
Godbold and Calosi, the first of the papers you have attached, deal with the extent of 
ocean “acidification” only in the introduction to their paper, which – like so many on 
climate-related subjects – prefers to take the supposed problem as a given and then 
expatiate on its consequences, rather than to check whether there is a problem. 
 
They begin by asserting that “further increases” in Co2 concentration “(700-1000 
ppm)” are “anticipated by the end of the twenty-first century”. However, analysis of 
Fig. 10.26 on page 803 of IPCC (2007), where the underlying data are not available 
but I superimposed a fine grid on each graph to reconstruct the original data, shows 
that 700 μatm (not “ppm”, which, by omitting the necessary reference to volume, is 
misleading, as well as not being a Systeme Internationale unit) is the IPCC’s central 
estimate of CO2 concentration by 2100, not its lower bound. 
 
Next, the two propagandists say, “Over the past three decades, changes in [CO2] have 
increased global average temperatures (approx. 0.2 C decade), …”. Well, I beg leave 
to modify their aetiology and also their quantity. First, the aetiology. As best I can 
make it out on the basis of analyzing the bomb-test curve, almost 40% of the increase 
in CO2 over the past three decades was not attributable to Man.  
 
Large-scale atmospheric nuclear testing ceased in 1963. The testing approximately 
doubled the previously-stable baseline atmospheric concentration of 14C, which 
rapidly reverted towards the baseline over 50 years, after which time less than 5% of 
the excess remained in the atmosphere. Observations of Δ14C, expressed as the 
remaining airborne fraction of the excess, are at Fig. 1.  

 

Figure 1. The decay curve of atmospheric 14C following the ending of nuclear 
bomb tests in 1963, assembled from European records by Gösta Pettersson. 



Reversible reactions tend towards an equilibrium defined by a constant k. Emission 
into a reservoir perturbs the equilibrium, whereupon relaxation drains the excess 
from the reservoir, re-establishing equilibrium over time. Where µ is the rate-
constant of decay, (1) gives the fraction ft remaining in the reservoir at any time t. 

 𝑓𝑡 = (𝑒−µ𝑡 + 𝑘)/(1 + 𝑘).       (1) 

The IPCC’s current estimates (fig. 2) of the pre-industrial baseline contents of the 
carbon reservoirs are 600 PgC in the atmosphere, 2000 PgC in the biosphere, and 
38,000 PgC in the hydrosphere. Accordingly k, equivalent to the baseline pre-
industrial ratio of atmospheric to biosphere and hydrosphere carbon reservoirs, is 
600/(2000+38000), or 0.015. Empirically, Petterson finds the value of µ to be about 
0.07, giving a relaxation time (the reciprocal of the rate-constant of decay) of 
approximately 14 years and yielding the red curve coincident with the data in fig. 1. 
Annual values of ft determined from (1) are at table 1. 

 
Figure 2. The global carbon cycle. Numbers represent reservoir sizes in PgC, and carbon 
exchange fluxes in PgC yr–1. Dark blue numbers and arrows indicate estimated pre-
industrial reservoir sizes and natural fluxes. Red arrows and numbers indicate fluxes 
averaged over 2000–2009 arising from CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion, 
cement production and land-use change. Red numbers in the reservoirs denote 
cumulative industrial-era changes from 1750–2011. Source: IPCC (2013), Fig. 6.1. 
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91 .016 .016 .016 .016 .016 .016 .016 .016 .016 .016 
101 .016 .015 .015 .015 .015 .015 .015 .015 .015 .015 
111 .015 .015 .015 .015 .015 .015 .015 .015 .015 .015 

Table 1. Annual fractions of the excess remaining airborne following the 
bomb-test curve of 14C decline as described by (1). 

As Table 1 demonstrates, the residence half-life of atmospheric 14C is about ten years, 
confirming a point Gordon Fulks made to you in his reply and making the mad 
IPCC’s estimate of a mean CO2 residence time of 50-200 years look very silly. There 
is no particular reason to suppose that uptake of 12C and 13C by the biosphere and 
hydrosphere will be any less rapid than that of 14C. 

Using CDIAC data, I have converted to μatm and summed the annual increments in 
CO2 emission from fossil fuels from 1751-2010 and from land-use changes from 
1850-2000. I have assumed a straight-line increase in land-use changes from 1751-
1849 and an annual land-use emission equivalent to 1 μatm yr–1 from 2001-2010. I 
have then applied the values in Table 1 to each annual increment, distributing the 
decay across all subsequent years to 2010. The data are at Table 2.  

 
Table 2. CDIAC fossil-fuel and land-use emissions, 1750-2010, expressed in μatm 



 
Table 3. Combined emissions, 1750-2010, expressed in μatm, and, based on these and on Table 1, 
annual CO2 concentrations assuming that the only increments since 1751 were anthropogenic. 

The two datasets are summed at Table 3, with the annual CO2 concentrations over 
the period of study under the assumption that the only increments over that period 
arose from anthropogenic emissions. The anthropogenic-only concentration in 2010 
would have been 338.5 μatm, an increase of 60.5 μatm compared with the 278 μatm 
thought to have obtained in 1750. However, measured CO2 concentration in 2010 
was about 394 μatm, indicating that 45.5 μatm arose naturally (though a little of this 
may have occurred by way of the CO2 feedback). 

 
Figure 3. Global warming for three decades at a rate equivalent to 0.13 K decade–1.  



So much for the aetiology. Now for the quantity. The two authors say the increase in 
global temperatures over the past three decades was equivalent to “0.2 C decade”. 
Again, one quarrels with their units. One imagines they mean “0.2 Cº decade–1”, or, 
in SI units, “0.2 K decade–1”. But, more importantly, one quarrels with their quantity. 
Taking the mean of the two satellite global surface temperature datasets since 
January 1979, warming has occurred at a rate equivalent to just 0.13 K decade–1, as 
fig. 3 shows. 

Next, we are told sea-surface temperature has risen by 0.88 K over the past century. I 
doubt it. We are incapable of making reliable measurements of changes in ocean 
temperature. The ocean is too big, the 3500 Argo bathythermograph buoys too few, 
and their record too short. This species of hubristic presumption is lamentably 
commonplace in the politicized climatology of today. To indicate the scale of the 
problem quantitatively, the Argo system, in place for less than a decade, takes so few 
measurements that each is the equivalent of taking a single temperature and salinity 
profile to represent the whole of Lake Superior less than once a year. How 
meaningful are such sparse and infrequent measurements over so short a period 
likely to be? 

The two authors at last get to the point. They say, “The rapid uptake of heat energy 
and CO2 by the ocean results in a series of concomitant changes in seawater 
carbonate chemistry, including reductions in pH and carbonate saturation state, as 
well as increases in dissolved CO2 and bicarbonate ions: a phenomenon defined as 
ocean acidification. Time-series and survey measurements over the past 20 years 
have shown that surface ocean pH has declined by 0.1 pH unit relative to pre-
industrial levels, equating to a 26% increase in ocean acidity. Reductions of 0.4-0.5 
pH units are projected to occur by the end of the twenty-first century and, while 
atmospheric [CO2] has consistently fluctuated by 100-200 ppm over the past 
800,000 years, the recent and anticipated rates of change are unprecedented.” 

Frankly, this is politicized (and, no doubt, profitable) hysteria, not science. Just look 
at the language. “The rapid uptake of heat energy”, when on any view we have no 
means of measuring whether that has been the case, and the Argo measurements 
show such a slow increase in ocean heat uptake that the models appear to have 
exaggerated it up to seven times over. “Ocean acidification”, when even on the 
authors’ own estimates the oceans will still be alkaline a century hence. “Surface 
ocean pH has declined by 0.1 pH unit relative to pre-industrial levels.” Oh, come off 
it: do these two really expect us to believe they have – or anyone has – the faintest 
idea what ocean pH was in 1750? Or even, for that matter, what it is now? The error-
bars are barn doors: the interval usually cited is [7.8, 8.2] pH units. In my earlier 
note I had already told you that the assertion that ocean pH has “declined by 0.1 pH 
units” falls within the error bars, so that we cannot know whether it has occurred at 
all. This is elementary science. Instead of replying to the point, you merely produce a 
paper that repeats it. Then the authors make the usual dumb, baseless, exaggerated 
prediction: “Reductions of 0.4-0.5 pH units are projected to occur by the end of the 



twenty-first century.” On what evidence? How on Earth could the calcite corals ever 
have evolved at a time when we know the partial pressure of CO2 over the oceans was 
25 times today’s, if our altering the atmospheric composition by one part in 3000 
over the coming century is at all likely to shift ocean pH by as much as 0.4-0.5 units? 
Can you not see how disproportionate such ill-founded assertions look? Finally, 
“recent and anticipated rates of change are unprecedented”. Unlikely. Go and talk to 
any geologist. Ask him what happened as recently as 70,000 years ago in Sumatra, 
and ask him what effect that was likely to have had on ocean pH.  

Frankly, this paper fails even to mention, let alone to address, nearly all of the 
specific points I made to you in my earlier email. Let me recapitulate just one of 
them. The oceans are buffered by the rock basins in which they lie. That buffering is 
powerful. It is homoeostatic. It is one of the numerous processes in nature that tend 
to maintain an equilibrium – in this case, an equilibrium in ocean pH. Why is it that 
so many in climate and related sciences exhibit no quantitative sense, and in 
particular no sense of relative magnitudes? The oceans are many thousands of times 
denser than the atmosphere. They contain 50 times as much CO2 as the atmosphere. 
Even if all of the CO2 in the atmosphere were somehow to pass into the oceans, pH 
would scarcely change. There is just not enough CO2 left in the air to overcome the 
buffering effect of the rocks.  

The next paper, Pespeni et al., studies evolution of simple ocean life-forms in the 
presence of artificial ocean “acidification” and finds that they are able to evolve to 
cope with it. I quote the abstract: “Our results demonstrate the capacity for rapid 
evolution in the face of ocean acidification and show that standing genetic variation 
could be a reservoir of resilience to climate change in this coastal upwelling 
ecosystem.” True, the authors go on to make the obvious point that small populations 
will adapt less well than large ones: but this paper is scarcely a terrifying warning of 
drastic changes in the oceans. Besides, it is not clear to me that their simulation of a 
CO2 partial pressure of 900 µatm was realistically done, still less that the experiment 
persisted long enough to study evolutionary adaptation to any meaningful degree. 

Well, really, I am disinclined to read the remaining papers you attached. It is clear 
from the first paper that an avowedly unscientific and politicized stance is being 
taken; and from the second that organisms in the oceans will continue to be able to 
adapt and survive much as they always have.  

I have here dealt with much of what you have said about ocean “acidification” – and 
the use of that term throughout the climate industry indicates how politicized and 
divorced from reality that industry has become. However, you make a final point 
about the Revelle factor that deserves an answer. Analysis by Professor Pettersson 
indicates, contrary to what you are here suggesting, that in the past couple of decades 
the natural sinks have been absorbing a larger fraction of the anthropogenic CO2 
emissions than previously. I suspect that the reason is the failure of the world to 
warm at all over the past 17 years (fig. 4). If I am right, then the capacity of the 



oceans to take up CO2 from the atmosphere is regulated chiefly by their temperature 
rather than by their chemistry. 

 

Figure 4. RSS global mean surface temperature anomalies and trend, 
November 1996 to October 2013. 

So to mitigation economics. I note that you are still not able to produce a single 
economic argument against my conclusion that it is 1-2 orders of magnitude 
costlier to mitigate global warming today than to let it happen at the predicted rate 
and cost and adapt to it the day after tomorrow. 
 
I have already warned you about the unwisdom of resorting to mere ad-hominem 
attacks at those points where you are unable to produce a decent scientific 
argument. It is regrettable that, after that warning, you should continue to think that 
you will enhance your scientific reputation by attempting, in the absence of the 
facts, to damage mine. 
 
I remind you again that to introduce irrelevances by attacking the man rather than 
his argument is to perpetrate the fundamental fallacy of argumentum ad 
ignorationem elenchi, the inability to understand the correct method of arriving at 
the truth by disputation. This relatively new and disreputable habit of the hard Left 
arose from the massive campaign of maskirovka and desinformatsiya sponsored by 
the intelligence agencies of the late unlamented Soviet dictatorship. The technique 
is recommended, for instance, by the Communist agitator Saul Alinksy in his Rules 
for Radicals. But in science it is improper. It has no place. You have succeeded 
merely in annoying those to whom you have copied various items of nonsense 
lifted from Communist websites, and in demonstrating that you are not capable of 
engaging in scientific debate in an adult fashion. 
 



So let me deal with your sneering at the World Federation of Scientists. It was 
founded in Erice, Sicily, half a century ago, by Italy’s most eminent scientist, 
Professor Antonino Zichichi, the first scientist in the world to isolate anti-matter 
(he did it a long time before the Large Billion Collapser got around to it), together 
with many other eminent physicists from around the world: Kapitza, Garwin, 
Dirac, Blackett, Wigner, etc., etc. Frankly, dottore, you are not and will never be in 
their league.  
 
Their honorable purpose was to try to focus science and scientists on doing good. 
They were horrified at the use of nuclear power for mass murder of civilians. They 
wanted to restore morality to science, and to keep it rigorous in the face of growing 
attempts to politicize it – eugenics, Lysenkoism, and now the flashy, trashy global 
warming cargo cult.  
 
And you “did a search” for the Proceedings in which my paper was published. 
Wow! Research! But I’m prepared to bet quite a large sum that your “search” was 
the kind of research a zitty teenager would do. You went on the internet, could not 
find what you were looking for, and decided to sneer. That is the other 
fundamental logical fallacy, that of the argumentum ad ignorantiam, of arguing 
from ignorance. You could not find what you were looking for, so you assumed it 
did not exist. Well, it does. Get over it. And learn logic. Without it, you will never 
understand science. 
 
Next, you provide a link to a hate-speech website, one of thousands expensively 
maintained by various lavishly-funded promoters of the global warming scam, and 
devoted to attempting to trash the reputations of any who dare to ask questions 
rather than merely believing and parroting the Party Line. Not exactly a peer-
reviewed source. 
 
That website has a hefty rant at my expense, suggesting that the climate economics 
paper was not reviewed. Well, it was. Get over it. At the World Federation, as you 
may imagine, the process is a good deal more rigorous than usual. First, the paper 
must be read by a wide selection of scientists in relevant fields – in the present 
instance, specialists in climate sensitivity and in mitigation economics. Indeed, 
even before that stage I had presented the argument at the Los Alamos Fifth 
International Climate Conference as an invited paper; I had lectured on it at the 
Charles University Business School in Prague; I had given a faculty-level talk on it 
at Louisiana State University; I had discussed it with faculty at the Judge Business 
School, Cambridge; and at some 30 academic venues worldwide. 
 
Only after all of that, and only after the reviewers have considered the paper and 
the chairman of the relevant monitoring panel has granted consent, can a paper be 
presented to the Federation at its annual meeting – especially a paper by the only 
layman invited to address that meeting. There, some 200 of the world’s most 



eminent scientists, in the presence of heads of state and government, will hear the 
paper introduced and will tear into every aspect of it, particularly when it comes to 
a conclusion that some will find politically uncongenial. 
 
My own paper was presented as the piece de resistance at a special session on 
mitigation economics that I had co-chaired, at which President Klaus of the Czech 
Republic gave the Magistral Lecture at my invitation, Chancellor Lord Lawson of 
the United Kingdom also gave a talk, again at my invitation, and several mitigation 
economists from many nations presented papers.  
 
My own paper was subjected to unusually thorough questioning, for its result was 
unwelcome to some. I was required to go back and redo it at a zero discount rate so 
as to remove any argument about whether a commercial discount rate was 
consistent with inter-generational equity. In fact, President Klaus had addressed 
that point in his own talk, saying that it was only a commercial rate that was fair to 
subsequent generations, who would otherwise be left with less of an inheritance for 
no good reason. Nevertheless, I complied. 
 
Next the Federation’s vice-president, Professor Richard Garwin, asked for the 
central calculation on the Australian CO2 tax to be summarized in a single page, 
with every equation made explicit and every source mentioned. He then sat down 
and went through the calculation with me line by line and could find no fault. He 
was not pleased, because he is very much on your side of the debate, but he is an 
honorable man and fair. He was good enough to accept that I had made my case.  
 
That was the final hurdle. The paper, after what, as you may think, was an 
unusually thorough review, was duly published in the substantial volume that is the 
Annual Proceedings of the Federation. As a direct result of that special session on 
climate economics, Professor Zichichi invited me to establish a permanent panel 
on mitigation economics. However, as a layman – and a busy one – I had to 
decline his flattering invitation. 
 
You also seem obsessed with various links suggesting I am not a member of the 
House of Lords. I fail to see what on earth that has to do with climate change. 
However, since the question interests you I shall give you a little background. 
 
A couple of years ago I was in Australia, where the National Press Club, for the 
first time, had agreed to allow a questioner of the New Superstition to address the 
nation’s news media on live television in Canberra for an hour in prime time in the 
distinguished visitor’s slot. They had framed the event as a debate between me and 
the director of the Australian Institute. But the promoters of the climate scam in 
Australia had become alarmed that he would not fare well in the debate because, 
although he knew enough to parrot the Party Line, he knew no climate science.  
 



So, at 6 am one morning a few days before the debate, the telephone in my hotel 
bedroom rang. “This is Adam Spencer of the ABC. You’re on the air. I’m going to 
ask you about climate change before your debate at the Press Club.” I blearily 
agreed. His first question was, “Are you a member of the House of Lords?”  
 
I replied, “Yes, but without the right to sit or vote.”  
 
He hastily changed the subject and asked why I had said sea ice in Greenland was 
accumulating when, since 2005, 273 billion tons of ice had gone from the 
Greenland ice sheet into the oceans. I said that Johannessen et al. (2005) had 
reported that in their study area, and inferentially across the whole of Greenland 
except the coastal margins, during the 12 years 1992-2003 ice had accumulated at 
a rate equivalent to 0.05 m yr–1, or about 2 feet over the period.  
 
However, subsequently about a quarter of that ice had gone back into the oceans. I 
said to Spencer, “Would you like to know how much global sea level would rise if 
you added 273 billion tons of ice to it? The answer is 0.7 millimeters.” Spencer 
slammed the phone down, and was made to ring back a few minutes later and 
apologize. 
 
However, someone contacted the House of Lords and said I had claimed to be a 
member. The Clerk of the Parliaments, without verifying any of the facts with me, 
and without the authority of the House (check Hansard), and without the authority 
either of the Lord Speaker or of the Chairman of the Privileges Committee (to both 
of whom I subsequently wrote) published a nonsensical letter to me on the House 
of Lords website.  
 
The Clerk’s letter was carefully timed to come out on the morning before the 
debate at the Press Club. Sure enough, after I had spoken a sneering journalist said, 
“I’m not sure whether I should even call you Lord Monckton, because the House 
of Lords says you’re not a member of it.” 
 
I pulled out my passport, opened it to the page saying “The holder is …” and asked 
the chairman of the meeting to read out the rest of the sentence. He read out “The 
Right Honourable Christopher Walter, Viscount Monckton of Brenchley”. 
Collapse of deflated journalist. 
 
When I returned to the U.K., I asked a barrister specializing in constitutional and 
peerage law to tell me whether I was a member of the House, albeit without the 
right to sit or vote. After three months’ research, covering 1000 years of peerage 
law, he wrote the 11-page Opinion that is attached. His conclusion was that I am, 
exactly as I say I am, a member of the House of Lords, albeit without the right to 
sit or vote. But perhaps you know better. 
 



Frankly, you need to raise your game. You are losing the argument with the 
skeptics precisely because you will not debate the science, and you will not debate 
honorably. I suspect that you may actually know something about ocean 
“acidification”: yet, instead of engaging with me properly on this subject, you 
merely throw a collection of papers at me, the first of which, as I have shown, is 
nakedly partisan and serially inaccurate. On climate economics you have been 
unable to reply at all, except to sneer at the World Federation in a manner that you 
will now realize was remarkably ignorant and foolish. And on climate sensitivity, 
you have had not a word to say either. 
 
I’ve said it before and I’ll say it again. Science is not, repeat not, a belief system. It 
is not, repeat not, part of the Communist manifesto. It is a rigorous, quantitative 
process by which the truth is honestly sought and gradually obtained, not by 
careless adoption and mindless recitation of a fatuous Party Line but by the 
advancing and questioning and refining of hypotheses. It is a process as moral as 
your ad hominem attacks are immoral.  
 
Since you will not, will not, will not discuss science honorably, courteously, and 
fairly, you should be ashamed. The scientist is – as the founder of the scientific 
method put it – a “seeker after truth”. The road to the truth is long and hard, said 
Alhazen, but that is the road we must follow. 


