“I Can Change Your Mind”: the part with Joanne Nova and David Evans 
A transcript of part of the one-hour documentary I Can Change Your Mind, which was broadcast on the ABC on 26 April 2012. 
12 June, 2012
Joanne and David
This transcript was made by us from a DVD of the documentary. To this we added comments and times in red or in angle brackets. The times refer to the recording of the whole interview by Barry Corke, so anyone can see the editing that was performed and the actual context of what was said. In the transcript of the whole interview, the dialog that appear below is highlighted in light blue.
Introductory Scene
<Scene of planet from space>
Narrator: 	The earth’s climate is constantly changing, driven by a multitude of natural forces. 
Al Gore: 	 …to be manageable, now threatens …
Narrator: 	But now a new force is disrupting the climate system.
Someone:	 …sea ice melting, glaciers receding…
Narrator: 	Humans are driving dangerous global warming.  
Someone: 	…activity has adversely affected our climate.
	<The narrator is making it pretty clear which side the program’s editors are on.>
Narrator: 	Or at least, that’s what the world of scientists are telling us.
	<What, there is some doubt? Too little too late—the narrator is just pretending, to keep it interesting. This is a solid clue that what follows is intended to persuade, rather than to inform.>
Segment with Joanne and David
Section 1: Driving in Perth (25 seconds)
Nick: 	I was keen for us to come to Perth because I’d like to meet Jo Nova and David Evans. They interest me because they used to accept what I call the “orthodoxy on anthropogenic global warming”, but the more they’ve studied it the more skeptical they’ve become. From the point of view of someone like me, you know, seeking to see if it is possible for you to (laughs) travel the same path.
Section 2: Introductions (80 seconds)
Narrator: 	But even the quiet Perth suburbs are not immune to the suspicion that infects the climate debate.
Nick: 	Ok?
Anna:	 I’d really like to be able to do this documentary without this kind of loopy paranoid stuff going on, and is there anything that you can do to stop them?
Nick: 	Not really. Yeah I’m asking you to trust them.
	<Our introduction. Narrator sides with Anna and we’re loopy and paranoid. Subtle eh? >
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Jo: 	(Sigh) 400 emails to check.
Narrator: 	With more than a million hits a year, Jo Nova is one of the world’s most widely read skeptic bloggers.
Nick: 	Hallo there.
Jo:  	<0:06> Hi, come in come in.
Narrator: 	Together with her husband former carbon accounting modeler David Evans, they are two of Australia’s most influential skeptics. But afraid of being misquoted, Jo and David have hired a cameraperson to film the filmcrew.” 
	<Hired? They just assumed that (echoes of class?). We asked Barry and he was keen to help; he owns the video he made.>

Anna: 	<0:32> Can I just ask, with the footage that you’re taking, what will it be used for and can I get a guarantee that you won’t put it on your blog and selectively edit?
David: 	Yes, insurance.
<David seemed unusually abrupt there in the ABC broadcast. What he actually said was: “Yes, it’s an insurance, to make sure that we don’t get the same job as James Delingpole and Chris Monckton had done to them by a BBC crew.”  The editing has the side effect of making David appear unnatural and tense.>
Anna: 	Ok.
Jo: 	<1:08> The climate’s important and we should be discussing the evidence and what goes on with it. We really just want to make sure that, I guess, we’re not taken out of context and our arguments are put in their full picture.
Anna: 	<3:50> Hi, I don’t believe we’ve actually met … 
Jo:	 Sorry. Barry, this is Anna.
Anna: 	… but if you’re going to be filming us. Hi, I’m Anna Rose. Barry, I guess you know everyone else.
Section 3: The Discussion (146 seconds)
David: 	<16:28> Anna, we agree that carbon dioxide causes global warming. Every molecule of carbon dioxide that we emit causes some global warming. It’s not a question of if it causes warming or not, it’s a question of how much. 
<Context distortion coming up: In the intervening discussion, David has pointed out that only one-third of the warming is due to that direct effect of CO2, the two thirds is due to positive feedbacks and that's the bit we're arguing about. The editing makes it appear as if what Anna says next is about the last thing said, but it’s not…>
Anna: 	<17:02> So we’re just arguing. We all agree that climate change is happening…
David: 	Yes.
Anna: 	… it’s due to carbon pollution, 
David: 	No.
Anna: 	…but we’re just saying about…
David:	 I agree that climate change is occurring but I don’t think it’s due to carbon dioxide emissions.
Joanne: 	Some small, immeasurable amount is due to CO2.
David: 	Some very small amount is, but the majority is not.
<What David just said doesn’t make sense in the context of what was presented by the ABC, only in the context of the actual discussion – namely that two thirds of the warming in the models is due to feedbacks, and not directly due to CO2. The bigger context here is that the public and politicians are not told by the mainstream media that the much-vaunted CO2 heat trapping is only responsible for one third of the warming in the models, that two thirds is due to assumed changes in clouds and humidity. Relevant, no? The ABC continues the job of not reporting this fundamental fact, carefully editing it out. >

David: 	<21:13>The reason that climate scientists blame carbon dioxide is because of the models.  But the models are fundamentally flawed. We know that because we've now, over the last 15 years, collected several datasets in several different areas that contradict the model entirely.
David: 	<25:03> Anna, most of the heat in the climate is contained in the oceans, a relatively small amount in the air, right? 
<David actually said: “Anna, second bit of evidence that shows the climate models are fundamentally flawed. Most of the heat in the climate is contained in the oceans, a relatively small amount in the air, right?.” Notice David counting out the datasets that contradict the model? In the actual discussion we are up to number two of four, but this is the first and only one broadcast by the ABC. 
Worse, the ABC uses the sound bite “second bit of evidence that shows the climate models are fundamentally flawed” later when David is introducing the corrupt land thermometers, so that David appears to say that the corrupt thermometers are the second piece of evidence of climate model failure. No, that’s obviously a silly thing to say—and they discredit him by making him appear to say it. The corrupt thermometers were introduced as evidence of climate scientists concealing the failure of their failed theory. Inappropriate use of thermometers cannot prove the models are wrong –it is the  wrong type of thing: only data, not the method used to collect data, can prove the models wrong.>  
David: 	<25:17> However we’ve only measured ocean heat properly since 2003 when the Argo system went in. 
David: 	<59:04> And these are the entire Argo results. And they show pretty much that the temperature of the oceans has been flat, where as the climate models are all insisting that the temperature of the ocean ought to be rising.
Anna:	<26:30> So you’re saying the ocean is not warming?
David: 	No…
Joanne:	 The data says …
David: 	The Argo system says the ocean is not warming.

David: 	<25:04> Anna, second bit of evidence that shows the climate models are fundamentally flawed. 
<No, David did not say that here in the discussion and did not say that about the corrupt thermometers (which follow next). David said those words about the ocean temperature data, the second of four bits of evidence he presented to show the climate models were wrong.  See point above, at 25:03.>
David:	<43:01> Half the world’s thermometers, official thermometers for measuring global warming, are at airports. This one’s at Rome airport. You’ve got aircraft taxiing in here. They occasionally hit this thermometer here with blasts of jet air. There’s a bunch of cars and trucks over here. This isn’t measuring global warming, it’s measuring local warming, a very local warming. It’s measuring the increase in air traffic.
Anna: 	<47:14> I mean how stupid do you think climate scientists are to not… they do account for this.
David: 	Well they have a failed theory on their hands.
Anna: 	How can you be saying that?
Nick: 	They try to …
David: 	They’re concealing.
Anna: 	<51:03> So scientists are concealing?
David: 	I’ve just showed you evidence that each on its own, independently, shows that the climate models are wrong. They disagree with reality quite violently. 
<They edited this so it’s not even grammatically correct—the skeptic cannot even string words together correctly? What David actually said was: “I've just showed you four bits of evidence …”. Again, editing to hide that David presented four pieces of evidence to show the climate models wrong, not one and the corrupt thermometers. Working  hard not to inform the viewers of the evidence presented.>
Anna: 	<1:21:01> You’re asking for the world take a huge gamble and choose not to act on the very small chance that you might be right.
Nick: 	<1:21:17> But if you look at it the other way Anna, we’re being asked to take a huge gamble that those who assert that our emissions are warming the planet dangerously are right. Because they want to change the whole industrial system.
Anna: 	<1:22:12> But if we take that gamble, and don’t act, the consequences are that we destroy the entire planet, or we could…
Joanne:	 (Laughs, fairly big, with a hint of a snort)
Anna: 	Actually I don’t think it’s funny.
Joanne: 	The planet is not going to be destroyed.
David: 	There is no evidence for it. They haven’t got a clue what’s going on about carbon dioxide. What’s the problem?
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