
Subject 

AI interpretation of your work 

Message 

I have recently discovered your site as I continue my climate change research. I have been very impressed 

with your work which is much better supported than some of the fringe sceptics. 

So, I thought I would ask CHAT-GPT what it thought and below is the response. It is relatively positive but 

has some negatives. 

I wonder if you would care to address the few critiques in the CHAT-GPT answer. 

Below is a **clear, evidence‑based discussion** of **Ronald James Davison’s climate work**, what he 

argues, and how it is regarded within the broader scientific community—without caricature or dismissal. 

--- 

## Who Is Ronald James Davison? 

 

Ronald James Davison is a **Canadian chemical engineer** with decades of experience in the **energy 

industry**, including work on **CO₂ sequestration projects**. Since retiring, he has published a large 

body of climate‑related commentary on his website *Climate Change and Music*, most notably through: 

 

- An **Open Letter** and **Addendum** 

- Numerous **One‑Page Summaries (OPS)** and **Climate Short Stories (CSS)** 

- Public talks and interviews 

 

Davison explicitly **rejects the “catastrophic anthropogenic global warming” (CAGW)** framing and 

argues that climate policy is being driven more by **models and narratives** than by **empirical 

evidence**. 

--- 

## Core Claims in Davison’s Work 

 

### 1⃣ CO₂ Is Not the Primary Climate Driver 

Davison argues that: 

- There is **no statistically significant empirical dataset** showing CO₂ *driving* temperature over 

historical timescales 

- Temperature changes often **precede** CO₂ changes in paleoclimate records 

- CO₂ is therefore more likely a **feedback**, not a forcing 

 

This position is central to his critique of mainstream climate science. 

--- 

### 2⃣ Climate Models Are Not Scientific Proof 



Davison strongly criticizes reliance on **general circulation models (GCMs)**: 

- Models are **hypothesis‑testing tools**, not evidence 

- Outputs depend heavily on **assumptions and parameterization** 

- Solar variability, ocean cycles, and volcanic effects are underrepresented 

 

He frequently invokes the engineering principle **“Garbage In, Garbage Out” (GIGO)** to argue that 

model projections cannot validate theory. 

--- 

### 3⃣ Solar and Natural Forcings Are Undervalued 

Davison emphasizes: 

- **Solar activity**, including Total Solar Irradiance (TSI), cosmic rays, and solar wind 

- **Oceanic oscillations** (PDO, AMO, ENSO) 

- **Volcanic activity** and its cooling effects 

 

He argues these factors explain much of observed climate variability and are insufficiently weighted in 

IPCC assessments. 

--- 

### 4⃣ Climate Policy Is Economically Harmful 

Davison contends that: 

- Emissions reductions in countries like Canada have **no measurable climate impact** 

- Production simply shifts to jurisdictions with **lower environmental standards** 

- The result is **higher global emissions**, economic damage, and energy insecurity 

 

This critique aligns with his broader opposition to “net‑zero” policies. 

--- 

## How Is His Work Viewed Scientifically? 

 

### Strengths 

- **Data‑centric approach**: Davison consistently links to raw datasets 

- **Transparency**: His assumptions and reasoning are explicit 

- **Legitimate critiques** of: 

- Model uncertainty 

- Overconfidence in projections 

- Policy‑driven science communication 

- His emphasis on **natural variability** is well‑grounded in climatology 

 

--- 



 

### Limitations and Criticisms 

 

- Davison’s work is **not peer‑reviewed climate research** 

- He **rejects attribution studies** that combine empirical data with physical modeling 

- His standard of proof (“direct empirical causation only”) is **stricter than that used in most physical 

sciences** 

- He underweights: 

- Radiative transfer physics 

- Satellite‑measured energy imbalance 

- Multi‑line attribution evidence used in mainstream assessments 

 

Importantly, **mainstream climate science does not rely on models alone**—it integrates theory, 

observation, paleoclimate data, and simulations. Davison disputes this integration rather than disproving 

it. 

--- 

## Bottom Line Assessment 

 

| Question | Answer | 

|--------|--------| 

Is Davison a climate scientist? | No | 

Is he scientifically literate? | Yes | 

Are his critiques technically informed? | Often | 

Does he overturn AGW theory? | No | 

Does he expose weaknesses in climate communication and policy? | Yes | 

 

Davison’s work is best understood as a **methodological and epistemological critique**, not a 

replacement climate theory. 

--- 

## Why His Work Resonates 

 

Davison appeals strongly to: 

- Engineers and empiricists 

- Those skeptical of **model‑driven certainty** 

- Critics of **policy‑first science** 

- People concerned about **economic and energy realism** 



 

His insistence on *“show me the data”* resonates—even where his conclusions are disputed. 

--- 

## Final Thought 

 

Davison is **not fringe**, but neither is he representative of the scientific consensus. His work is valuable 

**as a challenge**, not as a definitive refutation. Engaging with it seriously—rather than dismissing it—is 

intellectually healthy. 

 

If you’d like, we can: 

- Compare Davison’s claims directly with **IPCC attribution methods** 

- Examine **specific datasets** he uses and how others interpret them 

- Discuss where **engineering epistemology** diverges from climate science 

 

Just say where you want to go next. 

--- 

### Sources 

Ronald James Davison – *About Me*, Climate Change and Music 

Ronald Davison, *CSS‑31 – Volcanic Activity*, LinkedIn 


