Crescendo to Climategate Cacophony
Behind the 2006 Wegman Report and Two Decades of Climate Anti-Science
John R. Mashey*
Climate science has produced increasisgipgnger scientific resulistentionallyobscured byn
increasinglynoisyantiscience PRampaign. This hasurgedn a long crescendo from 1990 to the
cacophony of ACIi mategate, 06 the email hack of the

This 185-page report details the long history of these attacks, including funding flayasizations,

people and tactics. It highlights the reality behind a 2806 campaign that purposefully misled

Congressltsresultshave formed pillar of theantiscience PR campaign to this day, including

Climategate Although the author has benefitfrom frequent discussions with leading researchtes

report is based primarily on public informatiogovernment reports, organizations' websites,

peerreviewed articles, scholarly books and existing Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) data.

This repat showsin detail:

1 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 diaed@mioke,
acid rain, chlorofluorocarbons ancegnhouse gas emissions.

1 From2001to 2005,several of thesehe Competitive Enterprise Institute, George C. Marshall
Institute , Se nator James Inhofeandalliesfoundii n e w v oGanadian®oss MtKitrick &

Steven Mclntyre, encouraged theandintroduced them to Washingto®C. Using theold tactics,
theytriedto discreditspecific scientistandthe Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IRCC)

1 In2005,Re presentatives Joe BartoandEd Whitfield unusually demanded information from climate
scienists MichaeMann,RaymondBradleyandMalcomHughes originators 021999 h oc key st i c k
graphlater used in the IPCC 2001 report3he scientific community pushed baclBarton and
Whitfield bypassed the National Academy of Sciengesferringan oddroute toreachEdward
We gmanto form anfindependent, impartial, expénpanel to evalatehockey stickstatistics

1 InJuly 2006 thdi We g man Repor t 0 cambihed lhtowaumsja pilldr ef avidespregadnd
continuingattacks orMann,the IPCC, andlimate sciencestill employed since thenFor example
Climategate testimorto the UK Paihment03/01/10still cited We gman.

1 ThePanel had none of the attributes claimelsh no sense were its members independdntar
exceeded its charterlt relied heavly on informationvia Barton staffefPeter Spencer It worked
with critic MclIntyre , but never contacted MannKey materiaevenseemg | agi ari zed fr om
classic Paleoclimatologgxt, sometimes modifieth weaken or evenvert its meaimg.

1 Unlike the time of the tobacco warketmedia and Internebw amplify antiscienceattacks by
(a)enablinga few determined people to diveftosers ci ent i st sé6 research ti me
to FOIA requestand personal attacksd(b) inciting harasment ofscientiss via public outcry, hate
mail or threats of violence

This reportsuggests

1 Congress shoulchvestgate themanufacture and exploitation of the Wegman Rep&tich an
investigation night well grow intothe scope of the 199@sbacco investigations.It has been suggested
that18.U.S.C 81005hnd18.U.S.C §37Imight apply to organized effarto mislead CongressAs part
of that, Congress might investigate the nature of some organizations claiming nonprofit 501(c)3 status.

9 Congess should consider changing FOIA lawpteserveappropriate public accedsutbetter
differentiate between reasonable requests and unreasbtmeahtetamplifiedharassment

1 Congress should consider better ways to dealamibnized]nternetamplifieddefamation campaigns
not handledvell by currenfaws. Climate scientists should not face death threats.

*Dr. Mashey isan easyto-Googlecomputer scientist Hehas worked witta wide variety ofscientistsmany of whonusesoftwareor hardwarehe
hdped create Sodo most readeygiven software featurdsund on many compueasd microprocessors usedrgplement much ofthe Intemet
In 1988 he cofounde8PEC which set new standasdor disclosurepbjectivity and cooperatiom (often-contentbus) computer performance
evaluation widely used to design computers sindeor the last fewyears lasbeeninvolvedin climate scienceantiscienceand energy issues.
Contact JohnMashey (at) yahoo.conRermalink www.desmogblogom/crescendelimategatecacophony
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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 ananline. It should beuseful to sevelalifferent kinds of audiencesFor readability on paper,

some redundancy was unavoidabl&he first 35pagesshould suffice for most readers. Some could study
more, with selection varying by interesfThe report tries to make sense of a large amdunt o
inherentlyconfusing and oftenbscured data.The~900URLs and many other referencage provided as
backup and for ilepth study. Most references are given vialine URLSs, as per Web pages, most
convenient for those readiagn online PDF, but URLs are shown visibljor readability on paper.

Objective Information versus Opinion , Typographic Conventions

Most content is objective information, bypinionsandoccasional necessary speculations use Italigs

few comments are inherently qualitativeirapns, akin to those of commercial or military intelligence,
where one tries to find facts that others prefer hiddadtrieso ficonnect the dots. o
see these opinions. Others do not, and they can just ignore the Italics. Rdboaise their own
evaluations anyway.

Bold terms have entriesn A.1-A.4, with bold personal namesn A.7. References are [brackets].

People familiar with  climate anti-science PR campaigns

Thosefamiliar with the general topic aq@imarily interestd in recent discoveries about ttegman
Report (WR) can examind-igures 2.1and3.1 for context, then skip t85, readit and AppendicesA.10
andA.11, and selected parts of other Appendicédey should reagosts ofCanadian blogger Deep
Climate (DC) to whommuch is owed for unearthing key factslowever, theW/R was just one tactic in a
two-decadedong campaign, and the rest of the document collects much detail to let people follow any
subset othreads they wish to exploreSome readers might be féiar with the organizations, tactics, and
individuals ofA.2, A.3, A.4andA.7, but might consulf.6 for detailed maps of relationships among these.

People unfamiliar with anti -science PR campaigns

People new to the general topic of asttience PR camjgs should rea81-83, be ready to look up key
people and terms in the Appendices, and then start working thgabghto understand thbistory, and
assess thikelihood of long-termanttsciencecampaign involving closetgonnected people.

8lexplainst he aut hor 6 sscianpseudosciencd, scierneise amdanti-science of which
the last is the focus of thigport Figure 1.1shows the overall processhyfpassing sciencevhose
modern implementation likely began with tobacco comgmni

§2visually describes the machinery of asitience as context for the other discussioRfgure 2.1 is the
overview, and all readers should check that, and on first reading, might skegthmingdetailin 82.

83 overviewsthe two-decadechronol@y of the climate antscience campaign, graphedHigure. 3.1.

84, 85, 86 split the chronology into 3 periods: 198897, 1998006, and 200201Q The primary focus

is 85 (the manufacture and exploitation of the 200R). Earlier and latechronologies offer context to

avoid mistakingit asan odd oneoff event Recurring patterns include:

- attempt to counter science directly within normal scientific processes, usually failing badly.

- confuse theublic, outside scientific processes, often sudatgs

-pick a few scientists for unr gddr¥biydaisng per sonal

87 offersa fewsuggestios for action by the US Congress or others

88 summarizes the repoendingwith a discussion gbossibleclimate conspiracies

rMm

-

C



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

Sources - Peer Review ed Science Research

(a) Some journals print anythin{)) some use a knowledgeable editorial board(c) peerreviewed
journalssend incoming papers (asually-anonymous knowledmgbleexpers. Highlyranked journals,
such asScierceor Nature are very selective and perform strgreereviews Relative journal credibility
varies greatly, but is weknown to people in a field.Researchers gain (or lose) credibility over time

Some may be credible enough to write the equivakentégi The Sun wi ll rise in the
make the reader seriously consider that pd#gib At the other extremdrom some peopldiThe Sun will
rise in the East tomorrowod0 would cause ddmturer eader

from merely confirming existingnainstream viewsutalwayslook for data that challengegkem

Passing (failing) peer review does pobve a paperorrect (wrong). Passing peer review is

betteri Nt er preted as @AThi sngdoeasndnoitt sseeeenmso bivnitoeursed syt iw
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 confirmekfew bad papers always slip throygh

especially in lowesquality 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 credibleepiesved journals,
especially if their results would be worsthakirg. If they write such material only in pooritegarded
journals E&E ), websites, books, OpEds, it is a red flagen if they pulidh credible material elsewhere.
Hence, passing peer review means much less than not being able to pass it in creditde journ

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 T Websites , Wikis, Blogs

Wiki and many web page®re are never regarded as authoritative, just useful guideshritative

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 findmeéste credible sourcesvhile

carefully assessing opinions.This reportalready has-900URLSs, and without Wikis that number would

have beenB0X larger. Somet i me massive official documents (I
summarizedhWikis. | 6ve often r ef er e focexampld ttBimme peoplewehoave] pa g
at some time been associated with some organization. These pages are not elwdsgieugy complete,

but have often been compiled over yeais6é ve of t e n e grgimkpagbsa(ar &rchives) artd h

checked them out Likewise, 1 06ve oft einn cohtehcekihelYeaderiisd sr e f e r
invited to at least do sample checkBlease report errors, as this report may well be updated.

Field professionardesearchers tend to ignore truly awful journal papers, but sometimes good refutations
exist only in blogs or other websitesStarting with a problematical article, pewviewed refutations can

be hard to find, unless one subscribes to specialist journgjgeads much money on articles behind
paywalls. Itis even harder to make this accessible for a wider audience unlikely to have free access to
those journals. Hence, | have leaned towards carsfelycted websites with understandable
explanations, basl on peereviewed work, rather than exhaustv&racking specialist literature.

This reportis long, and much is about interpersonal connections, so surnames alone are typically used for
brevity, titles are omitted, University is abbreviated as U, ditgnno discourtesy to any

Important qualification

Whenever groups are mentioned as connections, absalatihingis implied about other members of the
group. Group names are simply used as familiar labels dmdg@xplainconnections, whether cai,
likely, or at least plausible.



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

1 Introduction 71 Definitions, Science Bypass, Cigarettes, and Climate

This section brieflyoffers my interpretatiamnof the following 4 general terms, which can be applied in any
sciencerelated topic. Antscience esmaally seeks to bypass science with regard to public policy, using
many tacticreated for the tobacco wars, and employed widely since then against other areas of science.
Figure 1.1lillustrates the general approach, and the rest of this report andigzeigecific instance of

climate antiscience over the last two decades.

Science
Real science starts with research, followed by pe@ewed publication in credible places, and most
crucially via repeated evaluation by field researchers. Like the GralBfMAS2008a] built over time,
brick by brick, it does not fall down because one brick jiggl&zience accumulates over time, with large
collections of research, rarely dependent on any one papeience is not determined by voting, especially
by nonexperts. Consensus emerges from evidence and models that survive repeated challenges, and at
any point in time, scientistwaintain differing degrees of certainty that change with evidence:
fil have approximate answers, and possible beliefs, and différeny r ees of cert ainty about
i 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 becopgsidosciencan dtempt to convince scientists to adopt
ideasfor which the balance of evidence is strongly advergesome fields, its primary use is sales.

Science -noise

In communicating new results to the public, the-erdnd process easily overterprets resultdpses

caveats, or creates outright errors, as often happens in@pateained newspaper headlines. This might

be calledsciencenoisg for lack of a generakaccepted term. Good communication of science to the

public is nontrivial. Signal is oftedbscured by noise, purposeful or accidental, which can either increase

or lessen the perceived importance of some scientific result. Sgiereein one direction sometimes

incites people to the other extreme, ignoring the real scieAcgood example fosciencenoise is the

recent confusion regardii@hil Jonesaidg | obal war ming ended in 19950.
www.skepticalscience.com/Dihl-Jonesreally-sayglobatwarmingendedin-1995.html
Organizedanti-sciencediffers from sciencenoise although itoften welcomes noise and amplifies it.

Anti -science

Agnotologgwa s coined by St an[PRO20DEte deiRribd therdetivateé prodBction c t o r
of ignorance and doubt. When applied to scientific topics, it might be ealkedcience employed

especially when research results threaten strong economic or ideological interests. It is rarely intended to
convince field professionglbut to confuse the public and especially decigiakers in government and
business. Many modern astiienceP Rtacticswere createdbr tobacco companies atttenused

thereafter, often by the same people and organizations, especially in fightione@ntal Many

scientists arenused talealing withsuch tacticssince most scientific fields face no organized-acince

The Internet offes new opportunities for anrticience amplification, using networksroédia,websites,

blogs, andgublic hepers. The practitioners are very experienced.

Anti-science sometimes employs its own sciengise and even pseudoscience. Suppose someone writes
a peerreviewed paper showing some wedlveated, modest effect, but then drastically and repeatedly
overinterprets it for noffield audiences via OpEds, lectures, blogs, websites, claiming it has demolished
decades of careful research. Thatis usually deliberateagttice, not just sciengmise

Organized antscience seeks to bypass scigrespeciajl with regard to public policy


http://www.skepticalscience.com/Did-Phil-Jones-really-say-global-warming-ended-in-1995.html

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

Figure 1.1 Science & Policy vs Science Bypass

Theoreticalldeal Science Bypas:

ScientificResearch Accumulate ScientificResearch Accumulate

Periodicreviews by Periodicreviews by
relevant expert scientistg relevant expert scientists

| Assessemen‘eports recommendations

o] p

Dislike
policies

Recommend
Policy and Action informed by ﬁ mpre re_sgarch
best available science at timg Goal ...indefinitely

Science Bypass Tactics

It is difficult to understandhe antiscience machine the USAwithout learning about tobacco tactics.
The general approach was created by Hill and Knowlton in 1954 for the tobacco corfipRA2607]:
legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tidiwye21a00/pdi A Sc i e nt i€ onthe ORareatts Qoatravesi yvo
The approach was classscience bypassget quotes from authoritatk&ounding sourcesnddistribute to
a large public audience to create doubt and delélye tacticshave often been employed since to fight
most environmental regulation, whethearvanted or not. The reader might consult the origifmloklet
andassess whether or dburcewatch s s u mma 1 haveiescergted tveheadings:
www.sourcewatckorg/index.php?title=Council_for_Tobacco_Reseasiore inA.3.TIRC)

The evidence is still inconclusive.

Something other than smoking may be responsible.

Statistical evidence canét be trusted.
l'tdéds all a scare campaign.

The issue is too complicated, evien scientists.

Nit-picking at irrelevant details.

More research is necessary.

Repl ace fismokgermger abtyedihgimaenhouse gases-6cie@and one
All of the tactics can be found hereA few physiciss havecampaigned fotwo decadeso nullify the
results of climate research, or more generally to obscure any science that might leachtoeyuve
environmental regulatiofDRE2010] Several physicisténot physicianshave taken even direct roles in
fighting restrictions n smoking Manyactive climate science advocates halseen employed by or
consulted for organizations at least partly funded by tobacco compa@sAG.1).

E I ]

The main addition in recent years has been an increase in personal attacks of varicaus glifigs] by the
Internet, not then available in tearlytobacco wars. The Tobacco Archives isfascinating database of
behindthe-scenes activity, unfortunately unavailable for most othersaignce campaigns.

For strong nicotine addictiomost peple muststart smokingvhile their brains are developing quickly
(agel2-18). Theyusuallystick with earlybrand choices Tobaccdirms knew thislong ago:
legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/eyn18apdf Arhe Importance of Younger Adulis ~1984.
Longterm tobaccaevenues thus depesttonglyon addicting childrepwhichneeds brilliant marketing

and lobbying. By comparisonc onf usi ng peopl e about climate scien


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 1 Laundering Money and Memes

This section offers frameworks to help analyze the machinery e$@etice. This report offes multiple
views of a complex structure, in an attempt to make it more comprehebsibieis not easy.

Figure. 2.1 is a toplevel view, with details expandedhigures. 2.22.6. It shows flows of money and

memes (ideas, informatipaspecially disinformation, and sometimes personal attacks). It is the

architecture of aefficientanttscienceP Rmachineused tocconfuse people about science. . Money

(black) flows from funders at the top (01, O2), of which the most important examples are desil2ed in

The $$%filled cloudit intended to shovinancial obscurity Money flows through several layers of

foundatfons or from corporations into trade associatifds). Sometimes it goes through PR

agencief03). Then it flows tofronts (O5) orthink tanks(O6) andeventudy to individuals.

|l ndividuals can correctly s ayn ifidogtteaonongy mayrmlee money
originated there2-4 steps back The (O?) categories are explainedrigure 2.4.

The red box at middle right | odgseleyndd gfteremepon D t
generateand communicate memesyvww.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Industrigndly _experts

A.3 describes relevant organizations that at least sometimes ¢z emte advocacy, followed by
examples of comon tactics irA.4. Many people are listed 4.7, not all of whom do anscienceput
many of whom might plausibly be asked some questitma fewcasesnames appear simply bmese
they were mentioneh interesting emails or meeting notes.

Figure.22describes peopleds backgrounds and |l evels of
in this case climate science. In most scientific disciplines, knowledge is produceskhych

professionalgK7-K10 levels of knowledgén Figure 2.2.) A few people in K3K7 generatelimate

disinformation memes that are then amplified and repeated endledbdeywith minimal relevant

science knowledge (kB2). Figure.2.3. explainsp e o pbackgiosindsin more detail.

Figure 2.4lists different kinds oforganizations (OD9 inFigure 2.1) perhapsnvolved inantiscience.
A few think tanks androntsfocus entirely or strongly on climate astiience. Some do none at all.

Figure. 2.5integrateg-igures. 2.22.4into a map of organizations and individeaversus reasons for
involvement with antscience Figure 2.6is a more detailed catalog of possit@sondor doing

antiscience For any given person or organization, some reasons can be confidently inferred. Others are
at best speculation, espdlyidacking direct experience. People observably come tesaigihce by

various routes and different combinations of reasquite often notfinancial. Many who accept or repeat
climate antiscience have no obvious financial connedtiorior instancepolitics or ideology seemed to

be more relevant IAPS2009. Egoor attentioncan be strong motivatofer some people Getting

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

This reportfocuses most attentian the top half ofFigure 2.1, with relative ly minimal attention paid to

the Media (O8) and Blagphere (09). Those are important cogs in the machine, bue fiustis already

long. For much discussion of the media, see Max Boykaif many publ ications
sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/publications/search.htmi?searchString=&selectedMetadata[]=2582&action=S
earch&golnto&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 loca#e6 shows known funding flows from
ExxonMobil and various fouttations to think tanks. Many think tanks manage to be 501(c)@)e@x
foundations, despite acting essentially as PR and lobbying agereiewikipedia.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)

Finanical FIN1...5 Reasons (insidgay) Other nonFIN reasons (outside gray

FundeI'S i pEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEg .IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII: ( .............If.e}/.-......... \
$ O E?;P.?E?E‘?.rli 02 foundation: | wish lowpublic visibility :
SppEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEnnnnnl
(]
FINL SROPCTECL JYRtLLEARLEET Al St W JRRL TN Wish high public visibilit
=N $888 L e — )
.‘.::':..,________"__.._ ® .. ___;.........'.%---..‘. Money eeeee 0)
° ELAE N Y o y Memes... eccececee- >
Org '-' . p"EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE ....'.. [ ]
pavo | & LTRANE Wforiand s | HoPes k)
cates P of i R o :
FIND ‘ _.}— ------- -.f"-_;”‘\\‘
- 0 N
O5 Front ;| 06 Think Tani ,/*, *1 07,B1a Political *<— *votes, — __
Sy v J° donations |
\\ \4':..0 ! SN ..2" l
\\\ : \\:J .. \‘::..l” EIIIIIIIIIIIIII*IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII: :
LS \ o .°o. Ve, 2% H
Individual_ ' H NN NN B4 Scientistield *Createslpread :
Ny A B3 Scientist otherl write, speak, ;|
cates \:A, = ' sign letters. = |
: = - Afew paid, & |
FIN3 -5 1 Hack" B2Technical mostunpaid_ H |
H (any) professional PhD (any) :
; . valued for . I
5 i : | Blb Communicato K truthiness. s
i ?lll ' ----------------- [ L] :
. ' e ' . . |
] | +Fees? | Editorial :
FIN4 : < A l
. T ¥ |
v e O8 Media !
09 Blogosphere I
FIN5 > 5
- : ] ] Dismissive ||
| ' ' B1g Public, convinced @ 7% W
! ]
I ) j
I Uncommitted public N o I O @ o e
| Doubt,confusion or best, move I D’he;';]-'fr""’d
- I_ L] —_— —_— —_— —_— _— _— _— _— —_— —_— —_— _— L]
_ Accept thescience, I PP
For USA audience at least some need I T mmer
catagories at right, to act | . Alarmed
see 2009 report below: o o o o o o o o = = — o 18%

[YAL2009] http://envirocenter.research.yale.edu/uploads/climate ch@engericas62309. pdf
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Figures. 2.2and2.3roughly model levels of knowledgeskpertise i given natural science area, such as
climate science, plus approximate backgrounds. They are usgd tatro

unsupported opinion on a topic might be worth something or not.

communicated bpeople fairly low on the exptise scale.

Figure 2.2 Knowledge & Expertise in Science Field (B CK)

calibrate

A great dealstiante is

Write Il ® & Decreasing order of credibility
Only peer-reviewed research, summaries cou

N. America Description

Broad, deep, high-impact research
Likely 20+ years, impactful research
Likely 10+ years research

Own research well underway >PhD

More breadth; depth in dissertation

Add breadth; may help with research

Coherent study; interact with faculty
Non-field; general courses, lectures

General-audience books, field author

Critical analysis+some science
Low current science knowledge

whet her

Who Read:
Category Cthannels
L o & [ Academic
< X K
Category B: §‘D +§ g0 equivalents
Backgroundof person = (cn’ ;) Rk} *in field
~ v v 9O .0 .0
oK O @ 4 & O
Professionakcientistin field, A 1 Top*
generates knowledge i 1 = m M| Full Prof*
Natural scientist related field; K4 E i o= | M| Assoc Prof#
may contribute/shift into field KA | i = = | AsstProf*
— i e = LS S
Technical professional, Kq : { ® o =] Doing PhD*
science writer, teacher KH g 8 @ o Doing MS*
Public, wide variation k4 £ S . Doing BS*
in sciencefollowing. @ K3 <C( 2 . UnderGrad
High school students: -t =i  mm———————
may not yet have seen K3 ¢ ¢ Learn basicp
field, may know more Kle & Low current
than their parents. Kd "r i background|
[} 1
1 1
Low current backgrount .
Knowledge decays if not maintainec | |
For some, high school or college m = =------ o
represent peak science knowledge. A A4

Scientists mostly write peer-reviewed work for field

& sometimes write textbooks for learners in field

& some for laypersons, often with science writers
but most rarely write for general media, blogs

Science writers : ~ general media + lay science

AL Anyone: blog, write about science for general media

Scale is (whimsically) roughly base

logarithmic, i.e. 1->1024, with nr

~K4 (~16) on climate scienceys
That understates the leap to K7-K1
Professionals know much more.

Don't take exact #s too seriousl

2 ~ Ranks en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Academic_rank

~N. America othey N. America UK Australia+NZ
Senior Scientist Full Prof Prof Assoc Prof/Reader, Prof
Research Scientisf Assoc Prof | Reader] Senior Lecturer
Research Associaje Asst Prof Lecturel] Lecturer

Rough guide at best; track records much more important than ranks

Figure 2.3Backgrounds of People (B)

B1 Public, no particular field or technical expertise; here grouped in 3 subcategories by visibility

Bla Politician

Blb Communicator

Blc Other Public
B2 Tech profession:

Individual politician
Visible pundit, speaker, columnist, writer, possibly with official blog.
May write letters, post on blogs, even pay for own blog

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
B4 Scientist, Field

Natural scientist, perhaps related field, but not in the specific field
Natural scientist within specific field; famous scientist is good catch

The remainingFigures in this sectiordescribe various aspects of asttiencebehavior

11
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Figure 2.4 Organization Types, of Which Some Do AntScie nce (O)

Organizational Advocacy Italics: minimize public visibility, at least for this specific topic/connection
Funds normally start with O1/02, but then often follow multi-hop paths through others

O1 Corporation

Ola
O1lb

Olc
O1d

Ole
O2 Foundation

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

See "negative externalities" in economics. May outsource some lobbying.
Profits: strongly-detrimental products; Ex: TOBA

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

Ex: Asbestos, local pollute

Profits: clearly useful products/services, but broad negative side-effects
Ex: Fossil fuels (energy) and other GHG producers

Specific wish to lower regulation/taxes/risks for itself

General wish to minimize bureaucracy of doing business

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

O4 Lobbyist Firm

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 strate

Work-for-hire (WFH), but mostly targets government. USA: "K Street"
Of course, others (01-03, 06-07) do lobbying as well.

O5 Front Org
or Industry
Association

Oba

O5b
O5c

O6 Think Tank
or policy institute
Some Think tanks
(and other NGOs)
are nonpartisan
entities that do
what they claim.
But some are not.

O6a large
O6b medium
O6¢c small

Usually "captives" of funders who create them for joint effort or
a "public face" that might be more credible than the funders.
Trend seems: O5a => O5b => O5c, and especially O6
to "outsourcing" such efforts to thinktanks who compete for business.
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
b) Front organizations visibly funded by O1 (+O2)
Example: TIRC; Cooler Heads Coalition
c) "Astro-turf" organizations, fake grassroots, misleading names
Example: TASSC, The Advancement of Sound Science Coalition
Onepersonts S6aA 0SS X f I NEGten@Risfsinlepamed Sy
of specific funders (unlike O5b+05c), but competes for funds, by touting
abilities to convince public, lobby politicans, send FAXes, and seem
as independent entities more credible than their funders.
Funding is often murky, and some Think Tanks pass funds to ¢
They can do PR / lobbying, but have publicly-visble identity,
unlike PR agencies and lobbyists, but unlike those, many are tax-free
nonprofits, which saves money. Some emphasize Ole views, but get most
funding from Ola-O1lc+02, who may want to "hide in crowd".
AEI, CEI, CATO, Heartland
GMI, ELC: handful of regular staff
Science and Public Policy Institute SPPI (hew, small), ~1 person+Website

O7 Political Org.
08 MSMedia
09 Blogosphere

O9a

Political party; PA

MainStream Media; lately, distinction vs blogs is fu:

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

and cooperate to spread messages. Others are just random bloggers.
"Journal" of low repute, like E&E, JIPANDS; more like blogs than MSMedia

12
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Organi zations and Peopl ebs

Organizational Advocad

VF anti-science, then which set of reasons is plausible or cl

Individual Advocacy

FIN IDE ,POL, PSY nteld __{TEC

Ital: minimize visibility |1 2 3 4 511 211 211 2 34567 89all2345¢6 7 8
O1 Corporation X I I I I
QZ_EOHnEa_tio_n____Z( _____ jli(_JI__L __________ _iX Clear primary reasag
O3 PR Agency X | | | Ix Plausible, often se€]
O4 Lobby X Ix 1 1 I Plausible

O5 Front org X :x : : I

O6 Thinktank X IX 1 | '

O7 Political Org. X X Ix Ix 1 Some of these are especially hard to knc

08 MSMedia X X h( _:x :L _lk S
09 Blogosphare — — [ S0 1 T IXC 3T T\ Almasien sonbimio e ond
BlaPolitician x X IX IX Ix X X X X |

B1b Communicator x x Ix 1 xlx 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| XX X X X X X X | X X

B3 Scientist, other x x xI xI xlIx X X X x | X X

B4 Scientist, Field X ! x 1 x !x X X X X !x

FIN1
FIN2
FIN3
FIN4
FINS
IDE1
IDE2
POL1
POL2
PSY1
PSY
PSY
PSY4
PSY5
PSYG6
PSY7
PSY8
PSY9
PSYa
TEC1
TEC
TEC
TEC4
TECS
TECG6
TEC7
TECS

Personal:
Plausible

High-bar,

Personal

Intra-field

Inter-field

Huge: long-term, direct economic organizational self- inte
Large: long-term, direct organizational interest, via funding from al

Vague fear: personal economic impacts; general pt
Professional (paid political advocacy; anti-regulation; creationis
Public (political advocacy; anti-regulation; creationis

Political wedge tactic: "X says it", more vote

Against: "
Conflates: confuses non-science with real science, dismisses latter as f
Contrarian nature; even without attentio

Contrarian attention: gets much more attention/publicity; may help career
Ego/pride: in skepticism in general and of scientists in partic
Dunning-Kruger Effect; incompetent and does not kno\

Ambiguity-intolerant personality: all-or-none thinking

General psychology denial: problem just too big
Personal:
Long Anchor: early position from TECO, held long , ~Type I

Field non-science: evidence stays weak, mild ~Type |

Field pseudo-scienice: wrong: strongly disproved, strong ~Type | «

"Going emeritus”: (retired, or close) person starts opining beyond exper
Ego: smarter than field scientists, prove them wr

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

direct economic interest, effectively paid for anti-scie
Fear: personal economic impacts, less direct , employee

Cannot stand X, so anything they say is wrong"

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

anchor: encounters anti-science early, accepts,

Influence from respected mentor/colleague/etc with strong be

(or nearby) conflict: personal, factional; discipline rive

conflict: many in one field dislike (usually newer) fi
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Figure 2.6 Reasons for AntiScience (R)

IF anti-science THEN one or more following reasons likely to be found; not all combinations make sens¢
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
FINS Vague fear: personal economic impacts; general p
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 usu
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 forme
PSY2 Contrarian nature; even without attentio
PSY3D 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" ?7?
PSYS8 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 TECO, held long , ~Type Il e
including Early doubts OK, but mainstream has long ago moved. TEC7, PSY2?
science TEC2 Field non-science: evidence stays weak, mild ~Type | error (s
P TEC3‘> Field pseudo-science: wrong: strongly disproved, strong ~Type | error
"z%/ Scientist has an idea, but mainstream science gets in its way. (cosmic?)
> TEC4 Intra-field (or nearby) conflict: personal, factional; discipline riy
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.
L Some may not understand the physics and methods of climate modeling.
665 TEC5 "Going emeritus": (retired, or close) person starts opining peyond expgrtise
e These are truly sad cases. Sometimes response to perceived loss of influer
If inside field and has long done good waikk Sy X Y A 3,RE8 5% ¢
( TEC6 Ego: smarter than field scientists, prove them wrong
%, TEC7 Inter-field conflict: many in one field dislike (sometimes newer) field
/%/of/’.) p Unsurprising that some mining/petroleum engineers disbelive AGW. (FIN4)
Some a) physicists, b) engineers, ¢) economists, d) political scientists seenm
unusually likely to distrust climate science. (Speculative) reasons complex.
DOEnuclearg S+ LI2ya F2f1a a2YSiAYSa RAAC
\ TECS8 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 TECO Normal scientific argument evidence, value, uncertainty ?=>T
Anyone PSYO Irked: exaggeration, non-science, bad journalism, moral arguments ?=>PS
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1988-2010 Overall Chronology Chart
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Figure 3.1summarizes two decadeslimate antiscience, with intense efforts whenever someone might
take effective action. ThE9881997yearsshowed efforts by relatively few pgle. A major expansion
occurred starting in 1998, with the Kyoto Protocol in min&l crescendo of activity is visiblEom 2007

onward

. Itis easy to misunderstand any single incident.

If X attacks Y as having done bad science, that

might be legitimatebut if X has &0-yearhistory ofattacking manythers it is ratherless likely.

Figure 3.1 Overall Chronology

1989| 1990

Bush(R) | Clinton(D) | Clinton(D) | Bush(R) | Bush(R) | Obama(D)
1989| 1990 |1990| 1991 [10992| 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 |85 1998-2004 Kyoto to Wegman 2005-2006 ~ §6 2007-Crescendo...
(] . 1L . I A
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/GMl,etc A.12.2) -2009.10.29 [ |
Campaign . Mclntyre starts FOI blizzard on CRU (Climategate) - 2009.07.24 [ |
Most of these Nature Letter 2009 (Singer, Happer/ GMI, etc) - 2009.07.23 [ |
in A4 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 B
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| ll
Monckton/Fergus‘on attack o‘n Oreskes, 2007.07- 1l
Stockholm2006 Global Warming Conference - 2006.09.11 [ |
A. Oreskes: Peiser attack on Oreskes 2005.01.04 [ ]
GMI2002 Letter to President Bush 2002.08.14| ll
Lunz Memo to Bush, GOP leaders, Inhofe 2002.07¢ .|l
A.Hockey: Public, Long-Term Attack as Anti-Science Meme - 2002-now |
X: CEl, Fraser, GMI, M&M GCSCT to WR - 1998-2006
GCSCT (API, GMI, ExxonMobil, etc) 1998
0|slv| Petition ((‘BMI+OISM)‘— 1998.04- | >o—
A.Santer: GCC, Michaels, Seitz&Singer..
Leipzig Declarations 1995-(SEP Py 1 ! 1 > o ->
P Heidelberg Appeal Netherlands (HAN) ‘
B |siPP1993 - Singer & GMU: Scientific Integritry in the Public Process,

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

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

Now

GCC - Global Climate Coalition 1989-2002

Jroo0] 1991 J1992] 1995 [1994] 1995 [1996| 1997 f1998] 1999 J2000] 2001

2010| 2011

2002|2003 [2004 2005|2006 2007 [2008] 2009
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4 1988-1997 IPCC to Kyoto
4.1 1988-1997 From Creation of the IPCC tothe Kyoto Protocol

19881995 The 1988 testimony to Congress by James Hansen aiorthation of the IPCC stirred the
creation of theGlobal Climate CoalitionGCC).

The George C. Marshall Itsute (GMI ) publishedan earlybook[GMI11990] encouraging douband

promot i nge & Mo h e Atghetgant]thedvarming signalwas only starting to emerge from the

noise but the theory predicting further warming was quite soamdl the evidencleept arriving in support

oftt. AiDo not hing now, mo r e rirdsfieitaly, long aftarenecth strdng was c on
evidence had appearedingerstarted generating petitions, conferences.

1996 TheGCC, Michaels, Seitz(GMI) andSingerlaunched a continuing personal atta8kSanter) on

Ben Santer, oELNL , a story told in detaih [ORE2010]. The attack was mostly carried out via

WebsitesOpEds and letters, as$eitd s O p E WSJi rsantethhad done absolutely nothing wrong,

was strongly supported by the legitimate scientific community, but fogd2iig that did not matte He

wrote: www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2010/02/clese ounte reof-the-absurdkind
Aln May 1996, a documenmadnizetd|l edcfiEme i FPCCCllermratsiitngtdr
the press and politicians. 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 beendourder om Chapt er 8. Th

Ascientific cleansingd allegation was soon repeated in

in the Washington Times (May 24, 1996). It was also prominently featured iWthie Climate Reporta

publication edited by Professor Patrick J. Michaels (J
He is still subject to personal attachut many more people caow be incited tchelpvia the hternet:
Google: ben santer climate criminal yi el ds many hits, for example, fr

spectator.org/blog/2009/12/03/ddaensanteiresign
www.globalwarming.org/2009/12/03/debensantefresign

The early days illustrate the use of tactics from the cigarette wars, and of courSeitzahdSingerhad

experience in helping tobacco comgasi . Front groups were created, w
generate supportive material. Doubt, uncertainty, and delay were always emphasized. Much of this was
directly from the 1954 Hill and KnowltoRR recommendations.

The A.Santercampaign was agarly example of using personal attacks to generate confusion, harass a
specific climate scientist, waste his time, and intimidate people watching the praggeals included
damadng the credibility of climate science in general and the IPCC in paticlécause they were
producing increasingly awkward and unwanted scientific results.

If | were a graduate student thimigi of working in climate science, or a scientist asked to contribute to the
IPCC,and | kept seeing thismight 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 letteraking threateng phone callssometimes even with

threats of personal violence. Defamation suits can be diffleelt scientists want to spend their time

pursuing thenand very few are wealthy enough to do so anywaytackees have not always treated such
attackseffectively, at first responding as thouiliieywere legitimate argument within science. The reader

might consider how much they would enjoy having\t8J OpEd section hammering them, backed by a

large echechamber. Is there a simple recourseBanter ané large group of scientists wrote a letter to

WSJ, but of course a letter is nowhere near as visible as an OpEd, a@drtemmed it anyway. Buta

week laterjt published &Singerletter. Singebs website documents tohe flurr
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which | included a few in the Chronology.
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ipcccont.html

1997 Singerdid another round dfeipzig.

Tobacco companies are oddly involvedihalt hi s, as theybéve funded many
tagged ATO IiTableAB.B Some dfehe samenpdople have been involvBdth Seitzand
Singerhave helped tobacco companies in various ways and they were attacking Santer claiorifiguinaj
imaginary) deception, with the support of #SJ and other media. Seitzis deceased, b&@ingeris still

active, and still widely quoted.

Seit® 6MlI a nd S iSBERPare btk 501(c)3tag x e mpt or gani zationsé

These happened before the Inteama blogging came to be used to amplify attacks, before think tanks and
front organizations sproutexddely, and before the prospect of Kyoto incited a bdit@ncedantiscerce
campaign with many more participantsThe reader might review this in tbentext ofFigure. 2.1.
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Key: X entries: s= attacks on Santer; m = attacks on Mamr, attacks on Oreskes= Climategatebased
attacks on Santem = Climategatebased attacks on Mann= General Climategate..

Date
1988
1989
1989
1990

1992.04.14
1992.06.01

1993.05.24
1995.06
1995.11.09
1996.05

1996
1996.05.22

1996.06.03

1996.06.12

19.06.??
1996.06.20

1996.06.20

1996.07.03

1996.07.11

1996.07.08

1996.08.01

1997

X Who

Congress
IPCC
GCC

GMI

Singer, TASSC

WSJ

Singer, GMU

IPCC
Singer

GCC

Singer
Wamsted
Energy Daily

Santer, et al
Seitz

WSJ

Santer et al
Singer

Singer
Wash.Times
Singer

Singer

WSJ

Singer

WSJ Europe
Singer

Singer

Action or Event

Hansen Testimonto Congress

First meeting

GCC - Global Climate Coalition created
[GMI1990] published byJastrow, Nierenberg, Seitz

Heidel1992 Michael Saloma
Prints version oHeidel1992

SIPP1993"Scientific Integrity in the Public Policy Process"
www.sepp.org/Archive/conferencesftferences/sippp.html

SAR- Second Assessment Report
Leipzig Declaration #1

A.Santercampaign 1996now[ORE2010]
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ipcccont.html
"Doctoring The Documents?"
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ltem04.htm
Just passe@CC commentary along.

Reply to above, with many scientist coauthors

WSJ OpEd: "A Major Deception on Global Warming"
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ltem05.htm
Letter toWSJ, trimmed

Comment on Santer's 1996.06.03 reply
www.sepp.org/Archive/contidipcccont/Item04.htm
"A Heated Debate Over Global Warming"
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ltem09.htm
Letter toScienceChanges in the Climate Change Report
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ltem07.htm
WSJ Letter: "Coverup in the Greenhouse"
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ltem05.htm
WSJ OpEd: Dangers fromthe Global Climate Treaty
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ltem10.htm
Letter toNature: " Climate Debate"
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/natltr.ntm

Leipzig Declaration #2
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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 petitip®1SM1998,using theOISM as a front  This might well be called
fi me +aenderingo It got an update in 200 its funding remains uncleand it is still quoted.

Far more important waGCSCT, the Global Climate Science Communications Team organizéeby
American Petroleum InstitutéAPl). A.4.GCSCT gives more detaibutthe reader should study the
actual 9page documerthatproposes a professional PR campaigviany (notall) tactics appear to have
been welexecuted ovethe followingyears boosted in 2002 by Luntz into wide political action.
www.euronet.nl/users/e_wesker/ew@ shell/Adrdp.html

Following are a few annotated excergmboldening mine.Thereader might want to revielwigure 2.1

APotential funding s ounRkRebgodeumviastitete (AR)amnd itsi nieinerd; Bastmes®A mer i ¢ a

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) amekitsmb e r s .
Interpretation: this effort was to be funded by Corporations (O1) via their Industry Associations (O5a):

AiPotential fund allocators were identified as the
A Constructive Tomorrow (CFAC]T Competitive Enterprise Institute (CEl), Frontiers of Freedom (FoF) and The
Marshall Institute. (GMI)O
Interpretation: the funds were to flow through various think tanks (GBEEl, FF, and GMI people were
certainly involved, and perha&-ACT. ALEC foausedon state and local governmené&hd no obvious
connection has surfaced with the events described later.
AGCSCT members who contributed to the development of the plan are
JohnAdams, John Adams Associates (large PR firm);
CandaceCrandall, Science andnvironmental Policy ProjecBEPP, Singerd s wi f e ) ;
David Rothbard, Committee For A Constructive Tomorro® FACT);
JeffreySalmon, The Marshall InstituteGMI );
Lee Garrigan, environmental issues Council;
Lynn Boucheyand MyronEbell, Frontiers of Freedo (F);
PeterCleary, Americans for Tax ReformA(TR);
RandyRandol, Exxon Corp.;
RobertGehri, The Southern Company (a large SouthEast utility, 70% coal);
SharonKneiss, Chevron Corp;
SteveMilloy, The Advancement of Sound Science Coaliti@A$SC);
and Joseh Walker, American Petroleum Instituté&®l) . o
Opinion: this wasan experienced, alitaranti-science tearand many of these organizations appear
again, or the same people, possibly via different organizations. Someeeipgorovide funds, and
othersexpetedto spend them, one way or another. They have desiggeddplan, then must execute.
AUnl ess "cli mat e -stua mepeirg that the Kyate mropasal ie defeated and there are no
further initiatives to thwart the threat of climatbange, there may be no moment when we can declare victory for
our efforts.o
Interpretation:i f one thinks of this as a Aconspiracyo,
AfDevelop and i mplement a pr o gntfia ascoundabiltyrinfoehe globalclimatei b | e

debate, thereby raising questions about and undercutting the "prevailing scientific wisdom."
Interpretation: Justas did the tobacco people, they knew that scientists ontakegableas such would

be morecredible, than for example, dxxon lobbyist or professional PR person.
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filde ntify, recruit and train a team of five independent scientists to participate in media outreach. These will
be individuals who do not have along history of visihility and/or paticipation 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 .o

Interpretation:thistactic seems very important for understanding later eventsMatmtyre & McKitrick

(M&M). None of thearticipantswere working scientists, hence that term might have been used loosely.
This tactic was wefbracticed in the tobacco war§he implementers needed to firelvpeople, help them
andpromotethem tothe media A few years later.untz would give the same advice to politicians. Of
course, this tactic was used long before in the tobacco warsASee nSABS .

That would require time, and opportunistic searching, so meangigerandGMI kept writing, and
doing petitions, and th&/SJ gaveLindzen an OpEd. ThéPCC TAR was coming in 2001.

2001 [GUT2009], pp.251259 covers the baehistory of theM&M connection, and its context within
Fraserinstitutee f f or t s, i tDE colered thieirsnter detail in[[PEE2010d]

McKitrick was a good recruit foEbell -an economist who fought emissions controls, was a fresh voice,
and was located elsewhere. Presumably, he was already workjEgs&2002]with Essex an applied
mathematician.

Ebell, by then labe ledCompetitive Enterprise Institut€El) or CHC (Cooler Heads Coalition
sponsore@dMcKitrick talk for Congressnvitees
Also that yearQ 6 K e repglaeedSalmonat GMI , bringing it even closer to th&P1 andExxonMobil.

2002.03.11 Baliunas tedted to Congress.

2002.03.28 De Freitassubmitteda pagerattacking thefhockey stck gr aph by Michael M
Raymond Bradley, and Malcom Hughes in their #AMBHOY
report. His paper waseviewed bySoon& BoehmerChristiansen  Within a few weeksSoon&

Baliunas submittedvia de Freitasa papemvhose later acceptance eventually resulted in resignations of
editorsover abuse of the proces$eeA.7.de Freitasfor detail Complaints about this process later

showel up in Climategate emails, and were widely misunderstood by paagbeare of the history.

2002.07 Luntz sentafamous memo t&WBus, widely read, including binhofe. Much of his advice
paralleled that o5CSCT, but was more precisely targeted aftjpdhns:

AYou need to be even more active in recruiting experts
making them part of your messadpeople are willing to trust scientists, engineers, and other leading

research professionals, and less willing to trust politicians. If you wish to challenge the prevailing
wisdom about global warming, itis more effective to have professionals making the case than
politicians. o

2002.07.25 House hearingeld,includingP.Spencer
republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/107/hearings/07252002Hearing67 6/print.htm
The 6 testifiers includedanetos, Karl, LashoMi ¢ h ae | s, Pielke & rin theatrorder
200209.30 CHC kept up Congressional briefings, with onelliydze n.

2002.10.15 McKitrick became Senior Fellow &taser.
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[ESS2002)was published in late 2002nd promoted to Washington, DAL9.3, A.9.5 and italsoincluded
an attack on the hockeycdt graphs produced by Michael Mann, Raymond Bradley, anddutetHughes,
andlater used in the IPCC 2001 (TAR) report.

2003.10 M&M published their articldMM030 ( a s VR in E&Eaatjoernal of very poor
reputation rushed into print by editdd oehmer-Christiansen.

2003.11 Ebell/GMI broughtM&M to Washington, DC.

2003.11.?7? M&M metinhofe.
This most likely happened around the same time aSMI¢CEI visit.
Regaladowrote late{REG2005] on howM&M met andespecially on how thegame to Washgton:
AThe two were invited to Washi n-fuelemissians. Trey nmebwitieSem.e ar e d ¢
James Inhofe, who heads the environment committee and has called the threat of catastrophic global warming the
"greatest hoax ever pefpated 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 Competitive Enterprise Institute, a fimarket resarch and lobbying group, and had his travel costs picked up
by anotherlobby group. Mr. Mcintyre, who briefed lobbyists with the National Association of Manufacturers, says
he has taken no paymend

2003.11.18 M&M visitedGMI , talking about tregings[GMI12003]. GMI paid forMc | nt #ip. e 6 s

Ebell introduced them with aurprisingly prescientemark (emboldening mine):
Al think this is one of the most interesting ones, bec
a major controve s y . 0

Mclintyre had already been in contact, as showSinger:
iSt eve Mclntyre has been very helpZ77ul in sending me a

Inhofe counseHogan, showeda strongunusual for a lawyer?nterest in treeing statisticsp.2627:

fiQuestion Aloysius Hogan. | have heard questioning of the statistical and methodological practices associated

with a number of papers and | would like to get an opinion from you both about the level of statistical and
methodological analysis among normal pedre the people who are doing the peer review really qualified in

those areas as statisticians or they are just educat ec

2004.03.11M&M wer e | i st ed &l wWebskepnmy Have Startednearlierh e

As noted inFigure 2.5, direct paymat is only one of many reasons to do-agience. Ideology and
politics may work, and some amsre motivated byego and attention The science community naturally
ignoredE&E , especially regarding old 1998/1999 paperisose results had been generatinfirmed, but
supersedelly improved studies, as often happens.

McKitrick had a university affiliatioowas wellconnected vidraser. McIntyre did statistics was(and
remains)intenselymotivatedand could essentially spend full time on thiBhis canbination fit the
desiredGCSCTprofile fairly well, especially given the difficulty of recruiting real climate scientists.
However, during 2004, they were unable to get much tractidarris/APCO put together a fim,
ACI i mate Cat ast rinoljbddean i@aview withvikd cndappetradspti 2005.
Thetime was ripe to try for more visibilitand 2005 would see major intensification.

Within the IPCC 2001 TAR, the hockey stick analysis was just one among a myriad supporting the overall
conclusons, but unlike many, included a simple, compelling graphic understandable to the public, so it

was shown prominently. That attribute made it a clear target.

The strategyevovelo attack the statistics behinkdoughhe orig
long-superseded If the world had been as warm in the Medieval Warming Pesmdehow current

global warming would beomeirrelevantor finalenad . 0t his was a classic
that also ignoretlasic physics, but easily creafaablic doubt.
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5.2 Summarized Chronology
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Key: X entries: s: attacks on Santer; m = attacks on ManrGlimategatebased attacks on Santer=
Climategatebased attacks on Manm= Generallimategate

Date
1998.04
1998.04

1999

2001.05.02

2001.06.11

2001.10.11

2002.03.13
2002.03.28
2002.04.11
2002.06.23
2002.07

2002.07.25
2002.08.14
2002.09.30

2002.10.15
2002.11

2003..01.31
2003.02.27

2003.10.
2003.11.?7?
2003.11.18

2004.03.11

2004.12.01

X

3

Who
OISM1998
GCSCT
SeeA 4.

Action or Event

Petiton: GMI via OIS M; Seitz, Baliunas, Soon

APl memo, very, very important strategy document
www.euronet.nl/users/e_wesker/ew@shell/Arbdp.html

Adams,Bouchey, Cleary, Crandall, Ebell, Garrigan, Gehri, Kneiss,
Milloy, Randol, Rothbard, Salmon Walker.

Singer
Senate, Lindzen
WSJ, Lindzen

CHC

Ebell, McKitrick
Baliunas

de Freitas
Soon, Baliunas
de Freitas
Luntz
P.Spencer
GMI

CHC, Lindzen

McKitrick
Essex, McKitrick

Soon, Baliunas
CHC, Ebell
Essex, McKitrick
M&M

M&M, Inhofe
GMI&CEI

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

Lindzen testifies folEPW, basically knockinglP CC.
www-eaps.mit.edu/faculty/lindzen/Testimony/Senate2001.pdf
"Scientists' Report Doesn't Support the Kyoto Treaty"
eaps.mit.edu/faculty/lind zen/OpEds/LindzenW SJ.pdf

Cooler HeadssponsorMcKitrick @ US Congress
www.uoguelph.ca/~rmckitri/research/co2briefing.pdf
Testimony to Congress

[DEF2002]submitted, reviewSoon & BoehmerChristiansen
[SO02003]submitted, reviewde Freitas

[DEF2002]published, attacks hockey stick

Luntz sends memo to GW Bush, widely read, includinglitiyofe
House hearing, s¢&SpencerincludesMi c hael s, 0&
GMI2002 letter to GW Bush, from scientists

Cooler Headssponsored.indzen Congressional briefing
cei.org/gencon/014%2C03199.cfm

Named Senior Fellow @raser Institute

[ESS2002]Taken by StorrRublished

[SO02003] in Climate Researclvia de Freitas

Cooler HeadssponsorEssex&McKitrick @ US Senate
ceiorg/gencon/014,03358.cfm

MMO3 in E&E

M&M meetinhofe, likely viaEbell

Ebell introduces Mcintyre to GMI [GMI2003]

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

M&M

GMI, Lindzen

Both listed a<GMI "experts"- current; may have been earlier
web.archive.org/web/fww.marshall.org/experts.php?id=98
web.archive.org/web/#ww.marshall.org/experts.php?id=100
"Climate Alarm- Where Does It Come From", by Lindzen
www.marshall.org/article .php?id=264
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5.3 2005-2006 Wegman Report : Illlusion and later Reality

2005.01.04 Peiserst arted the year with an aScienaesb&uttien Na o mi
consensus among climate scientistalthoughlongrefuted agotally incompetenand even withdrawn by

Peiser, it is still quoted. Monckton mounted a similar attack in 2Qd3ut using his endocrinologist

Klaus-Martin Schulte who turned out not to understand climate research veryM&aB2008], but E&E

eventually published it anyway.

2005.01.27 The National Postran a frontpage study featuringl&M , and the MMO5 paper to be
published 2 weeks laterthe GeophysicalResearch LetteeR(), a cr edi bl e Afriotedt t er s 0

in [DEE2010d], this was wellpromoted in Canada and the USA, Mational Postandthe WSJ.

2005.02.10 In theGMI2005 Roundtablelnhofe discusse¢p | anni ng t o give speeche:
pillarso, of which AMannds dM&Icir(Modembee2D03.r e por t 0 we
Who else was at that Roundtable?

2005.02.12 M&M finally gotthe iMMO50 paperinto theGeophysical Research Lette@RL), a credible
ALetterso journal.

2005.02.14 Regaladad s u n u s [REG200&8]appaared f@nt page ldiand column ofite WSJ, a
precious spot, not usually occupied by science stories, especially like this.

2005.02.18 A WSJ Editorial appearedHockey Stick on Ice: Paliticizing the science of global warming”
Was this all coincidence? Ha@MI and its allies ever proved twave good access to théSJ?
Was it more valuable to have an article in the GRL, or on the front page \0f3{je

2005.05.11 At GMI2005a Roundtable, Kueter andEbell introducedV&M , whose talk was

fiThe Hockey Stick Debatéessons in Disclosure andDDei | i gence. 0

In the introductiorM&M 6 s 0 e x p e GMIGandd¢Kdrickudss aSe ni or Hmdetwerer st at u
unmentioned. McKitrick emphasized howhe hockey stick graph snportance tdhe IPCC TAR, as

though it was the one piece of evidence thatenad. The talk and discussion seéke a blueprintfor the

later attacks and to some extentW®, as the social network issueaseven suggestedMcintyre talked

about auditing. McKitrick sad their GRL article was peereviewed (and in this caséwas), but again,

peerreview does not prove correctness or importanbintyr e s kaimahot tilying to say what did or
didnét happen, but as the public, we are entitledc
consensus about Em and the collapse of that consensuis meeting is filled with memes to be seen

later. The postmeeting discussion was likely interesting, &wltbw-onplans are novisible,but disclosure

would indeed be good. But then:

2005.06.08 The Bush Admm i s t r a t Gooneydassisté ifebé Il 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 lajem t&xxonMobil. As context, the 2005
Climate Stewardship and Innovation Act (called daN
upon: en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Climate_Stewardship_Acts

At this pointl can only speculat@é connecting dots

Did Perhach(in same group a€ooney askEbellfor help? DidEbellhavean idea? Did someone else
come up with an idea to combat the bad publicity?

The {GMI, CEl, Singer, Inhofe} grouping had cooperatefr years, and specifically oi&M
developmentbut the effort seemed to shiftBarton/Whitfield. Had Inhofe had been too outspoken
about climate change to be credible®/e only know names of a few attendees at the various meetings.
Had any ofBartonés staff attended any of them®/ould email logs of 05/11/d8/24/05 be interesting?
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2005.06.21 CHC/FreeWork (includingEbell andFred.Smith) ser letter to Senate. Se&HC.

2005.06.23 Barton/Whitfieldsigned letters to 5 recipients, faxed that dathe next. Barton staffer
Peter Spencer (P.Spe nceliereafter) was labeled as the contact, and turned out to be a central participant,
although that did not become evidentil 2010

2005.06.24 McGinley created 5 PDF filefom 4:11PM to 4:15PM, and psumably placed them on the

House website about that tiraea little later{A.9.6).  But Perhachreceived a combined copy fraabell

around 5:47PM, about 90 minutes latepressive work for late Friday afternooumless Ebell had gotten

textfiles everarlier. The email 6s bl i nd c opthatitiwBsG&h)to other peopdet st r
as well. This was efficient electronic execution, especially compared to faxing letters toydempigght

well be away on travel.

How did Ebellknow? Why waxthe letters ik b eslhdnds beforeecipientswereguaranteed to have

seen them? Does this sound like a legitimate request,ora PRtacticput t hese |l etter s i
before the recipients could possibly take action on them?

In hunting fo this email, | encountered a few othexscerpted irA.9. SeverabhowedE b esl | 6
relationships wittCooneyandPerhach. Others touted thilcKitrick andEssexalk. Ebell used BCC:
but Sills andGorman exposed long recipient lists. They included daristing mix of Senate and House
staffers ExxonMobil, Peabody Energsinger, Ferguson andat least some lobbyists. Every new
connection generated more, and | did not have time to chase them.

Would any email logs be of interestPhere might be a tigtsiocial network there, and one might wonder if
any of these people knew anything abouBagon/Whitfield effort. At least some of the email senders
clearly liked to inform others of relatively minor events. Is it plausibleEfedl considered the
Barton/Whitfield letter a real coup, and was eager to inform people about it?

TheBarton/Whitfield letter cited the 02/14/0Be galado WSJarticle has having raised concerns,
basically byM&M . This is curious in several ways. Did they or their staffersisaty notice this, 4
months later? Or ha@arton had it on his desk immediatelythhofe had been on an aifitockeystick
campaign no later than the 02/10/05 meetiMyouldBarton not have known about that, given thathe and
Inhofe sharepetroleuminteregsand fundingas well as chairing related House and Senate committees?
How often do they talk?

Conjecture: this seems like classic mdawndering, in which people useell-establishedVSJ contacts

to promote théVi&M work they had cultivated since 20Q@hus allowingBarton/Whitfield to later point at
WSJ, rather than a relatively obscure GRL paper.

The scientific community pushed back, and for brevity | omit all the-badiorth.  Of course, for some
(ike Singep being abl e tiog astaiyo nfioF eidse r[oE210w|remnstsis: . But

2005.07.19NAS President Ralph Ciccerone wr@&arton:

www.geo.umass.edu/climate/cicerdaéer. pdf
fiA Congressional investigation, bed on the authority of the House Commerce Committee is probably not the
best way to resolve a scientific issue, and a focus or
fi éNational Academy of Sciences would be willing to create an independent exper{g@oeting 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 t

This of course is a standard way for Congress to g@eadn science.Barton was not interested
Regalado wrote ifREG2006]:
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i L a Nealydeputy staffdirector for MBarton's committee, said in a statement that because "combating climate
change is a breathtakingly expensive prospect,” it deserved shusigr, and that the academy was "unlikely" to
address allofMBarton' s concerns. 0

2005.07.17 Ebell wasquoted innews.bbc.co.uk/2/hilscience/nature/4693855[BtEE2010e]

A My r o n, ofEhie Edmpetitiveness 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".

200.09.01 Wegmanwas approached yoffey [SAI2007].

Coffeyseems a very curious choice if one is looking for an objective cpbtadtis web postings display
strong conservative views and intense disbelief in climate scieReghapghose were more desd than

advice from the NAS. Sae/.Coffeyfor details.

Who askedCoffeyto do this? WadVegmarh i s i dea, or someone el seds?
Why was this not done in the usual ways science advisory panels are recruited?

We gmanthenrecruitedScott (long-time assoate, seé\.7.Scott, nothing inherently wrong with that),
recent PhD stude@aid and a fourth person, who later dropped[@412007, p.5]. They also
recognized help frorRigsby andReevesfwo more Wegmanstudentsalthough thatactwas not
immediatey obvious from the cited affiliations. TheWR criticized the (relatively tiny) paleoclimate
community for being too tightly connectéaldo good peer review It devotedl7 (of 91)pages to social
network analysis, not obviously part of theiiginalchater. Senior people in a field know each ottzard
of course they ask colleagues for hélpt statistics is hugefield, especially compared to
paleoclimatology. Th&/R was only reviewed by thisghtly-connectedyroup,none with paleoclimate
expertise Seéwhitfield claims on next page.

Could Wegmarfind nobody more independent than 3 of his current or recent students?

Is that likdy to providegoodipeer revi ewo?

Who was the fourth person? Would his/her testimony be of interest?

2005.11.1416 The US. Climate Change Science Program held a Workshop in Arlington, VA.
www.climatescience.gov/workshop2005/participants.htm

Among the large number of participants whktelntyre (labeled Northwest Exploration)P.Spencer,
Said, Singer, Wegmanand alsdRobert GrecqAPI), Herlong (GMI), Horner (CEI/CHC), Kueter

( GMI ), QovbdPrSpeecamwo(ld have known from 2002.07.23)Nojick.

As [DEE02010e]noteswe do not know if there was angntact there, but it was aday 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 studgurface Temperature Reconstructions for the Last 2, Y2@086.
www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=11676

2006.03.01A NAS panel was held in WashingtorfDEE2010e]points out a comment by an observer:
climateaudit.org/2006/03/04/ormbservergeportonthe-naspanel:
fiFirst of all, having followed the global warming controversy for the last five years, | was ttwilledet many of
the heavyweight skeptics: Fr&inger, Myron Ebell, Willie Soon JohnChristy, Steve and Ros@1&M) . | also
enjoyed chatting with various staffers fromthe hill (P&penceri House Energy & Commerce Committee; Paul
Georgiai Senate Repulzan Policy Committee; JohBhanahani Senate Committee on Environment and Public

Works) as well as Daywlesd DdPhglsd < s gpiro,f etstsaotréosdghtb m U Ro ¢ |

should have tried to talk to more people, especially thesigpnt i c s é0
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2006.0614 Morano was hired bynhofe.

2006.0¢.11 Wegman created tH®VEG2006] PDF. It was on the Web the next day.
Was that made public then®id the subjects of the report get a chance to see it and respond before this?

2006.07.14 [BAR2006]Ai Report Raises New Questions About CIlin

2006.0719 and .27 Two House hearings were hel{MAA2007, p.70]wrote:

fAccording to Lauren Morello of thEnvironment and Energy Dailyhe hearing was scheduled for a tiwieen
the committee knew that Mann could not attend?o The E

[BAR20064a] offered numerous interesting comments, of whicmall sample were
ACHAI RMAN BARTWHA are about truthébo

Barton: i H@\Vegman)pickeds ome e mi nent statisticians in his fi
Scottis distinguished, at least, b8tid, RigsbyandReeveardly seerdeminent.

Whi t f iDeWadman i Chairman of the National Academy of Sciences Committee on Applied and

Theoretical Statistics, and at the committee's re
How did Coffeyfit into this? Did the committee actually asleivhan or no?
Al can tell you right now t hsaot, hainsd dwec umelnlt gheats ik

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 caughtin peer revied4(pat3
www.meteo.psu.edu/~mann/house06/HouseFollowupQuestionsMann31Aug06.pdf

Again, | am forced to speculateBarton/Whitfieldn ee ded an fi
which would most typically be done by takihnghipSon Ci cer one
Did they not want to do that? Why? S¢eal comment

dependent, obje
s offer of help

I have not reviewed the (long transcripts) in enough detail to know whether more such statements might be
found.

2006.07.29 Singerdec |l ared the game over, as in Altoés the

TheWRwas fairly clear (p.28):
iWe have been to Michael Mannés University of Virginia
Unfortunately, we did not find adequate mater@atéproduce 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 ofhis computer, with his assistance we were able to run the code on auacwnes and reproduce and
extend some of his results. o

And [BAR2006a] says:
AMR. WAXMAN. Did Dr. Wegman ever contact you to talk
fromyou about it?
DR. MA N N. No. O

The WP got assistance frolcIntyre to make his code work, and apparently never talked to Mann.

Does all this fit the i deeatonedinfARIOB?f ereed and Ahor
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2010.01 Reality strikes back, thanksto fDeep CIl i mat e 0O

Canadian bl ogge®€)pubiBhedkctear &iei mmad etbhat Br dBRRAE9]6s c |l as
was not only plagiarized in th&R, but was sometimes changed in waysast doubt on credibility of

treering research. This subject was very important to the whole issttbae WP lacked that expertise,

bya | east one of t he [DEE00OB,OEEGIadDEE20IYN,MEEPLRLOafjustS e e
check|[DEE2009a, DEE2010afor sideby-side comparisons. Exactly which combination of people

copied and changed Bradl eyos eopletadskfiss DCthenl ear , but
unearthed a few more key facts. $e#0 for detailed notes on the purposeful, deceptive plagiarism,
inclusion of 0gr ey geheratlyshoddy scholarshipDCdaferefourehvideaceof a n d
additional substardl plagiarism in the social network material.

From[SAI2007], excerpted irA.11, much of thewPd s i nput c P.Bpanmcdfy came Vi a
Energy&Commerce staffer, i.e.Barton.

Is there any chance this sourcing of material might have been less than expienpantihl?

Is there some reasont®Pd i dn ot think about that?

Is there any chance that (either or bo&M helped seleany ofthis material?

Is there any chance th&d&M plagiarized Bradley, modified his text, and supplied it directly, or through
P.Spencer to theWP?

Is there any chancB.Spenceiland others kaw all about this? Barton was careful not to have talked to

Wegman Does any of thi-cuts®anfdod i kleaudieblues ed @ori dliu
In 2009, P.SpenceattendedHeart#2in NYC. Hisexpenses were paid bieartland, butwas his salary

paid by taxpayers?In fact, did US taxpayers fund this whbl®uhah&

Of course, antscience forces exploited all this strongly en masse, and continue to refereve tiléhis
dayand use attackan the hockey stick and Michael Mann (A.6.2 (a) colridockeyillustrates the
pervasive use of this attack and | am sure to have missed meaiyat happened afterwards does not

matter much, as they had gottenespmet hipmagetidat os «
verdict. [ wi || not attempt to capture the plet
chamber o. Meanwhi |l e, ot her attacks continued.

The tobacco guide to anti -science tactics, p.7

| have avoided delving intthe statistical minutigebecause they really do not mat(ér10.4). In fact, the
approach used in th&R is classic: take an argument into terminology that looks impressive, but that most
people cannot possibly follguautcreates doubt and confusiorReview the tobacco tactics guideend of

81 Inessence, every one of them was used, to some extent, ethéMR itsef, or in the surrounding
exploitation.

5.4 Summarized Chronology

Date X Who Action or Event
2005 Singer Leipzig Declaration #3 (2®5, revised)
2005.01.04 o Peiser Attack on Oreskes 20(Bciencearticle [MAS2008]
2005.02.03 Mcintyre StartsClimateAuditblog [DEE2010d]
2005.01.27 m National Post Frontpage article about MMO5, 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 MMO5 Article actually published irGRL, already publicized
2005.02.14 m Regalado "Global Warring In Climate Debateht 'Hockey Stick' leads to a FaCéf"
WSJ [REG2005]Front-page , leftcolumn article orMcintyre & Hockey-Stick
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2005.02.18
2005.02.18

2005.03.19

2005.04
2005.05.11

2005.05.14

2005.06.08

2005.06.17

2005.06.23

2005.06.24
2005.06.24
2005.07.09

2005.07.15
2005.07.18
2005.09.01
2005.11
2005.11.14
2006.01
2006.02.10
2006.03.01
2006.04.12
2006.0614
2006.07.02

2006.07.11
2006.07.14
2006.07.19
2006.07.27
2006.07.29

2006.09.11

33

3333

3

33333
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WSJ Editorial "Hockey Stick on Ice: Politicizing the science of global warming”

Singer Copies two previous WSaleces in SEPP newsletter
www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/Feb.%2019.htm

Singer "Requiem for the Hockeystick"
www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/Mar.%2019.htm

Harris, M&M FoS film " Climate Catastrophe Cancelledi& M interview

GMI&CEI [GMI2005a]"The HockeyStick Debate: Lessons in Disclosure&Due Diligenci

M&M Singeris not named, but was he there? See next.

Singer "HOCKEYSTICK: defended by Ammann and Wahl"

"Too bad the news about A&W arrived just after a presentation byljdn May 11."
www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/May %2014 .htm

Cooney NY Times exposefooneyrole in editing science documents

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

Mcintyre "Revisiting the 'stick™, tem#3 in:

Financial Post www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/July%209.htm
Barton Letters to Rajendra Pachauri (IPCC), Arden Bement (NSF),
Whitfield Mann, Bradley, Hughes; references 2005.02.14 WSJ
McGinley 04:11PM04:15PMMcGinley creates letter PDFs

Ebell 05:47PMEbell sends letters tBerhach(and others?)

Singer Mcintyre 2005.06.17 note, mentiorBarton/Whitfield

"... Energy Committee has launcheccad e r al i nvestigation of the

www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/July%209.htm

Ralph Cicerone  NAS President wrote to Barton, offering normal help

Ebell "Politics plays climate 'hockey™, BBC News quotgsell

Coffey Wegmanapproached bgoffey [SAI2007], p.3.

Michaels, GMI [MIC2005] published, McKitrick article chapter 2

Many US CCSP meeting incled:Mcintyre, P. Spencer, Said, Singer, Wegman

GMI Happer succeeddastrowas GMI Chairman

WSJ, Regalado [REG2006]"Academy to Referee Climat€hange Fight”

NAS Panel Attendees: M&M, Singer, Ebell, Soon, P.S pencer, DBuglass, Christy etc.

WSJ, Lindzen OpEd: "Climate of Feartwww.opinionjournal.com/extra/?id=110008220

Morano Morano starts work foinhofe's EPW.Timing coincidene?

WSJ, Lindzen "Don't believe the Hype. -there's no "consensus"...."
www.opinionjournal.com/extra/?id=110008597

Wegman Created PDF ofWEG2006],up on Wé the next day

Barton [BAR2006]" Report Rai s es 2hagwan@auscsmerito n s

Wegman, etc First Whitfield, Barton hearing, did not includ&ann

Barton, etc [BAR2006a]Follow-up, transcript of entire testimgnincluding earlier meeting

Singer "ltés the end of the Hockey season

www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2006/July%2029.htm
Singer, Stilbs, etc  Stock2006Confa e n c e € re cdrborataaoeverries
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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, thesaigce publicity machine
swung into heightened acti¢Rigure 3.1), using many of the past techniquel continuing attacks on
Mann, Oreskes, and Santer, among others.

2007.07 Ferguson(having been aF/CSPP spun off into his own think tarRPPI, then worked with
Monckton to attack Oreskes again, reusing discredte@de rmaterial andMonckton6s endocr i nol o
Klaus-Martin Schulte. This was finally published B&E by Boe hme rChristianse n[MAS2008].

2007.09.07 Saidgave a talk aGMU [SAI2007], analyzed in some detail&.11. DC had already found
the plagiarismand theP.Spe nceiconnection, enough to cast serious doubts on any claim of
Aindependenceo, b ilmentiohed additioralpeople, dave imsre ihsi@ght ktd/ ke
worldview and confirmed a strorig.Spencerole. His hints helped me fintas well.

Finally, there was something very odd going on in 2009 with people thiSkiyvould be at Oklahoma
State University, including an OSU faculty listing, and a new journal listing her as Professor at OSU.
What does all that mearfeeA.7.Sad.

Heartland became increasingly activeerhaps to leverage its state/local lobbying networks into new
markesand take market share of funding from some of the other think @ngerhaps get total funding
expanded.

2008.03.02 Heart#1 conference in N was held, with much hoopla.
2008.04 NIPCC2008was a large report authored $ingerfor He artland.

2009.02.25 Happer, adistinguishedatomic scientist, testified fdnhofe about climate science. That
might seem an odd choice, bihpper was (and stilis) Chairman olGMI , with whichInhofe had long
worked closely.

2009.03.02 Happerd s P r i n c e Austin taked tolnhmfadgsu e EEBnhittee also an odd
choice, asAustin is adistinguishediophysicist. Morano publicized fit.

2009.03.08 Heart#2 conferencavas held in NYC.
2009.03.10 Manhat2009 (a continuingpetition) wasnitiatedby Heartland andHar r i s 8 | CSC.
2009.03.30 CATO2009, a full-page advertisement, appeared in major newspapers.

2009.04 Austin, Happer, Singer, with Cohen, Gould,andH.Lewis, started thPS2009petition to get
the APS (American Physical Society) to changésiidy standarcposition on climate change, covered in
great detail through 11/11/09[iIMAS2009]. This gained signatures from about 0.5% of APS members,
as PhDphysicists generally know bettdyt yielded a bonanza of publicity, letters to Congress, 8.
December, this effort had joined inBimategate

2009.07.24 Mclntyre starteda FOI blizzard aimed at CRU, asking people to pick 5 countries and ask for
the data, claiming academic usage

climateaudit.org/2009/07/24/crnefusesdataonceagain
rabett.blogspiocom/2010/02/amoebgetsunderfoot.html
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2009.11 Climategatenent public welttimed before CopenhagenThere is no way to cover all the
publicity, attacks, etc, without doubling the size of this documdntany case, it is too early for the dust to
have settled. The same old voices and media seen here already have been quite actile S8€6ATE
column of Table 6.2(a) for example. Also seretworks.org/?p=222

2009.11 Many of the usual people, plasany with no connection with Penn State whatsoever, deiuged
with demands for investigation of Michael Mann. This especially include@dmemonwe alth
Foundation( a Scaife fAsubsidiary), whose funding sour ce

2009.11.24 PennState initiated a standard, formal investigation, and some people immediately declared
that Penn State would fAwhitewas hod NeenhelesdthinRit scl osu
is fair to say that Penn State ismerally a welregarded shool and takes such matters serioukly.

2009.12 The GWPF went public in thdUK, by Peiser Lawsonand othersapparently to capitalize on
Climategate. Funding is unknown, as is often the case, but from the Board, one might guess.

2009.12.04 The MmMAuU gtrio u p GNIi Oharrhamthppargbut minusSingern sent an email to
various APS members, essentially ustignategatefor their efforts A.12.3.
Might that language be considered defama®ory

2009.12.20 DouglassandChristy attackedSantei n Gl A mat ol o g yusig€lmatggateasa c y , 0
a cover for not admitting serious statistical errors in their 2007 paper Siiger, who had a long history

of attacks on Santer.

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

2010.02.03 Santer repled witanOpen Letter (fiResponse to fAA Climat
highly-professional document that | hope gets wider publicity. Of course, this also illustratdsean.

The attack took little effort, the careful response must have needed much more. See attachment at:
www.desmogblog.com/douglassdchristy-badscierte-disingenuoussommentary

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

www.research.psu.edu/orp/Findings Mann_Inquiry.pdf

2010.02.03 Inhofe demanded that NSF investigate Maamquick reaction
epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=PressRoom.PressReleases&ContentRecord_id=95A85493
802A-23AD-409GBA6C1B31B031 That was quickly echoed, as Byotts at AlA .

2010.02.23 Inhofed s  publaha [INH2010] A U n i tatesdSerfate Repdrd Consensusd Expo
The CRU Controversy olnhofe names targets, possibly to face DoJ Investigations:

Raymond Bradley, Keith Briffa, Timothy Carter, Edward Cook, Malcolm Hughes, Phil Jones, Thomas

Karl, Michael Mann, Michael Oppenhedgm Jonathan Overpeck, Benjamin Santer, Gavin Schmidt,

Stephen Schneider, Susan Solomon, Peter Stott, Kevin Trenberth, Thomas Wigley

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

In general, one finds a ceaseless pattéattacks, not aimed at improving science, but at harassing

scientists whose science is inconvenient, to the point where people can accomplish little actudhwork.

other cases, ltas incited people to make threats of physical violence or even toitli@pdeath threat
www.ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=50687c hnei der i snét the only one to

In part, the antscience machine shownHhigure 2.1relies on hordes or Interragitatedpeople, of whom

some may well have intense views and poor judgmedtseem easily incited daomplify the attacks, by
threats and other offensive behavior.
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6.2 Summarized Chronology

Date
2007.07
2007.09.07
2007.12.13

2007.12.05
2007.12.14
2008.03.02
2008.04
2008.1
2009.02.25
2009.03.02
2009.03.08
2009.03.30
2009.04
2009.06.02
2009.06
2009.07.07
2009.07.24

2009.10.29
2009.11

2009.11

2009.11.24
2009.11.24

2009.11.24

2009.11.27

2009.11.18

2009.11.30

2009.12
2009.12.04

2009.12.20

2009.02.03
2009.02.03

2009.02.23

X
0
m

(7]

00000033300

(@]

m

Who

Monckton, etc
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Austin, et al
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Austin, et al
Many
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Action or Event
With Ferguson, SPPIAnother Attack on Oreske§MAS2008]
"Experiences With Congressional Testimony[SAI2007]
BALI2007 Petition, organized biarris
Essex, Lindzen, McKitrick, Singer, Wegman etc
PearsonSinger, Online paper, Intl. Journal of Climatology
US National Press Club talk.
Heart#1 Climate Conference, NYC,;
NIPCC2008, SingerHeartland; references
Refuted 2007.12.05 paper, showing bad statistics
Senate EPW testimony on climate Mgpper, Princeton atomic
physicist, a seemingly odd choice, bua@man ofGMI .
Happer's Princeton colleagu&ustin, a biophysicist, comments
SeeAustin andHapper in A.7.
He art#2 Climate Conference, NYC, March1®
CATO2009 Advertisement in majonewspapers
APS2009(American Physical Society) Petition campaign
Austin, Happer, Singer, Cohen, H. Lewis, Gould organize
Heart#3 - Washington DC
NIPCC2009 report, Singer, C.ldsg Heartland
Letter to Congress,A.12.1; Austin "APS group” +.indzen
Organized FOI blizzard attack on CRU
climateaudit.or2009/07/24/cruefusesdataonceagain
Letter to Senate,A.12.2, Austin "APS Group"
Climategate
it-networks.org/?p=222
Letterwriting to Pem State (PSU) about Mann
Commonwe alth Foundationand many others
PSU intiates standard, formal investigation of Mann
"Global Warming With the Lid Off"

online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704888404574547730924988354.html

WSJ

"Climate Science and Candor"

online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704779704574553652849094482.html

WSJ

"Rigging a Climate 'Consensus'

online.wsj.com/article/SB100014240527 487 034®9574559630382048494.html

Many

WSJ, Lindzen

HELMERZ2009, viaRogerHelmer; McKitrick, Singer, Peiser,
Delingpole
www.rogerhelmer.com/conferenceprogramme.asp

"The Climate Science Isn't Settled"

online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703939404574567423917025400.html

Peiser, Lawson

Austin, et al
Douglass,
Christy

GWPF formed in UK, appardly to exploitClimategate
Email to some set of APS members@imategateA.12.3

Another (of many) attacks .Santer, tied toClimategate

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

Santer

Inhofe

Open Letter: Response to
PSU publishes results, essentially clears Mann

www.research.psu.edu/orp/Findings_Mann_ Inquiry.pdf

[INH2010]i Cons e ns uisT hex pkCoRdlUe dCont r over
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7 Suggestions
7.1 Congress should investigate the manufacture & exploitation of the Wegman Report

Perhap$b, plusA.9, A.10,andA.11 are sufficienttonvince people that enough evidence exists to start an
investigation. Unlike others who declare people criminals with relevant evidence whatsoever, | think
that is up to the courts, nate.

As part of an investigatiomerhaps Congress might considerdbdity of entities likeGMI and

SEPP(=Singerto be treated as nonprofit 501(c)3 organizations, given the actual activities perfolfimed.

an organization or person wants to be fundeda PR and lobbying for viewpoints of their choice that is

fine with me, but I am not sure why they get to bdraex In some cases, given the frequent contacts with
Congressional members and staffers, it almost seems like an evasion of lobbyingval@sabout 17)

of the organizations mowihinaiblock a K Streat in WashngtdhODC( ¢ ) 36 s

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 withits 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 muttiple times. -Raggw is just the first hurdle.

b) Whethemathematical results are simpéplicatedor 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 orirdagingfulwork 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 witlCooney), reputdion depended on information being kept seaatl 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 ayatiidddest to

legitimate researchers | 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 BelHbs 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 sefroclaimed as auditors, when the mechanisms of science alreadyrdtiyagood job.

Only people who want *less science* like tha®f course, some indeed do want less science, starting with
tobacco companies, some fossil fuel compaaigssome family foundationslf our rules must allovany

person in anothercountyo s i mply stop any selected scientisto
various funders (0102) 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 reakseirddhey might as well do

something else productive and meanwhile avoid death threats. If we do nalethinlling sciencis a

good idea, we need to figure out how to change the laws to preserve value, and stop the harassment.

These attacks actli€Di st r i but ed ® D io & b )son onBuenngtwockiagy in vihich
multiple agents are induced to attaakultaneously from different direction® increase the difficultgnd
expensef defense. Congress needs to understdwosl these iteract with FOIA laws in practice.

Why exactly, does a Canadian minjpetroleum investo(Mcintyre) get to stop work by CRU (in UK) or
Santer or Mann (in USand wastanuch taxpayer money in other countfies
http//climateaudit.org/2009/07/24/crafusesdataonceagain
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

| am all for free speech, buthink this reporthas mentioned a great deal of disinformation that seems like
organized defamation, funded by some wealthy foundaBemenMobil and others, using thk tanks, the

Web, theVSJand some other newspapers cannot claim to understand the intricaciedi$ statebased

defamation law in the Internet Age, but it does seem like law has not caught up with techridogy.

natural scientists are wealthy ergluto pursue lawsuits, and generally do not think that way, anyway, as

they see ias distracton. The whol e giant fAecho chamber o spreads:s
some cases leading even to threafghysicalviolence, including death threatsOffhand,l know of at

least 5 scientistssubject to such, from my limited sampd® there are likely many morelt is

heartbreaking to hear thatimates ¢ i e n t iissfaadubkin treihawh ltbme.

Natural science research is oftenaninvestrmentt f or t oday, but I$ioargooghe op |l e G
idea to let scientists fend for themselves? Should students stop going into sChentd?Royal Society

helped invent modern sciencelheUS founding fathers included at least two who weararg 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 alysakgehing

with not the slightest concern for defamation lawight now, there is effectively no penalishatsoever

for widely-heardp e opl e demanding that cl| i ma thattheseardimont i st s b
enoughharikarik ni ves o®oorthaembhey merely be fApublicly f|

Making plausible lawsuitsore feasiblevould probably be less expensive than the current waste of money
Perhaps thoughtful private individuals might contriuas it is unclear whether or not our instituticsne

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 thisis do some lawyers doing pbono work,butnone are
really funded for serious efforts Maybe i would be possible to set up a private foundation In Defense Of
Sciencebecause scien@nd scientists areertainly under attack.

fiFirst they came for the communists, and | did not speak betause | was not a communist;

Then they came for the tradaianists, and | did not speak @ubecause | was not a trade unionist;

Then they came for the Jews, and | did not spead theicause | was not a Jew;

Thentheycameforndeand t here was no onéMartaNemollepl946peak out for
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8 Conclusion 7 Isthere a Climate Conspiracy?

Many people that global warming is a hoax perpetrated by a cabal of scieBhNsta.some who might

oncehave donaisef ul science sometimes use the phrase AC
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Global _warming_conspiracy_theory
www.americanthinker.com/2009/12/a_climatology conspiracy.html

The currenClimategde brouhaha is just one more in a long sequence of such manufactured ceitsover
usually organized by the some of the same peapleast some of whom get paid for Misleading the

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

If the reader has not examinAd, especiallyA.6.1(a)andA.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. | am surethat | have missed many, but the reader should decide if these people know each

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

If thereexista fAconspiracyo a,ltbinkiidnotoflclimata dcientissbatofe n ¢ e
anti-science forcebasedon a long-active core groupamplified by a horde of helperslt has been

running for at least 20 yearsMany people are named here whose email logs and funding requests would
be quite instructive Itis certainly intenational. This particular sequence is mostly G8+UK, and for

lack of time, | have only briefly sampled other countrieSee JdNova (AU) for example, and wonder who
funds her brochures Singer, Monckton, and others quite often speak abraad coopere with think
tanksabroad Many think tanks have overlapping sets of advjsansl of course, many share the same
small set of major funders.

It is nontrivial to track all this, because organizations come and Beople move arounaind often have

multiple concurrent affiliations. Fundings purposefullyobscure. 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 availaktieetpublic.

Potential legal issues are highlightedAiri4. | think the evidence is pretty strong that tM&kand its
manufacture were designed to mislead the US Congresthe public Thereader will have to evaluate
thatidea. If an investigationBows that to be true, there may well be some felonies at the heart of web of
distributed, overlapping conspiracies, all designethypass science to avoid unwanted policieghe

whole structure oFigure 2.1seems geared to create such efforts, with smroedination and some
competition, even when funded by the same sets of people.

We need Climate An8cience Archives to match the Tobacco Archives far, people have been very
effective in bypassing science and attacking scientists for doing gooahjidbttle effective counter It

is time for that to endorthes ak e of pe op | and the fgtureaprosperity of lthd WSeand the
world. The 2% Century is already going to be roag Thechoiceis not between good and bad, but
between bd and wore, with possibilities of muchosse.

If any reader doubts that, | suggest the frezessiblewell-writtenUSGCRPbookGlobal Climate Change
Impacts in the United States, 200@ely available online
www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scie ntdgsessmentsAimpacts

While the problems varlgy region little of the US escapespensivadamagingoroblems.
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Bibliography and Useful Websites

Most references are givenline, usually via URLS, for offine convenience, especially if only mentioned
once. Followingare referered often, or offer relevant background.

Some areexamples of articienceg?*), a few are science or other reasonable soutgear{d the unmarked
ones describe argcience activities.

*[ALE2009] Ralph B.Alexander, Global Warming False Alarih The bad sience behind the United
Nations6 f al s emade®82Zcauses glabalwanmgr&P0O9,rEanterbury Publishing.
Much of Chapter 3 (of 8) (pp.14b) are devoted to hockey stick, claims of corruption at IPCC, efc.
SeeA.7.Alexanderfor more detail. This book quotes outright pseudoscieraad somemight well be
considered defamatoryAlexander was a nuclear physicist before going into market analysis.

+[ARC2007] David Archer,Global Warming Understanding the Forecas2007.
This is a basic climattextbook, used for undergraduate-sorence majors, with lecture videos available
geoflop.uchicago.edu/forecast/docs/lectures.html

+[ARC2009] David Archer,The Long Thaw How Humas Are Changing the Next 100,000 Years of
Eartho6s20@ i mat e
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*[BAR2006] JoeBarton, fiReport Raises New Questions About CI
2006, House Energy and Commerce Committee.
republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006 Wegman_fact sheet.pdf

*[BAR2006a] JoeBarton, et al Complete Transcript, 07/19/06, 07/27/06 of WegRwyort, etc
frivebgate.access.gpo.govidgn/getdoc.cgi?dbname=109 house hearings&docid=f:31362.wais

[BEG2007]Shar on Begl ey, efinTihael ,Tor uNehw sAnbeoeukt, DAug 13, 200
www.newsweek.com/id/32482

[BRA199] Raymond S. BradleyPaleoclimatologyi Reconstructing Climates of the Quaternary, Second
Edition, 1999. This is a famous, widelysed, heaWi-cited book. [FLE2009] is an easy introduction.

[BRA2007] Allan M. Brandt,The Cigarette CenturyThe Rise, Fall, and Deadly Persistence of the
Product that Defined Americ2007.

It is very difficult to understand the history of aatience organizains, people, and tactics in the USA
without understanding the cigarette wars that trained peoplthmkdanksin the methods.

[DEE2009] Deep Climate, AContrarian scholarship: Revi
deepclimate.org/2009/12/17/wegmaaportrevisited/

[DEE2009a]Deep Climate, fiWegman (and Rapp) on tree ri
deepclimate.org/2009/12/22/wegrrandrappontreerings-a-divergenceproblempart 1

[DEE2009b]Deep Climate, AA Compaand onBroddI(eWR) s2e clt ipo nl
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many fAgrey | iteraPRIpep0CBEEDGC e nNieSebda Edstas fiormaréR .
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GREENHOUSE PROBLEM990, Copyright George C. Marshall Institute.

*[GM12003] George Marshall Institute, Washington Roundtall&M , fiThe | PCC, o he fAHO
Curve, and the 111 us ikendoarmenthelintoducei&MetoGM], 11/ 18/ 0 3
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*[GMI2005] Geor ge Mar shall I nstitute, Marshall News, d
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*[HAY2008] Howard CHayden, A Primer on CO2 and Climate, Second Editiaf08, Vales Lakes
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[ALE2009], this is another book written by a nuclear physicist, sometimes citing outright pseeidioe.
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385. This shows strong correlation between Conservative Think atkantienvironmental books.
www.informawort.com/smpp/content~db=al~content=a793291693
ucf.academia.edu/documents/0008/3636/Organization_of Denial Jacques Dunlap_FreemaneEP__ Ju
2008.pdf

[KLA2008] Michael T. Klare Rising Powers, Shrinking PlariefThe New Geopolitics of Energ3008.

[LAH2008 Myanna Lahsen, fAExperiences of modernity 1in
physicist &é606triobdd tsugppbobal ngatimendackI|l ash agains
sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/admin/publication_files/resc@&%2008.05. pdf

[MAA2007] Tar ek Maassarani, cEheatdGhangei on gMa rheceh S2c0i 0e7n,c eG oovfe
Accountability Project. p.583 is especially relevarand other pages discuss Cooney.
democrats.science.house.gov/Media/File/Commdocs/hearings/2007/oversight/28mar/gap_redacting_clim
ate_sci_report_07mar.pdiThanks to DEE20104.

[MAS2008]J o hn R. AMeOsTHHeER, AAMT TACK ON GLOBAL WARMI NG6S S
CONSENSUSO, March 23, 2008
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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/skeptigsurnatpublishesplagiarizedpaper

+[MAS2008a]JJ ohn R. Mashey, fAdAHow to Learn About Science
scienceblogs.com/de ltoid/2008/08/john_mashey_on_how_to_learn_ab.php

[MAS2009]J ohn R. Ma s h e y - AntifisSende @ etitbreto APY frandotks wiBEPP
George C. Marshall Instituf¢learttn d, CATOO0, November 11, 2009.
www.desmogblog.com/anothsilly-climatepetitionexposed

[McC2003]JAar on M. McCright, Riley E. Dunlapnt GidDefeat.i
Impact on U.S. Climate Change Poli8§QCIAL PROBLEMS, Vol. 50, No. 3, pages 3833. ISSN:

00377791, online ISSN: 1538533 © 2003.
stephenschneider.st@rd.edu/Publications/PDF_Papers/McCrightDunlap2003.pdf

*[MIC2005] Patrick JMichaels, EdShattered Consensu3he true state of global warming008,

Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, CopyrighGMI.

It includes chapters bylichaels, McKitrick, Ballin g, Cernveny, Christy LegatesOliver Frauenfeld

Davis, Baliunas, Soon&Posmentier. The Foreword is b 6 K e andKeieter of GMI. Chapter 2 (of

10) byMcKitrick , i s A The Mann et al Northern Hemisphere T
Di | i goequpies mgp.2d9. That seems related ®MI12005a, it certainly wasted little time getting

into print, and it hadhe leadoff position.

[MIC2008] David MichaelsPoubt is Their ProducttHow I ndustryés Assault Thre
2008.

*[MIC2009] Patick J.Michaels, RoberBalling, Jr, Climate of Extremés Global warming science they
dondot want200€ATOtIonskkndaw,t e (fAipublished in cooperat
I nst i AHotkey.WR discussion on peer review is used p-200, and hockey stick p.217219.

[MIR2008]P hi | i p MirowsKki, AThe Rise of the Dedicated
Science Research Council, 2008.
www.ssrc.org/workspace/images/crm/new_publication_3/%7Beee@t88ide 1tafac001cc477ec70%

7D.pdf This useful history of think tanks, groups them in 3 historical waves..

AThe theoretical I mp e t uencelihekhtanks @& theé lekef thatissieeceof t he
progresses when everyone can buy the type of science they like, dispensing with whatever the academic
disciplines say is mainstream or discredited scie

[MOQO2005] Chris Mooney.,The Republican War on Scien2605
Science finally got noticed by politics in WW 11, and from then through the George H. W. Bush
administration, science was mostly nonpartisan, but politicization grew, sadly.

[ORE2007INa omi OAmskesanfiDeni al wvado: Gl obal War mi ngo
www. uctv.tv/searctdetails.aspx?showlD=1345@specially from 26:00 onward.

[ORE2008]Naomi Oreskes, Erik Conwagi Chal | engi ng Knowl edge: How CIl i
Victim of tChagier EiPRO2008. r 0

[ORE2008a] Naomi Oreskes, Erik M. Conway, and Matthew Shindeibm Chicken Little to Dr.

Pangloss: WillianNierenberg Global Warming, and the Social Deconstruction of Scientific Knowledge,
02/08:
www?2.Ise.ac.uk/CPNSS/projects/CoreResearchProjects/ContingencyDissentinScience/DP/DPOreskesetal
ChickenLittleOnlinev2.pdf This was renamed, so if lifstoken, check on that website.
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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 Oreskesyou Can Argue with the Factsilk at Stanford 08/09/2008.
smartenergyshow.com/node/67

smartenergyshow.com/node/67#comre2dis my synopsis

See especially theéES (~WFA, i.e., coal) video embedded at 30:00, product of a classic radesrch
effort, sent free to many libraries.

[ORE2010]Naomi Oreskes, Erik Conwallerchants of Dabti How a Handful of Scientists Obscured
the Truth on Issues from Tobacco Smoke to Global Wariiag 25, 2010

The long history ofsMI andSingeris explored in meticulous detail.
www.youtube.com/v/IXXJ¥pYONCpO 03/05/10 talk on this at Brown U is a good introduction.

[PRO2008]Robert N. Proctor, Londa Schiebinger, Edgnotologyi The Making and Unmaking of
Ignorance 2008. See especially Chapter 3: Naomi Oreskes, Eric Conway.

[REG2005]Anthony Reyalado,'Global Warring In Climate Debate, The 'Hockey Stick' leads to a
FaceOff", WSJ, 02/14/05. Sek.7.Regaladofor discussion of thisinusuakrticle.
sharpgary.org/RegaladoWSJ.htr@R www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/Feb.%2019.htm

[REG2006]Anthony RegaladdAcademy to Referee Cima#8 hange Fight , 0 WSJ, 02/ 1
online.wsj.com/public/article_print/SB11395348270287060JhF6botP4CIKAVMBO61BV59 ¢ 200
70210.html

[SAI2007] Yasmin H. SaidExperiences 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/TalkSe ptihjidite thanks to DC for this.

[SCH2009] Stephen H. Schneidescienceas a ContactSport nsi de the Battle to Sa
2009. Dr. Schneider has worked to do climate science research, communicate to the public, and counter
antiscience. See especialbhapters 5 and 7, in whidgte mentionsome familiar names and tactics in

climate antiscience. Some of this is about science, but more about communication and science policy.

*[SIN1999] S. FredSinger,Hot Takk Cold ScienceGl obal war mi delgpp@RevisedZndBd, s h e d
1999. | 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. FredSinger, Dennis T.Avery, Unstoppable Global Waning every 1,500 yegr2007.

It is a good exercise to re@8IN1999]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 nothappening, in the later one, it is inevitable, but natural. Policy advice is constant: no CO2
restrictions.

Much of Chapter 5 (p.5%4) is devoted té\.Hockey. A.Santer is found on pp. @3t

*[SOL2008] LawrenceSolomon The Deniers2008.

This collectel a series of articles in ti¢ational Post(Canada).
www.desmogblog.com/thdeniersthe-world-renowneéscientistswho-dontactualldenyglobatwarmi

ng

Wegmani s included, but inclusion is by Solomonds de
Roger Revelle certainly would have, were he alive. However, the previoidslgn background of the
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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, andWegmamd s i n ¢ BAL#00d are certainly consistent. Chapter2of14-®.2) , AThe
Case of the Disappe ghemastgronthentdaeey St i cko gives it

*SO02003 Wil lie Soon, Sallie Baliunas, AProxy <c¢l i ma
year s, 0 CrthVoa28:811R 2083 &Submitted: 04/11/02; Accepted: 08/29/02; Published

01/31/03. Se®e Freitas: this (poor) paper eventually resulted in mass resignations, because the

publisher would not let Editein-Chief von Storch repudiate tSee[DEF2002] First sponsor waAPI:

fAcknowledgementsThis work was supported by funds fromthe American Petroleum Institut@q0@4579)
(and others)é We thank JddafrorDalhye,i ré ,unGredifg sahn dc okhetirtihb u

*[SPE2008]Roy W. Spencer Climate Confusiofi How GLOBAL WARMING hysteria leads to bad

science, pandering politicians, and misguided policies that hurt the @668. Encounter Books:
www.encounterbooks.canit alsofeate s Speimee Bas Science and Bad Pol i
Warming Agenda It has a mild form oA.Oreskes, p.44.

+[TUK1977] John TukeyExploratory Data Analysjsl977.

Tukey was one of the worl doés gr dbelllabsaplecethatusedt i c i a
statistics extensively. He strongly advocated balancingkmellvn confirmatory statistics with exploratory

data analysis, on which much science realy depends. A.38elfor relevance here.

[UCS2007]Union of Concerned $mntists , Smoke, Mirrors & Hot Aiii How ExxonMobil Uses Big
Tobaccods Tactics to Manuf a200ur e Uncertainty on C
WWWw.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/globalming/exxon_report. pdf

[WAG2006] Wendy Wagner, Rena Steinzor, étisscuing Science from PolititfRkegulation and the
Distortion of Scientific Research, 2006. (F).

*[WEG2006] Edward J. Wegman, David W. Sgotasmin H. SaidAD HOC COMMITTEE REPORT ON

THE OHOCKEY STI CKG6 GLOBAL ClOT/IM/RDE RECONSTRUCTI ON
republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006_Wegman_Report. pdf

This is often just calleche Wegman Repo(WR) here.

+[YAL2009] Yale University& George Mason Universitt; L OB AL WARMI NG6s SI X AMER
An Audience Segmentation Analy2309.

envrocenter.research.yale.edu/uploads/climatech®&ageericas62309. pdf

This useful document helps calibrate various worldviews.
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Useful Websites
Many of these are funded by donations.

[ExxonSecretd (Greenpeace)
Www.exxonsecrets.org

[Legistorm]
www. legistorm.com/
www.legistorm.com/salaries.htmA good way to track down staffers and for whom, they worked

[MMAN] Media Maters Action NetworkTransparency

mediamattersaction.org/transparency

This site usefully organizes masses of data from
among people, fundersid recipients of funds from foundations. Having spent some time rummaging in

990 forms, | can attest that this site required vast amounts of hard work.

[NEWSMEAT]
WwWw.newsmeat.com
This is a good search engine foripcdl donations, despite the somewhat-nunitive name.

[NRDC] Natural Resources Defense Council
www.nrdc.org Has some useful FOIA files.

[OpenSecrets]
www.opensecrstorg/lobbyists Good search engine for lobbying data in US.

[Source Watch] 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 | used. More of those names could have shown up here, but
there was only so much ti me. |l 6m sure email I i s
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Global warming_skeptic good starting point.

[Tobacco Archives] Several portals exist, including the following:
legacy.library.ucsf.edu
This is a fascinating resow@cand various organizatioget 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 webpaigeschived.

[990 Finder] Foundation Center

foundationcenter.org/findfunders/990finder
This gives all data, but it does not summarize it, and some resequiles plowing through many pas
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