Flat Ice Core CO2-graph During 1000 Years?
By Frank Lansner

| came across Hans Errens illustration showing the yearly growth in CO2
concentration as a function of UAH global temperatures:

Comparison of annual CO2 growth and lower troposphere temperature
Black: Mowing annual C02 growth (Mauna Loa),
Blue: Lower troposphere temperature (MSU UAH)
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It appears from this graph that CO2 concentrations follows temperature with a lag of
approximately 6-9 months. The interesting part is off course that the CO2 trends so

markedly responds to temperature changes. | wanted to get a clearer picture of this

relationship, and thus took approximately 20 datasets from this graph:
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And plotted them in a scatter graph to see the trend, and got the following result:

Relationship between global temperature CO2 and growth rate
CO2Z growth (ppmiyear) = 2,9 * Temp.anomaly(K)} + 0,7
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UAH global temperature anomaly, K
The equation is built on data in the big range from CO2 growth 0.5 to 3.5 ppm/year,
and all fits fine the very same trend. So in real world today we have a CO2-growth as
a function of temperature approximately:

CO2 growth (ppm/year) = 2.9 temp.anomaly(K) + 0.7



And we see that if UAH temperature anomaly should reach — 0.3 K, CO2 growth
should stop.

There are many reasons to say this equation is not exact. Obviously much longer
time trends could behave differently etc. My data sets could be taken a little wrong.
But at least on the shorter scale no matter how you pick the data points, we will see a
slope in the neighbourhood of 2.9 that seems to be valid in a period of at least 30
years.

What are the consequences?

1) The quick response up and down for CO2 trend shortly after temperature changes
suggests that we see a “dance” around equilibrium conditions in nature.

2) The equation confirms that despite human or other contributions to CO2, the CO2
trend is very sensible to temperature. This is a fact. For example if temperature rises
0.5 degrees and this trend holds for around 30 years, we should see a trend of

approx 1.5 ppm CO2/year, over 30 years adding up to a net CO2 build up of 45 ppm.

Is it realistic then, that CO2 concentration should have been constant within a 15
ppm band for almost 1000 years? This would require extremely constant
temperatures.
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Even temperatures from IPCC AR4 (!) could not fulfil such invariability it would take
to keep CO2 almost unchanged.
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Therefore, the flatness of the Antarctic ice cores CO2 concentration is not really
possible, that is of course unless the CO2-trend earlier was not at all dependent on
temperature as CO2-trend is today. That however seems absurd.



