
 



Why We Have Nothing to Fear from CO2 
A Supplement to Nothing to Fear 

Foreword 

Many articles have been written about the effect of CO2 on the Earth’s temperature. An 
excellent example is Christopher Monckton’s article, Climate chaos? Don't believe it, in 
the 2006, Sunday edition of the Telegraph.1 

Articles such as this have been written using scientific language and data, potentially 
foreign to the person without a scientific or engineering background. 

Similar and more recent articles can be found in Watts Up With That.  

A recent example from Watts Up With That is an interview of Dr. Judith Curry2 where 
she said: 

“On balance, I don’t see any particular dangers from greenhouse warming. [Humans 
do] influence climate to some extent, what we do with land-use changes and what we 
put into the atmosphere. But I don’t think it’s a large enough impact to dominate over 
natural climate variability.” 

Meanwhile, supporters of the Anthropogenic Global Warming (AGW) hypothesis have 
overwhelmed the public with movies and dialogue emphasizing the potential negative 
consequences of climate change caused by greenhouse gasses, specifically CO2.  

This article attempts to clarify the facts surrounding AGW for the non-scientist and the 
non-engineer, and show why we have nothing to fear* from CO2. 

*    The book, Nothing to Fear, describes the formation of the UNFCCC and IPCC, and contains 
facts about CO2 emissions. It also provides information on renewables, their effect on costs 
and reliability and their inability to successfully replace fossil fuels. 
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The CO2 Hypothesis 

The science supporting the CO2 hypothesis is meager. 

The basis for the CO2 hypothesis was the observation in 1896, by the Swedish scientist 
Svante Arrhenius, that burning fossil fuels might result in global warming.  

This hypothesis was accepted as gospel beginning in 1990, and the UNFCCC and IPCC 
were established to pursue the effects of increased amounts of CO2 on global warming, 
and more recently, on climate change. 

The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) was adopted 
at the Earth Summit in Rio De Janeiro, with the resulting UNFCCC treaty ratified by 196 
countries, including the United States. 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was established in 1998, and its 
role, as established by the UN,3 is as follows: 

 “The role of the IPCC is to assess … [the] risk of human-induced climate 
change, its potential impacts and options for adaptation and mitigation.” 

This makes it clear that the IPCC was not empowered to determine the cause of 
global warming. The UN merely accepted that CO2 was the cause. 

Since then, billions of dollars have been spent trying to cut CO2 emissions.  

Governments around the world have implemented programs to force the adoption of so-
called clean energy and to curtail the use of fossil fuels. 

Why has this hysteria caught hold when the cause of global warming has not been 
established? The IPCC has not tried to identify the cause of global warming, nor has the 
UNFCCC. There has merely been an assumption that CO2 is the cause of global warming 
and climate change. Other factors have been ignored. 

Historical Facts 

When atmospheric CO2 levels began to increase with the beginning of the industrial 
revolution, largely from the burning of fossil fuels, many assumed CO2 caused the 
subsequent rise in temperatures. 

Was this a valid assumption? 

Atmospheric CO2 was at 280 parts per million (ppm) before the industrial revolution,   
and have been rising sporadically since then. They are now at 405 ppm. See Figure 1. 
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Figure 1, from IPCC AR 4 
CO2, Methane and Nitrous Oxide levels from 2,000 years ago to the present. 

Note that CO2 levels have been at 280 ppm for the entire 2,000 years, until the mid-1800s. 

What is the logic behind linking the rise of atmospheric CO2 and temperatures? 

One way to examine the validity of this logic is to look at the Earth’s temperature history 
over the past 10,000 years, that is, since the last ice age. 

Figure 2 
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Figure 2, provides a temperature history for the past 10,000 years. 

During these 10,000 years, atmospheric CO2 levels rose gradually from 260 ppm, 10,000 
years ago, to 280 ppm 4,000 years ago, and have remained steady since then, until the 
mid-1800s, at 280 ppm. 

Logic would dictate that if CO2 were the cause of temperature rise, there would have 
been, for every period where temperatures rose, a corresponding increase in atmospheric 
CO2 levels.4 

What are the historical facts? 

During this 10,000 year period, temperatures varied substantially while CO2 levels 
remained essentially constant. There were around a dozen periods where temperatures 
were higher than today. As can be seen from Figure 1, temperatures were higher than 
today for more than 50% of the time over the past 10,000 years. 

For the past 4,000 years, the level of atmospheric CO2 has remained steady at 280 ppm 
until the mid-1800s. 

Figure 3. Temperatures for the past 4,000 years with atmospheric CO2 at 280 ppm. 

From GISP 2 Greenland ice core 

Figure 3,5 shows temperatures going back 4,000 years, with the CO2 level of 280 ppm 
superimposed on the graph. Once again, this establishes the fact that temperature 
variations have been independent of atmospheric CO2 levels. 

It is very clear that temperature variations over the past 10,000 years, until the 
mid-1800s, were independent of atmospheric CO2 levels. 
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Some have claimed that Vostok ice cores from Antarctica showed different temperature 
variations than the GISP-2 ice cores from Greenland, and therefore, that Greenland’s 
temperatures were not representative of global temperatures. 

However, studies have shown that the Medieval and Minoan warm periods are clearly 
identified in Antarctica sediment cores and ice cores from the Law Dome site.6 

Regardless, the Vostok ice cores showed there were substantial temperature variations 
while CO2 remained essentially constant. 

If past temperature variations were independent of CO2 levels, why would the current 
rise in temperatures be any different? 

CO2, A new Variable 

The recent rise in CO2 levels introduces an additional variable, which shouldn’t be 
ignored. At issue is whether atmospheric CO2 levels affect temperature rise, and, if so, 
whether the increase in temperature is significant. 

The IPCC and others have examined the sensitivity of temperature to atmospheric CO2 
levels.  

Forty-nine scientists and engineers from NASA’s Apollo program, the group that put a 
man on the moon, have banded together to form The Right Climate Stuff group, to study 
the global warming issue. They have determined that temperature sensitivity is no greater 
than 0.8 degrees C for a doubling of atmospheric CO2 levels.7 

By their calculation, an increase in CO2 levels from 280 to 560 ppm would result in an 
unimportant and very manageable temperature rise of less than one degree C. 

We currently are at 405 ppm, a long way from a doubling of atmospheric CO2. 

It’s been demonstrated that the IPCC computer models have overstated the sensitivity. 
Their projections of temperature rise have been proven wrong. 

The hysteria surrounding the global warming issue is based on the IPCC’s exaggerated 
sensitivity to increases in atmospheric CO2. 

Doctor John Christy’s, March 2017, Congressional testimony included charts proving that 
the IPCC temperature projections were wrong.8 

One example: 

Virtually all of the IPCC’s 102 computer models have predicted there would be a hotspot 
in the atmosphere in the tropics, between 20o S and 20o N latitudes. The hotspot is shown 
in Figure 4, which is taken from Dr. John Christy’s congressional testimony. 
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Figure 4, Hotspot between 20o S and 20o N latitudes 

Actual satellite and balloon temperatures taken at these latitudes showed no such 
increase. The hotspot doesn’t exist. 

Doctor Judith Curry, referenced earlier, said: “I don’t think [CO2’s effect has] a large 
enough impact to dominate over natural climate variability.” 

In her latest paper,9 Doctor Curry said, “There is growing evidence that climate models 
are running too hot and that climate sensitivity to carbon dioxide is at the lower end of 
the range provided by the IPCC.” 

Christopher Monckton’s article, referenced earlier, also described why the IPCC’s 
temperature projections are wrong. 

While an increase in atmospheric CO2 may result in an increase in temperature, any such 
increase will be small and manageable. 

The sensitivity of temperatures to increased CO2 levels is low, and not a threat to 
mankind. The Apollo TRCS group estimates a rise of 0.8 ℃ if atmospheric CO2 levels 
rose from the pre-industrial revolution level of 280 ppm to 560 ppm in the future. 

Higher levels of atmospheric CO2 are not only safe but beneficial. 
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Figure 5 shows the safe limit for CO2 in US submarines and the space station. 

Figure 5. Safe levels of CO2 from TRCS 

Figure 5 shows: 

(a) The CO2 safe limit for US Navy submarines is 8,000 ppm 
(b) The CO2 safe limit for the space station is 5,000 ppm 
(c) A line depicting the gradual doubling of CO2, near the bottom of the graph 
(d) The minimum atmospheric CO2 requirements to sustain plant growth is 150 ppm 

Item (d) is extremely important. It shows that mankind has been living on the ragged 
edge of extinction, with atmospheric CO2 levels as low as they have been in the recent 
past. If CO2 levels had fallen below 150 ppm, plants would have died, and mankind 
would have gone extinct. 

Any increase in CO2 levels above where they have been is insurance for mankind’s 
continued survival. 

Higher levels of CO2 increase plant growth and are beneficial. They can result in 
increased crop growth which can mean more food for mankind.  
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The recent greening of the planet is attributable to the recent increases in atmospheric 
CO2. 

Figure 6, From Zhu et al Nature Climate Change 2016 
The image shows the change in leaf area across the globe from 1982-2015. 

Figure 6, shows that the Earth has become greener, i.e., Leaf Area Index (LAI), over the 
past few decades, primarily as the result of increased atmospheric levels of CO2. 

Here is what co-author, Chinese scientist, Zaichun Zhu, said about the results: 

“The greening over the past 33 years reported in this study is equivalent to adding a 
green continent about two times the size of mainland USA.” 

Co-author, professor Ranga Myneni, Department of Earth and Environment at Boston 
University, said: 

“Results showed that carbon dioxide fertilization explains 70 percent of the 
greening effect. The second most important driver is nitrogen, at 9 percent. So we see 
what an outsized role CO2 plays in this process.” 

(Emphasis added) 

We not only have nothing to fear from CO2, but mankind will benefit from increased 
levels of atmospheric CO2. 
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A Realistic Reason For Temperature Rise 

For 10,000 years, temperatures have varied widely without any stimulus from CO2. Over 
this period, the real cause has been natural variability. 

While there have been several hypotheses for the cause of warming over the past 10,000 
years, one has secured material scientific support: It revolves around the sun, cosmic 
rays, and cloud formation. 

An early proponent of the Sun’s effect on the Earth was the astronomer Herschel, 1738 - 
1822. Herschel discovered infrared radiation from the Sun. 

While he did not speak directly about cosmic rays, he established that the price of wheat 
and other grains were linked to the number of sunspots: If there were few sunspots, the 
price of wheat would be high. If there were more sunspots the price of wheat would be 
low.  

He proposed that fewer sunspots resulted in colder temperatures, and poorer growing 
conditions, while more sunspots resulted in higher temperatures and better crop yields.10 

Since then, the effect of cosmic rays on the Earth has been studied by several scientists. 

One, an Israeli scientist, Nir Shaviv, Hebrew University, Jerusalem, has proposed that the 
Earth’s passages through the Milky Way's spiral arms were the cause of major ice-ages.11 

Another scientist, Svensmark, from the Danish National Space Institute, has proposed 
that the Sun affects cloud cover by affecting the number of cosmic rays entering the 
Earth’s atmosphere.  

He proposed that intense solar activity, as evidenced by a larger number of sunspots, 
increases the strength of the solar wind and the Sun’s magnetic field which blocks, or 
deflects, cosmic rays from entering the Earth’s atmosphere. 

Therefore: 

• Intense solar activity would permit fewer cosmic rays from entering the Earth’s 
atmosphere, which would result in the formation of fewer clouds.  

• Weak solar activity would have the opposite effect and result in more clouds. 

Clouds reflect sunlight back to space and also shade the Earth. Therefore, more cloud 
cover results in lower temperatures on the Earth. This effect would seem obvious to 
anyone who has been outdoors on a sunny day when a cloud passed overhead, and the 
temperature suddenly fell. 

Dramatic evidence of a strong linkage was provided by another astronomer, Walter 
Maunder, who at the age of 70, in 1922, linked the lack of sunspots between 1645 and 
1715, to the bitter cold of that period known as the little ice age. 
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Numerous examples confirm the existence of the little ice age. The River Thames froze 
over with Christmas Fairs held on the ice. There is the novel Hans Brinker, or the Silver 
Skates, where the story is centered on skating the frozen canals in Holland. 

Figure 7, Painting, the Frozen Thames, in the Museum of London 

The average sunspot cycle is 11 years, with the number of sunspots varying between each 
cycle. The Dalton minimum in the early 1800s is an example of where there were few 
sunspots, as is the Maunder Minimum. 

Sunspot cycles have been plotted since 1610, as seen in Figure 8. 

!
Figure 8, Sunspot cycles 
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Sunspot activity during the second half of the twentieth century was greater than during 
any period prior to then.  

Some scientists challenged the Svensmark hypothesis by claiming cosmic rays would not 
affect cloud cover. 

There also was a belief that there had been fewer clouds before the industrial revolution 
and that sulfuric acid aerosols were needed for cosmic rays to form clouds. It was felt that 
it was the burning of fossil fuels with the advent of the industrial revolution that resulted 
in the presence of sulfuric acid aerosols.  

If cosmic rays were unable to form clouds, it would put an end to the Svensmark 
hypothesis. 

The debate surrounding the Svensmark hypothesis led to an experiment at the CERN 
research center. 

The CERN research center in Europe derived its name from the acronym for the French 
"Conseil Européen pour la Recherche Nucléaire", or European Council for Nuclear 
Research. 

This premiere research center conducted an experiment to determine whether cosmic rays 
could form clouds and under what conditions cloud formation would occur. 

The results of the CLOUD experiment established two facts. 

• The first put an end to the long held belief that there were fewer clouds before the 
industrial revolution 

• The second proved cosmic rays could form clouds 

It was learned from the experiment that hydrocarbons released by plants could provide 
the necessary conditions for cloud formation and that sulfuric acid aerosols were not 
needed. 

Here is a direct quotation from a summary report: 

“[The scientists] introduced a mixture of natural oxidants present in the air and an 
organic hydrocarbon released by coniferous plants. The hydrocarbon was rapidly 
oxidized. The only other ingredient allowed in the chamber was cosmic rays, high 
energy radiation from outer space, which made the molecules clump together into 
aerosols. Sulfuric acid was not required. In fact, even when the researchers 
introduced low concentrations of sulfuric acid to the chamber such as might be found 
in unpolluted air, the aerosol formation rate was unaffected. In a second CLOUD 
experiment published simultaneously in Nature, researchers showed these same 
oxidized molecules could rapidly grow the particles to sizes big enough to seed 
cloud droplets.” 

(Emphasis added) 
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The CLOUD chamber was “nearly as big as a bus, [and] was filled with synthetically produced 
air, allowing precisely controlled chemical conditions.” 

CERN Photograph: Maximilien Brice 

Two facts can be derived from the CLOUD experiment. 

1. Conditions existed before the industrial revolution that permitted cloud formation 
2. Cosmic rays can form clouds 

The CLOUD experiment provides scientific support for the Svensmark hypothesis. 

The evidence is incredibly strong that the Sun affects the Earth’s temperatures, and that 
it’s the result of sunspot activity. 
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Conclusion 

There have been a dozen periods over the past 10,000 years where the Earth’s 
temperatures were higher than they are today, while atmospheric CO2 levels were 
basically constant.  

(CO2 levels rose gradually from 260 ppm to 280 ppm over a period of 6,000 years, and 
then held steady at 280 ppm for the next 4,000 years, until the mid-1800s.) 

This would indicate that atmospheric CO2 levels did not affect temperatures over the 
past 10,000 years, or at least until the mid-1800s. 

With the recent rise in atmospheric CO2 levels, the Apollo, TRCS group has established 
that temperatures could rise 0.8 ℃ with a doubling of CO2, a rise that is similar to the 
increase in temperatures over the past 100 years. Such a small rise in temperatures is of 
little importance and very manageable. 

Potentially more significant is that higher levels of atmospheric CO2 are beneficial, by 
increasing the greening of the earth and improving food production. 

The Svensmark hypothesis is compatible with the many periods of higher 
temperatures over the past 10,000 years, while the CO2 hypothesis is not. 

It’s very likely that the Sun is the cause of climate change. 

We have nothing to fear from CO2, and can, in fact, benefit from higher levels of 
atmospheric CO2. 
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Notes 

1. Christopher Monckton article http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/1533290/Climate-
chaos-Dont-believe-it.html  

2. Dr. Judith Curry Explains The Reality Of Bad Climate Science and Bad Politics, on Watts 
Up With That, http://bit.ly/2wajLfS 

3. IPCC web site: http://www.ipcc.ch/organization/organization_history.shtml  

4. Ivar Giaever https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dk60CUkf3Kw 

5. Compilation of climate information http://www.greenworldtrust.org.uk/Science/Curious.htm 

6. Antarctica temperature information http://bit.ly/2vTEOEi  

7. The Right Climate Stuff presentation https://vimeo.com/211618571  

8. J.R. Christy 29 Mar 2017, U.S. House Committee on Science, Space and Technology 

9. Dr. Judith Curry, Climate Models for the Layman, GWPF Briefing 24 

10. The Sun Kings, by Stuart Clark 

11. Nir Shaviv presentation http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8QtnueIJGjc  
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