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November 30, 2009
PART XXIII:  GLOBAL COOLING.  Last week’s edition referred to a computer hacking incident at the University of East Anglia, a British university in eastern England.  


Those whose e-mails and documents were hacked into are attempting to do damage control by hiding behind the illegality of computer hacking.  Why the uproar?  The many scientists whose e-mails and documents were hacked (an estimated 1,000 e-mails and 3,000 documents) are, shall we say, unnerved that what they believed were private discussions and debates among colleagues have been posted on the internet.  Global warming skeptics are having a field day over information and comments they believe support and/or prove global warming skeptics are right.

Just as polls are credible depending on how unbiased and representative the sampling spectrum is, it turns out data used in studies such as those conducted in connection with the infamous “Hockey Stick” graph compiled by Michael Mann  can be and were flawed, to put it mildly.  That graph was latched onto by the global warming movement and included in the Intergovernmental Panel Climate Committee (IPCC) reports, government websites and as will happen, its use snowballed without ever being verified by the scientific community.  (Remember the admonition, “trust but verify.”)  


Further “delving” into the aftermath of Mann’s Hockey Stick graph (the graph) reveals it did not end with its publication by the IPCC.  In a Financial Post article Ross McKitrick, a Canadian professor of environmental economics,  chronicles his work with Steve McIntyre and the graph.   What they discovered in their analysis of the mathematics behind the graph can only be described as alarming, and deliberate misrepresentation, if not downright falsification.  

The McIntyre-McKitrick investigation and research resulted in a two-panel investigation by the U.S. National Academy of Sciences and a congressional hearing, which to this writer’s knowledge, received no media coverage, print or air.  
The investigation resulted in expert reports according to McKitrick that validated the flawed mathematics of the graph, and thus invalidating later studies that incorporated or relied on the Mann statistics over and over.  Here’s how selected data persuasion kicks in.  

Scientist Keith Briffa published a paper purported to show the “Medieval period actually contained the coldest year of the millennium,” a claim dependent on a very small sample of tree rings.  A colleague, F. H. Scheingruber, using a much larger sample, showed otherwise – “the Medieval era was quite warm and the late 20th century was unexceptional.”  

However, the later “tale” was never published.  Instead Briffa conducted another study using tree ring data from a different area, the nearby Yamal Peninsula, that produced a hockey stick shape, but did not release his raw data.  McIntyre-McKitrick determined this study was a composite of an undisclosed number of individual tree rings (also referred to as cores).  Without the individual tree ring measurements themselves, the steps could not be duplicated to produce the composite.  

It is noteworthy to disclose that Briffa was appointed by the IPCC as lead author on the topic of the hockey stick results, and as McKitrick points out, the IPCC did not/would not question Briffa’s study results.  


During McIntyre’s investigation of the Hockey Stick graph, he discovered Schweingruber had taken 34 up-to-date tree ring (core) samples from living trees in Yamal that had not been included in Briffa’s small group.  Inclusion would have resulted in the 20th century temperatures being unexceptional; in other words, would not have shown the jump in warming as the IPCC has relied on to push its agenda for global warming.


The McIntyre-McKitrick investigation and analysis showed a concerted effort by Briffa/Schweingruber and other studies depended on a woefully thin subsample of trees, but also how they excluded readily available data from the same area, data that would not have supported the Hockey Stick graph – DATA SELECTION AT ITS WORST, or shall we be blunt and call it outright fraud!  

McKitrick stated emphatically:  “The surface temperature data is a contaminated mess with a significant warm bias and as I have detailed elsewhere, the IPCC fabricated evidence in its 2007 report to cover up the problem.”  McKitrick’s more than 10 years of probing the arguments for global warming result in these profound points: 
· The surface temperature data is a contaminated mess with a significant warm bias;

· As detailed elsewhere, the IPCC fabricated evidence in its 2007 report to cover up the problem;

· Climate models are in gross disagreement with observations, and the discrepancy is growing with each passing year;

·  The often-hyped claim that the modern climate has departed from natural variability depended on flawed statistical methods and low-quality data; and

· The IPCC review process, of which I was a member last time, is nothing at all like what the public has been told:  Conflicts of interest are endemic, critical evidence is systematically ignored and there are no effective checks and balances against bias or distortion.  

McKitrick makes this ominous summation:  “Over the coming few years, as the costs of global warming policies mount and the evidence of a crisis continues to collapse, perhaps it will become socially permissible for people to start thinking for themselves again.”


The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com. 
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