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This report offers adetailed study othefi We g ma n : Rdwarad X Wegman, David W. Scott, Yasmin H. Said,
AAD HOC COMMITTEEREP®RT ON THE OHOCKEY STI CK®& GLOBAL CLI MATE RECONST
(2006) republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006_Wegman_Report.pdf

It has beerkey propof climate antisciencesver since It was promoted to Congrelg Repesentative Joe Barton

and Edwhitfielda si nfidependent , i mparti al, expert bwawmoneloftinge a t eam of A e
A Barton staffeprovidedmuch of the sorce material to the Wegman team.

The report itself containsumerousase of obviousbias,as doprocesstestimony and followon actions.

Of 91 pages, 38re mostly plagiarizetéxt, but ofteninjected with errorshias ancchanges of meaning

Its Bibliography ismostly padding50% of the referencesncitedin the text Many references are irrelevant or

dubious The team relied heavily on a lowfpsolete sketch and very likely ariousuncredited sources.

Much of the work waslone bySaid(then lesstian 1 year pogPhD) and by students several years-ph.

The (distinguished)" authorScottwrote only a 3page standard mathematical Appendbome ommentersvere

surprised to béaternamed as seriodsr e ers aBemments were ofteiynoredanyway. People were missed.

The Wegman Repodaimed two missions: #dvaluate statistical issuestohe fAhockey sticko temperature
#2 assess potential peer review issues in climate science. For #1, the team might have been able {edewa peer

grade statistical analysis, but in 91 pagesmaged not to do so. For #2¢redible assessment nedd senior,

multidisciplinary panel, not a statistics professor and his students, demonstrably unfamiliar with the science and as a
team,unqualifiedfor thattask. Instead, thepade an odd excursiagmtoi s o c i a l net work analysis, o a di
which they lacked experiencleut used poorly to make baseless claims of potential wrongdoing.

In retrospect, theealmi s si ons wer eckeéty <t iacknothheokédmwm and #2 discredit cli
All this wasa fagade foa PR campaigmelkhoned by Washi ngt on, ,ubderwdyfdiyearkt ankso and a

Most peoplecanjustread the 25%age main disussion, buR00+ pagesf backup textare included to provide the
necessargocumentationassomeissues ar@otentially quiteserious

*Dr. Mashey is an eastp-Google computer scientist. He has worked with a wide (oftenrcontentious) computer performance evaluation, widely used to design

variety of scientists, many of whom have used software or hardware he helped compuers since. For the last few years he has been studying climate science, anti
create. So do most readers, given software features foumdioy computers and science and energy issuekhere are bound to be errors, please report them.
microprocessors used to implement much of the Internet. In 1988 he cofounded  There likely will beupdatesas this story is not over.

SPEC, which set new standards for disclosure, objectivity and cooperation in Contact: JohnMashey (at) yahoo.com.
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Executive Summary

Climate sciencgieldsincreasinglystronger scientific resultbutobscured
by aneverlouderantiscience PR campaigof which a key pamtemains
the 2006 @ Wé g meedwal gpgmant It washeavily
promoted to th&JS Congress byRepresentative3oe Barton (R-TX) and
Ed Whitfield (R-KY) asii ndependent ,
of HfAemi nendt os taatail sytziecitehres cl i mat e

Althoughproblems werelear upon its releast this daysomestill
referencet positively or even authostively:, such as:
T Recent boks a quick sampldJS (6), UK(2), Canadél), Australia(1)

i mpaeami al ,
iy Mtdeast ang of thdsd aflids warked directly with the Wegman team.
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Wegman team z independent?

9 Barton and Whitfield rejectean offer of anormalNational Research
Council (NRC) reportthen recruited Wegman via an obscure route
likely to find a team to produce tlaesiredresults.

9 Barton staffeiPeter Spences el ect ed
franxthpse beahiad the ®R dampaigno a a |

t h e passeddherd s

p
fi t hclosedliesa n k s O

Wegman teami impartial?
9 They ignored standard good practices, but repeatatycommon anti
science R messages, mosbm a weltevolvedPR campaign by

9 Submissions (6) to UK Parliament, February 20405 C|1 i mat e g at etbinktanks, their allieand a few members of Congress.

1 Websites and blogs, including some with large, worldwide readership
I Steady streams of articlesne recently in a real statistics journal

Il n 2009/ 2010
serious problems, starting with plagiarism. Timapiredmy longer
investigation, whictkept growing as interconnected problemsltiplied,
starting withbasicscholarly practicerequiring little specific knowledge.

Quality of basic scholarshig

9 Of 91 pages, 35 are mostly plagiarized, but injected hidises, errors
or changed meanings thaftenweaken or invert original results. Some
mightthus alsdoe called fabrication DC found10 pageshatplagiarize
uncredited source3hen 25 pages summarize papers, but extiensive
plagiarism. Ext sof i Ri ng si mi | tomls81%of t o
the words, bub0% is wod-for-word identical cutandpaste.

1 Obviousplagiarism needsolittle explanatiorthat fabrications are not
generally enumeratedspecially as some errors might be attributed t
incompetenceEither issue is taken seriously in academe.

1 One majoifabricationdoes stand out. i$ adistortion of arsketch
already obsolete by 199Butsupportedtronglyand used repeatedly.

9 Of 80 references, 40 are not even mentigieddd)in the text but just
pad the BibliographyMany are irrelevant or dubious, such as a tabloid
writerds 1987 ozone article in a

9 Much ofthisis ascienceseemingacadefor a few key PR messages
Manyof thesciencepapers, even @s summarized, are mostly ignored.
The team really only paid attention to a few papers.

1 They spent many pages on sciersgeming canouflage, but the key
messagesan all befound in a May 200%hinktanktalk.
1 They denigrated the work of relevant climate scientists, never talked to

Canadi a(bC)didcavagegl some fi D e e pany@rd oftersavowl€d their credible (but inconvenient) results.

9 Pervasive biass especiallypbviousin highlighted sideby-side
comparisons with plagiarized sourcé&shangedeap off the page.

Wegman teami expert?

f Wegman and" authorDavid W. Scott, are clearly distinguished, but
Scottwrote only a 3page Appendix of standard mathematics.

9 Much of thewriting, perhaps even most, was done by tAeGthor,
Wegman studeritasmin H. Said PhDSpring 2005

1 The report acknowledgetimoreWegman studentsiot yetPhDs.

§ RitBoudh theydiscisadd Statistics, the team offereasetul new
statistical analyis. They avoided doi @Gagting he
doubt via statisticdiscussionwasthe key mission #1.

Manyissuesare described in the attachegbort onthe Wegman Report, its
associated testimony and related awtié\ 25-pagediscussion shodl
suffice for most readers to understand the clear, if harsh:result

From start to finish, this entire effort wascreated tomisleadthe US
Congress, the USA and the rest of the worldlt still is used that way.
This i$ backed byt aamads of inlercopneaetience a0+ pages of
Appendices Theteam and its report simply do not matblk claims made
to Congress Thediscussions US-centric,but affects everyone, as the
worldd slimate antisciene effort really is centered in Washington, DC.
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TheWegman Reportd s own review process

1 Whitfield claimed it was peereviewed. It was not.

1 Wegman and others claiméus to be like &NRC report. It was not.
The NRC usea rigorougprocess rutby independent monitordReport
writers and aonymousat-thetime reviewersare chosen to cover all
relevant disciplinesAll committo serious effort on a clear schedule.
Barton and Whitfield rejected this standard process.

1 Wegman senthereport to dew statisticiansof varying degrees of
closenesshbut all knowrto him. Somewere given only afew daysto
comment on a long repa covering unfamiliar topics.

Some gavetsong advice that wassimply ignored.

1 Some werdatersurprised to findhemselveglaimed as reviewers.

Finest at i siameswvéreanmisasédto lendunwarrantedtredibility.

Mis-use ofsocial network analysisagainstclimate peer review.

1 With little expetisein such analysis, th&/egman tearplagiarized
textbooks thenusedincompleteanalysisto makeflawed claims.

9 They claimedhat coauthorsp implied poor peer revieveven
wrongdoing butwith no evidencevhatsoever.

1 The team was poorly qualified to evaluate peer review in climate
research, bukey missior#2was to cast doubt, which they did.

1 In 2007, Said, Wegmaand2 students raisedthe plagiarizedextto
attackclimate peer reviewin a statistics journal that generallgesgnot
coversocial network analysisTheir badly-flawed papewas accepted
in 6 days, compared to an average of. 20gman was a0-year
advisor Saidwas an Asociate Editar That may be coincidence.

1 That paper acknowledginancial support from 3 US Federal research
contracts, none of which Habviousrelevance

Plagiarism and awards among Wegman PhD students
1 TheWe g ma n Rsegmlnetwoéks text wag-plagiarized twice
more, by Wegman students receiving PhDs in 2008 and 2009.

V1.0 09/26/10

9 For at least 2 yearg§yegmarreiterateddoubtraising claimsoften
speakig toaudiencesikely to lackrelevanttopical expertise.

1 An exception was 2007workshopfor top statisticians and climate
scientists It was not weHreceived. His talk showed ignorance of basics
andpartsmight have been thoughtffensive He also (nis-)used
without acknowledgemer@slidesof the scientist mosiftenattacked.

1 Wegman and Saicb-chairda June 201Gtatisticsconference.At the
last minute, theydded 2newsessionsinviting 3 nonstatisticians
known for climate antscience Sadgaveain C| i mat egat e 0
climatologissdbad peer reviewgestruction oflatg etc.

1 Sai d o diss&tétiordas long been online, as has her 200K ta
which unwittingly revealedmportantfacts In August 2010, both files
disappeared anthertion of the 2° edited out othe seminarhistory.

McShane Wyner - August 2010firemake0 of the Wegman Report

1 A new statistics papdrasjustappeared, to wide acclaim by thdead
of theWegman Report, on which it relies heayiht from which it
plagiarizes earlier erra plustext Wikipediatext It fabricates a citation
to one of thaVegman Repotplagiarized books. It fabricates several
other citations It uses obsolete sourceBrrorsare pervasiveUnlike
the Wegman Report, it at least ofeome actual statistical anadgs
althoughseriougproblems have been documashivith them, too.

1 Some mwspapers touted the Wegman Reportraow theremake
Within weeks,The Daily TelegrapiUK), The Wall Street Journal, and
The Australiarall ranpiecesin its praiseclearlycompetenPR

Recommendations

George Mason Universityughtto investigate many problems, sisould
several other universitiesdjournals,the US Office of Research Integrity
and perhaps the American Statistical Associatathics issues)At least4
agenciesnayhavepossiblefund mis-usesto consider Someauthors or
publishers might pursue copyright issué€ongressand the DoJshould
investigate the manufacture of the Wegman Repb. Possible felonies

fTSai dbés 2 0 0Bkasbdthespages of ptagidrismuith a cutand- _ _
paste fstyled qui tWegmanReportt he 35 KkEEOWERd By o Up fade, 18.U.S.C §10Qhisleading Congressg371
fAll 3 dissertationsofegyenvedawap d(%)@sprllrgclg_{,)g%(nplsprﬁl%névghph might involve manynorepeople
The repotr lists about 30 issuespt all for Wegman Report itselbut

Wegman and Saidafter the Wegman Report
1 Promises were made in 2006 of forthcoming pegrewedstatistics
paperdn various journalsbut theseneverappeared

including derivations ancelatedactivities.

All this is stange. | do notthink most statisticiangry to lie with statistics
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Brief background _ _

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Third Assessment Report BY 1ate2003,TT had brought them to Waisigtonand introduced them to
2001) displayed the following c h a clinateagisgepce gdyogales inguging gennlgmeg 18RIRK). MMy 1 o ¢ K
stick, derived from 1998999 papers by research&tihael Mann, became GMI fAexperts.o

Raymond Bradley, andMalcom Hughes (MBH). _ _ ,
In February 2009\ cintyre started the Climate Audit websit8enator
P e e . Jamesinhofe claimedat a GMI meetinghattheir workhaddiscredied

P T Rt e e reosmmmenatatee. o the hockey stick, anofthe 4 key plars of AGW. Much publicity
1 followed, incuding an unusudtont-page Wall Streelournalarticle.

Norther Hemsphere anomaly (C)

In May 2005, MM visited Washington, gave a talk that outlined many of
the ideas used later in the WegniReport. Soon thereafter, Reps. Barton
and Whitfield wrote to Mann, Bradlegnd Hughes with many demands.

o L
1000 1200 1400 18600 1800 2000

Rep.SherwoodBoehlert (R-NY) pushed back against this odd,
intimidating procedure, as did the science community. NAS offered a
standard (expertnbiased, independent) NRC panel to look at the
problem

Of the huge number of climate science pagersfered a simple, graphic
undestandable by the general publidsacompellingexpression of
Anthropogenic Global Waning (AGW), it wasimmediatdy attacledby
people wishing to avoid Clestrictiors.

Bartonand Whitfield rejected that, but were then left with the problem of
having heir strategy rebuffed. Via an oddlirect routetheyrecruited
statistician Edward Wegman, who recruited othersstly his students.
This was later presented as being like an NRC effort, but siwgudynot.

Followinga 1998 strategy created with the American Petroleum Institute,
the Washington, D@rearthinktank®' Competitive Enterprise Institute
(CEI), George C. Marshal Institute (GMI) andothers(collectively, TT)
had beem e c r ui tfaces @go sjealsgainst climate sciencén 2001
theyconnected witlfCanadiareconomisiRoss McKitrick,, sponsoring him
to speakn Washington The 2002ctionsincluded a keyolitical strategy
memo, several papers and a book coauthored by McKitrick.

TheWegman Report(WR) was finally issued in July 2006, with
Congressional hearings and much PR, but some problems werewdaar
at the time.Many more havéeen found sincén December 2009 ,|bgger
Deep Climateshowedthat WR82 was mostlyplagiarized but with

Retired mining consultargteven Mcintyre began tacollaboratewith . .
changedo weaken or even invert conclusions

McKitrick (togetherMM ). They attacked the hockey stick in talks, papers
andby website. MM have often acted assible faces, but information is
quickly shared among key people. To some extent, MM seem to have
taken over public roles earlier playeddstrophysicist§allie Baliunas
andWillie Soon, long involved with GMI.

This report startetb further exploe WR scholarshipalreadyshown as
shoddy at beshut a diffeent conclusioneentually energed The WR
was created to ratifandamplifyMM+TT6 s | a tb misldad GdRyress
and the public.It had two clear missiongt1 discredit MBH99 via
statistical arguments, amé discreditclimatescience by miapplying

! Some thinktanks are effectively téee lobbying/PR organizations, of which sccial networkanalysis.
many relevant ones are shown orirgeractive map.
maps.google.com/maps/ms?hl=en&ie=UTF8&msa=0&msid=1079408251895177
71981.004815492d08b0c445f9&I11=38.882481,

76.978455&spn=0.771829,1.253815&z=10
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Advice on reading this report

Contradictions aréound among WR, related testimony and |&t#orts

not so obvious when just readioge part The reader will find some
redundancy of description as a resultwagnrepeatingquotationsfor

local reading flow The complexity of the WR and surrounding events
often defies easy simplification, as comprehensive backup evidence must
be included.Common properties are given terse codjragal numesus

crossr e f er e n c e s supgest ignorithgead! this on firét tbad.

This report largely expands @arts of an earlier one

#MAS2010 John R. Mashey, ACrescendo
www.desmogblog.com/escendeclimategatecacophony

V1.0 03/15/10.

Many of the people, organizations and activities mentioned briefly here are
describedn detail there.

Similar typographic conventions are used in the main body-htlécs
for opinion andemboldening or mderlining inside quotes mind.ayout
tries to balance convenience between papdy and odine readers. The
latter might print thenainnavigational aid$pp.2, 7, §, thenopena 2™
ontline copy of the PDF for jumps among AppendicBgople who ant
to dig deep might also printd®2 as a reference sheet the manycodes.

Citations and reference$

Citations found in the WR use its style, in which key MBH bt papers
have short codes, and all others use Aufhear). All 80 WR references
are Isted inW.8.2, although some are vaguedw not actuallyexist

W.8.8 andW.8.9 comment on~50 of themlisted in the Index.

This reportds o wnlinecURLsdor drlimen s
convenience. Sonreferencessr e | i st e d wn Biblioghaphg
and citedn the form[MAS2010]. Wikipediais helpful for quick topic
introductions but is never considered authoritatiieor brevity, titles and
given names are usually omitted, no discourtesy intetuiealy.

2 As per Wikipediagn.wikipedia.org/wiki/Citation fi Mo r e
an abbreviated alphanumeric expresgmg. [Newell84]) embedded in the body
of an intellectual work that denotes an entry in the bibliogragiérences section
of t he -lineURLHcombiné aitation+reference.

mostly
r eM*q\ppkndises- about 70 pages

precisely, a
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This reporthas 4 majopart:

Front matter i 12 pages

This includes the usudlable of Contents, Glossary andréef Index
placed near other navigational ailalso includes some unfamiliar
elementaused to classify patterns and problems.

Memesare common climate angicience messages, repeated so often that
many are wetcataloged and numberetsewhere.Here, aThemeis an
important, generally accepted scientific idea or practice often igtgred
the Yvegmpn; RgporT ke geaderawill efign-sgefaxtdaggee with these, like
Memel1l8 , or ThemeA ~. Other codes includeeg&> for Errors, +mM>

for Meaning Changes, andB> for Biases capitals rated more important.

Any of these are problemisut on first read, | would suggest ignoring
all this, except to notice how pervasivéhey are. Some tablesummarize
these Thefew readers who want to dig deemsn follow the codes.

Finally, theColor codesevolved late as a way gimplify categories of

Memes&Themes, References, People and Organizations.

Likewise, | would suggest igringthe colors except tdknow

9 Redusually meas active climate ancience, almost always a problem.

| andgreenhave various intermediate meanings.

9 Blue usually means reasonable science or pe@#d, oftenattacked,
mis-used,or used as facadweaterial(not OK). Theme .is always bad.

Main discussion- 81 - 85- about 25pages.
People familiar with the hockey stick wars can $kip The rest

summarizes the W.* sections, then puts all the pieces together
use in

This collects various facs as backupadr the main discussionfFew people
would readmore than a fepwbutchoices will diffet The Appendices
effectively forma 200+page reference manual, also covering topics
related to the Wegman Report

citation is

W.* Annotated Wegman derivatives- about 135 pages.

EachW.n Appendix corresponds to WREmM some cases summarizing, in
other cases annotatimghole sectionsas in the plagiarism studies.
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Glossary and some key people

*6d acronyms ar e jemargwidelgusetl. her e.
AGW Anthropogenic Global Warming

AR4 IPCC 4" Assessment Report

ASA American Statistical Association co
CEl Competitive Enterprise Institute (think tarone of TT)

CHC Cool er Heads Coalition, front,
*CO Congressional allies of T Tncluding some unknown

CSDA Computational Statistics and Data Analysis

*DC Deep Climate, Canadian blogger (and not this author!)

E&E Energy and Environment, social sciences journal, low repute
FAR IPCC First Assessment Rep

GHG Greenhouse Gases, i.e., £GH;,;, H,O vapor, etc

GMI George C. Marshall Institute (think tank)

GMU George Mason University

*ID IDentical text, spelled exactly, in order (cyan regular)

IFNA Interface Foundation of North America, A.6.2.

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change WP
LIA Little Ice Age

MBH Michael Mann, Raymond Bradley, Malcom Hughes

MBH98, MBH99 WR codes for key MBH papers

MM  or M&M Steven Mcintyre and Ross McKitrickllies of TT, CO
MMO03, MM05a, MM05b  WR codes for keyIM papers

* Mcl05, McK05, MM05x, MM06  codes added here for disambiguation

MWP Medieval Warm Period

NAS National Academy of Sciences, one of Academies over Nk MM
Nature One of two most prestigious general science journals

NH (SH)  Northern (SouthednHemisphere

NRC National Research Council, does research for government
NSWC Naval Surface Weapons Center, Dahlgren, VA

PCA Principal Component Analysis (mathematical technique)
PNAS Proceedings of the NASredible source

SAR IPCC Second Assessmdreport [IPC1995]

Science One of two most prestigious general science journals
SNA Social Network Analysisstudy of human networks

*SS Striking Similarity of text, i.e., usually called plagiarism
TAR IPCC Third Assessment Report [IPC2001]

*WP Wegman Rnel, mostly Wegman+Said, helpersyy little Scott
*WR Wegman Report (2006), also labeled [WEG2006]

WSJ Wall Street Journal Hditorial, rarely news)

*TT Thinktanks(especially Washington, DC), clogéth MM, CO

<
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Some key people, by group (Bold: visi ble for WR, regular: not)

ot (h dames Ighpfe (R-OK) is a US Senator.

Joseph Barton (R-TX) andEdward Whitfield
Representatives, as@iff Stearns  (R-FL).

(R-TN) are US

Peter Spencer(a Barton Congressional staffer) met with the WP, briefed
mat er i

them,sentthm fidaunting amount of
UManyPother Gtaffefs Ssudh Brk Paofttad migh? BenfdivedA.11.2

Jerry Coffey recruited Wegmd®AI2007]. He has expressed strong
di sdain for AGW (fiGor e
by Fred SingeandPat Michael§ COF2009]

Edward J. Wegman , GMU [WEG2005, WEG2010]
~~ David W. Scott , Rice University[SC0O2010], minimal roley.9
Yasmin H. Said , Johns Hopkins University (20e2006) then at GMU
An unknown 4 person, who leer dropped out [SAI2007, p.5]
Contributions were acknowledged frmther Wegman students
John T. Rigsby Ill , Naval Surface Weapons Center

1

T <

Denise M. Reeves or , MITRE
\_ Walid Sharabati finished his PhD in 2008. Unmentionediwe WR, he
contributel much ofresponse to Rep. Stupak [WEG2006¢c, SHA2006

Steven Mcintyre , retired mining consultant, Ontario, Canada
Ross McKitrick , economics, U of Guelph, Ontario, Canada

~Myron Ebell , CElI and Cooler Heads Coalition
Christopher Horner, CElI and Cooér Heads Coalition
Wi | I'i am ,GMK €EQ, exAmerican Petroleum Institute
Jeffrey Kueter, GMI President since 2001, following Jeffrey Salmon
Mark Herlong , GMI  Program Director
Fred Singer, SEPP (a oneperson thinktank)20-year ally of GVI
Pat Michaels, was U VA, now CATO, taught at GMU Summer 2010
Sallie Baliunas , HarvardSmithsonian Center for AstrophysicsMI
_Willie Soon , HarvardSmithsonian Center for Astrophysj¢sMi
Many othersarepossible

| apologize for the denssbbrevations but spelling out MM and WR alone
adds 50 pages. | tried to minimiabbreviationsbut it was not easy.

g | odecbooksva r mi
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Color codes

This reportis anattemptto make sense of multiple sources, including the
WR itself, [BAR206, BAR2006a, WEG2006¢, SAI2007t has been a
long classification exercist createattributesto summarize the mass of
detail Various codes were creatied the WR BibliographyAs |

annotated text of the WR and testimphgoticed common featuse Some
were weltknown climate antscienceMemes(bad argumenjswhose

Memes and Themes

Memenn Catalogectlimate antiscience
meme, found iMMO5x,
W.8.9. Manyfit mission #1.
Meme found irMMO5Xx, bu
not in the catalog, so given a
letter code hereMany of theg
support mission #2.

Meme?

Memenn Meme from a standard catalog,
but not obvious iMMO5x.

Red ones are clear, some
orangemight belong in red.
Some might be marginal. For
example, Mem®8 is listed
because it seems the only
reason foB3 (uncited) popular

press globatooling articles.

Theme? Theme, a googracticefrom
science ignored often enough

in the WR tobe named

Thelndexshows~130page instance®f 24
differentMemes and another ~180 14
differentThemes, but any page might have
multiple instances, shown onc&omemay be
subjective, moreasilymay have been missed
Somearefound elsewhere, not in the WR.

V1.0 09/26/10

prevalence originally surprised mRepeatedlygnored sandard practices

that red

Referencesand Page tally §2.7

Strong carrier of the red memegyrk by
MM or direct support for them.

See also LinkM , Link-m on next page.

Miscellaneous climate arndcience,
sometimes irrelevant, often not cited
occasionallyproblematicscience paper

Generally reaonable science, but
irrelevant,uncited or weakly cited,
seemingly as bibliographyaddingor
credibility-enhancement.

Mainstreanrelevantscience, either being
attacked, or perhapserry-picked,or
being citedthenignored This category
might have been splitirther, but this was
alreadycomplexenough.

got tagged as Theme&nly just before completion did it occur that 4
unifying color cods could be usetb organize thisreducing the need to
look at the more complex code combinatised forthe underlying
analysis. Most readers can ignore the detailed codes and just recognize
is usually a problem If they want to go deeper, they caee
the specific code and check its origination and usage.

People, Organizations

Wegman Said Coffey, or others who
stronglyinvolved in making the WR
happen, not just in writing it.

Involved, but not so clearly, likRigsby,
who clearly did the lowevel SNA
analysis, but may or may not have
understood the larger context.

Likely not really involved, but
inappropriatelyportrayedas moresa,
presumablyjotral e on cr edi
names such asScottas 29 author, or

somec ommenters | abel

orevenicontri butor s.

Mainstream climate scientists, often
attacked or who may well argue among
themselves, but then get chepigkedto
overemphasize doubts.

0
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Memes and Themes

The WR repeats many welhtaloged climate arsicience Memes. They
may be direcy} stated in the WR, quotmined,amplified or indirectly
supprted via uncited, irrelevant references acting as rasamngers.

V1.0 09/26/10

Jones (AClIimategate, 0 per-pesgns ARA4
efforts to individials is effective in personifying results, yielding easier
targets compared to larger organizations. All have beegatedly

called criminals, attacked in OpEds and been threatened with violence.

Such Memes may not be obvious to the reader unfamiliar with climate anti

science, but experienced watchers see them oRatit is strange to find
them pervading amdepexpemnt 0
especially from statisticians with no obvious experience doing such.

Skeptical Science offers a convenient numbered list of climatseiatice
arguments. Each has a short description linked to a genetignce
descripton and debunking. Peesviewed literature is cited as backup.
www.skepticalscience.com/fixednum.php

Thesubseused herés listed on the second followingage The WR uses

someothess enoughd assign Meme letters, most of these appear in some
or

form in MMOS5KX, Mc KO 5, GMI 2005,
Memea IPCC results depend mainly on 1999 hockey stick

Sen. Inhofe was saying this by 02/10/05 [@B05 p.10]

Memeb Paleoclimatepeer review is poor, due to social network
Mclntyre has history of promoting Memdsand -c in his blog,but
the ideas may have started with Michasi$sM| [GMI2003, p.10]:

fiQuestion Pat Mi chael s, University
really uncoveringhere is a larger and pervasive problem in science,
which is thepeerreview process seems to be missing important and
obvious issuegerhaps failing because of the sociology of global
war ming science. 0
MM were thus
AGroupthinko

di scussi on

Memec No independent verification, since some data shared
This ore claims data same, MMO5x, p.3¥.8.9.

Memed | tb6s a few bad scientists
Attacks often focus on a few, or mainly one scientist at a tihaegets

have been Ben Santer (IPCC SAR), Michael Mann (TAR), and Phil

oljpocti ¢v®C Chinyyaddddngo far e

of

icoachedo ahdgingere a |
appears
for GMI. These sources are referenced (vaguely) in WR, not cited.

Memee Confounding factors everywhere

al ways 1 mpedi mei
stay alertA.8.When experts identify such factors and explain methods

of dealing with them in numerous papers, amateurs add no value by

| abeling anything they do <.0G Thids
may impress people unfamiliar with the field, but not experts. Bradley
(1999) spends hundreds of pages to deal with such issues, but the WR
inserts extra fAiconfoundingod sever

Memef Faux fight betweenstatisticians and climate scientists
a Pomearts ,tht;e WR and follgmsny0ssj , \WEGA006€, SHA2006,
WEG2007, SAIZ008 almost seem attempts to create fights between
statistics and climate science establishments. Climate scientists and
statisticians have often had fruitful collaborations and interchanges,
especially when the former know to ask for help and the latter take time
to learn enough scienca.4.

Memeg Generalproblem applies to all specific cases
v Canfgundingfactors, mgspg; datr, dajaesrers, Pehecgntesing,
suboptimal statistical methods and poor pestew are all real
problems, but may or may not apply in any given case. Labeling
unfamiliar specifics as instances of familiar general problems is
effective in raisingloubts, except with experts who know betfed.
e X ppad talks or bapdfssseeMin@waiyaugdierices.
May 2005, in McKO5 then MMOS5X
Memeh We b6re statisticians, only aske
This sometimes appears, seemingly to avoid other discussions, as of
basic science or all the later papers, especially in testimony.

Memej Large uncertainty means almost nothing is known
This is a more general form of Merse, specifically added foA.12,
McShane, Wyner (2010), although its antecedents may lie in
Mcl nt yr e 6s demgragevesyméanimgfulprod o
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Here, aThemds an important, generally accepted scientific idea
practice often ignored by the WRany seem to be specific kinds of
ACul pabl e 1 gn o rNa asagenéral catchalBenidr h e me
researchers should either know these or know to ask experts.

Unlike the numbered Memeshe Themeand letteredViemes emerged

from study of the WR Of related pairs (MemB6 ,ThemeG ), the

former might be repeated from lack of knowledge, but the latter requires
i gnoring citations and the WROS

Science

A 1 Avoid outdated sources
Scholars prefer wekstablished, but relatively recent credible sources
over substantially older ones, especially those superceded by their own
authors or repeatedly refuted in peeviewed literature.

Physics

B 1 Energy is conserved on Earth, as elsewhere
If more energyarrives at the Earth than is radiatédyarms, sooner or
later. In the short term, the oceans absorb most of the extra heat
content, but it returns sooner or later. This is sophomore physics.

C 1 The Greenhouse Effect is real, wellinderstood
G H G 6bsorbanfrared, and slow down outgoing radiation. That is also
sophomore physics, from basic quantum mechanics.

Climate Science

E 1 Ocean oscillations are not forcings
Ocean oscillations can strongly affect surface temperatures, but they
mostly moveenregy around, rather than
energy balance.

11
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F 1 Geography matters to surface temperature variability
Northern Hemisphere, NH extratropics and global temperatures are not
identical. Land temperature varies more than oceahse.WR often
confuses theseastingdoubt on resulting conclusions.

G 1 The Medieval Warm Period varied spatially, temporally

For years, most credible pemviewed papers hawaidthis. The WR

cites, even Summarizes such papers, but theusiegllygets lost.
Summari es.

H 1 Late 20"-century warming is unusual, anthropogenic
This follows from ThemeéB , ThemeC . Neither WR nor Wegman
testimony ever admitted thid,2, and it was effectively edited out or
weakened in Summariéd/.8. | t i s not rrelationdstnot WR O s
causati onW3dcomment ,

Statistics

J T Confidence intervals matter in real science
Much science is presented with confidence intervals (bands), not just
simple points (lines). Lines can

K 1 Big errors matter, small ones do not. Know which they are
Statistics normally uses various techniques to discover the sensitivity of
conclusions to erroneous results or specific pieces of data.

Sociology

M T Social networks are human, coauthorship has long lea studied
Computer netrorks are not generally social nhetworks. Coauthorship
studies are not new, but lolegtablished, contrary to seveaakertions.

changing the Earthos

N 7 Culpable ignorance, miscellaneous
This covers anything else where one might plausibly éxpeaonriter
or speaker to know better, ranging from reasonably arguable to a
synonym for Alie. o | n ssamementohhses,
fact is clear, but one cannot prove that someone knew or remembered.
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Reference page for Memes, Themes, other codes Codes

Many Memes(arguments)were recognizablefrom past experience Issues, W1l.2elsewhere _
www.skepticalscience.com/fixednum.phplus my ah. <eorE> Error (minorarguableor major)

MemeOl Altods the sundo [sun] <cor C> Change_of meanin@minor or major) _

Meme02 ACl i mateds @ hcahnagnegde [bdef or e Many rr_ught also t_)dzssueF , but are notategorized
Meme03 fAThere is no consensuso [consenYPeE Bias (minor or major), preMM, ant:MBH.

Meme0O5 fAModels are unreliableod [model ] <bB> is al_so used ilV.8.2 as in selection of source
MemeO8 filce age predicted in the 70so NY3nylgsyesajeombination, suchasee or <€B>. _
Memell ACO2 |l ags temperatured [co2l ag] hlsapplle§ most often to Summaries, where changes are really obvious,
Memel8 fHockey stick is brokeno [hock elgp! the cpdlngs use_ful eIsewhereFo_rA.lZ, thefollowing were added,
Meme-20 AltosHelartbalns| and Effecto [uhi] but not widelyretrofitted to the WRgiven the prevalencaef some.

Meme2l fAltoés just a natural cycleo [ cyleSUeP Clear plagiarism o _

Meme24 fAWater vapor is the most power f@U [ vapaginal pessibleplagiarism not counted in totals
Meme32 fAWedre coming out of the Littl eSSU&Fe Aag Igar_?alg,rlp_a(glq)_ncvgqng suce or misrepresentation
Meme36 fTh@&s eno empirical evidenceo [ eaHelr i ca Ppssitefabricaton ~of ten fAdid they r
Meme56 iMedi eval Warm Period was war mer o [ MWP] ) ] ]
Meme64 Altés aerosol so [aerosol s] References are coded |_kN.8, used to decide color codes on previous page:
Memel07 ATree rings diverge from temperRf:{UeReferepcecited 9g0o [diverge]

Memea IPCC results depend mainly on 1999 hockey sfipkc=hs] Clearly Referenced, clearly Unreferenced

Memeb Paleoclimate peer review is poor, social netwdblesipeer] 9, G, G, G Credibility if not peewreviewed source

Memec No independent verification, since some data shémeendy] Grey (popular pressh Beyond grey(fringe)

Memed It s o n@radew)ijopastientst] S, s, n, N Relevant relevance or lack _thereof

Memee Confounding factors everywhefeonfound] Should have_ been Summarlzég clearly Not relevant

Meme-f Faux fight between statisticians and climate scienfistsx] X Referenced ifNRC2006] plausible source. Some references
Memeg General problem applies to all specific caggeneralspecific] may have originated there or frd#iiM+TT or Spencer

Memeh Wedre statisticians, only asked to |l ook at statistics, MBH99 ]
Memej Large uncertainty means alma®thing is known Link - Link to likely sources, W.8, sometimes added elsewhere as hint to

Theme? WR often ignoresthese good ideas.

Science
Physics

Climate
Science
Statistics

Sociology
Other

A

B
C
E
F
G
H
J

K
M
N

T Avoid outdated sources.

i Energy is conserved on Earth, as elsewhere

T The Greenhouse Effect is real, waliderstood.

i Ocean oscillations are not fiings

I Geography matters mrface temperature variability

I The Medieval Warm Period varied spatially, temporally

i Late 2d"-century warming is unusual, anthropogenic

i Confidence intervals matter in real science

i Big errors matter, small ones do not. Know which they are.
i Social networks are human, coauthorship long been studied
- Culpable ignorance, miscellaneous

12

possible origingspecially folideas lacking citations.

M (21) Likely sourced fromMM+TT or indirectly viaSpencer These
areMM favorites given unusual emphasis in WR or references
unlikely to be used in normal scholarship. Some are very grey, such
as(vaguely referenced, but clearly influential) McK05, MMO5

m (31) Referenced bWMM, clearly known to them, but might easily
have been found through normal research.

W Not used for the WR and related efforts, but in analysis of later papers
that cite them as credible resource, sucfiM&3S2010] Memeb
indicates aed Meme sourced through the Wihese do not appear in
themain Index, asA.12 has its owrlocal Index.

e
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1 Backgrou nd CHANGES IN TEMPERATURE, SEA LEVEL AND NORTHERN HEMISPHERE Snow COVER

81 gives background on the attack on the hockey stick, as context for the B T A P e T

WR. Those familiar with the topic can easily skifgt 0.5 From: - g4

i Difference from SPM.3, p.6 a8 4
1.1  Attack on the hockey stick i Global 3
Anti-science strategies for bypassing science and causing confusion are o[ 5 19611990 averace & P 0 o =
well-known [MAS201Q. The newlypublished book by Oreskes and - r - N I ]
Conway[ORE2010]details the 2g/ear history of climate anficience, 3
especially from th George C. Marshall Institu(&Ml), also a key —os5L Jias

organization that helped recruit, coach and proriviite well before
Wegmanwasinvolved Attacks on the hockestick were under way in
2002, and the attacks were progressively refined through 2005, clearly
articulated in the key MMO5x reference.

One might start with thBPC2007]SPM (Summary for Policy Makers), 18

pages long, from which next few charts are taken:

www.ipcc.ch/pdfassessmeneport/ard/wgl/ardvgl-spm.pdf

Almost without exception, sciersocieties have dearposition onAGW:

A. The Earth has been warmitgith jiggles) for a century or more.

B. Recently, most warming is caused by huryeanerated GHGs.

C. Warming will continue, severity strongly influenced by human choice,
with mostly negative consequencbagd one®n current trends.

=100

=150

Difference from 1961=1990 (mm)
&
(=]

4

& - 3
E =
Measurements, graphs, trends, jiggles g ol §
The chart at right illustrates important idéeesd annotations added). T I 3
1. All graphs have yearly dafaircles), a smoothed trend ligielack), - -
and aruncertainty intervashown in blue. A widerlbe spread means =
scientists have less or less reliable data. L L ) .
2. All graphs have clear trends, up fa) and(b), down for(c). i8s0 1800 1850 2000
3. All have jiggles, because such trerate subject to various sources of e Year
noise No scientist expects straiglime trends, especially since yearly o _
noise(El Ninos, huge volcanoes) can exceed yearly trends, enough to ~ Scientists continually argue about
need ~1820 years to be very sure of trends. Priypeomputed 15 1 best estimates for each year
year negtive trends have not been seen for decades. El Ninos can {I size and nature of the jiggles,
jiggle surface temperature strongly for a year or two, but are not in 9 size of the uncertainties.
themselves longerm forcings. Some other ocean oscillations operate ~ These sorts of arguments happen across science in analogous ways. People
over longer periods. unfamiliar with a field may misinterpret some such arguments as

fundamental disagreements loasics, but they are not, as is clear from
studyingreferences found in the WRot just copying text from them.
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1.2 Trends z natural and human factors overall albedo, i.efraction of energy reflected into space without
From [[IPC2007 p.13] a right areNH temperatures relative to average creating heat. Ice and snow reflemdre tharoceans.
temperature in 1980999, not immeditely comparable to the previous 1 Biological, chemical and physical processes

chart(global relative to 1961990), but representative. Black is historical, f§ Human choi ces
with gray uncertainty range. The others show projections with their

uncertainty ranges for different levels of future GHG emissions chosen by
humans. None of these predict exact tracks, due to natural variability 6.0
(noise). Early draftgIPC2006]were availablg¢o the WP

A1B .
B1 fossil fuels, land use, etc

Year 2000 Constant } Not at all |ike|y_ —
Concentrations

20th century = )
4.[] rom:

AR4 WG |
SPM.6, p.13

5.0
Basic physics by paper-and-pencil

Sunlight is absorbed by the Earth. Some ismétted as heat radiation.
GHGs(CO,, CH,;, N,O, water vapor) absorb such radiation and transfer
energy to nearby molecules. Some energy-esmidted Earthward, a good
thing as temperatures would be uncomfortably lower otherwise. In 1896,
Svante Arrhenius roughly calculated the warming expefctaa doubling
pre-industrial atmospheric COHe was a little high, near the edge of
current uncertainty ranges, nt far off, not bad for 1896SeeSpencer
Weart 6s ex ¢cThdmeB nThembG st or y
www.aip.org/history/climate/co2.htm

|
— AR P :
Human emissions choices, L

3.0 —

2.0 — .
7] Difference fromNH

n Average 19801999
1.0 —

Global surface warming (°C)

Computer models help reduce uncertainty limits and improve 0.0
regional projections, but the basics are fairly straightforward. ]
Energy is neither created nor destroyed . GH®s smission in the
regions of the spectrum where GHGs absorb thermadtiad. As GHG -1.0 —
concentrationsise, the surface warm® maintain balance between
incoming solar radiatioand thermal radiation to spacklost incoming 1900 2000 2100
solar energy is first absaetl in the oceans, measured as Ocean Heat Vear

Content, which is increasing. Ocean oscillations cause more or less heat 10 1ure natural temperatures simply not depend on the temperature in

be returned to the atmosphere, so El Nino years cause warmer 1000AD or on our knowing anything about Wegmaneven said this in
atmospheres. Still, energy is always conserved. Unlike some areas of testimonyA.3. Howe v e r better understandi

statigics or economics, physics has strong conservation laws, which are not,, .- ity helps researchers calibrate climate oaeliich is wh

mere correlations. Earthos ener gré(seatl)R:I’%/eTaré)db fiefcelyPolef the shaBed jigi tﬂegsﬁaft.ci;“béoﬁlé( Iy
without reasons, called forcings, such as changes in solar irradiance, somehowgota full set modermgrade temperature measurements from
GHGs, aerosols. E am butrodesr slawly.b it a | Clgo%ﬂb%ﬁv%rd,rﬂtﬁrﬁnb Would chanfge the future except owability to

Past and future fTorecast It bgttterl_ . o : th
The Earthodés future temperature tra quncg/fainty lim Sé’”eé‘%”?'sé'?”%%c.%ae“%r?%? ent huge

1 The current state of the Earth, especially total energy content, glacier g' erences.ofmpac S and cos{sso narrowinghose limitshelps inform
: uan ch0|ce]s o
masses, vegetation coverage and o er actors that affect Earthoés
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1.3 Hockey sticks in the IPCC
At right is a sequence of IPCC charts, most availabfimal form to he 1. 1990
WP, except the last, whichas available in Draft formivV.4.4.

1.[IPC1990, FAR] Figure 7.1.c

This was a sketch, derived from work decades before. The IPCC knew
they did not yet know very much. The WiRomoteghis heavilyW.4.2.
scienceblogs.com/stoat/2010/06/ipcc_1990 fig 71c_again.php
pubs.giss.nasa.gov/docs/2009/2009 Jones_etal Amoindix A,p.36.

2. [IPC1995, SAR p.175]Figure 3.20. 2 1995 g oot
This used a few early studies, lacking uncertainty limits. They knew they £ 02} .
knew little prel 4 0 O , but the curve fits t AROGSsS grey zog g

stick was already starting &ppearand the chart above was gone in 1992,
andyrussell.wordpress.com/2010/06/15toekeystick-evolution
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3A.[IPC2001, TAR , p.134]Figure 2.21 The main report is 800 pages.
MBH99 is the black line, especially known for ficsomputing(grey) 3A. 2001
uncertainty limits, correctly larger pfel00AD, given less good data. Red
and green lines represent other stu(fies p a g hTeheéytmostly)agree
with MBH99 as they mostly lie within the grey. They sometimes disagre
mostly in thedepth of the LIA, for which plausible reasons have been
given, often in WRcited papersThemeF , ThemelJ ..

Norhem Hemisghere ancrraly ()

—— lgstrumontal dets (D 1ok to 1000)
Structiol

n (AD 1000 to 1980)
Reconstruction (40 yoar = fnoothod )

3B. [IPC2001, TARITS Figure 5 p.290or SPM Figure 1 p.3.
This is thefamoushockey stick, simplified from 3Aespecially for use in
the 18page Summary for PolieMakers(SPM).

|

3B. 2001

Norther Hemisphere anomaly C)
Telaive lo 195110 1990

4. [IPC2007, AR4,p.467 Figure 6.10
Most of this chartdés papers wer el 5997 i st
in the WR, and a Draft was already availdtieC2006] | have overlaidt ' :
with the grey uncertainty limits from 3A. Studies tended to be near or omiro0m : sszoos Biiomziw B:,,Hm
below MBH99, especially during the LIA. If one prefers the others, they e v ~

would lessen the MWP and make"aentury warming look even stronger,
W.4.4. Some of these lines coverfdifent geographies, and cunasuld

differ. This chart sequence shows normal progression in sciédidhis g Va : :
work is concerned with reconstru i " the
hockey st i c®deriveddrom moteen mgasuremnenes. L L e 4 -

= 800 1000 1200 1460 1600 1800 E 2000
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1.4 Why do people care about the shaft?

Understanding gained from studies is shown first, split into 3 main eras,
showing important elements of science for each. Biology, chemistry and
physics inform understandirigr all eras. Models and data are continually
usal to crosscheck eaclother, scscientists care about the past. A
straighter hockey shaft implies higher climate stability, whereas stronger
jiggles indicate higher sensitivity to GGhanges, less stability and higher
chance of more extreme (bad) resul®ddly, those who attack the MBH
hockey stick for its straightness, ought to like it, as it argues for lower CO
sensitivity than inferred bgurves withstronger variations.

But of course, the attackers do not likeAt possible rationale for the

attack is shown in sketches at right, roughly combining earlier charts.
Suppose fraevgouildatdO fE)ati salo n ecboss tgsooa | ,
9 Strong interest in using or especially selling fossil fuels

9 Ideological opposition to government regulatioranything

1 Any of themanyother reasons in [MAS2010, Figure 2.6].

It is not easy to attack the modern temperature rg@td t h e
although some try. It is really difficult to attack basic physjosd
enough for approximate answeatthough some trthat as well. The shaft

(A) of the hockey stickeaally does not matter to poli@and the blad€B) of

the stick is solid. Model€C) that predict temperatures as function of
emissions choices are already good enough, getting better and are mostly
neededor regional understanding and more accurate forecasts.

A8i ence bypasso is based not on doi
public, a welthoned tactic developed especially for the tobacco industry
[MAS2010, 81] Arguments over statistical minae raise doubts and

confusion in the general public. It works well to invoke arguments

accessible only to expertsideas are often packaged as -@gience

Memes repeated endlessly although long ago debunked. Many seem to
attack(A or B) or(D) on cedibility of climate science or the IPCC, but the

real goal always seems the avoidance or at least delay of inconvenient
action(E)y)(df mi t i gation) in
thatsomeone else adaptater or elsewhere.

% Of people who are sure that MBH99 is a fraud due to decentered Principal
Component Analysi§PCA), what fraction had even heard of PCA before?
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Our best science says this

butif more people accepteg

they might ac{E) to change C

But some have clear goal:

avoid any restriction COother GHGs.
Relatively few would otherwise care
about fights over treangs. XXX fix

4.0

?E

30

'_2.0 v

from:

Act

— A B C
PaleoclimateProxies Modern: Date  Future: Models
D: Climate science, |IPCC

1) Avoid acceptance of E i
1a) Attack models
1b) Attack IPCC credibility e
2) B increasingly hard target, but is hockey bIa{ d n
3) Attack(~~irrelevant to C)  hockey shf)
3a) Attack statistics of 1999 about A
3b) Confision rubs off on B S A
3c) and on credibility ofD) climatescience and -+
IPCCé Good strategy! It works! ‘ :10
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1.5 Evidence versus presentation AGW (Anthropogenic Global Warming): It is warming, we are doing it, it will keep warm

The development obciencecan be compareit the construction of a

Great Wal[MAS2008a] Scientists add new bricks to the wall via

research publications. Some bricks get kicked away quickly, problems are

found later with others, but evtime, the Wall of Science builds on

masses of interconnected evidenés. much as some would prefdnet

Wall does not suddenly collapse because old bricks are found imperfect,

especially amidst accurtated cement and steel rebars.

The Great Wall oScience

The Economigts oMadf2 010 AThe clouds of unkldowiln Hs e a
similar comparison: fAjig&aw puzzl edortrefFistus—Rhrotsre f &S
www.economist.com/node/157192ggaywall)
At right are two whimsical sketches. The firstgitrates the Wall analogy. aaN
The main report of [IPC2001, WG 1] is 800 pages long. The vafiuats Z;q
just MBH) reconstructions of the last 1000 years are covered in about % Memeb
pages of the 800 of the fukport, pp.13€L.36, shown as the 7 grayed e Y Memec
bricks in the 40x20 wall. Suppose two bricks at bottom represent MBH N )
work, and the bottom brick the complaintsf against the MBH98/99 9
hockey stick although actually it should be a tiny fraction of a brick.
o\ Science
The antiscienceview (Memeb ) treat the hockey stick as a key pillar of Two views of the hockeytigk

AGW, here represented as the elephant precariously balanced atop perfect

correctness of the hockey stick in one old pgpBH99, as perinhofe \

[MAS2010]. Focusing primarily on Maris an example dlemed . Anti-
Science

Other researchers have found essentially similar results to MBH99, within

the uncertainty range. A reasonable person might have said in 2005:

AMBH99 is 7 years old, many others have o0b

methods and combinations of ddhat fit within uncertainty. If there are

errors, do they make a difference or not?

Memeb , Memec are cartooned as the red cloud covering the lower Memea
left corner of the Wall. Although the WP aiaed narrow focus on MBH

vs-MM, it spent many pages on a strange trip mimansocial

networking, a topic in which the WP seemed to have little prior experience

W.2.3, W.5 Memeb appears iw.8 (WR summary of MMO5aand

seems especially derived frqomcited)MMO5x, W.8.9. Memec isa

related, but subtly different attack on data independeacdikely

derived fromMMO5x or Mcintyred s w eAb5s8j W.59 All this

combines missions #1 and #2.
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This small version ofV.11.4chartillustrates the overall pattern ofan
(yellow+white), and thebig difference between Mann aiiM. Mann
(left) was treated cursorilyMM (right) far less so.Higher bars are worse.

0% SS (Striking Similarity @ % ID (Identical, Caind-paste)

2 Wegman report, from bottom to top

2.1 Important papers -bad summaries

DC6s wor k st arabaidlO papes of plagigrismh and athiern g
WR problemsW.2. W.11.8adds another 25 pages, dissected in the format
below. Skeptical readerare welcome to check all 35 pagbest | suspect

most will read no more than few befaitee repetitivestylegetstiring. |

had to do this to gathand summarize théata Most people needot.

110% Papers,Mann lead author
A

100%

d

90%

Papers,
Mclntyre & McKitrick

ii‘:_':[:;'

o 86%

1 —

o

Serious scholarship mighktart with key peereviewed papers, then follow
related citations, ideally with by field-knowledgeable experts, but the
WP did not consult climate scientisihemeN . The WR devotes 26
pages tisummariesfew relevant taViBH statistics Memeh . These
Summaries seem to exisbstlyas camaflage for the papers that matter,
those written by MMwhether cited or notMost paperd@ ¢ o n careu s i
ignored, even when Summarized.

(0]

The scholarship of these Summaries shows, not expertise, but its absence. This mixes plagiarisrwith Changes of meaning and Bias, akiv®.1.
About 50% of tle totaltext is identicalcyan belov). Addtrivial changes Biases strengtheMM , weaken most othergther likely WR plagiarism
(yellow) plusotherword movesor minorrephrasingdwhite regular font) cases seem more straightforward, with merely accidental eWc2s2,

for a total of 81%5trikng Similarity. Even allowing for differing W.2.3,W.5.7. This plagiarism stylestronglyresembles that iBaid s
summarization practices, thisis (not very competent)plagiarism. dissertationcut-andpaste with trivial changes that introduce silly errors,
W.11 gives sideby-side comparisons of WR Appendix C, of which the A.9. The consistent style hisat singleperson authorshigt would truly
examples below arteuly representative Widespreaderrors, Changes of oddfor 26 pageso bewritten by angne not credited as an author. It is not
meaningand Biasegump off the page, as cyan text quickly gets ignored. Scotsihseemmuiteunlikely to beWegman so theevidence fitsSaid

Wegmad s own testimony r ai(erangreatdiog bt s thad@Halies Ho'ndt everPstesny vl proofread Why bother?
of some ManHded paper®r even the Sumnnaes A.1.3.

WR, p.69, Paragraph 20verall the network includes 112 proxies, and edq— MBH98, p.779

serieshas

beenformattedinto annual mean anomalies relative to the
reference periodsed for this data, 1962980.
Certaintree-ring datasetfiave been represented

by asmallnumber of leading principal components.

The long instrumental records have

beenformedinto annual mean anomalies relative to 1962 80

reference period

Certaindensely sampled regionatadroclimaticdata sethave been represente
nthe-networlby asmaller number of leading principal componefits

P

WR, p.80, Paragraph 4
They also noté¢he limited due diligence of paleoclimate journal peer rexaed
thatit would have been prudent to lesheckedhe
MBH98 data and methods against original data befocepting the findings as
the mainendorsement of thietergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

1. <CB>. MBH98 as thanain endorsememif the IPCC?

This is a major Change of Meaning, pB&s, hence €B>.

<

1§

MM 05a, p.90
recognizingthe limited due diligece of paleoclimate journal peer review,
it would have been prudéfor someone to hawactuallychecked
MBH98 data and methods against original data befdopting MBH98 results
in the mainlPCC promotional graphics.
The Aresults in thlaéd maiaphli RGO pmr
The WR made an explicit change amidst ID text.
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2.2 Bibliography z padded and strange This Bibliography fitsa clear mission to ratiyMM anddisaedit climate
The 80 WR references, pp-59, are aalyzed inW.8, whose 3page sciene, although not executed very competenRgcalling that many
W.8.2 gives a dense listinty More detaileccommentsare giveron papers came vi@pencerpresumably originally selected by MM+TT,
somethatwereinteresting aneasily available~50 of 8QW.8.8, [SAI2007, p.9] says

iReviewed some 127 technimadle pagemstn
A plausible scenario, consistent with the evidence is:
1 First read the very greiM05x , apresentation and meetifigr GMI,
May 11, 2005, and perhaps McK@5m a week earlier. Thegprovide
manyMemesand strategies that appear in the W8mecontentcould

At most40 of the total 80 referensare evermentioned(citedY in
the text Someof theother 40 are cited in weak ways, incurring
doubt about careful or angeading. Normal scholarship frowns on

large numbers of uncited referenesé bi bl i ogr aphy pad djedGQviverediblepeerreview These are referencédaguely),
Google: academic ethics padding bibliography never cited Some effortis neededo find the original date arsponsor
. . . . of MMO05x (GMI), if not previouslyknown, and naconnection with
A few uncited references may be imnous, especially in a long paper, as GMI appearsnywhere in the WRWegmanwas contacted 09/01/05,
someone may deletecitation but forget to delete the reference. It is quite andthe WR oddly dateBIM05x as 09/0705, not the original 05/105.
reasonable to include M Ffnannotitedr Re a drhddngs tht ft wals Bng of héldhrly Peprbesh Spbncer .
bibliographies. But it is vergtranggor 50% of reference$o beuncited 1 Actually studythe 3MM reference¢MMO3, MMOS, MMO5b) |,

whoseSummarieshowthe leastutandpasteplagiarism Wegman
and the WRshow much more familiarity with these atigtir comments
on MBH, then with MBH papers themselves.

1 Follow Mcintyred €limate Auditblog, perhaps.

9 Read somécredible) paperdutwith minimal comprehension
Summarize somdut often ignoréheir clear conclusions

9 Add morepapers fobulk ard anillusion of scholarship, although
perhaps withoutvenstudying them.Oneirrelevant pair is mangled.

9 Padthe Bibliography withirrelevant climate antscienceMeme-carriers
like Anderson, et al (2008)ndthe bizarre Valentin€l987) ozone
reference .

This is often a plagiaristip-off in academe, as citations are removed to
make text look originabr people may include references not studied or
even gimmed in order tocreate a fagcade efkpertise.A few seem present
only tocoverusage inVR Figures 5.85.9,W.5.8, W.5.9.

In any case the WR has an odd mixture of referenCesdible papers are
referenced, even cited, but conclusitimst contradict the WR viewpoint
are ignoredr weakened Two credible, butrrelevantreferences are
mangled together into something nonexisteBaome are wrongly
categoried,othersmay be considered dubious sourclkny seem
irrelevant Some are OpEds by wethown climate antscience advocates.
Someseem to béncluded only to carry common climatatascience
Memes One is an economics working paper with 17 lines of MM views.
One is a 1987 fringéechnologyjournal article by a londime writer of
pseudoscience and conspiracy thedti#tscannot possibly be relevant.

Like the Summariesnostreferenceseemcamouflagdor thefew that
count those byMM, including the mfluential butuncited MMO5x. Many
arecompletely irrelevanto the supposed mission to study vs MBH.
Thisjust presenta scholarshigacade until one looks very closely

* Onrline readers may find it usefto print those 3 pages, to follow the WP If this seembarsh,see the 2hageanalyss inW.8.
references mentioned often. Not everyone knows these by heart. _ One would expect the Summaries and Biblioglraphy to be done by the same
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Citation fiMor e precisely, a cit ?)éréoﬂ, Phodt Iﬁ@l@a‘ﬂ L‘ﬁ(g ltP'Ié §uﬁ1f‘n§rite§,1 Bibliography does even

alphanumeric exgssion(e.g. [Newell84]) embedded in the body of an intellectual ce rsorilv proofrea
wor k that denotes an entry in the bib?l@&?ékﬁﬁ?gg'eferences section of the w
® Tom Valentine in MAGNETS, #52 iw.8.2, W.8.8. | was unable tdind that!
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2.3 Literature review
The entire text of WR pp.237 is shown inW.3, with interspersed
commentary. Maniemes ThemesErrorsand Biases appear,
unsurprising, since it summarizeée errorladen WR Appendix C and
Bibliography. These include multiple misunderstandings of basic physics
andthe strong innuendo
iThe variianbgl eesarafhféesctcl|l i mate and
numerous and confounding. Making conclusive statements without specific
findings with regard to atmospheric forcings suggests a lack of scientific rigor
and possibly an agenda. o

<B>This combines dpable ignorance with an insinuation of wrongdqing
ThemeN , Memee .

In any case, ConclusioRecommendations and Executive Summary often
ignore the Literature review and the Summaries on which it is based. So
doeseme of Wegmanos ataghkncéhmoky like
normalscholarship, but is notlt is justanother part of the fagade.

2.4 Reconstruction z strange graphs
WR 84 implements#1 of the 2main missions for the WR: ratify the
statistical attack by MM, especially as seen in MMO5x.
WR, p.7:
ATo this
compl aints

staff asked

and

Commi ttee
Mcl ntyre

end,
of

The WR is written by statisticians supposedly to evaliHievs-MBH,
statistically. One would expect thi®/R 84 to provide that, but instead, it
reiterates whyiM must be right and MBH wrong, reproduces various
MM graphs andgtronglypromotes alistorted version of 4990 IPCC
graph discarded by 199%/.4.2. W.4.2-W4.4 collect various related

strange graphs and graphical contradictions in one place. The reader might

want to examine these. Statistical arguments are difficult to follow, but
graphs make strong impressions, and can easily be misleading.

Recomputing the BH-decentered PCA with proper centering is the
obvious taskas suggested by Cressie, amtependentlylone by Wahl,
Ammam (2006, whose following chart igdiscussed more W.8.4. The

PCA decentering only affects a small fraction of the data foraHg &me
period. They computed the red curve with that fixed, some data problems
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fixed, but also with correct selection procedures for the number of proxies.
If all that is jargon, do not worry.

Justlook & the following chart and compare the (réidg, donein 2006,

with the original (grey) version dome 1998.

This wholefussis about the difference between gy and red. Of

course they differ slightly, for good reason. Does this matter?

1.0

— MBHYE

a —_ WA
— Instrumental: Caliby ation
o= instrumental: Verification Meon

Wahl, Ammann (2006)

w— nstrumentol: Latest CRU

‘1 .0 Ll l L) l ) ‘ L) l L) l A
1400 1500 1600 1700 1800 1900

T or aavlil ce as tne vallalrty

2000 *

1o or the

Me Ka t 1 ckrpl Wi boedrdbfdo thiz'Meké Them&P bt topiSsifscusstd

in some detail iIfWEG2006¢, pp.1€45]. Theycite Wah| Ammann
(2006) only in a footnote, to discredit it. Later, in response to Rep. Stupak,
we find:

[WEG2006¢, p.11]:
fAns: The Wahl and Ammann paper cato our attention relatively late aur
deliberations, but was considered by us. Some immediate thoughtsives
Wahl and Ammann was that Dr. Mann lists himself as a Rlo2dvisoito
Dr. Ammann on his resume. As | testified in the second hedhegyork of
Dr. Ammann can hardly be thought to be an unbiasgejpendent repod.

That simply does not address the statistics issues claimed to be the purpose
of the WR. As shownthe Pagetally §2.7, the WR actually provides zero
usefulnewstatistical aalysisof the hockey stickfor which peerreviewed
articleswere promised in 200@\.1.3. They have yet to appear.
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2.5 Social Network Analysis p er s on &ss limitedttoxcoauthorshipThe network of Manifl year

One of the strangest parts of the \&tRifollow-on activitieswas the postPhD at time of MBH99) waslaimedmore likely to be subject to

excursion into Social Network AnalygiSNA), awell-established abuse than that &egman awell-networked senior researchehey

discipline in which the WP had done little previous research. made strongclaims unsupported by the data, with poor references. It was
sent to a noASNA journal,Computational Statistics and Data Analysis

All this seems aimed to suppdtemeb , not merely to attack the hockey ard accepted in 6 daysnrevisedcompaed to a200-day average

stick, but to discredit paleoclimate in genef@il,.6. WR 85 implements Possibly, this wakyeanenlreas ah advigor akeé g ma r

the mission #2to complementWR 84. Wegman insisted on its S a i rdléas an Associate Editat the time, 2 years peBhD.

inclusion, despiteurgings to the contrary, A.11.2, slide 19.

WR, p.7: E | s e wsister pounalSocial Networksvould havebeen far appropriate

fiwe will also comment on whether issues raised by those criticisms discussed butawkward Itseditorialgroup included several people who were authors
in Mcintyre and McKitrick (2005a, 2005b) raise broader questions concerning  of the plagiarized text®r colleagues of such authofven without the

the assessment of Mann et al. (1998, 1999}3” reviewand the IPC@ o plag|ar|sm, this paper would have been very un“kely to have gWen
WRS2.3 W.2.9) plagiarizes several textbooks, generally without Bias, Mere assciation is never evidence of guilt, but since thR Wlises this
although not withoubccasionaErrors Some of the same tei re-used issieA6st udi es a f subnets,iot Wt tgernaaatitoship
REZ2009]. W.3.2 shows the changes from one version to the next, strong, multidecadal networkttackingthat of reent PhDMann.

includingsometip-off errors: i s t adh oskwtaed (3timespost at es . 0

The fstatueso examish sidedffectofseexamiting | uxdsi §1e Gl $fthe WR

documentsSaid dissertatior]SAI2005] *was found to have 5 pages of W.1 describs thestraightforward introductian
plagiarizedethanoldiscussiondone in asimilar style,A.9.

W.2 describesnostly plagiarizedext identifiedby DC. W.2.1lintroduces

WRS5 (W.5) usesrelativdy unsophisticatedncompleteSNA to claim, serious Biases in plagiarizing Bradlgh999) on tree ringsw.2.2
with no evidence, that the paleoclimate coauthorshgwslikely peer strangely plagiarizes variossurces on PCA and statistics, wsthme
review problems there, in essence, goyHassociatiormasMannis labeled Errors Was PCA unfamiliar to the writer of this2V.9 is a
. 3 AV.
asplaying a centratole. straightforwardmathematical descriptionnlike anything else in the WR

apparently as it was the only part written3gott
Having been criticized for thisn 2007they published an analysis PP Y yP 0

contrasting the paleoclimate net wittegma® s ,  u s i idegthatéh e 0 ¢ 40 discusses somd the answerdo questions from RefBoehlert

7 . -
[RlsGl\?go_zl]had usedeNAlterm'QOI‘lygo analyrz]ehcomplﬁfzronoe;"‘;lorgs’ butthat i Then W.6 andW.7 analyzeFindings and Recommendations, much of
not SNA, just reuse of similar underlying graph theor}s ]had one which isthen reusedas shown inW.0, the Executive Summary, usually

reference to an SNA papef norelevance to coauthorship analysis. Hence, they . - X .
knew about SNA, but had not really done research there written last. Whenfaced with a 99page scieneseeming report, many

8 [SAI2005, SHA2008, REZ2004ll won departmental Outstanding Dissertation peope re_ad little more than the Executlve Summary, Findings and

Awards. Conclusions. Thoseustemphasiz&ey messagesndthey do

®Inastudyobne personédés group of coa tighor s Thenexpage conselidates alhthisinto onertabdee d have

centralityo This is no surpriseGood SNA research looks at larger networks, not

just those focused on one personbds coauthors. The WR actwually has a bit of
Figures 5.65.7, but the results do not support the claims.
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2.7 Page tally W.8.4. Plagiarism andeEcChB> issues are detailed elsewhere, as are
This section tallies the use of pages in the WR. About 60 WR pages ar overall flows from antecedent sourcesA.0. CAVEAT: page count is
spent on paleoclimate review / discussion and SNA topics in which the WP not pioportional to visual appearance here. Almost half the pages are
demonstrates little expertise. Another 11 pages are just acknowledged white, i.e., blue/greesourcesbut with red insertionsThisis ascience

copies from elsewhere. Appendix A is fine. Other pages listashor seemingacade for antscience message(), relying on statistics many
irrelevant referenceshow graphsaor ei t er at e MMO6s cr i tpeopleamnot mifow, B &hkmon techregor doubtcreation
Wh a imissingis serious peereview-quality statistical analysis of MBH, WR 84 and 85 implementmissions #1 and #2
4 Key takeaway messages:
= ole 2 8 ;
. _ . 3 " o £ X|s 8 4 --Errors, Changes, Biases
Page Tally by Topic and Attributes % E 2 = 8 8 & -% <l o O m pervade the WR
Wegman Report Sections WR o E 5 pe 2 8 = 2 < S|l = 2|4 5 A --Many pages are red, and
Details in Appendix W.# here Pages £3 ==| § £ & 2 £ z £l & 3le © o white boxes include red
(0.) Exec background 2 B B 2 Legend
(0.) Exec Global Climate 2-3 1 1 Generaltext
(0) PCA, CFR, CPS 3-4 2 Paleclimate
(0) Findings 4-5 1 9 Math Desciption
(0) Recommendations 6 1 (not doing math)
1. Introduction & 7 MM replication
Copy of Barton/Whitfield 8-9 2.0 1 or related charts
2.1 Paleo background 10 2 1 1 Statistics
Tables from Bradley & 11-12 20 3 1 Relevant statistical
Text from Bradley (tree rings) * 13-14 1.5 1 1 1 analysis of MBH that
Text from Bradley (ice, coral) & 14-15 1.0 might pass peer review
2.2 Background on PCA*& 15-17 2.5 1 1 SNA- Socal Network Analysis
2.3 Background on SNA*& 17-22 5.5 55 1 1 Findngs,Re@mmendations
3. Literature review, from App. C. + 23-27 7 7 16 Plagiarism
4. Reconstruction, PC Methods 28 0.5 1 1 Pages with substantiSIiS
" " " 28-29 3 Copy, Ackowledgel
Replicate MM graphs 30-33 3.0 Pages mostly just copied,
Copy/modify IPC1990 34 1. 1 Ack'd, so not plagiarism.
Make noisy IPC1990s @ 35-37 Not new work, does add bulk
5. SNA 38-45 . 1 <eE>, <cC>, <bi¥sues
Page counts done to .5 page,
5.8 Figure 46 1.0 1 1 as full, for simplicity.
5.9 Figure 47 194 3 3 3 *See [DEE2010j], the "1"s just
6. Findings 48-50 5 11 note presence, not counts.
7. Recommendations 51-52 1 4 @This isn't Statistics, but might
(8 )Bibliography + 53-59 8 30| not be exactly MM, either.
Appendix title page & 60 Graph likely came from MM.
(9) App. A, PCA math & 61-63 # Counts only
(10) App. B. Boehner 64-66 1.9 3 7 unSummarized references
(11) App C. Summaries + 67-92 25.0 33 24 37 + White = mix of blue/green
Total pages/pages per topic 91 91.0 75 46.0 7.5 9.0 0.0 135 7.9/355 11.q 76 3912 with red/orange insertions
% pages per topic 8% 51% 8% 10% 0% 15% 8% 39% 129 & Grey: neutral, straightforward
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At this point, discussion shifts to related topics not directly corresponding
to WR sections, but based on the previous analysis.

2.8 Comments, but hardly reviews

Its review did not resembleRC procedurén the slightest, covered in
detail,A.1. The WP sent it to a few people, all wkiilown to Wegman,
some then quite close, some not.
somedissentedbut were ignoredSome commenters were clearly mis

V1.0 09/26/10

The one talk given to an expert audience in 2007, was notegslived,
A.4. it wasinappropriateperhaps sometimegatuitouslyoffensive to
experts, whom Wegman late seempéghsedo have irritated.lt even
fiborrowedo 3 slides from Mann,
context, in fact, essentially reversing the original sense of his talk.

Irgeofane 204ja longrannifigesmall stadisfics 6onferendedsarganized t
by SaidandWegman A.6.4. Seemingly athe last minute, they created

used and surprised t o Hacltrhedodig Heepdr, A r &vo new sessioss fil@d mostly with professional climate-seignce
advocates like Fre8inger JeffKueter(GMI), and Don( ii mmi nent g
cool i ngd) Itdeans unkkelbthisovaskhe first contact between

I would not be surprised to find mgreut enough evidencdreadyexists
to show a serious problem, includirepeated effortto present the Wik
Congresss being like an NRC effort

them,83.3 Sadgave a talk on ACI i mateg
AThe | ack of transparency by some

us e

| e

at e.
cl i

Wegmands testimony i s somabouithises c o nthepesrgeyiewprpcess ang thewigingriess to ¢estrgy data rather than share it

Promises were made of forthcoming pesriewed workA.1.3, none of
which seem tchave happened, except the problematical [SAI20085.6.

As an example of the lorgrm persistere of WR credibility and
misinformation, climate scientist Judith Curry writes, 04/25/10 in:
www.collide-a-scape.com/2010/04/23famconvenient
provocateu#commemn3198

been commissioned by a Committee of the US Housepfesentatives, peer
reviewed in exactly the same way as NRC 2006 ,vealread into the House
recordonl17Jyl 2006 . 0

It wasindirectly commissioned bBartonWhitfield throughCoffey.

2.9 Moving on, or not
[BAR20063, p.134 Wegmansays.

with researchers of a different perspective alledismdamental issues of
climate change policy. o

|t i s difficuldt to understand h

Regardinglata destructigrtSaidd s i nf or mat i v&Mp ub

OW ¢

Il i c

09/07/07has been online for yeansichanged, and listed in several seminar

isSpecifically with regards to the weSgRdles geAVgust2010,the file dispppeared andthe referepse ,

edited oubf one seminar history, and her PhD dissertation also
disappearedshortly after metion of that appeareat Deep ClimateA.11.

All this may seem a hargssessmentThat 5 the reason for the inclusion
of 200+ pages of backup evidengemore detail than most people will
ever need.

iln a real sense the paleoclimate results of MBH98/ 99 are essentially

to the consensus on climate charge We  tt s tinmko put the 'hockey

stick' controversy behind us and move on.o

If MBH98/99 was irrelevant, the whole WR makes little senseinbany
caseWegmandid not move onA.3. He andSaidgave climatescience
related talks over the next few yearsaifew caseseeminglypaid by
government contractRelatedtalks were given ageverakconferences,
organized througha Wegmared smallorganizationA.6. Others were
given to audiences unlikely to include many climtewledgeable
people Memef , Memeg .
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2.10 The PR campaign As an experiment, the reader might try:

The WR was never about science, WasPR designed to mislead Google: wegman report

Congress, confuse the public, offer gapobtesand be referenckagain Some araegative, butmanysupport it strongly.Besides all the websie
and again, to this daylheimmediatelypreceding events asthiownhere and blog, onefinds a steady stream of booltsat rely on the WR.

with more detail inA.5, followed by a brief discussion of longerm PR.
A quick sample of recent books includ=gries fromUS(6), UK(2),

07/13/06 (no later) sent to WSJ, because: Canadél) and Australigl). | own most, but | am sure many maest.
07/14/06 WSJ Editorial AHockey Stick Hokumdo [ WSJ2006]
07/14/06 10AM Barton, Whitfield announce WR [BAR2006] *[ALE2009] Ralph B. AlexanderGGlobal Warming False Alari The bad
It is well worth reading this-pager science behind the UnitedeNt i ons 6 f al semadesser t i
07/14/06 10AM Whitfield announces 07/19/A®AM hearing CO2 causes global warming
*[ GOR2010] Steve Gorehan€limatism
Just as Myron Ebell had copies of the 2005 Barton/Whitfield letters, *[HAY2008 ] Howard C. HaydepA Primer on CO2 and Climat€™ Ed.
before some recipient(s), godeRtactics make surdnelpersare readyand *[HOR2008] Christopher HornerRed Hot Lies: How Global Warming
the other sidéknows nothinglearn of it from a WSEditorial. Alarmists Use Thrda, Fraud, and Deception to Keep You
Misinformed
07/19/06, Rep. Joseph Barton {RX) introduces House hearings: *[LAW2009] Nigel LawsonAn Appeal to Reason: A Cool Look at Global
[BAR2006a, pp.79] Warming (UK).
ié | have neverWenskedtdfind.som& expeartsitgto *[MIC2009] Patrick J. Michaels, Robert Balling, JElimate of Extremes
replicate Dr. Mann' eminert stakisticiadsinki® pi c k e d-logng a | war ming sciehknmgCATBey donbd
field and they studied this thing. .and Dr. Wegman and his colleagues who Institute (Ain cooperation .with t
as far as | know have gnb axe to grind have said the Mann study is flat *[MON2010] A. W. Montford, The Hockey Stick IllusiguUK).

wron r? $ € ShanITIDr. lWeagmnan artd bis colleagues for givingus an  «[p12009] lan Plimer,Heaven and Earth: Global WarmirigThe
unvarnished, flat outon-political report, € Missing ScienceAustralia. This has 6 pages mogtijuoting WR
We are going to put it up theret everybody who wants to, take a shot at it. *[RAPZOOB? Donal((;:I RappASS.essing CIimgtegChan%jsg temp%ratu-res

Now, my guess is that since Dr. Wegman came into thismaitpolitical axe . R
togrind,t hat it is going to stand up pr et tSelakadaion, agd heat balancéhe 2°edition, 2010 has same

PREPARED STATEMENT & material. _
| would especially like to thank Dr. Edward Wegman who, on his own time *[SOL2008 Lawrence SolomorThe Deniers(Canada).
and his own expense, assembled a pro bono committee of statisticians to

provide us withindependent and expéa guidance concerning the hockey Meanwhile, the British parliament waent (at least) 6 submissions to that
stick studies and the process for vetting this work. Dr. Wegman and his cited the WR r eg[8RA2010\ BWER(10, HOLAX( g a t ¢
committee have done a great public service. Their reportcleén writing MCI2010, MEN2010, PEA2010].

and measured tonehas identified significant issues concerning thabdity
of some of the climate change work that is transmitted to policymakers and

: A . SeeA.12for anAugust 2010 remake of the WR a real statisticeournal
characterized as wel |l scrutinized. 0

loudly trumpeted across the Web, mostly by people matlobviols

The WRhas been referenced frequently since thésiddgs and other nen understanding of the sciencehe WSJ quoted it.

peerreviewed items rather rarely iractual science journals.

Al this fusssits atop arguments that make little differer§23 The WR lives ona fine PRfagade, but now it is time to look behind it.
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3 History and helpers , behind the facade

Atthispointt he di scussion shifts to
creation and the helpers behind it.

3.1 Plausible strategies
Following are a few exampled strategie®ne mightfollow in objectively
evaluatingMBH-vs-MM, using references available in r2006.

Minimal science

One mightsimplylook at thepaleoclimate sectits in [IPC2001, IPC2006]

or study the charts i1.4 If oneunderstand¥hemed , onemight

conclude especially from the

1 MBH99 has substantial error bars.

1 Most points of mosteconstructions generally fit.

9 Reconstructions sometimes differ for good reasoch aghoiceof
geographical coverage, Thethe

1 We may mver know the real answer, but it is very likely in there
somewhere. These people are trying to extract signal from relatively
small numbers of noisy datasets

1 The Earth iglikely, very likely, who knows) warmer than it was during
the MWP, but if not, iwill be very soon

1 And in any case, the MWP temperature is irrelevant to the future.

9 Science is progressing as usual and IPCC is reasonable.

9 There is no big problemith MBH, time to move on.

More science

In addition, one might read:

1 MBH98, MBH99, [PC2001- paleoclimate, TS,SPM in that order]

1 MM03, MM05, MMO05b

1 And maybe Mann, et €2005)

One might notice the careful caveats in the papers and how grgphics
simplified, from MBH98/99 to IPC main report, to TS, to SPM, some of
which is a necessity. Omeightworry abit about making nontechnical
audiences nderstand the meaning of the grencertainty zondyut have

sympathy for the general problem of science communication, condlude:

9 There is no big problenmith MBH, time to move on.

% This is moreor-less what | did a few years ago.

ifspaghet
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Amman and study thad, o
decenter.i
especially given the size of the grey uncertainty zamsclude:
9 There is no big problenmith MBH, time to move on.

V1.0 09/26/10

Serious Science Revew

t h e Thisenighy bejdeng with an expeytipgnel INPR2P0§, NRG2Q06]qnifle ¢ s
substantial reviewf many documents, including those marked X or
labeled RelevaniR). Theyin effectconcluded:
9 There is no big problenith MBH, time to move on.

Minimal statistics

One might read

1 MBH98, MBH99, [PC2001- paleoclimate, TS,SPM in that order]

1 MM03, MMO05, MMO05b

1 Mann, et af2005)

 Wahlg Ammnpn{2006),W.8.4

That might be enough or perhaps one would get the code from Wahl,
0 w norckiding that PQAe nt s ,
doi

oneobds

was i ncorrect, but

ng

3.2 WR, as presented, contradictions

The WP could hare takenthe Minimal Statisticapproactwith less
effort than was actually spetat reach théwo keyconclusiors:

9 There are bigstatisticsproblems with MBI948/99 mission #1.

9 There are big problems with paleoclimate peer reyigigsion #2.
To which onemight add

9 Never move grMBH98/99mustbe discussed forever.

As seen in théage tally, 82.7, mostWR pages are irrelevant
WR, p.2

AThis committee, c¢comp@eomeMasdh Edwar d
University), David W. ScotfRice University), and Yasmin Ksaid(The Johns
Hopkins University), has reviewed the work of both articles, as well as a
network of journal articles that are related either by authors or subject,matter
and has come to several conclusions and recommendations.

This statement might be stéading. Who actually selected the articled?
is plausible thaGaidreviewedsome of the articles, antfegmara few,
although his testimony showed clesfamiliarity with later Mann papers

I
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[BAR20064, p.39: Once again, the two keyissiors #1 and #2vere:
AiMR. STUPAK. Ok a ys.questibneHave yoe revdesdd y o u WR), p.7:
any of Mr. Mann's later refinements of his 1999 report? ATo this teestif askédfonadvite as to the validity of the
DR.WEGMAN . | have reviewed some level of detail, not in intense level complaints of MciIntyre and McKitrick [MM] and related implications é
of detail, the continuing papers the continuing papers, most of which We have sought to reproduce the results &fiM in order to determine
are referenced-in fact, the ones that are referenced whether their criticisms are valid and have merit. We will also @mment on
MR. STUPAK. Did he refine his data and his methodology whether issues raised by those criticisms discussed in Mcintyre and McKitrick
DR. WEGMAN. My take on the situation is that rather than accept the (2005a, 2005bdaise broader questions concerning the assessment of Mann
criticism that was leveled, he rallied the wagons around and tried to et al. (1998, 1999) in peer review and the IPC@nd whether such science
defend this incorrect methodd o gy . 0 assessments involvingork of a statistical nature require some type of
[BAR20063 p.47: strengthening to provide reliable guidance for policy makers.
AMS. SCHAKOWSKY. Well, |l et me ask you this. Dr. Mann has published
dozens of study since the original hockey stick study and as | said earlier, Is it plausiblet h a t the Committ eeordidtley f filask
beginning in 2003 he reformulated the statistical methods. Do you take into really want someone tatify andamplify the MM+TT ideasimplied
accounthes later studies in your report? abowe? Did they want someone to find MBH and paleoclimate both guilty?

DR. WEGMAN. | have read his later studies| was not asked about his

. . Was theattack on peer revieexpected from thetart Memeb ?
|l ater studies. 0

Peopleurged Wegman not to include th#t11.2 slide 19.

None of this izonsistent, buavoids answering an inconvenient question,
Memeh . If Wegmarhadnotbeenasked abut later sudies, why are
they referenced, Summarized and discussed in the Literature R&hew?
WP was not asked to become expert in Bristlecone pines, nitrogen
fertilization or SNA, butWegmanopinedon them, too.

Suppose they actually wanted expert, unbiased answarBlRC panel
wasthe rightway. It mighthave beemarelyplausibleto formally askthe
ASA for statisticians to evaluate the MBH statisti¢$, assuming
availability of some with at least minimal climate knowled@eit
Wegman obviously did naeem taindersand(or acceptthe Greahouse
Effectand Said showed no obvious expertig¢ least Wegman or Scott

Even ignoring the plagiarism, the poguality of work is clear in.11.8 likely mighthave done the right math, but Scott was barely involved.

Mann, et a2005) was the latestvailable Manfed paper, making it
important. Onaeed onlyscan thatuickly to know Wegman is wrong.
One can read the WR Summary of that paper, see that Mann, et al had
moved fromPCA to RegEM and had evaluated various methddie

same is in the Literature Review, p.24e wasclearlywrong about a
simple facofan Important Papermowmuch timalid he spene@lsewher@

But considerclaimedmission#2, to evaluate paleoclimate peer review and
the IPCC. That requires a serious multidisciplinary grafigenior people
like the NRC panebut plawsibly addingsocal scientistavho actually

study such issuedAt the least, one would want a distinguished paael,
doneini Cl i mat egat eronbyRorm@xburgh or MtiriRassed.
Would one pick a statistician, senior, but quite unfamiliar with the entire

. -
Who actually wroter editedthe 17 Summaries? | cannatdw for sure, field, with help from anewPhD and some studentsZloubt it

but Saidcertainly seems the likely choice, although help fiReeves
Rigsbyor even MM+TT cannot be ruled outn any case, the task of
actually understanding the relevant literature seems to have been left to
junior person(s) with no réevant experiencebut obvious incompetence.
Thekey PRmessages of the WR mostly ignore its own Summaries,
Bibliography and Literature ReviewThey just look like scholarship.

Is it plausible that Barton and Whitfield would have gone forward with
this effort unless they werabsolutelysure the WR would produce the
Ari ght o0 TEhayserteinlysv@re happy with the final report.

But behind the facade is much more.
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3.3 The facade and its construction TTQ CTTImMo8pp8p Y -- OATE O #w%) C
It is nontrivial toshowcomplex sequences of activitiesnse of which TTThinkTanks CO: Congress Alovsisus Hogan. counsel for
were intended to be hidden, involving many people and organizations CEl ' GMI Senate y gan, «

- . P Inhofe, asks questions about
unfamiliar to many readersThe following is a Zpage attempt to Ebell | 006 Ke e fl| Inhofe Hogan treerings statistics. Other GMI:
summarize a sequence of &ttions each clearly involving some people goi'”r?r g“reter i goutse Whitiield Baliunas, Soon, Jastrow
and possibly involving otherShese pges show a sequenze  Anet f | =0 Sk arton wvhite Singer thanked Mcintyre for
charts, showing organizations, people, cigissip relationships of MM Mclintyre Spencer earlier sending data

information flows.See [MAS2010] for background.

The approach is inspired bYynwhichwar dlsnai t@' 4 eSg[;gﬂﬁg@ngdedémjIg”:@ttgljfrﬁferen es,to Wegnand

: . . , gSBeCI ly the more
small diagrams are arrayed tdger, sharlng structure in a way that helps obscue proxies studied by Mcintyre. Some other technical ones may have
people focus on the changes and differences.

come from Singer or Michaels. | cannot imagine where Valentine(1987)

- R . originated. Material went to Wegman and Said, but the rest are unclear
Each of the 20 Anetfl owsoOoO contains gone or mor e Oan t he <ame elaements,

perhaps with notes or other organizations. 14 2005-2006 Elow of references

TT (Think Tanks)includes but is not limited to th€ompetitive Enterprise gy T ANk onan, Cngress | Some obscure e
_ - . X enate references must
Institute (CEI) and the George C. MarsHaBtitute(GMI), and lists a few Ebell ' 06 Ke e f|| Inhofe have come from Wegman
of the most active people, who have worked together for years, sometimes | Horner' Kueter House MM, gy Said
15-20. One can assume everyone in the leftmost box knows everyone else 5__'M,\;|1_9Mi. G Mif| Barton Whitfield / Rsigggy
; : ; N somemaybe
and emailsre likely to be quite frequent. MM Mcintyre ~ = : spencer =1 from OtherT¥ Reeves

MM were repeatedly brought to Washington, DC, introduced to people,
presented talks, got feedback, exchanged email often, especially with Fred A conventionaharrative follows the 28tep list, keyed back to it. | hope
Singer*? In some case#nformationwas providedby MM or TT, or MM the key ideas are visible in the-2tep list. Try reading the narrative for
information sent through TT, but from outside that is unknown. context and returning to look at the overall structure
Also, the WP did work directly with Mcintyre on some issues.

9 TT recruited and fostedeMM for years, promoting them to CO, and
Red names are known to be involved, or at least very likely. Grey names getting them introduced to Inhofe, who was using their ideas by 2005.

are people who might have been involved, or might have at leashknow T In mid-2005, the May 11 MMO05x meeting laid out a strategy, and it was
what others irthe same box knewFor exampleActivity 06 is simple, as shortly handed off to Barton and Whitfield. Ebell was ecstatic.

it showsa presentation and meeting for which some peoplenaceluced 1 In Wegmantheylater found someone to execute this strategy.

asbeing present. @ cannot be sure either way of some oth&tss 1 At that point, TT minimized their visible involvement. Having worked
example is ~2 years before formatioithe WP. towards this for year, is unlikely they stopped helping, just that their

involvemenbecamdess obvious.
1 Ironically, this is agood application of thinking about social networks,
in this case, tim&arying ones witlthanges in team composition

' Edward R. Tufte, Envisioning Information, Graphics Pressp18p.6780.
'21n social networking jargon, Singer exhibits high centrality, i.e., knows
everybody, [MAS2009, MAS2010].
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Part 1 z Events before the Wegman Panel formed
01 1998 GCSCT organized by American Petroleum Institute

TT:ThinkTanks
' GMI
Ebell
' Salmon
Singer*

**via his wife

100 Kere f

* 00 K dgherf API

and/or participation
this

02 2001.10.11 Mc

team wil |l

fildentify, recruit and train a team of five independent
scientists to participate in media outreach. These will be
individuals who do not have bng history of visibility

in the climate change debate. Rather
consist of

Kitrick talk for Congress

TT:ThinkTanks CO: Congress
CEl ! GMI Senate
Ebell ; O06 Ke e f[| Inhofe
Horner' Kueter House
Singer_, Mil|l Baton Whitfield
"7 McKitrick

Spencer

Ebell connects with McKitrick,
brings to Washington, DC.

03 2002.07.25 House hearings on cl

imate

TT:ThinkTanks
CEI ! GMI
Ebell

Horner' Kueter

'O6Keef

0O 6 B r, Miehaels

CO: Congress
Senate
Inhofe
House Stearns
Barton Whitfield

Spencer

04 2003.02.27 Essex, McKitrick talk

for Congress, Senate offices

Ebell promotes€Essex and
McKitrick, speaking about their
book.

Mclntyre has connected with
McKitrick, now working
together, Ebell promotes them,
and introduces them to cast of
anti-science alstars at GMI.
(next netflow).

TT:ThinkTanks CO: Congress
CEl  GMI Senate
Ebell ; O06 Ke e f[| Inhofe
Horner' Kueter House
Singer_, Mil|l Barton Whitfield
McKitrick
Essex Spencer
05 2003.11.xx MM meet Inhofe
TT:ThinkTanks CO: Congress
CEl | GMI Senate
Ebell | O6 Ke e f||qInhofe
Horner' Kueter House
Singer , MJ| Barton Whitfield
MM McKitrick
MM Mclintyre Spencer
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In these activities, red shows people known to be involved.

-- OAT E O #%)

o Cnnmad8pp8pyY
TT:ThinkTanks CO: Congress
CEI ! GMI Senate
Ebell | O6 Ke e f[| Inhofe Hogan
Horner ' Kueter House
Singer_, Mil| Barton Whitfield
MM McKitrick
MM  Mclintyre Spencer

Aloysisus Hogan, counsel for
Inhofe, asks quetions about
treerings statistics. Other GMI:
Baliunas, Soon, Jastrow
Singer thanked Mcintyre for
earlier sending data

07 2005.02.10

Inhofe talks for GMI;

WSJ Article on MM, OpEd

TT:ThinkTanks
CEIl ! GMI
Ebell ' O6Keef
Horner' Kueter
nger_,

MM  McKitrick
MM Mclntyre

Mi

CO: Congress
Senate
| nhofe
House
PBarton Whitfield

Spencer

— WSJ
TT+CO, but who? 2005.02.14
Barton later claimed | Regalaldo
WSJ article noticed, | Front page
led to letters. Really?

He and Inhofe are 2005.02.18
lona allies. oil $$$. | OpEd

08 2005.05.11 MM

talk for GMI, MM05x KEY SOURCE

TT:ThinkTanks
CEl ! GMI
Ebell 'O6 Keef
Horner' Kueter
nger_,

MM  McKitrick
MM  Mclntyre

Mi

CO: Congress
Senate
Inhofe
House
Barton Whitfield

Spencer

Unlike earlier meetings, this only
names a few people, does not
name question askers. Some of
the questions are technical (likely
Singer), but these meetings also
usuallv have CO attendee(s).

09 2005.06.23 Barton, Whitfield lette

rs to MBH, others

TT:ThinkTanks

CEl ! GMI

MM McKitrick
MM Mclintyre

CO: Congress
Senate
Inhofe
House
Barton Whitfield
™o
Spencer

Mann, Bradley, Hughes
Pachauri, Bement

Ebell had copies of letters
immediately, even before at
least one recipient.

TT promotion of MM goes
underground, CO is carrying
the ball, Ebell is elated.

10 2005.07.15 Letter from NAS offer

ing NRC rep ort, rejected

TT:ThinkTanks
CEl ! GMI
Ebell ' O6 Keef
Horner' Kueter
_____ Mi

MM McKitrick
MM Mclintyre

CO: Congress
Senate
Inhofe
House

NO
Spencer

Barton Whitfield =

Rep. Boehlert chastises Barton &
Whitfield, says ask NAS for advice.

2005.07.15

Ralph Cicerone
President, NAS
Rejection awkward.
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Part 2 - Wegman Panel and after
11 Contact, misleading vague claims later by Barton, Whitfield

TT:ThinkTanks
' GMI
'O6Keef

CEl
Ebell
Horner' Kueter
_____ Mi

MM McKitrick
MM Mclintyre

12 2005.09.01 Actual contact by Coffey

TT:ThinkTank®?
CEI ! GMI
Ebell ' O6 Ke e f
Horner' Kueter
nger ,

MM  McKitrick
MM Mclntyre

Mi

13 2005.09.xx Contact by Spencer

TT:ThinkTanks
CEI ! GMI
Ebell ' O6 Ke e f
Horner' Kueter
nger ,

MM  McKitrick
MM Mclntyre

Mi

14 2005-2006 Flow of references

TT:ThinkTanks

CEl ! GMI

Ebell ' O6 Ke e f
Horner' Kueter
Singer, N i

MM  McKitrick
MM Mcintyre = ~

15 2005.11.14 US

TT:ThinkTanks
CEl ! GMI
Ebell ! Herlong
Horner ' Kueter

MM Mclntyre

CO: Congress WP
Senate NAS CATS
Inhofe Wegman
House ASA Said
Barton Whitfield @) Scott
& Rigsby
Spencer Reeves
CO: Congress WP
Senate I
Inhofe Wegman
House Jerry 4" Said
Barton Whitfield LJp Coffey Scott
A7 Rigsby
Spencer Reeves
CO: Congres WP
Senate
Inhofe Wegman
House L Said
Barton Whitfield Scott
Rigsby
Spencer - Reeves
CO: Congress Some obscure WP
Senate references must
Inhofe have come from Wegman
House MM, g Said
|| Barton Whitfield / Scott
A some maybe Rigsby
e SDencer/ from other TT. Reeves
CCSP meeting in Washington, DGUSC2005]
CO: Congress Did Spencer know wp
any of MM+TT? W
Y Did any MM+TT ggr_ga”
Spencer 4|
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In these activities, red shows people known to be involved
16 2005-2006 Other interactions

TT:ThinkTanks CO: Congress Code and WP
CEI ! awml Senate porting help:
Ebell ' O6 Ke e f[| Inhofe certainly Wegman
Horner' Kueter House > Said
Singer , Mill Barton Whitfigld —="-F % Scot
MM McKitrick — - “WR Figures 5.8, Rigsby
MM Meclntyre ~=[{ ~Spencer 5.9: verv likelv. Reeves
17 2006.03.01 NAS Panel, Washington, DC
TT:ThinkTanks CO: Congress WP
CEI ! GMI Senate
Ebell | O6 Ke e f[| Inhofe Wegman
Horner' Kueter House Said
Singer,___Mi_c h al| Barton Whitfield Scott
MM~ McKitrick Rigsby
MM Mcintyre Spencer Reeves
18 2006.07.14 Barton, Whitfield announce; WSJ Editorial
TT:ThinkTanks CO: Congress WSJ WP
CEl ! GMmI Senate 2006.07.14
Ebell ' O6 Ke e f[| Inhofe OpEd Wegman
Horner' Kueter House = Said
Singer_, Mil|l Barton Whitfield Scott
MM McKitrick e Rigsby
MM Mclintyre Spencer Reeves
19 2006.07.19, 27 House hearing s
TT:ThinkTanks CO: Congress WP
CEl ! GMI Senate
Ebell ' O6 Ke e f[| Inhofe Wegman
Horner' Kueter House Stearns Said
Singer . Mil| Baron Whitfield Scott
MM McKitrick Paoletta Rigsby
MM Mclintyre Spencer Reeves
20 2010.06.16 Interface meeting run by Wegman, Said
TT:ThinkTank L
CEl :mGM?n S 3 |n_V|t_ed speakers for
Ebell ' O 6 defe statistics conference. Wegman
Horner' Kueter < P Said

Singer,Mi c hae

Don Easterbrook
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Activities 01-06

Following a 1998 strategy created with the American Petroleum Institute
MM were opportunistically recruited, first iisbell (CEI), then withCEI
andGMI working together. They were brought to Washington, DC
various times, coached by experts, includiiigger with whomMclntyre
was already correspdimg in 2003, at which time they were introduced to
Inhofe.

Activity 07
By early 2005 Inhofewas already usingIM+TT antihockey stick
materia] and the WSJ provided froplage publicity.

All this follows a standard pattern of using spokespeoplesangeem
independen(like BaliunasandSoon or MM), but work very tosely

behind the scenewith TT andCongressional allie€CO), certainly

including InhofeandBarton at least.Suchspokespeoplget invited to

speak, although it seems to be getting more difficult, i.e., having to ask the
Viscount Christopher MoncktorBarton(TX) andInhofe (OK) ran

parallel committees in House and Senatee longtime allies andoth

heavly funded byfossil energy companies:

l nhof e: (Koch I ndustries is #1,
www.opensecrets.org/politicians/summary.php?cid=N00005582&cycle=C
areer
www.opensecrets.org/politicians/contrib.phpéle=Career&cid=N000055
82&type=I

Barton:
www.opensecrets.org/politicians/summary.php?cid=N00005656&cycle=C
areer
www.opensecrets.org/politicians/contrib.php?cycle=Career&cid=N000056
56&type=I

It would be astonishing if théyad not communicatd regularly on climate
issuesand if their stafffiad not cooperatedlosey for years.

Fromyears of cooperative efforts aramails shown infIAS02010, A.9,
it is hard to imagineMM ideas and plans napreadingquicklythrough
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TT. If somethingusefulis learned by any of the key group in the
Washington, DC aredhey wouldlikely all hear about it quickly:

1 (CEI) Ebell, Horner

1 (GMI) Kueter, O 6 K e, pethaps Herlong

1 (SEPB Singer

Fromsome emails, even trivial matters seemed to propagate quickly.
Email is wonderfulunless someone comes lookimigh subpoena power

Activity 08
MM presentedMMO05x, as key talkor GMI, 05/11/05, followed by
discussionwith chronology starting iA.5 (Step 08).Unlike some earlier
meetings, questioners are not named, but these meetings seem ta be used
1 to evaluate the newest material,
9 to make suggestions, and
1 to sometimes includafew outsiders tdearnto anticipate questions

likely to be asked in less friendly environments.
Of course, this ishe publidy recorded material, not the side conversations
and meetingsGivenrecords ofpag GMI meetings, | would be surpridé
there had been OO staffers in attendance.

The WR vaguely references this as dated 09/06/05, but riesrit or

M €deRitlediflal SMithésted docurhetfhat i PropBmly ot Sckidddi S )

The date hints that is an early document provided Bpencer Seew.8.9
for a longer discussion @k ideasincluding the reanarked Memes.

Much of this talk would never survive credible peer reyiaw it
representsa good set of talking points, refined over yeardt+TT, and
it sounddike science.

Activity 097 Barton, Whitfield letters

It seemgplausiblethat these letters weredgeedby the PhilCooney

scandal and impending energy billT+CO likely needed some good PR,
andMMO5xwas fr esh i n pHkbelpspeeidllghelpful.n d s ,
The letters were written.

[MAS02010, A.9.6] showed th&bellhad copies of the PDFs tife
BartorfWhitfield letters less than 2 hours after they were crelated
Friday afternoor®6/24/05, before recipients coytdssiblyhave responded


http://www.opensecrets.org/politicians/summary.php?cid=N00005582&cycle=Career
http://www.opensecrets.org/politicians/summary.php?cid=N00005582&cycle=Career
http://www.opensecrets.org/politicians/contrib.php?cycle=Career&cid=N00005582&type=I
http://www.opensecrets.org/politicians/contrib.php?cycle=Career&cid=N00005582&type=I
http://www.opensecrets.org/politicians/summary.php?cid=N00005656&cycle=Career
http://www.opensecrets.org/politicians/summary.php?cid=N00005656&cycle=Career
http://www.opensecrets.org/politicians/contrib.php?cycle=Career&cid=N00005656&type=I
http://www.opensecrets.org/politicians/contrib.php?cycle=Career&cid=N00005656&type=I
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or in at least necase, even gotten it. YdEbellwas already sending

copies to the White HougPerha&h). It is not surprising he was so excited,

MM+TT had been workingpr this kind of dfort since2002

Activity 10

Rep. Boehler(R-NY)*® pushed backgainst this odd, intimidating
procedureas did the science commity. NAS offered a standaféxpert,
unbiased, independgitRC panel to look ahe problem07/15/05.

The NRC panel offer was rejected, but this Teft-CO the awkward

problem ofleavingits strategyrebuffed Whatmightthey want?

9 Legitimize andamplify the statisticdoasedVIM+TT narraive, the direct
attack on the hockey sticgl.5

1 Ratify MM papers aniM+TT views in everyway possible.

1 Find some way taliscreditthe IPCC and climate science as whéleg,
starting with complaints against peer reviemdstudy independence.

1 When posible, promotethercommon climate anscienceMemes

9 And under no circumstances admitréality of AGW.

How mightthey getall that?
9 Find a senior statisticiawho might be willing to do thiand able to
recruit at least a semblance of a team. $i@tss actually involved
with climate science would be unlikely belp, especially sincene
must ignoremost of theThemedisted here.
9 But avoid any with a history of outspoken climate @&gience views, as
theywould lack credibility, i.e.t h e hfA fvroesc e s 0
fDo not ask anyone who
9 Find someone sympathetic at least prsuadbleand soundhem out
personally, not through a normal NRi€e selection process.
9 Announcenb hi ng

sometimes even directly.

Having rejected a NRC panelyould Barton and Whitfield takethe
slightestc hance on a panel that

'3 Often mentioned by scientists asteong supportenf science[NOR2006]

mi ght say

unt il i t anssvercwilleraerge t h a Orey
1 Use MMHTT to provide as much help as possible through Spencer or

mi ght
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That sees very unlikely. In any case, they were clearly ecstatic with the

report eventually produced, even to the hapipyuresat[SAI2007, p.27.

Activities 11, 12
Now, | can only speculatsince the next visible event was the 09/01/05
Coffey/Wegmanconnecion, which took 6 weeks. | would guess that:

9 TT+COtried very hard to come up with names of candidates or at least

people who could suggest some.
1 AlthoughWegmarhad some old history with Star Wdsence possible

GMI connection), one might have expecaddster recruitment if he was

still well-known toGMI or CHI.

1 Someonén TT+CO knewCoffey whosuggestedthis friendWegman.
Alternatively someonghought ofWegmarandknewCoffeya good
indirect route. Coffeyp s ¢ | i -st@enceviews aré demonstbdy
intense.lt is hard to believe he would recruit anymwho would even
admit AGW might be possiblén any case, Wegman was asked.

9 But later, vague words about ASNAS and NRC were used to try to
add credibility. Coffey waanmentioned excepia [SA2007].

Activities 13,14

Wegmanagreed to do it, recruitegaidquickly. They met wittSpencer

who started sending document§AJ2007, p.9, shown inA.11.2 says:
ifiRevi ewed some 127 technical

Whetherthe WP was connected withiT at that point is unclear, but given
approa ¢hg wayCO haslong workedcloselywith TT, | would guesshatMM+TT

nk leagkney ﬁquWegmarRNi_thQ B Wegk- The selection of papess

covered withMM+TT fingerprints. Singer Ebell Horner have broad
knowledge of antscience sourcepossibly accounting for many of the
rq{e&encssﬁqwg@rt sgme almost certainly came frivtivl.

Activity 15
The US CCSP November 114 includedan interesting combination of

people. It is unknown who rhebut Mcintyre and the 5 from TT all knew

each gther. Spencer, Wegman and Sa@each other. Weg&a)n and
ely

Pdaid gV\Bf(T{/Iclnty egn% byrb%\yioﬁsnr@aé)onir% RAI@I%‘%& I

knew of Wegman | would be surprised if there were not subsiin
contact diring the 3day meeting.Did Mclintyre pay for his trip?

papers

r
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Activitie s16
The WPworkeddirectly with Mcintyre on codegand it seems very likely

V1.0 09/26/10

3.4 Strategy behind the facade, evidence
From all this analysis, the evidence is consisfent strategy byVegman

that he provided the work for WR Figures 5.8 and 5.9, and maybe even the implemented by him an8aid with some help from others who masve

figures themselvedyV.5.8, W.5.9

Activity 17
TheNAS panel offered anothehance fosome of the people to meet.
Attendedist is not generally known.

Activitie s 18,19
Barton and/hitfield make their announcement, working with WSJ.
The hearingsare held.

Step 20 (a 2010 event)
Wegman and &d invite Singer , Kueteand Don Easterbrook to speak.

At some point, the WP o# have gotten the idea of doing SNA to pursue
mission #2Memeb . Rigsbymay have been recruited then, as he at least
had familiarity with somef the tools. His analysis is straightforward, the
problem is in the interpretaticand words around it.

It is very likely that Said read and summarized the paleoclimaterga It
is unlikelyWegman spent much tinen that, except for th&IM papers.

When | first started, | was puzzled the poor quality of Summariesnd
how often they werggnored | was puzzledby the mass of irrelevant
references. Most people doeasch and then reach conclusiohstarted
by looking atthe Summaries and Bibliograptien following toWR
original work and conclusionsButwith every additional page considered,
the WR departed further and further frararedible assessment effort

This originally was going to be a quick-page examinationof the
Summaries and BibliographBut each new issue unearthed more threads
to follow elsewhere, including testimony contradictions and the various
related activities.
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not really knownthereal missions #1 and #2, not the claimed dfes

9 Do everything possibl® promulgattMM+TT+COviews.

Is there anything at all in the WR thBartonor Inhofewould dislike?

9 Start with the uncited McK0&nd especiallfj¥iM05x as guides.
Read MM03, MM05a, MMO5b carefully and agree wetrerything

9 Work closely withMM, especiallywith Mcintyre, notjust for code.In
particular, McIntyre seems very likelthe direct source for several
pagesWR85.8.WR85.9, for the reasons described/.5.8, W.5.9

9 Write Summaries and Bibliography to provide an illusion of scholarship
Thatis done by juniopersolfs), perhaps edited Wegman perhaps
not, given the pervasive issues

9 Attack MBH98/99 on narrow statistical grounds, essentially igmpri
later MBH studies and others, mission #1.

1 Avoid Wahl, Amman(2006), ignore other critiques &MO0O5b, W.8.4.

9 Try to dscredit not just MBH, but the rest of paleoclimatolpgyission
#2, following ideas oMichaelsin 200334 MM (McK05, MMQ05x). Use
SNA, known slightly to the team, but apply the tools and terminology to
drawimpressivegraphs and makeaseless claims of poor peer review in
paleoclimate, followed up witf8AI2008]. Make that rub off on IPCC.

1 Never admit that recent GW is AGW.

1 Do not answerbasic sciencgquestionsMemeh , but still speak
confidentlyaboutnitrates bristlecone pine, obscure proxy issussd
ot her Aconfsoawanding factor

9 Do everything possible to create doubt and confusion for a general
audience, and providguotesfor TT+CO.

9 Follow up for several years, usually with talks to sexpert audiences.

9 In 2010,SingerandKueterget to speak at Interface 201Berhaps
Wegman and Said knew them well by then.

1 For instance, [SAI2007, p.5] mentioned"aperson who mbpped out, for which
many reasons are plausible. An intriguing possibility is that it was described to
them as an objective, unbiased assessment, and after a while, he or she realized
that it was not. | cannot know, but the question should be asked.
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4 Issues, legal and otherwise

Following is a list of potentiabsues showing which entities might want to
look at them, with my best guesses as toveeiepeople. Issues vary in
severity and some are just questioits some casgiike plagiarism), the
result is clear bugxactresponsibility isnot always clear, in which case
multiple people aréstedto show who might at least know.

| think thesequestions need asking, althougls not my role to judge the
results and some questionsowid likely only everget answered by
Congressinal or DoJ investigations.

A.10 describes possiblgerious)egal issues Misleading Congress can
bea felony, & is conspiracy to do sasis misprision of felonyknowing
about it, not tellinyy Should investigations ever get that far, see

[MAS2010] for the much larger network in which some people mentioned

here participate. Put another way, from looking sit gufew of the emails
mentioned there, one might guess that quite a few more thinktank
members, their allies, Congressional staffers, key media allies and
lobbyists were quite aware of the whole Wegman project. This is likely
true just on the visible telency of some people to send or forward email,
especially when excited. See [MAS2018.9] for examples. | suspect
some of this email would make far mangerestingreading than climate
scientistaarguingabout tree rings.
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Attempted @struction of ewdenceis nota goodideaeither.

On thesecond followingpage are listed various unresolved questions of
lesser import. TT+COincludesother Congressionataffers(like Mark
Paoletta, who appears in [SAI2007, p.26], RepresentatfeegondCliff
Steans) or Senatorsespeciallyinhofe, i.e., people who potentially knew
what was going oandwere perhaps helpingAgain, | cannot know, but a
serious investigation by Congress or DoJ might find more,

The first pageshowssome seriouproblemsup to am including
possibilities of multiple felonies for some peopléem 22 might be
appropriate, but I would be surprised were it to occur, giverMinginia
AttorneyGeneraKen Cuccinelli and his assistamwesley Russelbre
both GMU graduates. Like B@an, Inhofe, key thinktanks, and GMU

itself, Cuccinelli has received substantial funding from fossil fuel interests,

often including Koch Industries or the Koch foundations. This possibly
has some connection with the recent attacks on Mann and the litgioérs
Virginia.

The second enumerates miscellandimggering questions.Many of these
may be irrelevanbr loose @ds, but seem worth recordinghave been
surprised before.
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g5 g 0 E ® S _
4(a) Problems é % % % s g E % - B "2 % g ﬁ 2 % g Potential Problems,
Entity to Ask g = (% S |': 8 = 8 P & (f,——) & &5 é’ <'|d are marginal, shown as reminders. Refer Who

1 U Southern California? X Rapp(2008) <-- WR 2.1 <-- Bradley (1999), plagiaristw/.2.1

2 Springer X Rapp(2008) <-- WR 2.1 <-- Bradley (1999), copyrightw.2.1 Elsevier

3 U Penn/Wharton X [MCS2010] <-- WR (plagiarism), various (fabrication)A.12

4 Northwestern U X X |[MCS2010] <-- WR (plagiarism), various (fabrication)A.12

5 Johns Hopkins? X* X* work was done while Said at JHU. Any Issues? WR

6 GMU X X* WR 2.1 <-- Bradley (1999) plagiarism W.2.1

7 X X WR 2.1 <-- Bradley (1999) copyright W.2.1 Elsevier

8 Gmu X X* *WR 2.2 <-- Jolliffe (2002), Rangajaran, Ding (2003) W.2.2 Springer

9 GmuU X X* *WR 2.2, WR2.3 <-- Wikipedia (marginal plagiarism) W2.2, W2.3
10 GMU X X* 7 ? WR 2.3 <-- Wasserman, Faust (1994), plagiarism  W.2.3
11 X X ? ? WR 2.3 <-- Wasserman, Faust (1994), copyright W.2.3 Cambridge
12 GMU X X ? ? WR 2.3 <-- de Nooy, Mrvar, Bateglj (2005), plagiarisnW.2.3
13 ? ? WR 2.3 <-- de Nooy, Mrvar, Bateglj(2005),copyright W.2.3 Cambridge
14 GMU X [SHA2008] <-- WR.2.3 <-- sources above, plagiarism W.5.6-7
15 NIH, ORI X [SAI2008] plagiarism, gov't contract cited W.5.6, W.2.3
16 Purdue? X Is [SHA2008] an issue for Purdue? W.5.7
17 GMU X [REZ2009] <-- WR.2.3 <-- sources above, plagiarismw.5.6.10
18 GMU X X X X X X (general) Review PhD Supervision practices? A9 W.5.7W.5.10
19 GMU X [SAI2005] <-- Shakashiri web page, plagiarism A.9
20 GMU Get outside SNA experts to review "SNA" research? A.5.1-2
21 ASA X X ? Ethical Guidelines? Any comments? A.8 Statisticians
22 State of VA AG X X X X GMU is in VA. Were any VA state funds used? WR VA Public
23 NSwC X [SAI2008] Were Federal funds used? W.5.6, W.2.3 US Public
24 MITRE X Were Federal funds used? WR, A.7 US Public
25 NIH, NOIAA, ORI X [SAI 2008] 1 F32 AA015876-01A1, funding use? A7 US Public
26 ARO (Army Res. Org.) X [SAI2008] W911NF-04-1-0447, any issues? A7 US Public
27 ARL (Army Res. Lab.) X X [SAI2008] W911NF-07-1-0059, funding use? A7 US Public
28 Congress X X X WP pro bono, but this fuss not free. How much $$? A.7 US Public
29 Congress X X ?2 XiXi? XXX ? 7?7 18.U.S.C 81001, 18.U.S.C84 OR 18.U.S.C 8371 A.1l2 Congress,DoJ
30 GMU ?? 18.U.S.C 81512, etc. Which person(s) deleted files? A.11, A.12 Congress, Do
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D50 T o 8 x
4(b) é = % g § E E 5 £ § % -‘g 5 |various Questions
Questions é? § & 8_§ E 8 g (‘D_C‘ 3 E_& 5 ﬁ Chronology in A.5 may be useful reference Sections
1 X X X ? ?i? How was Wegman recommended?
2 X X X ? ? How was Coffey selected to contact Wegman?
3 X X What was the real charter from Coffey 09/01/057?
4 X X X X When did others get recruited? What were they told?
5 ? |[Who was the 4th person, when did he or she drop out? Why? [SAI2007]
6 X X X ?2i? ? ? |Who attended kickoff meeting with Spencer?
7 X ? When did Scott actually get asked for Appendix A?
8 X X ?2i? X X Xi? ? For each reference, who really suggested it?
9 X X X X X US Climate Change Workshop, who did WP talk to? A5
10 X X X WP worked directly with Mcintyre. How about McKitrick?
11 X When did Spencer know about Wahl, Amman(2006)?
12 X X When did WP know about it?
13 X X ?? Who actually did the plagiarism on each section? W.2, W.11
14 ? 7 X X Who edited the Biases in? W.2.3, W.11
15 ? ?2i1?2 XX X X Who wrote each part (besides Scott's App. A)? Any from outside?
16 ?2 2?7 XX Did anyone other than the "reviewers" review&comment? Al
17 X X X Did Sharabati contribute to WR itself, not just [SHA2006]?
18 X Wiley Computational Statistics shows SAID @ Oklahoma St U? A.6.5
19 St. Louis Fed Reserve: why does Anderson do anti-science? W.8.8
20 J. Economic Methodology: climate peer review? (Anderson) W.8.8
21 Drexel U: why does McCullough write climate anti-science? W.8.8
22 X X GMU: Why did [SAI2007, p.23] call GMU meeting a "Bad One"?SAI2007]
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5 Conclusions
Abysmal Scholarship by any standard The evidence of scholarly incompetence and Bigsivvasive TheWR

Without even considerg the statistisor science issues, the Summaries of ~ Sourced many of its references throlgirtonstaffer PeteSpencerand
Important Papers seem like abysmal scholarship. Half the text is simple ~ SOme of those seem almost certain to have been providdt/Iy T.

cutandpaste and another quarter is trivial rewording, offering little Some references are so strangs tto one could have read them.
evidence of understandingtapers with Mann as lead hat are treated This was repeatedly presented to Congress as expert, objective, and
especially poorly, with the highest rates of-anttpaste. The WR independent.The evidence presented here shows that it was none of those

introduces common climate anticienceMemesinto summaries of peer things The relentless pervasiveness of problems shows that this was not
reviewed papers. The summaries include many outright errors, obvious ~ @ccicental and almost certainly began very eafty.freviewo process was
when examining sidby-side comprisons. DC found 10 pages of a facade as well

plagiarism. This adds 25 moré is not even clever plagiarism ) o ) ) ]
It was in no way objective, and testimony was often contradicevgsive

TheBibliographyis the strangest | have ever seen in somettimignedto or evenmisleading. It was not independent MM+TT+CO.

be seriouslrrelevant paperare treated as Important, while some key , . ,

papersare ignored completely. Some publicaticars totally It certainly misused some peopl and may have missedevenmore.
miscategorizedHalf the references are never cited, arahyothers are People were retroactively credited wituchmore involvement than was
cited only weakly It seems very unlikely that most of these references appropriateor were surprised to be named at all.

were read, much less studied seriously. ) ) ) o )
y The WRdoesnhot even provide serious, paeviewable statistical analysis

Morethanaquaetr of the references are n PFMBY slespitgmuiple discussiopal RGAMathematicst e r |

some are beyond grey in using sources-kmetiwn to use opinion pieces to _ _ , _ o
attack climate science. One reference goes so far as to list a fringe It is a scienceseemingacadefor well-honedclimateantiscience efforts of

technology publication by a writer of pseudoscience. MM+TT+CO, simply another step inlang PR campaignButit is still
popular among some, even to this day.

More than a quarter of the references seemed to show bias In their

selection It seemed that the WR took many opportunities to promvidte | think this was a welbrganizel effort, involving many people, to mislead
and denigrate MBH, the IPCC, and climate science. Much of the WR the American public and Congress. The former happens often, but the
seems to arise from McKOB|MO5x, Climate Audit ancpossiblydirect latter can be a felony, as is conspiracy to do it, and not telling about it.

interactions with MM. All this supports the real missions #1 and #2. R .
Many know Darrel!]l Huf fds fanmous boc

Some referencese nothing buMeme-carriers. The pervasiveness of Weare properly wary of manipulated statistia&/egenerally trusgood

standardMemeshints at the WP receiving help from experienced climate  Statisticians to use themethods and ethical guidelingshelp us find
antiscience peopleyIM+TT. betterapproximations of trutmotincrease confusion.

ThemeG was ignored numerous times, as the Wepktrying to support The WR mislee_td$ by avoidance of gamtholarshipgood science and
a warm, synchronous MWP, no matter how many papers thegrateen even good statistics.

Summarize saying otherwiseThe WR features a distorted version of a ] o . ]

graph whose source was not what tbieymed. Fortunately, | think most statisticians do not ligke this.
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http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=109_house_hearings&docid=f:31362.wais
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=109_house_hearings&docid=f:31362.wais
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#BRA2007] Allan M. Brandt, The Cigaretie Century The Rise, Fall, and AMy favorite short r eadSolomordgl dibTehle war
Deadly Persistence of the Product that Defined Ame@687. Deniers.o | particul avegmansiecaljhadaed t he
It is very difficult to understand the history of astiience in the USA ringside seat when Ed doseksyonmighyesjoysre g ot
without understanding cigarette wars that trained people and think tanks in ~ the ast couple by Patridlichaels FredSingerand Dennisivery on the 1500

the methodsSee I ndex for fAmore doctors s %egr‘gyézlf E@?pﬁ?@af q' a Bypthete mayestill be hope. My mongy!

~ d any) would be on the |afest ffefation of the Svensmark Galactic €osmi
AControversy constructed by t obaccoR £nd the CLOUD experiment a

Covers of several of these books appediBG2007, p.4]although the
slidesthemselvediave an odd history.4.
Given a long association, perhaps they had discussed the AGW topic.

*[BRA201Q Philip Bratby, Memorandum to Parliamd@RU 17),
www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/c
limatedata/contents.htm

+[BRA1999 Raymond S. Badley, Paleoclimatology Reconstructing

*[COF2009 Jerry Coffey comments on blog 10/24/09 Climates of the Quaternary, Second Editib899. This is a famous,
Coffeywas the link tdvegmanas pefSAI2007, p.3}. widely used book, cited in the WR as Brad(@p99).
fiDr. Edward Wegman was approached by Dr. JEnffey on 1 September

2005 concerning possible testimony in Congress about a statistical issue
associated with paleoclimate reconstruction.
T This approach was based on independent recommendations from Dr. Fritz

#DEE2009 Deep Cl i mat e, AContrarian sch
Wegman Report,o 12/ 17/ 09.

Scheuren, ASA 100th President and fromNational Academy of Science deepclimate.org/2009/12/17/wegrmeeportrevisited/

where Dr. Wegman chaired CATS. 0
This is not how NAS does official NRC pangNOR2006], so the NAS #DEE2009g De e p CIl i ma t(and Rafpyon gem angs: A
reference above seems strange. Likewise, the reference to Scheuren seemgivergence problem, part 182/22/09.
strange. If Congress wanted to work through Scheitreauld have asked deepclimate.org/2009/12/22/wegmandrappon-treerings-a-divergence
him to talk toWegman but instead, the approach was indirect. | do not problempartl
know whether Congress seleci&@gman and then aske@offey to
approach him, or whether they askeaffey to suggest someone. #DEE2009dDeep Cl i mat e, (WR)2CpiBpaad i son ¢

(Bradley) section 10,2 52/22/09. Newer file uses highlighting:

GMU hosts the website of the Wasfjton Statistical Society, in which deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/07/wegitadleytreeringsv2-
both Coffey andWegmarhave been involved, as well as Fritz Scheuren: 1.pdf
scs.gmu.edu/~wss/02book.pdf deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2009/12/wegiiadleytreerings. pdf

science.gmu.edu/~wAndex.html
#DEE2010 Deep CIl i ma t(and Rapp)\va groxizs A

Coffeyhas clear views on politics and AGW: divergence problem part 201/06/10.
www.rpvnetwork.org/profile/DrJerryLCoffey deepclimate.org/2010/01/06/wegrrandrapp-on-proxiesa-divergence
www.personalliberty.com/news/stugdyggestgjun-possessiomay-not- problempart2

protectagainstassaul19409715/#comment0161.:
il guess the best evidence of (@nhat i#4DEE2020d®®reep gClob miat vea r (W sectiom2irgoiSigy o B«

theearlyl98s | was the reviewer for the WAdBrddiggmat ®. dhdng2e, G.r & pdvalmse. tabdlightirgy. Fil
www.personalliberty.com/news/stugdyggestgiun-possessio-may-not- deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/wegiiatleyice-cores
protectagainstassauk19409715/#comment0314: coralsv31.pdf
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http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/climatedata/contents.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/climatedata/contents.htm
http://scs.gmu.edu/~wss/02book.pdf
http://science.gmu.edu/~wss/index.html
http://www.rpvnetwork.org/profile/DrJerryLCoffey
http://www.personalliberty.com/news/study-suggests-gun-possession-may-not-protect-against-assault-19409715/#comment-40161
http://www.personalliberty.com/news/study-suggests-gun-possession-may-not-protect-against-assault-19409715/#comment-40161
http://www.personalliberty.com/news/study-suggests-gun-possession-may-not-protect-against-assault-19409715/#comment-40314
http://www.personalliberty.com/news/study-suggests-gun-possession-may-not-protect-against-assault-19409715/#comment-40314
http://deepclimate.org/2009/12/17/wegman-report-revisited/
http://deepclimate.org/2009/12/22/wegman-and-rapp-on-tree-rings-a-divergence-problem-part-1
http://deepclimate.org/2009/12/22/wegman-and-rapp-on-tree-rings-a-divergence-problem-part-1
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/07/wegman-bradley-tree-rings-v2-1.pdf
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/07/wegman-bradley-tree-rings-v2-1.pdf
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2009/12/wegman-bradley-tree-rings.pdf
http://deepclimate.org/2010/01/06/wegman-and-rapp-on-proxies-a-divergence-problem-part-2
http://deepclimate.org/2010/01/06/wegman-and-rapp-on-proxies-a-divergence-problem-part-2
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/wegman-bradley-ice-cores-corals-v31.pdf
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/wegman-bradley-ice-cores-corals-v31.pdf
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deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/07/weginadleyice-cores # DEE2010HDeep CIl i ma t son of $aill, Wegmarp et al and
coralsv2.pdf Unattributed S8/08f1@ thesnewer verdidn ahs tolbrOand
deepclimate.files.wordpressm/2010/01/wegmabradleyice-cores includesthe 3way comparison witiSHA2008]

coralsl.pdf deepclimatdiles.wordpress.com/2010/09/sattal-sociatnetworks2.pdf

deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/04/ssidl-sociatnetworks1.pdf
#{DEE2010J Deep Cl i mat e, ADonal d Rapp: More divergence probl ems

01/07/10. # DEE2010) De e p C|Wegnaah Report tipdate, part 1: More
deepclimate.org/2010/01/07/donatpp-moredivergenceproblems dubious scholarship in full colour®7/29/10.
DC analyzes examples of the use ofdeepdimatyrg/201L0/0¢29/av¢gmaperitupdatepdrtl-tnoredsbionsa k e 0
wonder about Springd?raxis. scholarshigin-full -colour

This updates and summarizes the earlier plagiarism discussions, adds a
# DEE2010¢d Deep Cl i mat e, AWi |l | iée(@asSoon aaascimd similae to tBeaohe hare, bus with slightly different algorithms.
quoted by Donald Rapp)01/07/10. Additional plagiarism is found in WR.2, pp.1517, whose sidéy-side is
deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/01/rappnproxiesquotes.pdf the next reference.
This has more useful analysis of the use of Agrey |literature. o

# DEE2010KDeep CIl i mat e, AdKHoc Canmitee Reépsrio n
# DEE2010dDeep Cl i mate, @ASteve Mctllnt y r.eandvaribus Bnattilsuted/sousceston noisekmo@migsdyrvarious

In the beginning ©62/04/10. Wi ki pedia articles)o 07/ 14/ 10.
deepclimate.org/2010/02/04/steneintyre-androssmckitrick-part 1-in- deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/07/wegipancipalcomponents
the-beginning andnoisemodels.pdf

A few paragraphs seem to have come from Jq#f#®2), and Rangajaran
# DEE2010é De e p CIl i vadctintyre and Rose McKitrick, part 2: & Ding (ed)(2003).
The full story behind the Bartewhitfield investigation and the
WegmanPane| ©2/08/10. #DEE2010n] Deep Climatefi Wh at have Wegman and
deepclimate.org/2010/028/stevemcintyreandrossmckitrick-part2- lat el y?0 08/ 03/ 10
bartonwegman deepclimate.org/2010/08/03/wHaavewegmanandsaiddonelately

This describes th2 bizarre sessions at Interface1®.
#DEE2010iDeep CIl i mat e, ifWegman and Said on soci al net wor ks: Mor e

dubi ous scholarship,o0 04/ 22/ 10. #DEE2010r] Deep ClimatefiMcShane and Wyner, 20100 08/ 19/ 10
deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/sei@l-sociatnetworks2. pdf deepclimate.org/2010/08/19/mcshaaretwyner-2010
deepclimate.org/2010/04/22/wegmandsaidssociatnetworksources

more-dubiousscholarship #[DEE2010 Deep CIl i mat e, ifWegman repo

GMU dissertatiorreview, 6 09/ 15/ 10.
n dedpclimate.org/20&0/09 hiweyimdeporeupdateparR-gmut
/ ld®sertaforrdview v2 uses highlighting:

#DEE2010dDeep Cl i mate, AA compariso

and Unattributed Sources, o 04/ 15

deepclimatdiles.wordpress.com/2010/07/wegrsociatnetworksv-2.pdf

deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/04/wegisaciatnetworksl. pdf #[DEE2010d Deep Cl i mat e, iefvéfgectibnsd anga i s
of (McShane and Wyngro
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http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/07/wegman-bradley-ice-cores-corals-v2.pdf
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/07/wegman-bradley-ice-cores-corals-v2.pdf
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/01/wegman-bradley-ice-cores-corals1.pdf
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/01/wegman-bradley-ice-cores-corals1.pdf
http://deepclimate.org/2010/01/07/donald-rapp-more-divergence-problems
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/01/rapp-soon-proxies-quotes.pdf
http://deepclimate.org/2010/02/04/steve-mcintyre-and-ross-mckitrick-part-1-in-the-beginning
http://deepclimate.org/2010/02/04/steve-mcintyre-and-ross-mckitrick-part-1-in-the-beginning
http://deepclimate.org/2010/02/08/steve-mcintyre-and-ross-mckitrick-part-2-barton-wegman/
http://deepclimate.org/2010/02/08/steve-mcintyre-and-ross-mckitrick-part-2-barton-wegman/
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/said-et-al-social-networks-2.pdf
http://deepclimate.org/2010/04/22/wegman-and-saids-social-network-sources-more-dubious-scholarship
http://deepclimate.org/2010/04/22/wegman-and-saids-social-network-sources-more-dubious-scholarship
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/07/wegman-social-networks-v-2.pdf
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/04/wegman-social-networks1.pdf
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/said-et-al-social-networks-2.pdf
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/04/said-et-al-social-networks1.pdf
http://deepclimate.org/2010/07/29/wegman-report-update-part-1-more-dubious-scholarship-in-full-colour
http://deepclimate.org/2010/07/29/wegman-report-update-part-1-more-dubious-scholarship-in-full-colour
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/07/wegman-principal-components-and-noise-models.pdf
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/07/wegman-principal-components-and-noise-models.pdf
http://deepclimate.org/2010/08/03/what-have-wegman-and-said-done-lately/
http://deepclimate.org/2010/08/19/mcshane-and-wyner-2010
http://deepclimate.org/2010/09/15/wegman-report-update-part-2-gmu-dissertation-review
http://deepclimate.org/2010/09/15/wegman-report-update-part-2-gmu-dissertation-review
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deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/mcshayreer1-and-2-
analysis.pdf

*IDEF2003Chr i s de F seevéediclaasges infthe comcerdrétion
of carbon dioxide in
Canadian Petroleum Geologtol 50, No 2(June 2002), P.29327.

Received 03/28/02, Accepted 06/23/02.
web.archive.org/web/20030526163750/www.cspg.org/deFreitas_climate.p
df

The hockey stick is attacked pp-14.

[DEN2003 Wouter de Nooy, Andrej Mrvar, Viadimir Batagelj,
Exploratory Social Network Analysis with Paj@k05. The WR used text
from this, unacknowledged, as did [SAI2008, SHA2008].
www.sna.pl/teksty/ESNAwWP.pdfortline copy, no need for OCR

*[ESS2002 Christopher Essex, Rob4cKitrick, Taken by Storm The

troubled science, policy, and politics of global warmiNgvember 2002.
Neither author is a climate scientist. The book offers plenty of confusion,
and many references to science literature later strongly refuted, such as
Christy&Spenceron satelitd SU anomal i es, D6 Al eo,
Jaworowski, S.ldso, John Daly, GES, etc.

Chapter 5 of 1Qp.1551 7 4 ) -Riesx T ay sthdywaek ey . 0
attacking that in 2062002, well beforéMcintyreb s
Canadiar(closely connected with the Fradastitute) apparently gave

$20K to U of Guelph Economics 06/15/(GesumablyMcKitrick), and

then after the book was published, awarded the pair another $20K as
runnerup Donner Book Prize. The book thanks Donner for their support.

*[EWE201Q Susan Bens, Memorandum to Parliamd@RU 13)
www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/c
limatedata/uc1302.htm

*[GMI2003] George Marshall Institute, Washington Roundtalidii

fiThe | PCC, the AHockey
11/18/03. Key documengbellintroducedvM to GMI, interesting people
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attend, such ashofecounseHogan asking about traeng statstics, not
usually a topic of interest to Congressional lawyers.
www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/188.pdf

t hBelletim 6fmo s p h e r*EGMIRR@DS] Géorge Maesmal lestituie,) Mapsbhall News, describing

02/ 10/ 05 Rowrddtneaklee PoAlU.c§y. After Ky
p.1,10,11. Semhofe, andGMI2005 inW.4.
www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/300.pdf

*[ GMI 2005ao0r MM05x] George Marshall Institute, Washington

Roundtalbe, MM, iThe Hockey Stick Debat e:

Due Diligence. ©5/11/05. Also Mclintyre, McKitrick(2005).

Key document: in essence lays out a campaign of which some was done.
www.mardall.org/pdf/materials/316.pdf
web.archive.org/web/20060213060236/www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/31
6.pdf

[GMU2007] GMU Statistics Colloquium Series, IFA007.

www.galaxy.gmu.edu/stats/colloquia/ColloquiaFall2007.html

This is an invaluable reference, that has since been remessl 14.
Zbiginew

*[GOR201(Q Steve GorehanClimatism!2010.

pp.18061 81 ADr . Edward Wegman, an expel
the national Academy of Sciences to lead a team to provide an independent
Dr . Mannds work for the

No, he was not. This is a persistent idea.

#GUT2009] Donald GutsteinNot a Conspiracy TheoiiyHow Business
Propaganda Hijacks Democrac2009. (Canada)

This gives a useful Canadian viewpoint. See Chapter 7 on Fraser Institute
and the National Post.

*[HAY2008] Howard C. HayderA Primer on CO2 and Qfate, Second
Edition, 2008, Vales Lakes Publishin@elf-published).

avid Halland, Memorand to Parliam 4) .
WWW.pu Ilcaﬁznsﬁoaﬁ%meg’[.hk?pélpcére‘nbo%rglO/cﬁ?selecEt/ﬁgqsc%eghllm%nrw]o?ce '
limatedata/uc2402.htm


http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/mcshane-wyner-1-and-2-analysis.pdf
http://deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/mcshane-wyner-1-and-2-analysis.pdf
http://web.archive.org/web/20030526163750/www.cspg.org/deFreitas_climate.pdf
http://web.archive.org/web/20030526163750/www.cspg.org/deFreitas_climate.pdf
http://www.sna.pl/teksty/ESNAwP.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/climatedata/uc1302.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/climatedata/uc1302.htm
http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/188.pdf
http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/300.pdf
http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/316.pdf
http://web.archive.org/web/20060213060236/http:/www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/316.pdf
http://web.archive.org/web/20060213060236/http:/www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/316.pdf
http://www.galaxy.gmu.edu/stats/colloquia/ColloquiaFall2007.html
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/climatedata/uc2402.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/climatedata/uc2402.htm
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*HOR2008§ Christopher HornerRed Hot Lies: How Global Warming
Alarmists Use Threats, Fraud, and Deception to Keep You Misinformed
2008. Regnery Press, November 11, 2008.

Horneris a lawyer at CEI. | do not own this, but Google books shows:
pp.327%328 mention Wegman.

p.387, # 387 cites the WR, claiming it to be issued by the NAS.

p.395, #9198 cite the WR also claiming NAS, Wegman testimony.

[INT2010] Interface 201041st §mposium on the Interface:
Computing Science and Statistidane 1619, 2010, Seattle, WA.
www.interfacesymposia.org/Interface2010/Scheduleforinterface2010.pdf

[IPC19900r FAR] Climate change. The IPCC scientific assessment,
working group 1 report1990. IPCC, WMO and UNEP, edited by
Houghton, J.T., Jenkins, G.J. and Ephraums, J.J. Cambridge University
Press, 364 pl do not actually have this report, just Figut.1c)

[IPC19950r SAR] Climate change 1995; the science of climate change.
Contribution of working group 1 to the second assessment report of

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Charigdited by

Houghton, J.T., Meira Filho, L.G., Callendar, B.Aarrs, N.,

Kattenbureg, A. and Maskell, K. Cambridge University Press, 572 pp.
go2.wordpress.com/?id=725X1342&site=andyrussell.wordpress.com&url=
http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ipcc.ch%2Fipccreports%2Fsar%2Fwg_1%2Fipcc
sar_wg_|_full_report.pdf&sref=http%3A%2F%2Fandyrussell.wordpress.c
om%2F

[IPC20010r TAR]: Climate change 2001: the scientific basis.
Contribution of working group 1 to the third IPCC scientific assessment
Edited by Houghton, J.T., Ding, Y., Griggs, D.J., Noguer, M., van der
Linden, P.J., Dai, X., Maskell, K. and Johnson, C.A. Cambridge Wsiiyer
Press, 881 pp.

www.grida.no/climate/ipcc_tar/wgl/index.htm

[IPC2006 2" order Draft of AR4, available 03/03/06.

The AR4 f'-order draft was available 08/15/05, before the WP was
formed. The 2 -order draft 4 months before the WRhese were
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available to anyone who asked, al t
cited. o These certainly could hav
hcl.harvard.edu/cadctions/ipcc index to £, 2 drafts, comments
pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/77869&hapter 6, comments ofl’2
pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/7768990?n=538&imagesize=1200&jp2Res=.
25 Chapter 6: Paleoclimate’®rder draft
pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/7768990?n=88% 6.6, Last 2000 Years

r
€

[IPC20070r AR4]: Climate change 2007: the physical science basis
Edited by Solomon, S., Qin, D.,Manning,M., Chen, Z.,Marquis,M., Averyt,
K.B., Tignor, M. and Miller, H.L. Cambridge University Press,

996 pp.

www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/argl.htm

*[LAW2009] Nigel LawsonAn Appeal to Reason: A Cool Look at Global
Warming 2009.(UK).
Lawson mention$VR, p18§ in related discussion ppAB.

[LI2007] Bo Li, Douglas W. Nychkay, Cas
stickdéd and the 1990s: a statistical
temperatur e@Q0550H68. | us 59A

onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.166@870.2007.00270.x/abstract
[paywall]

This offered another approach to estimating uncertainties and looking at
decadal maxima. Fig.4 shows ateresting statistical analysisd once
again confirms the hockestick. Thisreference is included because
Wegnmanmentioned Nychka as a mainstream statistician [WEG2006c,
p.6], A.2. Related later work by the same authors is:
www.image.ucar.edu/~nychka/manuscripts/JASALIiPaleo.pdf

See als¢TEB2005]

#MAS2008J o hn R. AM@THERATTACK ON GLOBAL
WARMI NG6S SCI ENTI FIBarclC2O,REENSUS
www.desmogblog.com/skeptigsurnatpublishesplagiarizedpaper

+[MAS2008§J ohn R.
17, 2008.
scienceblogs.com/deltoid/2008/08/john_mashey_on_how_to_learn_ab.php

Mashey, fiHow to Lear


http://www.interfacesymposia.org/Interface2010/ScheduleforInterface2010.pdf
http://go2.wordpress.com/?id=725X1342&site=andyrussell.wordpress.com&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ipcc.ch%2Fipccreports%2Fsar%2Fwg_I%2Fipcc_sar_wg_I_full_report.pdf&sref=http%3A%2F%2Fandyrussell.wordpress.com%2F
http://go2.wordpress.com/?id=725X1342&site=andyrussell.wordpress.com&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ipcc.ch%2Fipccreports%2Fsar%2Fwg_I%2Fipcc_sar_wg_I_full_report.pdf&sref=http%3A%2F%2Fandyrussell.wordpress.com%2F
http://go2.wordpress.com/?id=725X1342&site=andyrussell.wordpress.com&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ipcc.ch%2Fipccreports%2Fsar%2Fwg_I%2Fipcc_sar_wg_I_full_report.pdf&sref=http%3A%2F%2Fandyrussell.wordpress.com%2F
http://go2.wordpress.com/?id=725X1342&site=andyrussell.wordpress.com&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ipcc.ch%2Fipccreports%2Fsar%2Fwg_I%2Fipcc_sar_wg_I_full_report.pdf&sref=http%3A%2F%2Fandyrussell.wordpress.com%2F
http://www.grida.no/climate/ipcc_tar/wg1/index.htm
http://hcl.harvard.edu/collections/ipcc
http://pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/7786989
http://pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/7768990?n=538&imagesize=1200&jp2Res=.25
http://pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/7768990?n=538&imagesize=1200&jp2Res=.25
http://pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/7768990?n=564
http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/ar4-wg1.htm
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1600-0870.2007.00270.x/abstract
http://www.image.ucar.edu/~nychka/manuscripts/JASALiPaleo.pdf
http://www.desmogblog.com/skeptics-journal-publishes-plagiarized-paper
http://scienceblogs.com/deltoid/2008/08/john_mashey_on_how_to_learn_ab.php
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#MAS2009 JohnR Ma s hey, A SAnii-ssiancesPetlionpa s s
APS from folks withSEPR George C. Marshall Institutéleartland

CATO, November 11, 2009.
www.desmogblog.com/anothsilly-climatepetition-exposed

#MAS201dJ ohn R. Mashey, fACrescendo t
www.desmogblog.com/crescendbimategatecacophony
V1.0 03/15/10.

*[MCI2010] Stephen Mcltyre, Memorandum to Parliamef@RU 32)
www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/c
limatedata/uc3202.htm

*[MCS20100r MW ] Blakeley B. McShane and Abraham J. Wynex
Statistical Analysis of Multiple Temperature Proxies: Are Reconstructions
of Surface Temperatures Over the Last 1000 Years Reljaliigiress at

the Annals of Applied Statistics:

www.imstat.org/aoas

WWW.e-
publications.org/ims/submission/index.php/AOAS/user/submissionFile/66
95?confirm=63ebfddf

It is discused in some detaih A.12, in which it is labeled MW.

*[MEN201Q] Clive Menzies, Memorandum to Parliamé8RU 19),
www.publications.parliamentipa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memol/c
limatedata/uc1902.htm

*[MIC2005] Patrick JMichaels Ed Shattered Consensudhe true state

of global warming 2005, Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Copyright,

GMLI.

It includes chapters by MichaeldcKitrick, Baling, Cerveny, Christy
Legates, Oliver Frauenfeld, DavBaliunas Soor&Posmentier. The
Foreword is byO 6 K eandKeeterof GMI. Chapter Zof 10) by

McKitrick , i s AThe Mann et al Northern
Climate Index: A Tale of Due DiligeecO0 occupib.es pp. 20
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*[MIC2009] Patrick JMichaels Robert Balling, Jr Climate of Extremes

TGl obal warming science2009CGAYO donbt
Institute@ publ i shed i nheoGeerageéi ©n Mart &h
WR discussion opeer reviewpp..200201, hockey stick in p.21219.

*[MON2010] A. W. Montford, The Hockey Stick Illusigr2010.

Bhis puIrports to tekk tigeacampleteCstory,dopt the mogt interesting pieces are
sadly missing. S€@AM?2010] for a detailed review and commenta

For a fascinating history, see the Wikipedia talk page, in which any
positive review, no matter how unqualified, is defended to the 8edrch
theseconVi ki pedi a page. dwrate ahbrodpscription r o |
of errors and especially thstrange propagation of the David Deming

email. No one was actually willing to answer the questions, but it incurred
intense complaints and multipieletionattempts via various rules
inapplicable to Wikipedia talk pages.

bishophill.squarespace.cdmhis blog.
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Talk:The_Hockey_Stick_lllusion
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[NOR200§ Ger al d North, ASurface
Last Mi | | eQ0®,semimar@t TEx8s/AZND University.
geotest.tamu.edu/userfiles/216/NorthH264.mp4

North describes the history of hockey stick, Baitghitfield letters, the
NRC panel he chairdgtNRC2006] asked by NAS President Cicerone in
response to Rep. Boehlert in Fall 2005.

10:30 BartorAWhitfield letters

11:30 Rep. Boehlert rebukes Barton, says get NRC

15:00 Barton gets own committee

16:30 Hockey stick first to try to do error bars, widely seen

18:30 Best guess in 1990 IPCC report, chart shown often lately
19:45 Wegman Report

Temper

AWe got to see it about 3 days befor
20:00 Wegman, Scott, Said _ .
26130 RS Repaetfsongphhelc k ey St i cko

21:40 NRC 12 Anonymous referees, 70 pagesoitors to make sure
every criticism answered
22:15 Regarding WRreferees) North paraphrases email:
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Talk:The_Hockey_Stick_Illusion
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