IPCC en ‘cherrypicking’

Een overzicht van reacties en literatuurverwijzingen naar aanleiding van de vraag van Arie Kattenberg (KNMI) wat het IPCC over het hoofd zou hebben genegeerd.

Opgesteld door Hans Labohm, 11 juli 2007

Reactie 1:

Ik heb te weinig toegang tot de primaire literatuur over de zon, om een bijdrage te leveren, en ik heb het betreffende hoofdstuk in AR4 maar vluchtig ingekeken. Wel de discussie in CS gevolgd, i.h.b. naar aanleiding van Svensmark. Diens latere werk is genegeerd en de response daarop van een IPCC-auteur was, dat het laatste werk te recent was (ca. september 2006) om nog in AR4 te worden meegenomen.

De reactie van KNMI op een eventuele lijst van ‘vergeten’ referenties, is redelijk voorspelbaar: Die artikelen zijn geen bewijs tegen AGW. Het merendeel van die artikelen zal ook niet direct gericht zijn om dat tegen-bewijs te leveren. Merk op, de taak van IPCC is om antropogene klimaatverandering te bestuderen, niet de algemene oorzaken van klimaatvariabiliteit. 

Als Kattenberg 3 juli aanwezig was geweest had hij nog al wat voorbeelden, met name van Bas v Geel kunnen horen (grot- en sedimentonderzoek). 

ISPM geeft overigens een heel genuanceerd verhaal over de zon.

Reactie 2:

Ik heb het zonverhaal in AR4 opnieuw gelezen (zoals aangegeven door Kattenberg). Als je dit zo als leek op het gebied leest, klinkt het best overtuigend. En je doorziet niet direct wat is ‘weggelaten’. Maar als je de betogen van sommige aangehaalde onderzoekers zelf leest,  spreekt daar een hele andere sfeer uit. En die staan niet bij de auteurs of bijdrage leveraars genoemd. Er worden in de ‘kop’ ook ‘reviewers’ genoemd, maar daar tref ik geen namen aan van bekende personen die kritisch staan ten opzichte van de stellingname van IPCC auteurs. 

Eerst een paar kleinigheden. Svensmark wordt aangehaald met een oud artikel (uit 2000), waarvan ik heb begrepen dat er kritiek op mogelijk was, die ook gedeeltelijk door Svensmark is erkend. Ik zie niet het 2006 onderzoek vermeld, terwijl er wel andere referenties, zelfs uit 2007, worden genoemd. Voorts valt mij op dat de Jager in de literatuurlijst niet voorkomt. 

Diens recente artikelen hebben dan ook niet direct op de AGW betrekking. Maar ze dragen bij aan een algemeen inzicht hoe de zon, (lokaal) het klimaat beïnvloedt. Aldus komt het mij voor, dat de IPCC auteurs zo’n inzicht overbodig achten. Ik blijf het verwonderlijk vinden dat het hele AR4 betoog, qua woordgebruik, zo monomaan  op ‘climate change’ is gefocusseerd, terwijl op veel plaatsen het gebruik van de aanduiding ‘klimaatvariabiliteit’ meer op zijn plaats zou zijn. 

Reactie 3:

Zo op de gok denk ik dat je twee antwoorden krijgt op de het probleem dat Fred Singer aankaart.

1)      er zijn satellietmeetreeksen die wel degelijk meer opwarming laten zien op groter hoogtes in de tropen, dus er is niets mis [Fu et al., Vinnikov et al.].

2)      de trends in ballonsondemetingen hebben waarschijnlijk last van ‘spurious cooling’ in de tropen.

Kortom, alleen die metingen die overeenstemmen met de modellen zijn goed…

Beide antwoorden kun je overigens uit het IPCC rapport afleiden, maar evenzo kun je in literatuur en IPCC de tegenargumenten vinden waarom beiden argumenten vooralsnog onjuist zijn. Voorts blijf ik van mening dat een coïncidentie tussen waargenomen temperatuurstijging en door modellen gesimuleerde temperaturen NIET bewijst dat het versterkte broeikaseffect juist is. Heeft met falsificatie van doen, zoals Fred Singer ook meldt. Je zult ook moeten uitsluiten dat andere verklaringen niet voldoen. En zeker voor oppervlaktetemperaturen boven land (hoe vaak heb ik dat al niet geroepen) zijn er vele (f)actoren die bijdragen aan temperatuurvariaties.

Tweede punt rondom de zon: het IPCC neemt als uitgangsbasis fysische processen. Hoe kan de zon het klimaat beïnvloeden: veranderingen in inkomende hoeveelheid zonnestraling. Die zijn klein volgens AR4, dus dat proces is niet van belang voor de recente opwarming. Andere mogelijkheden zijn niet bewezen (bijvoorbeeld kosmische straling), dus daar doet men niet zoveel mee. Begrijpelijk, maar ook gevaarlijk. Wat men wel over het hoofd ziet zijn de vele studies die claimen een verband te vinden tussen waarnemingen van meteorologische parameters en zonneactiviteit (zonnecycli, variaties in kosmische straling, variaties in zonneactiviteit in het ultraviolette deel van het zonnespectrum). Het IPCC doet geen poging om uit te leggen waarom al deze studies ‘verkeerd’ zijn, d.w.z. dat de relatie zon-klimaat die deze studies vinden niet juist is. Dat zou je cherrypicking kunnen noemen, en het zou het IPCC sieren als ze uit zouden kunnen leggen wat er mis is met deze studies. Dat zijn echter empirische studies, dus op basis van waarnemingen alleen, geen fysisch mechanisme welke een verklaring zou kunnen leveren en in een model gestopt zou kunnen worden. En aangezien de hedendaagse klimatologie sterk leunt op numerieke klimaatmodellen is het dus niet/minder relevant voor het IPCC.

Vraag: Waarom wordt er in IPCC geen uitleg gegeven over publicaties die op empirische gronden een verband vinden tussen zon en klimaat?

Hoewel het geen betrekking heeft op de zon, voor een stukje ‘cherrypicking’ van het IPCC, zie:
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The 2007 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Reports have the following stated goals:

“A comprehensive and rigourous picture of the global present state of knowledge of climate change”

and

“The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has been established by WMO and UNEP to assess scientific, technical and socio-economic information relevant for the understanding of climate change, its potential impacts and options for adaptation and mitigation.”

However, the IPCC WG 1 Chapter 3 report failed in this goal. 

This weblog illustrates this defect using the example of their assessment of the multi-decadal land near-surface temperature trend data, where peer reviewed papers that conflicted with the robustness of the surface air temperature trends are ignored. Later Climate Science weblogs will document this issue with other climate issues.

Readers of Climate Science are invited to present other important peer reviewed papers that were available to the IPCC that were ignored in their assessment as further evidence to document IPCC bias. 

To evaluate the IPCC’s claim to be comprehensive, we cross-compared IPCC WG1 references on near-surface air temperature trends with the peer-reviewed citations that have been given in Climate Science. We selected only papers that appeared before about May 2006 so they were readily available to the IPCC Lead authors. 

The comparison follows where the bold faced citations are in the IPCC WG1 Report:

I. ISSUES WITH THE ROBUSTNESS OF THE IPCC CONFIDENCE IN THE SURFACE TEMPERATURE RECORD

Chase, T.N., R.A. Pielke Sr., J.A. Knaff, T.G.F. Kittel, and J.L. Eastman, 2000: A comparison of regional trends in 1979-1997 depth-averaged tropospheric temperatures. Int. J. Climatology, 20, 503-518.

Davey, C.A., and R.A. Pielke Sr., 2005: Microclimate exposures of surface-based weather stations - implications for the assessment of long-term temperature trends. Bull. Amer. Meteor. Soc., Vol. 86, No. 4, 497–504.

Davey, C.A., R.A. Pielke Sr., and K.P. Gallo, 2006: Differences between near-surface equivalent temperature and temperature trends for the eastern United States - Equivalent temperature as an alternative measure of heat content. Global and Planetary Change, 54, 19–32.

de Laat, A.T.J. and A.N. Maurellis, 2006: Evidence for influence of anthropogenic surface processes on lower tropospheric and surface temperature trends. International Journal of Climatology, 26, 897-913.

González, J. E., J. C. Luvall, D. Rickman, D. E. Comarazamy, A. J. Picón, E. W. Harmsen, H. Parsiani, N. Ramírez, R. Vázquez, R. Williams, R. B. Waide, and C. A. Tepley, 2005: Urban heat islands developing in coastal tropical cities. Eos Trans. AGU, 86(42), 397.

Hale, R.C., K.P. Gallo, T.W. Owen, and T.R. Loveland, 2006: Land use/land cover change effects on temperature trends at U.S. Climate Normals Stations. Geophys. Res. Lett., 33, doi:10.1029/2006GL026358. 

Hanamean, J.R. Jr., R.A. Pielke Sr., C.L. Castro, D.S. Ojima, B.C. Reed, and Z. Gao, 2003: Vegetation impacts on maximum and minimum temperatures in northeast Colorado. Meteorological Applications, 10, 203-215.

Hansen, J., R. Ruedy, J. Glascoe, and Mki. Sato, 1999: GISS analysis of surface temperature change. J. Geophys. Res. 104, 30997-31022, doi:10.1029/1999JD900835.

Hansen, J.E., R. Ruedy, Mki. Sato, M. Imhoff, W. Lawrence, D. Easterling, T. Peterson, and T. Karl, 2001: A closer look at United States and global surface temperature change. J. Geophys. Res. 106, 23947-23963, doi:10.1029/2001JD000354. 

Hansen, J., L. Nazarenko, R. Ruedy, Mki. Sato, J. Willis, A. Del Genio, D. Koch, A. Lacis, K. Lo, S. Menon, T. Novakov, Ju. Perlwitz, G. Russell, G.A. Schmidt, and N. Tausnev, 2005: Earth’s energy imbalance: Confirmation and implications. Science 308, 1431-1435, doi:10.1126/science.1110252.

Hansen, J., Mki. Sato, R. Ruedy, L. Nazarenko, A. Lacis, G.A. Schmidt, G. Russell, I. Aleinov, M. Bauer, S. Bauer, N. Bell, B. Cairns, V. Canuto, M. Chandler, Y. Cheng, A. Del Genio, G. Faluvegi, E. Fleming, A. Friend, T. Hall, C. Jackman, M. Kelley, N. Kiang, D. Koch, J. Lean, J. Lerner, K. Lo, S. Menon, R. Miller, P. Minnis, T. Novakov, V. Oinas, Ja. Perlwitz, Ju. Perlwitz, D. Rind, A. Romanou, D. Shindell, P. Stone, S. Sun, N. Tausnev, D. Thresher, B. Wielicki, T. Wong, M. Yao, and S. Zhang 2005. Efficacy of climate forcings. J. Geophys. Res. 110, D18104, doi:10.1029/2005JD005776.

Hansen, J., M. Sato, R. Ruedy, K. Lo, D.W. Lea, and M. Medina-Elizade, 2006: Global temperature change. PNAS, 103, 14288 - 14293.

He, J. F., J. Y. Liu, D. F. Zhuang, W. Zhang, and M. L. Liu 2007: Assessing the effect of land use/land cover change on the change of urban heat island intensity Theor. Appl. Climatol., DOI 10.1007/s00704-006-0273-1

Holder, C., R. Boyles, A. Syed, D. Niyogi, and S. Raman, 2006: Comparison of Collocated Automated (NCECONet) and Manual (COOP) Climate Observations in North Carolina. J. Atmos. Oceanic Technol., 23, 671–682.

Huang Y., R. E. Dickinson and W. L. Chameides, 2006: Impact of aerosol indirect effect on surface temperature over East Asia. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci., 103, 4371-4376, doi: 10.1073/pnas.0504428103. 

Hubbard, K.G., and X. Lin, 2006: Reexamination of instrument change effects in the U.S. Historical Climatology Network. Geophys. Res. Lett., 33, L15710, doi:10.1029/2006GL027069. 

Jones, P.D., and A. Moberg. 2003: Hemispheric and large-scale surface air temperature variations: An extensive revision and an update to 2001. J. Climate 16, 206-223. 

Kalnay E., and M. Cai, 2003a: Impact of urbanization and land-use change on climate. Nature, 423, 528-531; 

Kalnay, E. and M. Cai, 2003b: Impact of urbanization and land-use change on climate - Corrigenda. Nature, 425, 102. 

Kalnay, E., M. Cai, H. Li, and J. Tobin, 2006: Estimation of the impact of land-surface forcings on temperature trends in eastern United States J. Geophys. Res., Vol. 111, No. D6, D06106.

Karl, T.R., S.J. Hassol, C.D. Miller, and W.L. Murray, Eds., 2006: Temperature Trends in the Lower Atmosphere: Steps for Understanding and Reconciling Differences. A Report by the Climate Change Science Program and the Subcommittee on Global Change Research, Washington, DC.

Lim, Y.K., M. Cai, E. Kalnay, and L. Zhou, 2005: Observational evidence of sensitivity of surface climate changes to land types and urbanization. Geophys. Res. Lett., Vol. 32, No. 22, L2271210.1029/2005GL024267.

Mahmood, R., S.A. Foster, and D. Logan, 2006: The GeoProfile metadata, exposure of instruments, and measurement bias in climatic record revisited. Int. J. Climatology, 26(8), 1091-1124.

Parker, D.E., 2004: Large-scale warming is not urban. Nature, 432, 290, doi:10.1038/432290a;

Peterson, T.C., 2003: Assessment of urban versus rural in situ surface temperatures in the contiguous United States: No difference found. J. Climate, 16, 2941–2959. 

Peterson, T.C., 2006. Examination of potential biases in air temperature caused by poor station locations. Bull. Amer. Meteor. Soc., 87, 1073-1089.

Peterson, T.C. and R.S. Vose, 1997: An overview of the Global Historical Climatology Network temperature data base. Bull. Amer. Meteor. Soc., 78, 2837-2849,

Peterson, T.C., D.R. Easterling, T.R. Karl, P. Ya. Groisman, N. Nicholls, N. Plummer, S. Torok, I. Auer, R. Boehm, D. Gullett, L. Vincent, R. Heino, H. Tuomenvirta, O. Mestre, T. Szentimre, J. Salinger, E. Førland, I. Hanssen-Bauer, H. Alexandersson, P. Jones, D. Parker, 1998: Homogeneity adjustments of in situ atmospheric climate data: A review. Int. J. Climatology, 18, 1493-1517. 

Robeson, S.M., 2004: Trends in time-varying percentiles of daily minimum and maximum temperature over North America. Geophys. Res. Letts., 31, L04203, doi:10.1029/2003GL019019.

Runnalls, K.E. and T.R. Oke, 2006: A technique to detect microclimatic inhomogeneities in historical records of screen-level air temperature. J. Climate, 19, 959-978

Schmidt, G.A., R. Ruedy, J.E. Hansen, I. Aleinov, N. Bell, M. Bauer, S. Bauer, B. Cairns, V. Canuto, Y. Cheng, A. Del Genio, G. Faluvegi, A.D. Friend, T.M. Hall, Y. Hu, M. Kelley, N.Y. Kiang, D. Koch, A.A. Lacis, J. Lerner, K.K. Lo, R.L. Miller, L. Nazarenko, V. Oinas, Ja. Perlwitz, Ju. Perlwitz, D. Rind, A. Romanou, G.L. Russell, Mki. Sato, D.T. Shindell, P.H. Stone, S. Sun, N. Tausnev, D. Thresher, and M.-S. Yao, 2006: Present day atmospheric simulations using GISS ModelE: Comparison to in-situ, satellite and reanalysis data. J. Climate, 19, 153-192, 

Trenberth, K.E., 2004: Rural land-use change and climate. Nature, 427, 213, doi:10.1038/427213a. doi:10.1175/JCLI3612.1. 

Vose, R.S., T.R. Karl, D.R. Easterling, C.N. Williams, and M.J. Menne, 2004: Impact of land-use change on climate. Nature, 427, 213-21

Vose, R., D.R. Easterling, and B. Gleason, 2005: Maximum and minimum temperature trends for the globe: An update through 2004. Geophys. Res. Letts.,. 32, L23822, doi:10.1029/2005GL024379 

Vose, R.S., D.R. Easterling, T.R. Karl, and M. Helfert, 2005: Comments on “Microclimate Exposures of Surface-Based Weather Stations”. Bull. Amer. Meteor. Soc., 86, 504–506. 

Zhou, L., R.E. Dickinson , Y. Tian, J. Fang , Q. Li , R.K. Kaufmann, C.J. Tucker, and R.B. Myneni, 2004: Evidence for a significant urbanization effect on climate in China. PNAS, 101, 9540-9544.

If the papers were neglected because they were redundant, this would be no problem. However, they are ignored specifically because they conflict with the assessment that is presented in the IPCC WG1 Report, and the Lead Authors do not agree with that perspective!

That is hardly honouring the IPCC commitment to provide

“A comprehensive and rigorous picture of the global present state of knowledge of climate change”.

Moreover, the conflict of interest that was identified in the CCSP Report “”Temperature Trends in the Lower Atmosphere: Steps for Understanding and Reconciling Differences” is perpetuated in the IPCC WG1 Chapter 3 Report [where the Editor of this CCSP Report, Tom Karl, is also Review Editor for the Chapter 3 of the 2007 IPCC WG1 Report]. 

These comments were made with respect to this CCSP Report

“The process for completing the CCSP Report excluded valid scientific perspectives under the charge of the Committee. The Editor of the Report systematically excluded a range of views on the issue of understanding and reconciling lower atmospheric temperature trends. The Executive Summary of the CCSP Report ignores critical scientific issues and makes unbalanced conclusions concerning our current understanding of temperature trends”.

“Future assessment Committees need to appoint members with a diversity of views and who do not have a significant conflict of interest with respect to their own work. Such Committees should be chaired by individuals committed to the presentation of a diversity of perspectives and unwilling to engage in strong-arm tactics to enforce a narrow perspective. Any such committee should be charged with summarizing all relevant literature, even if inconvenient, or which presents a view not held by certain members of the Committee.”

The IPCC WG1 Chapter 3 Report process made the same mistakes and failed to provide an objective assessment. Indeed the selection of papers to present in the IPCC (as well as how the work of others that was cited was dismissed) had a clear conflict of interest as the following individuals cited their research prominently yet were also a Review Editor (Tom Karl), works for the Review Editor (Tom Peterson, Russ Vose, David Easterling), were Coordinating Lead Authors (Kevin Trenberth and Phil Jones), were Lead Authors (Dave Easterling and David Parker), or a Contributing Author (Russ Vose). 

In fact, as stated above, the CCSP Report “Temperature Trends in the Lower Atmosphere: Steps for Understanding and Reconciling Differences“, with its documented bias, was chaired by the same person as the Review Editor of the IPCC WG1 Chapter 3 Report (Tom Karl)! Regardless of his professional expertise, he is still overseeing an assessment which is evaluating his own research. There cannot be a clearer conflict of interest.

The IPCC WG1 Chapter 3 Report clearly cherrypicked information on the robustness of the land near-surface air temperature to bolster their advocacy of a particular perspective on the role of humans within the climate system. As a result, policymakers and the public have been given a false (or at best an incomplete) assessment of the multi-decadal global average near-surface air temperature trends.

A New Paper That Highlights the First-Order Radiative Forcing Of Black Carbon Deposition  New Paper On Exceptional European Heat - Another Example of Cherrypicking 

Reactie 4:

Solar variability according to Chapter 2, AR4, page 193:

‘The direct RF due to increase in solar irradiance is reduced from the TAR. The best estimate is +0.12 W m–2 (90% confidence interval: +0.06 to +0.30 W m–2). While there have been advances in the direct solar irradiance variation, there remain large uncertainties. The level of scientific understanding is elevated to low relative to TAR for solar forcing due to direct irradiance change, while declared as very low for cosmic ray influences (Section 2.9, Table 2.11).’

Alternative views:

To: Drs. Habibullo I. Abdussamatov and Yury A. Nagovitsyn, Pulkovo Observatory, Russian Academy of Sciences, Pulkovskoe sh. 65, St. Petersburg, 196140 Russia

  

Dear Sirs, 

 

the recipients of this email have had a few comments on the new study 

 

Zhen-Shan, Lin, and Sun Xian, 2007. Multi-scale analysis of global temperature changes and trend of a drop in temperature in the next 20 years. Meteorology and Atmospheric Physics Vol. 95, No 1-2, pp. 115-121, January 2007, full text online <http://www.springerlink.com/content/g28u12g2617j5021/fulltext.pdf>  

 

 

as well as on your, Dr. Abdussamatov, public comments about the natural cooling ahead, e.g. in Ria Novosti Jan 15, 2007 “Russian academic says CO2 not to blame for global warming” whre you state

"Instead of professed global warming, the Earth will be facing a slow decrease in temperatures in 2012-2015. The gradually falling amounts of solar energy, expected to reach their bottom level by 2040, will inevitably lead to a deep freeze around 2055-2060," he said, adding that this period of global freeze will last some 50 years, after which the temperatures will go up again.“ 

Would you be so kind to send us the references supporting yr statement above?

 

So far, I have noticed the following Pulkovo study:

 

Nagovitsyn, Yury A., 2001. Solar Activity during the Last Two Millennia: Solar Patrol in Ancient and Medieval China. Geomagnetism and Aeronomy Vol. 41, No. 5, pp. 680–688, 2001, online <http://www.gao.spb.ru/english/personal/nag/nagyu/GaA01.pdf> 

 

For recipients’ convenience I copy its 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS

 

We have parametrized the main data in the Wittmann–Xu catalog, which contains chronicle evidence of naked-eye spots. We have proposed approaches to further data reduction and reported our first results. We want to emphasize the following points: (1) The Wittmann–

Xu catalog is much richer in data than it is sometimes believed. Its information density for many parameters is comparable to that of radiocarbon measurements, and for some parameters (estimates, albeit coarse, of the solar rotation period; probability parameters characterizing the spatial organization of solar activity; and precise dating of individual events within

a year), is even superior to the latter. (2) The self-similarity function approach, especially if combined with other methods, proves to be very efficient, provided the binary statistics of the time series is available. (3) Global historical maxima and minima can be objectively identified by applying the wavelet approach to the WXC and Stuiver’s radiocarbon series. (4) The WXC

data contain the 11-year cycle, which manifests itself as a multiplet consisting of three components with periods equal to 9.7, 10.6, and 11.2 years. Therefore, Schove’s hypothesis that nine 11-year cycles make exactly one century, i.e., that the mean cycle duration is 11.1 years,

seems to lack sufficient foundation. (5) The WXC data show the 800-year, 400-year, supersecular, and secular cycles of solar activity. (6) The mean duration of a secular cycle averaged over the time interval from the beginning of the Common Era to the present time is 90 years, in agreement with previous studies. At the same time, the secular cycle appears to be a multiplet with the local maxima at 60–70 and 110–130 years. Therefore, the set of various series of indices obtained by reducing the Wittmann–Xu catalog, if combined with other data, seems to provide an adequate description of solar activity in the past.

 

I send this email also Dr. Nagovitsyn, hoping for comments and references from both of you. 

  

Your contributions to this discussion are greatly appreciated. 

Dear all recipients, 

 

in media you naturally have noticed several times the global cooling predictions presented by Dr. Habibullo I. Abdussamatov, Pulkovo Observatory, Russian Academy of Sciences, St. Petersburg, Russia, e.g. 

 

Ria Novosti Jan 15, 2007 “Russian academic says CO2 not to blame for global warming”:

 

"Instead of professed global warming, the Earth will be facing a slow decrease in temperatures in 2012-2015. The gradually falling amounts of solar energy, expected to reach their bottom level by 2040, will inevitably lead to a deep freeze around 2055-2060," he said, adding that this period of global freeze will last some 50 years, after which the temperatures will go up again.“ 

 

Dr. Abdussamatov kindly sent me the following references to support his predictions: 

Abdussamatov Habibullo I., 2004. About the long-term coordinated variations of the activity, radius, total irradiance of the Sun and the Earth’s climate. Proceedings of IAU Symposium No 223 'Multi-Wavelength Investigations of Solar Activity', St. Petersburg, Russia, June 14-19, 2004,  pp. 541–542, Cambridge University Press 2004

Abdussamatov, Habibullo I., 2005. On long-term variations of the total irradiance and on probable changes of temperature in the Sun’s core. Kinematics and Physics of Celestial Bodies (Kinematika i Fizika Nebesnykh Tel) Vol. 21, No 6, pp. 471-477, 2005

Abdussamatov, Habibullo I., 2005. The project "ASTROMETRIA" to measurement of temporary variations of the shape and the diameter - the total irradiance of the Sun on the Service Module of the Russian segment of the ISS. December 22, 2005, online <http://www.gao.spb.ru/english/astrometr/index1_eng.html> See also in Russian April 12, 2005 online <http://www.gao.spb.ru/russian/cosm/astr/> 

Abdussamatov, Habibullo I., 2006. On long-term variations of the total irradiance and decrease of global temperature of the Earth after a maximum of xxiv cycle of activity and irradiance. Bulletin of Crimea Observatory Vol. 103, pp. 122-127, 2006

Abdussamatov, Habibullo I., 2006. On long-term variations of the total irradiance and decrease of global temperature of the Earth after a maximum of xxiv cycle of activity and irradiance. Proceedings of the All-Russian Conference in Troitsk, Izmiran, pp. 3-8, 2006

I do appreciate, many thanks, Dr. Abdussamatov!

 

For your convenience I copy from the Dec 22, 2005 project presentation the following explanation and picture:

 

The century component also is found in variations of "solar constant". We suppose that the observable long-term identical variations of activity, radius and irradiance are a result of the same processes occurring deeply inside and are coordinated by a global variation of the entire Sun which is caused by cyclic changes of temperature in the Sun’s core. As this takes place, the long-term global variations of the whole Sun can serve the catalyst of the generation of solar cycles. We predict the approach of the following sufficiently deep minimum of activity, irradiance and radius of the 200-year cycle of the Sun near the year of 2040±10. The minimum will be close to the level of the Maunder Minimum (Abdussamatov H.I. KFNT, 21, 471, 2005).

 


[image: image1.png]



 

The variations of the sunspot number with time from 1700 to 2005 (1: 11-year variation, 2: secular variation of sunspot numbers)

 

About the longer solar cycles I have noticed the following Pulkovo study: 

 

Nagovitsyn, Yury A., 2001. Solar Activity during the Last Two Millennia: Solar Patrol in Ancient and Medieval China. Geomagnetism and Aeronomy Vol. 41, No. 5, pp. 680–688, 2001, online <http://www.gao.spb.ru/english/personal/nag/nagyu/GaA01.pdf> 

 

One new study about decadal-centennial scale TSI variations is

 

Renssen, Hans, Hugues Goosse, and Raimund Muscheler, 2006. Coupled climate model simulation of Holocene cooling events: solar forcing triggers oceanic feedback. Climate of the Past Discussions Vol. 2, pp. 209-232, May 24, 2006, online <http://www.copernicus.org/EGU/cp/cpd/2/209/cpd-2-209.pdf>

 

Further, of the studies anticipating decreasing solar cycle(s) I mention 

Hathaway, David H., and Robert M. Wilson, 2004. What the Sunspot Record Tells Us About Space Climate. Solar Physics Vol. 224, No 1-2, pp. 5-19, October 2004  

Svalgaard, Leif, Edward W. Cliver, and Yohsuke Kamide, 2005. Sunspot cycle 24: Smallest cycle in 100 years? Geophys. Res. Lett., 32, L01104, doi:10.1029/2004GL021664, January 11, 2005 

Zhen-Shan, Lin, and Sun Xian, 2007. Multi-scale analysis of global temperature changes and trend of a drop in temperature in the next 20 years. Meteorology and Atmospheric Physics Vol. 95, No 1-2, pp. 115-121, January 2007, online <http://www.springerlink.com/content/g28u12g2617j5021/fulltext.pdf>  

Further, we all know how other scientists have different results and estimations on both coming solar cycles and solar influences on climate in general. 

Finally, I’d like to direct your attention to the study 

Solanki, Sami K., and Natalie A. Krivova, 2006. Solar irradiance variations: From current measurements to long-term estimates. Solar Phys., in press 2006

They write in their Conclusions:

On a longer (and for climate studies more important) time scale things are less certain. The cyclic component of irradiance variations can be reconstructed back up to 1610, although with decreasing reliability and accuracy at earlier times. The magnitude of any secular trend remains a matter of intense debate. A recent, careful estimate by Foster and Lockwood gives a value of only 1.7 Wm. Further work on establishing this value with higher accuracy is of great importance.

All comments about Dr. Abdussamatov’s predictions are greatly appreciated. 

 

Dear all, 

 

The latest question was:

 

‘What is the predicted change by 2040-60 in the solar output itself, in w/m2?’ (if comparable to Maunder Minimum)

 

Leif Svalgaard replied “My guess would be 2 Watt/m2” 

 

David Hathaway replied “The drop in solar irradiance from the average over the last three cycles to the irradiance at solar minimum during these cycles is about 1 W/m2 at the top of the atmosphere.” 

Well, I have noticed one preprint of 

Tapping, Kenneth F., D. Boteler, A. Crouch, P. Charbonneau, A. Manson, and H. Paquette, 2006.  Modelling Solar Magnetic Flux and Irradiance during and since the Maunder Minimum. Preprint online <http://www.lps.umontreal.ca/~paquetteh/Maunder_SP.pdf> 

 

Abstract.

 

Using sunspot number as input, we construct a model for the evolution of magnetic flux from strong elements in active regions to weak remnants during the solar cycle and thence estimate the historical record of irradiance from the Maunder Minimum to the present. The magnetic flux model is a fragmentation cascade starting with strong-field elements, which fragment into weak-field elements and then into a background field. The model indicates the mean total irradiance during the Maunder Minimum was between 1 and 1.5 Wm−2 lower than it is at present.

Recommendable reading. 

For yr convenience I copy Picture 10 as follows:
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Figure 10. Modelled Irradiance through the Maunder Minimum to the Present. The dotted lines show estimates of the 95% error range, as discussed in the next section. The data plotted with thick lines are the observed irradiance data. The Maunder and Dalton Mimima are marked.

 

Please see also the following extracts from the text:

 

The resulting estimated record of historical irradiance since the Maunder Minimum is shown in Figure 10. The values before the onset of the Maunder Minimum are questionable in that the sunspot number data come from a more indirect source, and the model was still initializing. According to this calculation, the smoothed irradiance (with the cyclic modulation due

to the solar activity cycle removed) record shows the irradiance during the Maunder Minimum to be about 1.25Wm−2 lower than is the case at present, and that irradiance has been increasing fairly steadily by between 1 and 1.5 Wm−2 since the Maunder Minimum ended.

 

………

 

7. Discussion and Conclusions

 

The modelling of historical irradiance necessarily involves extrapolation and the use of proxies. A purely physical or analytical approach is currently not possible, and may never be; the issue is too complex. What can be hoped for is convergence in the results of as diverse a set of modelling approaches as possible. While sharing with other studies an undesirably large dependence upon extrapolation and proxies, it is not based upon estimates of facular areas and sunspot blocking. One other objective was, as far as possible, to base the model upon one index only, sunspot number, which forms a uniquely continuous and homogenous record of solar activity over more than 300 years. The model here is based upon the assumption that sunspot blocking and other factors are simply related - on the basis of annual averages - to

the total magnetic flux in strong-field elements, and that there is no need to categorize exactly what features are in the strong or weak-field element categories. On the average the weak field comes from the decay of strong fields, and some of weak field magnetic flux becomes part of the disc field.

To include the Maunder Minimum in the calculation requires information on solar activity prior to that time, we use estimates of sunspot activity before the Maunder Minimum provided by Thomson. 

Using the sunspot number as the basis index of the model invokes a problem that when comparing it with other indices, there is significant nonlinearity at low activity levels. Fortunately, other quantities such as the total active region magnetic flux correlates strongly and linearly with the 10.7 cm solar radio flux (F10.7), and even though the relationship between sunspot

number and F10.7 is not linear, the correlation is so high that sunspot number, via an empirical relationship can be used to estimate F10.7, and thence the total strong-field magnetic flux, which is the required input quantity for the model.

 

The conclusion indicated here is that during the Maunder Minimum, the solar total irradiance was between 1 and 1.5 Wm−2 lower than it is at present. This is a little over half the value obtained by Lean (2000). That no explicit invocation of sub-photospheric modulation of radial energy flow or solar radius changes were made in the model may be assumed to support the assertion by for example Foukal and Lean (1988) that irradiance variations can be fully explained in terms of the differing emissivities of the various classes of photospheric structure, in particular sunspots, faculae and elements of the active network. However, a note of caution is required. In this model a significant contribution in the variability comes from the so called

“disc field” elements, which are estimated in a rather tenuous manner from the weak-field flux. There is a possibility that the weak-field contribution is something else, perhaps a variation in solar radius with activity level, with the concomitant variations in background disc emissivity. See for example the discussion by Foukal and Spruit (2004). Since all the visible manifestations of solar activity are strongly modulated by the magnetic activity cycle, it is difficult in many cases to identify reliably what phenomena are causally rather than coincidentally related. In the case here, we do not conclude that this model may rule out sub-photospheric modulation, and there is accordingly a need for more research into the balance between photospheric and subphotospheric modulation of the Sun’s energy output.

…..End of copy….

Well, it remains to be seen whether we’ll have confirmation to Dr. A’s predictions within the next five years as he suggests in his latest email.

Btw, one other study also predicts coming Maunder Minimun: 

Schatten, K.H., and W.K. Tobiska, 2003. Solar Activity Heading for a Maunder Minimum? Presentation at the 34th Solar Physics Division Meeting, Laurel, MD, June 2003

“Long-range (few years to decades) solar activity prediction techniques vary greatly in their methods. They range from examining planetary orbits, to spectral analyses (e.g. Fourier, wavelet and spectral analyses), to artificial intelligence methods, to simply using general statistical techniques. Rather than concentrate on statistical/mathematical/numerical methods, we discuss a class of methods which appears to have a physical basis. Not only does it have a physical basis, but this basis is rooted in both basic physics (dynamo theory), but also solar physics (Babcock dynamo theory). The class we discuss is referred to as precursor methods, originally developed by Ohl, Brown and Williams and others, using geomagnetic observations. 

My colleagues and I have developed some understanding for how these methods work and have expanded the prediction methods using solar dynamo precursor methods, notably a SODA index (SOlar Dynamo Amplitude). These methods are now based upon an understanding of the Sun’s dynamo processes- to explain a connection between how the Sun's fields are generated and how the Sun broadcasts its future activity levels to Earth. This has led to better monitoring of the Sun's dynamo fields and is leading to more accurate prediction techniques. 

Related to the Sun’s polar and toroidal magnetic fields, we explain how these methods work, past predictions, the current cycle, and predictions of future of solar activity levels for the next few solar cycles. 

The surprising result of these long-range predictions is a rapid decline in solar activity, starting with cycle #24. If this trend continues, we may see the Sun heading towards a "Maunder” type of solar activity minimum  an extensive period of reduced levels of solar activity. For the solar physicists, who enjoy studying solar activity, we hope this isn’t so, but for NASA, which must place and maintain satellites in low earth orbit (LEO), it may help with reboost problems. Space debris, and other aspects of objects in LEO will also be affected.”

…………

Reactie 5:

Questioning the Global Warming Science:

An annotated bibliography of recent peer-reviewed papers

(Short Version)

Prepared By

Madhav L. Khandekar

Environmental Consultant

Scope & Purpose of the Document

This Document presents an annotated bibliography of selected peer-reviewed papers which

question the current state of the Global Warming science. Seven major areas of the Global

Warming science are identified and followed by a list of key papers questioning the present

assessment.

http://www.friendsofscience.org/documents/Madhav%20bibliography%20SHORT%20VERSION%20Feb%206-07.pdf
Reactie 6:

I had  noticed earlier that the IPCC shortchanges solar climate influences. For example, Shaviv and Veizer aren’t even  referenced. Svensmark is barely acknowledged.

Here from our forthcoming NIPCC report (NIPCC: Non-Governmental Panel on Climate Change. Its main report will be published within a few weeks):

From the  NIPCC Summary:


The IPCC continues to ignore the overwhelming evidence that, on decadal time scales, the Sun is responsible for much of past climate change. It is therefore highly likely that the Sun is also a major cause of 20th century warming, with anthropogenic GH warming making only a minor contribution. (See [x] and [x]).  
----------------------

The IPCC has been disingenuous about solar influences on the climate. Their first report completely ignored solar variability. The IPCC began to take notice only after the pioneering work of Baliunas and Jastrow [ref] and the startling correlation between 20th century temperature and solar-cycle length, published by Friis-Christensen and Lassen [1991]. Even then, IPCC reports have persisted up until now in concentrating on total irradiance changes of the Sun, which of course are very small, of the order of 0.1 percent. By disregarding or ignoring the very much larger changes of solar ultraviolet or of the solar wind [ref], the IPCC has managed to trivialize the climate effects of solar variability.  The IPCC does not discuss or even reference the basic research papers in this field (Veizer, Shaviv, Svensmark).

·  This neglect may no longer be possible. The demonstration of solar influence on climate is by now overwhelming. One of the prize exhibits is shown in Fig. 15 [Neff], which summarizes data obtained from a stalagmite from a cave in Oman. The Carbon-14 variations are a clear indication of corresponding changes in galactic cosmic rays [GCR], modulated by variations in solar activity. The Oxygen-18 values are proxies for a climate parameter like temperature or a shift in the ITCZ (Intertropical Convergence Zone). The correlation extends well over 3000 years and is accurate on almost a yearly basis. The bottom graph shows the central 400 years expanded, with amazingly detailed correlations – making a cause-effect relationship plausible. 

·  The best explanation for these observations, and similar ones elsewhere, is that GCR intensity is modulated by the strength of the solar wind and its magnetic field.  A detailed mechanism whereby cosmic rays can affect cloudiness and thereby climate has been suggested and now verified experimentally by Henrik Svensmark [ref]. There now remains little doubt that solar-wind variability is the primary cause of natural climate change on a decadal time scale.  Once the IPCC comes to terms with this finding, it will have to concede that solar variability provides a better explanation of current warming than GH effects. Indeed, the same sort of variability can also explain the pre-1940 warming and subsequent cooling period.

Reactie 7:

Independent Summary for Policymakers

IPCC Fourth Assessment Report

Coordinator: Ross McKitrick, Ph.D.

Writing Team:

Joseph D’Aleo, M.Sc.,

Madhav Khandekar, Ph.D.,

William Kininmonth, M.Sc., M.Admin.,

Christopher Essex, Ph.D.,

Wibjörn Karlén, Ph.D.,

Olavi Kärner, Ph.D.,

Ian Clark, Ph.D.,

Tad Murty, Ph.D., and

James J. O’Brien, Ph.D.

See:

http://www.uoguelph.ca/~rmckitri/research/ISPM.pdf
This is an Independent Summary for Policymakers (ISPM) of the Fourth Assessment Report (AR4), Working Group 1, of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). In producing this Summary we have worked independently of the IPCC, using the Second Order Draft of the IPCC report, as circulated after revisions were made in response to the first expert review period in the winter and spring of 2006. Section references will be checked against the final IPCC version, as soon as copies are available following the release later in 2007. If, in preparing the final draft of the Fourth Assessment Report, the IPCC substantially rewrites the Assessment text, such that the key summary materials presented herein need to be re-worded, we will do so and publish an Appendix to that effect.

The IPCC was established in 1988 by the World Meteorological Organization (WMO) and the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) to assess the risk of human induced climate change. The IPCC is open to all members of the WMO and UNEP. The IPCC has three working groups. Working Group 1 assesses the scientific aspects of climate change; Working Group 2 assesses the positive and negative impacts of climate change and the options for adaptation; and Working Group 3 assesses policy options to mitigate climate change.

The Fraser Institute’s Rationale for the ISPM

The IPCC involves numerous experts in the preparation of its reports. However, chapter authors are frequently asked to summarize current controversies and disputes in which they themselves are professionally involved, which invites bias. Related to this is the problem

that chapter authors may tend to favor their own published work by presenting it in a prominent or flattering light. Nonetheless the resulting reports tend to be reasonably comprehensive and informative. Some research that contradicts the hypothesis of greenhouse gas-induced warming is under-represented, and some controversies are treated in a one-sided way, but the reports still merit close attention.

A more compelling problem is that the Summary for Policymakers, attached to the IPCC Report, is produced, not by the scientific writers and reviewers, but by a process of negotiation among unnamed bureaucratic delegates from sponsoring governments. Their selection of material need not and may not reflect the priorities and intentions of the scientific community itself. Consequently it is useful to have independent experts read the underlying report and produce a summary of the most pertinent elements of the report. Finally, while the IPCC enlists many expert reviewers, no indication is given as to whether they disagreed with some or all of the material they reviewed. In previous IPCC reports many expert reviewers have lodged serious objections only to find that, while their objections are ignored, they are acknowledged in the final document, giving the impression that they endorsed the views expressed therein.

The ISPM addresses these concerns as follows.

- The ISPM was prepared by experts who are fully qualified and experienced in their fields, but who are not themselves IPCC chapter authors, nor are they authors of the IPCC Summary for Policymakers.

- The ISPM summarizes the most important elements of the science, regardless of whether it is given the same level of focus in the IPCC’s Summary documents. There is no attempt to downplay or re-word uncertainties and limitations in the underlying science, hence the summary paragraphs in the ISPM may not be identical to those of the Summary produced by the IPCC.

- If a chapter of the Fourth Assessment Report introduces its topic by briefly elaborating on deep uncertainties, then presents results at length as if the uncertainties were not there, the ISPM may devote proportionally more attention to understanding the uncertainties than summarizing all the results, where this is deemed a more pertinent way to characterize the underlying state of knowledge.

- In a number of places the writing team felt the treatment of a topic was inadequate in the Fourth Assessment Report, or some additional comments were needed for perspective. These are noted in separate sidebars. Also, the Fraser Institute will publish a series of short supplementary papers to provide more detailed critical discussion of some technical subjects. These are noted at various points in the ISPM as well.

- The ISPM was subject to expert review by the reviewers listed at the end. Their responses

to review questions are tabulated so readers can see to what extent the reviewers agree with the contents of this Summary.
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Stephen McIntyre assisted in collation of data, preparation of many graphs and technical editing of some sections. Nicholas Schneider was involved in this project from inception and acted as the key Fraser Institute staff person. Their contributions are gratefully acknowledged.

Disclaimer 

The text presented herein uses our best estimate of the wording of the final version of the Working Group I contribution to the Fourth Assessment Report. Much of the text herein follows wording as set by IPCC Lead and Contributing Authors in the Second Order Draft as of the close of the scientific review period on June 2, 2006, on the assumption that this will also be the wording in the final draft. However a check against the final wording will take place after the IPCC releases the underlying report. The IPCC has indicated that, although they are publishing the Summary for Policymakers on February 2, 2007, they will not release the underlying report until some time in May 2007. Until that time, readers should note that the IPCC has not officially accepted the wording of the underlying report or of drafts on which it is based.

Executive Summary 

Observed Changes in Factors That May Influence the Climate

The climate is subject to potential influence by both natural and human forces, including greenhouse gas concentrations, aerosols, solar activity, land surface processes, ocean circulations and water vapour. Carbon dioxide is a greenhouse gas, and its atmospheric concentration is increasing due mainly to human emissions.

The IPCC gives limited consideration to aerosols, solar activity and land-use change for explaining 20th century climate changes. Aerosols have a large potential impact on climate but their influence is poorly understood. Some evidence suggests that solar activity has increased over the 20th century to historically high levels. Land use changes are assumed by the IPCC to have only a minor role in explaining observed climate change.

Observed Changes in Weather and Climate

Globally-averaged measurements of lower atmospheric temperatures from satellite data since 1979 show an increase of 0.12°C to 0.19°C per decade over this period, at the low end of the IPCC estimate of future warming. Globally-averaged temperature data collected at the surface show an increase from 1900 to 1940 and again from 1979 to the present. There is no globally-consistent pattern in long-term precipitation trends, snow-covered area, or snow depth. Many places have observed a slight increase in rain and/or snow cover. There is insufficient data to draw conclusions about increases in extreme temperature and precipitation. Current data suggest a global mean sea-level rise of 2 mm to 3 mm per year over the past several decades. In the tropics, there is evidence of increased cyclone intensity but a decrease in total tropical storms, and no clear global pattern since 1970.

Arctic sea ice showed an abrupt loss in thickness prior to the 1990s, and the loss stopped shortly thereafter. There is insufficient data to conclude that there are any trends in Antarctic sea ice thickness. Glaciers have retreated in most places and the loss accelerated in the 1990s.

Climatic Changes in a Paleoclimate Perspective

Paleoclimate refers to the Earth’s climate prior to the start of modern instrumental data sets. There are historical examples of large, natural global warming and cooling in the distant past. The Earth is currently within a warm interglacial period, and temperatures during the last interglacial period were warmer than present.

Natural climate variability and the uncertainty associated with paleoclimate studies are now believed to be larger than previously estimated. In general, data are sparse and uncertain, and many records have been questioned for their ability to show historical temperature variability. These uncertainties matter for assessing the ability of climate models to simulate realistic climate changes over historical intervals.

Climate Models and Their Evaluation

Some broad modeling predictions made 30 years ago are consistent with recent data, but there remain fundamental limitations of climate models that have not improved since the Third Assessment Report. Many models are incapable of simulating important aspects of the current climate, and models differ substantially in their projections. It is not possible to say which, if any, of today’s climate models are reliable for climate prediction and forecasting.

Global and Regional Climate Projections

Models project a range of forecasts, and uncertainty enters at many steps in the process. Forecasts for the 21st century are inherently uncertain, especially at the regional level. Current models predict: an increase in average surface temperature; an increased risk of drought, heat waves, intense precipitation and flooding; longer growing seasons; and an average sea levels rise of about 20 cm over the next 100 years.

Glacier mass is projected to decrease. An abrupt change in ocean circulation is very unlikely. Tropical cyclone intensity may increase or decrease.

Attributing the Causes of Climate Change

Attributing an observed climate change to a specific cause like greenhouse gas emissions is not formally possible, and therefore relies on computer model simulations. As of yet, attribution studies do not take into account the basic uncertainty about climate models, or all potentially important influences.

Increased confidence that a human influence on the global climate can be identified is based the proliferation of attribution studies since the Third Assessment Report. Models used for attributing recent climate change estimate that natural causes alone would not result in the climate that is currently observable.

ISPM Overall Conclusions

The following concluding statement is not in the Fourth Assessment Report, but was agreed upon by the ISPM writing team based on their review of the current evidence. The Earth’s climate is an extremely complex system and we must not understate the difficulties involved in analyzing it. Despite the many data limitations and uncertainties, knowledge of the climate system continues to advance based on improved and expanding data sets and improved understanding of meteorological and oceanographic mechanisms.

The climate in most places has undergone minor changes over the past 200 years, and the land-based surface temperature record of the past 100 years exhibits warming trends in many places. Measurement problems, including uneven sampling, missing data and local land-use changes, make interpretation of these trends difficult. Other, more stable data sets, such as satellite, radiosonde and ocean temperatures yield smaller warming trends. The actual climate change in many locations has been relatively small and within the range of known natural variability. There is no compelling evidence that dangerous or unprecedented changes are underway.

The available data over the past century can be interpreted within the framework of a variety of hypotheses as to cause and mechanisms for the measured changes. The hypothesis that greenhouse gas emissions have produced or are capable of producing a significant warming of the Earth’s climate since the start of the industrial era is credible, and merits continued attention. However, the hypothesis cannot be proven by formal theoretical arguments, and the available data allow the hypothesis to be credibly disputed.

Arguments for the hypothesis rely on computer simulations, which can never be decisive as supporting evidence. The computer models in use are not, by necessity, direct calculations of all basic physics but rely upon empirical approximations for many of the smaller scale processes of the oceans and atmosphere. They are tuned to produce a credible simulation of current global climate statistics, but this does not guarantee reliability in future climate regimes. And there are enough degrees of freedom in tunable models that simulations cannot serve as supporting evidence for any one tuning scheme, such as that associated with a strong effect from greenhouse gases.

There is no evidence provided by the IPCC in its Fourth Assessment Report that the uncertainty can be formally resolved from first principles, statistical hypothesis testing or modeling exercises. Consequently, there will remain an unavoidable element of uncertainty as to the extent that humans are contributing to future climate change, and indeed whether or not such change is a good or bad thing.

Reactie 8:

Barron and Bukry, 2007

Solar forcing of Gulf of California climate during the past 2000 yr suggested by diatoms and silicoflagellates


MARINE MICROPALEONTOLOGY 62 (2): 115-139

High-resolution records of the past 2000 yr are compared in a north-south transect (28 degrees N to 24 degrees N) of three cores from the eastern slopes of the Guaymas, Carmen, and Pescadero Basins of the Gulf of California (hereafter referred to as the "Gulf'). Evenly-spaced samples from the varved sediments in each core allow sample resolution ranging from similar to 16 to similar to 37 yr. 

Diatoms and silicoflagellates capture the seasonal variation between a late fall to early spring period of high biosiliceous productivity, that is driven by northwest winds, and a summer period of warmer, more stratified waters during which these winds slacken and/or reverse direction (monsoonal flow). As these winds decrease, tropical waters enter the Gulf and spread northward. Individual samples represent a composite of 7 to 23 yr of deposition and are assumed to record the relative dominance of the winter vs. summer floral components.

Intervals of enhanced summer incursion of tropical waters, alternating with periods of increased late fall to early spring biosiliceous productivity are recorded in all three cores. Regularly spaced cycles (similar to 100 yr duration) of Octactis pulchra, a silicoflagellate proxy for lower SST and high productivity, and Azpeitia nodulifera, a tropical diatom, occur between similar to A.D. 400 and similar to 1700 in the more nearshore Carmen Basin core, NH01-21 (26.3 degrees N), suggesting a possible solar influence on coastal upwelling.

Cores BAM80 E-17 (27.9 degrees N) and NH01-26 (24.3 degrees N) contain longer-duration cycles of diatoms and silicoflagellates. The early part of Medieval Climate Anomaly (similar to A.D. 900 to 1200) is characterized by two periods of reduced productivity (warmer SST) with an intervening high productivity (cool) interval centered at similar to A.D. 1050. Reduced productivity and higher SST also characterize the record of the last similar to 100 to 200 yr in these cores. Solar variability appears to be driving productivity cycles, as intervals of increased radiocarbon production (sunspot minima) correlate with intervals of enhanced productivity. It is proposed that increased winter cooling of the atmosphere above southwest U.S. during sunspot minima causes intensification of the northwest winds that blow down the Gulf during the late fall to early spring, leading to intensified overturn of surface waters and enhanced productivity.

A new silicoflagellate species, Dictyocha franshepardii Bukry, is described and illustrated.

JOURNAL OF GEOPHYSICAL RESEARCH

http://www.agu.org/pubs/crossref/2007/2006JD007864.shtml

Atmospheric temperature responses to solar irradiance and geomagnetic activity, Hua Lu, Martin J. Jarvis, Hans-F. Graf, Peter C. Young, Richard B. Horne

The relative effects of solar irradiance and geomagnetic activity on  the atmospheric temperature anomalies (T a) are examined from the  monthly to interdecadal timescales. Geomagnetic Ap (A p) signals are  found primarily in the stratosphere, while the solar F10.7-cm radio  flux (F s) signals are found in both the stratosphere and troposphere.  In the troposphere, 0.1?0.4 K increases in T a are associated with F  s. Enhanced F s signals are found when the stratospheric  quasi-biennial oscillation (QBO) is westerly. In the extrapolar region  of the stratosphere, 0.1?0.6 and 0.1?0.7 K increases in T a are  associated with solar irradiance and with geomagnetic activity,  respectively. In this region, F s signals are strengthened when either  the QBO is easterly, or geomagnetic activity is high, while A p signals are strengthened when either the QBO is westerly, or solar  irradiance is high. High solar irradiance and geomagnetic activity  tend to enhance each other's signatures either making the signals  stronger and symmetric about the equator or extending the signals to  broader areas, or both. Positive A p signals dominate the middle Arctic stratosphere and are two to five times larger than those of F  s. When solar irradiance is low, the signature of A p in T a is  asymmetric about the equator, with positive signals in the Arctic  stratosphere and negative signals at midlatitudes of the NH  stratosphere. Weaker stratospheric QBO signals are associated with  high A p and F s, suggesting possible disturbances on the QBO. The  signals of A p and F s are distinct from the positive temperature anomalies resulting from volcanic eruptions.

JOURNAL OF GEOPHYSICAL RESEARCH, VOL. 112, D02108,

doi:10.1029/2006JD007378, 2007


Coupled air-sea response to solar forcing in the Pacific region during northern winter, Harry van Loon, Gerald A. Meehl, Dennis J. Shea


Abstract: Observations since the middle of the 19th century show that the  decadal solar oscillation at its peaks strengthens the major  convergence zones in the tropical Pacific (Intertropical Convergence  Zone, ITCZ, and South Pacific Convergence Zone, SPCZ) during northern winter. Through an amplifying set of coupled feedbacks, a set of processes is described that link solar forcing and its response in the  tropical Pacific with reductions in precipitation in the northwest  United States. The process begins with an increase in solar forcing  which results in a strengthening of the major convergence zones in the  tropical Pacific. This then increases the precipitation in those regions and increases the southeast trade winds. Stronger trades  increase the upwelling of colder water in the eastern equatorial  Pacific and extend the cold tongue westward, thus reducing  precipitation in the western Pacific. This redistribution of diabatic  heating and associated convective heating anomalies thus produces  anomalies in the tropical Hadley (north-south) and Walker (east-west)  circulations. The former weakens as subsidence in equatorial latitudes  is enhanced; the latter strengthens and extends westward. Additionally, the resulting anomalous Rossby wave response in the  atmosphere, and consequent positive sea level pressure anomalies in  the eastern region of the Aleutian low in the North Pacific that extends to western North America, is associated with reductions of  precipitation in the northwest United States. The response of the climate system to solar forcing is manifested as a strengthening of  the climatological precipitation maxima in the tropics.

Journal of Atmospheric and Solar-Terrestrial Physics Volume 69, Issue 9, July 2007

Pages 1095-1109


The 11-year solar cycle affects the intensity and annularity of the Arctic Oscillation, Radan Huth, Josef Bochníček and Pavel Hejda 

We investigate the dependence of the Arctic Oscillation (AO) in winter on the solar activity by stratifying the data into overlapping intervals defined by percentiles of the 10.7 cm radio flux. The AO exhibits a complex dependence of its polarity, being weakest under low, but not minimum, solar activity, while strongest in solar maxima. The AO is more/less variable (i.e., more/less active) under a high/low solar activity. Under a moderate solar activity, its Pacific centre weakens and eventually disappears. These effects seem to be real in spite of a potential for mixing the AO with the second principal component due to sampling errors caused by insufficient spacing between the first two eigenvalues. The weakening of the Pacific centre is not a result of coincidence with major volcanic eruptions or specific phases of the El Niño-Southern Oscillation.

Journal of Atmospheric and Solar-Terrestrial Physics Volume 69, Issue 9, July 2007

Pages 1049-1056

Solar activity imprints in tree ring width from Chile (1610–1991), N.R. Rigozo, D.J.R. Nordemann, M.P. Souza Echer, E. Echer, H.E. da Silva, A. Prestes and F.L. Guarnieri

We have investigated the solar activity signal in tree ring data from two locations in Chile. The tree ring time series extended over a period of ~400 yr. Spectral and wavelet analysis techniques were employed. We have found evidence for the presence of the solar activity Schwabe (~11yr), Hale (~22 yr), fourth-harmonic of the 208-yr Suess cycle (~52 yr)and Gleissberg (~80 yr) cycles. The Gleissberg cycle of tree ring data is in anti-phase with solar activity. Wavelet and cross-wavelet techniques revealed that the periods found are intermittent, possibly because solar activity signals observed in tree rings are mostly due to solar influence on local climate (rainfall, temperature, and cloud cover) where trees grow up. Further, cross-wavelet analysis between sunspot and tree ring time series showed that the cross power around the11 yr solar cycle is more significant during periods of high solar activity (grand maximum) than during periods of low solar activity(grand minimum). As Glaciar Pio XI is practically at the Pacific Ocean level, the tree-ring response may be stronger due to the heating of the Pacific Ocean water following an increase of the solar radiation incidence rather than at the higher altitudes of Osorno region.

Reactie 9:

Global Warming - Is Carbon Dioxide Getting a Bad Rap?

By Joseph D’Aleo
With the prospect of climate change legislation that could cost American families up to $4,500 per year by 2015, and talk of using technology to sequester carbon through well drilling, which Michael Economides estimates could cost up to $7.2 trillion – or 60 times the current costs of drilling (Energy Tribune, June 2007) – it is ever more critical to determine whether we do in fact have a problem with carbon dioxide. 

Despite the 90 percent certainty that man is behind recent global warming trends, the word “uncertainty” appears 494 times in the recent “Summary for Policymakers,” produced by the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 

Though the actual research scientists generally did a commendable job, the more alarmist interpretation was provided by a smaller cadre of agenda-driven scientists and statesmen. Then the media took the most extreme of the messages to hype them further. 

So what is the real story? 

The report’s final summaries had several failings. First, it blindly accepts a 20th-century carbon dioxide rise of 36 percent, when direct measurements(1) suggest the change is closer to 15 percent. Their models assume an annual increase of 1 percent, although over the last 50 years the long-term annual average consistently has been less than half that, 0.43 percent. Their models treat the oceans as distilled water when in reality they are an infinite buffer for atmospheric CO2. Burning all the earth’s fossil fuels would amount to no more than a 20 percent increase. It could never double(2). In any event, ice cores tell us carbon dioxide lags, not leads, the temperatures by as much as 800 years. 

The IPCC acknowledges no problems with the global data bases, stating urbanization has a negligible effect on global changes, and ignoring dozens of peer review papers that show urban contamination is significant (in diverse areas including China, central Europe, and even Barrow, Alaska). During the 20th century, the population of the world increased four-fold, from 1.5 billion to 6 billion. More and more areas are urbanized. Airports, once rural, find cities growing around them. 

The report ignores the fact that total global stations decreased by 66 percent after 1990, and there was a ten-fold increase in months with no reported data from the remaining stations, mainly in the former Soviet Union and Africa. They also ignore the issue that the majority of world stations may not meet World Meteorological Organization standards for siting instruments, a problem that has also been widely documented in peer review journals. They ignore the half-dozen peer review papers suggesting that these problems could well account for 50 percent or more of the warming shown for the world data bases. 

The National Climatic Data Center has a network of 1,221 stations in the U.S. that is more stable and continuous than the rest of the world’s. Those stations adjust for urbanization and thus are likelier to produce data that more accurately represents the climate change picture. Data from those stations show changes that are cyclical in nature with a smaller rise over time, some man-made and some natural. 
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Figure 1: USHCN Annual Mean
Temperatures, 1895-2005. 

When dealing with cycles such as those shown in the graph, trends in changes are best determined by looking at maximum to maximum and minimum to minimum. In both cases, the changes are just 0.25 degree Fahrenheit over 75 years or 0.37 degree Fahrenheit for the entire record. This is well under half the global trend and the often quoted U.S. temperature trend. (The late 90s are the apparent peak, as many of the measures have been declining, certainly in the last 5 years.) This same cyclical behaviour can be seen in Greenland and the Arctic. 

What could be behind the temperature cycles? The data strongly indicates it is the sun and oceans, whose cycles are very much in sync with the observed station data. 

The Sun: The Real Climate Driver 

The sun changes on cycles of 11, 22, 80, and 180 years, and even more. When the sun is more active it is warmer, and there are more sunspots and solar flares. When the sun is warmer, the earth is warmer. Though the changes in brightness or irradiance during the 11-year cycles are small (0.1 percent), when the sun is more active there is more ultraviolet radiation (6 to 8 percent for UV up to a factor of two for extremely short wavelength UV and X-rays; Baldwin and Dunkerton, 2004)(3) and there tends to be a stronger solar wind and more geomagnetic storms. Increased UV has been shown to produce warming in the high and middle atmosphere (that leads to surface warming), especially in low and mid latitudes. This is has been shown through observational measurements by Labitzke(4) over the past 50 years and replicated in NASA models by Shindell(5). 

Increased solar wind and geomagnetic activity has been shown by Svensmark(6) and others to lead to a reduction in cosmic rays reaching the ground. Cosmic rays have a cloud-enhancing property and their reduction during active solar periods leads to a reduction in low clouds, up to a few percent. Low clouds reflect solar radiation, leading to cooling. Decreased low cloudiness means more sunshine and warmer surface temperatures. Shaviv (7) found the cosmic ray and irradiance factors could account for up to 77 percent of the warming since 1900, and found the strong correlation extended back 500 million years 

Though the IPCC acknowledged these indirect UV and cosmic ray effects may be important (although a source of considerable uncertainty), they latched onto the small 0.1 percent change in the 11-year cycle and a single paper by Lean with Wang,(8) which used a new untested model approach suggesting the sun’s longer-term role is not as great, to cut back solar forcing by a factor of 7 from the 2001 prior assessment. This, despite the slew of peer reviewed papers showing the sun as more important, not less. This is this current report’s “Hockey Stick,” the original of which in 2001 did away with the great detective work of hundreds of the world’s best climatologists, and wiped out the medieval warm period and subsequent Ice Ages, making the current warming seem more important and man’s role more plausible. The Hockey Stick has since been totally debunked in numerous peer review papers and did not appear in the latest IPCC report. I am confident that this recent assessment’s downgrading of the solar effect will meet a similar fate. 

Scafetta and West (9) suggested the solar could account for at least half of the warming since 1950, and showed it using simple total solar irradiance, assuming it was a proxy for the total (direct and indirect) solar effect. They used the global data bases with their exaggerated warming. I repeated the effort using the U.S. data and found a correlation (r-squared) of 0.64. You can see how well the solar activity on the 80-year time scale (Gleissberg cycle) matches the average U.S. station annual mean temperatures (both data bases with 11-year smoothing to filter out the 11-year cycle changes). 

[image: image4.png]Annual Mean TSI vs Annual Mean US Temperatures.

I EEEEE RS

e Fumning Mean Aal TS| = Rshing Mean US Temps.




Figure 2: 11-year running mean Total
Solar Irradiance (Hoyt and Schatten) vs. Annual
Mean Temperatures. Correlation (r-squared) of
0.59 (0.64 for 3-year lag of
temperatures after solar). 

Both the Atlantic and Pacific have multidecadal cycles in ocean temperatures, which the IPCC correctly attributes to changes in the global thermohaline ocean circulation resulting in long-term changes in the large-scale atmospheric and ocean-current gyres. 

When the Pacific is in its warm mode, there are more El Niños and more global warming; in its cold mode, there are more La Niñas and global cooling. The Pacific was in the warm mode from 1978 to at least the late 1990s. Indeed, during that period we have had nearly twice as many El Niños (including two super El Niños) than La Niñas. In the prior cold Pacific Decadal Oscillation period, there were approximately twice as many La Niñas as El Niños. 

In the Atlantic, the Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation changes over a period of about 70 years. In 1995, it flipped into the positive mode. When the Atlantic is in its warm mode there are more and stronger hurricanes and more landfalls. There is also widespread warming in the Northern Hemisphere on an annual basis. Since the warm (positive) modes of both cycles lead to warming and the cool (negative) modes lead to cooling, I normalized and added them and used this as an “Ocean Warming Index.” I found a very strong correlation (r-squared) of 0.86 for this relationship. Again the data was smoothed to eliminate the 11-year solar cycle effects. 
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Figure 3: 11-year Annual Mean AMO +
PDO vs. Annual Mean Temperatures.
Correlation (r-squared) of 0.86. 

The correlation with carbon dioxide increases during the same period was less than 0.5. In fact Willie Soon (10) showed a correlation with carbon dioxide of just 0.22 for the Arctic basin temperatures. 

The high correlations with both solar and the oceans suggest they are themselves correlated. Indeed it is highly possible that the extra heat input into the tropical oceans during an active solar period energizes the thermohaline circulation, producing a positive PDO, more El Niños, and then a warm Atlantic. This, together with the increase in hurricanes and strong winter storms, is another way the atmosphere and ocean systems compensate for unbalanced energy distribution. These are all ways to move that heat to higher latitudes, where there is a net loss of radiation out to space. 

Where Do We Go From Here? 

There are indications, given both the 80-year and 180-year cycles, that the sun will be much less active over coming decades. The majority of solar cycle methods suggest the next cycle will be less than the last one, which itself was 20 percent less than the prior cycles. NASA (Hathaway), based on the observed slowing of the sun’s plasma flow, predicts that cycle 25, which peaks in 2022, could be the quietest in centuries. Remember that quiet cycles are cool cycles. 

Also, the Pacific Decadal Oscillation increasingly shows signs of descending back into its cold mode. This, too, should result in global cooling. The Atlantic may have another decade to go before it cools again. 

These three factors suggest a cooling is about to begin. In fact, there are a number of measures, such as ocean heat content (which has not increased in the last 4 years), satellite-derived atmospheric temperatures, and ocean and land temperatures, which are all showing a cooling period over the last 5 to 8 years. It is possible either 1998 or 2001 will end up being the peak of this current warm cycle. 

Before the next assessment, the world may be taking note of the cooling or the cessation of the warming. I suppose the UN and the alarmist scientists and environmental groups will claim credit for stopping the disaster just in time. 

Lost in all of this is the fact that we have had an optimum climate the last 30 years – with warmer temperatures, more rainfall, and increased CO2 – that has enabled us to grow more food in more places, and consume less energy than had the cold weather of the 60s and 70s persisted. Descending back into a little Ice Age has far greater negative consequences than a slow and relative minor warming. Crop failures and famines are more common due to dryness and cold, and the world would consume more energy for heating. We may look back at the late 20th and early 21st centuries as the golden years. 

Future generations will shake their heads over how we failed to recognize a good thing when we had it and how science was hijacked by politics, environmentalism, and greed. We would be better off spending all our dollars and efforts on maximizing energy sources, new and old, than trying to eliminate a gas that does far more good than harm. 

Sources: 

(1) Jaworowski, Z., M.D., Ph.D., D.Sc., 2007: CO2: The Greatest Scientific Scandal of Our Time, EIOC Science and Beck, E.-G., 2007. “180 Years of CO2 gas analysis by chemical meth- Indermuhle, A. et al., 1999. “Holocene carbon-cycle dynamics based on ods.” Energy & Environment, in press, pp. 1-17.
(2) Segalstad, T.V., printed in Bate, R. (Ed.): “Global Warming: The Continuing Debate", European Science and Environment Forum (ESEF), Cambridge, England (ISBN 0-9527734-2-2), pages 184-219, 1998.
(3) Baldwin, M.P., Dunkerton, T.J.. (2004). The solar cycle and stratospheric-tropospheric dynamical coupling, JAS 2004
(4) Labitzke, K., (2001). The global signal of the 11-year sunspot cycle in the stratosphere. Differences between solar maxima and minima, Meteorol. Zeitschift, 10, 83–90.
(5) Shindell, D.T., D. Rind, N. Balachandran, J. Lean, and P. Lonergan, (1999). Solar cycle variability, ozone, and climate, Science, 284, 305–308
(6) Svenmark, H, Friis-Christensen, E.. (1997). Variation of cosmic ray flux and global cloud cover- a missing link in solar -climate relationships, Journal of Atmospheric and Solar-Terrestrial Physics, 59, pp 1125-32
(7) Shaviv, N. J., ( 2005). "On Climate Response to Changes in the Cosmic Ray Flux and Radiative Budget", JGR-Space, vol. 110, A08105.’
(8) Wang, Y.M., J.L. Lean, and N.R. Sheeley, (2005). Modeling the sun's magnetic field and irradiance since 1713. Astrophysical Journal, 625, 522-538
(9) Scafetta, N., West, B.J. (2006). Phenomenological Solar Signature in 400 years of Reconstructed Northern Hemisphere Temperature Record”, GRL.
(10) Soon, W., (2006). "Variable Solar Irradiance as a Plausible Agent for Multidecadal Variations in the Arctic-Wide Surface Air Temperature Record of the Past 130 years " GRL, vol 32 

Joseph D’Aleo is one of the founders of Icecap, the International Climate and Environmental Change Assessment Project, a website that discusses “all things climate.”

Reactie 10:

CLIMATE SCEPTICISM IN A NUTSHELL

by

Hans Labohm

Reprinted from

ENERGY &

ENVIRONMENT

VOLUME 17 No. 5 2006

(Dit artikel is afzonderlijk als pdf-bijlage bijgevoegd bij de e-mail.)



_123896016.unknown

_123899536.unknown

