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Executive Summary (4 pages)

Anti-science manufactures public ignorance or doubt regarding science that producesii nconveni ent o
results. Many anti-science PR tactics were created for the tobacco ¢ 0 mp a mi964sand employed

since for other areas, sometimes by the same people. Some climate scientists have been singled out for

unending harassment and personal attack, including Ben Santer, Michael Mann. Phil Jones and others.

Internet usage has helped amplify such attacks far beyond those available in the tobacco wars, especially
asseenintherecent cr escendo .tThesdisBdwilitteanore thed thesfrustration of scientists

trying to do a good job, for everyone on Earth, but unfortunately left unprotected from endless, malicious

harassment by the laws and institutions around them. But the Internet is a two-edged sword, and some

people have left some incriminating evidence around, and certain peopl eds emai |l |l ogs woul
interesting than those of ACIi mategate. 0

The 2006 Wegman Report (WR)fiwas aut hored by Edward J. Wegman, Geor g
W. Scott, Rice University, and Yasmin H. Said, The Johns Hopkins University. We would also like to

acknowledge the contributions of John T. Rigsby, Ill, Naval Surface Warfare Center, and Denise M.

Reeves, MITRE Corporation. o6 The fir sMP). tWegnameantl®cottmed t he
have long collaborated. Said, Rigsby, and Reeves were/had been Wegman students.
republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006_Wegman_Report.pdf [WEG2005]

This was repeatedly portrayed to the US House of Representatives as an independent, impartial, expert

effort to assess statistical claims made by Ross McKitrick and Steve Mclintyre against Michael Mann,

Raymond Bradley, and Malcom Hughes, but it now is clear that the WR had none of those attributes.

Canadian bl ogger fHdoepdimate®©ig ) recantlyepablisbeD €ear evidence that the WR
plagiarized importanttextfromBr ad |l ey 6 s c¢ | a sDCithen utiedrth€d a lew mdee key facts that
showed that the WR was not what it claimed to be. Some loudly say that climate science in general and
the IPCC in particular form a giant conspiracy, but the real climate conspiracy is that of anti-science, based
on small core of people, with many helpers. This paper collects public data to expose funding,
organizational structure, individuals, and tactics of this two-decade, distributed conspiracy. The WR was
just one opportunisticelement, but t he # kstiegce,wiomobed éndlasslya it ts one example of
an organized personal attack, in this case, backed by the great power of the US Congress, perhaps abused.

Plagiarism is clear from D C 6swle-by-s i de compari son, vheckdithelWRwersusmeyr i f i ed L
own copy of Bradley. Anyone could do this. The plagiarism was purposeful, not inadvertent

cut-and-paste, as shown by obvious rephrasings. The plagiarism went further into purposeful deception,

shown by a few cases whereexpertBr a d | e y Gwvere weakergdor even inverted, with no justification.

This could not happen by accident. As one of t he WPNomeohdurdeam havanpreaé , A
expertise in paleoclimate Reconstructioné 6The WP signed off on this as a group, but did it create the

plagiarism and extra deception itself, or was it helped? If so, exactly who helped?

The WR not only incorporated deceptive plagiarism, but expanded far beyond its supposed statistics
charter. Itincluded a large section attacking the social network of paleoclimatology. It incorporated

i nappropriate references from the fgreig ahimpogantat ur ed or
report. . The Wegman Panel (WP) got much information from House Energy&Commerce 06 staffer
Peter Spencer , who was not mentioned in the WR, nor was the preparatory involvement of others.
Starting from the GCSCT1998 plan, CEl/Cooler Heads Coalition (Myron Ebell) , George C. Marshall
Institute (GMI, many), and later Senator James Inhofe (R -OK) and staff were involved in recruiting,
encouraging, and publicizing Ross McKitrick and then Steven Mcintyre ( i M & Moffgring exposure to
experienced, vocal people like Fred Singer , Pat Michaels , Sallie Baliunas , Willie Soon . McKitrick was a
Senior Fellow at the Fraser Institute from 2002 onward, and both he and Steven Mclintyre were GMI
Afexpertso b ynRdauary 20052t0e0Mall Street Journal featured M&M in an unusual way.


http://www.desmogblog.com/plagiarism-conspiracies-felonies-breaking-out-wegman-file
http://republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006_Wegman_Report.pdf
http://deepclimate.org/
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In May 2005, an M&M presentation and discussion for GMI+CEI/CHC essentially outlined tactics to be

followed later. In June 2005, the effort was handed off to Reps. Barton and Whitfield (R -KY), and the

others temporarily faded into the background. The reasons for this handoff are unclear, but it might have

been done to counter the negative publicity from the exposure and resignation of Phil Cooney . A few

weeks later, Barton and Whifield wrote unusual sorts of letters demanding information from Mann,

Bradley, Hughes, and others. Ebell sentcopi es of those | et t &iliamReach he Whi t e
within 90 minutes o fbeforétiee reifidnts ferelewes guaranteed ¢éothave gotten

them. Wegman was approached in September 2005, not by the usual official routes in which scientific

advisory panels are found, but indirectly via Jerry Coffey , an interesting choice. The WP clearly had some

contact with Mcintyre , and had several opportunities for direct personal contact.

The legitimate scientific community, and some members of Congress objected vociferously to this whole

procedure, but it did little good, if the objectives were publicity and harassment, not better science. If

Mannd s wor k infladed intd a diaat strawmenast he main Apil |l ar 0 mdsSeanhe 2001
Inhofe calledit,tand t hen discredited, then drhioidsadntificmmnsenseng woul d
but very good PR tactics. The fAhotkeko attack was f amantvscsienee a centr al
campaign than it ever was a pillar of the actual science, it which it was just one of numerous consistent

analyses. Unlike most, though, it offered a simple, understandable, graphic summary, so the IPCC used it,

and it was compelling enough to invite this attack from people trying to discredit the IPCC.

Personal attacks can be effective tactics, and this was not the first time, as people like Ben Santer had been
harassed for years, and he was not the only one. Maybe this study will help him, Michael Mann, Phil
Jones, and others finally get some justice.

This study may offer enough information to merit investigation of many plausible participants. Unlike those
who routinely defame many scientists as criminals, | label no one mentioned in this document as criminal
T that is for possible Congressional / DoJ investigations and courts to decide, not me.

But the following are well worth reading, and perhaps many people should be consulting lawyers:

18.U.S.C 81001 &, 84 : Misleading Congress Is a felony, as is not reporting it
codes.Ip.findlaw.com/uscode/18/1/47/1001  (a, 1), (c, 2) felony (up to 5 years)
codes.Ip.findlaw.com/uscode/18/I/1/4  Misprision of felony (up to 3 years)

18.U.S.C 8371 : Conspiracy to commit felony is also a felony é
codes.Ip.findlaw.com/uscode/18/1/19/371 conspiracy (up to 5 years)
www.justice.gov/usao/eousa/foia_reading_room/usam/title9/crm00652.htm

I f 1 interpret this aright, a n A ustatbtesloffliinifatiorssd conspiracy«
Someti mes even wh erealizpthey wdreanvalvedd n 6 t
criminal.lawyers.com/federal-criminal-law/blogs/archives/629-Federal-Criminal-Conspiracy-Law.html
www.juryinstruction.com/members/content/national/ncjic_documents/chapter083/83_2.htm
Defamation is complex, especially Internet & i nternational
www.expertlaw.com/library/personal_injury/defamation.html#4
www.ibls.com/internet_law_news_portal_view.aspx?s=latestnews&id=1874
www.article19.org/advocacy/defamationmap/map

en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Defamation = Can be criminal some places

As a legal layman, this is complex to understand, but it surely seems like organized defamation to me.
Even simple pl agiarism is a serious problem in academe, can lead to copyright suits as well.

Though | hesitate to invoke yet another comparison to Watergate, the plagiarism was a far better analog to
the original Watergate burglary, where it took a while to understand the meaning of the fact, and then
unearth the details. But the Internet helps, and some people were rather foolish in what they left there.
Some went unnoticed for years, and some was buried in nonobvious places. This is akin to military
intelligence, in which facts are gathered whose importance is unclear, until some new key fact is uncovered.
Suddenly, old data takes on new meaning and new directions for searching are identified.

DCbs wor k was t laleadihbesn,.collectinginfdrmatioa tbr years.

Certain email logs might be even more instructive, as would testimony under oath. Getting them takes
subpoena power, which | certainly do not have. Maybe someone who does may get interested.


http://codes.lp.findlaw.com/uscode/18/I/47/1001
http://codes.lp.findlaw.com/uscode/18/I/1/4
http://codes.lp.findlaw.com/uscode/18/I/19/371
http://www.justice.gov/usao/eousa/foia_reading_room/usam/title9/crm00652.htm
http://criminal.lawyers.com/federal-criminal-law/blogs/archives/629-Federal-Criminal-Conspiracy-Law.html
http://www.juryinstruction.com/members/content/national/ncjic_documents/chapter083/83_2.htm
http://www.expertlaw.com/library/personal_injury/defamation.html#4
http://www.ibls.com/internet_law_news_portal_view.aspx?s=latestnews&id=1874
http://www.article19.org/advocacy/defamationmap/map
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Defamation
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The reader should be undaunted by the length of this paper. Most people might read about 25 pages.

Those primarily interested in recent discoveries about the WR can just look at Figs 1.2 and 2.1 for context,
then skip to 84, read it and related references from the various Appendices. However, the WR was just a
small example of a systemic problem, and the rest of the document collects much detail to let people follow
some subset of threads of interest to them. This is serious, so needs real backup. There are ~550 URLs.

Bold terms have entries A.1-A.4, Bold personal names in A.7. Most such are shown there as Name+,
to make them easy to search in an online PDF. This is also written to still work on paper, as possible.

Given many hours of work done under time-pressure, | hope the inevitable errors are not large ones. To
keep readability on paper, some redundancy was unavoidable. Most content is objective information, but
opinions or occasional speculations are highlighted in Italics. A few comments are inherently qualitative
opinions, akin to those of commercial or military intelligence, where one tries to find facts that others prefer
hidden. Some people really want to see these opinions, others can just ignore them.

81 explains terms pseudoscience, science-noise, and anti-science, of which the last is the focus of this
paper. Fig 1.1 shows the overall process of bypassing science, whose modern implementation likely
began with tobacco companies. Fig 1.2 gives a timeline for sample past climate anti-science campaigns.

82 visually describes the machinery of anti-science as context for the other discussions.

83- 85 organize the chronology of climate anti-science into 3 periods: 1988-1997, 1998-2007, and

2008-present. The primary focus is 84 (the manufacture of the 2006 WR) but earlier and later campaigns

offer context to avoid thinking it as a one-off case. Recurring patterns include:

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

- create confusion in the public, outside scientific processes, often successfully.

- pick a few scientists for unrelentingpe r s o n a | attack, in Ben Santerds case,

86 is a brief conclusion, with pleas for various kinds of action, followed by large Appendices.

Either our institutions learn better how to defend scientists whose research is inconvenient, or we
might as well just quit funding that science right now. We can let tobacco companies decide
whether nicotine is addictive to children or not, and we can let fossil fuel companies decide climate
science. If we keep letting scientists be singled out for personal attack for doing their jobs,  those
are the likely outcomes . It might likely be less damaging to give the tobacco companies free rein.

We have the Tobacco Archives, unfortunately we do not (yet) have the Climate Anti-Science Archivesé
Climate Conspirac y? Pick one:

Climate Science. The IPCC is constantly attacked as a conspiracy to create socialist world government, or
something like that, despite an open process that requires answering every question, no matter how inane.
Climate scientists as a group are attacked as forming a cabal, pulling a hoax on the world to obtain huge
government grants, although most IPCC contributors essentially do that work as an unpaid extra job, and
most people smart enough to gain PhDs could make more money doing something else.

And why exactly, should Phil Jones get death threats? Should society as a whole like that?
www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article7017905.ece

Climate Anti -Science: is similar to the tobacco conspiracy, and partially derived from it. It is funded from

fossil fuel companies, using multi-level money-laundering techniques to pay think tanks and front

organizations to propagate disinformation. It lobbies well and has powerful political connections. It uses

methods from the cigarette wars, and involves some of the same PR agencies, think tanks and people.

Unlike the early tobacco wars, it employs the Internet well, and it has learned how to use personal attacks,

encourage threats of violence,and miscu s e FOI / FOI A | aws to waste redfearcher
the IPCC makes a few minor mistakes in 3000 pages, that is fraud and conspiracy, but valiant skeptics can

ignore laws of physics at will, use totally bogus statistics, and invoke pseudo-science as needed.

I f there is a ACIimate Conspiracyo, -$cienceonspiracg? Sci ence


http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article7017905.ece
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1 Introduction and Definitions

Science. Real science starts with research, followed by peer-reviewed publication in credible places, and
most crucially via repeated evaluation by field researchers. Like the Great Wall [MAS2008a] built over
time, brick by brick, it does not fall down because one brick jiggles. Science accumulates over time, with
large collections of research, rarely dependent on any one paper.

Pseudoscience . When ideas are repeatedly examined, often explicitly refuted, but originators persist in
the face of a strong imbalance of evidence, at some point it becomes pseudoscience, an attempt to
convince scientists to adopt an idea for which the balance of evidence is strongly adverse.

Science -noise. In communicating new results to the public, the end-to-end process easily over-interprets
results, loses caveats, or creates outright errors, as often happens in space-constrained newspaper
headlines. This might be called science-noise, for lack of a generally-accepted term. Good
communication of science to the public is nontrivial. Signal is often obscured by noise, purposeful or
accidental, which can either increase or lessen the perceived importance of some scientific result.
Science-noise in one direction sometimes incites people to the other extreme, ignoring the real science.
But organized anti-science is very different from science-noise. Many scientists are simply unaccustomed
to dealing with it, since most scientific fields face no organized anti-science.

Anti -science. Agnotologywasc oi ned by St anf or dPRO20B8) to desctibe the Pr
deliberate production of ignorance and doubt. When applied to scientific topics, it might be called
anti-science, employed especially when research results threaten strong economic or ideological interests.
Itis rarely intended to convince field professionals, but to confuse the public and especially decision-makers
in government and business. Many modern anti-science tactics were invented by Hill & Knowlton in 1954
for tobacco companies and used thereafter, often by the same people and organizations, especially in
fighting environmental regulations. (See TIRC in A.3.) However, the rise of the Internet has offered new
opportunities for anti-science amplification.

Anti-science sometimes employs its own science-noise and even pseudoscience. Suppose someone
writes a peer-reviewed paper showing some well-caveated, modest effect, but then drastically and
repeatedly over-interprets it for non-field audiences via OpEds, lectures, blogs, websites, claiming it has
demolished decades of careful research. That is usually deliberate anti-science, not just science-noise.
Organized anti-science seeks to bypass science:

Fig. 1.1 Sciencand Policy
Theoreticalldeal Science Bypas:

ScientificResearch Accumulate ScientificResearch Accumulate

Periodicreviews by Periodicreviews by
relevant (épert scientists relevant %oert scientists

Assessemerneports, recommendations

Governments| S | public A

' Dislike
policies

Recommend
Policy and Action informed by ‘ moreresearch
best available science at timg Goal ...indefinitely

octor
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Classic Science Bypass Methods . A few prestigious physicists have long campaigned to nullify the
results of climate research, especially policies deriving from it, or more generally to obscure any science
that might lead to government environmental regulation of almost any sort. They have been joined by many
others. This has been done, not by publishing peer-reviewed research, but via PR techniques for creating
doubt in the general population. The general approach was created by Hill and Knowlton in 1954 for the
tobacco companies to fend off unwanted regulation [BRA2007] , i n the booklet AA Scient
the Cigar et t eledagy.fibrary.oocsfedusidwye21a00/pdf

This approach was classic science bypass i get quotes from authoritative-sounding sources, distribute to a
large public audience, to create doubt and delay. This approach has long been employed since to fight
most environmental regulation, whether warranted or not. Read the document, and assess whether or not
Sourcewatchd s s u mma r(wwwisarcefvatdh.org/index.php?title=Council_for_Tobacco_Research)
The themes were:

The evidence is still inconclusive.

Something other than smoking may be responsible.

Statistical evidence can6t be trusted.

ltds all a scare campaign.

The issue is too complicated, even for scientists.

Nit-picking at irrelevant details.

More research is necessary.

See further discussion in A.3 under TIRC.

=A =4 =4 =4 -8 -89

Organizations and petitions named in Bold have entries in the earlier Appendices, and a reader swamped
by unfamiliar acronyms might scan those.

Caveat. Wiki and many web pages here are never regarded as authoritative, just useful guides to further

references. They can be helpful introductions to new topics, and often summarize information not easily

findable in any other onee place. They are best employed to find references. One can easily ignore

opinions there, but this paper already has 500+ URLs, and avoiding Wikis would easily multiply that by 10.

Someti me massive official documents (like foundation 0!

Real researchers tend to ignore truly awful journal papers, but sometimes good refutations exist only in
blogs or other websites. Starting with a problematical article, peer-reviewed refutations can be hard to find,
unless one subscribes to specialist journals or spends much money on articles behind paywalls. Itis even
harder to make this accessible for a wider audience unlikely to have free access to those journals. Hence,
| have leaned towards carefully-selected websites with understandable explanations, based on
peer-reviewed work, rather than exhaustive tracking of specialist literature.

This paper is long, and much is about interpersonal connections, so surnames alone are typically used for
brevity, titles are omitted, University is abbreviated as U, intending no discourtesy to any. Most references
are given via in-line URLs, as per Web pages, most convenient for those reading the PDF on-line, but URLs
are shown visibly for usability when reading a paper copy. On-line/paper combinations are still works in

progress. | apologize for the dense encodings needed for compact displays to help show relevant attributes.

Very important qualification . Whenever groups are mentioned as connections, absolutely nothing is
implied about other members of the group. Group names are simply used as familiar labels and to help
understand connections, whether certain, likely, or at least plausible.


http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/wye21a00/pdf
http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Council_for_Tobacco_Research
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Fig 1.2 shows a long history of climate anti-science, with intense efforts whenever it seemed that someone
might actually take effective action. The early years showed efforts by relatively few people. A major
expansion occurred starting in 1998, as the Kyoto Protocol occurred. A real crescendo of activity is visible
in the last few years. This is given for context, because otherwise, it is all too easy to misunderstand any
single incident. If X attacks Y as having done bad science, that might be a legitimate comment, but if one
knows that X has been attacking people for 20 years, it casts a different light on the subject.

People unfamiliar with the players may be inclined to give X more benefit of the doubt than someone long
familiar with them. Likewise, people may have better context for calibrating a strong response from Y.

Fig. 1.2 - Sample climate anti-science activities, in context - John R. Mashey, 02/08/10
|Bush(R) | Clinton(D) | Clinton(D) | Bush(R) | Bush(R) | Obama(D)
1989| 1990 |1990] 1991 |1992] 1993 [1994] 1995 |1996| 1997 [1998| 1999 J2000] 2001 |2002) 2003 Je004| 2005|2006 2007 J2008| 2009 J2010] 2011
IPCC POAR SAR} TAR] AR4}
i iKyoto Protocol —o | : : E ; i i
E i ; iCOPlS UN Climate Change Conference Copenhagen Dec 6-18 2009i I i
Blue: science & policy i i COP13 UN Climate Change Conference Bali Dec 3-12 20-I E
33 Early Years, incl GET SANTER 34 GCSCT to Wegman Report, GET-MANN 85 Crescendo
Inhofe demands investigation of Mann by NSF, 2010.02.03
Penn State publishes results of investigation, essentially clearing Mann, 2010.02.03
Reply by Santer, 2010.02.03
Red: anti-science Douglass, Christy attack Santer, 2009.12.20 [ |
Ongoing Petition O=> "Austin APS Group, w/o Singer", "Climategate email" 2009.12.04 |
or email E GWPF (Peiser, Lawson) formed in UK (for "Climategate") 2009.12-
Publish Report [ ) "Climategate" 2009.11-
Event l Letter to US Senate (Singer, Happer/GMI,etc A.12.2) -2009.10.29 [ |
Campaign e 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 o
Heartland 2009#3 Conference - Washington, DC - 2009.06.02 l
APS Petition (Singer, Happer/GMI, etc, [MAS2009]) - 2009.04-
E CATO2009 Advertisement (Petition Letter) - 2009.03.30 |
i Manhattan Declaration (ICSC, Heartland) - 2009.03.10-
E Heartland 2009#2 Conference - NYC - 2009.03.08
E NIPCC2008 Report - (Singer, Ed, Heartland) - 2008.04} @
E Heartland 2008#1 Conference - NYC - 2008.03.02{ Hll
: Monckton/Ferguson attack on Oreskes, 2007.07- B
Stockholm2006 Global Warming Conference - 2006.09.11 [ ]
Peiser attack on Oreskes, 2005.01.04 [ |
GMI2002 Letter to President Bush 2002.08.14{ ll
"M&M" campaign: CEIl, Fraser, TN . Repo
GCSCT (API, GMI, ExxonMobil, etc) 1998— !
OISM Petition (GMI+OISM) - 1998.04-} 0
GET-BEN-SANTER, Seitz & Singer ++ 19 : '
Leipzig Declaration (SEPP)] ~@p=———ti=>4 ; ; ' ; > o—> E
i . > lHeldererg Appeal Netherlands (HAN) i
! B isipp- Singer & GMU: Scientific Integritry in the Public Process, !
E’_—) -Heldelberg Appeal (ICSE, SEPP , TASSC, ESEF) E
@ Jastrow, Nierenberg, Seitz (GMI) book [JAS1990] i : iNow

* IGCC GIObaI Climate Coalion 1989-2002
83 Early Years, incl GET-SANTER 84 GCSCT to Wegman Report, GET-MANN 85 Crescendo
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2 The Machinery of Anti -Science 1 Laundering Money and Memes

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

Fig. 2.1 is a top-level view, with details expanded in Figs. 2.2-2.6. It shows flows of memes (ideas,
information, and especially disinformation, and sometimes personal attacks) and money. It is the

architecture of the anti-science machine that uses PR methods to confuse people about science.

Money (black) flows from funders at the top (O1, O2), of which the most important examples are described

in A.2. Money paths are often purposefully hidden, hence the use of a $$$-filled cloud. Sometimes money
flows through several layers of foundations, then goes to think tanks or fronts. Corporate money often

goes through trade associations into fronts or think tanks. Then it goes to individuals. An individual can
correctly say fil dondét t ak ealthooghthg mohay may hdveestgallyl f uel
originated there, 3-4 levels back. From outside, it is difficult to know.

Relevant organizations that at least sometimes do anti-science advocacy are described in A.3, with
examples of common tactics in A.4. Many people are listed in A.7, not all of whom do anti-science, but
many of whom might plausibly be asked some questions. In some cases, | have little idea what someone
actually does, but their name was mentioned somewhere interesting enough to remember.

com

Fig.22describes peoplebds backgrounds and I evels of knowl €

this case climate science. Fig.2.3. explains Category B, Backgrounds.

In most scientific disciplines, scientific knowledge is produced by people in the K7-K10 levels of knowledge.
For instance, Richard Lindzen might be labeled K9 as he is quite knowledgeable. He has done work good
enough to be Member of the National Academy of Science, although his recent work seems not to have
held up very well, and his views on some topics are far from the mainstream. He often writes WSJ OpEds
whose views would not survive peer review in credible journals. Unfortunately, the public is bombarded
with memes generated by a few people from K3-K7, and then amplified and repeated endlessly by those in
K0-K2. To what extent should a reasonable person trust an ExxonMobil lobbyist and 25-year veteran of
the API (American Petroleum Institute) to explain global warming science?

Fig 2.4 explains the different kinds of organizations (O1-O9 in Fig 2.1) that might be involved in anti-science
activities. Few think tanks do climate and science, some do some, and a few do a great deal of it.

Fig. 2.5 integrates Figs. 2.2-2.4 into one map of organizations and individuals versus reasons for
involvement with anti-science, and Fig 2.6 explains more details of reasons why people might do
anti-science, as they vary widely. For any given person or organization, some reasons can be confidently
inferred. Others are at best speculation, especially lacking direct experience. People observably come to
anti-science by various routes, and. Many who accept and repeat climate anti-science have no obvious
financial connection. For instance, politics and ideology seemed to be more relevant for the group of
physicists studied in [MAS2009].

Funding.

Since many think tanks do not discuss their funding sources, foundation funding records are useful, but
incomplete hints, as direct corporate funding is difficult to locate. A.6 shows known funding flows from
ExxonMobil and various foundations to think tanks. Many think tanks manage to be 501(c)(3) tax-free
foundations, despite acting essentially as PR and lobbying agencies.
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/501%28c%29


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/501%28c%29
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Fig. 2.1 OBR Flow - Anti-Science Flow of Money and Memes
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John R. Mashey Feb 2010, v(

Memes: ideas, misinformation, including attacks on specific people
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[YAL2009] http://envirocenter.research.yale.edu/uploads/climatechange-6americas62309.pdf
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Figs. 2.2 and 2.3 roughly model levels of knowledge /expertise in a given natural science area, like climate
science, plus approximate backgrounds. They are used
unsupported opinion on a topic might be worth something or not. A great deal of anti-science is

communicated by people fairly low on the experrtise scale.

Fig 2.2 BCK Malthowledge/expertise in a science field + B & C Categories  John R. Mashey, Feb 2010; v1
Who Read: Write Il ® & Decreasing order of credibility

Category Cchannels Only peer-reviewed research, summaries cou
L3 cg:’ - Academic
Category B: ¢ S 0 & equivalents
Backgroundof person f g;; (/cj' lg S *in field
U883k & & \‘? & & N.America Description
Professionakcientistin field, g K14 . M1 Top* Broad, deep, high-impact research
generates knowledge Kq i ¢ = m Bl Full Prof Likely 20+ years, impactful research
Natural scientist related field; K8 i E = [ M| Assoc Proff| Likely 10+ years research
may contribute/shift into field Kq i { = = M| AsstProf* | Own research well underway >PhD
[ Technical professional, @ kd T~ T e =7 ="[TDoing PhD*| More breadth; depth in_dissertation |
science writer, teacher KA 8 8 @ o Doing MS* | Add breadth; may help with research
Public, wide variation K4 S . Doing BS* | Coherent study; interact with faculty
in sciencefollowing. & ki < - UnderGrad | Non-field; general courses, lectures
High school students: —fm ] e ] e e e e e e e ——
may not yet have seen K2 ¢ ¢ ° Learn basicy General-audience books, field author
field, may know more Kle & Low current] Critical analysis+some science
than their parents. Kd & | background] Low current science knowledge
Lo Scientists mostly write peer-reviewed work for field
Low current backgrounc N & sometimes write textbooks for learners in field
Knowledge decays if not maintaine( | | & some for laypersons, often with science writers
For some, high school or college m ------------- but most rarely write for general media, blogs
represent peak science knowledge. * A A A Science writers : ~ general media + lay science
u_ Anyone: blog, write about science for general media
Scale is (whimsically) roughly base|2 ~ Ranks en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Academic_rank
logarithmic, i.e. 1->1024, with nr ~N. America othey N. America UK Australia+NZ
~K4 (~16) on climate sciencevs  [Senior Scientist Full Prof Prof Assoc Prof/Reader, Prof

That understates the leap to K7-K1JResearch Scientisf Assoc Prof | Reader] Senior Lecturer
Professionals know much more.  JResearch Associaje Asst Prof Lecturel] Lecturer
Don't take exact #s too seriousl Rough guide at best; track records much more important than ranks

Fig. 2.3 B Categories: Backgrounds of People John R. Mashey, Feb 2010, v
B1 Public, no particular field or technical expertise; here grouped in 3 subcategories by visibility

Bla Politician Individual politician

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

Blc Other Public May write letters, post on blogs, even pay for own blog
B2 Tech profession: Layperson in field, but with relevant technical skills; science journalists

Engineers, including computer scientists; others with relevant
statistical skills, like economists. Need to study field, of course.
B3 Scientist, other Natural scientist, perhaps related field, but not in the specific field
B4 Scientist, Field Natural scientist within specific field; famous scientist is good catch

The rest of these describe various aspects of anti-science.

10
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Fig. 2.4 O Categories: Organizations, of which some do anti-science  John Mashey,Feb 2010, vO

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
O1b

Olc
O1d

Ole
02 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.

03 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

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

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 (+02)
Example: TIRC; Cooler Heads Coalition

¢) "Astro-turf" organizations, fake grassroots, misleading names
Example: TASSC, The Advancement of Sound Science Coalition

hySmLISNE2YbgSoaAidsS X tFNBS 02y dAyd

of specific funders (unlike O5b+0O5c), 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-O1c+0O2, who may want to "hide in crowd".

09 Blogosphere

O6a large AEI, CEI, CATO, Heartland

O6b medium GMI, ELC: handful of regular staff

O6c small Science and Public Policy Institute SPPI (new, small), ~1 person+Website
O7 Political Org. Political party; PA
08 MSMedia 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.

11
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Fig. 2.5 OBR Map: Anti-Science Organizations & People vs Re

V.1.0.1 02/11/10

John R. Mashey, Feb2010, w(

Organizational AdvocadyF 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 4 511 201 211 2 3 45 6 78 9al1 23 456 7 8
O1 Corporation X L1 1
02 Foundation X Ix 1 | IX Clear primary reasd
03 ER_A_ge_na/ ______ x T 1= 777777 L% Plausible, often seg]
04 Lobby X koo I plausible
O5 Front org X Ix 1 | |
06 Thinktank X Ix 1 1 I
07 Political Org. X X :X :x : Some of these are especially hard to kn
08 MSMedia____ | | X X _ X o ———————= | My ——
09 Blogosphere X X IX IX 1 Almostany combination can be found
BlaPolitician | x X I TRT T T T X T T T T T T T T
. | | | |
B1b Communicator X X X XX X X X X X X
B1c Other Public X X1 X| XX X X X X X X1
B2 Tech professional x X xI xI xIx x x x x x x| X
B3 Scientist, other X X X I X : X =x X X X X I X
B4 Scientist, Field X | X XX X X X X X
FIN1  Huge: long-term, direct economic organizational self- inte
FIN2 Large: long-term, direct organizational interest, via funding from al
FIN3  Personal: direct economic interest, effectively paid for anti-scie
FIN4  Plausible Fear: personal economic impacts, less direct , employee
FIN5  Vague fear: personal economic impacts; general pt
IDE1 Professional (paid political advocacy; anti-regulation; creationis
IDE2  Public (political advocacy; anti-regulation; creationis
POL1 Political wedge tactic: "X says it", more vote
POL2 Against: "Cannot stand X, so anything they say is wrong"
PSY1 Conflates: confuses non-science with real science, dismisses latter as f
PSY2, Contrarian nature; even without attentio
PSY®” Contrarian attention: gets much more attention/publicity; may help career
PSY4 Egol/pride: in skepticism in general and of scientists in partic
PSY5 Dunning-Kruger Effect; incompetent and does not knoy
PSY6 High-bar, low-bar: real science takes work; contrarian, easy acceptance
PSY7 Ambiguity-intolerant personality: all-or-none thinking
PSY8 Personal anchor: encounters anti-science early, accepts,
PSY9 General psychology denial: problem just too big
PSYa Personal: Influence from respected mentor/colleague/etc with strong be
TEC1 Long Anchor: early position from TECO, held long , ~Type |l
TECZ, Field non-science: evidence stays weak, mild ~Type |
TEC®” Field pseudo-scienice: wrong: strongly disproved, strong ~Type | |
TEC4 Intra-field (or nearby) conflict: personal, factional; discipline rive
TEC5 "Going emeritus": (retired, or close) person starts opining beyond exper
TEC6 Ego: smarter than field scientists, prove them wrt
TEC7 Inter-field conflict: many in one field dislike (usually newer) fi
TEC8 Over-generalization: of methods from own area, models, proofs, etc

12
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Fig 2.6 R Attributes: Reasons for Anti-Science (Environmental) John R. Mashey, Feb 2010, wv(
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
FIN5S 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 formg
PSY2 Contrarian nature; even without attentio
PSY3> Contrarian attention: gets much more attention/publicity; may help career
PSY4 Ego/pride: in skepticism in general and of scientists in particular
PSY5 Dunning-Kruger Effect: incompetent and does not know it
PSY6 High-bar, low-bar: real science takes work; contrarian, easy acceptance
PSY7 Ambiguity-intolerance: all-or-none thinking; "Authoritarian personality" ??
PSY8 Personal anchor: encounters anti-science early, accepts, sticks
PSY9 General psychology denial: problem just too big
PSYa Personal: Influence from respected mentor/colleague/etc with strong beliefs
Tech (TEC1 Long Anchor: early position from 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 TECE)'> Field pseudo-science: wrong: strongly disproved, strong ~Type | error
”/%/ 3 Scientist has an idea, but mainstream science gets in its way. (cosmic?)
4 TEC4 Intra-field (or nearby) conflict: personal, factional; discipline ri\
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.
&, TECS "Going emeritus": (retired, or close) person starts opining beyond expertise
’50, These are truly sad cases. Sometimes response to perceived loss of influef
If inside field and has long done good waikk Sy X Y A 1,R%8, FB% ¢
( TEC6 Ego: smarter than field scientists, prove them wrong
2 TEC7 Inter-field conflict: many in one field dislike (sometimes newer) field
’%é’% p Unsurprising that some mining/petroleum engineers disbelive AGW. (FIN4)
Some a) physicists, b) engineers, ¢) economists, d) political scientists seem
unusually likely to distrust climate science. (Speculative) reasons complex.
DOEnuclearg S+ LI2ya F2f1a az2YSiAaySa 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

13
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3 1988-1997 Early Climate Anti -Sci enc e,

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

3.1 Chronology 1988-1997

Date
1988
1989
1989
1990

1992.04.14
1992.06.01

1993.05.24

1995.06

1995.11.09

1996

1996
1996.05.22

1996.06.03
1996.06.12

19.06.?7?
1996.06.20

1996.06.20

1996.07.03

1996.07.11

1996.07.08

1996.08.01

X Who

n nu nu n n

n

n n nu nnnuonononuonnonuonon

Congress
IPCC
GCC
GMI

Singer, TASSC

WSJ

Singer, GMU

IPCC
Singer

Singer
Wamsted
Energy Daily

Santer, et al
Seitz
GMI,
WSJ

Santer et al
Singer

Singer
Wash.Times
Singer

Singer

WSJ

Singer

WSJ Europe
Singer

Gener al

Action or Event
Hansen Testimony
First meeting

GCCGC Global Climate Coalition created
[JAS1990published byJastow, Nierenberg, Seitz

V.1.0.1 02/11/10

nGet Santer

ACl i mategateo.

Heidelberg AppealMichael Salomon
Prints version oHeidelberg Appeal

"Scientific Integrity in the Public Policy Process"
www.sepp.org/Archive/conferences/conferences/sippp.htr

GETBENSANTER996campaign
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ipcccont.html

SAR Second Assessment Report
Leipzig Declaration #1

199§ORE2010]

"Doctoring The Documents?"
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item04.htm

Just passe@CQ@ommentary along.
Reply to above, with many scientist coauthors
WSJOpEd: "A Major Deception on Globahrming"

www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ltem05.htm

RecallSeitzgot a lot of money from tobacco companies.
Letter toWSJ trimmed

Comment on Santer's 1996.06.03 reply
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item04.htm

"A Heated Debate Over Global Warming"
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item09.htm

Letter toScienceChanges in the Climate Change Report
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item07.htm

WSJ etter: "Coverup in the Greenhouse"

www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ltem05.htm
WSJOpEd: Dangers from the Global Climate Treaty
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ltem10.htm

Letter toNature: "Climae Debate"
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/natltr.htm
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http://www.sepp.org/Archive/conferences/conferences/sippp.html
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ipcccont.html
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item04.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item05.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item04.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item09.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item07.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item05.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/Item10.htm
http://www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/natltr.htm
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3.2 Commentary

1988-1995: The formation of the IPCC stirred the creation of the GCC, and GMI published a book
encouraging doubt. At that point, the warming signal was only starting to emerge from the noise, but the
theory predicting further warming was quite sound.. Singer started generating petitions, conferences.

1996: Seitz (GMI) and Singer launched a continuing personal attack on Ben Santer, of LLNL , a story told in

detail in [ORE2010]. The attack was mostly carried out via OpEds and letters, as in Seitz& OpEd in the

WSJ. Santer had done absolutely nothing wrong, was strongly supported by the legitimate scientific
community, but t Heasstilldubjdcht@perdonahatack te this day, but with the Web, many

more people can be incited to participate:

Google: ben santer climate criminal yi el ds many hits, for exmample, from t
spectator.org/blog/2009/12/03/dear-ben-santer-resign

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

The early days illustrate the use of tactics from the cigarette wars, and of course both Seitz and Singer had
experience in helping tobacco compani es. Front groups
generate supportive material. Doubt, uncertainty, and delay were always emphasized. Much of this was

directly from the 1954 Hill and Knowlton recommendations.

The GET-BEN-SANTER-1996 campaign was an early example of using personal attacks to generate
confusion, harass a specific scientist and waste his time, and intimidate people watching the process. If
were a graduate student thinking of working in climate science, | might think twice about it, watching this.
The end goal was to damage the credibility of climate science in general and the IPCC in particular,
because they were producing increasingly awkward and unwanted scientific results.

In recent years, this has been amplified by the rise of the Internet and especially blogs, which can
encourage large numbers of people to attack, writing letters, sometimes even with threats of personal
violence. Defamation suits can be difficult, and few scientists want to spend their time doing pursuing
them. Attackees have not always treated such effectively, at first responding as though it were legitimate
argument within science. The reader might consider how much they would enjoy having the WSJ OpEd
section hammering them, backed by a large echo-chamber. Is there a simple recourse? Santer and a
large group of scientists wrote a letter to WSJ, but of course a letter is nowhere near as visible as an OpEd,
and the WSJ trimmed it anyway. But a week later, they gave Singer a letter slot as well. Singerd s
website documents the flurry of articles and letters, of which | included a few in the Chronology.
www.sepp.org/Archive/controv/ipcccont/ipcccont.html

Tobacco companies are oddly involved in all this,ast hey6ve funded many of the same
organizations. They essentially only stay in business by addicting children to nicotine while their brains are

developing rapidly, say ages 12-19. People who start later than that find cessation much easier. Both

Seitz and Singer have helped tobacco companies in various ways. So, two tobacco helpers were

attacking Santer claiming major (but imaginary) deception, with the support of the WSJ and other media.

Seitz is deceased, but Singer is still active, and still widely quoted.

Seitz6 SMland Si 8HPR arédbsth 501(c)3tax-e x empt organi zati onsé

These happened before the Internet and blogging came to be used to amplify attacks, and before think
thanks and front organizations sprouted everywhere, and before the prospect of Kyoto incited a
much-better-organized combination of anti-science campaigns. The reader might review this in the
context of Fig. 2.1.

Q: Much of a societyds investment i n s ertferitcchildrenespeci al |

and grandchildren. Climate science is an extreme case, given the lag time between action and effects. Do
people feel good to see a scientist doing such work attacked by tobacco-boostes?
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4 1998-2006GCSCT

4.1  Chronology

Date
1998.04
1998.04

1999
2001.05.02

2001.06.11
2001.10.11
2002.09.30
2002.10.15
2002.11
2003.02.27
2003.10.
2003.11.77?
2003.11.18

2004.03.11

2004.12.01

4.2 Commentary
1998: Yet another petition was created, this time via GMI using the OISM as a front.

X

3 3

33333333333

Who
0OISM1998
GCSCT1998
SeeA.4.

t

o Wegman

1998-2004, GCSCT and Preparation

Raenpnoérat n, d fit Gheet

Action or Event

Petition: GMIviaOISM; Seitz, Baliunas, Soon

V.1.0.1 02/11/10

IMPCCO

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

John Adams, Crandall, Rothbard, Salmon, Garrigan, Bouchey, Ebell, Cleary,

Randol, Gehri, Kneiss, Milloy, Walker.
[SIN®], "Hot Talk, Cold Science" published
Lindzen testifies foEPW basically knockinPCC.

Singer

Senate, Lindzen

WSJ, Lindzen

CHC

Ebell, McKitrick
CHC, Lindzen

McKitrick

Essex, McKitrick

CHC, Ebell

EssexMcKitrick

M&M
M&M, Inhofe
GMI+CEI

Kueter, Ebell, Jastrow, O

M&M

GMI, Lindzen

www-eaps.mit.edu/faculty/lindzen/Testimony/SeteR001.pdf

"Scientists' Report Doesn't Support the Kyoto Treaty"
eaps.mit.edu/faculty/lindzen/OpEds/LindzenWSJ.pdf

Cooler Headsponsas McKitrick @ US Congress
www.uoguelph.ca/~rmckitri/research/co2briefing.pdf

Cooler Headsponsored.indzenCongressional briefm

cei.org/gencon/014%2C03199.cfm
Named Senior Fellow @raser Institute
[ESS200ZTaken by StorrPublished

Cooler HeadsponsorEssex&McKitrickd US Senate

MMO3 inE&E

M&M meetInhofe, likely viaEbell
Ebellintroduces Mcintyre to GMI [GMI2003]
'‘Keefe, Soon, Baliunas, Singer, Michaels, Hotars

cei.org/gencon/014,03358.cfm

Both listed asGMI"experts”- current; may have been earlier
web archive.org/web/*/www.marshall.org/experts.php?id=98

web.archive.org/web/*vww.marshall.org/experts.php?id=100

"Climate Alarm Where Doedt Come From", by Lindzen

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

cal | ed -l mmenmdesand itrisgstjll alive, but its funding remains unclear.
GCSCT1998, the Global Climate Science Communications Team effort organized by API. A.4 gives more

detail, and the reader should study the actual 9-page document.
fiIGCSCTme mber s
Candace Crandall , Science and Environmental Policy Project (SEPP, Singerd s

wh o

contributed to

Jeffrey Salmon , The Marshall Institute (GMI); ..

Lynn Bouchey and Myron Ebell, Frontiers of Freedom (FoF); (Ebell later CEI/CHC. ) é

t he

This might well be
Far more important was

Following are a few annotated excerpts:
devel opment
wi fe); e

Randy Randol, Exxon Corp; Steve Milloy , The Advancement of Sound Science Coalition (TASSC);
and Joseph Walker, American Petroleum Institute (APIl) . his was an experienced, all-star cast.
fPotential funding sources were identified as American Petroleum Institute (API) and its members;

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

Independent Petroleum Association of America (IPAA) and its members; and the National Mining
Association (NMA) and its members. Potential fund allocators were identified as the American Legislative
Exchange Council (ALEC), Committee For A Constructive Tomorrow (CFACT), Competitive Enterprise

Institute (CEI), Frontiers of Freedom (FoF) and The Marshall Institute. ( GMI ) 0 .

flnless "climate change" becomes a non-issue, meaning that the Kyoto proposal is defeated and there are
no further initiatives to thwart the threat of climate change, there may be no moment when we can declare
forfooneeflfiionks. of

victory
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fi D e v e |damplemaent a program to inject credible science and scientific accountability into the global
climate debate, thereby raising questions about and undercutting the "prevailing scientific wisdom."

fidentify, recruit and train a team of five independent scientists to participate in media outreach. These will
be individuals who do not have a long history of visibility and/or participation in the climate change debate.
Rather, this team will consist of new faces who will add their voices to those recognized scientists who

al ready arThisiswenry emportant for understanding later events.

The implementers needed to find such people, develop them, and introduce them to media contacts.

That would require time, and opportunistic searching, so meanwhile, Singer and GMI kept writing, and
doing petitions, and the WSJ gave Lindzen an OpEd. The IPCC TAR was coming in 2001.

2001: [GUT2009], pp.251-259 covers the back-history of the McKitrick /Mcintyre connection, and its
context within Fraser e f f or t s, fi tDC cdvérag this & thoredetailpn.[REE2010d] . McKitrick
was a good recruit for Ebell -an economist who fought emissions controls, was a fresh voice, and was
located elsewhere. Presumably, he was already working on [ESS2002] with Essex. Ebell, by then
labeled CEIl or CHC (Cooler Heads Coalition ) sponsored McKitrick talk at Congress. Also that year,
006 K e eeplared Salmon at GMI, bringing it even closer to the API and ExxonMobi |.

2002: CHC kept up Congressional briefings, McKitrick became Senior Fellow at Fraser .
[ESS2002] was published in 2002.

2003.10: M&M published their E&E article MMO03, and Ebell/GMI brought them to Washington, DC.

2003.11.?? M&M met Inhofe.

This likely happened around the same time as the GMI/CEI visit. Regalado wrote later in [REG2005]:
firhe two were invited to Washington as a vote neared on a bill to cap fossil-fuel emissions. They met with
Sen. James Inhofe, who heads the environment committee and has called the threat of catastrophic global
warming the "greatest hoax ever perpetrated on the American people.”" The Oklahoma Republican relied on
doubts raised by a variety of skeptics in leading successful opposition to the bill in 2003. Mr. McKitrick says
he was paid $1,000 by the Competitive Enterprise Institute, a free-market research and lobbying group, and
had his travel costs picked up by another lobby group. Mr. Mclintyre, who briefed lobbyists with the National
Association of Manufactur er s, says he has Rdgaakae notechhow Nd&Mycomeented. o

2003.11.18: M&M visited GMI/CEI, talking about tree-rings [GMI2003]. GMI paid forMc | nt yrip.e & s
Ebell offered introduced them, with a surprisingly prescient remark:

fl think this is one of the most interesting ones, because | think we are just at the beginning of what | think
wi || be a maj dOf corse,nttooksaveral years tdwmake that happen.

This meeting included Hogan, Inhofe counsel showing a strong interest in tree-ring statistics. p.26-27:
fQuestion: 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 peers. Are the people who are doing the peer review
really qualified in those areas as statisticians or they are just educated laymen?0

2004.03.11: M&Mwer e | i st ed a sGM webgite may have staned ¢aHier.

As noted in Fig 2.5, direct payment is only one of many reasons to do anti-science. Ideology and politics
may work, and some are motivated by notoriety. While the science community naturally ignored papers in
E&E, especially regarding old 1998/1999 papers, the time was ripe to try for more visibility. McKitrick had
a university affiliation, was well-connected via Fraser, and Mcintyre did statistics. This combination fit the
desired profile from GCSCT1998 fairly well.
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4.3  Chronology i 2005-2007, GMI/CEl/Inhofe C Barton/Whitfield/Wegman

Date

2005
2005.01.04
2005.02
2005.02.10

2005.02.14

2005.02.18
2005.02.18

2005.03.19

2005.05.11

2005.05.14

2005.06.08

2005.06.17

2005.06.23

2005.06.24
2005.06.24
2005.07.09

2005.09.01

2006.01
2006.02.10
2006.04.12

2006.06.14
2006.07.02

2006.07.14
2006.07.19
2006.07.27
2006.07.29

2006.09.11
2007.07

2007.09.07
DC in 2010
2007.12.13

X

333333333333333§¢©

3333333333

333

33333

3 3°

Who Action or Event

Singer Leipzig Declaration #3 (2005, revised)

Peiser Attack on Oreskes 20®kciencearticle [MAS2008]

M&M MM2005ARTICLE IN GRL

GMI+CEI [GMI2005]GMI Panel;inhofe mentions "discredited Mann report"
Inhofe&Wheeler(EPW) , Ebell& Horner (CHC), O'Keefe (GMI)

WSJ "Global Warring In Climate Debate, The 'Hockey Stick' leads to &CFfice

Regalado [REG2005Frontpage , leftcolumn article on Mcintyre & HockeStick

WSJ Eddrial "Hockey Stick on Ice: Politicizing the science of global warming"

Singer Copies two previous WSJ pieces in SEPP newsletter
www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2005/Feb2®19.htm

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

GMI+CEI [GMI2005a] The Hockeystick Debate: Lessons in Disclosure&Due Diligence”

M&M Singeris not named, but was he the?

Singer "HOCKEYSTICK: defended by Ammann and Wahl"

"Too bad the news about A&W arrived just after a presentation  byjMon May 11."
www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwd8005/May%2014.htm

Cooney NY Times exposes Cooney role in editing science documents

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

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

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

Barton Letters to Rajendrad€hauri (IPCC), Arden Bement (NSF),

Whitfield Mann, Bradley, Hughes; references 2005.02.14 WSJ

McGinley 04:11PMO04:15PM creates letter PDFs, puts on Web
05:47PMEbellsends letters tdPerhach(and others)

Snger Mclintyre 2005.06.17 post, mentions Barton/Whitfield

bodd 9y SNHE /2YYAGGSS KIFLa f1 dzyOKSR | FSRSNI f

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

Coffey Wegmanapproached byCoffey[SAI2007, p.3.

GMI HappersucceedslastrowasGMI Chairman

WSJ, Regalado [REG2006]Academy to Referee Climatehange Fight”

WSJ, Lindzen OpEd!"Climate of Fear"
www.opinionjournal.com/extra/?id=110008220

Morano Morano starts work forinhofe's EPWTiming coincidence?

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

Barton [BAR2006]b WS L2 NI wlkA&aSa bSég vdzSadazya Xt

Wegman, etc Wegman RepofWEG200bfor Whitfield, Barton

Barton, etc [BAR2006aFollowup, transcript of entire testimony

Singer bLiQad GKS SyR 2F (KS 1201Se& aSlazyor
www.sepp.org/Archive/weekwas/2006/July%2029.htm

Singer Stockholm2006 2y F SNEYy OS X Ittt FANBSY y2 g2

Monckton, etc With Ferguson, SPRInother Attack on Oreskes[MAS2008]

Said "Experiences With Congressiodastimony ...[SAI2007]

www.galaxy.gmu.edu/stats/colloquia/AbstractsFall2007/TalkSept7.pdf
Many BALI200Petition, organized bidarris

Essex, Lindzen, McKitrick, Singer, Wegmaett
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4.4 Commentary i lllusion, then Reality strikes back, thanks to DC [DEE2010d], [DEE2010€]

2005.01.04 Peiserst art ed the year with an attack on Naomi Or esk
consensus among climate scientists, still referenced, even though long-refuted as incompetent. Monckton
mounted a similar attack in 2007 [MAS2008] .

2005.02: M&M finally got a paper (MMO5) into the GRL, acrediblefiL et t e r s &s DCootesma |
[DEE2010d], this was well-promoted in Canada and the USA, via National Post and WSJ.

2005.02.10: In the [GMI2005] Roundtable, Inhofe was planning to give speeches attacking the i pillarsg
of whMaomoé8 discredited repoM&Mn20as one. He had met
Q: Who else was at that Roundtable?

2005.02.14: Regalado6 s u n u s u[REG2@05] appeatectfront page left-hand column of the WSJ, a
precious spot, not usually occupied by science stories, especially like this.

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

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

2005.05.11: [GMI2005a], Kueter and Ebell introduced M&M, whose talk was fiThe Hockey Stick Debate:
Lessons in Discl os uamthaideds obdisaosukeiahdidgealiigeneedmight well be

applied to the entire process that followed. In the introduction M&M&é s fAex per GMlandt at us at
McKitrick 6 Senior Fellow status at Fraser were not mentioned. McKitrick emphasized how important

the hockey stick graph was to the IPCC TAR, as though it was the one piece of evidence that mattered.

Read this carefully. It looks like a blueprint for the later attacks and to some extent the WR, as the social

network issue is even suggested. Mcintyre talked about auditing. McKitrick says their article was

peer-reviewed (and in this case, it was), but GRL is a Letters journal, which is slightly different, as it is a
fast-turnaround journal sometimes just reviewed by editorial board members. Mcintyre s d andnoti
trying to say what did or didndt happen, but as the pul
talked about a (positive) consensus about Enron and the collapse of that consensus. This meeting is filled

with memes to be seen late, and | agree that full disclosure is good, so hopefully, we will get some. Then:

2005.06.08: The Bush Admi n iCsohey avhd hadtbées as$idtedt by Ebell not long before, was
exposed by Andy Revkin in a New York Times article, as having edited science reports to change their
meanings. Serious negative publicity spread. He resigned a few days later, to go to ExxonMobil .

Q: Now | can only speculate to connect the dots.

Did Perhach (in same group as Cooney ) ask Ebell for help? Did someone else come up with an idea to
combat the bad publicity? The {GMI, CEl, Singer, Inhofe } grouping had cooperated for years, and
specifically on the M&M development. Why the sudden handoff to Barton/Whitfield ? Had Inho fe had
been too outspoken about climate change to be credible?

Q: Would email logs of 06/08/05-06/24/05 be interesting?

2005.06.23 Barton/Whitfield signed letters to 5 recipients, faxed that day or the next.

2005.06.24 (A.9.6) McGinley created 5 PDF files from 4:11PM to 4:15PM, and presumably placed them on
the House website about that time or a little later. But Perhach received a combined copy from Ebell
around 5:47PM, about 90 minutes later, impressive work for Friday afternoon. The e ma iblinéd copy (BCC)
format strongly hints it was sent to other people as well. This was efficient electronic execution, especially
compared to faxing letters to people, with no guarantee they had yet seen them.

Q: How did Ebell know? Why such a rush? Why were the letters in E b ed hhndls, before every recipient
was guaranteed to have seen them? Does this sound like a legitimate request, or a PR tactic?

In hunting for this email, | bumped into some others in A.9. Several supported E b ed rélafionships with

Cooney and Perhach. Some others touted McKitrick and Essex talk. Ebell used BCC: but Sills and
Gorman exposed long recipient lists. They included an interesting mix of Senate and House staffers,
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ExxonMobil , Peabody Energy, Singer, Ferguson (FOF/CSPP), at least some lobbyists. Every new
connection generated more, and | did not have time to chase them.

Q: Would any email logs be of interest? There might be a tight social network there, and one might wonder
if any of these people knew anything about the Barton/Whitfield effort. At least some of the email senders
clearly liked to inform others of relatively minor events. s it plausible that Ebell considered the letter a real
coup, and was eager to inform people about it?

The Bart on/Whitfield letter cited the 02/14/05 Regalado WSJ article has having raised concerns, basically
by M&M. This is curious in several ways. Did they or their staffers suddenly notice this, 4 months later?
Or had Barton had it on his desk immediately? Inho fe had been on an anti-hockey-stick campaign no later
than the 02/10/05 meeting. Would Barton not have known about that, given that he and Inhofe share
certain interests, as well as chairing related House and Senate committees? How often do they talk?

Conjecture: | cannot know, but this seems like classic meme-laundering. i.e., in which the Americans on this
used WSJ contacts to promote the M&M work they had cultivated since 2001, thus allowing
Barton/Whitfield to point at WSJ as a source of concern.

The scientific community pushed back, and for brevity | omit all the back-and-forth.  Of course, for some
(ikeSinger)bei ng abl e to say nFedmuchévenlifitmakesnasgnaet i onod i s wort

2005.09.01 Wegman was approached by Coffey [SA12007]. He shows very clear views about climate
change, and seems a very curious choice if one is looking for an objective contact.

Q: Who asked Coffey to do this? WasWegman hi s i dea, or sWhynwas thisnoedbneim 6 s ?
the usual ways science advisory panels are recruited? This was not mentioned in the WR.

Wegman recruited Scott (long-time associate, nothing inherently wrong with that, but see S ¢ o ¢ A.76

entry), recent PhD student and frequent co-author Said, and a fourth person, who later dropped out

[SAI2007]. They also recognized help from Rigsby and Reeves, more Wegman students. The WR

criticized the (relatively tiny) paleoclimate community for being too tightly connected, and devoted many

pages to social network analysis. Of course senior people in a field know each other, and of course they

ask people they know, but statistics is a huge field, especially compared to paleoclimatology.

Q: Could Wegman find nobody more independent than 3 of his current or recent students? Does that

provi de a good f plewegood are rederd/ouident studentsatr evi ewi ng t heir patron
Q: Who was the fourth person? Would his/her comments be of interest?

2006.06 Morano was hired by Inhofe. The WR [WEG2006] appeared, and there were two hearings.
[BAR2006a] offered numerous interesting comments, of which a few were:
ACHAI RMAN BARTW& are about truthéo

Barton: i H@&egman)pi cked some eminent statisticiansScothis hi s fi e
distinguished, at least, but Said, Rigsby, and Reeves hardly seem eminent.

Whi t f iDe Wedgmanfis Chairman of the National Academy of Sciences Committee on Applied and
Theoretical Statistics, and at the committee's request
Q: How does Coffey fit into this? Did the committee choose Wegman, or not?

il can tell you right now that his document has been p
Q: Is this a strange definition of peer review? As Mann has noted, Stanford Professor David Ritson found

basic errors in the WR calculations that would usually have been caught in peer review (p.13-14) of:
www.meteo.psu.edu/~mann/house06/HouseFollowupQuestionsMann31Aug06.pdf

Q: Again, | am forced to speculate. Barton/Whitfield needed an Aindependent, object
which would most typically be done by asking the NAS, for example. Did they not want to do that?

2006.07.29 Singerdecl ared the game over, as in fAltds the end o
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2010.01 Reality strikes back, thanks to DC

Canadian blogger fADeep CIl i mahtaetd Bpruabd |iesyhiB&IA166]| aesasot ce vbi odoekn
only plagiarized in the WR, but was sometimes changed in ways that cast doubt on credibility of tree-ring

research, a subject in which the WR authors admittedly lacked expertise, but was very important to the

whole issue. See [DEE2009, DEE2009a, DEE2010, DEE2010a] or just look at [DEE2009a, DEE2010a]

for side-by-side comparisons. Exactly which set of people copied and cl
but there are 6 obvious people to ask first. DC then unearthed a few more key facts. See A.10 for

detailed notes on the purposeful, deceptive plagiarism, inclusionof 6 gr ey | reterences tandrsteoaddy

scholarship.

Briefly, from [SAI2007], much of the WP6 s i n p ut PeteraSpemcenw (P.8pencer) ,
Energy&Commerce staffer.

Q: Is there any chance this sourcing of material might have been less than expert and impartial? Is there
somereasonthe WPdi dndét think about that?

Q: Is there any chance that M&M helped select this material?

Q: Is there any chance that M&M plagiarized Bradley, modified his text, and supplied it to the WP?

Q: Is there any chance P.Spencer and others know all about this? Barton was careful not to have talked

to Wegman. Does any of this cwtusna flokepltdesiulslee odericabil.i

Of course, anti-science people exploited all this strongly, and continue to reference the WR to this day.

What happened afterwards does not matter much, as they had gotten something that sounded like an

Ai ndepenpdeerntt ,p aenxe | 60 t owillnhot attempt td captweetre gléttora of references,

repeated in the giant fAblogosphere echo chambero. Me a

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

Then, someone gave a talk few noticed.

2007.09.07 Said gave a talk at GMU [SAID2007], analyzed in some detail in A.11. DC had already found

the plagiarism and the P.Spencer connection, enough to cast serious doubts on any claim of
Afindependenceo, but then found this talk, which certai
into the WP worldview, and confirmed a strong P.Spencer role. His hints helped me find it as well.

Q: Finally, there was something very odd going on with people thinking Said would be at Oklahoma State

University, including some at OSU, and a new journal listing here as Professor there. What does all that
mean?
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5 2008-2010Cr escendo

5.1 Chronology 2008-2010

Date
2007.12.05
200712.14
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

200910.29
2009.1%

2009.1%

2009.11.24
2009.11.24

2009.11.24

2009.11.27

2009.1118

2009.11.30

2009.12
2009.12.04

2009.12.20

2009.02.03
2009.02.03

2009.02.03

X
S

010 10 10 10 10 |3 |3 |3 1010 10

0 10

n

I3

Who

Douglass, Christy

Singer, GMI
Heartland
Singer, et al
Sarter, et al
Inhofe
Happer
Senate EPW
Austin
Many
CATO
Austin, et al

Heartland
Singer, ldso
Austin, et al
Mcintyre

Austin, et al
Many

Many

WSJ

t
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o ACGetmaCRY,atMadNnn €& and

Action or Event

Pearson SingerOnline paper, Intl. Journal of Climatology
'{ braGA2ylrf tNBaa /fdz
Heartland2008#1Climate Conference, NYC;
NIPCC2008Singer, Heartland; references
Refuted 2007.12.05 paper, showing bad statistics

Senate EPW testimony on climate Bgipper, Princeton atomic
physicist, a seemingly odd choice, but Chairma@ M.

Happers Princeton codlagueAustin, a biophysicist, comments

SeeAustinand Happerin A.7.

Heartland2009#Zlimate Conference, NYC, March@®
CATO200®%dvertisement in major newspapers

APS (American Psigal Society) Petition campaiffiAS2009]
Austin, Happer, Singer, Cohen, Lewis, Gould
Heartland2009#3 Washington DC

NIPCC2009 reparsinger, C.ldso, Heartland

Letter to Cogress, A.12.1 Austin"APS group” tindzen
Organized FOI blizzard attack on CRU
climateaudit.org/2009/07/24/crurefusesdata-once-again
Letter to Senate, A.12.2, Austin "APS Group"
"Climategate"

it-networks.org/?p=222

Letter-writing to Penn State (PSU) about Mann
Commonwealth Foundationand many others

PSU initiates standard, formal investigation of Mann
"Global Warming With the Lid Off"

onlinewsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704888404574547730924988354.html

WSJ

"Climate Science and Candor"

online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704708574553652849094482.html|

WSJ

"Rigging a Climate 'Consensus’

online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703499404574559630382048494.html

Many

WSJ, Lindzen

EUR2009 viaRoger Helmer; McKitrick, Singer, Peiser, Delingpole

www.rogerhelmer.com/conferenceprogramme.asp
"The Climate Science Isn't Settle

online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703939404574567423917025400.html

Peiser, Lawson

Austin, et al

Douglass, Christy

Santer

Inhofe

GWPHormed in UK, apparently to exploit "Climategate"
Email to some set of APS members on "Climategat&?.3
Same set as 2009.10.29, mirisger

Another (of many) attacks on Ben Santer, tied to "Climategate”
www.americanthinker.com/2009/12/a_climatology conspiracy.html

hSy [ SGGSNY wSalkRyasS (2 a!
PSU publishes results, essaili§i clears Mann
www.research.psu.edu/orp/Findings_Mann_Inquiry.pdf
Demands investigation of Mann from NSF
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5.2 Commentary

With COP-15 UN Climate Change Conference coming in 2009, the anti-science publicity machine swung
into heightened action, using many of the past techniques, and continuing attacks on scientists like Santer
and Mann. Heartland became increasingly active, perhaps to leverage its state/local lobbying networks
into a new market, and take market share of funding from some of the other think tanks.

2008.03.02 Heartland2008#1 conference in NYC was held, with much hoopla.
2008.04  NIPCC2008 was a large report authored by Singer for Heartla nd.

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

2009.03.02 Happer6s Pr i nc et Austinctakstb lermfgi®e EPW, al so an odd
biophysicist, and seemingly a relatively recent recruit. Morano publicized it.

2009.03.08 Heartland2009#2 conference in NYC was held.

2009.03.10 Manhattan Declaration (continuing petition) was initiated at NYC, organized by Heartland and
Harrisé | CSC.

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

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

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

climateaudit.org/2009/07/24/cru-refuses-data-once-again
rabett.blogspot.com/2010/02/amoeba-gets-underfoot.html

2009. 11 0 Clwasmoradted, gvallitiraedl before Copenhagen. There is no way to cover all the
publicity, attacks, etc, without doubling the size of this document, and it is too early for the dust to settle.
Suffice it to say that the same old voices and media seen here already have been quite active. See:
it-networks.org/?p=222

2009.11 Many of the usual people, plus many with no connection with Penn State whatsoever, deluged
Penn State with demands for investigation of Michael Mann. This especially included the Commonwealth
Foundation (a Scai f e ,Wwmwasaelusding dowraes/match others mentioned here.

2009.11.24 Penn State initiated a standard, formal investigation, and the usual people immediately
decl ared that Penns@8atManwoul d fAwhitewa

2009.12 The GWPF was formed in UK, by Peiser, Lawson and others, apparently to capitalize on
i Cl iegnatt eFundling is unknown, as is often the case, but from the Board, one might guess..

2009.12. 04 Th e (indludingsGMi ChairmanrHappgs) sent an email to various APS members,
essentiallyusingfi Cl i mad efgart et hAel2B. ef f ort s

Q: Might that language be considered defamatory? Do Members of the US National Academy of Sciences
normally write this way?
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2009.12.20 Douglass and Christy attacked Santer, usi ng @ Cl & covertfar gotadmiting a s
serious statistical errors in their 2007 paper with Singer, who had a long history of attacks on Santer.
www.americanthinker.com/2009/12/a_climatology conspiracy.html

2010.02.03 Santer replied with Open Letter (not yet published, as far as | know), AfResponse to AA
Climatology Conspiracy?q a highly-professional document that | hope gets wider publicity. Of course, this
illustrates a problem. The attack took little effort, the careful response must have needed much more.

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

2010.02.03 Inhofe demanded that NSF investigate Mann, a quick reaction.
epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfim?FuseAction=PressRoom.PressReleases&ContentRecord id=95A85493
-802A-23AD-4090-BA6C1B31B031 That was quickly echoed, as by Stotts at AIA.

In general, one finds a ceaseless pattern of attacks, not aimed at improving science, but at harassing
scientists whose science is inconvenient, even to the point of death threats.

In part, the anti-science machine shown in Fig 2.1 relies on hordes or Internet-aware people, of whom some
may well have intense views and poor judgment. It is easily predictable that the constant barrage of
material in some mainstream media, and the flood of unanswered defamatory material in echo-chamber
blogs incites people to do things like this.
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6 Conclusion s

The current ACIi mategated brouhaha is |justyomangedmor e i n

by the same people, some of whom have clearly made comfortable livings doing this. Misleading the
public about science is apparently not a crime, and it has certainly been powerfully effective.
| am not a lawyer, but the law about misleading Congress seems pretty clear, and serious.

| offer a few final thoughts and wishes.

6.1 501(c)3 Tax-free organizations.
How, exactly, do entities like GMI and SEPP(=Singer ) get to be tax-free organizations?

| really wish Congress/parliament would look into potential mis-use of this status, and think about drawing
the line differently. If someone wants to get funded to mislead the public, so be it, but why are they
tax-free? If someone wants to be funded primarily to do lobbying and PR, why is that tax-free?

6.2 FOI/FOIA

Opennessi n government is a good thing, as many things

Even with its flaws and errors, modern science is the best process humans have ever had for

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

a) Results are published, scrutinized multiple times. Peer-review is just the first hurdle.

b) Whether results are *replicated* or not is less important than whether multiple different experiments and
analyses end up being reasonably consistent.

¢) Scientists' reputations depend strongly, not on being perfect, but on doing useful work that generally
holds up. Bad mistakes don't help them, nor does work that gets refuted easily, and sooner or later outright
fraud tends to be found. Reputation in science depends on publishing, whereas in some other areas (as
happened with Cooney ), reputation depended on information being kept secret.

Most other areas of human endeavor are *not* structured like science. Scientists frequently collaborate,
and some put extra effort into making data and computer source code widely available, at least to legitimate
researchers, and | say this from relevant experience.

With rarities like the old Bell labs gone, almost nobody but government funds basic research in many
natural sciences. It is absurd that scientists paid partially by our tax money have their time wasted by
harassers self-proclaimed as auditors, when the mechanisms of science already do a pretty good job.
Only people who want *less science* can like that, and of course, some indeed do want less science,
starting with the tobacco companies and some fossil fuel companies.

get

These attacks actilhilkeffiBestviickeot d DDDB&S) i n computer ne

Why exactly, does a Canadian mining/petroleum person get to stop work by CRU (in UK) or Mann (in US)?
climateaudit.org/2009/07/24/cru-refuses-data-once-again
www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article7017905.ece

| really wish the US Congress (and UK Parliament) would think more about where to draw the line on
FOIA/FOI, because right now, it is quite possible for a few people to essentially stop selected scientists from
getting much done. | can think of better things to do with our tax money.

6.3 Defamation

| am all for free speech, but | suggest that this paper has mentioned a great deal of disinformation that sure
surely seems like organized defamation, funded by some wealthy foundations, ExxonMobil and others,
using think tanks, the Web, the Wall Street Journal (and other newspapers). Few natural scientists are

weal thy enough to sue people, and the whole giant

some cases leading even to death threats or threats of violence.
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Natural science research is often an investment,not f or today, but for peopleds gr
idea to let scientists fend for themselves? The UK Royal Society helped invent modern science, and the US

founding fathers included at least two who were, among their other accomplishments, fine scientists

(Franklin and Jefferson). What would they think of the USA & UK turning their backs on science?

The Internet has amplified this, with people willing to say absolutely anything without the slightest concern

for defamation law. It would really be good to have funds and lawyers available to help scientists fend off

organized defamation, ideally with serious penalties, as Vol taire said fApour encour
would probably be less expensive than what goes on now, and perhaps thoughtful private individuals might

contribute. Some NGOs help with this, but are not really funded for it. In some cases, it might be

appropriate for those wishing to escape serious penalties to publish disclaimers with every web posting,

proclaiming they have the right to say what they want about topics of which they know nothing, but should

not be believed, lest libel suits take effect.

6.4 Climate Conspiracy 1 Yes!

I certainly think there is a Aconspiracyo thataund cl i ma:
anti-science forces, of which some are well-known, backed by a horde of helpers. Itis certainly

international, and many people are named here whose email logs and funding requests would be quite

instructive, and | hope some of them get to testify under oath.  This particular sequence is mostly

USA+UK+CA, and for | ack of ti me, I haweoddubtofadded i n th
coordinated global effort. See Jo Nova, for example, and wonder who funds that.

It is non-trivial to track all this, because organizations come and go, and people move around, and funding
is purposefully obscure. Disinformation memes are generated, disseminated, and repeated endlessly, no
matter how silly. But some of the same people appear again and again, even in the information easily
available to the public.

However, | think the evidence is pretty strong that the WR and its manufacture were designed to mislead
the US Congress, and the public. If an investigation shows that to be true, that may well be a set of
felonies at the heart of web of distributed, nested conspiracies.

We need Climate Conspiracy Archives to match the Tobacco Archives, and if evidence warrants it, some
people need to be prosecuted to the extent of the law. So far, they have gotten a free ride, with little
effective counter, and it is time for that to end.
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statistics extensively. He was a strong proponent of balancing well-known confirmatory statistics with

exploratory data analysis, on which much science really depends. See A.10.4 for relevance here.

[UCS2007] Union of Concerned Scientists, Smoke, Mirrors & Hot Air i How ExxonMobil Uses Big
Tobaccods Tactics t oyod&limaté Sciericej2087. Uncer t ai nt
www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/global_warming/exxon_report.pdf

[WAG2006] Wendy Wagner, Rena Steinzor, eds Rescuing Science from Politics i Regulation and the
Distortion of Scientific Research, 2006. (F).

*[WEG2005] Edward J. Wegman, David W. Scott, Yasmin H. Said, AD HOC COMMITTEE REPORT ON

THE O6HOCKEY STI CKO6 GLOBAL CLI MATE RECONSTRUCTI ON, 07/ 1.
republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006_Wegman_Report.pdf

This is often just called the Wegman Report (WR+).

+[YAL2009] Yale University + George Mason University, GL OBAL WARMI NGO $£AS2000: AMER
And Audience Segmentation Analysis, 2009.
envirocenter.research.yale.edu/uploads/climatechange-6americas62309.pdf

This useful document helps calibrate the various worldviews.

31


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

Plagiarism? Conspiracies? Felonies? V.1.0.1 02/11/10

Useful Websites

[ExxonSecrets |
WWW.exxonsecrets.org

[MMAN] Media Matters Action Network, Transparency

mediamattersaction.org/transparency

This site usefully organizes masses of data from found:
among people, funders and 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]
www.newsmeat.com
This is a good search engine for political donations, despite the somewhat non-intuitive name.

[Source Watch] SourceWatch
www.sourcewatch.org
This is a complex, but useful Wiki for finding starting points and references on organizations.

[Wayback] Internet Archive Wayback Machine
www.archive.org/index.php
This is invaluable for backtracking histories for some webpages, if archived.

[990 Finder] Foundation Center
foundationcenter.org/findfunders/990finder
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A.1+ Acronyms

Abbreviations are used here for brevity and consistency with common usage.

| have visited (at least) ANL, FermiLab , LLNL, ORNL, and SLAC, and have met with researchers from
LANL, LBNL, PNNL, Sandia, ARL, NRL (and some of the warfare centers). These labs employ many
excellent scientists, of whom only a tiny fraction are signers. These are listed because many of the signers
may well have met each other via these organizations, and the alphabet soup is thick for those unused to it.

DOE i Department of Energy
www.energy.gov/
DOE has many laboratories, usually managed by various combinations of universities or private
companies under contract to DOE. Some labs grew from WW Il + Cold War nuclear weapons, but
emphasis has shifted progressively over the last 3-4 decades to other areas.
ANL i Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, IL (near Chicago)
www.anl.gov/, Managed by U Chicago.
Nuclear work focused on reactors, not involved much with weapons.
FermiLab 1 FermiLab , Batavia, IL (near Chicago)
www.fnal.gov/
Managed by Fermi Research Alliance {U of Chicago ,University Research Association (URA)}.
High energy, particle physics.
Hanford 7 Hanford Reservation, WA, DOE
www.fnal.gov/, Was (is?) managed by Westinghouse Hanford Corp.
Major nuclear production (& now cleanup) site, produced plutonium for most US weapons.
PNNL is located nearby, was split off decades ago.
JLab i Thomas Je fferson National Accelerator Facility (or Jefferson Lab), Newpo rt News, VA
www.lanl.gov/
Managed by JSA {Southeastern Universities Research Association, Computer Sciences Corp}.
Studies nuclear physics, particle physics, Continuous Beam Electron Facility (CEBAF).
LANL 7 Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico
www.lanl.gov/
Managed by LANS {Bechtel, U of CA, Babcock and Wilcox, Washington Group International}.
Historically, the primary nuclear weapons lab in USA, but does research in other areas, including
plasmas, fusion, and lately, more people in environment, climate modeling and other areas.
LBNL 1 Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory , Berkeley , CA.
www.lbl.gov/, Managed by U of CA.
Research in physics, life sciences, and energy efficiency research, recently led by Steven Chu.
LLNL 7 Lawrence Livermore National Lab , Livermore, CA
https://www.lInl.gov/
Managed by LLNS {Bechtel, U of CA, Babcock and Wilcox, Washington Division of URS
Corporation, and Battelle}..
Historically, was major (after LANL ) nuclear weapons lab in USA, but does research in many other
areas, especially fusion (the National Ignition Facility (NIF) and other areas.
ORNL i Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, TN
www.ornl.gov/, Managed by U of TN and Battelle.
Part of Manhattan Project during WW I, then shifted more to reactors, other science areas.
PNNL 1 Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, Richland, WA
www.pnl.gov/ Note PNL in domain name, not PNNL. Managed by Battelle.
Historically, involved with the Hanford nuclear weapons site nearby.
Sandia i Sandia National Labo ratories (SNL), Albuquerque, NM and Livermore, CA
www.sandia.gov/, Lately, Sandia is a Lockheed-Martin company
Major sites are in Livermore, CA, adjacent to LLNL , and at Kirtland AFB in Albuquerque, about 100
miles from LANL. Most Laboratories often use the abbreviations in websites and elsewhere, but
iSandeams more commonl gotSNb | Herde ,i SfaifptiesdenaMexico.
SLAC i SLAC Linear Accelerator Laboratory, Menlo Park, CA
www.slac.stanford.edu/, Managed by Stanford U.
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DoD Organizations
AFWL 7 US Air Force Weapons Laboratory, now Air Force Research Laboratory, Dayton, OH
www.wpafb.af.mil/afrl This is located at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (WPAFB), for which |
have special attachment. My father was stationed there after WW 11, so Dayton is my birthplace.
Kirtland AFB 1 Albuquerque, NM
www.kirtland.af.mil This is home of the Air Force Nuclear Weapons Center, and Sandia is there.
ARL T US Army Research Laboratory i Adelphi, M D (and others, including NC)
www.arl.army.mil/www/default.htm
They still show pictures of SGI computers | helped design, and (like many of the other organizations
mentioned here), we had interesting discussions about their computing needs over the years.
www.arl.army.mil/www/default.cfm?Action=20&Page=271
NRL 7 US Naval Research Laboratory 1 Washington, DC
www.nrl.navy.mil
NRL does substantial basic research, with more of the warfare-oriented work in 4 other centers:
www.nrl.navy.mil/content.php?P=MISSION

Miscellaneous

EPRI+ i Electric Power Research Institute

Starr founded this nonprofit research organization for the electric power industry. (I live a few miles from

its Palo Alto site, and have known people who worked there, and | think they do good work. | see them at

Stanford GCEP symposia.) Historically, it may once have been focused primarily on nuclear power, and it

appears to pursue 0fACI ean ceohave mixed feelings lput itcdoea dulostartial whi ch p e«
research on renewable energy issues as well. Several signers happen to be connected via EPRI.
my.epri.com/portal/server.pt

en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electric_Power_Research_Institute
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Electric_Power_Research_Institute

IPCC+1 Intergove rnmental Panel on Climate Change

www.IPCC.ch/

IPCC TAR is Third Assessment Report (2001). IPCC AR4 is the Fourth Assessment Report (2007),
available online. Serious readers may find it help to buy paper as well, as they are huge reports.
Scientists who contribute to IPCC reports are not employed by the UN, but generally have to get funding
elsewhere for most of these activities. TheIPCCr e p or t s a rosly iiitipesénsetthat aftel the
scientific reports are created, the Summary for Policymakers (SPM) is hammered out line-by-line, having to
be unanimously approved by all governments. This frustrating process inherently tends to weaken
conclusions, not exaggerate them. IPCC authors have discussed this in some detail, somewhat amazed
that anything gets out. See [SCH2009], Chapter 5, which certainly matches descriptions in discussions

| 6ve had IRCCauthore.t her

+

JASON
This group originally started around 1958 as a group of physicists that advised the US Government,

manage via MITRE, as a part-time unit of the Institute for Defense Analysis (IDA). JASON is mentioned
here only because members of the group would generally know each other well, might know people at
MITRE or IDA (several other signers), as well as having a broad web of connections.. Happer, Lewis,
LeLevier, and Katz are/were JASONSs, as was Nierenberg , and Freeman Dyson. Most JASONSs are not
signers, but any APS member who might have signed surely would have been asked.
www.bookrags.com/wiki/jason_Defense_Advisory Group

www.isgp.eu/organisations/JASON_Group.htm

www.fas.org/irp/agency/dod/jason/

NAS, PNAS i (US) National Academy of Sciences, Proceedings of the NAS.

www.nationalacademies.org This of course is a very prestigious organization, to which very few are
el ected. Member ship does not confer automatic credibi
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A.2+ Funders (O1 -02)

This lists some major funders of organizations involved with anti-science. Tables A.6.1 (a-c) map these

Funders (and others) X Organizations of A.3. Gutstein [GUT2009], Chapters 3-5 discusses these,
especially useful for the Canada/USA viewpoint that highlights the Fraser Institute.

O1i Corporations
ExxonMobil + (0O1)

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=Earhart_Foundation
mediamattersaction.org/transparency/organization/Exxon_Mobil_Corporation

Corporate funding is large, although much goes through lobbyists. Listing no other companies here is not
meant to imply no others support anti-science, but ExxonMobil 8s f oot pri nt seems

021 Foundations

The 990finder gives the details of foundation funding, but following summarizes that data well:
mediamattersaction.org/transparency/?137

Allegheny + Foundation
www.scaife.com/alleghen.html Richard Mellon Scaife is Chairman, see SSF below.

Carthage + Foundation
www.scaife.com/carthage.html Richard Mellon Scaife is Chairman, see SSF below.

Earhart + Foundation (0O2) (White Star Oil)
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=Earhart_Foundation
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Earhart_Foundation
foundationcenter.org/findfunders/990finder/: fA Ear h a
In2001,GMIlhad an fAH. B. Ear har

Foundati ono MI

John M. Olin + Foundation (Olin chemical & munitions) ceased operation in 2005.
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=John_M._Olin_Foundation
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John_M._Olin_Foundation

foundationcenter.org/findfunders/990finderi Ol i n Foundationd NY (just

Lynde and Harry Bradley + Foundation (O2) (Allen-Bradley
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=Lynde_and_Harry Bradley Foundation
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bradley_Foundation

foundationcenter.org/findfunders/990findera Br adl ey Foundati ono WI

SSF+ -Sarah Scaife + Foundation

Richard Mellon Scaife: Gulf Oil => Chevron is Chairman of SSF, Allegheny , and Carthage .
www.scaife.com

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Scaife_Foundations

en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gulf_Oil

foundationcenter.org/findfunders/990finderi Scai f e Foundati ond PA

mediamattersaction.org/transparency/organization/Sarah_Scaife_Foundation/grants says SSF has funded

numerous relevant entities with opinions on climate change and other science issues.

See also Comwlth (Commonwealth Foundation ), which despite the name, acts much more like a visible

rt
t Fellow Logan Wrighto

t

advocacy organization, in essence a Pennsylvania-local Scaife subsidiary, its Chairman a member of the

SSF Board.

The assets of SSF and Carthage are interesting, via their 990 Forms, although of course, Richard Mellon

Scaife has a much larger personal fortune, whose investment profile is not public.
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dynamodata.fdncenter.org/990pf_pdf archive/251/251113452/251113452_200812_990PF.pdf
Scaife 2008, pp.27-28 lists $160M of common stock, in $Millions:

$18.0  ExxonMobil

$2.2  Chevron (unsurprising, since Gulf Oil C Chevron, eventually)

$1.5 Diamond Offshore Drilling

$1.1 Schlumberger

$23.8 Obvious Oil-related

$13.4 Philip Morris International (spinoff from Altria)
$4.6 Altria $18.0M Total ... and smart mix, since cigarettes expanding internationally...
$18.0 Obvious tobacco total

Power generation & utilities

$3.1 FPL (Florida Power & Light (claims green, | haven't checked)

$2.3  Wisconsin Energy

$1.7 Entergy, www.nola.com/business/index.ssf/2009/05/entergy_ceo_says_coal_is_the_a.html
$1.1  National Rural Utilities (Bonds)

$1.0  South Carolina Electric and Gas (Bonds)

dynamodata.fdncenter.org/990pf_pdf archive/256/256067979/256067979_ 200712 _990PF.pdf
Carthage, 2008: p.32 has investments.

$11.3 Altria ... biggest single investment, 1/3 of total $31M.

$4.6 ExxonMobil

Koch+ Foundations (Charles G. Koch, David H. Koch, Charles R. Lambe Foundations)
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=Koch_Family _Foundations
mediamattersaction.org/transparency/organization/Charles_G_Koch_Charitable_Foundation
mediamattersaction.org/transparency/organization/David_H_Koch_Charitable Foundation
mediamattersaction.org/transparency/organization/Claude_R_Lambe_Charitable_Foundation

Koch (Oil& Gas)i s the fAnationb6s | argesta privately held energy
(Father) Fred G. Koch was a founding member of the John Birch Society in 1958.

(Son) David and was co-founder of CATO Institute and provides substantial funding.

(Son) Charles is also active. Together they have funded many organizations, and the reader is advised

to use that MediaMatters site, because the 990 forms are huge.

Fred C. & Mary R. Koch Foundation (a few relevant, not many)

GMIlhad (as of 11/09) a fAiKoch Foundation Associate, Rach

Scaife Family Foun dation
www.scaifefamily.org This is located in Florida, not run by Richard Mellon Scaife, and in recent years has

not seemed to be funding the same things.
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A.3+ Advocacy Organizations and Groups (03-07), Media (08-09), others

This is a small subset of f inter-related entities, with many directors, advisors or funders in common over the

years, picking those most relevant to this paper. Many more exist. Many are CTTs 1 Conservative Think

Tanks who have long played strong roles in trying to avoid any environmental regulations. See [McC2003]

and [JAC2008],andPhi | i p Mi r cisesfs hie MMEWeé cRted Natur al Science Th
www.ssrc.org/workspace/images/crm/new_publication_3/%7Beee91c8f-ac35-dell-afac-001cc477ec70%

7D.pdf

Some Mainstream media are included if they have a long track record of anti-science editorials or
unwarranted attacks on science.

A few organizations are mentioned that are clearly not dedicated to anti-science, but seem to have pockets
within them that are, or interesting associations.

Tables A. 6.1 (a-c) map Funders X Organizations.
Tables A. 6.2 (a-c) map some individuals from A.7 onto organizations in similar format.

Funding: comes from: mediamattersaction.org/transparency, when available, or from:
foundationcenter.org/findfunders/990finder when not summarized there, or other sources. Funding is
often obscure, as many never discuss their funding, but foundation donations are recorded. Any
organization marked $ has an entry there.

Many of these organizations overlap, sometimes share personnel, sometimes cooperate, and sometimes
compete for attention and funding. All this seems redundant, but actually, this keeps each organization
competing, and a plethora of impressively-named small organizations makes for longer lists of supporters,
and also helps confuse the public about the real activities and funding paths.

Some organizations have changed focus, perhaps in response to funding reductions or to new
opportunities. Tobacco funding appears to have lessened, and climate anti-science has been a growing
market segment for anti-science advocacy.

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Scientific_Advisory_ Boaf8ourceW atch] notes:
fiScientific Advisory Boards are generally known as SAB's in the tobacco documents. It is often very
difficult to determine when these were genuine boards of independent scientists who met to co-operatively
to answer some question, and when they were just the names of lobbyists, ideologues, and/or
science-for-sale consultants who served no other purpose that that of decorating the letterhead of the
organization. There were also some SABs which had genuinely independent, but often gullible, scientists,
who didn't recognize how easily they were being manipulated by the lawyers and administrators. And of
course, some SABs had corrupt and genuine scientists deliberately blended in to make them more
convincing to the public.0 Thi s applBs,asd many adeocatyegroups Have them.

Regardless of how they started, some think tanks act as combined PR and lobbying companies,
advantaged by non-profit status. Although some emphasize free-market economics and individual
freedom (fine things in principle!), their sometimes-murky funding seems to come mostly from companies
that privatize profits and socialize costs, or from wealthy family foundations heavily invested in such
companies. Hence, think tanks are especially attractive to tobacco companies, which offer no societal
benefit, but are certainly profitable. Fossil fuel companies produce important products, but perhaps do not
always bear the resulting costs, so they often appear as well. Many companies may provide modest
support to such think tanks for the general (and not unreasonable) idea of minimizing regulation, but in
some ways, that just provides cover for the larger funders, better than some of the older industry front
groups. Compare TIRC and TASSC: the first tobacco-only, the second more general, but both initiated for
tobacco companies. Independent think tanks are even better in that regard, as they can offer much
broaderappealand t he fAsafety of crowds. 0

37


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://mediamattersaction.org/transparency
http://foundationcenter.org/findfunders/990finder
http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Scientific_Advisory_Board

Plagiarism? Conspiracies? Felonies? V.1.0.1 02/11/10

ACCF+ 1 American Council for Capital Formation

www.accf.org/directors.php
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=American_Council_for_Capital_Formation

Thorning is Senior VP and Chief Economist.

She has done at least one GMI Roundtable, and shows up in interesting email, A.9.3.

ACSH+ i American Council on Science and Health  (O6b)$

www.acsh.org/

www.acsh.org/about/pagelD.7/default.asp

www.acsh.org/about/pagelD.89/default.asp

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=ACSH

www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php?id=8

Enstrom and Nichols are Trustees, Singer is a Scientific Advisor.

Worrying about proper use of science, and avoiding over-interpretation of results seems generally good.
People with more health expertise than | may assess the extent to which ACSH does that, as it actually has
some reasonable-seeming advisors, and it has taken a clear position against tobacco.

It has received funding from ExxonMobil.

AEI+ T American Enterprise Institute (O6a) $
www.aei.org/
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=AElI

AlA+ -Accuracy in Academe (operated by AIM, following)

www.academia.org

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Accuracy in_Academia

www.academia.org/mann-overboard

www.academia.org/mann-overboard i Ma n n  Ov e Bebruagy 5, 2010, Stotts .
www.academia.org/ice-age-on-campus fi | ¢ e A g ep uosKlings a m
www.academia.org/global-warming-alarmism-cooled i G| obal War mi ng Al armi sm Cool ed
www.academia.org/sen-inhofe-goes-to-copenhagen/ i S e . I nhofe Goes to Copenhagen,
www.academia.org/climategate-investigations-galore A CI i mat e Gat e | nv eSdottsi,igati ons Gal
www.academia.org/the-road-to-copenhagen, @TRoad to Copenhagen, o Cliff Kinc

AIM+ - Accuracy in Media $

Www.aim.org
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=Accuracy In_Media See Funders.

ALEC+ 1 American Legislative Exchange Council (O6a)$

www.alec.org

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=ALEC

See GCSCT1998 1 ALEC was mentioned, but no further connection is yet apparent.

AnnapCtr + - Annapolis Center for Science -Based Public Policy (0O6b) $
www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php?id=13

Key people include Baliunas, Lindz en, Sen. Inhofe .
www.cspinet.org/integrity/nonprofits/the_annapolis_center_for_science_based_public_policy.html

www. historycommons.org/entity.jsp?entity=annapolis_center_for_science-based_public_policy 1
[SAI2007]p. 23, saysi@Goomdi tmaes d®ns

fWe were invited by the Annapolis Center for Science-Based Public Policy to participate in a workshop on
peer review. o

APCO+ Worldwide (0O3)
AGl obal communication consultancyo, i.e., PR firm
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http://www.alec.org/
http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=ALEC
http://www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php?id=13
http://www.cspinet.org/integrity/nonprofits/the_annapolis_center_for_science_based_public_policy.html
http://www.historycommons.org/entity.jsp?entity=annapolis_center_for_science-based_public_policy_1
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www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=APCO_WorldwideAPCO
is well-known for helping set up TASSC for Philip Morris in 1993, a good example of tobacco companies
fihi di ng i n Thibeseddillaywadth lelp from Singer and others. See also Harris .

API+ 1 American Petroleu m Institute (O5a)

www.api.org

Energy is an important business, and | have no problem with trade organizations straightforwardly
promoting their views, but some organizations do so by laundering money and anti-science memes through
networks of think tanks, fronts, and astroturf organizations.

Each reader might consider where the line should be drawn between legitimate advocacy and illegitimate.
Although | have visited many petroleum companies to help them use computers for finding more oil and
managing reservoirs better, | personally think API has often crossed rather far over that line.

Atlas + 17 Atlas Economic Research Foundation (O6a) $

atlasnetwork.org/

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Atlas_Economic_Research_Foundation

This is a think t ank 0 s "isttdliitentke worla with freeambrkestienk-ranks"s i on i s
Its 990s Forms are not very specific, so the destinations of money are not clear.

ATR+ 1 Americans for Tax Reform (0O6a) $

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=Americans_for_Tax_Reform

www.atr.org/index.php?content=about

fATR was founded in 1985 by Grover Norquistat t he request of President Reagart
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Grover_Norquist

AATR is a nonprofit, 501(c)(4) lobbying organization. o
ATRG6 s @eary was involved in the GCSCT1998 project.

CATO+ Institute 1 (O6a) $

www.CATO.org/

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=CATO

www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php?id=21

Singer is/was on Editorial Advisory Board, Milloy is an Adjunct Scholar, Christy was a conference
speaker. Cato was co-founded by Charles Koch (see Koch Foundations ).

See CAT02009 in A4.

CEIl+ i Competitive Enterprise Institute  (O6a) $

cei.org/

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=CEl
www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php

See especially Ebell and Horner , and maybe Lewis and Smith .

CFACT+ - Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow  (O6b) $

www.CFACT.org/

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=Committee_for_a_Constructive_Tomorrow
www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php?id=25

Hayden is on the Advisory Board with Baliunas and Michaels , (and Bruce Ames, also on GMI BoD and on
SEPP Board of Scientific Advisors) and when living, Seitz.

CFACT-Europe is described by a Dutch blogger:

jules-klimaat.blogspot.com/2009/08/its-fact-CFACT .html

CFACT sponsors Morano6s Cl i mat e Depot.

CFACTO Rothbard participated in the GCSCT1998 effort to defeat US ratification of Kyoto.

Comnwlt + - Commonwealth Foundation for Public Policy Alternative s (O6b) $

www.commonwealthfoundation.org
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?tite=Commonwealth_Foundation_for_Public_Policy Alternatives
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www.publiceye.org/magazine/v13n2-3/PE_V13 N2-3.pdf

fixpa.wikia.com/wiki’lCommonwealth_Foundation

foundationcenter.org/findfunders/990finder: A Commonweal t h Foundationdo PA

This effectively started as a Pennsylvania-local subsidiary of the Sarah Scaife Foundation , which has long

supported it. Chairman Michael W. Gleba, is an SSF board member.

Lat el y, it has taken up fAclimat egaofcaulseylocgtedini t h t he ot
Pennsylvania, it takes special efforts to attack Mann and Penn State.
www.commonwealthfoundation.org/research/detail/mann-made-global-warming
www.foxnews.com/scitech/2010/02/05/penn-state-probe-michael-mann-total-whitewash/
www.mcall.com/news/local/all-al_5emails.7169672feb05,0,2943331.story

CHC+ - Cooler Heads Coalition (O5b or O5c)

www.globalwarming.org

www.globalwarming.org/about

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=Cooler_Heads_Coalition

This front organization has many advocacy organization members, so is shown horizontally in Table A2.1.
Funding is unclear, but some can be inferred from that of member organizations, thus indirectly from family
foundations and ExxonMobil.

The CHC has been generally been administered by CEI people, although sometimes given affiliations are
inconsistent. See especially Ebell, Horner, Lewis ,

10/11/01:Cooler Heads sponsored McKitrick at US Congress.
www.uoguelph.ca/~rmckitri/research/co2briefing.pdf

02/27/03: Cooler Heads sponsored McKitrick at Senate Everett Dirksen Building., email mebell AT cei.org
cei.org/gencon/014,03358.cfm Feb

11/18/03 CEIl/Cooler Heads (Ebell) cosponsored visit from McKitrick , and introduces Mcintyre to GMI.
www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/188.pdf

Ebell:AiAs you probably al |l khesewthinkihes isbre of the rdostinterestingbned, o
because I think we are just at the beginning of what I
Mcintyre: My name i s Steve Mclntyre. I 6d | i ke to eferpress m

paying my expenses down here. o

Inhofe lawyer Hogan showed surprising interest in tree-ring statistics:

fRuestion: 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 peers. Are the people who are doing the peer review
really qualified in those areas as statisticians or they are just educated laymen?

McKitrick: Now are you talking about the journal peer review or the IPCC review process?

Question: | am talking about the peer review for four or five different caseso

02/10/05 GMI+CEl panel: | nhof e ( EPW) , Ebell, O6Keefe, Horner, Andre
www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/300.pdf
firhe Senator will present four short speeches questioning the four pillars on which the alarmist view of

climate change is based: the 2001 National Academy of Sciencesreport , t he | PCCb6s reliance
Mannds discredited Ahockey sticko model, the Arctic cli
produced by climate model s. 0

05/11/2005 GMI+CEIl/Cooler Heads Cosponsor McKitrick and Mclintyre again.
www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/316.pdf

CSCDGC+ i Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change (O6b)$

www.co2science.org
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=Center_for_the_Study of Carbon_Dioxide_and_Global_Change
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www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php?id=24
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=Center_for_the_Study of Carbon_Dioxide_and_Global _Change
The Idso family founded this in 1998.

E&E+-Ener gy and Environment (fAjournal 0)
www.multi-science.co.uk/ee.htm

Geographer Boehmer -Christiansen and social anthropologist Peiser editt h i s A, pa listednnathe 6
Web of Science, and generalley kcionesi ateurda. dGgr

Opinion: be very, very careful before paying much attention to anything published here. Itis a good place
to publish climate anti-science that would not pass peer review elsewhere. See [MAS2008] for example.
Q: it would be interesting to hear how review works, and how this is funded.

EIC+ 1 Environmental Issues Council 1993 -2003(?)
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Environmental_Issues_Council

GCSCT1998 team member Garrigan gave this as her affiliation.

I ¢ oul derdiaWafback,dut did find:
web.archive.org/web/19990910071145/eico.org/advisory.html 1999
web.archive.org/web/20010422194322/eico.org/advsci.html 1999

EIC Science Advisory Committee includes Ames, Jo Kwong Echard (Atlas ), Hugh Ellsaesser (LLNL),
Edward Krug (CFACT), Jane Orient (OISM, Doctors for Disaster Preparedness, JPANDS).

ELC+ i Environment al Literacy Council (O5c) $

www.enviroliteracy.org/

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Environmental_Literacy Council

fi T MEavironmental Literacy Council is an independent, non-profit made up of scientists, economists, and

educators striving to connect teachers and students to science-based information on environmental issues.

Our website offers over 1000 pages of background information and resources on environmental topics,

along with curricular materials, and textbook reviews.

On the surface, ELC looks like a plausible organization that might be what it says it is:

Many of their web pages seem fairly reasonable, as do their links to other web pages, but climate

discussions usually manage to sooth concerns about climate and emphasize uncertainty in the science..

ELC6 wp-l evel piece on AAir, Climate, and Weathero says:
fHowever, since the Industrial Revolution, human activity has had an effect on the global climate system,

increasing the amount of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, trapping heat and contributing to an overall

gl obal wl @auldhfind rp hint that that this might be considered a serious problem.
That webpage links to others:
www.enviroliteracy.org/article.php/1146.html, A Cl i mat econclGdesa n g e 0

fDespite the evidence that scientists have uncovered related to changes in climate, there continues to be

uncertainty around the chief causes of climate change and their potential impacts. These uncertainties stem

from the science itself, as well as from human behavior, especially as it relates to the amount of natural

climatic variability and greenhouse gas emissions. Many of these factors will continue to depend on human

behavior, influenced by effects on health and the quality of life, technological advances, and policy

changes. 0

www.enviroliteracy.org/article.php/678.htmli CI i mat e Forcing & Feedbacko conclu
fDetermining how small forcings, such as an increase in greenhouse gases, will affect the overall climate

involves a variety of complex computations in which scientists attempt to weigh all the potential positive and

negative feedbacks. While climate modeling can help us understand many of the physical feedbacks

and processes involved in our climate system, uncertainty will continue to exist since it often represents a

moresi mpl i fied version than what can be modeled accurate
www.enviroliteracy.org/article.php/1340.htmlid C1 i mat e Model ingo concludes

fHowever, while climate models can help scientists understand and predict the climate, they also come with

limits. The global climate system is complex, and the role of both positive and negative feedbacks is not

completely understood leading to uncertainty as to how the Earth system will actually respond to a warming

climate. Yet, as our understanding increases, models can be refined, allowing climate predictions to
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become more accurate and dependable. Being able to reasonably predict future climate is a first step in
helping to determine what can be donetohelppr ot ect our environment. 0
www.enviroliteracy.org/article.php/428.htmlAi Gr eenhouse Gasesod says:

fAirhe full range of sources of greenhouses gases - both natural and anthropogenic - is not yet fully
understood and continues to be the subject of bothr e sear ch and debate. 0
Surely, but human GHG production is calibrated well enough to know there is a problem.

www.enviroliteracy.org/article.php/1334.htmlfi Pos si bl e Consequencaénsludest Gl obal W
fMost scientists agree that the Earth is in fact experiencing increasing temperatures, and many believe that

humans are enhancing this overall warming trend. 0

AYet, it i srornoatkeintreasevinthe usefelness of marginal lands will counterbalance an

increase in drought and desertification. 0

The reader might assess the wording here. Il 6m not sur

Afenhanci ng a wanhancing?d Thatrseundd acceptabl&
www.enviroliteracy.org/article.php/367.htmli The Gr eenhouse Effecto
fiAdditional gases, stemming from human activities, create what is called an enhanced greenhouse effect.
However, the Earth's climate is complex and is also influenced by other factors, making it difficult to link
specific climate characteristics to a single cause. Therefore, while many scientists support efforts to slow ?
or even reverse ? the build up of greenhouse gases, others believe that the climate changes that we are
experiencing are part of a natural, long-term cycle. fi

This is certainly true. One could also say that many medical researchers think that cigarette smoking is
bad for you, but others think it is not so bad. Does this description fenhanceostudents bteracy?

Opinion: ELC isacleverly-cr eat ed #fAfront o6, where some of the board me
designed to offer environmental materials that pull with them subtle soothing messages on climate, and
messages of uncertainty on climate science. Perhaps 95% of the material may be reasonable, but it és ¢t}

other 5% that get this funded. It was spinoff from GMI around 1998, and is funded like GMI, and the early
board had 3 key GMI people, Sproull, Moore, and Seitz .
web.archive.org/web/19981203142527/www.marshall.org/icee.html

Q: it might be good to get testimony from the ELC board members, to understand how this happens.

FoF+ - Frontiers of Freedom (O6b) $

www.ff.org.

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Frontiers_of Freedom founded in 1996

This is funded by the usual foundations, got substantial tobacco money, and later started getting money
from ExxonMobil. The GCSCT1998 effort included FoF6 $yron Ebell.

Ot her @ al u ®ingerpHoinar,cdndiespecially Ferguson.

FoF/CSPP+ (O6b) (Funded by ExxonMobil as part of FOF) $
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Center_for_Science_and_Public_Policy March 2003-2007

FoF started getting ExxonMobil money in 2002, used to launch CSPP in 2003, with Robert Ferguson as
Executive Director. Ferguson departed in mid-2007 to launch his own think tank, SPPI. The FOF/CSPP
A*20 e MRd3s etdrgtb tmpture the messy evolution of organizations that come and go, with people
moving around. FoF was represented at GCSCT1998 by Bouchey and Ebell. CSPP likely came into
existence, as an outgrowth of that, as ExxonMobil money became available. FoF is a CHC member, and
FoF/CSPP (Ferguson ) was also a member during at least some part of 2003-2007.

Fraser + Institute (O6a) $

www.fraserinstitute.org

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Fraser_Institute

This 35+yeard-old think tank is headquartered in Vancouver, but has offices across Canada. The USA
has a horde of think tanks that generate climate anti-science. Canada seems to have one especially big
one, and like many of the USA think tanks, it has worked with tobacco companies [GUT2009].

McKitrick has been a Senior Fellow since October 15, 2002, and Taken by Storm was published
November 2002. DC and other Canadian bloggers would know Fraser much better than | do.
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FoS+ -Friends of Science (O6b) Calgary, Alberta, Canada

www.friendsofscience.org

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Friends_of Science
web.archive.org/web/20021208180844/www.friendsofscience.org/who_we_are.htm
deepclimate.org/2009/12/02/in-the-beginning-friends-of-science-talisman-energy-and-the-de-freitas-broth
ers

McKitrick was listed as Professional Contact starting 2002 and participated in 2005 video.

GCC+ - Global Climate Coalit ion (O5b) 1989 -2002.
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Global_Climate_Coalition
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Global_Climate_Coalition

06 K e wds €hairman, when working at API, moved to GMI in 2001.

Originally, this was funded by companies, but later switched to trade associations, making funding murkier.
www.nytimes.com/2009/04/24/science/earth/24deny.html?_r=1

GCC tended to publish views differing from those of its own advisory scientists.

GMI+i George C Marshall Institute  (O6b, but very influential for it s size) 501(c)3 $
www.marshall.orgfi Sci ence for Better Public Policybo
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=George_C._Marshall_Institute
www.exxonsecrets.org/html/orgfactsheet.php?id=36

web.archive.org/web/*/www.marshall.org/board.php

web.archive.org/web/*/www.marshall.org

www.marshall.org/category.php?id=6 says:

ifThe George C. Mar shall Il nstitute was e gdtianbolcondutted i n 1
technical assessments of scientific issues with an impact on public policy.

In every area of public policy, from national defense, to the environment, to the economy, decisions are
shaped by developments in and arguments about science and technology. The need for accurate and
impartial technical assessments has never been greater. However, even purely scientific appraisals are
often politicized and misused by interest groups.

The Marshall Institute seeks to counter this trend by providing policymakers with rigorous, clearly written
and unbiased technical analyses on a range of public policy issues. Through briefings to the press,
publication programs, speaking tours and public forums, the Institute seeks to preserve the integrity of
science and promote scientific literacy.

We publish reports, host roundtables, workshops and collaborate with institutions that share our interest in
basing public policy on scientific facts.o

|l 6d agree that feven purely sdiantdifmisuapgrhiysahstenest
GMI itself has been a leader in doing exactly that for 25 years, funded by wealthy, very-conservative family

foundations, some whose fortunes were built on oil (Scaife, Koch, Earhart ) or chemicals (Olin) very tightly

connected to the more conservative side of the Republican party. In 1999, GMI started receiving funding

from ExxonMobil , probably connected with the same campaign laid out in GCSCT1998. The reader

might study the following and as many links as they need to decide if that is a fair opinion.

Jeffrey Salmon , a PhD in World Politics, was a senior speechwriter for Caspar Weinberger and Dick

Cheney, then was GMI6 Executive Director 1991-2001. He worked with the API to craft disinformation

strategy, GCSCT1998. He has wr i tten AGM andHeargdadd. plh 20@81ehe wds o r
appointed to job atthe DOE. Inmid-2008, he Aburrowed i MOEto a civil serv

GMIb PBresident/CEO 2001-present is William O 8 K e .e Heewas Exec. VP and COO of the API (i.e., ol

lobby), with API at least 1974-2001, was on the Board of CEl, and is Chairman Emeritus of the Global

Climate Coalition. (GCC). He was a lobbyist for ExxonMobil . He writes many fAsciencec
www.marshall.org/experts.php?id=83

www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=American_Petroleum_Institute
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GMI6 s Pr e s i dKeatet, whose adademic background was primarily in Political Science, and was

Research Director at the National Coalition for Advanced Manufacturing (NACFAM). He wr i t es fisci en
pieces as well.

www.marshall.org/experts.php?id=43

GMIb s orjtigs seem to be promoting missile defense, slowing environmental legislation and supporting oil

interests, via numerous close ties to the Reagan and Bush administrations, lobbyists and conservative

politicians. For anyone associated with GMI to claim that it is unbiased and apolitical while mainstream

scienceisp o |l i t i iotardsting.i IBit ever does any real science regarding climate, that is not apparent.

I't certainly has political scienti Sincsl9%itlhasheénlan | obbyi st
effective focus for climate anti-science in Washington, DC.

GMI was founded by 3 world-class, well-known, influential scientists, Robert Jastrow , William Nierenberg
and Frederick Seitz, originally to help the Reagan Administrationselli St ar \Walb99,dhey
published Scientific Perspectives on the Greenhouse Problem [JAS1990], including a paper by Spencer
and Christy . The tobacco connection in Table A.2.1 is via Seitz.

[LAH2008], [ORE2007], and [ORE2008] offer many useful insights, as GMI is in some sense the foriginal

c o r eideolagy-based climate anti-science, due to the scientific prestige and influence of its founders.

[ORE20084a] offers interesting early history (circa 1983) relevantto GMI. The Daily Prilkcetoni atl
by Raymond Brusca is an interesting summary, with many comments from Happer.
www.dailyprincetonian.com/2009/01/12/22506

[ORE2010] is an exhaustive, meticulously-documented history of GMI + Singer , especially the earlier
decades. It will be published May 2010, and it really helped me know where to look.

GMI was long financed by family foundations (A.2.1) but later, added ExxonMobil and perhaps others,
including aerospace. It has not released funding details for a while, but clearly got a funding boost in the
last decade, and has had a CEO from API, so one might plausibly guess oil money.

GMIwas | ong |l ocated on Wasmdo wntt d&e tDAC,6 sb U to brbeyd sntVALy moved

Happer is the current Chairman of the Board, Canavan and Spencer are Directors, as was Starr. Sproull
was an associate of Seitz, and a GMI Director. Nierenberg was on the Board of St asrEPRI. Baliunas
and Soon have written papers for GMI, as have Spencer and Christy. . Si nger 6 $as BiEghéen
connected with GMI : Seitz was SEPP6 s C h a Nierenlserg, and Starr Science Advisors.

Rachel Schwartz is on the staff, labeled Koch Foundation Associate.

Matthew Crawford worked as GMI Executive Director for a short time (~5 months) starting 09/04/01.

Q: His opinions later were interesting, and somebody might want to ask him more:
web.archive.org/web/20011214154524/www.marshall.org/Crawfordintroduction.htm
www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?titte=Matthew_B. Crawford
www.nytimes.com/2009/05/24/magazine/24labor-t.html?_r=3&em=&pagewanted=all

fAs it happened, in the spring | landed a job as executive director of a policy organization in Washington.
This felt like a coup. But certain perversities became apparent as | settled into the job. It sometimes required
me to reason backward, from desired conclusion to suitable premise. The organization had taken certain
positions, and there were some facts it was more fond of than others. As its figurehead, | was making

arguments | didnét fully buy myself. Further, my boss ¢
cognitive style 8 that of the corporate world, from which he had recently come. This style demanded that |
projectanimageofratonal i ty but not indulge too much in actual re

His boss would have been O &eefe.

GMI has long and strongly espoused free-market economics, for solutions to environmental and any other
problems, i.e. as opposed to government regulation of anything. As far as | can tell, the 3 founders had
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strong conservative ideology, did not work for commercial companies, but for government, or in university
research jobs, often supported by government grants. As a long-time R&D (and venture-related) person in
profit-making industrial companies, especially in ultra-entrepreneurial Silicon Valley, it seems incongruous
to me for people to be constantly claiming the mantle of free enterprise when so much of their careers have
been heavily-dependent on federal government funding.

GMI appears to be a think tank originally started for ideological/political reasons, but effective think tanks
often attract and compete for funding from others who like their messages.

GMI Board. Political le aning?

On doing a donation analysis (as | did in [MAS2009]) for the 18 GMI Directors | could find, 15 donated.
One must be careful not to ascribe any view to any one person, unless perhaps they have a long, broad,
one-sided donation pattern. However, the totals are still relevant, especially when they look like this:
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