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Climate science has produced increasingly-stronger scientific results intentionally obscured by an 
increasingly-noisy anti-science PR campaign.  This has surged in a long crescendo from 1990 to the 

cacophony of ñClimategate,ò the email hack of the University of East Angliaôs Climatic Research Unit. 

This 185-page report details the long history of these attacks, including funding flows, organizations, 
people and tactics.  It highlights the reality behind a 2005-2006 campaign that purposefully misled 
Congress. Its results have formed a pillar of the anti-science PR campaign to this day, including 
Climategate.  Although the author has benefited from frequent discussions with leading researchers, the 
report is based primarily on public information - government reports, organizations' websites, 
peer-reviewed articles, scholarly books and existing Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) data. 
This report shows in detail: 
¶ A tight network of organizations and individuals funded and executed the long campaign.  They used 

well-honed tactics pioneered by tobacco companies, but to obscure the dangers of second-hand smoke, 
acid rain, chlorofluorocarbons and greenhouse gas emissions.  

¶ From 2001 to 2005, several of these, the Competitive Enterprise Institute, George C. Marshall 

Institute , Senator James Inhofe and allies found ñnew voicesò in Canadians Ross McKitrick  & 
Steven McIntyre, encouraged them and introduced them to Washington, DC.  Using the old tactics, 
they tried to discredit specific scientists and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 

¶ In 2005, Representatives Joe Barton and Ed Whitfield  unusually demanded information from climate 
scientists Michael Mann, Raymond Bradley and Malcom Hughes, originators of a 1999 ñhockey stickò 
graph later used in the IPCC 2001 reports.  The scientific community pushed back.  Barton and 
Whitfield  bypassed the National Academy of Sciences, preferring an odd route to reach Edward 

Wegman to form an ñindependent, impartial, expertò panel to evaluate hockey stick statistics. 

¶ In July 2006 the ñWegman Reportò and House hearings combined into a major pillar of widespread and 
continuing attacks on Mann, the IPCC, and climate science, still employed since then.  For example, 
Climategate testimony to the UK Parliament 03/01/10 still cited Wegman. 

¶ The Panel had none of the attributes claimed.  In no sense were its members independent.  It far 
exceeded its charter.  It relied heavily on information via Barton staffer Peter Spencer.  It worked 
with critic McIntyre , but never contacted Mann.  Key material even seems plagiarized from Bradleyôs 
classic Paleoclimatology text, sometimes modified to weaken or even invert its meaning. 

¶ Unlike the time of the tobacco wars, the media and Internet now amplify anti-science attacks by: 
(a) enabling a few determined people to divert chosen scientistsô research time entirely into responding 
to FOIA requests and personal attacks and (b) inciting harassment of scientists via public outcry, hate 
mail or threats of violence. 

This report suggests: 

¶ Congress should investigate the manufacture and exploitation of the Wegman Report.  Such an 
investigation might well grow into the scope of the 1990s tobacco investigations.  It has been suggested 
that 18.U.S.C §1001 and 18.U.S.C §371 might apply to organized efforts to mislead Congress.  As part 
of that, Congress might investigate the nature of some organizations claiming nonprofit 501(c)3 status. 

¶ Congress should consider changing FOIA law to preserve appropriate public access, but better 
differentiate between reasonable requests and unreasonable Internet-amplified harassment. 

¶ Congress should consider better ways to deal with organized, Internet-amplified defamation campaigns 
not handled well by current laws.  Climate scientists should not face death threats. 

 

*Dr. Mashey is an easy-to-Google computer scientist.  He has worked with a wide variety of scientists, many of whom use software or hardware he 
helped create.  So do most readers, given software features found on many computers and microprocessors used to implement much of the Internet.  
In 1988 he cofounded SPEC, which set new standards for disclosure, objectivity and cooperation in (often-contentious) computer performance 
evaluation, widely used to design computers since.  For the last few years he has been involved in climate science, anti-science, and energy issues. 
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Half this report is devoted to Appendices A.2 Funders, A.3 Organizations, A.4 Activities, and A.7 

Individuals , all of whom are referenced in Bold throughout the text.  Following is a one-page Index of the 

pages on which the primary descriptions of those can be found, placed nontraditionally here to put the terse 

navigational aids (pp. 2-4) together.  From experience with an earlier report , people liked having a quick 

list of key people and terms near the beginning.  Given the density of cross-references here, a traditional 

index would be immense, but using the full search in a PDF reader works adequately. 

Readers primarily consulting the electronic PDF may find it useful to print pp.2-4 for easy reference.    
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Guide to Reading this Report  

The reader should be undaunted by the length of this report, whose design tries to work both on 

paper and online.  It should be useful to several different kinds of audiences.  For readability on paper, 
some redundancy was unavoidable.  The first 35 pages should suffice for most readers.  Some could study 
more, with selection varying by interest.  The report tries to make sense of a large amount of 
inherently-confusing and often-obscured data.  The ~900 URLs and many other references are provided as 
backup and for in-depth study.  Most references are given via in-line URLs, as per Web pages, most 
convenient for those reading an on-line PDF, but URLs are shown visibly for readability on paper. 

Objective Information versus Opinion , Typographic Conventions  
Most content is objective information, but opinions and occasional necessary speculations use Italics.  A 
few comments are inherently qualitative opinions, akin to those of commercial or military intelligence, 
where one tries to find facts that others prefer hidden, and tries to ñconnect the dots.ò  Some people want to 
see these opinions.  Others do not, and they can just ignore the Italics.  Readers will make their own 

evaluations anyway. 

Bold terms have entries in A.1-A.4, with bold personal names in A.7.  References are in [brackets]. 

People familiar with climate anti -science PR campaigns  
Those familiar with the general topic and primarily interested in recent discoveries about the Wegman 

Report (WR) can examine Figures 2.1 and 3.1 for context, then skip to §5, read it and Appendices A.10 
and A.11, and selected parts of other Appendices.  They should read posts of Canadian blogger Deep 
Climate (DC) to whom much is owed for unearthing key facts.  However, the WR was just one tactic in a 
two-decades-long campaign, and the rest of the document collects much detail to let people follow any 
subset of threads they wish to explore.  Some readers might be familiar with the organizations, tactics, and 
individuals of A.2, A.3, A.4 and A.7, but might consult A.6 for detailed maps of relationships among these. 

People unfamiliar with anti -science PR campaigns  
People new to the general topic of anti-science PR campaigns should read §1-§3, be ready to look up key 
people and terms in the Appendices, and then start working through §4-§7 to understand the history, and 

assess the likelihood of long-term anti-science campaign involving closely-connected people. 

§1 explains the authorôs use of the terms science, pseudoscience, science-noise, and anti-science, of which 
the last is the focus of this report.  Figure 1.1 shows the overall process of bypassing science, whose 

modern implementation likely began with tobacco companies.  

§2 visually describes the machinery of anti-science as context for the other discussions.  Figure 2.1 is the 

overview, and all readers should check that, and on first reading, might skip the remaining detail in §2. 

§3 overviews the two-decade chronology of the climate anti-science campaign, graphed in Figure. 3.1. 

§4, §5, §6 split the chronology into 3 periods: 1988-1997, 1998-2006, and 2007-2010.  The primary focus 
is §5 (the manufacture and exploitation of the 2006 WR).  Earlier and later chronologies offer context to 
avoid mistaking it as an odd one-off event.  Recurring patterns include: 
-  attempt to counter science directly within normal scientific processes, usually failing badly. 
-  confuse the public, outside scientific processes, often successfully.  

-  pick a few scientists for unrelenting personal attack, in Ben Santerôs case, for 15 years. 

§7 offers a few suggestions for action by the US Congress or others. 

§8 summarizes the report, ending with a discussion of possible climate conspiracies. 
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Sources - Peer Review ed Science Research  
(a) Some journals print anything, (b) some use a knowledgeable editorial board, but (c) peer-reviewed 
journals send incoming papers to (usually)-anonymous knowledgeable experts.  Highly-ranked journals, 
such as Science or Nature, are very selective and perform strong peer reviews.  Relative journal credibility 
varies greatly, but is well-known to people in a field.  Researchers gain (or lose) credibility over time. 
Some may be credible enough to write the equivalent of ñThe Sun will rise in the West tomorrowò and 
make the reader seriously consider that possibility.  At the other extreme, from some people, ñThe Sun will 
rise in the East tomorrowò would cause the reader to look for it in the West.  Researchers gain little stature 

from merely confirming existing mainstream views, but always look for data that challenges them. 

Passing (failing) peer review does not prove a paper correct (wrong).  Passing peer review is 
better-interpreted as ñThis does not seem obviously wrong, and it seems interesting.ò  Anything really 
interesting or novel stirs many others to examine the work.  It might get refuted quickly, or slowly, or 
simply fail to gain support, or it might repeatedly be confirmed.  A few bad papers always slip through, 

especially in lower-quality journals.  So, passing peer review is a plus, but not a guarantee. 

It is far more meaningful if people are unable to regularly publish ideas in credible peer-reviewed journals, 
especially if their results would be world-shaking.  If they write such material only in poorly-regarded 
journals (E&E ), websites, books, OpEds, it is a red flag, even if they publish credible material elsewhere.  
Hence, passing peer review means much less than not being able to pass it in credible journals. 

That people have found a few minor errors in the ~3000 pages of the IPCC is no surprise.  What is 
astonishing is that intense scrutiny by people wishing to discredit the IPCC has found so few. 

Sources ï Websites , Wikis, Blogs  
Wiki and many web pages here are never regarded as authoritative, just useful guides to authoritative 
references.  They can be helpful introductions to new topics, and often summarize information not easily 
findable in any other single place.  They are best employed to find references to credible sources, while 
carefully assessing opinions.   This report already has ~900 URLs, and without Wikis that number would 
have been 5-10X larger.  Sometime massive official documents (like foundation ñ990ò forms) are only 
summarized in Wikis.  Iôve often referenced [Sourcewatch] pages, for example that name people who have 
at some time been associated with some organization.  These pages are not always up-to-date, or complete, 
but have often been compiled over years.  Iôve often gone back to the original pages (or archives) and 
checked them out.  Likewise, Iôve often checked out referenced sources in other Wikiôs.  The reader is 

invited to at least do sample checks.  Please report errors, as this report may well be updated. 

Field professional researchers tend to ignore truly awful journal papers, but sometimes good refutations 
exist only in blogs or other websites.  Starting with a problematical article, peer-reviewed refutations can 
be hard to find, unless one subscribes to specialist journals or spends much money on articles behind 
paywalls.  It is even harder to make this accessible for a wider audience unlikely to have free access to 
those journals.  Hence, I have leaned towards carefully-selected websites with understandable 

explanations, based on peer-reviewed work, rather than exhaustively tracking specialist literature. 

This report is long, and much is about interpersonal connections, so surnames alone are typically used for 
brevity, titles are omitted, University is abbreviated as U, intending no discourtesy to any. 
 
Important qualification  
Whenever groups are mentioned as connections, absolutely nothing is implied about other members of the 
group.  Group names are simply used as familiar labels and to help explain connections, whether certain, 
likely, or at least plausible. 
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1 Introduction  ï Definitions, Science Bypass, Cigarettes, and Climate  

This section briefly offers my interpretations of the following 4 general terms, which can be applied in any 
science-related topic.  Anti-science especially seeks to bypass science with regard to public policy, using 
many tactics created for the tobacco wars, and employed widely since then against other areas of science.  
Figure 1.1 illustrates the general approach, and the rest of this report analyzes the specific instance of 

climate anti-science over the last two decades. 

Science  
Real science starts with research, followed by peer-reviewed publication in credible places, and most 
crucially via repeated evaluation by field researchers.  Like the Great Wall [MAS2008a] built over time, 
brick by brick, it does not fall down because one brick jiggles.  Science accumulates over time, with large 
collections of research, rarely dependent on any one paper.  Science is not determined by voting, especially 
by non-experts.  Consensus emerges from evidence and models that survive repeated challenges, and at 
any point in time, scientists maintain differing degrees of certainty that change with evidence: 
ñI have approximate answers, and possible beliefs, and different degrees of certainty about different things.ò 

 ï Richard Feynman 

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 
ideas for which the balance of evidence is strongly adverse.  In some fields, its primary use is sales. 
 
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.  A good example of science-noise is the 
recent confusion regarding ñPhil Jones said global warming ended in 1995ò.  He did not say that. 
www.skepticalscience.com/Did-Phil-Jones-really-say-global-warming-ended-in-1995.html 
Organized anti-science differs from science-noise, although it often welcomes noise and amplifies it. 
 
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 
especially 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 PR tactics were created for tobacco companies and then used 
thereafter, often by the same people and organizations, especially in fighting environmental.  Many 
scientists are unused to dealing with such tactics, since most scientific fields face no organized anti-science. 
The Internet offers new opportunities for anti-science amplification, using networks of media, websites, 
blogs, and public helpers.  The practitioners are very experienced. 
 
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 just science-noise. 
 
Organized anti-science seeks to bypass science, especially with regard to public policy: 

http://www.skepticalscience.com/Did-Phil-Jones-really-say-global-warming-ended-in-1995.html
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Figure 1.1 Science & Policy vs Science Bypass 

 

Science Bypass Tactic s 
It is difficult to understand the anti-science machine in the USA without learning about tobacco tactics.  
The general approach was created by Hill and Knowlton in 1954 for the tobacco companies [BRA2007]: 
legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/wye21a00/pdf  ñA Scientific Perspective on the Cigarette Controversyò 
The approach was classic science bypass ï get quotes from authoritative-sounding sources and distribute to 
a large public audience to create doubt and delay.  The tactics have often been employed since to fight 
most environmental regulation, whether warranted or not.  The reader might consult the original booklet 
and assess whether or not Sourcewatchôs summary is fair.  I have excerpted their headings: 
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Council_for_Tobacco_Research: (more in A.3.TIRC ) 

¶ 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. 
Replace ñsmokingò by ñhuman-generated greenhouse gasesò and one has a guide for climate anti-science. 
All of the tactics can be found here.  A few physicists have campaigned for two decades to nullify the 
results of climate research, or more generally to obscure any science that might lead to government 
environmental regulation [ORE2010].  Several physicists (not physicians) have taken even direct roles in 
fighting restrictions on smoking.  Many active climate-science advocates have been employed by or 
consulted for organizations at least partly funded by tobacco companies. (A.3, A.6.1). 
 
The main addition in recent years has been an increase in personal attacks of various kinds, amplified by the 
Internet, not then available in the early tobacco wars.  The Tobacco Archives is a fascinating database of 
behind-the-scenes activity, unfortunately unavailable for most other anti-science campaigns. 
 
For strong nicotine addiction, most people must start smoking while their brains are developing quickly 
(age 12-18).  They usually stick with early brand choices.  Tobacco firms knew this long ago: 
legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/eyn18c00/pdf   ñThe Importance of Younger Adultsò  ~1984. 
Long-term tobacco revenues thus depend strongly on addicting children, which needs brilliant marketing 
and lobbying.  By comparison, confusing people about climate science is childôs play. 

Policy and Action informed by
best available science at time

Periodicreviews by
relevant expert scientists

ScientificResearch Accumulates

TheoreticalIdeal

Periodicreviews by
relevant expert scientists

Assessementreports, recommendations

Governments Public

Policy and Action informed by
best available science at time

Science Bypass

PublicGovernments

Dislike
policies

Trash

Recommend
moreresearch
...indefinitelyGoal

ScientificResearch Accumulates

Assessementreports, recommendations

Anti-ScienceFog, Cacophony works

http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/wye21a00/pdf
http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Council_for_Tobacco_Research
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/eyn18c00/pdf
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2 The Machinery o f Anti -Science ï Laundering Money and Memes  

This section offers frameworks to help analyze the machinery of anti-science.  This report offers multiple 

views of a complex structure, in an attempt to make it more comprehensible, but it is not easy. 

Figure. 2.1 is a top-level view, with details expanded in Figures. 2.2-2.6.  It shows flows of money and 
memes (ideas, information, especially disinformation, and sometimes personal attacks).  It is the 
architecture of an efficient anti-science PR machine used to confuse people about science.  .  Money 
(black) flows from funders at the top (O1, O2), of which the most important examples are described in A.2.  
The $$$-filled cloud it intended to show financial obscurity .  Money flows through several layers of 
foundations or from corporations into trade associations (O5).  Sometimes it goes through PR 
agencies(O3).  Then it flows to fronts (O5) or think tanks (O6) and eventually to individuals.    
Individuals can correctly say ñI donôt take money from fossil fuel companiesò but the money may have 

originated there, 2-4 steps back.  The (O?) categories are explained in Figure 2.4. 

The red box at middle right loosely corresponds to Sourcewatchôs ñindustry-friendly expertsò often used to 

generate and communicate memes:  www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Industry-friendly_experts 

A.3 describes relevant organizations that at least sometimes do anti-science advocacy, followed by 
examples of common tactics in A.4.  Many people are listed in A.7, not all of whom do anti-science, but 
many of whom might plausibly be asked some questions.  In a few cases, names appear simply because 

they were mentioned in interesting emails or meeting notes. 

Figure. 2.2 describes peopleôs backgrounds and levels of knowledge about some specific natural science, 
in this case climate science.  In most scientific disciplines, knowledge is produced by research 
professionals (K7-K10 levels of knowledge in Figure 2.2.)  A few people in K3-K7 generate climate 
disinformation memes that are then amplified and repeated endlessly by those with minimal relevant 

science knowledge (K0-K2).  Figure.2.3. explains peopleôs backgrounds, in more detail. 

Figure 2.4 lists different kinds of organizations (O1-O9 in Figure 2.1) perhaps involved in anti-science.  

A few think tanks and fronts focus entirely or strongly on climate anti-science.  Some do none at all. 

Figure. 2.5 integrates Figures. 2.2-2.4 into a map of organizations and individuals versus reasons for 
involvement with anti-science. Figure 2.6 is a more detailed catalog of possible reasons for doing 
anti-science.  For any given person or organization, some reasons can be confidently inferred.  Others are 
at best speculation, especially lacking direct experience.  People observably come to anti-science by 
various routes and different combinations of reasons, quite often not financial.  Many who accept or repeat 
climate anti-science have no obvious financial connections.  For instance, politics or ideology seemed to 
be more relevant in APS2009.  Ego or attention can be strong motivators for some people.  Getting 

introduced to and promoted by a US Senator can be more desirable than some consulting fee. 

This report focuses most attention on the top half of Figure 2.1, with relatively minimal attention paid to 
the Media (O8) and Blogosphere (O9).  Those are important cogs in the machine, but this report is already 
long.  For much discussion of the media, see Max Boykoffôs many publications: 
sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/publications/search.html?searchString=&selectedMetadata[]=2582&action=S
earch&goInto=&toClose= 

Funding  
Since many think tanks do not discuss their funding sources, foundation funding records are useful, but 
incomplete hints, as direct corporate funding is difficult to locate.  A.6 shows known funding flows from 
ExxonMobil  and various foundations to think tanks.  Many think tanks manage to be 501(c)(3) tax-free 

foundations, despite acting essentially as PR and lobbying agencies.  en.wikipedia.org/wiki/501%28c%29.  

http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Industry-friendly_experts
http://sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/publications/search.html?searchString=&selectedMetadata%5b%5d=2582&action=Search&goInto=&toClose
http://sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/publications/search.html?searchString=&selectedMetadata%5b%5d=2582&action=Search&goInto=&toClose
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/501%28c%29
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Figure 2.1 Anti -Science Flow of Money and Memes (OBR) 

[YAL2009] http://envirocenter.research.yale.edu/uploads/climatechange-6americas62309.pdf  
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Figures. 2.2 and 2.3 roughly model levels of knowledge / expertise in a given natural science area, such as 
climate science, plus approximate backgrounds.  They are used to try to calibrate whether someoneôs 
unsupported opinion on a topic might be worth something or not.  A great deal of anti-science is 

communicated by people fairly low on the expertise scale. 

Figure 2.2 Knowledge & Expertise in Science Field (BCK) 

 

Figure 2.3 Backgrounds of People (B) 

 

The remaining Figures in this section describe various aspects of anti-science behavior. 
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B1 Public, no particular field or technical expertise; here grouped in 3 subcategories by visibility

B1a Politician Individual politician

B1b Communicator Visible pundit, speaker, columnist, writer, possibly with official blog.

B1c Other Public May write letters, post on blogs, even pay for own blog

B2 Tech professional Layperson in field, but with relevant technical skills; science journalists

Engineers, including computer scientists; others with relevant

statistical skills, like economists.  Need to study field, of course.

B3 Scientist, other Natural scientist, perhaps related field, but not in the specific field

B4 Scientist, Field Natural scientist within specific field;  famous scientist is good catch
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Figure 2.4 Organization Types, of Which Some Do Anti-Science (O) 

 

  

Organizational Advocacy Italics: minimize public visibility, at least for this specific topic/connection

Funds normally start with O1/O2, but then often follow multi-hop paths through others

O1 Corporation Corporations, especially those that "privatize profits, socialize costs"

See "negative externalities" in economics. May outsource some lobbying.

O1a Profits: strongly-detrimental products; Ex: TOBACCO

O1b Profits: products useful, but have negative side-effects, relatively localized

Ex: Asbestos, local polluters

O1c Profits: clearly useful products/services, but broad negative side-effects

Ex: Fossil fuels  (energy) and other GHG producers

O1d Specific wish to lower regulation/taxes/risks for itself

O1e General wish to minimize bureaucracy of doing business

O2 Foundation Often funded by family wealth built on same corporation types as in O1

Individual funders may be included here, but the big money is foundations.

O3 PR Agency Work-for-hire (WFH); minimal public visibility; can do major strategy

Some (not all) PR agencies seem happy to sell anything to anyone:

John Hill of Hill&Knowlton created tobacco strategy.

O4 Lobbyist Firm Work-for-hire (WFH), but mostly targets government.  USA: "K Street"

Of course, others (O1-O3, O6-O7) do lobbying as  well.

O5 Front Org Usually "captives" of funders who create them for joint effort or

or Industry a "public face" that might be more credible than the funders.

Association Trend seems: O5a => O5b => O5c, and especially O6

to "outsourcing" such efforts to thinktanks who compete for business.

O5a a) Long-term industry association, obviously funded by O1's

Example: American Petroleum Institute, which is what it says it is.

Usually do lobbying; seems less used lately for public PR

O5b b) Front organizations visibly funded by O1 (+O2)

Example: TIRC; Cooler Heads Coalition

O5c c) "Astro-turf" organizations, fake grassroots, misleading names

Example: TASSC, The Advancement of Sound Science Coalition

O6 Think Tank One-person+ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ Χ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƎ Ŝƴǘƛǘȅ.  Often exists independent

or policy institute of specific funders (unlike O5b+O5c), but competes for funds, by touting

Some Think tanks abilities to convince public, lobby politicans, send FAXes, and seem

(and other NGOs)  as independent entities more credible than their funders.

are nonpartisan Funding is often murky, and some Think Tanks pass funds to others.

entities that do They can do PR / lobbying, but have publicly-visble identity,

what they claim. unlike PR agencies and lobbyists, but unlike those, many are tax-free

But some are not. nonprofits, which saves money.   Some emphasize O1e views, but get most

funding from O1a-O1c+O2, who may want to "hide in crowd".

O6a large AEI, CEI, CATO, Heartland

O6b medium GMI, ELC: handful of regular staff

O6c small Science and Public Policy Institute SPPI (new, small), ~1 person+Website

O7 Political Org. Political party; PAC

O8 MSMedia MainStream Media; lately, distinction vs blogs is fuzzier

O9 Blogosphere Some parts are actually more  interc-connected than they seem,

and cooperate to spread messages.  Others are just random bloggers.

O9a "Journal" of low repute, like E&E, JPANDS; more like blogs than MSMedia
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Figure 2.5 Anti -Science Organizations and Peopleôs Backgrounds  vs Reasons (OBR) 

 

Organizational AdvocacyIF anti-science, then which set of reasons is plausible or clear?

 Individual Advocacy FIN IDE POL PSY TEC

Ital: minimize visibility 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 1 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

O1 Corporation X

O2 Foundation X x X Clear primary reason

O3 PR Agency X x Plausible, often seen

O4 Lobby X x Plausible

O5 Front org X x

O6 Thinktank X x

O7 Political Org. X X X X

O8 MSMedia x x x x

O9 Blogosphere x x X X Almost any combination can be found

B1aPolitician x X X X x x x x x

B1bCommunicator x x X x x x x x x x x

B1c Other Public x x x x x x x x x x x

B2 Tech professional x X x x x x x x x x x x x x

B3 Scientist, other x x x x x x x x x x x x

B4 Scientist, Field x x x x x x x x x

FIN1 Huge: long-term, direct economic organizational self- interest

FIN2 Large: long-term, direct organizational interest, via funding from above

FIN3 Personal: direct economic interest, effectively paid for anti-science

FIN4 Plausible Fear: personal economic impacts, less direct , employee

FIN5 Vague fear:  personal economic impacts; general public

IDE1 Professional (paid political advocacy; anti-regulation; creationism?)

IDE2 Public (political advocacy; anti-regulation; creationism)

POL1 Political wedge tactic: "X says it", more votes

POL2 Against: "Cannot stand X, so anything they say is wrong"

PSY1 Conflates: confuses non-science with real science, dismisses latter as former

PSY2 Contrarian nature;  even without attention

PSY3 Contrarian attention: gets much more attention/publicity;  may help career

PSY4 Ego/pride: in skepticism in general and of scientists in particular

PSY5 Dunning-Kruger Effect; incompetent and does not know it

PSY6 High-bar, low-bar: real science takes work; contrarian,  easy acceptance

PSY7 Ambiguity-intolerant personality: all-or-none thinking

PSY8 Personal anchor: encounters anti-science early, accepts, sticks

PSY9 General psychology denial: problem just too big

PSYa Personal: Influence from respected mentor/colleague/etc with strong beliefs

TEC1 Long Anchor: early position from TEC0, held long , ~Type II error)

TEC2 Field non-science: evidence stays weak, mild ~Type I error

TEC3 Field pseudo-scienice: wrong: strongly disproved, strong ~Type I error

TEC4 Intra-field (or nearby) conflict: personal, factional; discipline rivalry

TEC5 "Going emeritus": (retired, or close) person starts opining beyond expertise

TEC6 Ego: smarter than field scientists, prove them wrong

TEC7 Inter-field conflict: many in one field dislike (usually newer) field

TEC8 Over-generalization: of methods from own area, models, proofs, etc

In fieldIn field

Some of these are especially hard to know
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Figure 2.6 Reasons for Anti-Science (R) 

  

IF anti-science THEN one or more following reasons likely to be found; not all combinations make sense.

Finance FIN1 Huge: long-term, direct economic organizational self- interest

FIN2 Large: long-term, direct organizational interest, via funding from above

FIN3 Personal: direct economic interest, effectively paid for anti-science

FIN4 Plausible Fear: personal economic impacts, less direct , employee (ex: coal co)

FIN5 Vague fear:  personal economic impacts; general public

LB suggests "reference dependency" and "non-rational risk assessment"

Ideology IDE1 Professional (paid political advocacy; anti-regulation; extreme free-market)

IDE2 Public (political advocacy; anti-regulation; extreme free-market, beyond usual)

Politics POL1 Political wedge tactic: "X says it", more votes

POL2 Against: "Cannot stand X, so anything they say is wrong"

Example: "greenie treehugger environmentalists", or "Al Gore"

Psychology PSY1 Conflates: confuses non-science with real science, dismisses latter as former

PSY2 Contrarian nature;  even without attention

PSY3 Contrarian attention: gets much more attention/publicity;  may help career

PSY4 Ego/pride: in skepticism in general and of scientists in particular

PSY5 Dunning-Kruger Effect: incompetent and does not know it

PSY6 High-bar, low-bar: real science takes work; contrarian,  easy acceptance

PSY7 Ambiguity-intolerance: all-or-none thinking; "Authoritarian personality" ??

PSY8 Personal anchor: encounters anti-science early, accepts, sticks

PSY9 General psychology denial: problem just too big

PSYa Personal: Influence from respected mentor/colleague/etc with strong beliefs

Tech TEC1 Long Anchor: early position from TEC0, held long , ~Type II error)

including Early doubts OK, but mainstream has long ago moved. TEC7, PSY2?

science TEC2 Field non-science: evidence stays weak, mild ~Type I error (solar?)

TEC3 Field pseudo-science: wrong: strongly disproved, strong ~Type I error

Scientist has an idea, but mainstream science gets in its way. (cosmic?)

TEC4 Intra-field (or nearby) conflict: personal, factional; discipline rivalry

Some meteorologists and TV weather people seem especially

prone to distrusting climate scientists, especially modelers.

Guess: the former have to predict noise, and get criticized when they miss.

Some may not understand the physics and methods of climate modeling.

TEC5 "Going emeritus": (retired, or close) person starts opining beyond expertise

These are truly sad cases.  Sometimes response to perceived loss of influence.

If inside field and has long done good work, ǘƘŜƴΧ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ¢9/1, PSY3, PSY1

TEC6 Ego: smarter than field scientists, prove them wrong

TEC7 Inter-field conflict: many in one field dislike (sometimes newer) field

Unsurprising that some mining/petroleum engineers disbelive AGW.  (FIN4)

Some  a) physicists, b) engineers, c) economists, d) political scientists seem

unusually likely to distrust climate science. (Speculative) reasons complex. 

DOE, nuclear, ǿŜŀǇƻƴǎ Ŧƻƭƪǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŘƛǎƭƛƪŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭƛǎǘǎΧ

TEC8 Over-generalization: of methods from own area, models, proofs, etc

Following understandable, but at some point become real anti-science TEC1 or PSY1

In field TEC0 Normal scientific argument evidence, value, uncertainty ?=>TEC1

Anyone PSY0 Irked: exaggeration, non-science, bad journalism, moral arguments  ?=>PSY1
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3 1988-2010 Overall Chronology Chart  

Figure 3.1 summarizes two decades climate anti-science, with intense efforts whenever someone might 
take effective action.  The 1988-1997 years showed efforts by relatively few people.  A major expansion 
occurred starting in 1998, with the Kyoto Protocol in mind.  A crescendo of activity is visible from 2007 
onward.  It is easy to misunderstand any single incident.  If X attacks Y as having done bad science, that 
might be legitimate, but if X has a 20-year history of attacking many others, it is rather less likely. 
 

Figure 3.1 Overall Chronology 

 

|Bush(R)          | Clinton(D)       | Clinton(D)       |   Bush(R)       |   Bush(R)       | Obama(D)

1989| 1990 1990| 1991 1992| 1993 1994| 1995 1996| 1997 1998| 1999 2000| 2001 2002| 2003 2004| 2005 2006| 2007 2008| 2009 2010| 2011

IPCC AR SAR TAR AR4

Kyoto Protocol

COP15 UN Climate Change Conference Copenhagen Dec 6-18 2009       

Blue: science & policy COP13 UN Climate Change Conference Bali Dec 3-12 2007       

§4 1988-1997 IPCC to Kyoto §5 1998-2004 Kyoto to Wegman 2005-2006  §6  2007-Crescendo...         

Inhofe threatens DoJ investigations [INH2010], 2010.02.23

Penn State publishes results of investigation, essentially clearing Mann, 2010.02.03

Reply by Santer, 2010.02.03

Red: anti-science A.Santer: Douglass, Christy attack Santer, 2009.12.20

Ongoing Petition "Austin APS Group, w/o Singer", "Climategate email" 2009.12.04

or email GWPF (Peiser, Lawson) public in UK  (for Climategate) 2009.12-

Publish Report A.Climategate 2009.11-

Event Letter to US Senate (Singer, Happer/GMI,etc A.12.2) -2009.10.29

Campaign McIntyre starts FOI blizzard on CRU (Climategate) - 2009.07.24

Most of these Nature Letter 2009 (Singer, Happer/ GMI, etc) -  2009.07.23

in A.4 Letter to Congress  (Singer, Happer/GMI A.12.1) -  2009.07.07

NIPCC2009 Report (Singer & Craig  Idso, Heartland) - 2009.06

Heartland 2009#3 Conference - Washington, DC - 2009.06.02

APS Petition (Singer, Happer/GMI, etc) - 2009.04-

CATO2009 Advertisement (Petition Letter) - 2009.03.30

Manhattan Declaration (ICSC, Heartland) - 2009.03.10-

Heartland 2009#2 Conference - NYC - 2009.03.08

NIPCC2008 Report - (Singer, Ed, Heartland) - 2008.04

Heartland 2008#1 Conference  - NYC - 2008.03.02

Monckton/Ferguson attack on Oreskes, 2007.07-    

Stockholm2006  Global Warming Conference - 2006.09.11

A. Oreskes: Peiser attack on Oreskes 2005.01.04

GMI2002 Letter to President Bush 2002.08.14

Lunz Memo to Bush, GOP leaders, Inhofe 2002.07é.

A.Hockey: Public, Long-Term Attack as Anti-Science Meme - 2002-now

A.HOCKX: CEI, Fraser, GMI, M&M GCSCT to WR - 1998-2006     

GCSCT (API, GMI, ExxonMobil, etc) 1998 

OISM Petition (GMI+OISM) - 1998.04- 

A.Santer: GCC, Michaels, Seitz&Singer..  1996-             

Leipzig Declarations 1995-(SEPP)           

       Heidelberg Appeal Netherlands (HAN)

SIPP1993 - Singer & GMU: Scientific Integritry in the Public Process, 

      Heidel1992: Heidelberg Appeal (ICSE, SEPP , TASSC, ESEF)

      Jastrow, Nierenberg, Seitz (GMI) book [JAS1990]

GCC - Global Climate Coalition 1989-2002

1989| 1990 1990| 1991 1992| 1993 1994| 1995 1996| 1997 1998| 1999 2000| 2001 2002| 2003 2004| 2005 2006| 2007 2008| 2009 2010| 2011

Now
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4 1988-1997  IPCC to Kyoto  

4.1 1988-1997  From Creation of the IPCC to the  Kyoto  Protocol  

1988-1995  The 1988 testimony to Congress by James Hansen and the formation of the IPCC stirred the 
creation of the Global Climate Coalition (GCC). 

The George C. Marshall Institute (GMI ) published an early book [GMI1990] encouraging doubt, and 
promoting ñmore research needed.ò  At that point, the warming signal was only starting to emerge from the 
noise, but the theory predicting further warming was quite sound, and the evidence kept arriving in support 
of it.  ñDo nothing now, more research neededò was continued indefinitely, long after much strong 
evidence had appeared.  Singer started generating petitions, conferences. 
 
1996  The GCC, Michaels, Seitz (GMI) and Singer launched a continuing personal attack (A.Santer) on 
Ben Santer, of LLNL , a story told in detail in [ORE2010].  The attack was mostly carried out via 
Websites, OpEds and letters, as in Seitzôs OpEd in the WSJ.  Santer had done absolutely nothing wrong, 
was strongly supported by the legitimate scientific community, but for PR goals, that did not matter.  He 
wrote: www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2010/02/close-encounters-of-the-absurd-kind 
ñIn May 1996, a document entitled ñThe IPCC: Institutionalized óScientific Cleansingô?ò was widely circulated to 

the press and politic ians. In this document, the Global Climate Coalition claimed that after a key Plenary Meeting 

of the IPCC in Madrid in November 1995, all scientific uncertainties had been purged from Chapter 8. The GCCôs 

ñscientific cleansingò allegation was soon repeated in an article in Energy Daily (May 22, 1996) and in an editorial 

in the Washington Times (May 24, 1996). It was also prominently featured in the World Climate Report, a 

publication edited by Professor Patrick J. Michaels (June 10, 1996).ò 

He is still subject to personal attack , but many more people can now be incited to help via the Internet: 
Google: ben santer climate criminal     yields many hits, for example, from the ñecho chamberò 
spectator.org/blog/2009/12/03/dear-ben-santer-resign  

www.globalwarming.org/2009/12/03/dear-ben-santer-resign 

The early days illustrate the use of tactics from the cigarette wars, and of course both Seitz and Singer had 
experience in helping tobacco companies.  Front groups were created, with a few ñexpertsò willing to 
generate supportive material.  Doubt, uncertainty, and delay were always emphasized.  Much of this was 

directly from the 1954 Hill and Knowlton PR recommendations. 

The A.Santer campaign was an early example of using personal attacks to generate confusion, harass a 
specific climate scientist, waste his time, and intimidate people watching the process.  Goals included 
damaging the credibility of climate science in general and the IPCC in particular, because they were 
producing increasingly awkward and unwanted scientific results. 

If I were a graduate student thinking of working in climate science, or a scientist asked to contribute to the 
IPCC, and I kept seeing this, I might think twice about it.  Attacks that seem like organized defamation are 
very difficult to counter. 

In recent years, this has been amplified by the rise of the Internet and especially blogs, which can encourage 
large numbers of people to attack, writing letters, making threatening phone calls, sometimes even with 
threats of personal violence.  Defamation suits can be difficult. Few scientists want to spend their time 
pursuing them and very few are wealthy enough to do so anyway.  Attackees have not always treated such 
attacks effectively, at first responding as though they were legitimate argument within science.  The reader 
might consider how much they would enjoy having the WSJ OpEd section hammering them, backed by a 
large echo-chamber.  Is there a simple recourse?  Santer and a large group of scientists wrote a letter to 
WSJ, but of course a letter is nowhere near as visible as an OpEd, and the WSJ trimmed it anyway.  But a 
week later, it published a Singer letter.  Singerôs website documents the flurry of articles and letters, of 

http://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2010/02/close-encounters-of-the-absurd-kind
http://www.worldclimatereport.com/archive/previous_issues/vol1/v1n19/feature.htm
http://spectator.org/blog/2009/12/03/dear-ben-santer-resign
http://www.globalwarming.org/2009/12/03/dear-ben-santer-resign
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which I included a few in the Chronology. 

www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ipcccont.html 

1997  Singer did another round of Leipzig. 

Tobacco companies are oddly involved in all this, as theyôve funded many of the same organizations, 
tagged ñTò in the Index and Table A.6.1.  Some of the same people have been involved.  Both Seitz and 
Singer have helped tobacco companies in various ways and they were attacking Santer claiming major (but 
imaginary) deception, with the support of the WSJ and other media.  Seitz is deceased, but Singer is still 

active, and still widely quoted. 

Seitzôs GMI and Singerôs SEPP are both 501(c)3 tax-exempt organizationsé 

These happened before the Internet and blogging came to be used to amplify attacks, before think tanks and 
front organizations sprouted widely, and before the prospect of Kyoto incited a better-financed anti-science 

campaign with many more participants..  The reader might review this in the context of Figure. 2.1. 

  

http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ipcccont.html
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4.2 Summarized Chronology  

Key: X entries: s = attacks on Santer; m = attacks on Mann; o = attacks on Oreskes; s = Climategate-based 

attacks on Santer; m = Climategate-based attacks on Mann; c = General Climategate.. 

Date X Who 

 

Action or Event 

1988 

 

Congress 

 

Hansen Testimony to Congress 

1989 

 

IPCC 

 

First meeting 

1989 

 

GCC 

 

GCC - Global Climate Coalition created 

1990 

 

GMI  

 

[GMI1990] published by Jastrow, Nierenberg, Seitz 

     1992.04.14 

 

Singer, TASSC Heidel1992, Michael Salomon 

1992.06.01 

 

WSJ 

 

Prints version of Heidel1992 

     1993.05.24 

 

Singer, GMU SIPP1993 "Scientific Integrity in the Public Po licy Process" 

    

www.sepp.org/Archive/conferences/conferences/sippp.html 

     1995.06 

 

IPCC 

 

SAR - Second Assessment Report 

1995.11.09 

 

Singer 

 

Leipzig Declaration #1 

     1996.05 s GCC 

 

A.Santer campaign  1996- now [ORE2010] 

1996 s Singer 

 

www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ipcccont.html 

1996.05.22 s Wamsted 

 

"Doctoring The Documents?" 

  

Energy Daily www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item04.htm 

    

Just passed GCC commentary along. 

1996.06.03 

 

Santer, et al Reply to above, with many scientist coauthors 

1996.06.12 s Seitz 

 

WSJ OpEd: "A Major Deception on Global Warming" 

  

WSJ 

 

www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item05.htm  

19.06.?? s Santer et al Letter to WSJ, trimmed 

1996.06.20 s Singer 

 

Comment on Santer's 1996.06.03 rep ly 

    

www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item04.htm 

1996.06.20 s Singer 

 

"A Heated Debate Over Global Warming" 

  

Wash.Times www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item09.htm 

1996.07.03 s Singer 

 

Letter to Science: Changes in the Climate Change Report 

    

www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item07.htm 

1996.07.11 s Singer 

 

WSJ Letter: "Coverup in the Greenhouse" 

  

WSJ 

 

www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item05.htm  

1996.07.08 s Singer 

 

WSJ OpEd: Dangers from the Global Climate Treaty 

  

WSJ Europe www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item10.htm 

1996.08.01 s Singer 

 

Letter to Nature : "Climate Debate" 

    

www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/natltr.htm 

     1997 

 

Singer 

 

Leipzig Declaration #2 

  

http://www.sepp.org/Archive/conferences/conferences/sippp.html
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ipcccont.html
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item04.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item05.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item04.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item09.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item07.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item05.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item10.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/natltr.htm
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5 1998-2006  From Kyoto to the Wegman Report  (Split in 2 Phases)  

5.1 1998-2004  American Petroleum Institute and Allie s Get New Recruits  

1998  GMI created another petition, OISM1998, using the OISM as a front.  This might well be called 

ñmeme-laundering.ò It got an update in 2007,  its funding remains unclear and it is still quoted. 

Far more important was GCSCT, the Global Climate Science Communications Team organized by the 
American Petroleum Institute (API ).  A.4.GCSCT gives more detail, but the reader should study the 
actual 9-page document that proposes a professional PR campaign.  Many (not all) tactics appear to have 
been well-executed over the following years, boosted in 2002 by Luntz into wide political action. 

www.euronet.nl/users/e_wesker/ew@shell/API-prop.html 

Following are a few annotated excerpts, emboldening mine.  The reader might want to review Figure 2.1. 

 
ñPotential funding sources were identified as American Petro leum Institute (API) and its members; Business 

Round Table (BRT) and its members, Edison Electric Institute (EEI) and its members; Independent Petroleum 

Association of America (IPAA) and its members; and the National Mining Association (NMA) and its members.ò 

Interpretation: this effort was to be funded by Corporations (O1) via their Industry Associations (O5a): 

ñPotential fund allocators were identified as the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC), Committee For 

A Constructive Tomorrow (CFACT), Competit ive Enterprise Institute (CEI), Frontiers of Freedom (FoF) and The 

Marshall Institute. (GMI)ò 

Interpretation: the funds were to flow through various think tanks (O6).  CEI, FF , and GMI people were 
certainly involved, and perhaps CFACT.  ALEC focused on state and local governments, and no obvious 
connection has surfaced with the events described later. 

ñGCSCT members who contributed to the development of the plan are 

John Adams, John Adams Associates (large PR firm); 

Candace Crandall , Science and Environmental Policy Pro ject (SEPP, Singerôs wife); 

David Rothbard, Committee For A Constructive Tomorrow (CFACT);  

Jeffrey Salmon, The Marshall Institute (GMI );  

Lee Garrigan , environmental issues Council; 

Lynn Bouchey and Myron Ebell, Frontiers of Freedom (FF);  

Peter Cleary, Americans for Tax Reform (ATR);  

Randy Randol, Exxon Corp.; 

Robert Gehri , The Southern Company (a large SouthEast utility, 70% coal); 

Sharon Kneiss, Chevron Corp; 

Steve Milloy , The Advancement of Sound Science Coalition (TASSC); 

and Joseph Walker , American Petro leum Institute (API).ò 

Opinion: this was an experienced, all-star anti-science team and many of these organizations appear 
again, or the same people, possibly via different organizations.  Some expected to provide funds, and 
others expected to spend them, one way or another.  They have designed a good plan, then must execute. 

 
ñUnless "climate change" becomes a non-issue, meaning that the Kyoto proposal is defeated and there are no 

further in itiatives to thwart the threat of climate change, there may be no moment when we can declare victory for 

our efforts.ò 

Interpretation: if one thinks of this as a ñconspiracyò, it is as yet unfulfilled.  Legally, that can matter. 

ñDevelop and implement a program to inject credible science and scientific accountability into the global climate 

debate, thereby raising questions about and undercutting the "prevailing scientific wisdom."  

Interpretation:  Just as did the tobacco people, they knew that scientists or those marketable as such would 
be more credible, than for example, an Exxon lobbyist or professional PR person. 

http://www.euronet.nl/users/e_wesker/ew@shell/API-prop.html
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ñIdentify, recruit and train a team of five independent scientists to participate in media outreach. These will 

be individuals who do not have a long history of visibility and/or participation in the climate change debate. 

Rather, this team will consist of new faces who will add their voices to those recognized scientists who 

already are vocal.ò 

Interpretation: this tactic seems very important for understanding later events with McIntyre & McKitrick 
(M&M ).  None of the participants were working scientists, hence that term might have been used loosely.  
This tactic was well-practiced in the tobacco wars. The implementers needed to find new people, help them 
and promote them to the media.  A few years later, Luntz would give the same advice to politicians.  Of 
course, this tactic was used long before in the tobacco wars. See  A.3 on ñSABSò. 
 
That would require time, and opportunistic searching, so meanwhile, Singer and GMI  kept writing, and 
doing petitions, and the WSJ gave Lindzen an OpEd.  The IPCC TAR was coming in 2001. 
 
2001  [GUT2009], pp.251-259 covers the back-history of the M&M  connection, and its context within 
Fraser Institute  efforts, ñits biggest coup.ò  DC covered this in more detail in [DEE2010d]. 
 
McKitrick  was a good recruit for Ebell -an economist who fought emissions controls, was a fresh voice, 
and was located elsewhere.  Presumably, he was already working on [ESS2002] with Essex, an applied 
mathematician. 
 
Ebell, by then labeled Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEI ) or CHC (Cooler Heads Coalition) 
sponsored a McKitrick  talk for Congress invitees. 
Also that year, OôKeefe replaced Salmon at GMI , bringing it even closer to the API and ExxonMobil. 
 

2002.03.11 Baliunas testified to Congress. 
 
2002.03.28  De Freitas submitted a paper attacking  the ñhockey stickò graph by Michael Mann, 
Raymond Bradley, and Malcom Hughes in their ñMBH98/MBH99ò papers later used in the IPCC 2001 
report.  His paper was reviewed by Soon & Boehmer-Christiansen.   Within a few weeks, Soon & 
Baliunas submitted via de Freitas a paper whose later acceptance eventually resulted in resignations of 
editors over abuse of the process.  See A.7.de Freitas for detail.  Complaints about this process later 
showed up in Climategate emails, and were widely misunderstood by people unaware of the history. 
 
2002.07  Luntz sent a famous memo to GWBush, widely read, including by Inhofe .  Much of his advice 
paralleled that of GCSCT, but was more precisely targeted at politicians: 
ñYou need to be even more active in recruiting experts who are sympathetic to your view, and much more active in 

making them part o f your message. People are willing to trust scientists, engineers, and other leading 

research professionals, and less willing to trust poli ticians. If you wish to challenge the prevailing 

wisdom about global warming, it is more effective to have professionals making the case than 
politicians.ó 

 
2002.07.25  House hearing held, including P.Spencer.  
republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/107/hearings/07252002Hearing676/print.htm 
The 6 testifiers included Janetos, Karl, Lashof, Michaels, OôBrien, Pielke, Jr é in that order. 
 
2002.09.30  CHC kept up Congressional briefings, with one by Lindzen. 
 
2002.10.15  McKitrick  became Senior Fellow at Fraser. 
 

http://republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/107/hearings/07252002Hearing676/print.htm
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[ESS2002] was published in late 2002, and promoted to Washington, DC, A.9.3, A.9.5, and it also included 
an attack on the hockey stick graphs produced by Michael Mann, Raymond Bradley, and Malcom Hughes, 
and later used in the IPCC 2001 (TAR) report. 
 
2003.10  M&M published their article ñMM03ò (as per later WR) in E&E, a journal of very poor 
reputation,  rushed into print by editor Boehmer-Christiansen. 
 
2003.11  Ebell/GMI  brought M&M  to Washington, DC. 
 
2003.11.??  M&M  met Inhofe.   
This most likely happened around the same time as the GMI/CEI  visit. 
Regalado wrote later [REG2005] on how M&M  met and especially on how they came to Washington: 
ñThe two were invited to Washington as a vote neared on a bill to cap fossil-fuel emissions. They met with Sen. 

James Inhofe, who heads the environment committee and has called the threat of catastrophic global warming the 

"greatest hoax ever perpetrated on the American people." The Oklahoma Republican relied on doubts raised by a 

variety of skeptics in leading successful opposition to the bill in 2003. Mr. McKitrick says he was paid $1,000 by 

the Competit ive Enterprise Institute, a free-market research and lobbying group, and had his travel costs picked up 

by another lobby group. Mr. McIntyre, who briefed lobbyists with the National Association of Manufacturers, says 

he has taken no payment.ò   

2003.11.18  M&M  visited GMI , talking about tree-rings [GMI2003].  GMI paid for McIntyreôs trip. 

Ebell introduced them with a surprisingly prescient remark (emboldening mine): 

ñI think this is one of the most interesting ones, because I think we are just at the beginning of what I think will be 

a major controversy.ò 

McIntyre  had already been in contact, as shown by Singer: 
ñSteve McIntyre has been very helpful in sending me a whole bunch of data.ò  p.27. 

Inhofe counsel Hogan, showed a strong (unusual for a lawyer?) interest in tree-ring statistics, p.26-27: 
ñQuestion: Aloysius Hogan. I have heard questioning of the statistical and methodological practices associated 

with a number o f papers and I would like to get an opinion from you both about the level of statistical and 

methodological analysis among normal peers. Are the people who are doing the peer review really qualified in 

those areas as statisticians or they are just educated laymen?ò 

2004.03.11  M&M  were listed as ñexpertsò on the GMI  website, may have started earlier. 
As noted in Figure 2.5, direct payment is only one of many reasons to do anti-science.  Ideology and 
politics may work, and some are more motivated by ego and attention.  The science community naturally 
ignored E&E , especially regarding old 1998/1999 papers, whose results had been generally confirmed, but 
superseded by improved studies, as often happens. 
 
McKitrick had a university affiliation, was well-connected via Fraser. McIntyre did statistics, was (and 
remains) intensely motivated, and could essentially spend full time on this.  This combination fit the 
desired GCSCT profile fairly well, especially given the difficulty of recruiting real climate scientists. 
However, during 2004, they were unable to get much traction.  Harris/APCO  put together a film, 
ñClimate Catastrophe Cancelled,ò that included an interview with M&M  and appeared April 2005. 
The time was ripe to try for more visibility, and 2005 would see major intensification. 
 
Within the IPCC 2001 TAR, the hockey stick analysis was just one among a myriad supporting the overall 
conclusions, but unlike many, it included a simple, compelling graphic understandable to the public, so it 
was shown prominently.  That attribute made it a clear target. 
The strategy evolved to attack the statistics behind the original ñMBH98/MBH99ò papers, even though 
long-superseded.  If  the world had been as warm in the Medieval Warming Period, somehow current 
global warming would become irrelevant or ñnatural.ò  Hence, this was a classic ñstraw manò argument 
that also ignored basic physics, but easily created public doubt.   
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5.2 Summarized  Chronology  

Key: X entries: s: attacks on Santer; m = attacks on Mann; s = Climategate-based attacks on Santer; m = 

Climategate-based attacks on Mann; c = General Climategate. 

Date X Who 

 

Action or Event 

1998.04 

 

OISM1998 

 

Petition: GMI via OISM; Seitz, Baliunas, Soon 

1998.04 

 

GCSCT API memo, very, very important strategy document 

  

See A.4. 

 

www.euronet.nl/users/e_wesker/ew@shell/API-prop.html 

   

Adams, Bouchey, Cleary, Crandall, Ebell, Garrigan, Gehri, Kneiss, 

   

Milloy, Randol , Rothbard, Salmon  Walker.  

     1999 

 

Singer 

 

[SIN99], "Hot Talk, Cold Science"  help : Seitz, Happer, Lindzen.  

     2001.05.02 

 

Senate, Lindzen Lindzen testifies for EPW, basically knocking IPCC.  

    

www-eaps.mit .edu/faculty/lindzen/Testimony/Senate2001.pdf 

2001.06.11 

 

WSJ, Lindzen "Scientists' Report Doesn't Support the Kyoto Treaty" 

    

eaps.mit.edu/faculty/lindzen/OpEds/LindzenWSJ.pdf 

2001.10.11 m CHC 

 

Cooler Heads sponsors McKitrick @ US Congress 

  

Ebell, McKitrick  www.uoguelph.ca/~rmckitri/research/co2briefing.pdf 

2002.03.13 

 

Baliunas 

 

Testimony to Congress 

2002.03.28 m de Freitas 

 

[DEF2002] submitted, rev iew: Soon & Boehmer-Christiansen 

2002.04.11 m Soon, Baliunas [SOO2003] submitted, review: de Frei tas 

2002.06.23 m de Freitas [DEF2002] published, attacks hockey stick 

2002.07 

 

Luntz  Luntz sends memo to GWBush, widely read, including by Inhofe 

2002.07.25 

 

P.Spencer House hearing, see P.Spencer; includes Michaels, OôBrien 

2002.08.14 

 

GMI  GMI2002 letter to GWBush, from scientists 

2002.09.30 m CHC, Lindzen Cooler Heads sponsored Lindzen Congressional briefing 

    

cei.org/gencon/014%2C03199.cfm 

2002.10.15 m McKitrick  

 

Named Senior Fellow @ Fraser Institute  

2002.11 m Essex, McKi trick  [ESS2002] Taken by Storm Published 

     2003..01.31 m Soon, Baliunas [SOO2003], in Climate Research, via de Freitas 

2003.02.27 m CHC, Ebell 

 

Cooler Heads sponsors Essex&McKitrick @ US Senate 

  

Essex, McKi trick  cei.org/gencon/014,03358.cfm  

2003.10. m M&M  

 

MM03 in E&E  

2003.11.?? m M&M, Inhofe  M&M  meet Inhofe, likely via Ebell 

2003.11.18 m GMI&CEI  

 

Ebell introduces  McIntyre  to GMI [GMI2003]  

  

Kueter, Ebell, Jastrow, O'Keefe, Soon, Baliunas, Singer, Michaels, Hogan, others 

     2004.03.11 m M&M  

 

Both listed as GMI  "experts" - current; may have been earlier 

   

web.archive.org/web/*/www.marshall.o rg/experts.php?id=98 

 

m 

 

web.archive.org/web/*/www.marshall.o rg/experts.php?id=100 

2004.12.01 

 

GMI, Lindzen  "Climate Alarm - Where Does It Come From", by Lindzen 

    

www.marshall.org/article.php?id=264 

  

http://www.euronet.nl/users/e_wesker/ew@shell/API-prop.html
http://www-eaps.mit.edu/faculty/lindzen/Testimony/Senate2001.pdf
http://eaps.mit.edu/faculty/lindzen/OpEds/LindzenWSJ.pdf
http://www.uoguelph.ca/~rmckitri/research/co2briefing.pdf
http://cei.org/gencon/014,03358.cfm
http://web.archive.org/web/*/http:/www.marshall.org/experts.php?id=98
http://web.archive.org/web/*/http:/www.marshall.org/experts.php?id=100
http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=264
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5.3 2005-2006  Wegman Report : Illusion and later Reality  

2005.01.04  Peiser started the year with an attack on Naomi Oreskesô 2004 essay in Science about the 
consensus among climate scientists.  Although long-refuted as totally incompetent and even withdrawn by 
Peiser, it is still quoted.   Monckton mounted a similar attack in 2007, but using his endocrinologist 
Klaus-Martin Schulte, who turned out not to understand climate research very well [MAS2008], but E&E 

eventually published it anyway. 

2005.01.27  The National Post ran a front-page study featuring M&M , and the MM05 paper to be 
published 2 weeks later in the Geophysical Research Letters (GRL), a credible ñLettersò journal.  As noted 

in [DEE2010d], this was well-promoted in Canada and the USA, via National Post and the WSJ. 

2005.02.10  In the GMI2005 Roundtable, Inhofe  discussed planning to give speeches attacking the ñ4 
pillarsò, of which ñMannôs discredited reportò was one.  He had met M&M  in (November) 2003. 

Who else was at that Roundtable? 

2005.02.12  M&M  finally got the ñMM05ò paper into the Geophysical Research Letters (GRL), a credible 

ñLettersò journal. 

2005.02.14  Regaladoôs unusual article [REG2005] appeared front page left-hand column of the WSJ, a 

precious spot, not usually occupied by science stories, especially like this. 

2005.02.18  A WSJ Editorial appeared: "Hockey Stick on Ice: Politicizing the science of global warming" 
Was this all coincidence?  Had GMI  and its allies ever proved to have good access to the WSJ? 

Was it more valuable to have an article in the GRL, or on the front page of the WSJ? 

2005.05.11  At GMI2005a  Roundtable, Kueter and Ebell introduced M&M , whose talk was: 
ñThe Hockey Stick Debate: Lessons in Disclosure and Due Diligence.ò 
In the introduction M&M ôs ñexpertò status at GMI  and McKitrick ôs Senior Fellow status at Fraser were 
unmentioned.  McKitrick  emphasized how the hockey stick graphôs importance to the IPCC TAR, as 
though it was the one piece of evidence that mattered.  The talk and discussion seem like a blueprint for the 
later attacks and to some extent the WR, as the social network issue was even suggested.  McIntyre  talked 
about auditing.  McKitrick  said their GRL article was peer-reviewed (and in this case, it was), but again, 
peer-review does not prove correctness or importance.  McIntyre said ñI am not trying to say what did or 
didnôt happen, but as the public, we are entitled to full, true, plain disclosure.ò He talked about a (positive) 
consensus about Enron and the collapse of that consensus.  This meeting is filled with memes to be seen 
later. The post-meeting discussion was likely interesting, and follow-on plans are not visible, but disclosure 
would indeed be good.  But then: 
 
2005.06.08  The Bush Administrationôs Phil Cooney, assisted by Ebell not long before, was exposed by 
Andrew Revkin in a New York Times article, as having edited science reports to change their meanings, 
generating serious negative publicity.  He resigned days later, to join ExxonMobil.  As context, the 2005 
Climate Stewardship and Innovation Act (called ñMcLiebermanò by Ebell in A.9.7) was soon to be voted 
upon:  en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_Stewardship_Acts 
 
At this point I can only speculate in connecting dots: 
Did Perhach (in same group as Cooney) ask Ebell for help? Did Ebell have an idea? Did someone else 
come up with an idea to combat the bad publicity?  
The {GMI, CEI, Singer, Inhofe} grouping had cooperated for years, and specifically on M&M  
development, but the effort seemed to shift to Barton/Whitfield .  Had Inhofe had been too outspoken 
about climate change to be credible?  We only know names of a few attendees at the various meetings.  
Had any of Bartonôs staff attended any of them?  Would email logs of 05/11/05-06/24/05 be interesting? 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_Stewardship_Acts
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2005.06.21  CHC/FreeWork (including Ebell and Fred.Smith) sent letter to Senate.  See CHC.   
 
2005.06.23  Barton/Whitfield signed letters to 5 recipients, faxed that day or the next.  Barton staffer 
Peter Spencer (P.Spencer hereafter) was labeled as the contact, and turned out to be a central participant, 
although that did not become evident until 2010. 
 
2005.06.24  McGinley created 5 PDF files from 4:11PM to 4:15PM, and presumably placed them on the 
House website about that time or a little later (A.9.6).   But Perhach received a combined copy from Ebell 
around 5:47PM, about 90 minutes later, impressive work for late Friday afternoon, unless Ebell had gotten 
text files even earlier.  The emailôs blind copy (BCC) format strongly hints that it was sent to other people 
as well.  This was efficient electronic execution, especially compared to faxing letters to people who might 
well be away on travel. 
How did Ebell know?  Why were the letters in Ebellôs hands before recipients were guaranteed to have 
seen them?  Does this sound like a legitimate request, or a PR tactic to put these letters in ñfriendlyò hands 
before the recipients could possibly take action on them? 
 
In hunting for this email, I encountered a few others, excerpted in A.9.  Several showed Ebellôs 
relationships with Cooney and Perhach.  Others touted the McKitrick  and Essex talk.  Ebell used BCC: 
but Sills and Gorman exposed long recipient lists.  They included an interesting mix of Senate and House 
staffers, ExxonMobil , Peabody Energy, Singer, Ferguson, and at least some lobbyists.  Every new 
connection generated more, and I did not have time to chase them. 
Would any email logs be of interest?  There might be a tight social network there, and one might wonder if 
any of these people knew anything about the Barton/Whitfield effort.  At least some of the email senders 
clearly liked to inform others of relatively minor events.  Is it plausible that Ebell considered the 
Barton/Whitfield letter a real coup, and was eager to inform people about it? 
 
The Barton/Whitfield  letter cited the 02/14/05 Regalado WSJ article has having raised concerns, 
basically by M&M .  This is curious in several ways.  Did they or their staffers suddenly notice this, 4 
months later? Or had Barton had it on his desk immediately?  Inhofe had been on an anti-hockey-stick 
campaign no later than the 02/10/05 meeting.  Would Barton not have known about that, given that he and 
Inhofe share petroleum interests and funding, as well as chairing related House and Senate committees?  
How often do they talk?  
Conjecture: this seems like classic meme-laundering, in which people used well-established WSJ contacts 
to promote the M&M  work they had cultivated since 2001, thus allowing Barton/Whitfield to later point at 
WSJ, rather than a relatively obscure GRL paper. 
 
The scientific community pushed back, and for brevity I omit all the back-and-forth.   Of course, for some 
(like Singer) being able to say ñFederal Investigationò is worth much.  But [DEE2010e] reminds us: 
 
2005.07.15 NAS President Ralph Ciccerone wrote Barton: 
www.geo.umass.edu/climate/cicerone-letter.pdf 
ñA Congressional investigation, based on the authority of the House Commerce Committee is probably not the 

best way to resolve a scientific issue, and a focus on individual scientists can be intimidating.ò 

ñéNational Academy of Sciences would be willing to create an independent expert panel (according to our 

standard rigorous study process) to assess the state of scientific knowledge in this area, or perhaps one of the 

professional scientific societies could take on this task for you.ò 

 
This of course is a standard way for Congress to get advice on science.  Barton was not interested.  
Regalado wrote in [REG2006]: 

http://www.geo.umass.edu/climate/cicerone-letter.pdf
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ñLarry Neal, deputy staff director for Mr. Barton's committee, said in a statement that because "combating climate 

change is a breathtakingly expensive prospect," it deserved closer study, and that the academy was "unlikely" to 

address all of Mr. Barton's concerns.ò 

 

2005.07.17  Ebell was quoted in news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/4693855.stm [DEE2010e] 
ñMyron Ebell, o f the Competit iveness Enterprise Institute and a prominent global warming sceptic, told BBC 

News: "We've always wanted to get the science on trial", and "we would like to figure out "a way to get this into a 

court of law", adding "this could work". 

2005.09.01  Wegman was approached by Coffey [SAI2007]. 

Coffey seems a very curious choice if one is looking for an objective contact, but his web postings display 
strong conservative views and intense disbelief in climate science.  Perhaps those were more desired than 
advice from the NAS.  See A.7.Coffey for details. 
Who asked Coffey to do this?  Was Wegman his idea, or someone elseôs? 
Why was this not done in the usual ways science advisory panels are recruited?   
 
Wegman then recruited Scott (long-time associate, see A.7.Scott, nothing inherently wrong with that), 
recent PhD student Said  and a fourth person, who later dropped out [SAI2007, p.5].  They also 
recognized help from Rigsby and Reeves, two more Wegman students, although that fact was not 
immediately obvious from the cited affiliations.  The WR criticized the (relatively tiny) paleoclimate 
community for being too tightly connected to do good peer review.  It devoted 17 (of 91) pages to social 
network analysis, not obviously part of their original charter.  Senior people in a field know each other and 
of course they ask colleagues for help, but statistics is a huge field, especially compared to 
paleoclimatology.  The WR was only reviewed by this tightly-connected group, none with paleoclimate 
expertise.  See Whitfield  claims on next page. 
Could Wegman find nobody more independent than 3 of his current or recent students? 
Is that likely to provide good ñpeer reviewò? 
Who was the fourth person?  Would his/her testimony be of interest? 
 
2005.11.14-16  The U.S. Climate Change Science Program held a Workshop in Arlington, VA. 
www.climatescience.gov/workshop2005/participants.htm 
Among the large number of participants were McIntyre (labeled Northwest Exploration), P.Spencer, 

Said, Singer, Wegman, and also Robert Greco (API), Herlong (GMI), Horner (CEI/CHC), Kueter 

(GMI), OôBrien (who P.Spencer would have known from 2002.07.25), Wojick.  

As [DEE02010e] notes, we do not know if there was any contact there, but it was a 3-day workshop, and 
various combinations of these people were long associates. 
Did GMI  or CEI pay for McIntyre to attend? 
 
2006  Gerald North led a NAS study, Surface Temperature Reconstructions for the Last 2, Years, 2006. 
www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=11676 
 
2006.03.01 A NAS panel was held in Washington.  [DEE2010e] points out a comment by an observer: 
climateaudit.org/2006/03/04/one-observers-report-on-the-nas-panel : 
ñFirst of all, having followed the global warming controversy for the last five years, I was thrilled to meet many of 

the heavyweight skeptics: Fred Singer, Myron Ebell, Willie Soon, John Christy, Steve and Ross (M&M) . I also 

enjoyed chatting with various staffers from the h ill (Peter Spencer ï House Energy & Commerce Committee; Paul 

Georgia ï Senate Republican Policy Committee; John Shanahan ï Senate Committee on Environment and Public 

Works) as well as David Douglas (sic, thatôs Douglass) (Physics professor from U Rochester)é In hind-sight I 

should have tried to talk to more people, especially the non-skepticséò 

 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/4693855.stm
http://www.climatescience.gov/workshop2005/participants.htm
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=11676
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=11676
http://climateaudit.org/2006/03/04/one-observers-report-on-the-nas-panel
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2006.06.14  Morano was hired by Inhofe. 

 
2006.07.11  Wegman created the [WEG2006] PDF.  It was on the Web the next day. 
Was that made public then?  Did the subjects of the report get a chance to see it and respond before this? 
 
2006.07.14  [BAR2006] ñReport Raises New Questions About Climate Change Assessmentsò was issued. 

 
2006.07.19 and .27  Two House hearings were held.  [MAA2007, p.70] wrote: 
ñAccording to Lauren Morello of the Environment and Energy Daily, the hearing was scheduled for a time when 

the committee knew that Mann could not attendò  The E&E Daily website shows 07/24/07 for that article. 

[BAR2006a] offered numerous interesting comments, of which a small sample were: 
ñCHAIRMAN BARTON.  We are about truthéò 
 
Barton:  ñHe (Wegman) picked some eminent statisticians in his field and they studied this thing.ò 
Scott is distinguished, at least, but Said, Rigsby, and Reeves hardly seemed eminent.  
 
Whitfield: ñDr. Wegman is Chairman of the National Academy of Sciences Committee on Applied and 
Theoretical Statistics, and at the committee's request he assembled this ad hoc committee of statisticians..ò 
How did Coffey fit into this? Did the committee actually ask Wegman, or not? 
 
ñI can tell you right now that his document has been peer reviewed also, and we will get into that later.ò 
Is this a strange definition of peer review?  As Mann has noted, Stanford Professor David Ritson found 
basic errors in the WR calculations that would usually have been caught in peer review (p.13-14) of: 
www.meteo.psu.edu/~mann/house06/HouseFollowupQuestionsMann31Aug06.pdf 
 
Again, I am forced to speculate.  Barton/Whitfield needed an ñindependent, objectiveò investigation, 
which would most typically be done by taking up NAS on Ciceroneôs offer of help.  
Did they not want to do that?  Why? See Neal comment. 
 
I have not reviewed the (long transcripts) in enough detail to know whether more such statements might be 
found. 
 
2006.07.29  Singer declared the game over, as in ñItôs the end of the Hockey season.ò 
 
The WR was fairly clear (p.28): 
ñWe have been to Michael Mannôs University of Virginia website and downloaded the materials there. 

Unfortunately, we d id not find adequate material to reproduce the MBH98 materials. We have been able to 

reproduce the results of McIntyre and McKitrick (2005b). While at first the McIntyre code was specific to the file 

structure of h is computer, with his assistance we were ab le to run the code on our own machines and reproduce and 

extend some of his results.ò 

And [BAR2006a] says: 
ñMR. WAXMAN.  Did Dr. Wegman ever contact you to talk about your work or ask for any further explanation 

from you about it? 

DR. MANN.  No.ò 

The WP got assistance from McIntyre  to make his code work, and apparently never talked to Mann. 
 
Does all this fit the ideas of ñrefereeò and ñhonest brokerò mentioned in [SAI2007]? 

http://www.meteo.psu.edu/~mann/house06/HouseFollowupQuestionsMann31Aug06.pdf
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2010.01  Reality strikes back, thanks to ñDeep Climateò 
Canadian blogger ñDeep Climateò (DC) published clear evidence that Bradleyôs classic book [BRA199] 
was not only plagiarized in the WR, but was sometimes changed in ways to cast doubt on credibility of 
tree-ring research.  This subject was very important to the whole issue, but the WP lacked that expertise, 
by at least one of the memberôs own words.  See [DEE2009, DEE2009a, DEE2010, DEE2010a] or just 
check [DEE2009a, DEE2010a] for side-by-side comparisons.  Exactly which combination of people 
copied and changed Bradleyôs text is unclear, but there are 6 obvious people to ask first.  DC then 
unearthed a few more key facts.  See A.10 for detailed notes on the purposeful, deceptive plagiarism, 
inclusion of ògrey literatureò references, and generally shoddy scholarship.  DC later found evidence of 
additional substantial plagiarism in the social network material. 
 
From [SAI2007], excerpted in A.11, much of the WPôs input clearly came via P.Spencer, 
Energy&Commerce staffer, i.e., Barton. 

 
Is there any chance this sourcing of material might have been less than expert and impartial? 
Is there some reason the WP didnôt think about that? 
Is there any chance that (either or both) M&M  helped select any of this material? 
Is there any chance that M&M  plagiarized Bradley, modified his text, and supplied it directly, or through 
P.Spencer, to the WP? 
Is there any chance P.Spencer and others knew all about this?  Barton was careful not to have talked to 
Wegman.  Does any of this sound like the use of ñcut-outsò for plausible deniability? 
In 2009, P.Spencer attended Heart#2 in NYC.  His expenses were paid by Heartland, but was his salary 
paid by taxpayers?  In fact, did US taxpayers fund this whole brouhaha? 
 
Of course, anti-science forces exploited all this strongly en masse, and continue to reference the WR to this 
day and use attacks on the hockey stick and Michael Mann (A.6.2 (a) column A.Hockey illustrates the 
pervasive use of this attack and I am sure to have missed many.)  What happened afterwards does not 
matter much, as they had gotten something that sounded like an ñindependent, expert panelò to give its 
verdict.  I will not attempt to capture the plethora of references, repeated in the giant ñblogosphere echo 
chamberò.  Meanwhile, other attacks continued. 

The tobacco guide to anti -science tactics, p.7  
I have avoided delving into the statistical minutiae, because they really do not matter (A.10.4). In fact, the 
approach used in the WR is classic: take an argument into terminology that looks impressive, but that most 
people cannot possibly follow, but creates doubt and confusion.  Review the tobacco tactics guide at end of 
§1.  In essence, every one of them was used, to some extent, either in the WR itself, or in the surrounding 

exploitation. 

5.4 Summa rized Chronology  

Date X Who 

 

Action or Event 

2005 

 

Singer 

 

Leipzig Declaration #3 (2005, revised) 

2005.01.04 o Peiser 

 

Attack on Oreskes 2004 Science article [MAS2008] 

2005.02.03 

 

McIntyre  

 

Starts ClimateAudit blog [DEE2010d] 

2005.01.27 m National Post 

 

Front-page article about MM05, only published 2 weeks later 

2005.02.10 m GMI&CEI  

 

GMI2005 Panel; Inhofe mentions "discredited Mann report"  

   

Inhofe&Wheeler(EPW) , Ebell& Horner (CHC), O'Keefe (GMI)  

2005.02.12 m M&M  

 

MM05 Art icle actually published in GRL, already publicized 

2005.02.14 m Regalado 

 

"Global Warring In Climate Debate, The 'Hockey Stick' leads to a Face-Off"  

  

WSJ 

 

[REG2005] Front-page , left-column art icle on McIntyre  & Hockey-Stick 



Crescendo to ClimateGate Cacophony  V1.0 03/15/10 

28 

2005.02.18 m WSJ Editorial  "Hockey Stick on Ice: Po litic izing the science of global warming" 

2005.02.18 m Singer 

 

Copies two previous WSJ pieces in SEPP newsletter 

   

www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/Feb.%2019.htm 

2005.03.19 m Singer 

 

"Requiem for the Hockeystick" 

   

www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/Mar.%2019.htm 

2005.04 m Harris, M&M  FoS film "Climate Catastrophe Cancelled,  M& M interv iew 

2005.05.11 m GMI&CEI  

 

[GMI2005a]"The Hockey-St ick Debate: Lessons in Disclosure&Due Diligence" 

  

M&M  

 

Singer is not named, but was he there?  See next. 

2005.05.14 m Singer 

 

"HOCKEYSTICK: defended by Ammann and Wahl" 

  

"Too bad the news about A&W arrived just after a presentation by (M-M) on May 11." 

   

www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/May%2014.htm 

2005.06.08 

 

Cooney 

 

NY Times exposes Cooney role in edit ing science documents 

  

www.nytimes.com/2005/06/08/politics/08climate.html?_r=1&hp&ex=1118289600&e 

2005.06.17 m McIntyre  

 

"Revisiting the 'stick'", item #3 in: 

  

Financial Post www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/Ju ly%209.htm 

2005.06.23 m Barton 

 

Letters to Rajendra Pachauri (IPCC), Arden Bement (NSF),  

  

Whitfield  

 

Mann, Bradley, Hughes; references 2005.02.14 WSJ 

2005.06.24 m McGinley 

 

04:11PM-04:15PM McGinley  creates letter PDFs 

2005.06.24 M Ebell  

 

05:47PM Ebell sends letters to Perhach (and others?) 

2005.07.09 m Singer 

 

McIntyre  2005.06.17 note, mentions Barton/Whitfield  

  

"... Energy Committee has launched a federal investigation of the "hockey stick" fiascoé" 

   

www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/Ju ly%209.htm 

2005.07.15 m Ralph Cicerone NAS President wrote to Barton, offering normal help 

2005.07.18 m Ebell  

 

 "Polit ics plays climate 'hockey'", BBC News quotes Ebell 

2005.09.01 m Coffey 

 

Wegman approached by Coffey [SAI2007], p.3. 

2005.11 m Michaels, GMI  [MIC2005]  published, McKitrick art icle chapter 2 

2005.11.14 

 

Many 

 

US CCSP meeting includes: McIntyre, P. Spencer, Said, Singer, Wegman 

2006.01 

 

GMI  

 

Happer succeeds Jastrow as GMI Chairman 

2006.02.10 m WSJ, Regalado [REG2006] "Academy to Referee Climate-Change Fight" 

2006.03.01 

 

NAS Panel 

 

Attendees:  M&M, Singer, Ebell, Soon, P.Spencer, Douglass, Christy, etc. 

2006.04.12 m WSJ, Lindzen OpEd: "Climate of Fear" www.opin ionjournal.com/extra/?id=110008220 

2006.06.14 

 

Morano 

 

Morano starts work for Inhofe's EPW. Timing coincidence? 

2006.07.02 

 

WSJ, Lindzen "Don't believe the Hype.  ...- there's no "consensus"...." 

    

www.opin ionjournal.com/extra/?id=110008597 

2006.07.11 m Wegman 

 

Created PDF of [WEG2006], up on Web the next day 

2006.07.14 m Barton 

 

[BAR2006] "Report Raises New Questions é" 2-page announcement 

2006.07.19 m Wegman, etc First Whitfield, Barton  hearing, did not include Mann  

2006.07.27 m Barton, etc [BAR2006a] Fo llow-up, transcript of entire testimony including earlier meet ing 

2006.07.29 m Singer 

 

"Itôs the end of the Hockey season." 

   

www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2006/Ju ly%2029.htm 

2006.09.11 

 

Singer, Stilbs, etc Stock2006 Conference é all agree: no carbon tax, no worries 

  

http://www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/Feb.%2019.htm
http://www.nytimes.com/2005/06/08/politics/08climate.html?_r=1&hp&ex=1118289600&e
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/July%209.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/July%209.htm
http://www.opinionjournal.com/extra/?id=110008220
http://www.opinionjournal.com/extra/?id=110008597
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2006/July%2029.htm
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6 2007-2010  Crescendo to Climategate  

6.1 2007- 2010  Crescendo ,  Climategate  

With the COP-15 UN Climate Change Conference coming in 2009, the anti-science publicity machine 
swung into heightened action (Figure 3.1), using many of the past techniques and continuing attacks on 

Mann, Oreskes, and Santer, among others. 

2007.07  Ferguson (having been at FF/CSPP) spun off into his own think tank SPPI, then worked with 
Monckton to attack Oreskes again, reusing discredited Peiser material and Moncktonôs endocrinologist 
Klaus-Martin Schulte.  This was finally published in E&E  by Boehmer-Christiansen[MAS2008]. 

 
2007.09.07  Said gave a talk at GMU  [SAI2007], analyzed in some detail in A.11.  DC had already found 
the plagiarism and the P.Spencer connection, enough to cast serious doubts on any claim of 
ñindependenceò, but then found this talk.  It mentioned additional people, gave more insight into the WP 
worldview and confirmed a strong P.Spencer role.  His hints helped me find it as well. 
 
Finally, there was something very odd going on in 2009 with people thinking Said would be at Oklahoma 
State University, including an OSU faculty listing, and a new journal listing her as Professor at OSU.  
What does all that mean? See A.7.Said. 

Heartland became increasingly active, perhaps to leverage its state/local lobbying networks into new 
markets and take market share of funding from some of the other think tanks, or perhaps get total funding 
expanded. 

2008.03.02  Heart#1 conference in NYC was held, with much hoopla. 

2008.04  NIPCC2008 was a large report authored by Singer for Heartland. 

2009.02.25  Happer, a distinguished atomic scientist, testified for Inhofe  about climate science.  That 
might seem an odd choice, but Happer was (and still is) Chairman of GMI , with which Inhofe  had long 

worked closely. 

2009.03.02  Happerôs Princeton colleague Austin talked to Inhofeôs EPW Committee, also an odd 

choice, as Austin is a distinguished biophysicist.  Morano  publicized it.   

2009.03.08  Heart#2 conference was held in NYC. 

2009.03.10  Manhat2009 (a continuing petition) was initiated by Heartland and Harrisô ICSC. 

2009.03.30  CATO2009, a full-page advertisement, appeared in major newspapers. 

2009.04  Austin, Happer, Singer, with Cohen, Gould, and H.Lewis, started the APS2009 petition to get 
the APS (American Physical Society) to change its fairly standard position on climate change, covered in 
great detail through 11/11/09 in [MAS2009].  This gained signatures from about 0.5% of APS members, 
as PhD physicists generally know better, but yielded a bonanza of publicity, letters to Congress, etc.  By 

December, this effort had joined into Climategate. 

2009.07.24  McIntyre  started a FOI blizzard aimed at CRU, asking people to pick 5 countries and ask for 
the data, claiming academic usage: 
climateaudit.org/2009/07/24/cru-refuses-data-once-again 

rabett.blogspot.com/2010/02/amoeba-gets-underfoot.html 

http://climateaudit.org/2009/07/24/cru-refuses-data-once-again
http://rabett.blogspot.com/2010/02/amoeba-gets-underfoot.html
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2009.11  Climategate went public, well-timed before Copenhagen.  There is no way to cover all the 
publicity, attacks, etc, without doubling the size of this document.  In any case, it is too early for the dust to 
have settled.   The same old voices and media seen here already have been quite active. See: the A.GATE 

column of Table 6.2(a) for example.  Also see it-networks.org/?p=222 

2009.11  Many of the usual people, plus many with no connection with Penn State whatsoever, deluged it  
with demands for investigation of Michael Mann.  This especially included the Commonwealth 

Foundation (a Scaife ñsubsidiary), whose funding sources match others mentioned here. 

2009.11.24  Penn State initiated a standard, formal investigation, and some people immediately declared 
that Penn State would ñwhitewashò Mann. (Disclosure: I am a Penn State graduate.  Nevertheless, I think it 
is fair to say that Penn State is generally a well-regarded school  and takes such matters seriously.) 

2009.12  The GWPF went public in the UK, by Peiser, Lawson and others, apparently to capitalize on 

Climategate.  Funding is unknown, as is often the case, but from the Board, one might guess. 

2009.12.04  The ñAustinò group (including GMI Chairman Happer., but minus Singer) sent an email to 
various APS members, essentially using Climategate for their efforts, A.12.3. 

Might that language be considered defamatory? 

2009.12.20  Douglass and Christy attacked Santer in ñA Climatology Conspiracy,ò using Climategate as 
a cover for not admitting serious statistical errors in their 2007 paper with Singer, who had a long history 
of attacks on Santer. 

www.americanthinker.com/2009/12/a_climatology_conspiracy.html 

2010.02.03  Santer replied with an Open Letter (ñResponse to ñA Climatology Conspiracy?ò, a 
highly-professional document that I hope gets wider publicity.  Of course, this also illustrates a problem.  
The attack took little effort, the careful response must have needed much more.  See attachment at: 
www.desmogblog.com/douglass-and-christy-bad-science-disingenuous-commentary 

2010.02.03  Penn State published results of its standard investigation, and it is well worth reading their 
evaluation of an obviously-organized  but sometimes incoherent attack. 

www.research.psu.edu/orp/Findings_Mann_Inquiry.pdf 

2010.02.03  Inhofe demanded that NSF investigate Mann, a quick reaction. 
epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=PressRoom.PressReleases&ContentRecord_id=95A85493-

802A-23AD-4090-BA6C1B31B031  That was quickly echoed, as by Stotts at AIA . 

2010.02.23  Inhofeôs team published [INH2010] ñUnited States Senate Report ï óConsensusô Exposed: 
The CRU Controversy.ò  Inhofe names targets, possibly to face DoJ Investigations: 
Raymond Bradley, Keith Briffa, Timothy Carter, Edward Cook, Malcolm Hughes, Phil Jones, Thomas 
Karl, Michael Mann, Michael Oppenheimer, Jonathan Overpeck, Benjamin Santer, Gavin Schmidt, 
Stephen Schneider, Susan Solomon, Peter Stott, Kevin Trenberth, Thomas Wigley. 

Some people find a resemblance to an earlier US Senator named Joseph McCarthy. 

In general, one finds a ceaseless pattern of attacks, not aimed at improving science, but at harassing 
scientists whose science is inconvenient, to the point where people can accomplish little actual work.  In 
other cases, it has incited people to make threats of physical violence or even to the point of death threats: 
www.ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=50607  Schneider isnôt the only one to get these. 
 
In part, the anti-science machine shown in Figure 2.1 relies on hordes or Internet-agitated people, of whom 
some may well have intense views and poor judgment and seem easily incited to amplify the attacks, by 
threats and other offensive behavior.  

http://it-networks.org/?p=222
http://www.americanthinker.com/2009/12/a_climatology_conspiracy.html
http://www.desmogblog.com/douglass-and-christy-bad-science-disingenuous-commentary
http://www.research.psu.edu/orp/Findings_Mann_Inquiry.pdf
http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=PressRoom.PressReleases&ContentRecord_id=95A85493-802A-23AD-4090-BA6C1B31B031
http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=PressRoom.PressReleases&ContentRecord_id=95A85493-802A-23AD-4090-BA6C1B31B031
http://www.ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=50607
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6.2 Summarized Chronology  

Date X Who 

 

Action or Event 
2007.07- o Monckton, etc With Ferguson, SPPI Another Attack on Oreskes  [MAS2008] 

2007.09.07 m Said 
 

"Experiences With Congressional Testimony ..." [SAI2007] 
2007.12.13 

 
Harris, et al BALI2007  Petition, organized by Harris  

    
Essex, Lindzen, McKitrick, Singer, Wegman, etc 

2007.12.05 s Douglass,Christy Pearson, Singer; Online paper, Intl. Journal of Climatology 

2007.12.14 
 

Singer, GMI US National Press Club talk.  Claims "Nature rules the climateé" 
2008.03.02 

 
Heartland 

 
Heart#1 Climate Conference, NYC;  

2008.04 s Singer, et al NIPCC2008, Singer, Heartland; references   2007.12 paper and theme 
2008.1 s Santer, et al Refuted 2007.12.05 paper, showing bad statistics 
2009.02.25 

 
Inhofe 

 
Senate EPW testimony on climate by Happer, Princeton atomic 

  
Happer 

 
physicist,  a seemingly odd choice, but Chairman of GMI . 

2009.03.02 
 

Senate EPW Happer's Princeton colleague Austin, a biophysicist, comments 

  
Austin 

 
See Austin and Happer in A.7.  

2009.03.08 
 

Many 
 

Heart#2 Climate Conference, NYC, March 8-10 
2009.03.30 

 
CATO 

 
CATO2009 Advertisement in major newspapers 

2009.04- 
 

Austin, et al APS2009 (American Physical Society) Petition campaign  

    
Austin, Happer, Singer, Cohen, H. Lewis, Gould organize 

2009.06.02 
 

Heartland 
 

Heart#3 - Washington DC 
2009.06 

 
Singer, Idso NIPCC2009 report, Singer, C.Idso, Heartland 

2009.07.07 
 

Austin, et al Letter to Congress,  A.12.1;  Austin "APS group" + Lindzen 
2009.07.24 c McIntyre  

 
Organized FOI blizzard attack on CRU 

    
climateaudit.org/2009/07/24/cru-refuses-data-once-again 

2009.10.29 
 

Austin, et al Letter to Senate,  A.12.2, Austin "APS Group"  
2009.11- c Many 

 
Climategate 

 
c 

  
it-networks.org/?p=222 

2009.11- m Many 
 

Letter-writing to Penn State (PSU) about Mann 

 
m 

 
Commonwealth Foundation and many others 

2009.11.24 m 
 

PSU initiates standard, formal investigation of Mann 
2009.11.24 c WSJ 

 
"Global Warming With the Lid Off" 

 
c online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704888404574547730924988354.html 

2009.11.24 c WSJ 

 

"Climate Science and Candor" 

 
c online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704779704574553652849094482.html 

2009.11.27 c WSJ 

 

"Rigging a Climate 'Consensus' 

 
c online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703499404574559630382048494.html 

2009.11.18 
 

Many 
 

HELMER2009 ,  via Roger Helmer; McKitrick, Singer, Peiser, 

Delingpole 

    
www.rogerhelmer.com/conferenceprogramme.asp 

2009.11.30 
 

WSJ, Lindzen "The Climate Science Isn't Settled" 

  
online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703939404574567423917025400.html 

2009.12 c Peiser, Lawson GWPF formed in UK, apparently to exploit Climategate 
2009.12.04 c Austin, et al Email to some set of APS members on Climategate A.12.3 

2009.12.20 s 
Douglass, 

Christy Another (of many) attacks in A.Santer, tied to Climategate 

   
www.americanthinker.com/2009/12/a_climatology_conspiracy.html 

2009.02.03 
 

Santer 
 

Open Letter: Response to ñA Climatology Conspiracy?ò  
2009.02.03 

   
PSU publishes results, essentially clears Mann 

    
www.research.psu.edu/orp/Findings_Mann_Inquiry.pdf 

2009.02.23 m Inhofe 
 

[INH2010] ñConsensus Exposed ï The CRU Controversyò 

http://climateaudit.org/2009/07/24/cru-refuses-data-once-again
http://it-networks.org/?p=222
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704888404574547730924988354.html
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704779704574553652849094482.html
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703499404574559630382048494.html
http://www.rogerhelmer.com/conferenceprogramme.asp
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703939404574567423917025400.html
http://www.americanthinker.com/2009/12/a_climatology_conspiracy.html
http://www.research.psu.edu/orp/Findings_Mann_Inquiry.pdf
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7 Sugges tions  

7.1 Congress should investigate the manufacture & exploitation of the Wegman Report  

Perhaps §5, plus A.9, A.10, and A.11 are sufficient convince people that enough evidence exists to start an 
investigation.  Unlike others who declare people criminals with no relevant evidence whatsoever, I think 

that is up to the courts, not me. 

As part of an investigation, perhaps Congress might consider the ability of entities like GMI  and 
SEPP(=Singer) to be treated as nonprofit 501(c)3 organizations, given the actual activities performed.  If 
an organization or person wants to be funded to do PR and lobbying for viewpoints of their choice that is 
fine with me, but I am not sure why they get to be tax-free.  In some cases, given the frequent contacts with 
Congressional members and staffers, it almost seems like an evasion of lobbying rules.  Many (about 17) 

of the organizations most involved are 501(c)3ôs located within a block of K Street in Washington, DC. 

7.2 Congress should consider changes to FOIA laws  

Openness in government is good, as many acts may be hidden that should not be. 
Even with its flaws and errors, modern science is the best process humans have ever had for actually 

finding objective truth, even if it takes a while, because: 

a) Results are published, scrutinized multiple times.  Peer-review is just the first hurdle. 
b) Whether mathematical results are simply replicated or not is less important than whether multiple 
different experiments and analyses end up being reasonably consistent. 
c) Scientists' reputations depend strongly, not on being perfect, but on doing insightful work that generally 
holds up.  Bad mistakes don't help them, nor does work that gets refuted easily, and sooner or later outright 
fraud tends to be found.  Reputation in science depends on publishing, whereas in some other areas (as 
happened with Cooney), reputation depended on information being kept secret, and FOIA helped. 
 
Most other areas of human endeavor are *not* structured like science.  Scientists frequently collaborate, 
and some put extra effort into making data and computer source code widely available, at least to 
legitimate researchers.  I say this from relevant experience across 40 years in computing, having worked 
with many scientists, and having created software features used by almost everyone who uses computers. 
 
With rarities like the old Bell labs gone, almost nobody but government funds basic research in many 
natural sciences.  It is absurd that scientists paid partially by our tax money have their time wasted by 
harassers self-proclaimed as auditors, when the mechanisms of science already do a pretty good job.  
Only people who want *less science* like that.  Of course, some indeed do want less science, starting with 
tobacco companies, some fossil fuel companies and some family foundations.  If our rules must allow any 
person in another country to simply stop any selected scientistôs real work, then we might as well ask the 
various funders (O1-O2) to specify the science they wish defunded, and defund it soon.  It is a waste of 
money to have some of our best scientists unable to do any real science, and they might as well do 
something else productive and meanwhile avoid death threats.  If we do not think defunding science is a 
good idea, we need to figure out how to change the laws to preserve value, and stop the harassment. 
 
These attacks act like ñDistributed Denial of Serviceò (ñDDoSò) attacks in computer networking, in which 
multiple agents are induced to attack simultaneously from different directions, to increase the difficulty and 
expense of defense.  Congress needs to understand how these interact with FOIA laws in practice. 
Why exactly, does a Canadian mining/petroleum investor (McIntyre) get to stop work by CRU (in UK) or 
Santer or Mann (in US) and waste much taxpayer money in other countries? 
http://climateaudit.org/2009/07/24/cru-refuses-data-once-again 
www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article7017905.ece 

http://climateaudit.org/2009/07/24/cru-refuses-data-once-again/
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article7017905.ece
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7.3 Congress should consider ways to handle organized, Internet -amplified defamation  

I am all for free speech, but I think this report has mentioned a great deal of disinformation that seems like 
organized defamation, funded by some wealthy foundations, ExxonMobil and others, using think tanks, the 
Web, the WSJ and some other newspapers.  I cannot claim to understand the intricacies of US state-based 
defamation law in the Internet Age, but it does seem like law has not caught up with technology.  Few 
natural scientists are wealthy enough to pursue lawsuits, and generally do not think that way, anyway, as 
they see it as distraction.   The whole giant ñecho chamberò spreads ñguilty of fraudò far and wide, in 
some cases leading even to threats of physical violence, including death threats.  Offhand, I know of at 
least 5 scientists  subject to such, from my limited sample, so there are likely many more.  It is 

heartbreaking to hear that a climate scientistôs child is fearful in their own home. 

Natural science research is often an investment, not for today, but for peopleôs grandchildren.  Is it a good 
idea to let scientists fend for themselves? Should students stop going into science? The UK Royal Society 
helped invent modern science.  The US founding fathers included at least two who were, among their other 
accomplishments, fine scientists (Franklin and Jefferson). 
What would they think of the USA & UK turning their backs on science and scientists? 

The Internet has amplified the ability to mobilize attacks, with people willing to say absolutely anything 
with not the slightest concern for defamation law.  Right now, there is effectively no penalty whatsoever  
for widely-heard people demanding that climate scientists be ñdrawn and quartered,ò that there are ñnot 

enough hari kari knives for themò or that they merely be ñpublicly flogged.ò 

Making plausible lawsuits more feasible would probably be less expensive than the current waste of money. 
Perhaps thoughtful private individuals might contribute, as it is unclear whether or not our institutions are 
really set up for this.  In addition, most scientists do not face such attacks, leaving those under attack 
feeling rather alone.  Some NGOs help with this, as do some lawyers doing pro-bono work, but none are 
really funded for serious efforts.  Maybe it would be possible to set up a private foundation In Defense Of 
Science, because science and scientists are certainly under attack. 
 
ñFirst they came for the communists, and I did not speak outðbecause I was not a communist; 

Then they came for the trade unionists, and I did not speak outðbecause I was not a trade unionist; 

Then they came for the Jews, and I did not speak outðbecause I was not a Jew; 

Then they came for meðand there was no one left to speak out for me.ò ïMartin Niemoller, 1946 
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8 Conclusion ï Is there a  Climate Conspiracy?  

Many people that global warming is a hoax perpetrated by a cabal of scientists.  Even some whom might 
once have done useful science sometimes use the phrase ñClimatology Conspiracy.ò 
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Global_warming_conspiracy_theory 
www.americanthinker.com/2009/12/a_climatology_conspiracy.html 

The current Climategate brouhaha is just one more in a long sequence of such manufactured controversies, 
usually organized by the some of the same people, at least some of whom get paid for it.  Misleading the 

public about science is apparently not a crime, and it has certainly been powerfully effective. 

If the reader has not examined A.6, especially A.6.1(a) and A.6.2(a), please look now.  Those maps show 
the relationships of key funders to key organizations, and the activities and organizations of key 
individuals.  I am sure that I have missed many, but the reader should decide if these people know each 

other well, cooperate frequently, and have done so for years, sometimes decades. 

If there exists a ñconspiracyò around climate science, I think it is not of climate scientists, but of 
anti-science forces based on a long-active core group, amplified by a horde of helpers.  It has been 
running for at least 20 years.  Many people are named here whose email logs and funding requests would 
be quite instructive.  It is certainly international.  This particular sequence is mostly US+CA+UK, and for 
lack of time, I have only briefly sampled other countries.  See Jo Nova (AU) for example, and wonder who 
funds her brochures.  Singer, Monckton, and others quite often speak abroad and cooperate with think 
tanks abroad.  Many think tanks have overlapping sets of advisors, and of course, many share the same 
small set of major funders. 

It is non-trivial to track all this, because organizations come and go.  People move around and often have 
multiple concurrent affiliations.  Funding  is purposefully obscure.  Disinformation memes are 
generated, disseminated, and repeated endlessly, no matter how silly.  But some of the same people appear 

again and again, even in the information easily available to the public. 

Potential legal issues are highlighted in A.14.  I think the evidence is pretty strong that the WR and its 
manufacture were designed to mislead the US Congress and the public.  The reader will have to evaluate 
that idea.  If an investigation shows that to be true, there may well be some felonies at the heart of web of 
distributed, overlapping conspiracies, all designed to bypass science to avoid unwanted policies.  The 
whole structure of Figure 2.1 seems geared to create such efforts, with some coordination and some 

competition, even when funded by the same sets of people. 

We need Climate Anti-Science Archives to match the Tobacco Archives.  So far, people have been very 
effective in bypassing science and attacking scientists for doing good jobs, with little effective counter.  It 
is time for that to end, for the sake of peopleôs grandchildren  and the future prosperity of the US and the 
world.  The 21

st
 Century is already going to be rough.  The choice is not between good and bad, but 

between bad and worse, with possibilities of much worse. 

If any reader doubts that, I suggest the fine, accessible, well-written USGCRP book Global Climate Change 
Impacts in the United States, 2009, freely available online:  
www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientific-assessments/us-impacts 

While the problems vary by region, little of the US escapes expensive damaging problems. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Global_warming_conspiracy_theory
http://www.americanthinker.com/2009/12/a_climatology_conspiracy.html
http://www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientific-assessments/us-impacts
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Bibliography and Useful Websites  

Most references are given in-line, usually via URLs, for on-line convenience, especially if only mentioned 
once.  Following are referenced often, or offer relevant background. 
Some are examples of anti-science (*) , a few are science or other reasonable sources (+), and the unmarked 
ones describe anti-science activities. 

 
*[ALE2009] Ralph B. Alexander, Global Warming False Alarm ï The bad science behind the United 
Nationsô false assertion that man-made CO2 causes global warming, 2009, Canterbury Publishing. 
Much of Chapter 3 (of 8) (pp.19-45) are devoted to hockey stick, claims of corruption at IPCC, etc. 
See A.7.Alexander for more detail.  This book quotes outright pseudoscience, and some might well be 
considered defamatory.  Alexander was a nuclear physicist before going into market analysis. 
 
+[ARC2007] David Archer, Global Warming ï Understanding the Forecast, 2007. 
This is a basic climate textbook, used for undergraduate non-science majors, with lecture videos available.  
geoflop.uchicago.edu/forecast/docs/lectures.html 
 
+[ARC2009] David Archer, The Long Thaw ï How Humans Are Changing the Next 100,000 Years of 
Earthôs Climate, 2009. 
This is a good starter for a more general audience. 
 
*[BAR2006] Joe Barton, ñReport Raises New Questions About Climate Change Assessments,ò July 14, 
2006, House Energy and Commerce Committee. 
republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006_Wegman_fact_sheet.pdf 
 
*[BAR2006a] Joe Barton, et al Complete Transcript, 07/19/06, 07/27/06 of Wegman Report, etc 
frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=109_house_hearings&docid=f:31362.wais 
 
[BEG2007] Sharon Begley, ñThe Truth About Denial,ò Newsweek, Aug 13, 2007. 

www.newsweek.com/id/32482 
 
[BRA199] Raymond S. Bradley, Paleoclimatology ï Reconstructing Climates of the Quaternary, Second 
Edition, 1999.  This is a famous, widely-used, heavily-cited book.  [FLE2009] is an easy introduction. 
 
[BRA2007] Allan M. Brandt, The Cigarette Century- The Rise, Fall, and Deadly Persistence of the 
Product that Defined America, 2007. 
It is very difficult to understand the history of anti-science organizations, people, and tactics in the USA 
without understanding the cigarette wars that trained people and think tanks in the methods. 
 
[DEE2009]  Deep Climate, ñContrarian scholarship: Revisiting the Wegman Report,ò 12/17/09. 
deepclimate.org/2009/12/17/wegman-report-revisited/ 
 
[DEE2009a] Deep Climate, ñWegman (and Rapp) on tree rings: A divergence problem, part 1ò, 12/22/09. 
deepclimate.org/2009/12/22/wegman-and-rapp-on-tree-rings-a-divergence-problem-part-1 
 
[DEE2009b] Deep Climate, ñA Comparison of (WR) 2.1 p.13-4 and (Bradley) section 10.2ò, 12/22/09. 
deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2009/12/wegman-bradley-tree-rings.pdf 
 
[DEE2010]  Deep Climate, ñWegman (and Rapp) on tree rings: A divergence problem part 2ò, 12/06/10. 
deepclimate.org/2010/01/06/wegman-and-rapp-on-proxies-a-divergence-problem-part-2 
 

http://geoflop.uchicago.edu/forecast/docs/lectures.html
http://republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006_Wegman_fact_sheet.pdf
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=109_house_hearings&docid=f:31362.wais
http://www.newsweek.com/id/32482
http://deepclimate.org/2009/12/17/wegman-report-revisited/
http://deepclimate.org/2009/12/22/wegman-and-rapp-on-tree-rings-a-divergence-problem-part-1
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2009/12/wegman-bradley-tree-rings.pdf
http://deepclimate.org/2010/01/06/wegman-and-rapp-on-proxies-a-divergence-problem-part-2
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[DEE2010a] Deep Climate, ñA comparison of (WR) section 2.1, p14-5 and (Bradley) 5.1,5.2,6.8ò 
12/06/10. 
deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/01/wegman-bradley-ice-cores-corals1.pdf 
 
[DEE2010b]  Deep Climate, ñDonald Rapp: More divergence problemsò, 12/07/10. 
deepclimate.org/2010/01/07/donald-rapp-more-divergence-problems 
DC analyzes examples of the use of ñgrey literature, and does make one wonder about Springer-Praxis. 
 
[DEE2010c]  Deep Climate, ñWillie Soon and Sallie Baliunasé (as quoted by Donald Rapp)ò, 12/07/10. 
deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/01/rapp-soon-proxies-quotes.pdf 
This has a useful analysis of the use of ñgrey literature.ò 
 
[DEE2010d] Deep Climate, ñSteve McIntyre and Ross McKitrick, part 1: In the beginningò, 02/04/10. 
deepclimate.org/2010/02/04/steve-mcintyre-and-ross-mckitrick-part-1-in-the-beginning 
 
[DEE2010e] Deep Climate, ñSteve McIntyre and Ross McKitrick, part 2: The full story behind the 
Barton-Whitfield investigation and the Wegman Panelò, 02/08/10. 

deepclimate.org/2010/02/08/steve-mcintyre-and-ross-mckitrick-part-2-barton-wegman 

*[DEF2002] Chris de Freitas, ñAre observed changes in the concentration of carbon dioxide in the 
atmosphere really dangerous?ò Bulletin of Canadian Petroleum Geology Vol 50, No 2 (June 2002), 
P.297-327. Received 03/28/02, Accepted 06/23/02. 
web.archive.org/web/20030526163750/www.cspg.org/deFreitas_climate.pdf  
The Editor, Canadian geologist brother Tim de Freitas recused himself, so it was reviewed by Soon and 
Boehmer-Christiansen.  Of 31 pages, about 5 were devoted to attack on the hockey stick, and it contained 
many ñgrey literatureò references, as from PRI, CSCDGC, Michaelsô WCR.  See de Freitas for more. 
Then, 2 weeks later (04/11/02), Soon and Baliunas submitted [SOO2003] (whose first sponsor was API ) 
to de Freitas, later published 01/31/03, and eventually leading to von Storch and othersô resignations. 

www.cspg.org/volunteer/files/reports/2002-CSPG-Report-of-Activities.pdf 

*[ESS2002] Christopher Essex, Ross McKitrick , Taken by Storm ï The troubled science, policy, and 
politics of global warming. November 2002.  Neither author is a climate scientist, but the book offers 
plenty of confusion, and many references to science literature later strongly refuted, like Christy& Spencer 
on satellites showing no warming, DôAleo, Zbiginew Jaworowski, S.Idso, John Daly, GES, etc.  Chapter 5 
of 10 (p.155-174) is òT-Rex plays hockey.ò ï they were attacking that in 2001-2002. 
This book is a good example of text written using mathematics terminology to confuse the unwary. 
 
+[FLE2009] John Fleck, The Tree Ringsô tale ï Understanding Our Changing Climate, 2009.] 
This well-written book by a NM journalist is a nice introduction to tree-rings, readable in high school. 
 
*[GMI1990]  Robert Jastrow, William Nierenberg, Frederick Seitz, Scientific Perspectives on the 
GREENHOUSE PROBLEM, 1990, Copyright George C. Marshall Institute. 

*[GMI2003]  George Marshall Institute, Washington Roundtable, M&M , ñThe IPCC, the ñHockey Stickò 
Curve, and the Illusion of Experience.ò, 11/18/03.  Key document, Ebell introduced M&M  to GMI , 
interesting people attend, including Inhofe  counsel Hogan asking about tree-ring statistics. 
www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/188.pdf 
 
*[GMI2005]  George Marshall Institute, Marshall News, describing 02/10/05 Roundtable, ñU.S. Climate 
Policy After Kyotoôs Ratification.ò,p.1, p.10.11.  See Inhofe , and GMI2005 in A.4. 
www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/300.pdf 

http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/01/wegman-bradley-ice-cores-corals1.pdf
http://deepclimate.org/2010/01/07/donald-rapp-more-divergence-problems
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/01/rapp-soon-proxies-quotes.pdf
http://deepclimate.org/2010/02/04/steve-mcintyre-and-ross-mckitrick-part-1-in-the-beginning
http://deepclimate.org/2010/02/08/steve-mcintyre-and-ross-mckitrick-part-2-barton-wegman/
http://web.archive.org/web/20030526163750/www.cspg.org/deFreitas_climate.pdf
http://www.cspg.org/volunteer/files/reports/2002-CSPG-Report-of-Activities.pdf
http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/188.pdf
http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/300.pdf
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*[GMI2005a]  George Marshall Institute, Washington Roundtable, M&M , ñThe Hockey Stick Debate: 
Lessons in Disclosure and Due Diligence.ò, 05/11/05. Key document: in essence lays out a campaign. 
www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/316.pdf 
web.archive.org/web/20060213060236/www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/316.pdf 
 
[GOO2006] Jeff Goodell, Big Coal, 2006 

Many blame Big Oil for funding all disinformation; look closer at Big Coal. 

[GUT2009] Donald Gutstein, Not a Conspiracy Theory ï How Business Propaganda Hijacks Democracy, 
2009.  This gives a Canadian viewpoint.  See Chapter 7 on Fraser Institute and the National Post. 

*[HAY2008]  Howard C. Hayden,  A Primer on CO2 and Climate, Second Edition, 2008, Vales Lakes 
Publishing.  See Hayden in A.7 for more detail.  Hockey stick is covered in p.16-19 (of 87). Like 

[ALE2009], this is another book written by a nuclear physicist, sometimes citing outright pseudo-science. 

[HEA2009] Heartland, ñLegislatorôs Guide to Global Warming Experts,ò PDF Created 07/23/09. 
www.heartland.org/books/PDFs/LegislatorsGuideGW.pdf 

This professional 32-page brochure targeted state and local governments, organized by region. 

[HOG2009] James Hoggan, with Richard Littlemore, Climate Cover-Up ï The crusade to deny global 
warming, 2009. 
Anyone starting study of climate anti-science might read this first. 
 
[HOR2007] Christopher C. Horner, The Politically Incorrect Guide to Global Warming and 
Environmentalism, 2007, Regnery Publishing. 
Participated in A.Oreskes, pp.91-94, also labeling (geoscientist/science history Full Professor) Oreskes as 
a ñhistory Instructor.ò 
 
[INH2010] EPW Minority Staff, i.e., Inhofe, United States Senate Report ï óConsensusô Exposed: The 
CRU Controversy, 02/23/10, Contact Dempsey, Lungren. 

epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=7db3fbd8-f1b4-4fdf-bd15-12b7
df1a0b63 
 
[JAC2008] Peter J. Jacques, Riley Dunlap, Mark Freeman, ñThe Organization of Denial: Conservative 
think tanks and environmental skepticism,ò Environmental Politics, 17, Issue 3 June 2008 , pages 349 ï 
385.  This shows strong correlation between Conservative Think tanks and anti-environmental books. 
www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a793291693 
ucf.academia.edu/documents/0008/3636/Organization_of_Denial_Jacques_Dunlap_Freeman_EP__June_
2008.pdf 

[KLA2008]  Michael T. Klare, Rising Powers, Shrinking Planet ï The New Geopolitics of Energy, 2008. 

[LAH2008] Myanna Lahsen, ñExperiences of modernity in the greenhouse: A cultural analysis of a 
physicist óótrioôô supporting the backlash against global warmingò, 
sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/admin/publication_files/resource-2590-2008.05.pdf 
 
[MAA2007]  Tarek Maassarani, ñRedacting the Science of Climate Change,ò March 2007, Government 
Accountability Project.  p.59-63 is especially relevant, and other pages discuss Cooney. 
democrats.science.house.gov/Media/File/Commdocs/hearings/2007/oversight/28mar/gap_redacting_clim
ate_sci_report_07mar.pdf  Thanks to [DEE2010e]. 
 
[MAS2008] John R. Mashey, ñANOTHER ATTACK ON GLOBAL WARMINGôS SCIENTIFIC 
CONSENSUSò, March 23, 2008 

http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/316.pdf
http://web.archive.org/web/20060213060236/http:/www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/316.pdf
http://www.heartland.org/books/PDFs/LegislatorsGuideGW.pdf
http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=7db3fbd8-f1b4-4fdf-bd15-12b7df1a0b63
http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=7db3fbd8-f1b4-4fdf-bd15-12b7df1a0b63
http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/title~db=all~content=t713635072
http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/title~db=all~content=t713635072~tab=issueslist~branches=17#v17
http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/title~db=all~content=g793295250
http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a793291693
http://ucf.academia.edu/documents/0008/3636/Organization_of_Denial_Jacques_Dunlap_Freeman_EP__June_2008.pdf
http://ucf.academia.edu/documents/0008/3636/Organization_of_Denial_Jacques_Dunlap_Freeman_EP__June_2008.pdf
http://sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/admin/publication_files/resource-2590-2008.05.pdf
http://democrats.science.house.gov/Media/File/Commdocs/hearings/2007/oversight/28mar/gap_redacting_climate_sci_report_07mar.pdf
http://democrats.science.house.gov/Media/File/Commdocs/hearings/2007/oversight/28mar/gap_redacting_climate_sci_report_07mar.pdf
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www.desmogblog.com/skeptics-journal-publishes-plagiarized-paper 
 
+[MAS2008a] John R. Mashey, ñHow to Learn About Science,ò August 17, 2008. 
scienceblogs.com/deltoid/2008/08/john_mashey_on_how_to_learn_ab.php 
 
[MAS2009] John R. Mashey, ñScience Bypass - Anti-science Petition to APS from folks with SEPP, 
George C. Marshall Institute, Heartland, CATOò, November 11, 2009.  
www.desmogblog.com/another-silly-climate-petition-exposed 

 
[McC2003] Aaron M. McCright, Riley E. Dunlap, ñDefeating Kyoto: The Conservative Movementôs 
Impact on U.S. Climate Change Policy, SOCIAL PROBLEMS, Vol. 50, No. 3, pages 348ï373. ISSN: 
0037-7791; online ISSN: 1533-8533 © 2003. 
stephenschneider.stanford.edu/Publications/PDF_Papers/McCrightDunlap2003.pdf 
 
*[MIC2005]  Patrick J. Michaels, Ed Shattered Consensus - The true state of global warming, 2008, 
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Copyright, GMI.  
It includes chapters by Michaels, McKitrick, Ballin g, Cerveny, Christy Legates, Oliver Frauenfeld, 
Davis, Baliunas, Soon&Posmentier.  The Foreword is by OôKeefe and Kueter of GMI .  Chapter 2 (of 
10) by McKitrick , is ñThe Mann et al Northern Hemisphere ñHockey Stickò Climate Index: A Tale of Due 
Diligenceò occupies pp.20-49.  That seems related to GMI2005a,  it certainly wasted little time getting 

into print, and it had the leadoff position. 

[MIC2008]  David Michaels, Doubt is Their Product ï How Industryôs Assault Threatens Your Health, 
2008. 

*[MIC2009]  Patrick J. Michaels, Robert Balling , Jr , Climate of Extremes ï Global warming science they 
donôt want you to know, 2009, CATO  Institute (ñpublished in cooperation with the George C. Marshall 

Institute.ò  A.Hockey: WR discussion on peer review is used p.200-201, and hockey stick in p.217-219. 

[MIR2008]  Philip Mirowski, ñThe Rise of the Dedicated Natural Science Think Tankò, 2008, Social 
Science Research Council, 2008. 
www.ssrc.org/workspace/images/crm/new_publication_3/%7Beee91c8f-ac35-de11-afac-001cc477ec70%
7D.pdf This useful history of think tanks, groups them in 3 historical waves.. 
ñThe theoretical impetus behind the rise of the natural science think tanks is the belief that science 
progresses when everyone can buy the type of science they like, dispensing with whatever the academic 

disciplines say is mainstream or discredited science.ò 

[MOO2005] Chris Mooney, The Republican War on Science, 2005 
Science finally got noticed by politics in WW II, and from then through the George H. W. Bush 
administration, science was mostly nonpartisan, but politicization grew, sadly. 
 
[ORE2007] Naomi Oreskes, ñAmerican Denial of Global Warmingò video: 
www.uctv.tv/search-details.aspx?showID=13459 , especially from 26:00 onward. 

 
[ORE2008] Naomi Oreskes, Erik Conway, ñChallenging Knowledge: How Climate Science Became a 
Victim of the Cold Warò, Chapter 3 in [PRO2008]. 

 
[ORE2008a] Naomi Oreskes, Erik M. Conway, and Matthew Shindell, From Chicken Little to Dr. 
Pangloss: William Nierenberg, Global Warming, and the Social Deconstruction of Scientific Knowledge, 
02/08: 
www2.lse.ac.uk/CPNSS/projects/CoreResearchProjects/ContingencyDissentInScience/DP/DPOreskesetal
ChickenLittleOnlinev2.pdf  This was renamed, so if link broken, check on that website. 

http://www.desmogblog.com/skeptics-journal-publishes-plagiarized-paper
http://scienceblogs.com/deltoid/2008/08/john_mashey_on_how_to_learn_ab.php
http://www.desmogblog.com/another-silly-climate-petition-exposed
http://stephenschneider.stanford.edu/Publications/PDF_Papers/McCrightDunlap2003.pdf
http://www.ssrc.org/workspace/images/crm/new_publication_3/%7Beee91c8f-ac35-de11-afac-001cc477ec70%7D.pdf
http://www.ssrc.org/workspace/images/crm/new_publication_3/%7Beee91c8f-ac35-de11-afac-001cc477ec70%7D.pdf
http://www.uctv.tv/search-details.aspx?showID=13459
http://www2.lse.ac.uk/CPNSS/projects/CoreResearchProjects/ContingencyDissentInScience/DP/DPOreskesetalChickenLittleOnlinev2.pdf
http://www2.lse.ac.uk/CPNSS/projects/CoreResearchProjects/ContingencyDissentInScience/DP/DPOreskesetalChickenLittleOnlinev2.pdf
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[ORE2008b] Naomi Oreskes, You Can Argue with the Facts, talk at Stanford 08/09/2008. 
smartenergyshow.com/node/67 
smartenergyshow.com/node/67#comment-524 is my synopsis. 
See especially the GES (~WFA , i.e., coal) video embedded at 30:00, product of a classic market-research 
effort, sent free to many libraries. 

 
[ORE2010] Naomi Oreskes, Erik Conway, Merchants of Doubt ï How a Handful of Scientists Obscured 
the Truth on Issues from Tobacco Smoke to Global Warming, May 25, 2010. 
The long history of GMI and Singer is explored in meticulous detail.  
www.youtube.com/v/XXyTpY0NCp0  03/05/10 talk on this at Brown U is a good introduction. 
 
 
[PRO2008] Robert N. Proctor, Londa Schiebinger, Eds. Agnotology ï The Making and Unmaking of 
Ignorance, 2008.  See especially Chapter 3: Naomi Oreskes, Eric Conway. 
 
[REG2005] Anthony Regalado, "Global Warring In Climate Debate, The 'Hockey Stick' leads to a 
Face-Off", WSJ, 02/14/05.  See A.7.Regalado for discussion of this unusual article. 

sharpgary.org/RegaladoWSJ.html  OR www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/Feb.%2019.htm 

[REG2006] Anthony Regalado, "Academy to Referee Climate-Change Fight,ò WSJ, 02/10/06. 
online.wsj.com/public/article_print/SB113953482702870250-xmUhF6botP4CjKAVMBO61Bv59_c_200

70210.html 

[SAI2007] Yasmin H. Said, Experiences with Congressional Testimony: Statistics and The Hockey Stick, 
George Mason University, Data and Statistical Sciences Colloquium Series, Sept 7, 2007. 
www.galaxy.gmu.edu/stats/colloquia/AbstractsFall2007/TalkSept7.pdf Infinite thanks to DC for this. 
 
[SCH2009] Stephen H. Schneider, Science as a Contact Sport ï Inside the Battle to Save Earthôs Climate, 
2009.  Dr. Schneider has worked to do climate science research, communicate to the public, and counter 
anti-science.  See especially Chapters 5 and 7, in which he mentions some familiar names and tactics in 
climate anti-science.  Some of this is about science, but more about communication and science policy. 
 
*[SIN1999] S. Fred Singer, Hot Talk Cold Science ï Global warmingôs unfinished debate, Revised 2nd Ed, 
1999.  I originally read this in 2001, at which time the disparity between ground stations and (some) 
satellite results was still a legitimate scientific argument. 
 
*[SIN2007] S. Fred Singer, Dennis T. Avery, Unstoppable Global Warming every 1,500 years, 2007. 
It is a good exercise to read [SIN1999] first, and see evolution or lack thereof, especially in the light of 
major revisions to satellite and balloon results that happened between.  In the earlier book, global warming 
was not happening, in the later one, it is inevitable, but natural.  Policy advice is constant: no CO2 
restrictions. 
Much of Chapter 5 (p.55-74) is devoted to A.Hockey.  A.Santer is found on pp. 63-64. 
 
*[SOL2008] Lawrence Solomon, The Deniers, 2008. 
This collected a series of articles in the National Post (Canada). 
www.desmogblog.com/the-deniers-the-world-renowned-scientists-who-dont-actually-deny-global-warmi
ng 
Wegman is included, but inclusion is by Solomonôs declaration, and some have vigorously objected, as 
Roger Revelle certainly would have, were he alive.  However, the previously-hidden background of the 

http://smartenergyshow.com/node/67
http://smartenergyshow.com/node/67#comment-524
http://www.youtube.com/v/XXyTpY0NCp0
http://sharpgary.org/RegaladoWSJ.html
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/Feb.%2019.htm
http://online.wsj.com/public/article_print/SB113953482702870250-xmUhF6botP4CjKAVMBO61Bv59_c_20070210.html
http://online.wsj.com/public/article_print/SB113953482702870250-xmUhF6botP4CjKAVMBO61Bv59_c_20070210.html
http://www.galaxy.gmu.edu/stats/colloquia/AbstractsFall2007/TalkSept7.pdf
http://www.desmogblog.com/the-deniers-the-world-renowned-scientists-who-dont-actually-deny-global-warming
http://www.desmogblog.com/the-deniers-the-world-renowned-scientists-who-dont-actually-deny-global-warming
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WR, and Wegmanôs inclusion on BALI2007 are certainly consistent.  Chapter 2 of 14 (p.9-22), ñThe 
Case of the Disappearing Hockey Stickò gives it the most prominent place. 
 
*[SOO2003] Willie Soon, Sallie Baliunas, ñProxy climatic and environmental changes of the past 1000 
years,ò Climate Research Vol. 23:89-110, 2003.  Submitted: 04/11/02; Accepted: 08/29/02; Published 
01/31/03.  See De Freitas: this (poor) paper eventually resulted in mass resignations, because the 
publisher would not let Editor-in-Chief von Storch repudiate it.  See [DEF2002].  First sponsor was API:  
ñAcknowledgements. This work was supported by funds from the American Petro leum Institute (01-0000-4579) 

(and others)é We thank John Daly, é, Craig and Keith Idso for their unselfish contributions to the references. ñ 

*[SPE2008] Roy W. Spencer, Climate Confusion ï How GLOBAL WARMING hysteria leads to bad 
science, pandering politicians, and misguided policies that hurt the poor, 2008. Encounter Books: 
www.encounterbooks.com. It also features Spencerôs The Bad Science and Bad Policy of Obamaôs Global 
Warming Agenda.  It has a mild form of A.Oreskes, p.44. 
 
+[TUK1977] John Tukey, Exploratory Data Analysis, 1977. 
Tukey was one of the worldôs greatest statisticians, affiliated with Princeton and Bell Labs, a place that used 
statistics extensively. He strongly advocated balancing well-known confirmatory statistics with exploratory 
data analysis, on which much science really depends.  See A.10.4 for relevance here. 
 
[UCS2007] Union of Concerned Scientists, Smoke, Mirrors & Hot Air ï How ExxonMobil Uses Big 
Tobaccoôs Tactics to Manufacture Uncertainty on Climate Science, 2007. 
www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/global_warming/exxon_report.pdf 
 
[WAG2006] Wendy Wagner, Rena Steinzor, eds Rescuing Science from Politics ï Regulation and the 
Distortion of Scientific Research, 2006. (F). 

 
*[WEG2006] Edward J. Wegman, David W. Scott, Yasmin H. Said, AD HOC COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
THE óHOCKEY STICKô GLOBAL CLIMATE RECONSTRUCTION, 07/14/2006. 
republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006_Wegman_Report.pdf 
This is often just called the Wegman Report (WR) here.  

 
+[YAL2009]  Yale University &  George Mason University, GLOBAL WARMINGôs SIX AMERICAS 2009: 
An Audience Segmentation Analysis, 2009. 
envirocenter.research.yale.edu/uploads/climatechange-6americas62309.pdf   

This useful document helps calibrate various worldviews.  

http://www.encounterbooks.com/
http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/global_warming/exxon_report.pdf
http://republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006_Wegman_Report.pdf
http://envirocenter.research.yale.edu/uploads/climatechange-6americas62309.pdf
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Useful Websites  

 
Many of these are funded by donations. 

 
[ExxonSecrets] (Greenpeace) 
www.exxonsecrets.org 
 

[Legistorm] 
www.legistorm.com/ 
www.legistorm.com/salaries.html  A good way to track down staffers and for whom, they worked 
 
[MMAN]  Media Matters Action Network, Transparency 
mediamattersaction.org/transparency 
This site usefully organizes masses of data from foundation ñ990ò forms, so that the reader can navigate 
among people, funders and recipients of funds from foundations.  Having spent some time rummaging in 
990 forms, I can attest that this site required vast amounts of hard work. 

 

[NEWSMEAT]  
www.newsmeat.com 
This is a good search engine for political donations, despite the somewhat non-intuitive name. 
 
[NRDC]  Natural Resources Defense Council 
www.nrdc.org  Has some useful FOIA files. 
 

[OpenSecrets] 
www.opensecrets.org/lobbyists  Good search engine for lobbying data in US. 
 
[SourceWatch] SourceWatch 
www.sourcewatch.org 
This is a complex, but extremely useful Wiki for finding starting points and references on organizations, 
probably the most single valuable resource I used.  More of those names could have shown up here, but 
there was only so much time.  Iôm sure email lists often include many others. 
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Global_warming_skeptic is a good starting point. 
 
[Tobacco Archives]  Several portals exist, including the following: 
legacy.library.ucsf.edu 
This is a fascinating resource, and various organizations get mentioned there as well as in this report. 
 
[Wayback] Internet Archive Wayback Machine 

www.archive.org/index.php 
This is invaluable for backtracking histories for some webpages, if archived. 
 
[990 Finder] Foundation Center 
foundationcenter.org/findfunders/990finder 
This gives all data, but it does not summarize it, and some research requires plowing through many pages.  

http://www.exxonsecrets.org/
http://www.legistorm.com/
http://www.legistorm.com/salaries.html
http://mediamattersaction.org/transparency
http://www.newsmeat.com/
http://www.nrdc.org/
http://www.opensecrets.org/lobbyists
http://www.sourcewatch.org/
http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Global_warming_skeptic
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/
http://www.archive.org/index.php
http://foundationcenter.org/findfunders/990finder





























































































































































































































































































