricane Ike would hit the U. S. in 
2008.  Five meteorological models all predicted the hurricane would hit the west coast of 
Florida, then changed it to New Orleans, then to Galveston, down to Corpus Christy and then 
back up to Galveston, where it finally hit, all of this over a five day period.  Here again, 
historically, most meteorological models have not proven trustworthy.  These IPCC predictions 
are a result of a head in the sand approach that produces the classic "garbage in - garbage out" 
analysis for computer models. 
 
Human Made Emissions of Carbon Dioxide (CO 2) 
 
You may not realize this, but CO2 emissions created by human activities such as combustion of 
fuels, etc. (called anthropogenic emissions) are miniscule compared to the emissions of CO2 
from nature.  Table 1 was developed by the UN IPCC.  It shows annual CO2 emissions to the 
atmosphere from both nature and human-made sources and how much of the CO2 emitted is re-
absorbed by nature.    

 
TABLE 1.  GLOBAL SOURCES AND ABSORPTION OF CO2 

   
 Carbon Dioxide:                   Natural              Human-Made                   Total                     Absorption  
 
 Annual Million Metric Tons      770,000                 23,100                      793,100                     781,400  
  
 % of Total                     97.1%                    2.9%                        100%                        98.5%  
  
           Source: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Climate Change 2001: The Scientific Basis   
                           (Cambridge, UK Cambridge University Press, 2001), Figure 3.1, p. 188.    
   
Using the table above in combination with a total concentration of 389 ppmv of CO2 seen in the 
atmosphere in November 2010, one sees that the CO2 caused by all of our activities amounts to 
only 11.3 ppmv.  If, on a worldwide basis, we eliminated all anthropogenic CO2 emissions in 
November 2010 (see Figure 3), we would go back to the level we had in 2004.  Having 
regulations to limit CO2 from our activities is complete nonsense and counter-productive. 
    
Nature absorbs 98.5% of the CO2 that is emitted by nature and humans.  As CO2 increases in the 
atmosphere, nature's controlling mechanism causes plant growth to increase via photosynthesis; 
CO2 is absorbed, and oxygen is liberated.  Photosynthesis is an endothermic (cooling) reaction. 
Further, a doubling of CO2 will increase the photosynthesis rate by 30 to 100%, depending on 
other environmental conditions such as temperature and available moisture 8.  More CO2 is 
absorbed by the plants due to the increased concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere available for 
conversion to carbohydrates.  Nature therefore has in place a built-in mechanism to regulate the 
CO2 concentration in the atmosphere that will always completely dwarf our feeble attempts to 
regulate it.  Further, no regulation by us is necessary because CO2 is not a pollutant; it is part of 
the animal and plant life cycle.  Without it, there would be no life on earth.  Increased CO2 in the 
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atmosphere increases plant growth, which is a good thing during continued world population 
growth and an increasing demand for food.   
 
No Greenhouse Signature in Atmosphere 
 
The IPCC developed a theoretical greenhouse signature through a computer model.  The 
greenhouse signature developed is very distinct - see Figure 6.  If this signature were present, 
warming would be concentrated in a distinct “hot spot” about 8 to 12 km up over the tropics, 
with less warming further away, turning to cooling above 18 km.  Actual measurements have 
been taken where the warming is occurring using satellites and balloons.   

 
 

Fig. 6.  Theoretical Greenhouse Signature (UN climate models) 9. 
 
The real observed signature is shown in Figure 7.  As one can clearly see, the predicted IPCC 
"Greenhouse" signature is not seen - no "hot spot" exists!   
 

 
 

Fig. 7.  Actual Observed Signature 10. 
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Heat Transfer by Radiation from Gas to Solid 
 
The Stefan-Boltzmann Law, that has been verified experimentally, states that the total radiation 
from a black body is proportional to the fourth power of its absolute temperature.  For non black 
bodies there is an emissivity correction that must be applied based on the emissivity of the non 
black body compared to a black body at the same temperature.  Radiation between gases does 
not follow the Stefan-Boltzmann law for radiation between solid surfaces.   
 
The following method of estimating the rate of heat transfer by radiation from carbon dioxide 
and water vapor to a bounding solid surface was developed Hottel and Egbert 11.  The rate of heat 
transfer by radiation between a hemispherical mass of gas with a radius (L), partial pressure of 
gas emitting radiation of (p) atmospheres, at the uniform absolute temperature of the gas (Tg), 
and a small element of solid surface at its absolute temperature (Ts) with a surface emissivity (es) 
located on the base of the hemisphere at its center is: 
 

       Q/A = 0.173 es * [egg *(Tg/100)4 – egs*(Ts/100)4] 

Where, Q = Rate of heat transfer between gas and solid 
   A = Area of heat absorbing surface 

     egg = emissivity of the gas at Tg 
  egs = emissivity of the gas at Ts 

 
The emissivity of the gas depends on the temperature of the gas and the product pL.  When the 
gas contains a mixture of CO2 and water vapor, the combined radiation from these two gases is 
less than the sum of their separate effects and a correction factor is applied based on the partial 
pressures of the two gases. 
 
One can see from this equation that the net heat transfer is always from the hotter to cooler body, 
never vice versa.  So one cannot show a balance where a cooler body is heating a warmer body; 
that is impossible and is a violation of the second law of thermodynamics! 
 
Many scientists are confused over thermal equilibrium issues associated with analyzing the 
climate.  There are two fundamental errors on how many handle the physical concepts of the 
Earth's thermal equilibrium and of blackbodies. The Earth cannot reach thermal equilibrium for 
many reasons, but mainly because the Earth is not a blackbody because, simply, it does not 
absorb all the energy it receives16. For the same reason, the atmosphere is not, and does not 
behave like, a blackbody and it is not even a near-blackbody system. 

Let us examine the first mistake.  Thermal equilibrium refers to the approaching to almost the 
same temperature of two interrelated systems, where one of them is warmer than the other 
system and the warmer system transfers some of its energy to the colder system17. In other 
words, between two interrelated systems, the warmer system does work, in form of heat, on the 
colder system, not the other way around17, 21. 

On planet Earth, which has a great diversity of subsystems18, it is physically impossible to obtain 
thermal equilibrium spontaneously, i.e. in nature.  Simply, let us measure the energy contained 
by two or more small adjacent volumes of air; one will offer an energy density higher or lower 
than the other adjacent air volumes. This is considering solely one of those subsystems, the 
atmosphere. 
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The Earth rotates over its own axis, giving place to the alternating diurnal and nocturnal periods. 
We cannot speak of a planetary thermal equilibrium when a half of the terrestrial sphere receives 
solar light, gaining energy incoming from the Sun, whereas the other is in darkness, losing the 
solar energy that it had received during the daytime. We always find differences of the density of 
energy between one hemisphere and the other. 

Besides, the thermal equilibrium concept only happens when the temperature of both systems 
keeps constant17. When have we seen the temperature of the Earth being constant?  The answer 
is nowhere and never. The temperature suffers fluctuations every fraction of a second, thousands 
of times per day, every time we take it of any system; even the temperature of endothermic living 
beings, which self-regulate their body temperature, they also fluctuate every fraction of second19. 

On the other hand, if AGW hypothesis proponents are referring to a thermal equilibrium between 
the density of the incident solar energy on the Earth’s surface and the Earth’s surface density of 
energy, they are making a most important mistake because the Earth’s surface never reaches the 
density of energy that the incoming stream from the Sun has.  The density of energy of the solar 
stream is always higher than the density of energy of the surface. The absorbent system disperses 
the energy that it does not “use”, like work, towards other systems; to outer space, for example. 
We know this class of energy as “heat”, i.e. energy in transit. 

Obviously, the energy in transit, or in the very moment of the transferring process, by any means, 
cannot be stored; it is energy in transit from one energized system to another lesser-energized 
system. 

As a result, thermal equilibrium only occurs in mathematically isolated systems where the 
primary source of energy for both systems, the emitter and the absorber, has been artificially 
eliminated. The real Earth system cannot ever reach a thermal equilibrium because its primary 
source of energy is always present and the Earth rotates. The Sun is this source in this case and, 
as we have observed in the last decades, it is not too stable. With the latter assertion, it is not 
being said that the Sun is a meta-stable system, not even in the long term and this statement must 
be clear.  Have we ever seen the global climate as being stable or, at least, quasi-stable?  No, we 
have never seen such a phenomenon.  

Regarding the concept of blackbody systems, the actual physical concept says that a blackbody is 
an idealized system that “absorbs” all the energy, at all spectral bands and wavelengths and all 
temperatures, that it receives from a source20, which, consequently must be in a higher energy 
density level than the absorbent blackbody. We cannot say the atmosphere is a blackbody 
because it has a very limited (low) absorptivity. 

By applying the scientifically accepted algorithms, which derive from experimentation17, to 
calculate the absorptivity of the air, we find that it is 0.01, at the best composition of the air, i.e. 
mixed with dust particles and 4% of water vapor. Could anyone of us argue that the atmosphere 
is a near-blackbody system?  No, for the only case of a near-blackbody system, but not one of 
those idealized systems, is moistened clay with organic matter, which has an absorptivity of 
0.9520; or water vapor, with an absorptivity of 0.7520. 

Carbon dioxide, on its own, has an absorptivity of 0.002; in the overall panorama, Oxygen, with 
its 0.007 of absorptivity/emissivity, is for 3.5 times a better absorber/emitter than carbon dioxide. 
Could you claim the carbon dioxide is a blackbody or a “near-blackbody” system? You tell us… 
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Greenhouse Effect is Impossible   
 
The IPCC adopted the work completed by Kiehl and Trenberth of the National Center for 
Atmospheric Research, Boulder Colorado to show how radiative forcing from greenhouse gases 
causes the earth to warm 13.  Here is a statement from that paper:  
 
The long wave radiative forcing of the climate system for both clear [125 W/m2 (watts/square 
meter)] and cloudy (155 W/m2) conditions are discussed. We find that for the clear sky case the 
contribution due to water vapor to the total long wave radiative forcing is 75 W/m2, while for 
carbon dioxide it is 32 W/m2.   
 
Really, when the water vapor concentration in the atmosphere averages around 2.5 volume % (or 
25,000 ppmv) and carbon dioxide concentration is less than 400 ppmv?  The CO2 concentration 
is only 1.6% of the water vapor concentration.  In the Hottel and Egbert correlation the only 
difference between water vapor and carbon dioxide regarding the radiation effect is their partial 
pressures.  Partial pressures of gases are proportional to their volumetric concentrations.  Based 
on this and using the water vapor effect as a basis at 75 W/m2 then the CO2 effect would be 1.2 
W/m2, not the 32 W/m2 stated.  Figure 8 shows an updated graph from the original work 
completed by Kiehl and Trenberth in 1997. 
 

 
 

Figure 8.  The Global Annual Mean Earth’s Energy Budget for March 2000 to May 2004 14. 
 
The first problem seen in this graph is a serious violation of the First Law of Thermodynamics.  
Completing a balance only on that energy entering and leaving the earth, one sees on the middle 
to left side of the graph that 161 W/m2 hits the earth from the sun.  The earth then loses 97.9 
W/m2 to thermal and evaporation/transpiration losses with 0.9 W/m2 being retained by the earth.  
This leaves only 63.1 W/m2 not accounted for.  However, on the right side of the earth it shows 
396 W/m2 leaving the earth.  If you only have 63.1 W/m2 available, no more than that can leave 
the earth.  Well you say an additional 333 W/m2 in back radiation from the clouds hits the earth 
and this then provides the balance. 
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The only problem here is, where did this added energy come from?  It came from the bogus 396 
W/m2 shown radiating from the surface to the clouds.  If what was presented here were true, for 
every unit of energy in, one would get back an additional (396 ÷ 63.1) = 6.28 units of energy.  
The First Law of Thermodynamics states that energy can be transformed from one form to 
another but cannot be created nor destroyed. Therefore, the graph violates the First Law of 
Thermodynamics. 
 
It also violates the Second Law of Thermodynamics by showing energy radiating from cooler 
clouds back to a warmer earth. One version of the second law states no process is possible where 
the sole result is the transfer of heat from a body of lower temperature to a body of higher 
temperature.  Maybe they are still counting on the non-existent hot spot in the greenhouse 
signature to accomplish this.  Real data shows the IPCC computer models, both for predicting 
the effect of CO2 on the earth’s temperature and the climate signature are completely bogus. 
 
As a final rebuttal of the influence of carbon dioxide over the climate, the alleged IPCC 
greenhouse effect is a non-existent effect.  No greenhouse, whether made from glass, plastic, 
cardboard or steel will reach a higher inside temperature due to the magic of re-radiated IR 
energy.  If it did, engineers would have long ago been able to design power stations made from 
air, mirrors and glass, extracting more energy out of it than was put into it - if only! 
 
Conclusion 
 
Based on actual data, CO2 causing global warming is clearly a figment of the UN IPCC's 
imagination.  The only actual physical attribute that can be ascribed to atmospheric carbon 
dioxide is one of increasing the cooling efficiency of the total atmosphere, as recently 
demonstrated by Dr Noor van Andel 15.  For that matter, as discussed, all greenhouse gases, 
including the most notorious water vapor and including carbon dioxide, cool the planet.  Taxing 
carbon will have a deleterious effect on the economies of the world.  Many scientists, including 
the authors, see global warming from CO2 as a cruel global hoax. 
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