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The temptation is all too strong. How many bureaucrats would work just as hard to show that
their department was less important, less necessary, and less deserving of funding? It’s the
fatal trap of socialist management. The incentives are wrong.
When governments are faced with poor reports, but they write their own report cards, they
have many options to upgrade their “score”. It’s insane to think that people might not take
every opportunity they can to improve their mark. They are human. Saints are rare.
An important method that governments have for dealing with problems is to mismeasure
them. By changing definitions, methods of interpreting the data, or through sheer statistical
chicanery it’s possible to issue press releases with the words “improvement”, “better than
expected” or at least “figures have plateaued”.
For example, the inflation of the 1970s was partly “cured” by defining inflation as the
consumer price index (CPI), then changing the way that CPI is measured in ways that lower
the CPI. Today, the US CPI is about 3 percentage points lower than it would be if the method
of 1980 was used. Another example is unemployment, where governments continually refine
what counts as “unemployed” so as to lower the unemployment number.
There doesn’t need to be a conspiracy. There is constant pressure and rewards in one
direction and very little incentive to “find” or “discover” errors that increase the CPI. It’s a
ratchet effect. Dozens of incremental changes slowly ratchet the CPI figure endlessly
downwards.
It’s hard to measure prices. There is a lot of room for tweaking. You’d think arithmetic
addition would be enough, but apparently it’s better to do it geometrically. Did you know? It
doesn’t work like that for me at the checkout. And the quality of goods is improving, true, but
how do you compare a modern PC with one from 1990? Someone has to decide just how
much better the new computer is. That’s subjective. It’s open to interpretation. But that
interpretation affects welfare payments. Seriously, if someone decides a modern PC is worth,
say, ten old ones, then their price effectively “falls” tenfold; the CPI “falls”, and so do future
social security cheques. It’s sophisticated theft.
Governments are going to do the same with global temperature, mismeasuring it to make it
appear to be rising faster than it really is.
Once global agreements are locked in, restricting carbon emissions, it will lead to taxes,
trading profits, and maybe some early form of world government. There will need to be rising
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global temperatures—because we are guaranteed decades of rising carbon emissions as the
developing world industrializes.
There will be pressure, tremendous pressure, on those who measure global temperature to
show a rising temperature. There already is pressure to show rising statistics in order to
justify legislation, and to keep departments as high on the scale of “importance” and status
with concomitant budgets.
The minister who commissions a report that finds that CO2 is minor may be right, but he or
she is also now a minister of a smaller department. Likewise Directors of Climate Institutes: If
they announce a finding that there is less reason to fear carbon, they are also announcing
their own budget cut.
The organizations that measure temperature are in government control, because no private
group has an interest in measuring global temperatures over the decades required to show
significant changes. The government organizations that measure temperatures will tend to
produce the answers government needs, because people who do not comply will be
effectively forced out of those organizations—their careers will stall, or they won’t be hired in
the first place if they don't have the right "attitude". The staff will be self selecting. Only true
believers, for whom the ends justify the means, and those with a sufficiently flexible attitude
to truth, will survive and thrive in those organizations.
Think a future of systematic cheating of temperature data to justify taxes, profits, and world
government is too cynical? It's already started:


89% of official ground-based thermometers used to measure temperatures in the
USA violate siting requirements—because they are too close to an artificial heat
source. NOAA has a $4billion budget but it took a team of volunteers to go out and
do the site surveys that NOAA ought to have done. Thanks to Anthony Watts.!
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Figure 1: The land-based thermometer site at Marysville California, used to
gather official temperature data. The thermometer is in the
“MMTS Shelter”; it gets extra warming from several micro-site
effects. Source.


More than half of the worldwide official temperature-measuring stations are at
airports, near radiating heat sources like tarmac, and often in the wash of jet
exhaust! Land-based thermometers are mainly measuring increased urbanization and
increased air travel.
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Figure A2: Ciampino Airport in Rome, Italy. The three thermometers shown
get affected by planes, the tarmac, and the truck parking lot.


The Argo network was started in 2003 to measure ocean temperatures properly.
3,000 buoys roam the world's oceans, diving down to measure temperatures and
radioing back the results. To the surprise and annoyance of the government climate
organizations, Argo initially showed ocean cooling. Soon afterwards, the buoys giving
the coolest results were excluded from the network – their results were simply
omitted. Possibly legitimate, but it’s funny how the numerous changes to the various
temperature datasets are always in the direction of showing increased warming. By
chance alone half the changes ought to be in each direction, but that isn't what is
happening. [More.]
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The hockey stick graph frightened the world in 2000, showing a sharp recent uptrend
of global temperature after centuries of level temperatures. The scientists were
finally forced to reveal their data, last month. It turns out that the hockey stick graph
is essentially due to one very unusual tree in Yamal in Russia, plus some biased
statistical processing. A decidedly non-scientific attitude in the IPCC and a compliant
press made it possible. Basically, it was a fraud. Again, despite billions in research
budgets, we wouldn’t know about this fraud if it weren’t for the work of a dedicated
volunteer – Steve McIntyre.

How would anyone really know if global warming is occurring? People simply don't notice
changes as small as 0.5°C, the amount of global warming over the last century. Any perceived
cooling can be explained away by alarmists as just “regional variation”. It's beautiful: this
scam could go for decades.
Even if snow falls earlier than usual and temperatures are noticeably cooler, what’s to stop
them “finding” warming in the vague tropics, or the deep ocean, or in the upper
troposphere? The only thing stopping them is the work of volunteers. This is a crazy way to
run civilization.
If governments applied a carbon tax it would be fair, equitable, and simpler—and there
would be no private interests taking a cut and lobbying government to make rules to extend
their profits. And a carbon tax would be easier to unwind when the public catches on that our
carbon emissions have little effect on temperature.
There would unfortunately still be a reward for governments to “find” warming, but at least
there would not be the same reward for the most powerful financial entities on the planet to
profit from “warming” as well. Banks and bureaucrats make for a coalition of power of
frightening proportions.

Excerpted from this essay, which discusses the connections between banking and global
warming. Banks want carbon trading. Banking is driving the response to global warming.
Banks do not make a profit from a carbon tax, which would be fairer and simpler, but
governments are not offering a carbon tax, only cap and trade.
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