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			“It does not matter who you are, or how smart you are, or what title you have, or how many of you there are, and certainly not how many papers your side has published; if your prediction is wrong, then your hypothesis is wrong. Period.”

			Richard Feynman

			Theoretical Physicist

			Nobel Prize (1965)

		

	
		
			Thank you!

			To our good friend Mary for her crucial initial response, and to the doctors, nurses, and staff of the Shuswap Lake General Hospital in Salmon Arm, British Columbia; the Royal Inland Hospital in Kamloops, British Columbia; the Rockyview General Hospital in Calgary, Alberta; the Foothills Wellness Clinic in Okotoks, Alberta; and all who prayed for her (there are no atheists in an ICU). She made it.

		

	
		
			Prologue

			The Climate Crisis of 1695

			No one would fault you for believing that between 1980 and 2020, we experienced a warming of the climate at a rate that is unprecedented in the last 2000 years. That widespread claim1 is based on reconstructed (non-thermometer) temperatures up to 1850 and observed (thermometer) temperatures thereafter. However, sealed thermometer technology predates 1850 by approximately 200 years, and when that data is used, the widespread claim melts away.

			Take a close look at the chart on the next page2; it is the longest thermometer record in the world, dating back to 1659. The data were compiled by the United Kingdom’s national meteorological service, the MET office. With three and a half centuries of instrument data, it transcends being a weather record; it is a climate change record for central England. The temperature readings were taken on multiple thermometers by many different people, who were probably considered the techies of their day, and none of whom were employed to prove that human influence was warming the planet.

			Compare the 40-year temperature trends (black dashed line) of 1695 to 1735 to those of 1980 to 2020.

			The warming trend from 1695 to 1735, 2°C in four decades, was double that of 1980 to 2020, only 1°C in four decades.

			[image: ]

			Figure 1. The longest continuous thermometer record in the world. The warming from 1695 to 1735 is double that of 1980 to 2020.

			The earlier warming period was pre-industrial—an era whose technology was epitomized by humans circling the globe in wooden sailing ships. Spaceships orbiting the planet, along with heavy manufacturing and prodigious energy production, mark the later period. Earlier Englishmen survived from 1695 to 1735, experiencing twice the warming of the last 40 years and much less technology. 

			Had King George II been asked if warming in central England during his reign by 2°C in 40 years was an existential threat to his kingdom, he might reply instead that it was a time of plenty that resulted in English domination. George II chased Bonny Prince Charles out of Scotland, the French out of North America, and the Spanish around the globe just because they cut off an English naval captain’s ear.

			There was no hysteria over the 2°C warming in the early 1700s in Great Britain, even though there were many cultural similarities to today’s global community. It was a country of enlightened scientific reasoning. Isaac Newton had just published his laws of motion and gravity. It was a center of significant engineering advances. In 1709, Abraham Darby kick-started the Industrial Revolution with the mass production of iron using coke made from coal instead of wood. In 1712, Thomas Newcomen built the world’s first commercial steam engine. National finances became sophisticated with the opening of the Bank of England in 1695. And it was a country caught up in seemingly endless irrational wars, such as the War of Jenkins’ Ear (1739 - 1742).

			Across the channel in France, it was the abnormally cold temperatures during the Little Ice Age preceding 1695 that were a real existential threat. The reign of Louis XIV (The Sun King) was dimmed by cold and wet farming conditions that started in 1687. Hunger and disease claimed the lives of 10 percent of his subjects during the coldest years of 1693 and 16943. The fortuitous warming of 1695 to 1735 ended the ruinous famine.

			The warming trend was just a natural cycle of climate, but for the first time, it was recorded by modern instruments created by scientifically sophisticated people.

			Then, in 1736, the Little Ice Age resumed with a vengeance: a sudden 1°C drop in 5 years that central England would not fully recover from for another 200 years. It was so abrupt that a naval man-of-war was frozen in the Thames, delaying severed-ear-related hostilities. (Eventually, the British man-of-war looted $80 million of gold in today’s money from a Spanish Galleon in reprisal for Captain Jenkins’ missing ear.) In France, 1740 began with 75 days of frost, initiating a new era of poor harvests and widespread hunger that would last for decades to follow. Crop failures of frost-sensitive wheat contributed to the 1789 French Revolution.

			There is a lot of speculation as to what caused the temperature drop in England and France in 1695 and then the dramatic warming until 1735:

			•Was it part of a global trend caused by changing solar output? The sun’s Maunder Minimum (an extended period of very low sunspot activity) of 1645 to 1715 correlates somewhat with the temperature changes. 

			•Did the 1693 violent class 4 eruption (very high eruptive column) of the volcano Helka in Iceland impede the sunlight to cause a regional cold spike for several years?

			•Was it a regional climatic change caused by the North Atlantic Oscillation? (This is an atmospheric pressure phenomenon similar to the El Niño Southern Oscillation in the South Pacific Ocean.)

			•Was it all of the above?

			We don’t know, but human-emitted carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions could not have been a factor. The longest thermometer record in the world reveals that the current 20th/21st-century warming rate has a greater and non-human precedent from 300 years ago. It was also enormously beneficial for mankind. And then it got cold again, ‘freezing the balls off a brass monkey’ cold (a British naval expression of severe cold used during that period).

			Perhaps King George II would not be surprised that the warming from his time, 1695, was replicated even on a half-scale in our time, 1980. After all, acts of God happen, and besides, who would turn down a time of plenty? However, he would be surprised to learn that the successors to his kingdom claim human influence caused the 1980 warming. What then caused the warming of 1695?

			Prologue endnotes

			1	IPCC AR6 WG1 Figure SPM1.

			2	https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/hadobs/hadcet/Parker_etalIJOC1992_
dailyCET.pdf

			3	Fagan, Brian: The Little Ice Age: How Climate Made History 1300-1850. (Basic Books, New York, 2000). Chapter 9.

		

	
		
			Introduction

			Truth and Science

			“Truth is incontrovertible. Panic may resent it. Ignorance may deride it. Malice may distort it. But there it is.”

			Winston Churchill

			Prime Minister of Great Britain

			(1940-45, 1951-55)

			Winston Churchill was a champion of the truth. As a soldier (and briefly a prisoner of war), and as the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom during World War II, he knew truth was so valuable during wartime that it needed to be protected by ‘a bodyguard of lies’. As a journalist (and winner of the Nobel Prize for Literature), he also knew truth was slow to be established. So slow that he quipped, “A lie gets halfway around the world before the truth has a chance to get its pants on.” As a Member of Parliament for 63 years (and twice Prime Minister), he had a distaste for colleagues who “… occasionally stumble over the truth, but most of them pick themselves up and hurry off as if nothing had happened.”

			Dr. John Clauser is a champion of science. He won the 2022 Nobel Prize for Physics for what has been praised as “one of the most incredible intellectual achievements in the history of science.”

			Dr. Clauser settled a debate between Albert Einstein and Niels Bohr on quantum entanglement, specifically, whether, when two subatomic particles are once linked, they remain linked no matter how far apart they are pulled. (They do, and Bohr was correct.) He was asked to give an inspirational talk to a group of physics students, their only chance to hear from the scientist who stood on the shoulders of Einstein and Bohr and saw even further than those giants. After all, what could be more important in science than seeing further? 

			Dr. Clauser told the students it is more important to tell the truth about what you see than just to see further.

			He told the young scientists that he did not know the answer to the question of quantum entanglement beforehand; he sought and discovered reality through careful observation of natural phenomena and reported the results without bias. That’s how science works.

			Truth is entangled with science. No matter how far you try to pull them apart, they are linked forever. Without truth, it cannot be science; it becomes propaganda.

			For much of the past three decades, beginning with the 1992 Rio Earth Summit, we have been seeking the truthful answers to two fundamental scientific questions that aim to instill fear about the future of humanity. Now, there is a third question, which is intended to apply that fear to undermine the foundation of our global prosperity: cheap and reliable energy.

			The first question, “Do humans cause climate change?”; and the second question, “Is climate change catastrophic?” Thirty years of mass media coverage, political lobbying, and educational indoctrination have propagandized the answer to both questions as a definitive, yet untrue and therefore unscientific, “Yes.”

			In my first book, Sunlight on Climate Change: A Heretic’s Guide to Global Climate Hysteria (published in 2020), I addressed both questions in understandable terms, explaining how natural and human-caused global warming work. The answer to the first question is that humans may have had a minor role in the warmer temperatures since 1850, but this role is expected to be reduced to negligible in the future. Natural warming, driven by the sun, is significantly more substantial and poses no existential threat to humanity.

			The answer to the second question is simply, “No.” We are not living in the warmest period of human civilization, and humans have experienced much more severe natural climate change in the past.

			The third, and new question gripping the world in 2025 is “Can we reduce human emitted CO2 to net zero by the year 2050?” Net zero means we remove as much atmospheric CO2 as we emit, and we generate a significant amount by releasing the energy stored in fossil fuels. The concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere is now 50% higher than before the Industrial Revolution.

			Modern energy, the primary source of human CO2 emissions, is a substitute for physical labour; it vastly multiplies the work that humans can accomplish. We can now grow more food, manufacture more goods, ship them farther, and do so much faster and at a much lower cost because of the energy infrastructure we have developed over the last century. Increased gross domestic product (GDP) is often accompanied by increased energy consumption, a well-established global trend that links energy use to wealth creation. Removing that energy is an existential threat; replacing it with net zero CO2 energy by 2050 is an impossible engineering challenge.

			In Part One of this book, I will update the scientific advancements from 2020 to 2025 in our understanding of carbon dioxide’s role in the climate, based on observed natural phenomena. We will also update on the continued attempts by the United Nations (UN) Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to utilize unproven consensus science to override the scientific method. The veto power of panel-member governments and how they use it will be explained. 

			In Part Two, I will examine the currently proposed engineering solutions aimed at achieving net zero carbon dioxide emissions by 2050. We will determine whether they are effective, assess the associated financial costs, and consider the environmental implications. 

			Part Three examines current media issues influencing the net zero debate that have been politicized to hide their true impact. Also, if net zero is pursued, global mining cannot keep up, nor can global agriculture. The countries that will benefit the most are those that never committed to net zero. This final chapter is a summary engineering report on the dire status of the global net zero project. 

			The United Nations, its member governments, and the world’s mainstream media have undoubtedly stumbled over these same facts, but then have hurried off as if nothing happened. 

			I’m a heretic, a pariah of the climate change religion. But science isn’t based on faith; it is an entanglement of observation of nature with the unbiased truth. That’s why I wrote this book.

		

	
		
			Part One

			How I Learned to Stop Worrying and Love Carbon Dioxide

			
			“The real purpose of scientific method is to make sure Nature hasn’t misled you into thinking you know something you don’t actually know.”

			Robert M. Pirsig

			Philosopher

			Zen and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance (1974)

			The scientific method is the gold standard of advancing knowledge and is widely attributed to the work of Galileo Galilei, but was codified by Francis Bacon 400 years ago. It requires that a proposed explanation of a natural phenomenon, a hypothesis, be confirmed by an experiment in which the test of that explanation can be observed in nature and can also be replicated independently by others. It only takes one expert to figure out how something works, and it is open to challenge by others observing different results or finding fault with the experiment. It is the truthful, unbiased reporting of the observations from these experiments that are key to scientific advancement and must be divorced from the advancement of a political cause.
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			Chapter 1

			The Next Big Short is CO2 Warming

			
			In the 2015 Academy Award-winning movie The Big Short, director Adam McKay takes the viewer from the initial concept of a legitimate, well-founded and simple financial concept through a 30-year incubation to the ultimate corrupt, greed-driven cancer that took down the international banking order and partially collapsed the global economy. It was called The Great Recession. In the U.S. alone, eight million jobs were lost, six million homes were defaulted on, and $5 trillion (all currency is quoted in U.S. dollars) in savings and stock market value disappeared. According to author Michael Lewis, as depicted in the namesake book, this was allowed to happen because the big banks, the public, and the government, at best, never bothered to check the facts or, at worst, willingly ignored the truth. The Big Short was about the few financial heretics who bet against the mainstream theory that there was no risk in granting mortgages to NINJA (no income, no job, or assets) borrowers, as American housing prices could only go up indefinitely, covering any defaults handsomely. The financial heretics relied on sound fundamentals and knew that housing prices declined as they did during the Great Depression. They won their bet, while the 97% consensus lost.

			The next big short is a bet against the mainstream theory that CO2 emissions are the thermostat of the Earth and that continued emissions are an existential threat to humanity. In fact, global warming due to future CO2 is negligible. There is no science-based reason to pursue Net Zero 2050, just the motivations and perhaps the results of the original big short.

			We will examine a recent development in atmospheric physics that provides insight into how long-established calculations of the greenhouse gas effect, including CO2, can be verified as reliable through direct observation. No guesswork, no unsubstantiated assumptions, and no political influence are involved. The observations of the greenhouse gas effect are trustworthy because they are consistent with the cornerstone of all our greatest modern technical achievements: the scientific method. This enables the confident prediction of the impact of future CO2 emissions. 

			This new physics development was largely ignored by the mainstream media and politicians supporting the United Nations’ climate change alarmism, as it undermines the foundation of the famous ‘hockey stick’ graph. The graph suggests that global temperatures remained relatively stable before 1850, then abruptly rose rapidly afterwards due to CO2 emissions. The new observations contradict the IPCC’s prediction that by 2100, increased CO2 in the atmosphere will cause 3.5°C to 4.5°C of global warming compared to 1850.

			The lower number is based on the current trend of emissions increase, and the higher number is approximately double the current trend of increase. These are the worst-case scenarios generated by unverifiable computer models attempting to simulate the global climate, including the complex interactions between the oceans and the atmosphere. These models use unsupported assumptions about water vapour and clouds to boost warming (as will be detailed in Chapter 5) and are subject to the veto power of UN political appointees. They are not compliant with the scientific method.

			Dr. W Happer1 of Princeton University, U.S., and Dr. W A Van Wijngaarden2 of York University, Canada, set out to convince other physicists in the climate change field that long-established equations governing the greenhouse gas effect could be verified by hundreds of thousands of observations already in the public domain. Their work, a series of academic papers by physicists for physicists on measuring thermal radiation transfer, has profound effects on all of us, as it undermines net zero. Because the public widely understands the scientific method, I will describe their work in those terms to demonstrate that it is verifiable by others, transparent in its data sources, sound in its reasoning, and, most importantly, based on the observations of natural phenomena. Their work has not been successfully challenged since it was published in 2019, yet net zero steamrolls ahead.

			Let’s follow their work as if it were an experiment using the five classical steps of the scientific method. The laboratory is the total surface of the Earth and the atmosphere up to the orbital height of satellites.

			Step One: Make an Observation

			We observe that CO2 is related to global warming; namely:

			1.Since 1850 CE, the average temperature on Earth has increased by about 1.1°C. 

			2.In the same timeline, the average concentration of carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere has increased by about 50%. 

			3.CO2 is a known greenhouse gas, and it was established in 1896 by Svante Arrhenius that it increases the temperature of the Earth by a specific amount each time the concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere is doubled.3 

			Step Two: Ask a Question

			What is the total global average temperature increase caused by a doubling of CO2 in the atmosphere?

			Step Three: Formulate a Hypothesis

			The IPCC states that if we continue the current trend of emission increases, doubling the atmospheric CO2 concentration from 1850 will most likely increase the global average temperature by 3.5°C4.

			Step Four: Conduct an Experiment 

			In 2019, Dr. Wijngaarden and Dr. Happer did what Arrhenius could not; they calculated the existing greenhouse gas effect of CO2 and confirmed the estimate by careful observation in nature5. They were able to do so using two well-developed technologies that were unavailable in the 19th century: spectroscopy and satellites. Another advantage was that the mathematical equations they needed were still being developed in Arrhenius’s time and are now part of classical science.6

			First, we are going to use an analogy. Then we will go back and replace the analogy with the observed natural phenomena.

			Imagine that you are a downhill skier, and you are enjoying the best day of the season. Last night it snowed, a lot. It was cold enough that when the snow landed it remained in crystals; it was a foot of fluffy sparkled powder. You caught ‘first chair’ this morning, and it is a sunny bluebird sky overhead as you look down from the chairlift to the untracked snow. 

			Ouch! The
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