
Back when I was foolish enough to post on YouTube a very common criticism which I received 
from the climate catastrophe trolls, was that only specialists in climate science could have an 
opinion based on valid science.

The basis of this argument is the atmosphere is very complex and a large number of specialists are 
needed to gain an understanding of it.  This was the argument they employed to try and refute my 
claim  that the basics could be understood by anybody with a degree in a STEM subject, or even a 
gifted advanced level student.

The problem is, their argument does contain an element of truth.  But not in the sense they mean.

A planetary atmosphere is indeed a complex system, but that is not the reason why climate science 
is a complex subject.  It is complex for the same reason astrology is complex.  

Initially, we began with the greenhouse effect.  This appeared to yield a qualitative reason for the 
high temperature of Venus.  So a radiative model was contrived.  This was based on attenuation 
characteristics appropriate to individual optical paths but irrelevant to the uniform illumination of 
atmospheric gases.

Highly competent mathematicians solved the relevant equations, and like mathematicians 
everywhere, obtained the right answers to the wrong questions.  The quality of the result was 
assessed on the competence of the mathematicians, and the fact that the intial formulation was, and 
is, arrant nonsense, was glossed over.

It is rather like quoting a result, based on data which is only known to an order of magnitude, to six 
places of decimals.  The spurious precision only impresses the naive or the gullible.

However, the basic equations didn’t yield results consistent with reality, so the development of 
climate science has been one of adding new effects to the brew until some vague similarity with 
reality was obtained.  That is called post hoc reasoning.  That is anathema to real scientists, but 
entraps the incompetent and the gullible.

And as each prediction fails miserably, additional phenomena are brought in to adjust the 
predictions to match the observations.  World experts in each of the associated disciplines are 
brought in and fed duff data from which they produce wrong, but authoritative conclusions, as none 
has an overall picture of the phenomenon.  The activities are driven by the requirement to prove the 
narrative, rather than find out what is actually happening. 

Each new phenomenon requires its own area of expertise, and so the behemoth grows, and ever 
more livelihoods come to depend on the narrative.

Most involved in the climate hoax are well credentialed, but blinkered in their outlook by the trivial 
aspect of the problem for which they are given responsibility.

But if we look at any form of hocus-pocus we see the same thing.  

Whether astrology or numerology, or whatever other flight of pure fancy, it becomes spuriously 
more complex as time goes on, to account for why its predictions are no better than chance.  This is 
how the systems used by compulsive gamblers evolve to ever higher levels of complexity, always 
with the unshakable conviction that it will work ‘next time’.



If you tell a lie, you invariably need to tell a bigger lie to cover it up, this process continues until the
lies become so outrageous that they are obvious to everybody.  A liar must be clever and creative, to
perpetuate a bogus narrative.  Eventually, the situation exceeds the talents of the most gifted liars, 
and recourse must be made to suppression and censorship.

If you want a graphical representation of the development of climate catastrophe theory, look no 
further than Pinocchio’s nose. 

The truth usually has a certain simplicity and I suppose this is the reasoning behind Occam’s Razor.

The geocetric universe required dozens parameters to characterise the motion of each planet as 
multiple epicycles.  The heliocentric system reduced that to the six orbit elements defining the 
ellipse, or the single gravitational constant of Newton’s universal gravitation.  Moderrn science is 
characterised by the condensation of libraries of potential observations to a single simple formula.  
Complexity is not a virtue, it is usually obfuscation, and indicative of scientific mediocrity.

It normally takes more words, or more syllables, to tell lies.  Thus in war, we do not kill anybody, 
we ‘inflict casualties’.  What we now euphemistically refer to as ‘sex workers’, were in more honest
times called ‘whores’, but that seemed disrespectful, so the term evolved through ‘harlot’ and 
‘prostitute’, to something more acceptable, as if that altered the nature of the activity.

If we are considering only equilibrium conditions, there is a  simple formulation of the  temperature 
distribution in a planetary atmosphere which is accessible to any advanced level student.  This is 
presented in the ‘Emperor’s New Greenhouse’.  The existence of this comparatively simple theory 
is proof that the trolls were talking nonsense.


