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Executive Summary  

The American Physical Society (APS) was petitioned by 206 people, about 0.45% of the 47,000 members, 
to discard its climate change position and declare decades of climate research non-existent.  The Petition 
was ñoverwhelminglyò rejected, but this anti-science campaign offers a useful case study.  The Petition 
signersô demographics are compared to those of APS in general.  Then, the social network behind the 
petition is analyzed in detail, person by person for the first 121 signers.  This might seem a grassroots 
groundswell of informed expert argument with the existing position, but it is not.  Rather, it seems to have 
originated within a small network of people, not field experts, but with a long history of manufacturing such 
things, plausibly at the Heartland  Institute ôs NYC climate conference March 8-10, 2009.  APS physicists 
can, do, and will contribute strongly to solving the 21

st
 centuryôs conjoined climate+energy problem, but this 

petition was a silly distraction, and rightly rejected.  However, its existence was widely touted to the public.  

Ideally, science should inform public policy, and sometimes does, but science may lead to policies some 
find undesirable for financial, ideological or other reasons.  The (simplified!) ideal flow of science in 
informing policy is at the left, at the right is the approach preferred by a few others.  Effective tactics to 
bypass science were invented for tobacco companies in 1954 and practiced for decades to generate doubt 
and delay.  They are applied here by some of the same people who helped those companies, including 
those involved with SEPP (S. Fred Singer ), the George C. Marshall Institute  (GMI), the Heartland  
Institute , and/or the CATO Institute, usually several.  Signers so involved (16 of the first 54, 18 total,) are 

shown in gray on the next page.  All 11 ñsupportersò were/are likewise involved. 

Science bypass is familiar to people involved with PR, lobbying, politics and those few scientific disciplines 
facing well-organized attacks,  but simply alien and confusing to many scientists.  This paper offers a case 
study to help people understand the tactics, as APS is unlikely to be the only target of such campaigns, 
often mounted, not to convince scientists, but to create and maintain doubt in the public. 
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APS Petition Signer List (A-I) (206), as of 11/06/09, plus 11 " Supporters "

B Agnew, Harold M. D Cranmer, Steven R C Hameed, Sultan I Pearson, John T

D Aisenberg, Sol E Cuderman, J.F A Happer, Will G Pell,  Erik M

X Akasofu, Syun-Ichi B Cuttler, Jerry M I Harrison, Joseph G I Petras, Michael F

D Alexander, Ralph B G Degnan, James H. B Hayden, Howard C D Phipps, Thomas E

B Alexanian, Moorad D Depp, Joseph G E Hayes, Dennis B I Post, Richard S

D Allamandola, Louis J D DeSalvo, Riccardo I Henley, John R I Prince, Joseph  F

F Allen, James L F Deye, James A I Hiller, Joseph F G Pryzybysz, John 

H Anderson, Arthur G F Dirk, Eugene H. B Hollander, Jack M B Rapp, Donald

D Andrei, Eva I Doskocil, Albert C B Holtkamp, David  B E Rasor, Ned S

A Austin, Robert H. B Douglass, David H E Ingraham, John C G Rauch, Richard T

H Bahr,  David A. C Drallos, Paul J D Jackson, Helen B Rhoads, John E

I Baker, John M E Dryer, Murray X Jastrow, Robert B Ringermacher, Harry I

X Baliunas, Sallie L E Duffy, William T, Jr I Joffe, Michael A B Robertson, Stanley L

I Bartlett, David F. I Durakiewicz, Thomasz E Johnson, H. Richard B Robinson, Berol L

B Battaglia, Franco E Edwards, David F D Johnson, James R G Rogers, Daniel J

D Benard, David J B Engelhardt, Albert G C Judd, O'Dean P F Rohr, Robert C

I Benjamin, Richard W E Enstrom, James E B Kaldor, Andrew F Roos, Kelly R

D Berger, Lev I I Fanchi, John R B Kaplan, Alexander E I Ryan, John  J

B Berger, Stuart B B Feder, Jens F Karr, Thomas J G Sanchez, Isaac C

D Berkowitz, Ami E E Fields, Douglas E I Karras, Thomas W E Sarwinski, Raymond

B Berman, Barry L I Finn, Eward J B Katz, Jonathan I B Scafetta, Nicola

B Berry, Edwin X I Fisher, Robert A I Kaup, David J X Seitz, Frederick

E Berting, Frances M F Fitelson, Michael M D Keller, William E G Semon, Mark D

D Bevc, Vladislav A I Florian,Joseph R E Kennel, John M B Sheahen, Thomas P

I Bigelow, Matthew S G Forsen, Harold K G Kingsbury, Paul I E Sierk, Arnold J

D Bigham, Clifford Bruce E Freeman, Bruce L B Knox, Robert S B Silverman, Joseph

B Bodek, Arie, E Frese, Michael H I Koslover,  Robert A I Simpson,  James D

F Boring, John W B Friedman, Peter D F Kristiansen, Magne A Singer, S. Fred

I Brasher, James D E Fritz, Ian. J F Kuchnir, Moyses F Sluijter, Frans W

I Briggs, Richard J. C Gamblin, Rodger L B Kunc, Joseph A G Smith, John R

C Brown, Lowell S E Garth, John C G La Celle, Paul L X Soon, Willie

D Bubb, Daniel M E Gathers, G Roger C LeLevier, Robert E X Spencer, Roy

I Burdett, William R D Gerardi, Gary J I Lester, James D X Sproull, Robert L

I Buttler, William T B Giaever, Ivar B Levine, Robert E X Starr, Chauncey

B Calvin, Timothy D F Gillies, George T A Lewis, Harold W ?? D Statz, Herman

H Camp, William J E Giovanielli, Damon B Lindl, John D B Steph, Nick

F Campbell, Mark L B Gold, Albert H Llobet, Xavier D Stilbs, Peter

B Canavan, Gregory H F Goldfarb, Ronald B E Lombardi, Gabriel G E Stockwell, Norman D

E Castle, Jack G A Gould, Laurence I E Lubin, Michael D E Stratton, Thomas F

I Cervero, Jose M B Grant, Paul M I Lytle, Farrel W. F Stratton, William R

I Chadwick, C. Todd B Greyber, Howard D D MacRae, Alfred U B Suckewer, Szymon 

G Chiang, Joseph F F Gripshover,  Ronald J B Mange, Phillip W C Sundelin, Ronald M 

X Christy, John R I Grismore, Roger F Mansfield, John E H Szilagyi, Andrei

I Clover,  Michael R I Groce, David E H Marinova, Krastanka E Talbert, Willard L

I Coffey, William T B Gruntman, Mike I Marrus, Richard M F Ting, Lu

A Cohen, Roger W. D Hacken, George I Marx,  David T B Tipler, Frank J

I Conger, Robert K E Hacker, David S E Maserjian, Joseph B Torquato, Salvatore 

F Crane, Barry D I Hallin, Aksel F McAdoo, John H F Towell, Rusty S

Involved with SEPP, GMI, Heartland, or CATO F McClelland  Thomas A D Troy, Edward S

(A) Organizers, Nature 6 4 X Michaels, Patrick J. F Walters,  William B

(B) Signed by May 48 12 E Mirels, Harold B Werner, Samuel A

(C) Signed by 07/22 8 B Mitroy, Jim B West, Bruce J

(D) Signed by 08/07 28 B Monce, Michael I West, John B

(E) Signed by 08/20 31 D Nahle, Nasif I Wills, Edward L

(F) Signed by 09/03 23 1 B Nichols, Rodney W D Wojtowicz, Peter J

(G) Signed by 10/15 13 X Nierenberg, William E Xie, Ya-Hong

(H) Signed by 10/30 6 1 C Oehler, Gordon C D Yoder, M. John

(I) Signed by 11/06 43 D Oliver, William P I Zaezjev, Michael

(X) Supporters ,  not 11 11 B Paolini, Frank R G Zeller, Claude

  signers, but relevant All (X) with S, G, H,  or C E Payton, Daniel N D Zombeck, Martin V
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The reader should be undaunted by the 18-page length of this paper.  Most people need only read about 

30 pages (Sections 1-5, first few pages of 6, then 7-8).  Appendices 1-3 give references of which at least 

some might be familiar to most readers.  Bold  words  have entries there, Bold names  in the Appendices 5 

and 6.  Appendix 5 gives summary tables from which I computed the simple demographic statistics.  

Appendix 6 describes each signer and ñsupporterò, in more detail for the first 121 signers.  Iôve focused on 

those few authors that have ever written any climate pieces, peer-reviewed or not.  Given the hundreds of 

hours of Web-searching done under time-pressure, I hope the inevitable errors are not large ones.  Some 

redundancy of description was hard to avoid, as this was a moving target, and data was sliced and diced 

different ways.  As per Mark Twain, with more time, I could shorten it.  These Appendices provide the data 

from which I formed various opinions, and in the main body of text, opinions are shown in Italics. 

Some conclusions are inherently qualitative opinions, and to some extent, are akin to those of commercial 

or military intelligence, in which one tries to understand actions that someone else would prefer not be 

understood.  The mass of detail may at least convince readers that I have at least tried hard to identify 

every signer, find their climate publications or establish the unlikelihood thereof, and allow spot-checking of 

known people.  The reader should assess the plausibility of each opinion, and if convinced, can usually 

skip the rest of that subsection. 

Section 1 explains my usage of the terms pseudoscience, science-noise, and anti-science, of which the last 

is the focus of this paper.  Fig 1.1 gives a timeline for past climate anti-science campaigns.  A reader 

familiar with the Petition itself can skip Sections 2 and 3.  Section 4 describes the Petition campaign 

timeline in detail, but Fig 4.1 shows the essence. 

Section 5 compares the signers to the APS as a whole.  Signers, as a group, are quite unrepresentative of 

the APS.  Figs 5.1 and 5.2 show age and geographic characteristics that hint at the existence of a social 

network, not a widespread grassroots movement. 

Section 6 builds a social network analysis of the first 121 signers, by chronological singing wave.  A reader 

might just examine Figs 6.1 and then Fig 6.5, which shows a tight-coupled network of clear and plausible 

relationships among signers.  Any reader who gets convinced that most of the people are part of a social 

network, not a grassroots groundswell, can skip to the end of that (long) Section. 

Section 7 speculates on why a few well-educated (mostly) physicists might sign a silly petition, when any 

such person could easily read a few books and a small part of the IPCC report and know better. 

Page Title  

4 1. Introduction and Definitions  

7 2. The Petition Itself , Letter to Senate  

10 3. The Petition ï Commentary  

12 4. Petition Timeline ïOrganizers (A) and Signer Waves (A-I) 

12 5. Demographics of Signers versus APS Membership  

17 6. Social Networks Behind the Petition  

42 7. Why?  

46 8. Conclusion  

47 Bibliography  

49 Appendix 1  Acronyms - DOE , DoD, Miscellaneous  

51 Appendix 2  Advocacy Organizations  

55 Appendix 3  Anti -Science by Petition, Conference, or Report  

59 Appendix 4  A Small Sample of Web References  

61 Appendix 5  Signer Summary Tables, by Wave, Plus Supporters  

70 Appendix 6  Detailed Per -Person Notes , Alphabetical  (through Page 12 8) 
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1. Introduction  and Definitions  

Science.   Any APS member knows that real science starts with research, followed by peer-reviewed 
publication in credible places, and most crucially via repeated evaluation of field researchers.  Scientists 
certainly expect this in their own fields.  Any area of modern science has many central areas of strong 
agreement, with continual arguments at the edges, and one can always find some tiny minority that 
disagrees with anything.  But real science is rarely done by petition. 
 
Anyone is free to write what they wish, or sign any petitions they like ï we have free speech.  But claiming 
inappropriate scientific authority can have bad consequences for science and society.   The public 
generally has a high regard for the opinions of scientists about science.  I hope that continues, even as 
some people campaign strongly to discredit inconvenient real science.  When people write ñas physicists 
familiar with the science issuesò, that is an argument from (scientific) authority.  It seems fair to evaluate 
that claim of authority, and assess the extent to which this Petition is based on science or extra-science 
reasons.  Some may have signed as favors to friends, perhaps not really understanding the goals of this 
petition, but others certainly understood quite well, having been heavily involved in similar past campaigns. 
 
Pseudoscience .  When ideas are repeatedly examined, often explicitly refuted, but originators persist in 
the face of a strong imbalance of evidence, at some point it becomes pseudoscience, an attempt to 
convince scientists to adopt an idea for which the balance of evidence is strongly adverse. 
 
Science -noise.   In communicating new results to the public, the end-to-end process easily over-interprets 
results, loses caveats, or creates outright errors, as often happens in space-constrained newspaper 
headlines.  This might be called science-noise, for lack of a generally-accepted term.  Good 
communication of science to the public is nontrivial.  Signal is often obscured by noise, purposeful or 
accidental, which can either increase or lessen the perceived importance of some scientific result.  
Science-noise in one direction sometimes incites people to the other extreme, ignoring the real science. 
But organized anti-science is very different from science-noise, and many scientists are simply 
unaccustomed to dealing with it, since most scientific fields face no organized anti-science. 
 
Anti -science.   Agnotology was coined by Stanfordôs Robert N. Proctor [PRO2008] to describe the 
deliberate production of ignorance and doubt.  When applied to scientific topics, it might be called 
anti-science, employed when research results threaten strong economic or ideological interests.  It is 
rarely intended to convince field professionals, but to confuse the public and especially decision-makers in 
government and business.  Many modern anti-science tactics were invented by Hill & Knowlton in 1954 for 
tobacco companies and used thereafter, often by the same people and organizations, especially in fighting 
environmental regulations.  (See TIRC in Appendix 2.) 
Anti-science sometimes employs its own science-noise and even pseudoscience.  Suppose someone 
writes a peer-reviewed paper showing some well-caveated, modest effect, but then drastically and 
repeatedly over-interprets it for non-field audiences via OpEds, lectures, blogs, websites, claiming it has 
demolished decades of careful research.  That is usually deliberate anti-science, not science-noise.  A 
few signers have written books citing trivially-debunkable pseudoscience, of which specific examples will be 
given later.  It is difficult to take claims of scientific authority seriously when such are found. 
 
Petition to APS , but not for  APS. This Petition is certainly anti-science, and others will certainly comment 
on the science, so this paper focuses elsewhere.  The Petition seems to have little real connection with the 
APS membership as a whole.  After 7+ months of collection, the 206 signers represent about 0.45% of 
APSô 47,000+ members, and their demographic profile differs strongly from that of the membership as a 
whole.   Rather than representing a broad groundswell of opinion, this seems yet another climate petition 
organized by people who do this often, of whom S. Fred Singer has long been especially active. 

 

Few APS members are professional climate scientists, and very few signers have ever published any 
peer-reviewed climate science.  Some that passed peer review has not survived further scrutiny very well, 
or been cited very much or positively by unrelated researchers in credible journals.  Some have published 
websites, reports, books, articles or OpEds that disagree with mainstream climate science, or spoken as 
such at non-scientific conferences. 
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A patient has serious heart problems, and top cardiologists strongly recommend a quad bypass.  If a tiny 
fraction of the worldôs brain  surgeons sign an ñopen letterò saying that cardiologists are ignorant of heart 
disease, they might be right, but only the most wishful-thinking patients would listen. 
 
Petition context .  This kind of petition has been used since the early 1990s to create impressive lists of 

names to help maintain an illusion of serious scientific disagreement for the public.  Appendix 3 describes 

some of those in which SEPP, GMI, Heartland  and/or CATO have been involved, summarized in Fig. 1.1.  

Whenever the US Government might actually do something meaningful, this activity has intensified.  The 

IPCC started in George H. W. Bushôs administration (followed by GMI book), and the Kyoto Protocol was 

1997 (followed by OISM).  The 2001-2008 period was quieter.  With a climate bill being worked in 

Congress, and the Copenhagen meeting coming soon, 2008-2009 activity is intense : 

 

Instructive  case.   This climate petition is more enlightening to study than most, because: 

 Almost all signers have PhDs in Physics or related disciplines. 

 Most have published peer-reviewed research in credible journals and clearly understand scientific 
processes.  Some have quite distinguished records in their own fields.  Compared to the general public, 
strong extra-science motivation may be needed to get experienced physicists to sign such a petition. 

 This petition is explicit enough to allow precise identification of most signers, given publications, locations, 
and affiliations.  Affiliation histories are especially useful in understanding social networks, and 
sometimes affiliations listed on the petition were not the most relevant for discovering connections. 

 It seems very likely that signers have knowingly supported this campaign, unlike some lists. 

 This campaign has a clear core of organizers, followed by successive Waves recruited by earlier signers. 
It is easier to find the connections than in most other lists, and many ñnewò names were interesting. 
The petition is large enough to be instructive, but small enough to be tractable, and I had time to analyze 
the first 121 signers (A-E) in some detail.  If someone just reads the signer list, it seems an impressive 
and widespread list of unconnected people, a popular groundswell, but in fact, most signers belong to one 
or more fairly obvious social networks, analyzed in detail in Section 6. 

Fig. 1.1 - A sample of  anti-science petitions & conferences & related items

1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010

IPCC AR SAR TAR AR4

Kyoto Protocol Now

COP15 UN Climate Change Conference Copenhagen

Blue: science & policy COP13 UN Climate Change Conference Bali

Red: anti-science ACS2009 Petition (Heartland) - Aug 2009

Nature Letter 2009 (SEPP, GMI) July 2009

NIPCC2009 Report (Singer & Craig  Idso) - June 2009

Heartland 2009#3 Conference - Washington, DC - June 2, 2009

APS Petition (SEPP, GMI) - May onward

Heartland 2009#2 Conference - NYC - March 8-10 2009

CATO2009 Advertisement (Petition Letter) - March 30, 2009

NIPCC2008 Report - Singer, Ed - April  2008

Manhattan Declaration (ICSC, Heartland)

Heartland 2008#1 Conference  - NYC - March 8-10 2009

Stockholm2008  Global Warming - Scientific Controversies in Climate Variability    

OISM Petition (OISM+GMI)

Leipzig Declaration (SEPP)

Heidelberg Appeal Netherlands (HAN)

Heidelberg Appeal (ICSE, SEPP , TASSC, ESEF)

GMI book by Jastrow, Nierenberg, Seitz
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Methodology.  I know none of the signers personally.  For each signer, I started with the description in 
the Petition.  I searched for CVs, used Google Scholar to find papers, locations, and co-authors, and 
sometimes used the Pipl search engine for location and birthyear crosschecks..  I used NewsMeat to find 
political donations, and accumulated per-person information and possible connections in Appendix 6.  For 
the first 121 signers, I searched for articles, Web postings, combinations with others (such as joint 
authorship), but did less for the later signers (F-I). 
Organizations and petitions named in Bold  have entries in the earlier Appendices, and a reader swamped 
by unfamiliar acronyms might scan those. 
 
This paper is long, and much is about interpersonal connections, so surnames alone are typically used for 
brevity, University is abbreviated as U, and standard codes are given for US states, intending no 
discourtesy to any.  Most references are given via in-line URLs, as per Web pages, most convenient for 
those reading the PDF on-line, but URLs are shown visibly to maintain usability when reading a paper copy.  
On-line/paper combinations are still works in progress.  I apologize for the dense encodings of attributes 
needed to display data compactly to help me find relevant attributes and relationships.  I do my best to 
focus on facts, but some opinions or speculations are necessarily included, and italicized.  I have tried to 
reference substantial backup information let the reader assess the plausibility of these opinions. 
 
Very i mportant qualification .  Whenever groups are mentioned as connections among signers, 
absolutely nothing is implied about other members of the group.  Group names are simply used as familiar 
labels and to help understand connections, whether certain, likely, or at least plausible.  For example, 2 
organizers are senior members of the Physics Department at Princeton University.  That Department has 
40+ faculty members, most of whom are APS members who have not signed this petition.  Many signers 
have been associated with Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) or related NM organizations, but their 
number is dwarfed by the large number of non-signers there.  A few JASONs are involved, most are not.  
Senior signers must have many contacts who have not signed. 

Caveat.   Wiki web pages are never regarded as authoritative, just useful guides to further references.  
However, they can be helpful introductions to new topics, and often summarize information not easily 
findable in any other single place.  Real researchers tend to ignore truly awful papers, but sometimes good 
refutations exist only in blogs, and are sometimes useful, although the reader must be careful.  
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2. The Petition  Itself , Plus 10/30/09 Letter to Senate  

www.openletter-globalwarming.info/Site/open_letter.html 

 

ñRegarding the National Policy Statement on Climate Change of the APS Council:  
An Open Letter to the Council of the American Physical Society  
 
As physicists who are familiar with the science issues, and as current and past members of the American 
Physical Society, we the undersigned urge the Council to revise its current statement* on climate change as 
follows, so as to more accurately represent the current state of the science: 
 
Greenhouse gas emissions, such as carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide, accompany human 
industrial and agricultural activity. While substantial concern has been expressed that emissions may cause 
significant climate change, measured or reconstructed temperature records indicate that 20th 21st century 
changes are neither exceptional nor persistent, and the historical and geological records show many 
periods warmer than today. In addition, there is an extensive scientific literature that examines beneficial 
effects of increased levels of carbon dioxide for both plants and animals. 
 
Studies of a variety of natural processes, including ocean cycles and solar variability, indicate that they can 
account for variations in the Earthôs climate on the time scale of decades and centuries. Current climate 
models appear insufficiently reliable to properly account for natural and anthropogenic contributions to past 
climate change, much less project future climate. 
 
The APS supports an objective scientific effort to understand the effects of all processes ï natural and 
human --on the Earthôs climate and the biosphereôs response to climate change, and promotes 
technological options for meeting challenges of future climate changes, regardless of cause. 

* The statement of the APS Council, adopted on November 18, 2007 is as follows: 

ñEmissions of greenhouse gases from human activities are changing the atmosphere in ways that affect the 
Earth's climate. Greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide as well as methane, nitrous oxide and other 
gases. They are emitted from fossil fuel combustion and a range of industrial and agricultural processes. 

The evidence is incontrovertible: Global warming is occurring. If no mitigating actions are taken, significant 
disruptions in the Earthôs physical and ecological systems, social systems, security and human health are 
likely to occur. We must reduce emissions of greenhouse gases beginning now. 

Because the complexity of the climate makes accurate prediction difficult, the APS urges an enhanced 
effort to understand the effects of human activity on the Earthôs climate, and to provide the technological 
options for meeting the climate challenge in the near and longer terms. The APS also urges governments, 
universities, national laboratories and its membership to support policies and actions that will reduce the 
emission of greenhouse gases.ò  

http://www.openletter-globalwarming.info/Site/open_letter.html
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Letter to Senate , 10/29/09: 
www.openletter-globalwarming.info/Site/Letter_to_Senate.html 

A Gaggle is Not a Consensus  

You have recently received a letter from the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), 
purporting to convey a ñconsensusò of the scientific community that immediate and drastic action is needed 
to avert a climatic catastrophe. 

We do not seek to make the scientific arguments here (we did that in an earlier letter, sent a couple of 
months ago), but simply to note that the claim of consensus is fake, designed to stampede you into actions 
that will cripple our economy, and which you will regret for many years. There is no consensus, and even if 
there were, consensus is not the test of scientific validity. Theories that disagree with the facts are wrong, 
consensus or no. 

We know of no evidence that any of the ñleadersò of the scientific community who signed the letter to you 
ever asked their memberships for their opinions, before claiming to represent them on this important matter. 

We also note that the American Physical Society (APS, and we are physicists) did not sign the letter, though 
the scientific issues at stake are fundamentally matters of applied physics. You can do physics without 
climatology, but you canôt do climatology without physics. 

The APS is at this moment reviewing its stance on so-called global warming, having received a petition from 
its membership to do so. That petition was signed by 160 distinguished members and fellows of the Society, 
including one Nobelist and 12 members of the National Academies. Indeed a score of the signers are 
Members and Fellows of the AAAS, none of whom were consulted before the AAAS letter to you. 
Professor Hal Lewis, University of California, Santa Barbara 
Professor Fred Singer, University of Virginia 
Professor Will Happer, Princeton University 
Professor Larry Gould, University of Hartford 
Dr. Roger Cohen, retired Manager, Strategic Planning, ExxonMobil 
List of 160 signers of the APS petition available at tinyurl.com/lg266u 
====== 
Unsurprisingly, this letter was up on Marc Moranoôs Climate Depot by 11/02/09, entitled: 
ñTeam of Scientistsô Open Letter to U.S. Senators: óClaim of consensus is fakeò: 
climatedepot.com/a/3606/Team-of-Scientists-Open-Letter-To-US-Senators-Claim-of-consensus-is-fake  
and starting to be spread via various blogs.  Morano was either quick to notice this, or he was informed. 

As of 11/02/09 it is early for many search engines to have indexed this, Appendix 4 has some examples, 
and it is likely dozens will exist shortly, from past experience. 

The AAAS letter to the Senate can be found here: 
www.aaas.org/news/releases/2009/1021climate_letter.shtml 

  

http://www.openletter-globalwarming.info/Site/Letter_to_Senate.html
http://tinyurl.com/lg266u
http://climatedepot.com/a/3606/Team-of-Scientists-Open-Letter-To-US-Senators-Claim-of-consensus-is-fake
http://www.aaas.org/news/releases/2009/1021climate_letter.shtml
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3. The Petition  ï Commentary  

This petition is silly.  One need only study the 2007 IPCC AR4 to know how meaningless or wrong is the 
paragraph starting ñGreenhouse gases..ò  The unusualness of 20

th
 and 21

st
 century climate change is well- 

established by multiple lines of evidence.  It certainly has been warmer, and during most of those times, 
large parts of the current USA were under water.  Any serious gardener knows Liebigôs Law - growth is 
limited by the most restrictive factor.  No amount of extra CO2 will grow corn in the Sahara Desert. 
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Liebig%27s_law_of_the_minimum 
Extra CO2 can be helpful in greenhouses with sufficient water, sun, and other nutrients, a condition untrue 
for most farms.  Those who grow up on farms usually learn this by the time they are 10, but apparently the 
signers have not.  Water is the most common restriction.  Higher temperatures and Hadley Cell expansion 
will move rain elsewhere and increase evaporation, especially in places like the US SouthWest.  CA is 
seriously-dependent on Sierra snowpack, always has water problems, and grows half the fruit and 
vegetables in the USA.  Oddly, at least a third of the signers live in the US SouthWest. 
 
ñStudieséò simply asserts ideas contrary to the large, well-tested body of peer-reviewed research in top 
journals, with no backup whatsoever except belief.  All of this is simply anti-science, akin to brain surgeons 
declaring cardiologists ignorant of heart disease. 
 
The APS Councilôs existing 2007 statement is consistent with those of the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science (AAAS), the American Geophysical Union (AGU), the American Meteorological 
Society (AMS), the Geological Society of America (GSA), the US National Academy of Sciences (NAS), 
and most other relevant learned societies: 
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientific_opinion_on_climate_change 
 
Climate science is a major focus for AGU, AMS, GSA, but not APS.  Very few signers have ever published 
any climate research, and yet all seek to declare null-and-void decades of research in other disciplines.  
Given the Petitionôs introduction, signers have now publicly bet their reputations as scientists that they know 
enough to dismiss another fieldôs research supported by all relevant scientific societies.  This seems 
unusual.  In my experience, most scientists respect the knowledge and skills of those in other real scientific 
disciplines.  Many scientists describe their own work to the public with careful caveats.  If asked about 
another topic, many say ñNot my field, sorry,ò often disappointing reporters who wish to quote ña scientist.ò 

Like other petitions organized by some of the same people, this seems designed not for scientists, but for 
the public, especially the readers of various blogs and websites, and for politicians.  The unwary can be 
impressed by this list of names, even though it is a miniscule and unrepresentative fraction of the APS. 

A few signers have written articles or books about climate change, although nothing I could find in the 
peer-reviewed literature.  A few have published a few peer-reviewed papers, of which most have not 
survived further scrutiny very well.  I could find only one actual climate scientist signer with a credible 
sustained track record.  Exact classifications might be arguable, and of course, any signer might well have 
studied the literature extensively and be able to prove mainstream climate science wrong, albeit without 
ever publishing their results in credible journals and undergoing normal scrutiny.  Most people here have 
published peer-reviewed papers in their own fields, so they know how to do it.  However, when (for 
example) atomic physicists write books purporting to refute mainstream climate science, it might raise a red 
flag regarding credibility, especially when they spend several pages applauding outright pseudoscience, 
like that of Ernst-George Beck.  See Appendix 6, Alexander  or Hayden . 

Any physicist could read: David Archer, Global Warming ï Understanding The Forecast, 2007 (an 
undergraduate textbook), Spencer Weart (AIP) The Discovery of Global Warming, 2008 (a fine history), or 
online below, and the 73-page IPCC WG I AR4 Technical Summary, and know just how silly this petition is. 
www.aip.org/history/climate 
www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg1/ar4-wg1-ts.pdf 

  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Liebig%27s_law_of_the_minimum
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scientific_opinion_on_climate_change
http://www.aip.org/history/climate
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg1/ar4-wg1-ts.pdf
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4. Petition Timeline ï Likely Origin, Organizers (A), Signer Waves (A-I) 

This section outlines the history of the Petition, including the not-obvious, but likely Petition origin at the 
Heartland  Conference March 8-10, 2009, explained at the end of this Section.  I have no visibility for the 
growth rate before 5/21/09, but the growth burst in (D+E) is clear, as the website went live, and blog traffic 
and advertising were done (Appendix 4).   From 5/21 to 10/30, this resembles a logistic curve, which often 
arises in population growth, epidemics, technology diffusion, customer acceptance, etc.  For a population 
primarily recruited by earlier members, exponential growth is followed by saturation, as the pool of easy 
potential recruits gets drained.  A final push (I) occurred in the last week before the Council meeting. 

 
 
At the 05/01/09 APS Council meeting, Robert H. Austin  moved to reconsider and perhaps change the APS 
statement on climate change.  APS appointed a distinguished committee to consider it, and said the next 
Council Meeting (11/08/09) would resolve the issue, and invited comments: 
10/09 Vol 18, No 9 ñClimate Statement Gets Renewed Scrutinyò: 
www.aps.org/publications/apsnews/200910/climate.cfm 
 
On 07/09/09, the 6 organizers listed below, plus Richard S. Lindzen, wrote an ñOpen Letter to Congress,ò 
mentioned here because it seems part of this coordinated campaign: 
www.marshall.org/article.php?id=727 

On 07/23/09, Nature printed ñPetition for a revised statement on climate changeò by 6 people, presumably 
the organizers of this campaign: 
(A) S. Fred Singer , Hal Lewis , Will Happer , Larry Gould , Roger Cohen , and Robert H. Austin ,  
www.nature.com/nature/journal/v460/n7254/full/460457b.html 
www.openletter-globalwarming.info/Site/Nature_Letter.html. 
 
(B) They described a petition to the APS, of which I found a plausible copy at Alexander  Kaplanôs site, 
created 05/21/09, implying 48 additional signers (B), a total of 54: 

striky.ece.jhu.edu/~sasha/Public/APS.open.letter.09.pdf 

The website www.openletter-globalwarming.info/Site/open_letter.html was created to request signers, 
registered by Robert Austin  July 7, 2009, and one of the email addresses is Cohenôs. 

(C) By 07/22/09, the website was available, 8 names had been added (total 62), and Lewis  had temporarily 
disappeared.  Given little publicity, most (B+C) signers likely were gathered via existing personal contacts.  
Gould  and Cohen  had requested signatures in the Spring 2009 APS-NES (New England Section) 
Newsletter.  APS-NES has 2,000+ members, and perhaps a few were recruited in that way. 
www.aps.org/units/nes/newsletters/upload/spring09.pdf (PDF created 04/27/09) 

A+B  05/21, 54 C 07/22, 62

D 08/07, 90

E 08/20, 121

F 09/03, 144
G 10/15, 157

H 10/30, 163

I 11/06, 206
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Fig 4.1 Timeline, Cumulative Signers By Date

Signers

7+ months:

.45% of 
APS membership

* 07/23 Nature Letter

* ~08/28 APS-NES Newsletter,Gould

Spread in blogs

**03/08-10 HeartlandNYC

* 11/08 APS Council

REJECT

* ~04/27 APS-NES Newsletter,Gould

* 08/19 Singer  talk, Minnesota

* 05/01 APS Council

* 07/07 Website

* 07/09 Open Letter to Congress

* 10/29 Letter to Senate

http://www.aps.org/publications/apsnews/200910/climate.cfm
http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=727
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v460/n7254/full/460457b.html
http://www.openletter-globalwarming.info/Site/Nature_Letter.html
http://striky.ece.jhu.edu/~sasha/Public/APS.open.letter.09.pdf
http://www.openletter-globalwarming.info/Site/open_letter.html
http://www.aps.org/units/nes/newsletters/upload/spring09.pdf
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Shortly thereafter (one seems earlier), Web articles started appearing and propagating, a sample of which 
are given in Appendix 4.  See especially Singerôs 08/19/09 presentation, which includes the (premature): 
ñOutline: Breakthru: APS to modify Climate Statementò 
ñDouble Breakthrough : This is the first time a professional scientific society has agreed to reconsider an 

alarmist policy statement on climate changeé (more in Appendix 4)ò 

(D) By 08/07/09, 29 new names (28 real) had been added, for a total of 91 (90 real), although Drallos  and 
Torquato  were missing temporarily.  Falconer  was clearly a fake that got through any screening, as 

pointed out by August 9.  More may have just ñsigned upò with no obvious personal connections. 

(E) By 08/20/09, 31 new names appeared, Drallos  and Torquato  were restored, and Falconer  removed.  
Their count was 120; my total was 121 (+Lewis ).  Los Alamos Lab & related entities in NM, 

astrophysics/aerospace in CA accounted for most of the new names. 

Waves (A-E) form the 121-person subset for which I did extensive searches to find fairly good estimates of 

birth years, publication and affiliation history, sometimes find coauthorship or other strong relationships. 

About 09/01/09, Gould  again advertised the Petition in the APS-NES Newsletter, this time linking to the 
Petition website above, and directing readers to Heartlandôs website for more information: 
www.aps.org/units/nes/newsletters/upload/fall09.pdf (PDF created 08/28/09; see p.8) 
ñAdditional information about the ñskepticsò side of the ñglobal warming/climate changeò controversy can be 
found at: www.heartland.org/events/NewYork09/proceedings.htmlò 
 
The full group of 206 signers (A-I) includes anyone who appeared on any iteration.  For (F-I), I did quick 
searches of Google Scholar, Pipl for locations, and NewsMeat for donations, and checked petitions without 
trying to chase detailed histories.  All are listed in Appendices 5 and 6, but usually with minimal detail. 
 
(F) By 09/03/09, 23 new names appeared.  This Wave had an obvious surge from VA+MD (11) (near 
Singer) .  Their count was 143, mine 144 (+Lewis ). 

(G) By 10/15/09, 13 more names were added, including Przybysz .  Lewis  returned, totaling 157. 

(H) By 10/30/09, 6 new names were listed, but Przybysz  disappeared.  Their total was 162, mine 163. 
Also, a new page appeared, labeled ñLetter to Senateò, supposed to have been sent 10/29/09: 
www.openletter-globalwarming.info/Site/Letter_to_Senate.html, shown earlier in Section 3. 

(I) By 11/0609, 43 more names appeared, Przybysz  reappeared, for an agreed total of 206. 

On 11/09/09, the APS Council ñoverwhelminglyò rejected the Petition: 
physicsfrontline.aps.org/2009/11/10/aps-council-overwhelmingly-rejects-proposal-to-replace-societys-curr
ent-climate-change-statement 
 
(X) I added a few non-signing supporters  crucial to understanding the social network behind this petition.  
Nierenberg , Jastrow , Seitz  and Starr  were deceased, so obviously made no phone calls, but are they 
were truly eminent, had vast influence and connections, and created the core of this network and recruited 
many.  Akasofu , Baliunas , Soon , Michaels , Christy , Spencer,  Sproull  are plausible supporters as well. 

Heartland  is described in Appendix 2.  It is not a scientific institute, but is well-known for long support of 
tobacco companies.  At the March 8-10, 2009 NYC Heartland  climate conference, speakers included 
organizers Singer  and Gould , signers Berry , Douglass , Hayden , and supporters Akasofu , Michaels , 
Soon , and Spencer .  Gouldôs presentation mentions APS under ñCensorship Issuesò and ñUnder the 
Veneer of legitimacy ñConsensusò says: 
www.heartland.org/bin/media/newyork09/PowerPoint/Larry_Gould.ppt, (page 97)  
It seems likely that the APS Petition got organized, or at least accelerated at this conference. 

http://www.aps.org/units/nes/newsletters/upload/fall09.pdf
http://www.heartland.org/events/NewYork09/proceedings.html
http://www.openletter-globalwarming.info/Site/Letter_to_Senate.html
http://physicsfrontline.aps.org/2009/11/10/aps-council-overwhelmingly-rejects-proposal-to-replace-societys-current-climate-change-statement
http://physicsfrontline.aps.org/2009/11/10/aps-council-overwhelmingly-rejects-proposal-to-replace-societys-current-climate-change-statement
http://www.heartland.org/bin/media/newyork09/PowerPoint/Larry_Gould.ppt
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5. Demographics of Signers versus APS Membership  

Are the signers representative of APS?  This section examines age distribution, gender, geography, 
politics, careers, and exposure via APS FPS. APSôs list of Units indicates subject emphasis, geographies: 
www.aps.org/membership/units/index.cfm 
A few of these can be relevant to climate science, but most are not, other than sharing some commonality of 
basic physics, mathematics, and statistics.  APS has many Divisions, but none on climate science, whose 
professionals are far more likely to be involved in the American Geophysical Union (AGU), the American 
Meteorological Society (AMS), the Geological Society of America (GSA), or others.  The following uses: 
www.aps.org/membership/units/upload/Unit-Demographics-09.pdf 
www.aps.org/about/governance/committees/commemb/upload/2004_US_Member_Survey.pdf, p.12. 
 
Age of signers versus APS .  I have reasonable birth-year estimates for 119 of the 121 (A-E) signers, at 
least to decade, usually to year +/-1.  For comparison, APS membership age distributions are roughly 
estimated and scaled to 119.  In early 2009, APS membership was 47,189, about 4X larger than in 1950s.  
Fig. 5.1 shows total signers by decade (red), and Retired/Emeritus part (gray).  Waves (F-I) has a slightly 
lower percentage of Retireds.  Many birth years are found in authoritative sources, or well-inferred from 
college dates, so I think few are badly wrong.  The age profile of APS members (other than Student or 
Junior) was estimated several ways, scaled to the 119 number, and plotted as the blue line.  This is 
probably good enough, although it may underestimate the fraction of younger members.  The APS profile 
cannot resemble the signer profile, or APS would be rapidly downsizing, not growing.  Either signers do not 
know many younger APS members, or the latter have little interest in signing, or both. 
 

 
Signer age demographics do not resemble those of APS as a whole.  Of the 119 (A-E) signers, 102 (86%) 
were born before 1950, compared to about 40% for overall APS.  This is a strong effect, and cannot be due 
to ñretired scientists are finally free to tell the real truthò, given that only one plausible climate scientist is a 
signer, and he is not retired.  Few signers have ever published research even vaguely related to climate 
science, and at least some of them signed similar petitions before they retired. 
 
I know many Retired/Emeritus researchers who continue to do fine work, usually in fields related to lifelong 
research interests.  Rarely do scientists switch fields drastically at/near retirement and then quickly 
demolish the total mainstream accumulated results of a different field.  It is quite possible that professional 
physicists have studied climate science enough to assess its status, given that basic understanding needs 
little more than a good undergraduate textbook (like Archerôs mentioned in Section 3).  Some signers write 
many letters to editors, web pages, OpEds, articles in local papers, a few books, or lecture non-field 
audiences.  Iôll quote some in detail later, and let the reader assess the quality of arguments.  If the 
signers legitimately claim to be familiar with the science, the most knowledgeable ought to be those who 
have written articles or especially, have gone to the trouble of writing books, plausibly and know it well 
enough to avoid obvious pseudoscience. Several books some actually feature outright pseudo-scienice. 
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http://www.aps.org/about/governance/committees/commemb/upload/2004_US_Member_Survey.pdf


  Science Bypass v3.0 11/11/09 

13 

Geography.   APS provides data on geographic Sections, and it is worth comparing the distribution of 
signers with that of the APS.  Picking a single most relevant state for every person is nontrivial, as people 
move, but most have not moved very far very often.  This is the best approximation I can offer. 
www.aps.org/membership/units/upload/Unit-Demographics-09.pdf 
APS data is used to estimate relative distribution of physicists in geographic sections, in which about 1/3 of 
APSô members participate.  States belonging to Sections account for 153 of 191 US signers and their 
distribution is compared to the APS Sections in Fig 5.2.  Any person might or might not be a member of a 
Section, and in some places, a person might easily be a member of several (New England/New York, Four 
Corners/Texas.  Even with these caveats, a few patterns are worth highlighting.  At upper left, Four 
Corners (especially NM) and CA together account for 50% of the signers in states belonging to Sections, 
compared to the 23% one might expect from a random survey.  Alternatively, NM+CA (68=29+38) account 
for more than a third of the 191 USA signers, via Los Alamos connections plus CA aerospace and nuclear. 

A truly representative broad groundswell of signers ought to be fairly randomly spread around roughly in 
proportion to the APS Sections, and spread across the Waves.  The burstiness hints that many signers are 
acquired by direct recruiting.  Signers may recruit others, who perhaps help recruit, but then quickly 
exhaust their common contacts.  Some may be willing to sign, but not persuade others.  Some scattered 
signers have no obvious connections, and some may well have just signed up via publicity.  Organizers 
and some key signers are shown in red, with Singer  twice for VA+DC+MD.  The grayed show dense 

concentrations, all around organizers (A) or early signers (B).  Section 6 addresses the patterns in detail. 

 

Fig 5.2 Geographic Demographics: APS Sections vs Petition, and Waves

APS % APS % Pet % Petition Waves

Sections Total APS of 34% of 153 Totals A B C D E F G H I

3 AZ 1 2

4 CO 1 1 2

29 NM 4 2 1 16 2 1 1 2

2 UT 2

Four Corners 1,499 3.2% 9% 25% 38

California 2,310 4.9% 14% 25% 39 CA 1 6 1 7 13 2 1 8

3 AL 3

1 FL 1

1 KY 1

1 LA 1

1 MS 1

4 NC 3 1

1 SC 1

GA, TN:0 10 VA 1 2 6 1

Southeastern 2,737 5.8% 17% 14% 22

5 CT 1 3 1

12 MA 3 6 3

NH, VT: 0 1 ME 1

New England 2,377 5.0% 15% 12% 18

AK, ID, OR, WA, AB, BC: 0 1 MT 1

Northwest 1,190 2.5% 7% 1% 1

New York 2,511 5.3% 16% 12% 18 NY 7 1 1 3 4 1 1

Ohio 1,507 3.2% 9% 2% 3 OH 1 1 1

5 IL 1 1 2 1

1 IN 1

WI: 0 2 MO 2

Prairie 498 1.1% 3% 5% 8

Texas 1,538 3.3% 10% 4% 6 TX 3 1 2

Tot in Sects 16,167 34.3% 100% 100% 153 Tot 3 33 7 17 31 17 11 3 31

1 DC 1

States not in sectionsé. 14 MD 5 5 2 2

One would expect that: 2 MI 1 1

Some in NJ  or CT would be NY members 3 MN 1 1 1

Some in OK would be TX members 12 NJ 3 3 5 1

Not US: 1 NV 1

CA:4 2 OK 2

AU, BG, CH, ES, IE, IT, MX, NO, ch: 1 each 3 PA 1 2

US Tot 191 6 44 8 25 31 22 13 4 38

Signer % of APS: Not US 15 4 3 1 2 5

APS Tot 47,189 0.44% World Tot 206 6 48 8 28 31 23 13 6 43
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Gender .  About 12% of APS members are female, compared to 2% (4 of 206) signers (Andrei , Berting , 
Jackson , Marinova ).  See Figure 1, p.9 in: 
www.aps.org/programs/women/workshops/gender-equity/upload/genderequity.pdf,. 
I originally thought low female percentage might be relevant, but this is unclear.  The percentage of 
Physics PhDs earned by women has increased from a few percent in the 1960s to about 16% lately.  Of 
the 119 signers in (A-E), 102 (86%) were born before 1950, and the demographics of (F-I) are not obviously 
much different.  One would expect to find fewer female physicists in the older age bands.  Relevant 
gender-related subdiscipline choices or other viewpoint differences may exist, but signers include too few 
younger members and thus too few females to reach strong conclusions.  However, this effect is 
consistent with much larger lists and observed activity.  Very few active challengers of mainstream climate 
science are female. 

Politics .  People are entitled to their own political views, about which reasonable people can disagree.  
Conservative (liberal) political preferences sometimes correlate with negative (positive) views of climate 
science, but if there is actual causation, it could possibly work either way.  Conservative politics need not 
lead to rejection of its results.  Well-known climate scientist James E. Hansen labels himself moderately 
conservative.  Republicans for Environmental Protection is interesting: 
www.repamerica.org/ 
Peter Darbee, CEO of Pacific Gas and Electric, is a self-labeled conservative: 
www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2006/10/18/BUG2BLR5031.DTL 
In explaining why PG&E recently withdrew from the US Chamber of Commerce, Darbee offered a 
particularly succinct comment relevant to people of varying political views: 
www.next100.com/2009/09/irreconcilable-differences.php 
 

ñIn our opinion , an intellectually honest argument over the best policy response to 
the challenges of climate change is one thing; disingenuous attempts to diminish 
or distort the reality of these challenges are quite another.ò 

ñPhysicists familiar with the science issuesò would certainly be familiar with: conservation of energy, 
radiative absorption/emission properties of greenhouse gasses, the minimal changes in Total Solar 
Irradiance over the last few decades, the Earthôs energy imbalance, and related physics.  They would 
know that a time-series in which yearly noise is larger than yearly trend, multi-year series must exist that run 
counter to the trend, and hence would ignore ideas like ñwarming stopped in 1998ò.  They would know 
about using regressions, not just drawing a straight line between two data points.  They would know how to 
recognize avoid cherry-picking data from time-series.  They would be familiar with surface temperatures 
and satellite measurements, as well as glacier retreat-vs-advance data, and with the vast numbers of 
biological studies consistent with temperature measurements.  All this is fairly basic science whose 
understanding should be totally uncorrelated with political views.  But as a quick test, I used the 
(oddly-named) NewsMeat political donation search engine to check the public records. 
www.newsmeat.com/fec/bystate_detail.php 
 
For anyone with valid-looking results attributable to either (Republican+Libertarian+other conservative) or 
(Democratic) parties/candidates, I added a Contrib:  field to Appendix 6 entries, showing party, range of 
years, and a URL for the NewsMeat entry.  Some categorizations are inherently ambiguous.  I included 
donations to recognizable general-political PACs, but ignored company PACs, which often split money 
between parties, and also a few seeming typos, with amounts less than $200 or even negative. I ignored 
special-purpose PACs, like Pro-Choice / Pro-Life. 
 
Of the 191 American signers, 47 distinct people (24%) were counted under the rules above, 5 gave to both 
parties.  Money totals were dominated by large donors (top 5: $45K, $40K, $16K, $12K, $9K).  A social 
scientist might spend more time looking for patterns, like having given some money to one party 20 years 
ago versus people who have given numerous donations for years, and local versus national races.  I just 
did the simplest analysis of overall donations. To check recent national preferences, I counted only people 
giving money explicitly to (Bush or McCain) vs (Kerry or Obama), ignoring PACs and National Committees:  
 

http://www.aps.org/programs/women/workshops/gender-equity/upload/genderequity.pdf
http://www.repamerica.org/
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2006/10/18/BUG2BLR5031.DTL
http://www.next100.com/2009/09/irreconcilable-differences.php
http://www.newsmeat.com/fec/bystate_detail.php
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Fig. 5.3 - Donations  

People  % $ Rep+Lib  $ Dem Category  
35 74% $178, 739  Republican+Libertarian only  
 5 11% $  2,450   $3,199  Mixed  
 7 15%   $7,465  Democratic only  
47 100% $181, 189 $10,6 64 Totals  

  94% 6% Total $ Percentages  

     
13 100%   Bush 04 or McCain 08  

 0 0%   Kerry 04 or Obama 08  

 

This is a very rough survey, and should not be over-interpreted, especially as many donations were for local 
candidates.  Are these signer ratios representative of the APS as a whole? 

 
Unlike collections of people on some climate petitions, many of the signers have published substantial 
peer-reviewed work in credible journals, and seen it exposed to scrutiny via normal scientific processes.  
Some signersô writings express intense political views, combined with claims about climate science that 
would be stunning if published normally. Some essentially disprove Conservation of Energy, easily worth a 
Nobel if true.  Most signers seem to make these claims anywhere except appropriate peer-reviewed 
journals.  Most of the few who have published anything also give talks, do newspaper interviews, write 
OpEds, blog posts, letters to editor, books that do not necessarily match peer-reviewed work well.  This 
raises the possibility that some people signed, not due to relevant scientific expertise, but for extra-science 
motivations, of which politics and ideology might be among the candidate explanations. (See Section 7 for 
further discussion).  Many who reject mainstream climate science claim that it is entirely politics that 
distorts the real science, including several signers, including organizer Austin . 

Of the 191 American signers, 35 gave only to Republican+Libertarian.  An additional 12 had some 
involvement with conservative/libertarian Heartland , GMI, or CATO, and at least 7 more (of the 114 
Americans in (A-E)) had written something with a clear conservative political view, such as claiming to 
address science, but quickly shifting to economics or attacks on Al Gore, neither of which are about 
science.  Some comments were intemperate, at best.  Examples are quoted in Appendix 6..  Altogether, 
that accounts for at least 54, and more may have been found had I searched (F-I) as extensively as (A-E).  
To summarize, even knowing none of these people, it was reasonably easy to find strong political 
expressions (by donations, associations, and peopleôs own writings) for at least 30-40% of the signers, and 
those expressions tilted strongly rightward. 

Scientists have generally earned the credibility from the public when talking about science.  If a physicist 
explicitly says ñI am a physicist who knows this scienceò, I hope they are right, for the sake of the credibility 
of science and our society.  If some scientists acquire a reputation for claiming scientific expertise for 
politically-driven opinions, the public will less likely listen to other scientists talking about real science.  As 
seen later, that effect (of causing the public to doubt or ignore scientists when their results are awkward) is 
exactly what some people (including a few otherwise-outstanding physicists, sad to say) have worked to 
accomplish over the last few decades, starting with tobacco and expanding to environmental issues.  See 
TIRC and TASSC for example, as well as GMI, SEPP, Heartland , and CATO, all in Appendix 2. 

The relationship of science and society matters greatly, to the USA and the world. 

APS Forum on Physics and Society .  According to the APS demographic data, about 12.5% of APS 
members are FPS members.  FPS Newsletters have offered numerous discussions of climate issues, 
including a few strongly-negative comments, often by signers.  Since anyone can read online Newsletters, 
whether or not signers as a group are more or less involved with FPS is unknown.  However, thousands of 
APS members and any other FPS readers have seen these arguments over the last few years: 
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www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/2007/october/commentary.html 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/2008/january/commentary.html 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200804/marsh.cfm 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200804/williams.cfm 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200804/wilson.cfm 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200804/schroeder.cfm 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200807/editor.cfm 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200807/hafemeister.cfm 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200807/monckton.cfm  Monckton thanked signers Douglass, Knox , 
and Gould , supporters Soon  and Spencer .  Gould  was quite supportive of Monckton elsewhere: 
scienceandpublicpolicy.org/press/proved_no_climate_crisis.html 
Heartland  still insists that APS FPS is peer-reviewed, despite what APS said at the time: 
www.heartland.org/books/PDFs/LegislatorsGuideGW.pdf   (Created 07/23/09): 
ñHis 2008 article ñClimate Sensitivity Reconsideredò appeared in the APS Forum, a peer-reviewed journal, 
and triggered international debate.ò 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200810/editor.cfm 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200810/shore.cfm 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200810/wurtele.cfm 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200901/levine.cfm (signer Levine ) 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200904/trenberth.cfm 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200904/bevc.cfm (signer Bevc ) 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200904/schwartzkopf.cfm 
www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200907/bowen.cfm 
 
FPS offers a valuable informal forum for essays and discussion, but I was surprised to see FPS publish 
dense technical articles that would have been Earth-shaking had they been published in credible 
peer-reviewed journals and scrutinized normally.  Thankfully, I think FPS recognizes this issue. 
 

Career mixture s.  Appendix 5 shows a ñCareerò column that summarizes career types among 
Government, Industry, and Academe. The first page of Appendix summarizes the distribution.  Given the 
subjective nature, no great significance can be attached, but a few patterns are plausible. 
 
Almost half (82) of the 191 (A-I) USA signers have long careers with various branches of the US 
Government, or have at least spent significant time there.   Academics in experimental areas, receive 
government research grants, and some have done extensive consulting for US Government.  Many 
Industrial signers have worked at defense contractors.  Relatively few signers have been employed 
primarily in other commercial industry.  A few have had long careers in the petroleum companies or in 
petroleum-related research elsewhere, and it is unsurprising to find a few such as signers. 
Maybe the government connection is just a result of signer age distribution - older physicists often worked 
for the government during WW II and the early Cold War era.  Other reasons can be imagined, and some 
quotes hint at motivations.  A few USC aerospace engineering signers want grants for climate research. 
 
Still this seems odd.  Many signers have long been paid directly or indirectly, in whole or in part from 
Federal tax money to do scientific research or national defense work on behalf of the USA as a whole, and 
some have earned high prestige in their fields.  They now put that prestige behind attacks on other areas of 
science mostly funded by government, but far outside most signersô careers.  Perhaps this is 
inter-discipline rivalry?  Perhaps it is lingering Cold War thinking?  I offer no strong conclusions. 
 
Summary . The signer list seems unrepresentative of the APS membership.  As a group, the signers are 
certainly older, seem likely more politically conservative, and somewhat more likely to be male than the total 
membership.  Their geographic distribution exhibits strong concentrations and bursty recruiting.  This 
leads to an obvious hypothesis - many of the signers might be members of one or more connected social 
networks, by which a few dedicated individuals recruit as many others as they can, and later recruits 
continue the process, until nearby recruits are exhausted.  The heavy concentration in astrophysics, 
aerospace, defense, nuclear, and a few US National Laboratories is actually unsurprising, given the 
historical origins of the core network, addressed in next Section.  

http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/2007/october/commentary.html
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/2008/january/commentary.html
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200804/marsh.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200804/williams.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200804/wilson.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200804/schroeder.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200807/editor.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200807/hafemeister.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200807/monckton.cfm
http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/press/proved_no_climate_crisis.html
http://www.heartland.org/books/PDFs/LegislatorsGuideGW.pdf
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200810/editor.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200810/shore.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200810/wurtele.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200901/levine.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200904/trenberth.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200904/bevc.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200904/schwartzkopf.cfm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200907/bowen.cfm
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6. Social Networks Behind the  Petition  

Key background references.   A few prestigious physicists have long campaigned to nullify the results of 
climate research, especially policies deriving from it, or more generally to obscure any science that might 
lead to government environmental regulation of almost any sort.  This ha beens done, not by publishing 
peer-reviewed research, but via PR techniques for creating doubt in the general population.  The general 
approach was created by Hill and Knowlton in 1954 for the tobacco companies to fend off unwanted 
regulation [BRA2007], in the booklet ñA Scientific Perspective on the Cigarette Controversy.ò 
legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/wye21a00/pdf 
This approach was classic science bypass ï get quotes from authoritative-sounding sources, distribute to a 
large public audience, to create doubt and delay.  This approach has long been employed since to fight 
most environmental regulation, whether warranted or not.  Read the document, and assess whether or not 
Sourcewatchôs summary is fair.  The themes were: 

 The evidence is still inconclusive. 

 Something other than smoking may be responsible. 

 Statistical evidence canôt be trusted. 

 Itôs all a scare campaign. 

 The issue is too complicated, even for scientists. 

 Nit-picking at irrelevant details. 

 More research is necessary. 
See further discussion in Appendix 2 under TIRC. 
 
Robert  Jastrow , William  Nierenberg  and Frederick  Seitz  founded the George C. Marshall Institute 
(GMI), with which Singer, Happer, Canavan, Nichols  are strongly involved.  S. Fred Singerôs SEPP has 
long been closely tied to GMI in multiple ways, in fact going back before either existed, no later than the 
1982 study on acid rain run by Nierenberg , with Singer  (oddly) on committee.  Many here are also 
involved with the Heartland  Institute  or CATO Institute .  Some signers were quite familiar to me, but 
many were new, and some had not even signed the common OISM petition.  From past experience, some 
signers may not really understand such anti-science campaigns, as they are often not what they seem, and 
work in ways completely unlike normal science.  Some signers may be surprised to discover the entities 
with which they have effectively allied themselves have long helped tobacco companies in their efforts to 
avoid regulation and retain their profits by addicting children.  They have fought regulations on acid rain 
and CFCs.  This is not to suggest guilt-by-association, but signers might think to check these entities. 
 
How did signer s get on th is  petition ? 

First, everyone is supposed to be a past or current APS member, and a physicist as well.  I think most 

signers are or were both, although some have not worked in physics for decades.  One is an 

epidemiologist.  One is a biologist.  Two are graduate students in Mechanical Engineering. 

Second, a signer must know about the petition. The earliest Waves (B+C) must have heard about this from 

the organizers and others, or possibly, have read the Spring APS-NES Newsletter and contacted Gould  or 

Cohen .  By (D), some may have seen the letter in Nature, read about it on other websites, or heard of it 

from (A-C) signers.  Wave (E) is so clearly dominated by CA aerospace and NM, that focused personal 

recruiting was very likely.  The burstiness in Fig, 5.2 has more examples, and this Section illustrates 

relevant connections among many of the people involved. 

Third, people must be eager, ready, or at least persuadable.  Signers range from active persuaders, to 

people who have signed past petitions and just need to know about this one, to people with no other visible 

advocacy, perhaps just signing as a favor to an old colleague or someone senior nearby.  Motivation of 

belief and actual contact for this petition may well have been done by different people.  Supporters, even 

those deceased, must have made many introductions, and convinced many earlier. 

  

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/wye21a00/pdf
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Overall structure.   Organizers (A) form the central core, surrounded by supporters (X), and then by 
successive signer Waves (B+C), (D), and (E).  ñUnclearò at lower right shows people I could not easily 
place.  Fig 6.1 shows the overall structure of the Waves and groups, then Figures 6.2-6.5 add people by 
chronological Waves.  This is more difficult than social network charts that show one kind of relationship. 
The Petition was a moving target, with redraws as new Waves arrived, and new connections emerged. 

Edged boxes  show small, tight-coupled groups: 
GMI founders, U of Rochester Physics, APS-NES (Connecticut), U of Alabama-Huntsville  (UAH), U of 
Southern California (USC) Aerospace, Princeton U, and Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics.  
One would expect people in these boxes to know each other well, often over years or decades. 

Un-edged g ray areas  show major groupings whose connections are at least plausible. One would expect 
that anyone there knows some others, although explicit connections may not be visible.  These include: 
U of Rochester-related, APS-NES (as a whole), New Mexico (LANL , Sandia , etc), LBNL +LLNL , California 

aerospace+astro-sciences, nuclear industry.  Some people could easily be placed in several areas.  

Section 1ôs Very Important qualification  applies here.  Connections range from 100% certainty down to 

speculations that might be total coincidences, with appropriate commentary. 

This Section is long, and more detailed than most readers will want to consume.  I think it confirms the 
hypothesis that this Petition looks like a grassroots list, but is really the product of a closely-related core 
group that has done active recruiting, using social networks of people that happen to be APS members.  If 
someone comes to agree, they might examine Fig. 6.5 for the complete graph of (A-E), and then skip to the 
end of this Section. 
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Per-person Notation.  Attributes are extracted from Appendix 6 and Appendix 5, with codings 

summarized in first 3 pages of Appendix 5.   Following text and Figures use different subsets for brevity: 

General Form:      Figure Example  Text  
(Signer Wave) Name (yyyy?, DTT Pets) (A) Singer  5GHo Singer  (1924, 5GHoM) 
Fields: a few affiliations    qx: SEPP 
 
Birth year yyyy(Retired, Emeritus) is very useful in finding contemporaries and seniority relationships. 

D is Dedication field (1..5) from Appendix 5, showing activity in opposing the consensus on climate science.  
This is somewhat subjective, and it is easy to miss activity, so the ratings are generally minima.  Signing 
impetus is usually assumed to flow from higher D to lower. 
 
Dedicated:  
5: Very dedicated, seems to spend full-time doing this, over many years. 
 
Active:  
4: Very active, organizes, often writes letters, articles, books, speaks at Heartland  conferences, etc. 
3: Active, may write letters, post often on blogs, have own website in which climate issues are featured. 
 
Passive:  
2: Has signed at least one more petition (OISM, Manhattan  or CATO2009 ad), but I have no evidence of 
doing any more than signing petitions.  It is easy to miss letters to local papers and such.  People who 
have signed previous petitions would be natural choices to contact, even if outside any personal network. 
1: Not on OISM, Manhattan , or CATO.  They may be on other lists, but most people who have been active 
have at least signed the OISM petition. At this level, someone may just have signed as a favor to a friend. 
 
TTPets   summarizes the 5 Think tank  /Petitions columns in Appendix 5: 
 
G: GMI, George C. Marshall Institute  or SEPP (strongly related) 
 
H: Heartland  Institute speaker on climate change, or writer of report for them, and ñexpertò 
H: Heartland  speaker/writer, but not on experts list. 
h: Heartland  global warming experts list, but not speaker/writer (i.e., on list, but nothing visible) 
h: Have attended at least one of the 3 Heartland  Climate Conferences, hence almost certainly would have 
met some of the speakers.  Attendee lists would likely show more. 
 
O: Organizer/writer for material with OISM petition (Seitz  and Soon ) 
o: Signed OISM, by August 2000. 
o: Signed OISM, on or before January 16, 2008. 
o: Signed OISM after January 16, 2008. A person marked only 2o might well have been recruited as part of 
the APS campaign, whereas 2o shows earlier involvement, and 2o shows long-time involvement. 
 
M: Signed Manhattan Declaration , March 2008, present at conference. 
m: Signed Manhattan Declaration  later. 
 
c: Signed CATO2009 advertisement, March 30, 2009, meaning that a signer was on some CATO list. 
 
Anyone marked G almost certainly knows the others so labeled, and have often cooperated.  Most people 
marked H or H would know most others.  These are Strong Groups in Appendix 5, and in some sense 
should be shown as interconnecting lines, but that would complexify the graph beyond any hope of 
readability.  The spider web is already messy enough.  Because GMI and Heartland  are so crucial to this 
network, anyone marked G, H, H, or h is shown in Bold . 
 
The CATO Institute  is also a Strong Group connection for some people here, but seems relatively less 
involved in this one.  These entities are so intertwined it is difficult to know. 
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Another Strong Group connection is J (JASON ), some subset of whom spends a month together each year 
working on problems for the US government:  Historically, most JASONs have been physicists, and thus 
likely APS members.  The 4 JASON  signers (Happer , Lewis , Katz , LeLevier ) would together know most 
other JASONs, including Nierenberg , but most JASONs are not signers.  Many Strong Groups exist for 
other reasons, not advocacy, but people know each well. 
 
The second line shows some relevant subdisciplines, or additional connections. Singerôs background is 
astrophysics (q), and satellites (x), and he has long run a personal think tank , SEPP. 
 
Unstarred lowercase letters show plausible/likely group/subdsicipline membership.  Senior researchers 
working at the same site for decades would likely know each other, even if no explicit connection can be 
documented.  Membership in a subdiscipline is a weak but possible hint.  A common group or discipline is 
usually shown once at the top of a vertical list to save space. 
 
Most personal connections are represented as arrows with connection codes, enumerated in Appendix 5, 
with capital letters showing Strong Personal Connections.  One-way arrows hint at likely direction of 
influence, usually from senior to junior.  Not all are shown, especially when connections seem merely 
plausible.  Some are shown as short arrows with alphabetic connection codes to lessen the spaghetti.   
 
In text here, <something> is a label for a specific connection, listed at end of Appendix 5. 
 
The reader is encouraged to focus on overall patterns.  Lacking email or telephone logs, much of this is 
inherently circumstantial.  Still, rather than being a grassroots effort spread through APS, this starts with a 
tightly-connected, dedicated core group, and spreads out mostly by direct personal recruiting.  It is 
supposed to look like a grassroots effort, but seems another form of Astroturf laid specially for APS. 
 
Every short per-person summary here has a longer entry in Appendix 6, with more comments, references, 
URLs to help the reader assess the plausibility of the summaries.  The more Dedicated members usually 
have much longer entries.  As usual, opinions are italicized. 
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Supporters  (X) and Organizers (A) 

Organizers.  Figure 6.2 shows the 6 organizers at center.  In order of signing the Nature letter, they are: S. 
Fred Singer , Hal Lewis , Will Happer , Larry Gould , Roger Cohen , and Robert H. Austin .  It is easier to 
describe the 11 supporters (X) first, as many of connections among (A) and later signer Waves almost 

certainly were originally created by members of (X), even when not directly identifiable. 

(X) Supporters  (not  signers , underlined )), starting with original core, GMI 

Robert Jastrow  (1925-2008, 4GHo), William Nierenberg  (1919-2000, 4GH), and Frederick Seitz  
(1911-2008, 4GHO) (the ñtrioò, as per [LAH2008] ) founded GMI in 1984, focused to help promote SDI (ñStar 
Warsò), against the public advice of many physicists. They were pre-eminent scientists, involved in nuclear 
physics, solid-state physics, astrophysics, defense policy, and others.  Many signers have connections 
with one or more of those fields.  They were close to the Reagan Administration, and intensely involved in 
the Cold War, whose 1989 downturn freed some time for other issues, although defense certainly 
remained.  GMI is located at the premier lobbyist location Washington, DC, ñK-Street.ò  Its current 

President is William OôKeefe, past Exec. VP and COO of the American Petroleum Institute. 

GMI has long fought environmental regulations of any sort, not just climate-related, but including at least 
acid rain, CFC regulation, and Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS).  Seitz  had long been involved with 
tobacco companies from his days at Rockefeller U, and similar tactics could be used to generate doubt and 
delay. A ll were quite well-known in the science community, but Jastrow  was especially visible, even at the 
popular level.  I read a few of his books in high school, and enjoyed them.  Jastrow  lived in Los Angeles 
during 1992-2001 (at least), and he must have known many people in the SoCal aerospace community.  It 
seems likely that many aerospace/astrophysicist signers had some connection with Jastrow  or were 
influenced by him, just as nuclear/atomic/solid-state physicists were more likely connected to the other two, 
and defense people to all three.  It is impossible to track down all the connections of 3 world-class 
scientists with 50+ year careers. 

GMIôs first major group effort on climate came in 1990 when GMI published the book ñScientific 
Perspectives on the Greenhouse Problem. [JAS1990]   By 1990, substantial theoretical reasons existed to 
worry about greenhouse gases and climate change, but climate signal was only just starting to emerge from 
noise.  They emphasized uncertainties, downplayed CO2ôs role, raised concerns about costs, argued for 
further research and against CO2 regulations: doubt and delay, tactics well-honed in the cigarette wars. 

The book included <#T> a paper by two young climate scientists, Roy Spencer  (1956, 4GHoMc) and John 
Christy  (1954, 4GH), both now at U of Alabama-Huntsville, who have done much work on satellite 
temperature analysis.  They (properly) extolled the benefits of satellite temperature analyses, but were 
skeptical of human influences.  For years, their analyses showed little evidence of the warming seen byt 
ground stations and other satellite analyses, and were widely quoted (by Singer  and others), but their 
software was discovered to have serious errors.  When fixed, most discrepancies disappeared, but their 
early skepticism seems to have strengthened, especially in non-peer-reviewed interviews, articles, etc. 

Seitz  wrote the cover letter for the OISM Petition in 1998, in a misleading form to which the National 

Academy of Sciences objected when they discovered it. 

Chauncey Starr  (1912-2008, 4Go) was a well-known nuclear power, defense, and risks expert, founded 
EPRI, an employee of which contributed an EPRI-funded economics paper with thanks to Starr , who was 
also on GMIôs board for many years.  Nierenberg  was on EPRIôs board.<Q#> 

Robert L. Sproull  (1920E, 4G) cooperated with Seitz  in creating early materials science labs, was a 
founder of DARPA.  He was GMIôs Chairman in the mid-1990s, and still on the GMI Board through 2008. At 
U of Rochester, he was VP/Provost (1968), President (1975), then retired as Physics Professor (1985).  U 
of Rochester Physics is home to a relatively dense group of dedicated and well-connected signers, and it 
seems plausible that Sproull  had some influence in that direction. 
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Sallie L. Baliunas  (1954, 4GHO) was a young astrophysicist at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for 
Astrophysics (H-S CfA) who wrote a 1985 paper cited in the GMI book, and whose Preface thanked her for 
help.  She and Jastrow  also published a 1990 paper<E#>, so they had already started a long working 
relationship.   He became Director of the Mount Wilson Observatory 1992-2003, where she had visited 
since 1977.  At some point, perhaps as early as 1992, she became Deputy Director there, and they often 
wrote papers together.  She has written articles for GMI. <G*>, and is on the CFACT Advisory Board <D#> 
as was Seitz .  She co-authored the 1998 version of the OISM Petition . 

ñIt is the sun, not CO2 so much, or at all.ò has been a common theme, often found among a few 
astrophysicists involved in climate arguments.  Of course, quantifying/attributing solar behavior and 
contribution is an important science topic, but non-peer-reviewed writings need study as well to understand 
viewpoint.  Continually trying to make the Greenhouse Effect disappear does not seem like science. 

Willie H. Soon  (1966, 4GHO) got his PhD in 1991, was also an astronomer at Mount Wilson from 1992, 
and at H-S CfA starting about that time, no later than 1993.  He has written many articles with Baliunas , 
and long been involved with GMI and Heartland .  He co-authored 1998 and 2007 versions of OISM.. 

Patrick J. Michaels  (1950, 5GHc) earned PhD 1979 at U WI, in ecological climatology.    He has been 
Visiting Scientist with GMI, written papers for it <X#>, and edited a GMI-copyrighted book, with chapters by 
Christy , Baliunas , and Soon  <Z#>.  He is Senior Fellow at CATO <g>.  He is on the CFACT Advisory 
Board with Baliunas  and Hayden  (later)), as was Seitz .  He overlapped with Singer  at U of VA <#O>.  
Baliunas  is a past Contributing Editor for his blog, World Climate Report<P#>. 

Syun -Ichi Akasofu  (1930E, 4Homc) was an eminent aurora researcher at U of Alaska-Fairbanks for 
decades, with hundreds of papers, then retired and got involved in climate anti-science in the last few years, 
writing website papers, explicitly not peer-reviewed research.  He is included as a clear link to an 
otherwise-unconnected NOAA signer Dryer , although the latter actually signed OISM earlier. 

Richard Lindzen  (1940, 4GHoc) and Freeman  Dyson  (1923, 3hom), long-time JASON, did not seem to 
highlight new connections to any additional people, else they might easily have been included. 

(A) Organizers , in order of Signatu res on Nature letter , starting with lead author Singer  

S. Fred Singer  (1924E, 5GHoM) started SEPP around 1990, and was always a close ally of GMI founders, 
dating back to at least 1982 (hence the thick connecting arrow), pursuing the same issues, including 
Environmental Tobacco Smoke.  Seitz  was the Chairman of the SEPP Board, Nierenberg  and Starr  were 
Scientific Advisors <Z*>.  Singer  started creating petitions in 1992, and has written numerous books, 
letters, articles, spoken at Heartland  events, edited the NIPCC papers for Heartland , etc.  As of 10/28/09, 
the SEPP website still lists the deceased as members.  He has only rarely written any peer-reviewed 

climate research, but he is probably the most active promoter of the efforts described here. 

He also was the lead author on ñThe EPA and the Science of Environmental Tobacco Smokeò, 1994: 
legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ech40c00/pdf?search=%22singer%20jeffreys%20epa%20environmental%20s
moke%22 

Harold W Lewis  (1923E, 3o) is a well-known nuclear-power, safety and defense expert, now Emeritus at 
UCSB after a long career there.  Many people in the nuclear industry would know him.  I would guess that 
he and Starr  (both well-known long-time CA nuclear people) knew each other.  He was also a JASON , so 
that Happer  is the likeliest recruiter.  Unlike the other Organizers, most of whom have been vocally 
dedicated for years, I have not located any additional activity from him.  His 1990 book, Technological Risk 
included fairly straightforward science-based positions on tobacco, acid rain, and global warming that would 
have conflicted with those of Heartland  and GMI.  His name was missing (C-F), returned in (G), slightly 
odd.  His name appears on OISM.  The area labeled ñNuclear industryò may or may not really arise from 

him, as many other connections are possible for those in that group. 

Will Happer  (1939, 4Goc) is the current Chairman of GMI.  He is a distinguished atomic physicist 
(member NAS), a long-time JASON .  He was a Bush appointee at DOE who left in 1993, arguably after 

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ech40c00/pdf?search=%22singer%20jeffreys%20epa%20environmental%20smoke%22
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/ech40c00/pdf?search=%22singer%20jeffreys%20epa%20environmental%20smoke%22
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clashing with Clinton and Gore over attention to global warming and ozone holes.  He was a strong 
advocate of Ronald Reaganôs SDI (ñStar Warsò) program, the original reason for creating GMI. 

He is quoted in 2009: www.dailyprincetonian.com/2009/01/12/22506/ 
ññPhysics professor William Happer GS ô64 has some tough words for scientists who believe that carbon 
dioxide is causing global warming. ñThis is George Orwell. This is the óGermans are the master race. The 
Jews are the scum of the earth.ô Itôs that kind of propaganda,ò Happer, the Cyrus Fogg Brackett Professor of 
Physics, said in an interview. ñCarbon dioxide is not a pollutant. Every time you exhale, you exhale air that 
has 4 percent carbon dioxide. To say that thatôs a pollutant just boggles my mind. What used to be science 
has turned into a cult.ò 
The following includes a 7-minute video of Happer, comments by Dukeôs Bill Chameides: 
www.huffingtonpost.com/bill-chameides/non-climate-scientist-cli_b_173422.html 
 
Laurence I  Gould  (1942, 4Hoc)  is a Physics Professor at U of Hartford, CT, where he has been since 
1985, generally doing theoretical physics.  He has Co-Edited the APS-NES Newsletter for several years.  
Since 2007, his Editorials (strongly against mainstream climate science) and arguments with readers have 
accounted for many pages of the Newsletter.  He has used it to advertise the Petition and 2009 NYC 
Heartland  climate conference several times each, referring people to its Proceedings,.  He is also a 
dedicated supporter of Viscount Christopher Moncktonôs views on climate science.  He might be 
responsible for recruiting a handful of the 2300+ members of the APS-NES, so APS-NES location or 
plausible membership is highlighted <t>.  See Appendix 6 for the long details. 

Roger W Cohen ( 1927R, 4oc)  was at RCA, then at ExxonMobil Research (Florham Park) for 25+ years, 
originally studying superconductivity, and later managing strategic planning, which included several 
scientists studying climate change, and who actually contributed to the IPCC.  He and Gould  were 
contacts for petition signup via the APS-NES Spring Newsletter.  He wrote an open letter supporting 
Viscount Moncktonôs 2008 APS FPS paper. 

Robert H. Austin  (1946, 4) is a distinguished biophysicist at Princeton U, (NAS Member) in the same 
department as Happer , but he seems relatively recent to these campaigns.  He registered the petition 
website, and was the email contact for the Nature letter. 
He was quoted (by Marc Morano, then of Senator James Inhofeôs staff): 
óñUnfortunately, Climate Science has become Political ScienceéIt is tragic that some perhaps 
well-meaning but politically motivated scientists who should know better have whipped up a global frenzy 
about a phenomena which is statistically questionable at best,ò Austin told the minority staff on the 
Environment and Public Works Committee on March 2, 2009.ò 

Summary of (X+A): 

This is a very tight-coupled social network, in many cases, stretching back to 1990 or earlier.  It is easily 
possible to discover numerous connections among these people, even with no personal knowledge, just 
using basic Web searches..  The (X) group is relevant because quite often, connections from (A) members 
to later Waves may go through (X) via earlier introductions. 

The few of these (and only 1 signer) that have ever published any peer-reviewed climate science that I 
could find (Spencer , Christy , Baliunas , Michaels , Singer ) have often seen their work overtaken by newer 
data, or refuted fairly quickly, but their papers get referenced again and again as definitive by some people, 
although usually not professional climate scientists.  It is instructive to compare their peer-reviewed papers 
with their large output of non-peer-viewed material. 

All this clearly started with GMI, which remains heavily involved, but without the towering presence of the 
deceased founders.  CATO has long been involved.  In the last few years, Heartland  has done serious 
market expansion from its long-time tobacco-industry focus into other areas, including especially climate 
change.  None of these publish peer-reviewed science, but are clearly advocacy organizations.  All 11 
supporters are/were heavily involved with GMI, Heartland  and/or CATO, as are 4 of the 6 organizers.  The 
first is true almost by definition, because GMI, and then Heartland , and sometimes CATO are truly key 

organizations in climate anti-science.  Wave (B) has 12 more people so involved, and 2 more appear later. 

http://www.dailyprincetonian.com/2009/01/12/22506/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bill-chameides/non-climate-scientist-cli_b_173422.html
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b: Nuclear industry
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Wave (B) (48) by 05/21/09, Wave (C) (8), by 07/22/09, Together for Graphical Simplicity  

The Spring 2009 APS-NES Newsletter (PDF created 4/27/09) called for signatures to be sent to Cohen  or 

Gould , so possibly a few signed..  Unless some other mass mailing occurred then, most (B) signers were 

known to Organizers or earlier (B) signers, and likewise for (C) signers, most of whom were 1s, thus likely to 

be close associates of some earlier signers.  Most in (B+C) have fairly clear connections with the others.  

Clockwise from middle-right the signers are: 

Miscellaneous New York & Connections (4)  

Rodney W. Nichols (1937 R, 4Goc) was a manager at contractor Melpar (missiles), was later VP / 

Executive VP at Rockefeller University 1970-1990), so he worked for Seitz  during the early years, and 

wrote at least one paper with him <V*>.  He later was President/CEO of the New York Academy of 

Sciences (NYAS), so is presumably well-known in the New York physics community.  He is an ñexpertò for 

GMI, has been on its BoD, would know Singer  and Happer .  He is involved with conservative/libertarian 

organizations, such as the Manhattan Institute, and ACSH <O*>, by which he would know Enstrom . 

Ivar Giaever (1929 E, 3hoc) is a Rensselaer U Nobel physicist (for superconductors) who later shifted 

mostly to biophysics.  He has been quite active in climate discussions, is a Heartland  ñclimate expertò and 

signer of the CATO advertisement.  Many in New York physics community would surely know him.  He is 

widely quoted as calling Global Warming a new religion. 

Jens Feder (1942, 1) is a Professor of Physics of Geological Processes (Petroleum-related), and a 

long-time colleague of Giaever, with whom he wrote at least 6 papers. <P*> 

Sultan Hameed (1941 , 1) is a Professor at Stony Brook in NY, has published many climate research 

papers, some of which are well-cited.  He is convening a session with Soon  at the AGU Fall 2009 meeting, 

<J#>, so perhaps he has shifted to the ñItôs the Sunò worldview.  He seems the single real climate scientist 

in the entire list of signers, has not seemed very active, and is a bit of a puzzle. 

University of Rochester Physics Department <R> and Rochester Connections  <r> (8) 

The next 3 long overlapped with Sproull , (Chairman of GMI in mid-1990s, still on BoD in 2008) and it seems 

likely that multi-decadal Rochester physics professors would know others around the state (<y>). 

David H. Douglass (1943 , 4Homc) has been in Rochester Physics since 1969, studying condensed matter 

physics, superconductivity.  In 2001, he declared that òthe Holocene is about over and that a new ice-age 

is imminentò, and since then has published a handful of climate papers, generally attempting to refute or 

downplay global warming, writing with Knox  <M*>, Michaels  and Singer  <N*>, and Christy  <K*>, in 

various combinations.  (The Holocene would be very slowly sinking into a new ice age, but that seems very 

unlikely to happen any time soon.  See carbon cycle expert David Archerôs fine The Long Thaw, 2008.) 

Douglassô papers have not seemed to survive scrutiny well.  For example, some relied heavily on UAH 
satellite analysis to show lack of warming trend, but errors were found in the UAH code, and the trend then 
appeared there, as it had been shown in other analyses.  This can happen to anyone, but when someone 
keeps writing papers in which errors happen mostly in one direction, it is a red flag.  He has spoken at 2008 
2009 Heartland  climate conferences, not venues most climate scientists would consider appropriate. 
www.heartland.org/policybot/results/15727/Global_Warming_Computer_Models_Seriously_Flawed_Studi
es_Show.html, 10/01/04: 
ñAs bad as things have gone for the IPCC and its ideologues, it gets worse--much, much worse.ò 
 
Robert S. Knox (1931 E, 3) has written a few climate papers with Douglass , and some alone, starting in 

1999. 

http://www.heartland.org/policybot/results/15727/Global_Warming_Computer_Models_Seriously_Flawed_Studies_Show.html
http://www.heartland.org/policybot/results/15727/Global_Warming_Computer_Models_Seriously_Flawed_Studies_Show.html
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Viscount Christopher Monckton claims he earned the status of Nobel Peace Laureate: 

scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papers/rEPRInt/Letter_to_McCain.pdf 

ñHis Nobel prize pin, made of gold recovered from a physics experiment, was presented to him by the 
Emeritus Professor of Physics at the University of Rochester, New York, USA.ò 
If not completely invented by Monckton, that seems likely to be Knox , but might have been Sproull . 
Arie Bodek  (1947, 1) is a particle/high-energy physicist, at Rochester since 1977.  He would likely know 

Sundelin  <b*> and perhaps Berman  <b*> via JLab usage, but I would guess the signing impetus came from 

dedicated senior members of his department. 

Albert Gold  (1935R, 1) was at Harvard, but did his PhD at U of Rochester, simultaneously with Knox  and 

with same advisor.  They wrote a book together <Q*>, and both were in U of Rochester administration.  

Stuart Berger (1935R, 1) was a long-time researcher at Xerox in Rochester, and it seems plausible he 

would be known to at least one of the U of Rochester physicists. 

Franco Battaglia  (???? , 4H) got his PhD in chemical physics at Rochester in 1985 <r>, so would have 

overlapped with all of the above, although in a related department.  He co-authored a book with a U of 

Rochester professor in 1998, so has maintained some ties.  He helped write the March 2008 NIPCC report 

for Singer  and Heartland <R#>. 

He wrote a book (translated title): ñGreen Outside, Red Inside: Deception of Environmentalists,ò a common 

worldview in which environmentalists are automatically anti-free-market Communists, i.e., ñwatermelons.ò 

Bruce J. West (1943 , 3) has been employed by the Army Research Office in North Carolina since 1999.  

He got his Physics PhD from Rochester in 1970, overlapped with Douglass  and Knox .  He has written a 

handful of climate papers, usually with Scafetta  (next). 

Misc ellaneous  SouthE ast (4) 

Nicola Scafetta (1956, 4H) is at Duke U.  His PhD was from U of North TX and his dissertation referenced 

West  (on faculty there during that time) 16 times.  Both do statistical analyses across a wide range of 

domains, and have in the last decade started writing climate papers, generally using statistical techniques 

that emphasize the role of solar variations and deemphasize greenhouse gas contributions.  The general 

topic (attribution) is quite reasonable, and real climate scientists write about this constantly, but they mostly 

argue about several-percent effects, rather than downplaying greenhouse gases, and they emphasize 

physics.  He spoke at UNCW early this year, so probably knows Alexanian  <a*>, and gave a fascinating 

talk at the EPA earlier this year.  Some of his research has been funded by the Army Research Office. 

Scafetta  and West  papers have generally not held up well to serious scrutiny, seeming to use statistical 

study of noisy data to discover cycles that seem to lack physical explanations, a well-known problem of 

finding patterns that might or might not be real when examining masses of data.  From watching 

Scafettaôs talk at the EPA, he seems determined to convince people that he has new theories that will 

overturn mainstream climate science.  .  Watch his EPA talk or examine the slides.  He even references 

Rhodes Fairbridgeôs theories on the effects of other planetsô motion on Earth temperature, pseudoscience.   

Moorad Alexanian  (1938, 2o) was at LLNL  1964-1970 ,<l>, and has been at UNCW 1986-, where Scafetta  

spoke for his department Feb 11, 2009 <a*>.  

Joseph Silverman (1922 E, 2om) was in nuclear engineering <k> at U of Maryland and perhaps belongs 

with the nuclear industry <b>, or one of the DOE sites.  ñSilvermanò is hard to disambiguate. 

http://scienceandpublicpolicy.org/images/stories/papers/reprint/Letter_to_McCain.pdf
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Alexander  E Kaplan (1938 , 1) does optics/photonics research at Johns Hopkins U.  Connection was 

unclear, although he seems a strongly anti-communist Russian émigré, and the GMI cold-war viewpoint 

may have been motivational at some point. 

Frank J. Tiple r (1947, 3om) does mathematical physics and cosmology at Tulane.  Jastrow  favorably 

reviewed one of Tiplerôs books <W#>, and of course, Tipler would have known Jastrow  by reputation at 

least.  Tipler  expresses clear political views, and strong views on climate science: 

ñAnthropogenic Global Warming (AGW) is a scam, with no basis in science........It is obvious that 

anthropogenic global warming is not science at all, because a scientific theory makes non-obvious 

predictions which are then compared with observations that the average person can check for himself. As 

we both know from our own observations, AGW theory has spectacularly failed to do this. The theory has 

predicted steadily increasing global temperatures, and this has been refuted by experienceé. 

A perfect example of a pseudoscience like astrologyéIn actual fact, satellite observations show that the 

Earth is now cooling, and has been cooling for about 10 years.ò 

Tipler is obviously sure all major science societies are wrong, and the 10-year comment betrays lack of 

familiarity with the behavior of noisy time-series.  He lives in New Orleans. 

Connecticut Higher Education  <T> (3) 

Most of the following seem to have had long careers in Connecticut higher education, many involved in 

APS-NES.  Gould  is at U of Hartford, and the other schools are nearby.  It seems likely they would know 

each other.  Hayden  had signed OISM by April 2000 and has been a CFACT advisor starting no later than 

2003, and he may have helped attract this concentration of signers in unlikely nonobvious place.  Perhaps 

talks by Christy  and Richard Lindzen at the 2004 APS-NES meeting also helped. 

www.physics.ccsu.edu/aps-nes/fall_2004_highlights.htm 

Howard C. Hayden (1940E, 5Homc) is an atomic physicist recently retired to Colorado after a 32-year 

career at U of CT (Storrs main campus, about 30 miles from Hartford), and was involved in APS-NES.  He 

is extremely dedicated, speaking at Heartland  Conferences, signing petitions, and is a CFACT advisor with 

Baliunas , Soon , and Seitz .  He writes: 

ñ"From the long-haired hippie carrying No Nukes placards to the tweedy philosophy professor writing 
learned antinuclear articles for the Sunday supplementsé-- nuclear power is maligned by all but the 
cognoscenti."  (See comments on Greyber  earlier.) 
He has written ñA Primer on CO2 and Climate.ò.  Alexander  got advice from him for his own book. <E*>. 

His book highlights outright pseudoscience, such Ernst-Georg Beckôs infamously bad paper that claimed 

real global CO2 levels gyrated wildly for many years, and just happened to settle down when modern 

measurements came in, but the IPCC purposefully ignored the earlier data.  He cites the incredible Gerlich 

and Tscheuschner paper that claimed to prove the Greenhouse Effect non-existent.  He uses Wall Street 

Journal OpEds as factual sources, quotes Steve Milloy, Heartland  climate conferences, etc. 

He writes:ñThe alarming fact is simply that Science would publish such a review.  Alarming, but not 

surprising.  Science has long since given up its objectivity.ò 

Thus, pseudoscience and Heartland  are preferred to Science.  Many scientists would not do so. 

Michael Monce (1952 , 2omc) does atomic and ion research at Connecticut College (New London, about 

60 miles from Hartford). 

Frank R. Paolini ( 1934R, 2o) was at University of CT, Stamford, about 70 miles from Hartford.  He had 

worked in Cambridge, MA after doing his PhD, but was difficult to find.  I think he now lives in VT. 

Other New England , plausi ble APS -NES <t> (3) 

http://www.physics.ccsu.edu/aps-nes/fall_2004_highlights.htm
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Peter D. Friedman  (1962, 3hoM) is an Associate Professor of Mechanical Engineering at University of 

Massachusetts Dartmouth (about 90 miles from Hartford), previously served in nuclear submarines for the 

US Navy. He might be involved via APS-NES connections, but also attended Heartland  March 2008 

conference, and frequently writes for a local publication.  He expresses clear political positions and 

references Heartland  favorably. 

ñI am not surprised. Less than a month ago, I wrote that the American Dream, which is based on 

opportunity, is drowning under the weight of an intrusive and oversized governmentéò 

I am not exactly sure what that has to do with the physics of Greenhouse Gases. 

Howard D. Greyber (1924 , 3) has lived many places with many potential connections <tmnld>.  He spent 

substantial time in MA, so I included him here <t>, but he could have been several other places.  He writes: 

www.nytimes.com/2007/09/30/opinion/30iht-edletters.html?_r=3 
ñI respond as a physicist that he cannot comprehend that it is still not proven that carbon dioxide emissions 

actually are causing global warmingé. Reputable scientists oppose this unwarranted alarmist hysteria.  If 

fanatic leftists who hate America's progressive capitalistic system had not opposed the building of nuclear 

power plants by wild allegations and interminable lawsuits, the United States could have built dozens of 

safe, modern reactors.ò 

This seems to mean that climate science is all wrong because some environmentalists fought nuclear 

power years ago, puzzling logic not unique to Greyber .  If I were working on fission or fusion power (as 

was my career goal through age 21), I would be supporting climate science results as a strong reason to 

increase work on those technologies (as in fact many nuclear industry people do).  Some visible climate 

scientists (like James E. Hansen) are quite supportive of nuclear power development, especially Gen IV. 

Harry I. RIngermacher (1947 , 1) works at GE Research in Schenectady, but also worked in CT for at least 

16 years<t>.  His connection might well be Giaever , or APS-NYSS <y>.  Outside the obvious Rochester 

group, explicit connections among New Yorkers have proven elusive. 

New Mexico  <n> (7) 

Gregory H. Canavan (1943 , 4G) has been with LANL and DOE for decades, specializing in space sensors, 

various defense issues, especially regarding missiles and SDI.  He is a Director at GMI. 

Albert G. Engelhardt (1935 , 2o) was at LANL, now runs a business in NM.  He was the internal contact 

for a debate between Singer  and a LANL staff member October 21, 1998 <C#>, and an early OISM signer. 

Harold M. Agnew  (1921R, 1) was LANL Director (1970-1979), President of General Atomics (1979-1984), 

and advisor to the Reagan Administration. He has been on committees with Happer  <B#> (2002), 

Nierenberg  & Seitz  (1980)<A#>, and would be well-connected with GMI. 

David B. Holtkamp (1955 , 1) has been at LANL at least since 1983. 

OôDean P Judd ( 1946R, 1) was at LANL, and other US government agencies.  He was Chief Scientist for 

SDIO 1987-1990, i.e., Star Wars ñbrilliant pebblesò.  He wrote several papers with Canavan  <H#>. 

Lowell S. Brown  (1937E, 1) has done nuclear/particle research at U of Washington, but often at LANL, as 

now.  He has been a visitor at SLAC , FermiLab , and UCSB, so has many potential connections. 

Paul J. Drallos (1952 R, 1) was at Sandia, later ran companies in Ohio and Michigan. Although he has ties 

to Alexander  <E*>, and has lived in MI for a while, the NM connection seems relevant because he signed 

before Alexander , so he is drawn half inside the NM area. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/09/30/opinion/30iht-edletters.html?_r=3
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Others, with plausible connections to LANL , LLNL , LBNL , JLab , NRL (5) 

Phillip W. Mange (1928R, 2o) worked at the Naval Research Lab (NRL), in many defense and space 

applications.  Exact connections are not obvious. 

Samuel A. Werner (1937 E, 2o) had a long career at U of Missouri ï Columbia.  He once chaired a 

committee of which Kaldor  was a member <S*>, but some closer connection likely exists. 

Barry L. Berman  (1936, 1) is at the George Washington University in Washington, DC, but worked at many 

years at LLNL  and LBNL <l>, occasionally at LANL <n>, and often at JLab <H*> where he would have 

known Sundelin .  He might also know Bodek  via JLab activities <b*>. 

Ronald M. Sundelin  (1939E, 2o) was JLab Director for years, would certainly know Berman  <H*>, perhaps 

Bodek  <b*>. 

Jonathan I. Katz (1951, 1) is at Washington U ï St Louis, was involved with LLNL  1969-1973 <m>, and 

has consulted for LANL <n>.  He is a long-time JASON , and as best as I can tell, overlapped with the other 

JASONs listed here (Nierenberg , Happer, Lewis, LeLevier ).  It is nontrivial to discover who participated 

each year, but Happer  seems the likeliest recruiter. 

LBNL +LLNL  <l> (3) 

Robert E. L eLevier (1923 R, 1) was at LLNL , RAND, R&D Associates, and EOS, the last with a long 

overlap with Payton  <U*>. He was a long-time JASON  <J>, and would certainly know Happer  and Lewis . 

Jack M. Hollander ( 1924E, 3) was at LBNL  for  decades<l>, and wrote the book The Real Environmental 

Crisis, which covers many other topics, but has a definite negative view on climate science. 

Lindl (1946 , 1) does fusion research (NIF) at LLNL .   

University of Southern California Aerospace (3) 

Jastrow  lived near UCLA, not far from either USC or Caltech/JPL, at least from 1992-2001, and would have 

had many contacts in the SoCal aerospace/astrophysics community. 

 

Donald Rapp (1934R, 4o) was at JPL 1979-2002, and a Chief Technologist in Mechanical and Chemical 

Systems, then consulted there afterwards.  Since 2008, he has been a Research Professor in the Viterbi 

School of Engineering at USC.  He has recently taken up climate change, writing at 

home.earthlink.net/~drdrapp / : 

ñI have surveyed the wide field of global climate change energy and I am familiar with the entire literature of 

climatology.ò  This is an impressive claim. 

 

I can find no peer-reviewed climate research by him, but he has written a $180 book, which begins: 

ñGlobal-warming alarmists believeé 
Dr. James E. Hansen, perhaps the most respected spokesman for the alarmists, saidéò 
 

I bought the books by Alexander  and Hayden , but at $180, Google Books was sufficient for me on this one. 

 

Mike Gruntman ( 1945, 2o) is Professor of Astronautics, Aerospace Engineering, and Systems 

Architecture Engineering at USC, and wrote one paper with Kunc . 

 

http://home.earthlink.net/~drdrapp/
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Joseph A. Kunc (1943, 2 om) is Professor of Astronautics, Aerospace Engineering, Physics, and 

Astronomy at USC.  He was Soonôs PhD advisor <T#>, and they wrote at least 7 papers 1989-1992. 

 

All 3 are involved in the USC Climate Change Research Group: 

astronautics.usc.edu/research/climatechange.htm  

ñThe framework of the Institute will revolve around national and California climate change research 

programs (see Appendix), which are the expected sources of fundingé 

At the cutting edge of this new science is climate system dynamics in which observations are coupled with 

computer models that simulate the complex behavior of the ocean, land and atmospheric systems on 

various time scales. Consequently, advanced cyber infrastructures are an essential element of these 

evolving inter-disciplinarily endeavors. This new science also requires new organizational structures that 

bring scientists from multiple disciplinary back. Traditional oceanographic or atmospheric programs are not 

necessarily well-equipped for such a challenge.ò 

 

Interdisciplinary work can be especially productive, but usually people coming to a discipline from outside 

learn it first, before claiming it totally invalid.  These 3 (senior) people whose career focus has been in 

aerospace research and engineering have signed a petition that rejects the interdisciplinary climate 

research done over decades.  Rapp  has written an entire book dismissing that work as ñalarmist.ò 

 

Miscellaneous, possibly DoD /DOE or nuclear -related (3)  

Robert E. Levine (1943 R, 3o) has worked in fossil fuels and defense, and wrote to APS FPS: 

www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200901/levine.cfm, ñAdvocacy Threatens Scientific Integrity.ò  He 

quotes only 3 sources as support for his views: 

Richard Lindzen (in Energy and Envir onment , a journal of poor repute, not listed in Web of Science), 

Douglass  and Christy , another paper accepted for Energy and Environment , 

and Spencer  testimony for James Inhofe. 

Thomas P. Sheahen (1941, 3oc) did nuclear and later superconductivity work at ANL  and NREL, wrote 

superconductivity papers with Grant  <R*>.  He signed OISM early and CATO 2009. 

Paul M. Grant (1935 R, 1) had a long career at IBM, then worked at EPRI, and wrote articles with Starr .  

EPRI was nuclear-focused in its earlier days, and the connection with Starr  is clear, but the more likely 

impetus for signing seems Sheahen .  

Gordon C. Oehler (1942, 1) worked for the CIA 1972-1997, SAIC 1998-2004, and has been involved in 

nuclear weapons nonproliferation.  Depp  and Payton  were at SAIC <e*>, but SAIC is a large entity, so that 

may be spurious.  He quit CIA when Clinton/Gore administration reduced nonproliferation budget: 

www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1P2-745279.html 

It is naturally difficult to find publication traces for CIA employees. I would guess he was likely familiar with 

the Reagan-era SDI issues and people involved with GMI. 

 

Nuclear industry and connections (3)  

Berol L. Robinson (1924 R, 1) is a nuclear physicist, who worked at UNESCO, and is currently President of 

EFN (Environmentalists for Nuclear Energy).  

Jerry M. Cuttler ( 1943, 1) is a Canadian nuclear power expert, (and as of 10/5/09) Acting President of 

EFN-Canada, whose board includes Robinson , James Lovelock, Bruno Comby, and Patrick Moore,  

http://astronautics.usc.edu/research/climatechange.htm
http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200901/levine.cfm
http://www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1P2-745279.html
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In view of EFNôs stated goals, and board composition, and Robinson noting he drives a Prius, these EFN 

signatures are puzzling.  See comments on Greyber , and Hayden  earlier. 

Princeton U Signers (2)  

Szymon Suckewer ( 1943, 2o) and Salvat ore Torquato ( 1954, 1) are Professors at Princeton U.  Austin  

was on the Executive Committee for creating PRISM, Princeton Institute for the Science and Technology of 

Materials, with which Suckewer and Torquato are involved. 

Miscellaneous NJ/Exxon Signer ( 1) 

Andrew Kaldor (1944 R, 1) had a long career at Exxon Research at the same site as Cohen  <V#>, and 

also served on a committee chaired by Werner  <S*>.  The former connection is likely more relevant, as 

that site was substantial (several thousand people), but not immense. 

Unclear  (6) 

These signers are mostly locatable, but with no clear findable connections.  I often found reasonable birth 

years from Pipl or could strongly infer them from alumni publications, and find nothing else about their 

careers or connections. 

Edwin X. Berry  (1935, 3hom) is a meteorologist with a varied career, has now lived in Montana for several 

years. He published papers on clouds and other meteorology through 1980.  He attended the Heartland  

2009 Climate Conference in NYC, at which Baliunas , Michaels , Soon , Spencer , Gould , Singer , 

Douglass, and Hayden spoke.  He could be placed in one of the miscellaneous groups, but I had no 

reason to pick any in particular.  See Appendix 6 and his website to calibrate his views, which included 

doubt about President Obamaôs birth certificate. 

John E. Rhoads ( 1945R, 2o) and Stanley L.  Robertson ( 1944E, 2o) were physicists at OK universities. I 

think Rhoads  also worked for fossil fuel companies.  Both seem to have done work in astrophysics, but 

these names are nontrivial to disambiguate. 

Nick Steph (1947, 1)  is at Franklin College, IN, with no obvious connections. 

Jim Mitroy ( 1956, 3) is at Charles Darwin University in Darwin, Australia. 

Timothy D. Calvin  (1947R, 1) appears to have done industrial work on rubber products in Ohio, now retired 

to Florida, and except for a few patents, difficult to find. 

Rodger L. Gamblin ( 1932R, 1) is an Ohio inventor who did work for (at least) IBM and Mead. 

Summary of (B+C): 

The organizers quickly collected active (B) signers they have known for years, i.e., Dedication 5, 4, and 
sometimes 3: Giaever, Nichols, Battaglia , Scafetta,  Douglass, Hayden, Canavan .  With their help, and 
the help of various supportersô contacts, they recruited 2s, and even some nearby 1s who could be 
persuaded.  Almost everyone here would likely have been recruited via personal contact. 
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Fig 6.4 - Add Wave (D) Signers (28)
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Wave (D) (28), by 08/07/09  

This Wave includes more whose direct connections are less obvious, including some that may well have 

signed by seeing this in APS-NES newsletter or mentioned in blogs.  Clockwise from lower right: 

New England, possibly APS -NES <t> 4) 

All might plausibly be APS-NES members, might know others, or have just signed up from via Gould  and 

Cohen  mention in newsletter. 

Sol Aisenberg  (1928, 2o) and Herman S tatz  (1928R, 2o), wrote papers together at Raytheon.  

They and M. John  Yoder  (1945, 1) all have New England aerospace/electronics backgrounds<v>. 

William P. Oliver  (1942 2o) has been at Tufts U since 1981, but earlier spent some years at LBNL  <l>, and 

has done research in nuclear and high-energy physics, including cooperation with FermiLab. 

Miscellaneous , NJ/NY, PA, IL, MI (4) 

George Hacken (1942, 2o) is a nuclear physicist turned software engineering manager, was at 

Singer /Plessey/Marconi Aerospace <v>, but (I think) lives in Northern NJ and works in NYC. 

Edward S. Troy  (1952, 2o) lives in Eastern PA and does aerospace consulting<v>. 

Thomas E. Phipps  (1925, 3o) had a long career in nuclear physics, US Navy work, and retired to write 

from home in Illinois.  He has various connections with Hayden  <Y*>. 

Ralph B. Alexander  (1944, 4) was a nuclear physicist and professor at Wayne State U in Detroit at least 
during 1982-1986 and perhaps longer.  Since at least 2002 he has been consulting in materials sciences 
(surfaces).  He and Drallos  wrote several papers 1983-1986., and Drallos  reviewed his book on Amazon 
quite favorably.  He got advice from Christy  and Hayden  (a retired atomic physicist), for his 2009 book, 
Global Warming False Alarm, which I bought.  He writes: 
ñGlobal warming may be real, but thereôs hardly a shred of good scientific evidence that it has very much to 
do with the amount of CO2 weôre producing,..ò p.1. 
 ñAs a scientist, what I personally find most troubling about the global warming debate is the gross misuse 
of science by those on the alarmist side.  The worst public offender is the IPCC,éò p.6. 
His general argument seems to be ñCO2 restrictions will cause economic problems, therefore no evidence 
exists for the effects of human-produced greenhouse gases.  Actually, isotopic fingerprints are absolute 
proof of this, see Bevc  on next page.  He dismisses the IPCC, but some of his favorably-cited references 
are not only pseudoscience, but exceptionally poor pseudoscience, like the work of Ernst-Georg Beck 
mentioned under Hayden .  Hence, his authority claim ñAs a scientistéò should be assessed very carefully. 
 
NM, Southern CA, LLNL  (3) 
 
William E. Keller  (1925R, 2o) was at LANL<n>. 

Ami E. Berkowitz  (1926E, 2o) has been at UCSD since 1986, but worked at GE Research in Schenectady 

1968-1986.  He would not have overlapped there with Giaever  (at GE 1958-1964), but GE Research is 

about 15 miles from Renssel aer U, where Giaever has been since.  Some of their research was related, 

and with an 18-year overlap in Eastern Upstate NY, it is quite plausible that they would know each other.  

Also, Nierenberg  was a long-time resident of La Jolla, CA, and Berkowitz  lives about 15 minutes away. 
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Vladislav A. Bevc  (1938R, 3o) has been at LLNL <l> and Aerospace Corporation, was a Visiting Fellow at 

the Hoover Institution .  In a 2009 letter to APS FPS, he wrote: 

www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200904/bevc.cfm 
ñUnfortunately it cannot be established where the carbon dioxide in the atmosphere is coming from and this 
leaves the field wide open for speculations a la Hafemeister and Schwartz. 
The question arises whether destroying the United States economy would have a significant effect on the 
global warming trend.ò 
Sources of atmospheric CO2 are fairly well understood, due to isotope footprints, and anyone ñfamiliar with 
the scienceò must surely know that. 
www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2004/12/how-do-we-know-that-recent-cosub2sub-increases-are-
due-to-human-activities-updated/ 
It is unclear why an economics argument negates basic science.  He also wrote favorably of Joanne 
Novaôs ñSkeptics Handbookò, of which he hoped to get copies to give away.  Nova is an Australian 
ñfreelance science presenter & writer éand former TV host.ò 
joannenova.com.au/2008/09/about-the-sceptics-handbook/, about which see: 
www.realclimate.org/wiki/index.php?title=Joanne_Nova 
 

CA aerospace (ad) and astro -science s (q) (4) 

 

Riccardo DeSalvo  (1957, 2o) was at CERN, now at Caltech.  He has been at Caltech at least since 2002, 

about the time Rapp  retired from JPL and continued as a consultant there. 

David J. Benard  (1946R, 2o) was at AFWL in NM<n>, but later moved to Rockwell in Southern CA, so 

would likely have connections both in NM and CA aerospace. 

Joseph G. Depp (1943R, 2o) is located in Northern CA, with a varied career at the Defense Nuclear 

Agency, and industry, including some work for EPRI locally <n*>. He might be included in nuclear industry 

<b> or defense <d>. 

Louis J. Allamandola  (1946, 2o) has been at NASA-Ames Research Center in Mountain View, CA, but 

other than astro-sciences <q>, no direct connection is obvious. 

Helen Jackson  (????, 1)  is located at Wright Patterson Air Force Base, or nearby Wright State University. 

She is difficult to find otherwise. 

Nuclear (bk) (2)  

James R. Johnson  (1925R, 2o) had a long career at 3M, but was at ORNL <j> at least through 1956, and 

would naturally have connections with various ORNL and other nuclear researchers. 

Clifford Bruce Bigham  (1928R, 1) worked many years at Atomic Energy of Canada, Ltd (AECL), whose 

HQ is in Mississauga, ON, where Cuttler  has been located <d*>. 

Miscellaneous Sweden (1)  

Peter Stilbs  (1945, 4) organized the Stockholm2006  conference, including speakers Baliunas , Singer , 

and Soon  <G#>.  He wrote a paper with Singer  in 2007 <S#>. 

Miscellaneous New Jersey  <wy> (5) 

APS has no NJ-specific Section, so NJ APS members might easily join the New York State APS <y>. Many 

connections are plausible, but not clear.  Northern NJ residents especially connect more with NYC. 

http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/200904/bevc.cfm
http://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2004/12/how-do-we-know-that-recent-cosub2sub-increases-are-due-to-human-activities-updated/
http://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2004/12/how-do-we-know-that-recent-cosub2sub-increases-are-due-to-human-activities-updated/
http://joannenova.com.au/2008/09/about-the-sceptics-handbook/
http://www.realclimate.org/wiki/index.php?title=Joanne_Nova
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Peter J. Wojtowicz  (1931R, 1) worked at RCA Labs with Cohen  <L*> and lives about 3 miles from 

Princeton U <p>. 

Eva Andrei  (1951, 2o) is a Professor at Rutgersô main campus in New Brunswick, and may well be known to 

Austin  via APS activities, or via geographic proximity. 

Daniel M. Bubb  (1971, 1) has worked since 2005 at the Rutgers Camden campus, and would plausibly 

know Andrei .  Princeton U is about an hour away, and he spoke there May 2006 for Aerospace and 

Mechanical Engineering, ( Suckewer )<h*>.  He has also worked at NRL <j>. 

Alfred U. MacRae (1932R, 2o) retired from Bell Labs after a long career in semiconductors and satellite 

communications. He might be connected via astro-sciences/satellites <vx>.  He might know people at 

Rutgers or even Princeton, which has a history of relationships with Bell Labs people, and is an hour away. 

Gary J. Gerardi  (1941, 2o ) has been at William Paterson University in Paterson since 1971, spent 

1981-1985 with US Army Research Lab (ARL ).  Northern location argues more for ties with NY<y>. 

H-S CfA (2)  

Steven R. Cranmer  (1968, 1) is at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, and his home page 

states that APS and AGU are mistaken in their positions on climate change.  Zombeck  (R, 1936R, 2o) had 

a long career there.  Both obviously intersect with Baliunas  and Soon . 

Unclear  (2) 
 
Lev I. Berger (1929) runs the California Institute of Electronics and Materials Science, which seems to be a 
3-person testing/consulting company located in Hemet, CA. 
www.ciems.com/ 
 
Nasif Nahle (1951) is a biologist (I think), with his own small Mexican research institute/consulting 
company.  He frequently posts on various blogs under Nahle or biocab.  The interested reader might 
assess the level of credibility by examining the following: 
biocab.org/About_Us.html and  
biocab.org/Academic_Curriculum.html 
I would guess he read about this and just signed up, but I suppose he could have been recruited. 
 
Summary of (D): 

At this point, connections are sometimes less clear.  Most here are 1s and 2s, and either signed up, or 

needed some hunting to find and recruit.  My impression is that earlier signers finally remembered old 

colleagues and recruited them, because people close by and well-known to be Dedicated would likely have 

been recruited for (B-C). 

http://www.ciems.com/
http://biocab.org/About_Us.html
http://biocab.org/Academic_Curriculum.html
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