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A Façade for the Climate Anti-Science PR Campaign 

John R. Mashey* 

09/26/10, V1.0 

 
This report offers a  detailed study of the ñWegman Reportò: Edward J. Wegman, David W. Scott, Yasmin H. Said, 

ñAD HOC COMMITTEE REPORT ON THE óHOCKEY STICKô GLOBAL CLIMATE RECONSTRUCTIONò 

(2006), republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006_Wegman_Report.pdf . 

 

It has been key prop of climate anti-science ever since.  It was promoted to Congress by Representatives  Joe Barton 

and Ed Whitfield as ñindependent, impartial, expertò work by a team of ñeminent statisticians.ò  It was none of those. 

A Barton staffer provided much of the source material to the Wegman team. 

The report itself contains numerous cases of obvious bias, as do process, testimony and follow-on actions. 

Of 91 pages, 35 are mostly plagiarized text, but often injected with errors, bias and changes of meaning. 

Its Bibliography is mostly padding, 50% of the references uncited in the text.  Many references are irrelevant or 

dubious.  The team relied heavily on a long-obsolete sketch and very likely on various uncredited sources. 

Much of the work was done by Said (then less than 1 year post-PhD) and by students several years pre-PhD. 

The (distinguished) 2
nd

 author Scott wrote only a 3-page standard mathematical Appendix.  Some commenters were 

surprised to be later named as serious ñreviewers.ò  Comments were often ignored anyway.  People were misused. 

 

The Wegman Report claimed two missions: #1 evaluate statistical issues of the ñhockey stickò temperature graph,  and 

#2 assess potential peer review issues in climate science.  For #1, the team might have been able to do a peer-review-

grade statistical analysis, but in 91 pages managed not to do so.  For  #2, a credible assessment needed a senior, 

multidisciplinary panel, not a statistics professor and his students, demonstrably unfamiliar with the science and as a 

team, unqualified for that task.   Instead, they made an odd excursion into ñsocial network analysis,ò a discipline  in 

which they lacked experience, but used poorly to make baseless claims of potential wrongdoing. 

 

In retrospect, the real missions were: #1 claim the ñhockey stickò broken and #2 discredit climate science as a whole. 

All this was a façade for a PR campaign well-honed by Washington, DC ñthinktanksò and allies, under way for years. 

 

Most people can just read the 25-page main discussion, but 200+ pages of  backup text are included to provide the 

necessary documentation, as some issues are potentially quite serious. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

*Dr. Mashey is an easy-to-Google computer scientist.  He has worked with a wide 

variety of scientists, many of whom have used software or hardware he helped 

create.  So do most readers, given software features found on many computers and 

microprocessors used to implement much of the Internet.  In 1988 he cofounded 

SPEC, which set new standards for disclosure, objectivity and cooperation in 

(often-contentious) computer performance evaluation, widely used to design 

computers since.  For the last few years he has been studying climate science, anti-

science and energy issues.  There are bound to be errors, please report them.  

There likely will be updates, as this story is not over. 

Contact: JohnMashey (at) yahoo.com. 

http://republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/home/07142006_Wegman_Report.pdf
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Executive Summary  

Climate science yields increasingly-stronger scientific results, but obscured 

by an ever-louder anti-science PR campaign, of which a key part remains 

the 2006 ñWegman Report,ò led by Edward Wegman.  It was heavily 

promoted to the US Congress by Representatives Joe Barton (R-TX)  and 

Ed Whitfield  (R-KY)  as ñindependent, impartial, expertò work by a team 

of ñeminent statisticiansò to analyze the climate ñhockey stick.ò 

 

Although problems were clear upon its release, to this day some still 

reference it positively or even authoritatively:, such as: 

¶ Recent books, a quick sample: US (6), UK(2), Canada(1), Australia (1) 

¶ Submissions (6) to UK Parliament, February 2010, on ñClimategateò 

¶ Websites and blogs, including some with large, worldwide readership 

¶ Steady streams of articles, one recently in a real statistics journal  

 

In 2009/2010 Canadian blogger ñDeep Climateò (DC) discovered some 

serious problems, starting with plagiarism.  That inspired my longer 

investigation, which kept growing as interconnected problems multiplied, 

starting with basic scholarly practice, requiring little specific knowledge. 

 

Quality of basic scholarship? 

¶ Of 91 pages, 35 are mostly plagiarized, but injected with biases, errors 

or changed meanings that often weaken or invert original results.  Some 

might thus also be called fabrication.  DC found 10 pages that plagiarize 

uncredited sources. Then 25 pages summarize papers, but with extensive 

plagiarism.  Text of ñstriking similarityò to the originals totals 81% of 

the words, but 50% is word-for-word identical, cut-and-paste. 

¶ Obvious plagiarism needs so little explanation that fabrications are not 

generally enumerated, especially as some errors might be attributed to 

incompetence. Either issue is taken seriously in academe. 

¶ One major fabrication does stand out.  It is a distortion of an sketch 

already obsolete by 1992, but supported strongly and used repeatedly. 

¶ Of 80 references, 40 are not even mentioned (cited) in the text, but just 

pad the Bibliography.  Many are irrelevant or dubious, such as a tabloid 

writerôs 1987 ozone article in a fringe technology magazine. 

¶ Much of this is a science-seeming façade for a few key PR messages. 

Many of the science papers, even ones summarized, are mostly ignored. 

The team really only paid attention to a few papers. 

Wegman team ɀ independent?  
¶ Barton and Whitfield rejected an offer of a normal National Research 

Council (NRC) report, then recruited Wegman via an obscure route 

likely to find a team to produce the desired results. 

¶ Barton staffer Peter Spencer selected the teamôs papers or passed them 

from those behind the PR campaign, local ñthinktanksò or close allies. 

¶ At least one of those allies worked directly with the Wegman team. 

 

Wegman team ï impartial?  

¶ They ignored standard good practices, but repeated many common anti-

science PR messages, most from a well-evolved PR campaign by 

thinktanks, their allies and a few members of Congress. 

¶  They  spent many pages on science-seeming camouflage, but the key 

messages can all be found in a May 2005 thinktank talk. 

¶ They denigrated the work of relevant climate scientists, never talked to 

any and  often avoided their credible (but inconvenient) results. 

¶ Pervasive bias is especially obvious in highlighted side-by-side 

comparisons with plagiarized sources.  Changes leap off the page. 

 

Wegman team ï expert? 

¶ Wegman and 2
nd

 author David W. Scott, are clearly distinguished, but 

Scott wrote only a 3-page Appendix of standard mathematics. 

¶ Much of the writing, perhaps even most, was done by the 3
rd 

 author, 

Wegman student Yasmin H. Said, PhD Spring 2005.  

¶ The report acknowledged 2 more Wegman students, not yet PhDs.  

¶ Although they discussed statistics, the team offered no useful new 

statistical analysis.  They avoided doing the obvious ñright one.ò Casting 

doubt via statistics discussion  was the key mission #1. 

 

Many issues are described in the attached report on the Wegman Report, its 

associated testimony and related actions. A 25-page discussion should 

suffice for most readers to understand the clear, if harsh result: 

From start to finish, this entire effort was created to mislead the US 

Congress, the USA and the rest of the world.  It still is  used that way. 
This is backed by a mass of interconnected evidence in 200+ pages of 

Appendices.  The team and its report simply do not match the claims made 

to Congress.  The discussion is US-centric, but affects everyone, as the 

worldôs climate anti-science effort really is centered in Washington, DC. 
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The Wegman Reportôs own review process. 

¶ Whitfield claimed it was peer-reviewed.  It was not. 

¶ Wegman and others claimed this to be like a NRC report.  It  was not.  

The NRC uses a rigorous process run by independent monitors.  Report 

writers and anonymous-at-the-time reviewers are chosen to cover all 

relevant disciplines.  All commit to serious effort on a clear schedule.  

Barton and Whitfield rejected this standard process. 

¶ Wegman sent the report to a few statisticians, of varying degrees of 

closeness, but all known to him.  Some were given only a few days to 

comment on a long report covering unfamiliar topics. 

Some gave strong advice that was simply ignored. 

¶ Some were later surprised to find themselves claimed as reviewers. 

Fine statisticiansô names were mis-used to lend unwarranted credibility. 

 

Mis-use of social network analysis against climate peer review. 

¶ With little expertise in such analysis, the Wegman team plagiarized 

textbooks, then used incomplete analysis to make flawed claims.  

¶ They claimed that coauthorship implied poor peer review, even 

wrongdoing, but with no evidence whatsoever. 

¶ The team was poorly qualified to evaluate peer review in climate 

research, but  key mission #2 was to cast doubt, which they did. 

¶ In 2007, Said, Wegman and 2 students re-used the plagiarized text to 

attack climate peer review, in a statistics journal that generally does not 

cover social network analysis.  Their badly-flawed paper was accepted 

in 6 days, compared to an average of 200.  Wegman was a 20-year 

advisor.  Said was an Associate Editor.  That may be coincidence. 

¶ That paper acknowledged financial support from 3 US Federal research 

contracts, none of which had obvious relevance. 

 

Plagiarism and awards among Wegman PhD students 

¶ The Wegman Reportôs social networks text was re-plagiarized twice 

more, by Wegman students receiving PhDs in 2008 and 2009. 

¶ Saidôs 2005 dissertation has 5 other pages of plagiarism, with a cut-and-

paste ñstyleò quite like the 35 known in the Wegman Report. 

¶ All 3 dissertations received departmental ñBest of yearò awards. 

 

Wegman and Said after the Wegman Report. 

¶ Promises were made in 2006 of forthcoming peer-reviewed statistics 

papers in various journals, but these never appeared. 

¶ For at least 2 years, Wegman reiterated doubt-raising claims, often 

speaking to audiences likely to lack relevant topical expertise. 

¶ An exception was a 2007 workshop for top statisticians and climate 

scientists.  It was not well-received.  His talk showed ignorance of basics 

and parts might have been thought offensive.  He also (mis-)used 

without acknowledgement 3 slides of the scientist most often attacked. 

¶ Wegman and Said co-chaired a June 2010 statistics conference.  At the 

last minute, they added 2 new sessions, inviting 3 non-statisticians 

known for climate anti-science.  Said gave a ñClimategateò talk decrying 

climatologistsô bad peer review, destruction of data, etc. 

¶ Saidôs 2005 dissertation has long been online, as has her 2007 talk, 

which unwittingly revealed important facts.  In August 2010, both files 

disappeared and mention of the 2
nd

 edited out of the seminar history. 

 

McShane, Wyner - August 2010 ñremakeò of the Wegman Report 

¶ A new statistics paper has just appeared, to wide acclaim by those fond 

of the Wegman Report, on which it relies heavily, but from which it 

plagiarizes earlier errors plus text Wikipedia text.  It fabricates a citation 

to one of the Wegman Report-plagiarized  books.  It fabricates several 

other citations.  It uses obsolete sources.  Errors are pervasive.  Unlike 

the Wegman Report, it at least offers some actual statistical analyses, 

although serious problems have been documented with them, too. 

¶ Some newspapers touted the Wegman Report and now the remake.  

Within weeks, The Daily Telegraph (UK), The Wall Street Journal, and 

The Australian all ran pieces in its praise, clearly competent PR. 

 

Recommendations. 

George Mason University ought to investigate many problems, as should 

several other universities and journals, the US Office of Research Integrity 

and perhaps the American Statistical Association (ethics issues).  At least 4 

agencies may have possible fund mis-uses to consider.  Some authors or 

publishers might pursue copyright issues.  Congress and the DoJ should 

investigate the manufacture of the Wegman Report .  Possible felonies 

are covered by the US Code, 18.U.S.C §1001 (misleading Congress), §371 

(conspiracy), §4 (misprision), which might involve many more people. 

The report lists about 30 issues, not all for Wegman Report itself, but 

including derivations and related activities. 

 

All this is strange.  I do not think most statisticians try to lie with statistics.  
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Brief  b ackground  
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Third Assessment Report 

(2001) displayed the following chart, soon known to many as the ñhockey 

stick,ò derived from 1998/1999 papers by researchers Michael Mann, 

Raymond Bradley, and Malcom Hughes  (MBH ). 

 

 
 

Of the huge number of climate science papers, it offered a simple, graphic 

understandable by the general public.  As a compelling expression of 

Anthropogenic Global Warming (AGW), it was immediately attacked by 

people wishing to avoid CO2 restrictions. 

 

Following a 1998 strategy created with the American Petroleum Institute, 

the Washington, DC-area ñthinktanksò
1
  Competitive Enterprise Institute 

(CEI) , George C. Marshall Institute  (GMI) and others (collectively, TT ) 

had been recruiting ñnew facesò to speak against climate science.  In 2001 

they connected with Canadian economist Ross McKitrick , sponsoring him 

to speak in Washington.  The 2002 actions included a key political strategy 

memo, several papers and a book coauthored by McKitrick. 

 

Retired mining consultant Steven McIntyre began to collaborate with 

McKitrick (together, MM ).  They attacked the hockey stick in talks, papers 

and by website.  MM have often acted as visible faces, but information is 

quickly shared among key people.  To some extent, MM seem to have 

taken over public roles earlier played by astrophysicists Sallie Baliunas 

and Willie Soon, long involved with GMI. 

                                                      
1
 Some thinktanks are effectively  tax-free lobbying/PR organizations, of which 

many relevant ones are shown on an interactive map.   

maps.google.com/maps/ms?hl=en&ie=UTF8&msa=0&msid=1079408251895177

71981.0004815492d08b0c445f9&ll=38.882481,-

76.978455&spn=0.771829,1.253815&z=10 

 

By late 2003, TT  had brought them to Washington and introduced them to 

climate anti-science advocates, including Sen. James Inhofe (R-OK).  MM 

became GMI ñexperts.ò  

 

In February 2005, McIntyre started the Climate Audit website.  Senator 

James Inhofe claimed at a GMI meeting that their work had discredited 

the hockey stick, one of the 4 key pillars of AGW.  Much publicity 

followed, including an unusual front-page Wall Street Journal article. 

 

In May 2005, MM visited Washington, gave a talk that outlined many of 

the ideas used later in the Wegman Report.  Soon thereafter, Reps. Barton 

and Whitfield wrote to Mann, Bradley  and Hughes with many demands. 

 

Rep. Sherwood Boehlert (R-NY) pushed back against this odd, 

intimidating procedure, as did the science community.  NAS offered a 

standard (expert, unbiased, independent) NRC panel to look at the 

problem. 

 

Barton and Whitfield rejected that, but were then left with the problem of 

having their strategy rebuffed.  Via an odd indirect route, they recruited 

statistician Edward Wegman, who recruited others, mostly his students. 

This was later presented as being like an NRC effort, but simply was not. 

 

The Wegman Report (WR) was finally issued in July 2006, with 

Congressional hearings and much PR, but some problems were clear even 

at the time.  Many more have been found since. In December 2009, blogger 

Deep Climate showed that WR §2 was mostly plagiarized, but with 

changes to weaken or even invert conclusions. 

 

This report started to further explore WR scholarship, already shown as 

shoddy at best, but a different conclusion eventually emerged.  The WR 

was created to ratify and amplify MM+TTôs latest PR to mislead Congress 

and the public.  It had two clear missions: #1 discredit MBH99 via 

statistical arguments, and #2 discredit climate science by mis-applying 

social network analysis.. 

http://maps.google.com/maps/ms?hl=en&ie=UTF8&msa=0&msid=107940825189517771981.0004815492d08b0c445f9&ll=38.882481,-76.978455&spn=0.771829,1.253815&z=10
http://maps.google.com/maps/ms?hl=en&ie=UTF8&msa=0&msid=107940825189517771981.0004815492d08b0c445f9&ll=38.882481,-76.978455&spn=0.771829,1.253815&z=10
http://maps.google.com/maps/ms?hl=en&ie=UTF8&msa=0&msid=107940825189517771981.0004815492d08b0c445f9&ll=38.882481,-76.978455&spn=0.771829,1.253815&z=10
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Advice on reading this report  
Contradictions are found among WR, related testimony and later efforts, 

not so obvious when just reading one part.  The reader will find some 

redundancy of description as a result, as when repeating  quotations for 

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 codings, and numerous 

cross-references included.  Iôd suggest ignoring all this on first read. 

 

This report largely expands on parts of an  earlier one: 

#[MAS2010] John R. Mashey, ñCrescendo to Climategate Cacophonyò 

www.desmogblog.com/crescendo-climategate-cacophony 

V1.0  03/15/10. 

Many of the people, organizations and activities mentioned briefly here are 

described in detail there. 

 

Similar typographic conventions are used in the main body here - Italics 

for opinion and emboldening or underlining inside quotes mine.  Layout 

tries to balance convenience between paper-only and on-line readers.  The 

latter might print the main navigational aids (pp.2, 7, 8), then open a  2
nd

  

on-line copy of the PDF for jumps among Appendices.  People who want 

to dig deep might also print p.12 as a reference sheet for the many codes. 

Citations and references
2
 

Citations found in the WR use its style, in which key MBH and MM papers 

have short codes, and all others use Author (year).  All 80 WR references 

are listed in W.8.2, although some are vague or do not actually exist.   

W.8.8 and W.8.9  comment on  ~50 of them, listed in the Index. 

 

This reportôs own citations mostly use in-line URLs for on-line 

convenience.   Some references are listed in this reportôs own Bibliography 

and cited in the form [MAS2010].  Wikipedia is helpful for quick  topic 

introductions, but is never considered authoritative.  For brevity, titles and 

given names are usually omitted, no discourtesy intended to any. 

                                                      
2
 As per Wikipedia, en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Citation, ñMore precisely, a citation is 

an abbreviated alphanumeric expression (e.g. [Newell84]) embedded in the body 

of an intellectual work that denotes an entry in the bibliographic references section 

of the workò   In-line URLs combine citation+reference. 

 

This report has 4 major parts: 

 

Front matter  ï 12 pages 

This includes the usual Table of Contents, Glossary and a brief Index 

placed near other navigational aids. It also includes some unfamiliar 

elements used to classify patterns and problems. 

 

Memes are common climate anti-science messages, repeated so often that 

many are well-cataloged and numbered elsewhere.  Here, a Theme is an 

important, generally accepted scientific idea or practice often ignored by 

the Wegman Report.  The reader will often see text tagged with these, like 

Meme-18  , or  Theme-A ,.  Other codes include <eE> for Errors, <mM> 

for Meaning Changes, and <bB> for Biases, capitals rated more important.   

 

Any of these are problems, but on first read, I would suggest ignoring 

all this, except to notice how pervasive they are. Some tables summarize 

these. The few readers who want to dig deeply can follow the codes.. 

 

Finally, the Color codes evolved late as a way to simplify categories of 

Memes&Themes, References, People and Organizations. 

Likewise, I would suggest ignoring the colors, except to know 

¶ Red usually means active climate anti-science, almost always a problem. 

¶ Orange and green have various intermediate meanings. 

¶ Blue usually means reasonable science or people (OK), often attacked, 

mis-used, or used as façade material (not OK).  Theme ,.is always bad.   

 

Main discussion - §1 - §5 - about 25 pages. 

People familiar with the hockey stick wars can skip §1.  The rest 

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

 

A.* Appendices -  about 70 pages. 

This collects various topics as backup for the main discussion.  Few people 

would read more than a few, but choices will differ.  The Appendices 

effectively form a 200+-page reference manual, also covering topics 

related to the Wegman Report. 

 

W.* Annotated Wegman,  derivatives - about 135 pages. 

Each W.n Appendix corresponds to WR§n , in some cases summarizing, in 

other cases annotating whole sections, as in the plagiarism studies. 

http://www.desmogblog.com/crescendo-climategate-cacophony
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Citation
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Glossary and some key people 
*ôd acronyms are just used here.  Others are more widely used.  

AGW  Anthropogenic Global Warming 

AR4  IPCC 4
th
 Assessment Report 

ASA  American Statistical Association 

CEI  Competitive Enterprise Institute (think tank, one of TT) 

CHC  Cooler Heads Coalition, front, run by CEIôs Ebell and Horner 

*CO  Congressional allies of TT, including 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 Report  

GHG Greenhouse Gases, i.e., CO2, CH4, H2O 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 

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 McKitrick, allies of TT, CO 

MM03, MM05a, MM05b   WR codes for key MM papers 

* McI05, McK05, MM05x, MM06   codes added here for disambiguation 

MWP  Medieval Warm Period 

NAS  National Academy of Sciences, one of Academies over NRC. 

Nature  One of two most prestigious general science journals 

NH (SH) Northern (Southern) Hemisphere  

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 NAS, credible source 
SAR  IPCC Second Assessment Report [IPC1995] 

Science  One of two most prestigious general science journals 

SNA  Social Network Analysis, study of human networks 

*SS Striking Similarity of text, i.e., usually called plagiarism 

TAR  IPCC Third Assessment Report [IPC2001] 

*WP  Wegman Panel, mostly Wegman+Said, helpers, very little Scott 

*WR  Wegman Report (2006), also labeled [WEG2006] 

WSJ  Wall Street Journal, (Editorial, rarely news) 

*TT  Thinktanks (especially Washington, DC), close with MM, CO 

 

Some key people, by group (Bold: visi ble for WR, regular: not)  
James Inhofe (R-OK) is a US Senator. 

Joseph Barton  (R-TX) and Edward Whitfield  (R-TN) are US 

Representatives, as is Cliff Stearns  (R-FL). 

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

them, sent them ñdaunting amount of materialò to review [SAI2007, p.5]. 

Many other staffers, such as Mark Paoletta , might be involved, A.11.2. 

 

Jerry Coffey  recruited Wegman[SAI2007].  He has expressed strong 

disdain for AGW (ñGore global warming boondoggleò) and praised books 

by Fred Singer and Pat Michaels [COF2009]. 

 

Edward J. Wegman , GMU  [WEG2005, WEG2010] 

David W. Scott , Rice University  [SCO2010], minimal role, W.9 

Yasmin H. Said , Johns Hopkins University (2005-2006,) then at GMU 

An unknown 4
th
 person, who later dropped out [SAI2007, p.5] 

 Contributions were acknowledged from other Wegman students 

 John T. Rigsby III , Naval Surface Weapons Center 

 Denise M. Reeves  or  , MITRE 

Walid Sharabati   finished his PhD in 2008.  Unmentioned in the WR, he 

contributed much of response to Rep. Stupak [WEG2006c, SHA2006]. 

 

Steven McIntyre , retired mining consultant, Ontario, Canada 

Ross McKitrick , economics, U of Guelph, Ontario, Canada 

 

Myron Ebell , CEI  and Cooler Heads Coalition 

Christopher Horner, CEI  and Cooler Heads Coalition 

William OôKeefe, GMI   CEO, ex-American Petroleum Institute 

Jeffrey Kueter , GMI   President since 2001, following Jeffrey Salmon. 

Mark Herlong , GMI    Program Director 

Fred Singer , SEPP  (a one-person thinktank), 20-year ally of GMI 

Pat Michaels , was U VA, now CATO , taught at GMU Summer 2010 

Sallie Baliunas , Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, GMI  

Willie Soon , Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, GMI  

Many others are possible. 

 

I apologize for the dense abbreviations, but spelling out MM and WR alone 

adds 50 pages.  I tried to minimize abbreviations, but it was not easy. 

CO  

WP  

MM  

 

TT  
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Index - Memes, Themes, notable references  
.Link-M , 156, 159, 163, 171, 

174, 175, 177, 178, 181, 182, 

183, 184 

.Link-m , 173, 174, 177 

.Meme-01 , 77, 179, 196, 236 

.Meme-02 , 173, 175, 181, 182, 

196, 199, 249 

.Meme-03 , 182 

.Meme-05 , 115, 142, 171, 181, 

199, 245, 249 

.Meme-08 , 181, 182, 183 

.Meme-107 , 161 

.Meme-11 , 68, 69 

.Meme-18 , 132, 142, 171, 179, 

182, 183, 230, 233 

.Meme-20 , 68, 183 

.Meme-21 , 181, 199, 249 

.Meme-24 , 182 

.Meme-32 , 138, 158 

.Meme-36 , 183 

.Meme-56 , 45, 129, 131, 132, 

136, 140, 158, 161, 170, 180, 

182, 183, 196, 214, 225, 238 

.Meme-64 , 173 

.Meme-a , 17, 50, 114, 142, 146, 

197, 230 

.Meme-b , 17, 21, 49, 65, 83, 

114, 115, 130, 142, 146, 150, 

152, 160, 161, 164, 187, 230 

.Meme-c , 17, 69, 83, 115, 135, 

142, 153, 155, 156, 179 

.Meme-d , 17, 52, 129, 146, 

155, 179, 197 

.Meme-e , 20, 56, 68, 69, 114, 

116, 133, 157, 161, 187 

.Meme-f , 20, 23, 64, 65, 67, 69 

.Meme-g , 23, 56, 69, 135, 146 

.Meme-h , 18, 26, 32, 61, 62, 

147, 161, 163, 169 

.Theme-A , 62, 130, 133, 136, 

137, 138, 161, 177 

.Theme-B , 14, 61, 62, 129, 133, 

158, 188, 196 

.Theme-C , 14, 61, 68, 129, 133, 

175, 188, 196 

.Theme-E , 115, 129, 133, 178, 

181, 191, 198, 199, 209, 245, 

249 

.Theme-F , 15, 177, 178, 179, 

203, 212, 214, 219, 221, 241 

.Theme-G , 36, 132, 136, 137, 

158, 161, 163, 170, 174, 175, 

176, 177, 180, 196, 203, 238, 

242 

.Theme-H , 62, 63, 114, 133, 

158, 174, 175, 176, 178, 179, 

180, 183, 188, 197, 203, 212, 

214, 219, 221, 235, 238, 241 

.Theme-J , 15, 129, 132, 142, 

169, 175, 177, 178, 179, 188, 

203, 212, 214, 219, 221, 241 

.Theme-K , 51, 147, 169, 181, 

188 

.Theme-M , 52, 143, 152 

.Theme-N , 18, 20, 37, 50, 51, 

52, 54, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 69, 

130, 146, 163, 164, 170, 188, 

191 

Anderson (2005), 171 

Anderson (2006), 171 

Anderson, et al (2003), 173 

Anderson, et al (2005), 171 

Biondi, et al (1999)), 173 

Bradley (1999), 173 

Bradley, Eddy (1991), 174 

Bradley, et al (2003), 174 

Bradley, Jones (1993), 174 

Briffa, et al (2001), 174 

Briffa, et al (2004), 174 

Bürger, Cubasch (2005), 174, 

200 
Bürger, et al (2006), 175 

Cohn, Lins (2005), 175 

Colligan (1973), 182 

Crok (2005), 182 

Cronin (1999).  

Crowley (2000), 175 

Crowley (2002), 176 

Crowley,et al (2003), 176 

Crowley,Lowery (2000), 176 

CSPP (2005), 175 

D'Arrigo, et al (2006), 176 

Esper, et al (2002), 177, 202 

Esper, et al (2005), 177 

Evans, et al (1976) wrong, 177 

Graybill, Idso (1993), 177 

Gwynne (1975), 182 

Huang (2005), 177 

Huang, et al (2000), 177 

Huang, Pollock (1997), 177 

Huybers (2005), 178 

IPCC TAR (2001), 182 

Jones, et al (1998), 178 

Kerr (2006), 182 

Legates (2005), 182 

Lindzen (2001), 182 

Lindzen (2005), 178 

Mann (1998), 178, 204 

Mann (2006), 184 

Mann, et al (1998) MBH98, 178, 

210 
Mann, et al (1999) MBH99, 178, 

213 

Mann, et al (2000), 178, 215 

Mann, et al (2005), 179, 222 

Mann, Jones (2003), 179, 220 

McIntyre (2005), McI05, 184 

McIntyre, McKitrick (2003) 

MM03, 179, 224 

McIntyre, McKitrick (2005), 

MM05x KEY , 184, 185 

McIntyre, McKitrick (2005a) 

MM05a, 179, 226 

McIntyre, McKitrick (2005b) 

MM05b, 179, 231 

McIntyre, McKitrick (2006), 

MM06, 184 

McKitrick (2005), McK05, 184 

Michaels, Douglass (2004), 183 

Moberg, et al (2005), 179, 234 

Muller (2004), 183 

NOAA (2005), 183 

NRC (1995), 183 

Osborn, Briffa (2006), 180, 237 

Rutherford, et al (2005), 180, 239 

Sullivan (1975a), 183 

Sullivan (1975b), 183 

Tennekes (1991), 180 

Valentine (1987), 180 

von Storch, et al (2004), 181, 242 

von Storch, et al (2006), 181 

von Storch, Zorita (2005), 180 

von Storch, Zorita (2006), 184 

Wahl, Ammann (2006), 181 

Wahl, Ammann (2007), 181 

Wahl, et al (2006), 181 

Wunsch (2002), 244 

Wunsch (2006), 181, 246 

Zidek (2006), 183 
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Color codes  
This report is an attempt  to make sense of multiple sources, including the 

WR itself, [BAR2006, BAR2006a, WEG2006c, SAI2007].  It has been a 

long classification exercise to create attributes to summarize the mass of 

detail.  Various codes were created for  the WR Bibliography. As I 

annotated text of the WR and testimony, I noticed common features.  Some 

were well-known climate anti-science Memes (bad arguments), whose 

prevalence originally surprised me.  Repeatedly-ignored standard practices 

got tagged as Themes.  Only just before completion did it occur that 4 

unifying color codes could be used to organize this, reducing the need to 

look at the more complex code combination used for the underlying 

analysis.  Most readers can ignore the detailed codes and just recognize 

that red   is usually a problem.  If they want to go deeper, they can see 

the specific code and check its origination and usage.

 

Memes and Themes 

Meme-nn  Cataloged climate anti-science  

meme, found in MM05x, 

W.8.9 . Many fit  mission #1. 

Meme-?  Meme found in MM05x, but 

not in the catalog, so given a 

letter code here. Many of these 

support mission #2. 

 

Meme-nn  Meme from a standard catalog, 

but not obvious in MM05x.  

Red ones are clear, some 

orange might belong in red.  

Some might be marginal. For 

example, Meme-08 , is listed 

because it seems the only 

reason for 3 (uncited) popular 

press global cooling articles. 

 

 

 

Theme-?  Theme, a good practice from 

science ignored often enough 

in the WR to be named. 

 

The Index shows ~130 page- instances of 24 

different Memes and another ~130 of  14 

different Themes, but any page might have 

multiple instances, shown once.  Some may be 

subjective, more easily may have been missed.  

Some are found elsewhere, not in the WR.

 

References and Page tally, §2.7 

 Strong carrier of the red memes, work by 

MM or direct support for them. 

See also Link- M , Link- m   on next page. 

 

 

 

 

 Miscellaneous  climate anti-science, 

sometimes irrelevant, often not cited, 

occasionally problematic science paper.  

 

 

 Generally reasonable science, but 

irrelevant, uncited or weakly cited, 

seemingly as bibliography-padding or 

credibility-enhancement. 

 

 

 

 Mainstream relevant science, either being 

attacked, or perhaps cherry-picked, or 

being cited, then ignored.   This category 

might have been split further, but this was 

already complex enough. 

 

 

People, Organizations 

 Wegman, Said, Coffey, or others who 

strongly involved in making the WR 

happen, not just in writing it. 

 

 

 

 

 Involved, but not so clearly, like Rigsby, 

who clearly did the low-level SNA 

analysis, but may or may not  have 

understood the larger context. 

 

 Likely not really involved, but 

inappropriately portrayed as more  so, 

presumably to trade on credible peopleôs 

names,  such as Scott as 2
nd

 author, or 

some commenters labeled as ñreviewersò 

or even  ñcontributors.ò 

 

 Mainstream climate scientists, often 

attacked, or who may well argue among 

themselves, but then get cherry-picked to 

over-emphasize doubts. 
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Memes and Themes 
The WR repeats many well-cataloged climate anti-science Memes. They 

may be directly stated in the WR, quote-mined, amplified or indirectly 

supported via uncited, irrelevant references acting as meme-carriers. 

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

science, but experienced watchers see them often.  But it is strange to find 

them pervading an ñexpert, objective, independentò report to Congress, 

especially from statisticians with no obvious experience doing such. 

 

Skeptical Science offers a convenient numbered list of climate anti-science 

arguments.  Each has a short description linked to a general-audience 

description and debunking.  Peer-reviewed literature is cited as backup.  

www.skepticalscience.com/fixednum.php  

The subset used here is listed on the second following page. The WR uses 

some others enough to assign Meme letters, most of these appear in some 

form in MM05x, McK05, GMI2005, or at McIntyreôs website. 

 

Meme-a    IPCC results depend mainly on 1999 hockey stick 

Sen. Inhofe was saying this by 02/10/05 [GMI2005, p.10]. 

 

Meme-b    Paleoclimate peer review is poor, due to social network 

McIntyre has history of promoting Memes -b and  -c  in his blog, but 

the ideas may have started with Michaels at GMI [GMI2003, p.10]: 
ñQuestion: Pat Michaels, University of Virginia. I think what youôre 

really uncovering here is a larger and pervasive problem in science, 

which is the peer-review process seems to be missing important and 

obvious issues, perhaps failing because of the sociology of global 

warming science.ò 

MM were thus ñcoachedò by real experts like Michaels and Singer. 

ñGroupthinkò discussion appears May 2005, in McK05 then MM05x 

for GMI.  These sources are referenced (vaguely) in WR, not cited. 

 

Meme-c    No independent verification, since some data sharedò 

This one claims data same, MM05x, p.17. W.8.9. 
 

Meme-d    Itôs a few bad scientists 

Attacks often focus on a few, or mainly one scientist at a time.  Targets 

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

Jones (ñClimategate,ò perhaps AR4).  Misattribution of multi-person 

efforts to individuals is effective in personifying results, yielding easier 

targets compared to larger organizations.   All have been repeatedly 

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

 

Meme-e   Confounding factors everywhere 

òConfounding factorsò are always impediments for which statisticians   

stay alert, A.8.When experts identify such factors and explain methods 

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

labeling anything they do not understand as ñconfounding factors.ò This 

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 ñconfoundingò several times into plagiarized text.   

 

Meme-f   Faux fight between statisticians and climate scientists 

Some parts of the WR and follow-onôs, like [WEG2006c, SHA2006, 

WEG2007, SAI2008] 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 science, A.4.  

 

Meme-g   General problem applies to all specific cases 

Confounding factors, missing data, data errors, PCA-decentering, 

suboptimal statistical methods and poor peer-review 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 raising doubts, except with experts who know better, A.4. 

Bad talks or papers seek unwary audiences. 

 

Meme-h   Weôre statisticians, only asked to look at statistics, MBH99 

This sometimes appears, seemingly to avoid other discussions, as of 

basic science or all the later papers, especially in testimony. 

 

Meme-j    Large uncertainty means almost nothing is known  

This is a more general form of Meme-e , specifically added for A.12, 

McShane, Wyner (2010), although its antecedents may lie in 

McIntyreôs long efforts to denigrate every meaningful proxy. 

http://www.skepticalscience.com/fixednum.php
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Here, a Theme is an important, generally accepted scientific idea or 

practice often ignored by the WP.  Many seem to be specific kinds of 

ñCulpable Ignorance,ò with Theme-N  as a general catchall.  Senior 

researchers should either know these or know to ask experts. 

 

Unlike the numbered Memes, the Themes and lettered Memes emerged 

from study of the WR.  Of related pairs (Meme-56  ,Theme-G ), the 

former might be repeated from lack of knowledge, but the latter requires 

ignoring citations and the WRôs own Summaries.  

 

Science 

 A  ï Avoid outdated sources 

Scholars prefer well-established, but relatively recent credible sources 

over substantially older ones, especially those superceded by their own 

authors or repeatedly refuted in peer-reviewed literature. 

 

Physics 

 B  ï Energy is conserved on Earth, as elsewhere 

If more energy arrives at the Earth than is radiated, it warms, 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  ï The Greenhouse Effect is real, well-understood 

GHGôs absorb infrared, and slow down outgoing radiation.  That is also 

sophomore physics, from basic quantum mechanics. 

 

Climate Science 

E  ï Ocean oscillations are not forcings 

Ocean oscillations can strongly affect surface temperatures, but they 

mostly move energy around, rather than directly changing the Earthôs 

energy balance.   

F  ï Geography matters to surface temperature variability 

Northern Hemisphere, NH extratropics and global temperatures are not 

identical.  Land temperature varies more than oceans.  The WR often 

confuses these, casting doubt on resulting conclusions. 

 

G  ï The Medieval Warm Period varied spatially, temporally  
For years, most credible peer-reviewed papers have said this.  The WR 

cites, even Summarizes such papers, but the idea usually gets lost. 

 

H  ï Late 20
th
-century warming is unusual, anthropogenic 

This follows from Theme-B , Theme-C .  Neither WR nor Wegman 

testimony ever admitted this, A.2, and it was effectively edited out or 

weakened in Summaries, W.8.  It is not  just WRôs  ñcorrelation is not 

causationò comment, W.3. 

 

Statistics 

J  ï Confidence intervals matter in real science 

Much science is presented with confidence intervals (bands), not just 

simple points (lines).  Lines can be ñclose enoughò when not identical. 

 

K  ï 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 ï Social networks are human, coauthorship has long been studied 

Computer networks  are not generally social networks.  Coauthorship 

studies are not new, but long-established, contrary to several assertions. 

 

Other 

N  ïCulpable ignorance, miscellaneous 

This covers anything else where one might plausibly expect the writer 

or speaker to know better, ranging from reasonably arguable to a 

synonym for ñlie.ò In some cases, it is used where a mis-statement of 

fact is clear, but one cannot prove that someone knew or remembered.
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Reference page for Memes, Themes, other  codes 

Many Memes (arguments) were recognizable from past experience. 

www.skepticalscience.com/fixednum.php , plus my a-h.  

Meme-01  ñItôs the sunò [sun] 

Meme-02   ñClimateôs changed beforeò [change]ò 

Meme-03   ñThere is no consensusò [consensus] 

Meme-05   ñModels are unreliableò [model] 

Meme-08   ñIce age predicted in the 70sò [ice70s] 

Meme-11   ñCO2 lags temperatureò [co2lag] 

Meme-18   ñHockey stick is brokenò [hockey] 

Meme-20  ñItôs Urban Heat Island Effectò [uhi] 

Meme-21  ñItôs just a natural cycleò [cycle] 

Meme-24  ñWater vapor is the most powerfulò [vapor] 

Meme-32  ñWeôre coming out of the Little Ice Ageò [oldice] 

Meme-36  ñThereôs no empirical evidenceò [empirical] 

Meme-56   ñMedieval Warm Period was warmerò [MWP] 

Meme-64  ñItôs aerosolsò  [aerosols] 

Meme-107  ñTree rings diverge from temperature after 1960ò [diverge] 

Meme-a   IPCC results depend mainly on 1999 hockey stick  [ipcc=hs] 

Meme-b   Paleoclimate peer review is poor, social networks [badpeer] 

Meme-c   No independent verification, since some data shared  [no-indy] 

Meme-d   Itôs one scientist (or a few)  [one scientist] 

Meme-e   Confounding factors everywhere [confound] 

Meme-f    Faux fight between statisticians and climate scientists  [faux] 

Meme-g    General problem applies to all specific cases  [generalspecific] 

Meme-h   Weôre statisticians, only asked to look at statistics, MBH99  

Meme-j   Large uncertainty means almost nothing is known  

 

Theme-?   WR often ignores these good ideas. 
Science A  ï Avoid outdated sources. 

Physics B  ï Energy is conserved on Earth, as elsewhere 

 C  ï The Greenhouse Effect is real, well-understood. 

Climate E  ï Ocean oscillations are not forcings 

Science F  ï Geography matters to surface temperature variability 

 G  ï The Medieval Warm Period varied spatially, temporally 

 H  ï Late 20
th
-century warming is unusual, anthropogenic 

Statistics J ï Confidence intervals matter in real science 

 K  ï Big errors matter, small ones do not.  Know which they are. 

Sociology M  ï Social networks are human, coauthorship long been studied 

Other N  -  Culpable ignorance, miscellaneous 

Codes 

Issues, W11.2, elsewhere 

<e or E> Error (minor/arguable or major) 

<c or C> Change of meaning (minor or major) 

Many might also be Issue-F ,  but are not categorized. 

<b or B>. Bias (minor or major), pro-MM, anti-MBH.  

<bB> is also used in W.8.2 as in selection of source. 

Many Issues are combination, such as <ec> or <EB>. 

This applies most often to Summaries, where changes are really obvious, 

but the coding is useful elsewhere.  For A.12, the following were added, 

but not widely retrofitted to the WR, given the prevalence of some. 

Issue-P  Clear plagiarism 

Issue-p  Marginal, possible plagiarism, not counted in totals 

Issue-F  Clear fabrication, wrong source or misrepresentation 

Issue-f  Possible fabrication, often ñdid they really read this?ò 

 

References are coded in W.8, used to decide color codes on previous page: 

R, r, u, U Reference cited 

Clearly Referenced Ą clearly Unreferenced 

g, G, G, G Credibility if not peer-reviewed source 

Grey (popular press) Ą  Beyond grey (fringe) 

S, s, n, N Relevant - relevance or lack thereof 

Should have been Summarized  Ą clearly Not relevant 

X  Referenced in [NRC2006], plausible source.  Some references 

may have originated there or from MM+TT or Spencer. 

 

Link -  Link to likely sources, W.8, sometimes added elsewhere as hint to 

possible origin, especially for ideas lacking citations. 

M  (21) Likely sourced from MM+TT or indirectly via Spencer.  These 

are MM 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, MM05x. 

m  (31) Referenced by MM, 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, such as [MCS2010].  Meme-b  

indicates a red Meme sourced through the WR. These do not appear in 

the main  Index, as A.12 has its own local Index. 

http://www.skepticalscience.com/fixednum.php
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1 Background  
§1 gives  background on the attack on the hockey stick, as context for the 

WR.  Those familiar with the topic can easily skip to §2. 

 

1.1 Attack on the hockey stick  
Anti-science strategies for bypassing science and causing confusion are 

well-known [MAS2010].  The newly published book by Oreskes and 

Conway [ORE2010] details the 20-year history of climate anti-science, 

especially from the George C. Marshall Institute (GMI), also a key 

organization that helped recruit, coach and promote MM well before 

Wegman was involved.  Attacks on the hockey stick were under way in 

2002, and the attacks were progressively refined through 2005,  clearly 

articulated in the key MM05x reference. 

 

One might start with the [IPC2007] SPM (Summary for Policy Makers), 18 

pages long, from which next few charts are taken: 

www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg1/ar4-wg1-spm.pdf  

Almost without exception, science societies have a clear position on AGW:  

A. The Earth has been warming (with jiggles) for a century or more. 

B. Recently, most warming is caused by human-generated GHGs. 

C. Warming will continue, severity strongly influenced by human choice, 

with mostly negative consequences, bad ones on current trends. 

Measurements, graphs, trends, j iggles 
The chart at right illustrates important ideas (red annotations added). 

1. All graphs have yearly data (circles), a smoothed trend line (black), 

and an uncertainty interval shown in blue.  A wider blue spread means 

scientists have less or less reliable data. 

2. All graphs have clear trends, up for (a) and (b), down for (c). 

3. All have jiggles, because such trends are subject to various sources of 

noise.  No scientist expects straight-line trends, especially since yearly 

noise (El Ninos, huge volcanoes) can exceed yearly trends, enough to  

need ~15-20 years to be very sure of trends.  Properly computed 15-

year negative trends have not been seen for decades.  El Ninos can 

jiggle surface temperature strongly for a year or two, but are not in 

themselves long-term forcings.  Some other ocean oscillations operate 

over longer periods. 

 

Scientists continually argue about 

¶ best estimates for each year 

¶ size and nature of the jiggles, 

¶ size of the uncertainties.  

These sorts of arguments happen across science in analogous ways.  People 

unfamiliar with a field may misinterpret some such arguments as 

fundamental disagreements on basics, but they are not, as is clear from 

studying references found in the WR, not just copying text from them. 

Difference from 

Global 

1961-1990 average 

From: 

SPM.3, p.6 

http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg1/ar4-wg1-spm.pdf
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1.2 Trends ɀ natural  and human factors  
From [IPC2007, p.13] at right are NH temperatures relative to average 

temperature in 1980-1999, not immediately comparable to the previous 

chart (global relative to 1961-1990), but representative.  Black is historical, 

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 

(noise).  Early drafts [IPC2006] were available to the WP. 

Basic physics by paper -and-pencil  
Sunlight is absorbed by the Earth.  Some is re-emitted as heat radiation.  

GHGs (CO2, CH4, N2O, water vapor) absorb such radiation and transfer 

energy to nearby molecules.  Some energy is re-emitted Earthward, a good 

thing as temperatures would be uncomfortably lower otherwise.   In 1896, 

Svante Arrhenius roughly calculated the warming expected from doubling 

pre-industrial atmospheric CO2. He was a little high, near the edge of 

current uncertainty ranges, but not far off, not bad for 1896.  See Spencer 

Weartôs excellent history, Theme-B , Theme-C  

www.aip.org/history/climate/co2.htm,   

 

Computer models help reduce uncertainty limits and improve 
regional projections, but the basics are fairly straightforward.  
Energy is neither created nor destroyed . GHGs slow emission in the 

regions of the spectrum where GHGs absorb thermal radiation.  As GHG 

concentrations rise, the surface warms to maintain balance between 

incoming solar radiation and thermal radiation to space.  Most incoming 

solar energy is first absorbed in the oceans, measured as Ocean Heat 

Content, which is increasing.  Ocean oscillations cause more or less heat to 

be returned to the atmosphere, so El Nino years cause warmer 

atmospheres.  Still, energy is always conserved.  Unlike some areas of 

statistics or economics, physics has strong conservation laws, which are not 

mere correlations.   Earthôs energy balance does not change quickly 

without reasons, called forcings, such as changes in solar irradiance, 

GHGs, aerosols.  Earthôs orbital changes matter, but occur slowly. 

Past and future  
The Earthôs future temperature track will be determined by: 

¶ The current state of the Earth, especially total energy content, glacier 

masses, vegetation coverage and other factors that affect Earthôs 

overall albedo, i.e., fraction of energy reflected into space without 

creating heat.  Ice and snow reflect more than oceans. 

¶ Biological, chemical and physical processes. 

¶ Human choices, with ñpublic policy implications, as in [SAI2007, p.5]. 

Future natural temperatures simply do not depend on the temperature in 

1000AD or on our knowing anything about it.  Wegman even said this in 

testimony, A.3.  However, better understanding of the pastôs natural 

variability helps researchers calibrate climate models, which is why 

researchers argue fiercely over the shape and jiggles of the shaft.  If people 

somehow got a full set modern-grade temperature measurements from 

1000AD onward, nothing would change for the future except our ability to 

forecast it better. 

The uncertainty limits on each emissions scenario represent huge 

differences of impacts and costs , so narrowing those limits helps inform 

human choices. 

Difference fromNH  

Average 1980-1999 

From: 

AR4 WG I 

SPM.6, p.13 

Human emissions choices, 

fossil fuels, land use, etc 

Not at all likely. 

http://www.aip.org/history/climate/co2.htm
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1.3 Hockey sticks in the IPCC 
At right is a sequence of IPCC charts, most available in final form to the 

WP, except the last, which was available in Draft form, W.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 WR promotes this heavily,W.4.2. 

scienceblogs.com/stoat/2010/06/ipcc_1990_fig_71c_again.php 

pubs.giss.nasa.gov/docs/2009/2009_Jones_etal_2.pdf  Appendix A, p.36. 

 

2. [IPC1995, SAR, p.175] Figure 3.20. 

This used a few early studies, lacking uncertainty limits.  They knew they 

knew little pre-1400, but the curve fits the TARôs grey zone.  The hockey 

stick was already starting to appear, and the chart above was gone in 1992.  

andyrussell.wordpress.com/2010/06/15/the-hockey-stick-evolution  

 

3A. [IPC2001, TAR , p.134] Figure 2.21.  The main report is 800 pages. 

MBH99 is the black line, especially known for first computing (grey) 

uncertainty limits, correctly larger pre-1400AD, given less good data.  Red 

and green lines represent other studies (ñspaghettiò).  They mostly agree 

with MBH99 as they mostly lie within the grey.  They sometimes disagree, 

mostly in the depth of the LIA, for which plausible reasons have been 

given, often in WR-cited papers, Theme-F , Theme-J .. 

 

3B. [IPC2001, TAR]TS Figure 5  p.29 or SPM Figure 1  p.3. 

This is the famous hockey stick, simplified from 3A, especially for use in 

the 18-page Summary for Policy-Makers (SPM). 

 

4. [IPC2007, AR4, p.467] Figure 6.10 

Most of this chartôs papers were published no later than 2006, 7 were cited 

in the WR, and a Draft was already available [IPC2006].  I have overlaid it 

with the grey uncertainty limits from 3A.  Studies tended to be near or 

below MBH99, especially during the LIA.  If one prefers the others, they 

would lessen the MWP and make 20
th
-century warming look even stronger, 

W.4.4.  Some of these lines cover different geographies, and curves should 

differ.  This chart sequence shows normal progression in science.  All this 

work is concerned with reconstructing the ñshaftò or ñhandleò of the 

hockey stick, not the ñbladeò derived from modern measurements. 

1. 1990 

2. 1995 

3A. 2001 

3B. 2001 

4. 2007 

http://scienceblogs.com/stoat/2010/06/ipcc_1990_fig_71c_again.php
http://pubs.giss.nasa.gov/docs/2009/2009_Jones_etal_2.pdf
http://andyrussell.wordpress.com/2010/06/15/the-hockey-stick-evolution
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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 understanding for all eras.  Models and data are continually 

used to cross-check each other, so scientists care about the past.  A 

straighter hockey shaft implies higher climate stability, whereas stronger 

jiggles indicate higher sensitivity to CO2 changes, less stability and higher 

chance of more extreme (bad) results.  Oddly, those who attack the MBH 

hockey stick for its straightness, ought to like it, as it argues for lower CO2 

sensitivity than inferred by curves with stronger variations.   

 

But of course, the attackers do not like it.  A possible rationale for the 

attack is shown in sketches at right, roughly combining earlier charts. 

Suppose ñavoid CO2 regulation at all costsò (E) is oneôs goal, from: 

¶ Strong interest in using or especially selling fossil fuels 

¶ Ideological opposition to government regulation of anything 

¶ Any of the many other reasons in [MAS2010, Figure 2.6]. 

 

It is not easy to attack the modern temperature record (B, the ñbladeò), 

although some try.  It is really difficult to attack basic physics, good 

enough for approximate answers, although some try that as well.  The shaft 

(A) of the hockey stick really does not matter to policy and the blade (B) of 

the stick is solid.  Models (C) that predict temperatures as function of 

emissions choices are already good enough, getting better and are mostly 

needed for regional understanding and more accurate forecasts. 

 

ñScience bypassò is based not on doing real science, but on confusing the 

public, a well-honed tactic developed especially for the tobacco industry, 

[MAS2010, §1].  Arguments over statistical minutiae raise doubts and 

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

accessible only to experts.
3
  Ideas are often packaged as anti-science 

Memes, repeated endlessly although long ago debunked.  Many seem to 

attack (A or B) or (D) on credibility of climate science or the IPCC, but the 

real goal always seems the avoidance or at least delay of inconvenient 

action (E) (ñmitigation) in favor of ñadaptationò alone, usually meaning 

that someone else adapts, later or elsewhere. 

                                                      
3
 Of people who are sure that MBH99 is a fraud due to decentered Principal 

Component Analysis (PCA), what fraction had even heard of PCA before?  

? E: Act 

1) Avoid acceptance of E 

 1a) Attack models 

 1b) Attack IPCC credibility 

2) B increasingly hard target, but is hockey blade , 

3) Attack (~~irrelevant to C)     hockey shaft (A) 

 3a) Attack statistics of 1999 about A 

 3b) Confusion rubs off on B 

 3c) and on credibility of (D) climate science and 

IPCC éGood strategy! It works! 

3b, 3c 

3a 

 

Not so bad 

 

C 

Future: Models 
B 

Modern: Data 

Our best science says this, 

but if more people accepted it, 

they might act (E) to change C. 

But some have clear goal: 

avoid any restriction CO2 other GHGs. 

Relatively few would otherwise care 

about fights over tree-rings.  XXX fix  

 

A 

Paleoclimate: Proxies 

D: Climate science,     IPCC 

 

? E: Act 

? E: Act 

1) Avoid acceptance of E 

 1a) Attack models 

 1b) Attack IPCC credibility 

2) B increasingly hard target, but is hockey blade , 

3) Attack (~~irrelevant to C)     hockey shaft (A) 

 3a) Attack statistics of 1999 about A 

 3b) Confusion rubs off on B 

 3c) and on credibility of (D) climate science and 

IPCC éGood strategy! It works! 

3b, 3c 

3a 

 

Not so bad 
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1.5 Evidence versus presentation  
The development of  science can be compared to the construction of a 

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

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

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

masses of interconnected evidence.  As much as some would prefer, the 

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

especially amidst accumulated cement and steel rebars.  

The Economistôs March 18
th
 2010 ñThe clouds of unknowingò used a 

similar comparison: ñjigsaw puzzleò versus ñhouse of cardsò: 

www.economist.com/node/15719298 (paywall) 

 

At right are two whimsical sketches.  The first illustrates the Wall analogy.  

The main report of [IPC2001, WG I] is 800 pages long.  The various (not 

just MBH) reconstructions of the last 1000 years are covered in about 7 

pages of the 800 of the full report, pp.130-136, shown as the 7 grayed 

bricks in the 40x20 wall.  Suppose two bricks at bottom represent MBH 

work, and the bottom brick the complaints of MM against the MBH98/99 

hockey stick, although actually it should be a tiny fraction of a brick. 

 

The anti-science view (Meme-b )  treats the hockey stick as a key pillar of 

AGW, here represented as the elephant precariously balanced atop perfect 

correctness of the hockey stick in one old paper (MBH99, as per  Inhofe 

[MAS2010].  Focusing primarily on Man  is an example of Meme-d . 

 

Other researchers have found essentially similar results to MBH99, within 

the uncertainty range.  A reasonable person might have said in 2005: 
ñMBH99 is 7 years old, many others have obtained results from different 

methods and combinations of data that fit within uncertainty.  If there are 

errors, do they make a difference or not? Is everybody wrong?ò 

Meme-b ,  Meme-c  are cartooned as the red cloud covering the lower 

left corner of the Wall.  Although the WP claimed narrow focus on MBH-

vs-MM, it spent many pages on a strange trip into human social 

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

W.2.3, W.5.  Meme-b  appears in W.8 (WR summary of MM05a) and 

seems especially derived from (uncited) MM05x, W.8.9.  Meme-c    is a 

related, but subtly different  attack on data independence,very likely 

derived from MM05x or McIntyreôs website,W.5.8, W.5.9.  All this 

combines missions #1 and #2. 

AGW (Anthropogenic Global Warming): 
It is warming, 

Humans are causing most of the recent warming 

It will keep warming, with mostly negative effects 

Two views of the hockey stick 

Meme-a  

Science 

Anti- 

Science 

Mann Meme-d  

AGW (Anthropogenic Global Warming): It is warming, we are doing it, it will keep warming.

 

 

 Meme-b  

Meme-c  

 
 The Great Wall of Science 

http://www.economist.com/node/15719298
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2 Wegman report, from bottom to top  

2.1 Important papers - bad summaries  
DCôs work started this by finding about 10 pages of plagiarism and other 

WR problems, W.2.  W.11.8 adds another 25 pages, dissected in the format 

below.  Skeptical readers are welcome to check all 35 pages, but I suspect 

most will read no more than few before the repetitive style gets tiring.  I 

had to do this to gather and summarize the data.  Most people need not. 

 

Serious scholarship might start with key peer-reviewed papers, then follow 

related citations, ideally with help by field-knowledgeable experts, but the 

WP did not consult climate scientists, Theme-N .  The WR devotes 26 

pages to Summaries, few relevant to MBH statistics, Meme-h .  These 

Summaries seem to exist mostly as camouflage for the papers that matter, 

those written by MM, whether cited or not.  Most papersô conclusions are 

ignored, even when Summarized. 

 

The scholarship of these Summaries shows, not expertise, but its absence.   

About 50% of the total text is identical (cyan below).  Add trivial changes 

(yellow) plus other word moves or minor rephrasing (white regular font), 

for a total of 81% Strikng Similarity.  Even allowing for differing 

summarization practices, this is (not very competent) plagiarism.  
W.11 gives side-by-side comparisons of WR Appendix C, of which the 

examples below are truly representative.  Widespread Errors, Changes of 

meaning and Biases jump off the page, as cyan text quickly gets ignored.   

Wegmanôs own testimony raises doubts about his careful (or any) reading 

of some Mann-led papers or even the Summaries, A.1.3. 

This small version of W.11.4 chart illustrates the overall pattern of cyan, 

(yellow+white), and the big difference between Mann and MM.  Mann 

(left) was treated cursorily, MM (right) far less so.  Higher bars are worse.  

 
This mixes plagiarism with Changes of meaning and Bias, akin to W.2.1.  

Biases strengthen MM , weaken most others.  Other likely WR plagiarism 

cases seem more straightforward, with merely accidental errors, W.2.2, 

W.2.3, W.5.7.  This plagiarism style strongly resembles that in Saidôs 

dissertation, cut-and-paste with trivial changes that introduce silly errors, 

A.9. The consistent style hints at single-person authorship. It would truly 

odd for 26 pages to be written by anyone not credited as an author.  It is not 

Scott, seems quite unlikely to be Wegman, so the evidence fits Said. 

The Summaries do not even seem very well proofread.  Why bother? 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

110%

% SS (Striking Similarity) % ID (Identical, Cut-and-paste)

Papers,Mann lead author

91%

63%63%

38%

50%

81%

Papers, 
McIntyre & McKitrick

WR, p.69, Paragraph  2 Overall the network includes 112 proxies, and each 

series has 

been formatted into annual mean anomalies relative to the 

reference period used for this data, 1902-1980. 

Certain tree-ring datasets have been represented 

by a small number of leading principal components. 

MBH98, p.779 
The long instrumental records have 

been formed into annual mean anomalies relative to the 1902ï80 

 reference period, é 

Certain densely sampled regional dendroclimatic data sets have been represented 

in the network by a smaller number of leading principal componentsé 

WR, p.80, Paragraph 4 
They also note the limited due diligence of paleoclimate journal peer review and 

that it would have been prudent to have checked the 

MBH98 data and methods against original data before accepting the findings as 

the main endorsement of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 

1. <CB>.  MBH98 as the main endorsement of the IPCC? 

This is a major Change of Meaning, plus Bias, hence <CB>. 

MM 05a, p.90 
recognizing the limited due diligence of paleoclimate journal peer review, 

it would have been prudent for someone to have actually checked 

MBH98 data and methods against original data before adopting MBH98 results 

in the main IPCC promotional graphics. 

The ñresults in the main IPCC promotional graphicsò part seems fair. 

The WR made an explicit change amidst ID text. 
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2.2 Bibliography  ɀ padded and strange   
The 80 WR references, pp.53-59, are analyzed in W.8, whose 3-page 

W.8.2 gives a dense listing.
4
  More detailed comments are given on 

some that were interesting and easily available, ~50 of 80, W.8.8.  

 

At most 40 of the total 80 references are even mentioned (cited)
5
 in 

the text.  Some of the other 40 are cited in weak ways, incurring 

doubt about careful or any  reading.  Normal scholarship frowns on 

large numbers of uncited references as ñbibliography paddingò: 

Google: academic ethics padding bibliography 

 

A few uncited references may be innocuous, especially in a long paper, as 

someone may delete a citation but forget to delete the reference.  It is quite 

reasonable to include ñFurther Readingò or the equivalent in annotated 

bibliographies.  But it is very strange for 50%  of references to be uncited. 

 

This is often a plagiarism tip-off in academe, as citations are removed to 

make text look original or people may include references not studied or 

even skimmed, in order to create a façade of expertise.  A few seem present 

only to cover usage in WR Figures 5.8,-5.9, W.5.8, W.5.9. 

 

In any case the WR has an odd mixture of references.  Credible papers are 

referenced, even cited, but conclusions that contradict the WR viewpoint 

are ignored or weakened.  Two credible, but irrelevant references are 

mangled together into something nonexistent.  Some are wrongly 

categorized, others may be considered dubious sources.  Many seem 

irrelevant. Some are OpEds by well-known climate anti-science advocates.  

Some seem to be included only to carry common climate anti-science 

Memes.  One is an economics working paper with 17 lines of MM views. 

One is a 1987 fringe-technology-journal article by a long-time writer of 

pseudoscience and conspiracy theories.
6
  It cannot possibly be relevant.  

                                                      
4
 On-line readers may find it useful to print those 3 pages, to follow the WP 

references mentioned often.  Not everyone knows these by heart. 
5
 en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Citation, ñMore precisely, a citation is an abbreviated 

alphanumeric expression (e.g. [Newell84]) embedded in the body of an intellectual 

work that denotes an entry in the bibliographic references section of the workò 
6
 Tom Valentine in MAGNETS, #52 in W.8.2, W.8.8. I was unable to find that! 

This Bibliography fits a clear mission to ratify MM and discredit climate 

science, although not executed very competently.  Recalling that many 

papers came via Spencer, presumably originally selected by MM+TT, 

[SAI2007, p.9] says: 
ñReviewed some 127 technical papers related to paleoclimate reconstruction.ò 

A plausible scenario, consistent with the evidence is: 

¶ First read the very grey MM05x , a presentation and meeting for GMI, 

May 11, 2005, and perhaps McK05 from a week earlier.  These provide 

many Memes and strategies that appear in the WR.  Some content could 

never survive credible peer review.  These are referenced (vaguely), 

never cited.  Some effort is needed to find the original date and sponsor 

of MM05x (GMI), if not previously known, and no connection with 

GMI appears anywhere in the WR.  Wegman was contacted 09/01/05, 

and the WR oddly dates MM05x as 09/07/05, not the original 05/11/05. 

That hints that it was one of the early papers from Spencer . 

¶ Actually study the 3 MM references (MM03, MM05, MM05b) ,  

whose Summaries show the least cut-and-paste plagiarism.  Wegman 

and the WR show much more familiarity with these and their comments 

on MBH, then with MBH papers themselves. 

¶ Follow McIntyreôs Climate Audit blog, perhaps . 

¶ Read some (credible) papers, but with minimal comprehension.  

Summarize some, but often ignore their clear conclusions. 

¶ Add more papers for bulk and an illusion of scholarship, although 

perhaps without even studying them.  One irrelevant pair is mangled. 

¶ Pad the Bibliography with irrelevant climate anti-science Meme-carriers, 

like Anderson, et al (2005) and the bizarre Valentine (1987) ozone 

reference . 

 

Like the Summaries, most references seem camouflage for the few that 

count, those by MM, including the influential, but uncited MM05x.  Many 

are completely irrelevant to the supposed mission to study MM vs MBH.  

This just presents a scholarship facade, until one looks very closely.  

 

If  this seems harsh, see the 20-page analysis in W.8. 

One would expect the Summaries and Bibliography to be done by the same 

person, most likely Said.  Like the Summaries, the Bibliography does even 

seem cursorily proofread. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Citation
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2.3 Literature review  
The entire text of WR pp.23-27 is shown in W.3, with interspersed 

commentary.  Many Memes, Themes, Errors and Biases appear, 

unsurprising, since it summarizes the error-laden WR Appendix C and 

Bibliography.  These include multiple misunderstandings of basic physics 

and the strong innuendo: 
ñThe variables affecting earthôs climate and atmosphere are most likely to be 

numerous and confounding.  Making conclusive statements without specific 

findings with regard to atmospheric forcings suggests a lack of scientific rigor 

and possibly an agenda.ò 

 

<B>This combines culpable ignorance with an insinuation of wrongdoing, 

Theme-N , Meme-e .  

 

In any case, Conclusion, Recommendations and Executive Summary often 

ignore the Literature review and the Summaries on which it is based.  So 

does some of Wegmanôs testimony.  Again,  at a glance, this looks like 

normal scholarship, but is not.  It is just another part of the façade. 

 

2.4 Reconstruction ɀ strange graphs  
WR §4 implements #1 of the 2 main missions for the WR: ratify the 

statistical attack by MM, especially as seen in MM05x. 

WR, p.7: 
ñTo this end, Committee staff asked for advice as to the validity of the 

complaints of McIntyre and McKitrick [MM] and related implications. éò 

 

The WR is written by statisticians supposedly to evaluate MM-vs-MBH, 

statistically.  One would expect this WR §4 to provide that, but instead, it 

reiterates why MM must be right and MBH wrong, reproduces various 

MM graphs and strongly promotes a distorted version of a 1990 IPCC 

graph discarded by 1992, W.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 MBH-decentered PCA with proper centering is the 

obvious task, as suggested by Cressie, and independently done by Wahl, 

Ammann (2006), whose following chart is  discussed more in W.8.4.  The 

PCA decentering only affects a small fraction of the data for the early time 

period.  They computed the red curve with that fixed, some data problems 

fixed, but also with correct selection procedures for the number of proxies.  

If all that is jargon, do not worry. 

Just look at the following chart and compare the (red) line, done in 2006, 

with the original (grey) version done in 1998. 

This whole fuss is about the difference between grey and red.  Of 

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

 
 

The WR does not do this, Meme-f , Theme-N , but the topic is discussed 

in some detail in [WEG2006c, pp.10-15].  They cite Wahl, Ammann 

(2006) only in a footnote, to discredit it.  Later, in response to Rep. Stupak, 

we find: 

 

[WEG2006c, p.11]: 
ñAns: The Wahl and Ammann paper came to our attention relatively late in our 

deliberations, but was considered by us. Some immediate thoughts we had on 

Wahl and Ammann was that Dr. Mann lists himself as a Ph.D. co advisor to 

Dr. Ammann on his resume. As I testified in the second hearing, the work of 

Dr. Ammann can hardly be thought to be an unbiased independent report.ò 

 

That simply does not address the statistics issues claimed to be the purpose 

of the WR.  As shown the Page tally §2.7, the WR actually provides zero 

useful new statistical analysis of the hockey stick, for which  peer-reviewed 

articles were promised in 2006, A.1.3.  They have yet to appear.  

Wahl, Ammann (2006) 
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2.5 Social Network  Analysis  
One of the strangest parts of the WR and follow-on activities was the 

excursion into Social Network Analysis (SNA), a well-established 

discipline in which the WP had done little previous research.
7
 

 

All this seems aimed to support Meme-b , not merely to attack the hockey 

stick, but to discredit paleoclimate in general, §1.6.  WR §5 implements 

the mission #2 to complement WR §4.  Wegman insisted on its 

inclusion, despite urgings to the contrary, A.11.2, slide 19.  

WR, p.7:  
ñWe will also comment on whether issues raised by those criticisms discussed 

in McIntyre and McKitrick (2005a, 2005b) raise broader questions concerning 

the assessment of Mann et al. (1998, 1999) in peer review and the IPCC éò 

 

WR§2.3 (W.2.3)  plagiarizes several textbooks, generally without Bias, 

although not without occasional Errors.  Some of the same text is re-used 

in [SAI2008] and again in several PhD dissertations, [SHA2008, 

REZ2009].  W.3.2 shows the changes from one version to the next, 

including some tip-off  errors : ñstatusesòĄòstatuesò  (3 times)Ąòstates.ò  

The ñstatuesò example is simply ludicrous.  As a side-effect of reexamining 

documents, Saidôs dissertation [SAI2005] 
8
was found to have 5 pages of 

plagiarized ethanol discussion, done in a similar style, A.9. 

 

WR§5 (W.5) uses relatively unsophisticated, incomplete SNA to claim, 

with no evidence, that the paleoclimate coauthorship shows likely peer-

review problems there, in essence, guilt-by-association as Mann is labeled 

as playing a central role.
9
 

 

Having been criticized for this, in 2007 they published an analysis 

contrasting the paleoclimate net with Wegmanôs, using the odd idea that a 

                                                      
7
 [RIG2004] had used SNA terminology to analyze computer networks, but that  is 

not SNA, just re-use of similar underlying graph theory.  [SAI2005] had one 

reference to an SNA paper of no relevance to coauthorship analysis.  Hence, they 

knew about SNA, but had not really done research there. 
8
 [SAI2005, SHA2008, REZ2009] all won departmental Outstanding Dissertation 

Awards. 
9
 In a study of one personôs group of coauthors,  that person will indeed have ñhigh 

centrality.ò  This is no surprise.  Good SNA research looks at larger networks, not 

just those focused on one personôs coauthors.  The WR actually has a bit  of that, 

Figures 5.6-5.7, but the results do not support the claims. 

personôs network is limited to coauthorship.  The network of Mann (1 year 

post-PhD at time of MBH99) was claimed more likely to be subject to 

abuse than that of Wegman, a well-networked  senior researcher.  They 

made strong  claims unsupported by the data, with poor references.  It was 

sent  to a non-SNA journal, Computational Statistics and Data Analysis, 

and accepted in 6 days, unrevised, compared to a 200-day average.  

Possibly, this was helped by Wegmanôs 20-year tenure as an advisor and 

Saidôs role as an Associate Editor at the time, 2 years post-PhD. 

 

Elsevierôs sister journal  Social Networks would have been far appropriate, 

but awkward.  Its editorial group included several people who were authors 

of the plagiarized texts, or colleagues of such authors.  Even without the 

plagiarism, this paper would have been very unlikely to have gotten far.  

 

Mere association is never evidence of guilt, but since the WR raises this 

issue, A.6 studies a few of Wegmanôs subnets, not just the coauthorship 

net.  It simply shows the absurdity of someone with Wegmanôs large, 

strong, multi-decadal network attacking that of recent PhD Mann. 

 

2.6 The rest of the WR 
W.1 describes the straightforward introduction. 

 

W.2  describes mostly plagiarized text identified by DC.  W.2.1 introduces 

serious Biases in plagiarizing Bradley (1999) on tree rings.  W.2.2 

strangely plagiarizes various sources on PCA and statistics, with some 

Errors.  Was PCA unfamiliar to the writer of this?    W.9 is a 

straightforward, mathematical description ,unlike anything else in the WR,  

apparently as it was the only part written by Scott. 

 

W.10 discusses some of the answers to questions from Rep. Boehlert. 

 

Then, W.6 and W.7 analyze Findings and Recommendations, much of 

which is then re-used as shown in W.0, the Executive Summary, usually 

written last.  When faced with a 91-page science-seeming report, many 

people read little more than the Executive Summary, Findings and 

Conclusions.  Those must emphasize key messages and they do. 

The next page consolidates all this into one table. 
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2.7 Page tally 
This section tallies the use of pages in the WR.  About 60 WR pages are 

spent on paleoclimate review / discussion and SNA topics in which the WP 

demonstrates little expertise.  Another 11 pages are just acknowledged 

copies from elsewhere.  Appendix A is fine.  Other pages list uncited or 

irrelevant references, show graphs or reiterate MMôs critiques of MBH.  

Whatôs missing is serious peer-review-quality statistical analysis of MBH, 

W.8.4.  Plagiarism and <eEcCbB> issues are detailed elsewhere, as are 

overall flows from antecedent sources, in A.0.  CAVEAT: page count is 

not proportional to visual appearance here.  Almost half the pages are 

white, i.e., blue/green sources, but with red insertions.  This is a science-

seeming façade for anti-science messages (red), relying on statistics many 

people cannot follow, a common technique for doubt creation 

WR §4 and §5 implement missions #1 and #2. 

Page Tally by Topic and Attributes

Wegman Report Sections

Details in Appendix W.# here

WR

Pages W
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s
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C

> 
C

ha
ng

es

<b
B

> 
B

ia
se

s Key takeaway messages:

--Errors, Changes, Biases

    pervade the WR

--Many pages are red, and 

    white  boxes include red

(0.) Exec background 2 0.5 0.5 2 Legend

(0.) Exec Global Climate 2-3 1.0 1.0 1 1 General text

(0) PCA, CFR, CPS 3-4 1.0 1.0 2 Paleoclimate

(0) Findings 4-5 1.5 1.5 1 9 Math Description

(0) Recommendations 6 1.0 1.0 1   (not doing math)

1. Introduction & 7 1.0 1.0 MM replication

    Copy of Barton/Whitfield 8-9 2.0 2.0 2.0 1    or related charts

2.1 Paleo background 10 1.0 Said 1.0 2 1 1 Statistics

      Tables from Bradley & 11-12 2.0 Said 2.0 2.0 3 1     Relevant statistical

      Text from Bradley (tree rings) * 13-14 1.5 Said 1.5 1.5 1 1 1     analysis of MBH that

      Text from Bradley (ice, coral)  & 14-15 1.0 Said 1.0 1.0     might pass peer review

2.2  Background on PCA*& 15-17 2.0 Said 2.0 2.5 1 1 SNA - Socal Network Analysis

2.3  Background on SNA*& 17-22 5.5 Said 5.5 5.5 1 1 Findings, Recommendations

3. Literature review, from App. C. + 23-27 5.0 5.0 7 7 16 Plagiarism

4. Reconstruction, PC Methods 28 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 1    Pages with substantial SS

     "       "         " 28-29 1.5 1.5 3 Copy, Acknowledged

   Replicate MM graphs 30-33 4.0 4.0 3.0    Pages mostly just copied,

   Copy/modify IPC1990 34 1.0 1.0 1.0 1     Ack'd, so not plagiarism.

   Make noisy IPC1990s @ 35-37 3.0 3.0     Not new work, does add bulk.

Said <eE>, <cC>, <bB> issues

Rigsby Page counts done to .5 page,

5.8  Figure 46 1.0 McI? 1.0 1 1    as full, for simplicity.

5.9  Figure 47 1.0 McI? 1.0 1.0 3 3 3 *See [DEE2010j], the "1"s just

6. Findings 48-50 3.0 3.0 5 11  note presence, not counts.

7. Recommendations 51-52 2.0 2.0 1 4 @This isn't Statistics, but might

(8 )Bibliography + 53-59 7.0 Said 7.0 8 30    not be exactly MM, either.

Appendix title page & 60 1.0 1.0    Graph likely came from MM.

  (9) App. A, PCA math & 61-63 3.0 Scott 3.0 # Counts only

(10) App. B. Boehner 64-66 3.0 3.0 1.5 3 7    unSummarized references

(11) App C. Summaries + 67-92 26.0 Said 26.0 25.0 33 24 37 + White = mix of blue/green

Total pages/pages per topic 91 91.0 7.5 46.0 7.5 9.0 0.0 13.5 7.5 35.5 11.0 76 39 129    with red/orange insertions

% pages per topic 8% 51% 8% 10% 0% 15% 8% 39% 12% & Grey: neutral, straightforward

5. SNA 38-45 8.0 18.0
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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 resemble NRC procedure in the slightest, covered in 

detail, A.1. The WP sent it to a few people, all well-known to Wegman, 

some then quite close, some not.  Some got a few daysô notice, at least 

some dissented, but were ignored.  Some commenters were clearly mis-

used and surprised to be labeled ñreviewers.ò  Had I time to dig deeper, 

I would not be surprised to find more, but enough evidence already exists 

to show a serious problem, including repeated efforts to present the WR to 

Congress as being like an NRC effort. 

 

Wegmanôs testimony is sometimes confused or contradictory about this. 

Promises were made of forthcoming peer-reviewed work, A.1.3, none of 

which seem to have happened, except the problematical [SAI2008], W.5.6.  

 

As an example of the long-term persistence of WR credibility and 

misinformation, climate scientist Judith Curry writes, 04/25/10  in: 

www.collide-a-scape.com/2010/04/23/an-inconvenient-

provocateur/#comment-3198 
ñSpecifically with regards to the Wegman Report, this was a paper that had 

been commissioned by a Committee of the US House of Representatives, peer-

reviewed in exactly the same way as NRC 2006, and was read into the House 

record on 17 July 2006.ò 

It was indirectly commissioned by Barton/Whitfield through Coffey. 

 

2.9 Moving on, or not   
[BAR2006a, p.134] Wegman says: 
ñIn a real sense the paleoclimate results of MBH98/99 are essentially irrelevant 

to the consensus on climate change. é We think it is time to put the 'hockey 

stick' controversy behind us and move on.ò 

If  MBH98/99 was irrelevant, the whole WR makes little sense, but in any 

case Wegman did not move on, A.3.  He and Said gave climate-science 

related talks over the next few years, in a few cases seemingly paid by 

government contracts.  Related talks were given at several conferences, 

organized through  a Wegman-led small organization, A.6.  Others  were 

given to audiences unlikely to include many climate-knowledgeable  

people, Meme-f ,  Meme-g . 

The one talk given to an expert audience in 2007, was not well-received, 

A.4.  it was inappropriate, perhaps sometimes gratuitously offensive to 

experts, whom Wegman late seemed pleased to have irritated.  It even 

ñborrowedò 3 slides from Mann, used without attribution and out of 

context, in fact, essentially reversing the original sense of his talk. 

 

Interface 2010 (a long-running small statistics conference) was organized 

by Said and Wegman, A.6.4.  Seemingly at the last minute, they created 

two new sessions filled mostly with professional climate anti-science 

advocates like Fred Singer, Jeff Kueter (GMI), and Don (ñimminent global 

coolingò)  Easterbrook.  It seems unlikely this was the first contact between 

them, §3.3.  Said gave a talk on ñClimategate.ò 
ñThe lack of transparency by some climate researchers, the willingness to bend 

the peer review process, and the willingness to destroy data rather than share it 

with researchers of a different perspective all raise fundamental issues of 

climate change policy.ò 

 

It is difficult to understand how all this is ñmoving on.ò 

 

Regarding data destruction, Saidôs informative public seminar at GMU 

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

schedules.  In August 2010, the file disappeared and the reference  was 

edited out of one seminar history, and her PhD dissertation also 

disappeared, shortly after mention of that appeared at Deep Climate, A.11. 

 

All this may seem a harsh assessment.  That is the reason for the inclusion 

of 200+  pages of backup evidence in more detail than most people will 

ever need.

http://www.collide-a-scape.com/2010/04/23/an-inconvenient-provocateur/#comment-3198
http://www.collide-a-scape.com/2010/04/23/an-inconvenient-provocateur/#comment-3198
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2.10 The PR campaign 
The WR was never about science, but was PR designed to mislead 

Congress, confuse the public, offer good quotes and be referenced again 

and again, to this day.  The immediately-preceding events are shown here, 

with more detail in A.5, followed by a brief discussion of longer-term PR. 

 

07/13/06  (no later) sent to WSJ, because: 

07/14/06 WSJ Editorial ñHockey Stick Hokumò [WSJ2006] 

07/14/06  10AM Barton, Whitfield announce WR [BAR2006] 

It is well worth reading this 2-pager. 

07/14/06  10AM Whitfield announces  07/19/06 10AM hearing 

 

Just as Myron Ebell had copies of the 2005  Barton/Whitfield letters, 

before some recipient(s), good  PR tactics make sure helpers are ready, and 

the other side knows nothing, learn of it from a WSJ Editorial. 

 

07/19/06 , Rep. Joseph Barton (R-TX) introduces House hearings: 

[BAR2006a,  pp.7-9] 
ñé I have never met Dr. Wegman.  We asked to find some experts to try to 

replicate Dr. Mann's work. é He picked some eminent statisticians in his 

field and they studied this thing. ... and Dr. Wegman and his colleagues who 

as far as I know have got no axe to grind, have said the Mann study is flat 

wrong. é So I want to thank Dr. Wegman and his colleagues for giving us an 

unvarnished, flat out non-political report. é 

We are going to put it up there, let everybody who wants to, take a shot at it. 

Now, my guess is that since Dr. Wegman came into this with no political axe 

to grind, that it is going to stand up pretty well. é 

PREPARED STATEMENT é 

 I would especially like to thank  Dr. Edward Wegman who, on his own time 

and his own expense, assembled a pro bono committee of statisticians to 

provide us with independent and expert guidance concerning the hockey 

stick studies and the process for vetting this work.  Dr. Wegman and his 

committee have done a great public service.  Their report, with clear writing 

and measured tone, has identified significant issues concerning the reliability 

of some of the climate change work that is transmitted to policymakers and 

characterized as well scrutinized.ò 

 

The WR has been referenced frequently since then in blogs and other non-

peer-reviewed items , rather rarely in actual science journals. 

All thi s fuss sits atop arguments that make little difference, §2.3. 

As an experiment, the reader might try: 

Google: wegman report 

Some are negative, but  many support it strongly.  Besides all the websites 

and blogs, one finds a steady stream of books that rely on the WR. 

 

A quick sample of recent books includes entries from US(6), UK(2), 

Canada(1) and Australia(1).  I own most, but I am sure many more exist. 

 

* [ALE2009]  Ralph B. Alexander, Global Warming False Alarm ï The bad 

science behind the United Nationsô false assertion that man-made 

CO2 causes global warming. 

*[ GOR2010]  Steve Goreham, Climatism. 

*[HAY2008 ] Howard C. Hayden, A Primer on CO2 and Climate, 2
nd

 Ed.  

*[HOR2008]  Christopher Horner,  Red Hot Lies: How Global Warming 

Alarmists Use Threats, Fraud, and Deception to Keep You 

Misinformed. 

*[LAW2009]   Nigel Lawson, An Appeal to Reason: A Cool Look at Global 

Warming,  (UK). 

*[MIC2009]  Patrick J. Michaels, Robert Balling, Jr , Climate of Extremes 

- Global warming science they donôt want you to know, CATO 

Institute (ñin cooperation with the George C. Marshall Instituteò)  . 

*[MON2010] A. W. Montford, The Hockey Stick Illusion, (UK). 

*[PLI2009]  Ian Plimer, Heaven and Earth: Global Warming ï The 

Missing Science, Australia.  This has 6 pages mostly quoting WR. 

*[RAP2008]  Donald Rapp, Assessing Climate Change: temperatures, 

solar radiation, and heat balance.  The 2
nd

 edition, 2010 has same 

material. 

*[SOL2008]  Lawrence Solomon, The Deniers, (Canada). 

 

Meanwhile, the British parliament was sent  (at least) 6 submissions to that 

cited the WR regarding ñClimategateò  [BRA2010, EWE2010, HOL2010, 

MCI2010, MEN2010, PEA2010].  

 

See A.12 for an August 2010 remake of the WR in a real statistics journal, 

loudly trumpeted across the Web, mostly by people with no obvious 

understanding of the science.  The WSJ quoted it. 

 

The WR lives on, a fine PR façade, but now it is time to look behind it.  
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3 History and helpers , behind the façade 
At this point, the discussion shifts to the detailed history of the faadeôs 

creation and the helpers behind it. 

 

3.1 Plausible strategies  
Following are a few examples of strategies one might follow in objectively 

evaluating MBH-vs-MM, using references available in mid-2006. 

Minimal  science 
One might simply look at the paleoclimate sections in [IPC2001, IPC2006] 

or study the charts in §1.4.  If one understands Theme-J ,  one might 

conclude, especially from the ñspaghetti graphò: 

¶ MBH99 has substantial error bars. 

¶ Most points of most reconstructions generally fit. 

¶ Reconstructions sometimes differ for good reason, such as choice of 

geographical coverage, Theme-F  

¶ We may never 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. 

¶ The Earth is (likely, very likely, who knows) warmer than it was during 

the MWP, but if not, it will be very soon. 

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

¶ Science is progressing as usual and IPCC is reasonable. 

¶ There is no big problem with MBH, time to move on. 

More  science 
In addition, one might read: 

¶ MBH98, MBH99, [IPC2001- paleoclimate, TS,SPM in that order] 

¶ MM03, MM05, MM05b 

¶ And maybe Mann, et al (2005) 

One might notice the careful caveats in the papers and how graphics got  

simplified, from MBH98/99 to IPC main report, to TS, to SPM, some of 

which is a necessity.  One might worry a bit about making nontechnical 

audiences understand the meaning of the grey uncertainty zone, but have 

sympathy for the general problem of science communication, conclude:
10

 

¶ There is no big problem with MBH, time to move on. 

                                                      
10

 This is more-or-less what I did a few years ago. 

Serious Science Review 
This might be done with an expert panel [NOR2006, NRC2006], with 

substantial review of many documents, including those marked X or 

labeled Relevant (R).   They in effect concluded: 

¶ There is no big problem with MBH, time to move on. 

Minimal statistics  
One might read: 

¶ MBH98, MBH99, [IPC2001 - paleoclimate, TS,SPM in that order] 

¶ MM03, MM05, MM05b 

¶ Mann, et al (2005) 

¶ Wahl, Amman (2006), W.8.4 

That might be enough or perhaps one would get the code from Wahl, 

Amman and study that, do oneôs own experiments, concluding that PCA-

decentering was incorrect, but doing it ñrightò made little difference, 

especially given the size of the grey uncertainty zone,  conclude: 

¶ There is no big problem with MBH, time to move on. 

 

3.2 WR, as presented, contradictions  
The WP could have taken the Minimal Statistics approach with less 

effort than was actually spent to reach the two key conclusions: 

¶ There are big statistics problems with MBH98/99, mission #1. 

¶ There are big problems with paleoclimate peer review, mission #2. 

To which one might add 

¶  Never move on, MBH98/99 must be discussed forever. 

 

As seen in the Page tally, §2.7, most WR pages are irrelevant.  
WR, p.2 
ñThis committee, composed of Edward J. Wegman (George Mason 

University), David W. Scott (Rice University), and Yasmin H. Said (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.ò 

This statement might be misleading.  Who actually selected the articles? It 

is plausible that Said reviewed some of the articles, and Wegman a few, 

although his testimony showed clear unfamiliarity with later Mann papers: 

. 
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[BAR2006a, p.38]: 
ñMR. STUPAK.  Okay.  Let me ask you this question.  Have you reviewed 

any of Mr. Mann's later refinements of his 1999 report? 

DR. WEGMAN .  I have reviewed some level of detail, not in  intense level 

of detail, the continuing papers, the continuing papers, most of which 

are referenced--in fact, the ones that are referenced-- 

MR. STUPAK.  Did he refine his data and his methodology? 

DR. WEGMAN.  My take on the situation is that rather than accept the 

criticism that was leveled, he rallied the wagons around and tried to 

defend this incorrect methodology.ò 

[BAR2006a, p.41]:  
ñMS. SCHAKOWSKY.  Well, let me ask you this.  Dr. Mann has published 

dozens of study since the original hockey stick study and as I said earlier, 

beginning in 2003 he reformulated the statistical methods.  Do you take into 

account these later studies in your report? 

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

later studies.ò 

 

None of this is consistent, but avoids answering an inconvenient question, 

Meme-h .  If Wegman had not been asked about later studies, why are 

they referenced, Summarized and discussed in the Literature Review? The 

WP was not asked to become expert in Bristlecone pines, nitrogen 

fertilization or SNA, but Wegman opined on them, too. 

 

Even ignoring the plagiarism, the poor quality of work is clear in W.11.8. 

Mann, et al (2005) was the latest-available Mann-led paper, making it 

important.  One need only scan that quickly to know Wegman is wrong. 

One can read the WR Summary of that paper, see that Mann, et al had 

moved from PCA to RegEM and had evaluated various methods.  The 

same is in the Literature Review, p.24.  He was clearly wrong about a 

simple fact of an Important Paper, how much time did he spend elsewhere?  

 

Who actually wrote or edited the 17 Summaries?  I cannot know for sure, 

but Said certainly seems the likely choice, although help from Reeves, 

Rigsby or even MM+TT cannot be ruled out.   In any case, the task of 

actually understanding the relevant literature seems to have been left to 

junior person (s) with no relevant experience, but obvious incompetence. 

The key PR messages of the WR mostly ignore its own Summaries, 

Bibliography and Literature Review.  They just look like scholarship. 

Once again, the two key missions #1 and #2 were: 

WR, p.7: 
ñTo this end, Committee staff asked for advice as to the validity of the 

complaints of McIntyre and McKitrick [MM] and related implications. é 

We have sought to reproduce the results of MM  in order to determine 

whether their criticisms are valid and have merit. We will also comment on 

whether issues raised by those criticisms discussed in McIntyre and McKitrick 

(2005a, 2005b) raise broader questions concerning the assessment of Mann 

et al. (1998, 1999) in peer review and the IPCC and whether such science 

assessments involving work of a statistical nature require some type of 

strengthening to provide reliable guidance for policy makers.ò 

 

Is it plausible that the Committee staff ñasked for adviceò or did they 

really want someone to ratify and amplify the MM+TT ideas implied 

above?  Did they want someone to find MBH and paleoclimate both guilty? 

Was the attack on peer review expected from the start,  Meme-b ?  

People urged Wegman not to include that, A.11.2, slide 19. 

 

Suppose they actually wanted expert, unbiased answers.  An NRC panel 

was the right way.  It might have been barely plausible to formally ask the 

ASA for statisticians to evaluate the MBH statistics, #1, assuming 

availability of some with at least minimal climate knowledge.  But 

Wegman obviously did not seem to understand (or accept) the Greenhouse 

Effect and Said showed no obvious expertise.  At least Wegman or Scott 

likely might have done the right math, but Scott was barely involved. 

 

But consider  claimed mission #2, to evaluate paleoclimate peer review and 

the IPCC.  That requires a serious multidisciplinary group of senior people, 

like the NRC panel, but plausibly adding social scientists who actually 

study such issues.  At the least, one would want a distinguished panel, as 

done in ñClimategateò investigations run by Ron Oxburgh or Muir Russell. 

Would one pick a statistician, senior, but quite unfamiliar with the entire 

field, with help from a new PhD and some students? I doubt it. 

 

Is it plausible that Barton and Whitfield would have gone forward with 

this effort unless they were absolutely sure the WR would produce the 

ñrightò answers?   They certainly were happy with the final report. 

 

But behind the façade is much more. 
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3.3 The façade and its construction  
It is nontrivial to show complex sequences of activities, some of which 

were intended to be hidden, involving many people and organizations 

unfamiliar to many readers.  The following is a 2-page attempt to 

summarize a sequence of 20 actions, each clearly involving some people 

and possibly involving others. These pages show a sequence of ñnetflowò 

charts, showing organizations, people, cross-group relationships of 

information flows. See [MAS2010] for background. 

 

The approach is inspired by Edward Tufteôs ñSmall Multiples,ò
11

 in which 

small diagrams are arrayed together, sharing structure in a way that helps 

people focus on the changes and differences. 

 

Each of the 20 ñnetflowsò contains one or more of the same elements, 

perhaps with notes or other organizations.  

 

TT (Think Tanks) includes, but is not limited to the Competitive Enterprise 

Institute (CEI) and the George C. Marshall Institute (GMI), and lists a few 

of the most active people, who have worked together for years, sometimes 

15-20.  One can assume everyone in the leftmost box knows everyone else 

and emails are likely to be quite frequent. 

 

MM were repeatedly brought to Washington, DC, introduced to people, 

presented talks, got feedback, exchanged email often, especially with Fred 

Singer.
12

   In some cases, information was provided by MM or TT, or MM 

information sent through TT, but from outside that is unknown. 

Also, the WP did work directly with McIntyre on some issues. 

 

Red names are known to be involved, or at least very likely.  Grey names 

are people who might have been involved, or might have at least known 

what others in the same box knew.  For example, Activity  06 is simple, as 

it shows a presentation and meeting for which some people are introduced 

as being present.  One cannot be sure either way of some others.  This 

example is ~2 years before formation of the WP. 

                                                      
11

 Edward R. Tufte, Envisioning Information, Graphics Press, 1990, pp.67-80. 
12

 In social networking jargon, Singer exhibits high centrality, i.e., knows 

everybody, [MAS2009, MAS2010]. 

πφ  ςππσȢρρȢρψ   -- ÔÁÌË ÔÏ #%) Ϲ '-)Ƞ ÁÒÅ '-) ȰÅØÐÅÒÔÓȱ ÂÙ ρ1πτ  

 
 

In Activity  14,  Spencer provided many of the references to Wegman and 

Said.  Some seem likely to have originated from MM, especially the more 

obscure proxies studied by McIntyre.  Some other technical ones may have 

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

originated.  Material went to Wegman and Said, but the rest are unclear. 

 

14  2005 -2006 Flow of references  

 
  

A conventional narrative follows the 20-step list, keyed back to it.  I hope 

the key ideas are visible in the 20-step list.  Try reading the narrative for 

context and returning to look at the overall structure: 

 

¶ TT recruited and fostered MM for years, promoting them to CO, and 

getting them introduced to Inhofe, who was using their ideas by 2005. 

¶ In mid-2005, the May 11 MM05x meeting laid out a strategy, and it was 

shortly handed off to Barton and Whitfield.  Ebell was ecstatic. 

¶ In Wegman, they later  found someone to execute this strategy. 

¶ At that point, TT minimized their visible involvement.  Having worked 

towards this for years, it is unlikely they stopped helping, just that their 

involvement became less obvious.  

¶ Ironically, this is a good application of thinking about social networks, 

in this case, time-varying ones with changes in team composition. 

  

TT:ThinkTanks 
CEI GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick 

 MM   McIntyre 

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House 

Barton  Whitfield 

 

   Spencer   

WP 

 

Wegman 

Said 

Scott 

Rigsby 

Reeves 

Some obscure 

references must 

have come from 

MM, 

 

        some maybe 

from  other TT. 

TT:ThinkTanks  

CEI  GMI  

Ebell OôKeefe 
Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick  

 MM   McIntyre 

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe, Hogan 

House 

Barton  Whitfield 

 

   Spencer   

Aloysisus Hogan, counsel for 

Inhofe, asks questions about 

tree-rings statistics. Other GMI: 

Baliunas, Soon, Jastrow 

Singer thanked McIntyre for 

earlier sending data  
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Part  1 ɀ Events before the Wegman Panel formed  
01  1998 GCSCT  organized by  American Petroleum Institute  

 
02  2001.10.11  McKitrick  talk for Congress  

 
03  2002.07.25  House hearings on climate  

 
04  2003.02.27  Essex, McKitrick talk for Congress,  Senate offices  

 
05  2003.11.xx  MM meet Inhofe 

 
 

In these activities, red shows people known to be involved.  
πφ  ςππσȢρρȢρψ   -- ÔÁÌË ÔÏ #%) Ϲ '-)Ƞ ÁÒÅ '-) ȰÅØÐÅÒÔÓȱ ÂÙ ρ1πτ  

 
07  2005.02.10   Inhofe talks for GMI;  WSJ Article on MM, OpEd 

 
08  2005.05.11  MM talk for GMI, MM05x  KEY SOURCE 

 
09  2005.06.23  Barton, Whitfield letters to MBH, others  

 
10  2005.07.15  Letter from NAS offering NRC rep ort, rejected  

 

TT:ThinkTanks 

CEI GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick 

 MM   McIntyre 

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House 

Barton  Whitfield  

          NO 

   Spencer   

Rep. Boehlert chastises Barton & 

Whitfield, says  ask NAS for advice. 

 

2005.07.15 

Ralph Cicerone 

President, NAS 

Rejection awkward. 

 

 

TT:ThinkTanks 

CEI GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick 

 MM   McIntyre 

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House 

Barton  Whitfield  

? 

   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. 

TT:ThinkTanks  

CEI  GMI  

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick  

 MM   McIntyre  

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 

usually have CO attendee(s). 

TT:ThinkTanks  

CEI  GMI  

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner  Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKit rick 

 MM   McIntyre 

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House 

Barton  Whitfield 

 

   Spencer   

 

TT+CO, but who?  

Barton later claimed 

WSJ article noticed, 

led to letters. Really?  

He and Inhofe are 

long allies, oil $$$. 

TT:ThinkTanks  

CEI  GMI  

Ebell OôKeefe 
Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick  

 MM   McIntyre  

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe, Hogan 

House 

Barton  Whitfield 

 

   Spencer   

Aloysisus Hogan, counsel for 

Inhofe, asks questions about 

tree-rings statistics. Other GMI: 

Baliunas, Soon, Jastrow 

Singer thanked McIntyre for 

earlier sending data  

TT:ThinkTanks  

CEI  GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick  

 MM   McIntyre  

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 
House 

Barton  Whitfield 

 

   Spencer   

TT:ThinkTanks  

CEI  GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

           McKitrick  

           Essex 

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House 

Barton  Whitfield 

 

   Spencer   

TT:ThinkTanks 

CEI GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

OôBrien, Michaels 

  

 

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House       Stearns 

Barton  Whitfield  
   

   Spencer   

TT:ThinkTanks  

CEI  GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

           McKitrick  

  

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House 

Barton  Whitfield 

 

   Spencer   

Ebell connects with McKitrick, 

brings to Washington, DC. 

TT:ThinkTanks  

 GMI  

Ebell OôKeefe*  

 Salmon 

Singer** ,  

*OôKeefe then API  

**via his wife 

 ñIdentify, recruit and train a team of five independent 

scientists to participate in media outreach. These will be 

individuals who do not have a long history of visibility 

and/or participation in the climate change debate. Rather, 

this team will consist of new faces éò 

 

Ebell promotes Essex and 

McKitrick, speaking about their 

book. 

McIntyre has connected with 

McKitrick, now working 

together, Ebell promotes them, 

and introduces them to cast of 

anti-science all-stars at GMI. 

(next netflow).  

WSJ 

2005.02.14 

Regalaldo 

Front page 
 

2005.02.18  

OpEd 
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Part 2 - Wegman Panel and after  
11  Contact, misleading vague claims  later by Barton, Whitfield  

 
12  2005.09.01  Actual contact by Coffey  

 
13  2005.09.xx   Contact by Spencer 

 
14  2005-2006 Flow of references  

 
15  2005.11.14 US CCSP meeting in Washington, DC [USC2005] 

 

In these activities, red shows people known to be involved  
16  2005-2006   Other interactions 

 
17  2006.03.01  NAS Panel, Washington, DC 

 
18  2006.07.14  Barton, Whitfield announce; WSJ Editorial  

 
19  2006.07.19, 27  House hearing s 

 
20  2010.06.16  Interface meeting run by Wegman, Said  

 

TT:ThinkTanks  

CEI GMI  

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 
 Don Easterbrook 

 

 

 

Wegman 

Said 

 

3 invited speakers for 

statistics conference. 

TT:ThinkTanks 

CEI GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick 

 MM   McIntyre  

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House       Stearns 

Barton  Whitfield  

  Paoletta 

   Spencer   

WP 

 

Wegman 

Said 

Scott 

Rigsby 

Reeves 

TT:ThinkTanks 

CEI GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick 

 MM   McIntyre 

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House 

Barton  Whitfield  

 

   Spencer   

WP 

 

Wegman 

Said 

Scott 

Rigsby 

Reeves 

WSJ 

2006.07.14 

OpEd 

TT:ThinkTanks  

CEI  GMI  

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick  

 MM   McIntyre  

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House 

Barton  Whitfield 

 

   Spencer   

WP 

 

Wegman 

Said 

Scott 

Rigsby 

Reeves 

TT:ThinkTanks 

CEI GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick 

 MM   McIntyre  

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House 

Barton  Whitfield 

 

   Spencer   

WP 

 

Wegman 

Said 

Scott 

Rigsby 

Reeves 

Code and 

porting help: 

certainly 

 

 

WR Figures 5.8, 

5.9: very likely. 

TT:ThinkTanks  

CEI  GMI  

Ebell Herlong 

Horner  Kueter 

         Singer,  

  

 MM   McIntyre  

CO: Congress 

 

 

House 

 

 

   Spencer   

WP 

 

Wegman 

Said 

 

Did Spencer know 

any of MM+TT? 

Did any MM+TT 

  know about WP? 

TT:ThinkTanks 

CEI GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick 

 MM   McIntyre 

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House 

Barton  Whitfield 

 

   Spencer   

WP 

 

Wegman 

Said 

Scott 

Rigsby 

Reeves 

Some obscure 

references must 

have come from 

MM, 

 

        some maybe 

from  other TT. 

TT:ThinkTanks 

CEI GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick 

 MM   McIntyre 

CO: Congress 
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Inhofe 
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Barton  Whitfield  
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Rigsby 

Reeves 

TT:ThinkTanks?? 

CEI GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick 

 MM   McIntyre 

CO: Congress 

Senate 

Inhofe 

House 

Barton  Whitfield  
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WP 

l 

Wegman 

Said 

Scott 

Rigsby 

Reeves 

Jerry  

Coffey 

TT:ThinkTanks 

CEI GMI 

Ebell OôKeefe 

Horner Kueter 

Singer, Michaelsé 

 MM   McKitrick 

 MM   McIntyre 
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NAS CATS 

 

ASA 

 



Strange Scholarship in the Wegman Report  V1.0  09/26/10 

 

30  

Activities 01-06 

Following a 1998 strategy created with the American Petroleum Institute  

MM were opportunistically recruited, first by Ebell (CEI), then with CEI 

and GMI working together.  They were brought to Washington, DC 

various times, coached by experts, including Singer, with whom McIntyre 

was already corresponding in 2003, at which time they were introduced to 

Inhofe. 

.  

Activity  07 

By early 2005, Inhofe was already using MM+TT anti-hockey stick 

material,  and the WSJ provided front-page publicity. 

 

All this follows a standard pattern of using spokespeople who can seem 

independent (like Baliunas and Soon, or MM), but work very closely 

behind the scenes with TT and Congressional allies (CO), certainly 

including Inhofe and Barton, at least.  Such spokespeople get invited to 

speak, although it seems to be getting more difficult, i.e., having to ask the 

Viscount Christopher Monckton.  Barton (TX) and Inhofe (OK) ran 

parallel committees in House and Senate, were long-time allies and both 

heavily funded by fossil energy companies: 

 

Inhofe: (Koch Industries is #1, relevant due to the Kochôs others) 

www.opensecrets.org/politicians/summary.php?cid=N00005582&cycle=C

areer 

www.opensecrets.org/politicians/contrib.php?cycle=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 they had not communicated regularly on climate 

issues, and if their staffs had not cooperated closely for years. 

 

From years of cooperative efforts and  emails shown in [MAS02010, A.9], 

it is hard to imagine MM ideas and plans not spreading quickly through 

TT.  If  something useful is learned by any of the key group in the 

Washington, DC area, they would likely all hear about it quickly: 

¶  (CEI) Ebell, Horner 

¶  (GMI) Kueter, OôKeefe, perhaps Herlong 

¶  (SEPP) Singer 

From some emails, even trivial matters seemed to propagate quickly.  

Email is wonderful, unless someone comes looking with subpoena power. 

 

Activi ty 08 

MM presented MM05x, as key talk for GMI, 05/11/05, followed by 

discussion, with chronology starting in A.5 (Step 08).  Unlike some earlier 

meetings, questioners are not named, but these meetings seem to be used:  

¶ to evaluate the newest material,  

¶ to make suggestions, and 

¶ to sometimes include a few outsiders to learn to anticipate questions 

likely to be asked in less friendly environments.  

Of course, this is the publicly recorded material, not the side conversations 

and meetings.  Given records of past GMI meetings, I would be surprised if 

there had been no CO staffers in attendance. 

 

The WR vaguely references this as dated 09/06/05, but never  cites it or 

identifies it as a GMI-hosted document.  That is probably not accidental.  

The date hints that it is an early document provided by Spencer.  See W.8.9 

for a longer discussion of its ideas, including  the red-marked Memes. 

 

Much of this talk would never survive credible peer review, but it 

represents a good set of talking points, refined over years by MM+TT, and 

it sounds like science. 

 

Activity  09 ï Barton, Whitfield letters  

It seems plausible that these letters were triggered by the Phil Cooney 

scandal and impending energy bill.  TT+CO likely needed some good PR, 

and MM05x was fresh in peopleôs minds, with Ebell especially helpful.  

The letters were written. 

 

[MAS02010, A.9.6] showed that Ebell had copies of the PDFs of the 

Barton/Whitfield letters less than 2 hours after they were created late 

Friday afternoon 06/24/05, before recipients could possibly have 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 one case, even gotten it.  Yet, Ebell was already sending 

copies to the White House (Perhach).  It is not surprising he was so excited, 

MM+TT had been working for this kind of effort since 2002. 

 

Activity  10 

Rep. Boehlert (R-NY)
13

 pushed back against this odd, intimidating 

procedure, as did the science community.  NAS offered a standard (expert, 

unbiased, independent) NRC panel to look at the problem, 07/15/05.  

 

The NRC panel offer was rejected, but this left TT+CO the awkward 

problem of leaving its strategy rebuffed.  What might they want? 

¶ Legitimize and amplify the statistics-based MM+TT narrative, the direct 

attack on the hockey stick, §1.5. 

¶ Ratify MM papers and MM+TT views in every way possible. 

¶ Find some way to discredit the IPCC and climate science as whole, §1.6, 

starting with complaints against peer review and study independence. 

¶ When possible, promote other common climate anti-science Memes. 

¶ And under no circumstances admit to reality of AGW. 

 

How might they get all that? 

¶ Find a senior statistician who might be willing to do this and able to 

recruit at least a semblance of a team.  Statisticians actually involved 

with climate science would be unlikely to help, especially since one 

must ignore most of the Themes listed here. 

¶ But avoid any with a history of outspoken climate anti-science views, as 

they would lack credibility, i.e., the ñfresh voicesò approach. 

¶ Do not ask anyone who might say ñnoò and talk about it. 

¶ Find someone sympathetic or at least persuadable and sound them out 

personally, not through a normal NRC-like selection process. 

¶ Announce nothing until it is clear that the ñrightò answers will emerge. 

¶ Use MM+TT to provide as much help as possible through Spencer or 

sometimes even directly. 

 

Having rejected a NRC panel, would Barton and Whitfield take the 

slightest  chance on a panel that might produce  the ñwrongò answers? 

                                                      
13

 Often mentioned by scientists as a strong supporter of science, [NOR2006]. 

That seems very unlikely.  In any case, they were clearly ecstatic with the 

report eventually produced, even to the happy pictures at [SAI2007, p.27]. 

 

Activitie s 11, 12 

Now, I can only speculate, since the next visible event was the 09/01/05 

Coffey/Wegman connection, which took 6 weeks.  I would guess that: 

¶ TT+CO tried very hard to come up with names of candidates or at least 

people who could suggest some. 

¶ Although Wegman had some old history with Star Wars (hence possible 

GMI connection), one might have expected a faster recruitment if he was 

still well-known to GMI or CEI. 

¶ Someone in TT+CO knew Coffey, who suggested his friend Wegman. 

Alternatively, someone thought of Wegman and knew Coffey a good 

indirect route.  Coffeyôs climate anti-science views are demonstrably 

intense.  It is hard to believe he would recruit anyone who would even 

admit AGW might be possible.  In any case, Wegman was asked. 

¶ But later, vague words about ASA, NAS and NRC were used to try to 

add credibility.  Coffey was unmentioned  except via [SA2007]. 

 

Activitie s 13, 14 

Wegman agreed to do it, recruited Said quickly.  They met with Spencer, 

who started sending documents.  [SAI2007, p.9, shown in A.11.2] says: 
ñReviewed some 127 technical papers related to paleoclimate reconstruction.ò 

 

Whether the WP was connected with TT at that point is unclear, but given 

the way CO has long worked closely with TT, I would guess that MM+TT 

at least knew about Wegman within a week.  The selection of papers is 

covered with MM+TT fingerprints.  Singer, Ebell Horner have broad 

knowledge of anti-science sources, possibly accounting for many of the 

grey references.  However, some almost certainly came from MM. 

 

Activity  15 

The US CCSP November 14-16 included an interesting combination of 

people.  It is unknown who met, but  McIntyre and the 5 from TT all knew 

each other.  Spencer, Wegman  and Said knew each other.  Wegman and 

Said knew of McIntyre and by previous reasoning MM+TT very likely 

knew of Wegman.   I would be surprised if there were not substantial 

contact during the 3-day meeting.  Did McIntyre pay for his trip? 
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Activitie s 16 

The WP worked directly with McIntyre on code, and it seems very likely 

that he provided the work for WR Figures 5.8 and 5.9, and maybe even the 

figures themselves, W.5.8, W.5.9. 

 

Activi ty 17 

The NAS panel offered another chance for some of the people to meet.  

Attendee list is not generally known. 

 

Activitie s 18,19 

Barton and Whitfield make their announcement, working with WSJ. 

The hearings  are held. 

 

Step 20 (a 2010 event) 

Wegman and Said invite Singer , Kueter, and Don Easterbrook to speak. 
 

At some point, the WP must have gotten the idea of doing SNA to pursue  

mission #2, Meme-b .  Rigsby may have been recruited then, as he at least 

had familiarity with some of the tools.  His analysis is straightforward, the 

problem is in the interpretation and words around it. 

 

It is very likely that Said read and summarized the paleoclimate papers.  It 

is unlikely Wegman spent much time on that, except for the MM papers. 

 

When I first started, I was puzzled by the poor quality of Summaries, and 

how often they were ignored.  I was puzzled by the mass of irrelevant 

references.  Most people do research and then reach conclusions.  I started 

by looking at the Summaries and Bibliography, then following to WR 

original work and conclusions.  But with every additional page considered, 

the WR departed further and further from a credible assessment effort.   

 

This originally was going to be a quick 30-page examination of the 

Summaries and Bibliography. But each new issue unearthed  more threads 

to follow elsewhere, including testimony contradictions and the various 

related activities.  

 

3.4 Strategy behind the  façade, evidence 
From all this analysis, the evidence is consistent for a strategy by Wegman, 

implemented by him and Said, with some help from others who may have 

not really known the real missions #1 and #2, not the claimed ones.
14

 

¶ Do everything possible to promulgate MM+TT+CO views. 

Is there anything at all in the WR that Barton or Inhofe would dislike? 

¶ Start with the uncited McK05 and especially MM05x as guides. 

Read MM03, MM05a, MM05b carefully and agree with everything. 

¶ Work closely with MM, especially with McIntyre, not just for code.  In 

particular, McIntyre seems very likely the  direct source for several 

pages, WR §5.8. WR §5.9, for the reasons described, W.5.8, W.5.9.  

¶ Write Summaries and Bibliography to provide an illusion of scholarship.  

That is done by junior person(s), perhaps edited by Wegman, perhaps 

not, given the pervasive issues. 

¶ Attack MBH98/99 on narrow statistical grounds, essentially ignoring 

later MBH studies and others, mission #1. 

¶ Avoid Wahl, Amman (2006), ignore other critiques of MM05b, W.8.4. 

¶ Try to discredit not just MBH, but the rest of paleoclimatology,  mission 

#2, following ideas of Michaels in 2003ĄMM (McK05, MM05x).  Use 

SNA, known slightly to the team, but apply the tools and terminology to 

draw impressive graphs and make baseless claims of poor peer review in 

paleoclimate, followed up with [SAI2008].  Make that rub off on IPCC. 

¶ Never admit that recent GW is AGW. 

¶ Do not answer  basic science questions, Meme-h ,  but still  speak 

confidently about nitrates, bristlecone pine, obscure proxy issues  and 

other ñconfounding factors.ò 

¶ Do everything possible to create doubt and confusion for a general 

audience, and provide quotes for TT+CO. 

¶ Follow up for several years, usually with talks to non-expert audiences. 

¶ In 2010, Singer and Kueter get to speak at Interface 2010.  Perhaps 

Wegman and Said knew them well by then. 

                                                      
14

 For instance, [SAI2007, p.5] mentioned a 4
th
 person who dropped 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.  I cannot know, but the question should be asked. 
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4 Issues, legal and otherwise  
Following is a list of potential issues, showing which entities might want to 

look at them, with my best guesses as to relevant people.  Issues vary in 

severity and some are just questions.  In some cases (like plagiarism), the 

result is clear but exact responsibility is not always clear, in which case 

multiple people are listed to show who might at least know. 

 

I think these questions need asking, although it is not my role to judge the 

results, and some questions would likely only ever get answered by 

Congressional or DoJ investigations. 

 

A.10  describes possible (serious) legal issues.  Misleading Congress can 

be a felony, as is conspiracy to do so, as is misprision of felony (knowing 

about it, not telling).  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 at just a few 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 tendency of some people to send  or forward email, 

especially when excited.  See [MAS2010,  A.9] for examples. I suspect 

some of this email would make far more interesting reading than climate 

scientists arguing about tree rings. 

 

Attempted destruction of evidence is not a good idea either.  

 

On the second following  page are listed various unresolved questions of 

lesser import.  TT+CO includes other Congressional staffers (like Mark 

Paoletta, who appears in [SAI2007, p.26],  Representatives (beyond Cliff 

Stearns) or Senators, especially Inhofe, i.e., people who potentially knew 

what was going on and were perhaps helping.  Again, I cannot know, but a 

serious investigation by Congress or DoJ might find more, 

 

The first page shows some serious problems up to and including  

possibilities of multiple felonies for some people.   Item 22 might be 

appropriate, but I would be surprised were it to occur, given that Virginia 

Attorney General Ken Cuccinelli and his assistant Wesley Russell are 

both GMU graduates.  Like Barton, 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 University of 

Virginia. 

 

The second enumerates miscellaneous lingering  questions.  Many of these 

may be irrelevant or loose ends, but seem worth recording.  I have been 

surprised before. 
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Potential Problems,
*'d are marginal, shown as reminders. Refer Who

1 U Southern California? X Rapp(2008) <-- WR 2.1  <-- Bradley (1999), plagiarismW.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 GMU X X* *WR 2.2, WR2.3 <-- Wikipedia (marginal plagiarism) W2.2, W2.3

10 GMU X X* ? ? 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), plagiarismW.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? A.9,W.5.7,W.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? A.7 US Public

26 ARO (Army Res. Org.) X [SAI2008] W911NF-04-1-0447, any issues? A.7 US Public

27 ARL  (Army Res. Lab.) X X [SAI2008] W911NF-07-1-0059, funding use? A.7 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 ? X X ? X X X ? ? ? 18.U.S.C §1001, 18.U.S.C §4 OR 18.U.S.C §371  A.12 Congress,DoJ

30 GMU ? ? 18.U.S.C §1512, etc.  Which person(s) deleted files? A.11, A.12 Congress, DoJ
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Various Questions

Chronology in A.5 may be useful reference Sections

1 X X X ? ? ? 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 09/01/05?

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 ? ? ? ? Who attended kickoff meeting with Spencer?

7 X ? When did Scott actually get asked for Appendix A?

8 X X ? ? X X X ? ? For each reference, who really suggested it?

9 X X X X X US Climate Change Workshop, who did WP talk to? A.5

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 ? ? X X Who edited the Biases in? W.2.3, W.11

15 ? ? ? X X X X Who  wrote each part (besides Scott's App. A)? Any from outside?

16 ? ? ? X X Did anyone other than the "reviewers" review&comment? A.1

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  
Without even considering the statistics or science issues, the Summaries of 

Important Papers seem like abysmal scholarship.  Half the text is simple 

cut-and-paste and another quarter is trivial rewording, offering little 

evidence of understanding.  Papers with Mann as lead author are treated 

especially poorly, with the highest rates of cut-and-paste.   The WR 

introduces common climate anti-science Memes into summaries of peer-

reviewed papers.   The summaries include many outright errors, obvious 

when examining side-by-side comparisons.  DC found 10 pages of 

plagiarism.  This adds 25 more.  It is not even clever plagiarism. 

 

The Bibliography is the strangest I have ever seen in something claimed to 

be serious. Irrelevant papers are treated as Important, while some key 

papers are ignored completely.  Some publications are totally 

miscategorized.  Half the references are never cited, and many others are 

cited only weakly.  It seems very unlikely that most of these references 

were read, much less studied seriously. 

 

More than a quarter of the references are ñgreyò to some extent or other, 

some are beyond grey in using sources well-known to use opinion pieces to 

attack climate science.  One reference goes so far as to list a fringe 

technology publication by a writer of pseudoscience. 

 

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

selection.  It seemed that the WR took many opportunities to promote MM 

and denigrate MBH, the IPCC, and climate science.  Much of the WR 

seems to arise from McK05, MM05x, Climate Audit and possibly direct 

interactions with MM.  All this supports the real missions #1 and #2. 

 

Some references are nothing but Meme-carriers.  The pervasiveness of 

standard Memes hints at the WP receiving help from experienced climate 

anti-science people, MM+TT. 

 

Theme-G  was ignored numerous times, as the WP keeps trying to support 

a warm, synchronous MWP, no matter how many papers they cite or even 

Summarize saying otherwise. The WR features a distorted version of a 

graph whose source was not what they claimed.   

 

The evidence of scholarly incompetence and Bias is pervasive.  The WR 

sourced many of its references through Barton staffer Peter Spencer, and 

some of those seem almost certain to have been provided by MM+TT.  

Some references are so strange that no one could have read them.    

This was repeatedly presented to Congress as expert, objective, and 

independent.  The evidence presented here shows that it was none of those 

things.  The relentless pervasiveness of problems shows that this was not 

accidental and almost certainly began very early.  Its ñreviewò process was 

a façade as well. 

 

It was in no way objective, and testimony was often contradictory,  evasive 

or even misleading.  It was not independent of MM+TT+CO. 

 

It certainly mis-used some people, and may have mis-used even more.  

People were retroactively credited with much more involvement than was 

appropriate or were surprised to be named at all. 

 

The WR does not even provide serious, peer-reviewable  statistical analysis 

of MBH, despite multiple discussions of PCA mathematics. 

 

It is a science-seeming façade for well-honed climate anti-science efforts of 

MM+TT+CO, simply another step in a long PR campaign.  But it is still 

popular among some, even to this day. 

 

I think this was a well-organized effort, involving many people, to mislead 

the American public and Congress.  The former happens often, but the 

latter can be a felony, as is conspiracy to do it, and not telling about it. 

 

Many know Darrell Huffôs famous book ñHow to Lie with Statistics.ò 

We are properly wary of manipulated statistics.  We generally trust good 

statisticians to use their methods and ethical guidelines to help us find 

better approximations of truth, not increase confusion. 

 

The WR misleads by avoidance of good scholarship, good science and 

even good statistics. 

 

Fortunately, I think most statisticians do not lie like this.  
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Change Assessments,ò 07/14/06, House Energy and Commerce 
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[BAR2006a] Joe Barton et al, ñComplete Transcript, of Wegman Report,ò 

07/19/06, 07/27/06. 

deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/04/hockey-stick-hearings-2006-ec-

committee.pdf   DC provides a PDF version of the original: 

frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-

bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=109_house_hearings&docid=f:31362.wais 

Any page numbers here reference the PDF page numbers, since the original 

lacks them.  In prepared testimony or reports, people can take more care 

than with Q&A, but can also write around awkward issues.  Q&A 

sometimes does evoke contradictions or evasions, Theme-N . 

 

http://www.dtic.mil/dtic.
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#[BRA2007] Allan M. Brandt, The Cigarette Century- The Rise, Fall, and 

Deadly Persistence of the Product that Defined America, 2007. 

It is very difficult to understand the history of anti-science in the USA 

without understanding cigarette wars that trained people and think tanks in 

the methods.  See Index for ñmore doctors smoke Camelsò and 

ñControversy constructed by tobacco industry.ò 

 

* [BRA2010] Philip Bratby, Memorandum to Parliament (CRU 17), 

www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/c

limatedata/contents.htm 

 

* [COF2009] Jerry Coffey, comments on blog 10/24/09 

Coffey was the link to Wegman, as per[SAI2007, p.3]::  
ñDr. Edward Wegman was approached by Dr. Jerry Coffey on 1 September 

2005 concerning possible testimony in Congress about a statistical issue 

associated with paleoclimate reconstruction. 

ï This approach was based on independent recommendations from Dr. Fritz 

Scheuren, ASA 100th President and from the National Academy of Science 

where Dr. Wegman chaired CATS.ò 

This is not how NAS does official NRC panels, [NOR2006] , so the NAS 

reference above seems strange.  Likewise, the reference to Scheuren seems 

strange.  If Congress wanted to work through Scheuren, it could have asked 

him to talk to Wegman, but instead, the approach was indirect.  I do not 

know whether Congress selected Wegman, and then asked Coffey to 

approach him, or whether they asked Coffey to suggest someone. 

 

GMU hosts the website of the Washington Statistical Society, in which 

both Coffey and Wegman have been involved, as well as Fritz Scheuren: 

scs.gmu.edu/~wss/02book.pdf  

science.gmu.edu/~wss/index.html 

 

Coffey has clear views on politics and AGW: 

www.rpvnetwork.org/profile/DrJerryLCoffey 

www.personalliberty.com/news/study-suggests-gun-possession-may-not-

protect-against-assault-19409715/#comment-40161 : 
ñI guess the best evidence of that is the Gore global warming boondoggle (in 

the early 1980s I was the reviewer for the US climate change program).ò 

www.personalliberty.com/news/study-suggests-gun-possession-may-not-

protect-against-assault-19409715/#comment-40314 : 

ñMy favorite short read on global warming is Lawrence Solomonôs ñThe 

Deniers.ò I particularly enjoyed the chapter on Ed Wegman since I had a 

ringside seat when Edôs analysis got started. Others books you might enjoy are 

the last couple by Patrick Michaels; Fred Singer and Dennis Avery on the 1500 

year cycle; and Spencerôs latest. é But there may still be hope. My money (if I 

had any) would be on the latest iteration of the Svensmark Galactic Cosmic 

Ray theory and the CLOUD experiment at CERN.ò 

Covers of several of these books appear in [WEG2007, p.4], although the 

slides themselves have an odd history, A.4. 

Given a long association, perhaps they had discussed the AGW topic. 

 

+[BRA1999] Raymond S. Bradley, Paleoclimatology ï Reconstructing 

Climates of the Quaternary, Second Edition, 1999.  This is a famous, 

widely used book, cited in the WR as Bradley (1999). 

 

#[DEE2009]  Deep Climate, ñContrarian scholarship: Revisiting the 

Wegman Report,ò 12/17/09. 

deepclimate.org/2009/12/17/wegman-report-revisited/ 

 

#[DEE2009a] Deep Climate, ñWegman (and Rapp) on tree rings: A 

divergence problem, part 1,ò 12/22/09. 

deepclimate.org/2009/12/22/wegman-and-rapp-on-tree-rings-a-divergence-

problem-part-1 

 

#[DEE2009b] Deep Climate, ñA Comparison of (WR) 2.1 p.13-4 and 

(Bradley) section 10.2,ò 12/22/09.   Newer file uses highlighting: 

deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/07/wegman-bradley-tree-rings-v2-

1.pdf 

deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2009/12/wegman-bradley-tree-rings.pdf 

 

#[DEE2010]  Deep Climate, ñWegman (and Rapp) on proxies: A 

divergence problem part 2,ò 01/06/10. 

deepclimate.org/2010/01/06/wegman-and-rapp-on-proxies-a-divergence-

problem-part-2 

 

#[DEE2010a] Deep Climate, ñA comparison of (WR) section 2.1, p14-5 

and (Bradley) 5.1,5.2,6.8ò 01/06/10.  Filesv2 and v31 use highlighting: 

deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/wegman-bradley-ice-cores-

corals-v31.pdf 
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corals-v2.pdf  

deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/01/wegman-bradley-ice-cores-
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#[DEE2010b]  Deep Climate, ñDonald Rapp: More divergence problems,ò 

01/07/10. 

deepclimate.org/2010/01/07/donald-rapp-more-divergence-problems 

DC analyzes examples of the use of ñgrey literature, and does make one 

wonder about Springer-Praxis. 

 

#[DEE2010c]  Deep Climate, ñWillie Soon and Sallie Baliunas é (as 

quoted by Donald Rapp),ò 01/07/10. 

deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/01/rapp-soon-proxies-quotes.pdf 

This has more useful analysis of the use of ñgrey literature.ò 
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the-beginning 

 

#[DEE2010e] Deep Climate, ñSteve McIntyre and Ross McKitrick, part 2: 
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Wegman Panel,ò 02/08/10. 

deepclimate.org/2010/02/08/steve-mcintyre-and-ross-mckitrick-part-2-
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dubious scholarship,ò 04/22/10. 

deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/said-et-al-social-networks-2.pdf 
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#[DEE2010h] Deep Climate, ñA comparison of Said, Wegman, et al and 

Unattributed Sources,ò 04/15/10, 09/08/10: the newer version ahs color and 
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Additional plagiarism is found in WR 2.2, pp.15-17, whose side-by-side is 

the next reference. 
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& Ding (ed) (2003). 

 

#[DEE2010m] Deep Climate, ñWhat have Wegman and Said done é 

lately?ò 08/03/10 

deepclimate.org/2010/08/03/what-have-wegman-and-said-done-lately 

This describes the 2 bizarre sessions at Interface 2010. 

 

#[DEE2010n] Deep Climate, ñ McShane and Wyner, 2010,ò 08/19/10. 

deepclimate.org/2010/08/19/mcshane-and-wyner-2010 

 

#[DEE2010p] Deep Climate,  ñWegman report update, part 2: 

GMU dissertation review,ò 09/15/10. 

deepclimate.org/2010/09/15/wegman-report-update-part-2-gmu-

dissertation-review 

 

#[DEE2010q] Deep Climate, ñAn Analysis and review of sections 1 and 2 

of (McShane and Wyner)ò 

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


Strange Scholarship in the Wegman Report  V1.0  09/26/10 

 

40  

deepclimate.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/mcshane-wyner-1-and-2-

analysis.pdf 

 

* [DEF2002] Chris de Freitas, ñAre observed changes in the concentration 

of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere really dangerous?ò Bulletin of 

Canadian Petroleum Geology Vol 50, No 2 (June 2002), P.297-327. 

Received 03/28/02, Accepted 06/23/02. 

web.archive.org/web/20030526163750/www.cspg.org/deFreitas_climate.p

df  

The hockey stick is attacked pp.11-14. 

 

[DEN2005] Wouter de Nooy, Andrej Mrvar, Vladimir Batagelj, 

Exploratory Social Network Analysis with Pajek, 2005.  The WR used text 

from this, unacknowledged, as did [SAI2008, SHA2008]. 

www.sna.pl/teksty/ESNAwP.pdf   on-line copy, no need for OCR 

 

* [ESS2002] Christopher Essex, Ross McKitrick, Taken by Storm ï The 

troubled science, policy, and politics of global warming. November 2002.  

Neither author is a climate scientist.  The book offers plenty of confusion, 

and many references to science literature later strongly refuted, such as 

Christy&Spencer on satellite MSU anomalies, DôAleo, Zbiginew 

Jaworowski, S.Idso, John Daly, GES, etc. 

  

Chapter 5 of 10 (p.155-174) is òT-Rex plays hockey.ò ï they were 

attacking that in 2001-2002, well before McIntyreôs involvement.  Donner 

Canadian (closely connected with the Fraser Institute) apparently gave 

$20K to U of Guelph Economics 06/15/02 (presumably McKitrick), and 

then after the book was published, awarded the pair another $20K  as 

runner-up Donner Book Prize.  The book thanks Donner for their support. 

 

* [EWE2010] Susan Ewens, Memorandum to Parliament (CRU 13) 

www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/c

limatedata/uc1302.htm 

 

* [GMI2003] George Marshall Institute, Washington Roundtable, MM, 

ñThe IPCC, the ñHockey Stickò Curve, and the Illusion of Experience.,ò 

11/18/03.  Key document. Ebell introduced MM to GMI, interesting people 

attend, such as Inhofe counsel Hogan asking about tree-ring statistics, not 

usually a topic of interest to Congressional lawyers. 

www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/188.pdf 

 

* [GMI2005] George Marshall Institute, Marshall News, describing 

02/10/05 Roundtable, ñU.S. Climate Policy After Kyotoôs Ratification,ò 

p.1,10,11.  See Inhofe, and GMI2005 in W.4. 

www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/300.pdf 

 

*[ GMI 2005a or MM05x ] George Marshall Institute, Washington 

Roundtable, MM, ñThe Hockey Stick Debate: Lessons in Disclosure and 

Due Diligence.,ò 05/11/05.  Also McIntyre, McKitrick(2005). 

Key document: in essence lays out a campaign of which some was done. 

www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/316.pdf 

web.archive.org/web/20060213060236/www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/31

6.pdf 

 

[GMU2007] GMU Statistics Colloquium  Series, Fall 2007. 

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

This is an invaluable reference, that has since been removed, see A.11. 

 

* [GOR2010] Steve Goreham, Climatism! 2010. 

pp.180-181 ñDr. Edward Wegman, an expert in statistics, was chosen by 

the national Academy of Sciences to lead a team to provide an independent 

critique of Dr. Mannôs work for the House committee.ò 

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

 

#[GUT2009] Donald Gutstein, Not a Conspiracy Theory ï How Business 

Propaganda Hijacks Democracy, 2009.  (Canada) 

This gives a useful Canadian viewpoint.  See Chapter 7 on Fraser Institute 

and the National Post. 

*[HAY2008]  Howard C. Hayden, A Primer on CO2 and Climate, Second 

Edition, 2008, Vales Lakes Publishing. (self-published). 

* [HOL2010]  David Holland, Memorandum to Parliament (CRU 24) 

www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/c

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 Horner,  Red Hot Lies: How Global Warming 

Alarmists Use Threats, Fraud, and Deception to Keep You Misinformed, 

2008.   Regnery Press, November 11, 2008. 

Horner is a lawyer at CEI.  I 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, #91-98 cite the WR also claiming NAS, Wegman testimony.  

 

 

[INT2010]  Interface 2010, 41st Symposium on the Interface: 

Computing Science and Statistics, June 16-19, 2010, Seattle, WA. 

www.interfacesymposia.org/Interface2010/ScheduleforInterface2010.pdf  

 

[IPC1990 or FAR]  Climate change. The IPCC scientific assessment, 

working group 1 report, 1990.  IPCC, WMO and UNEP, edited by 

Houghton, J.T., Jenkins, G.J. and Ephraums, J.J. Cambridge University 

Press, 364 pp. (I do not actually have this report, just Figure 7.1c) 

 

[IPC1995 or 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 Change. Edited by 

Houghton, J.T., Meira Filho, L.G., Callendar, B.A., Harris, 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_I%2Fipcc_

sar_wg_I_full_report.pdf&sref=http%3A%2F%2Fandyrussell.wordpress.c

om%2F 

 

[IPC2001 or 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 University 

Press, 881 pp. 

www.grida.no/climate/ipcc_tar/wg1/index.htm 

 

[IPC2006]  2
nd

 order Draft of AR4, available 03/03/06. 

The AR4 1
st
 -order draft was available 08/15/05, before the WP was 

formed.  The 2
nd

 -order draft 4 months before the WR.  These were 

available to anyone who asked, although labeled ñNot to be quoted or 

cited.ò  These certainly could have been consulted. 

hcl.harvard.edu/collections/ipcc   index to 1
st
, 2

nd
 drafts, comments 

pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/7786989  Chapter 6, comments on 2
nd

  

pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/7768990?n=538&imagesize=1200&jp2Res=.

25  Chapter 6: Paleoclimate, 2
nd

-order draft  

pds.lib.harvard.edu/pds/view/7768990?n=564 Ch. 6.6, Last 2000 Years 

 

[IPC2007 or 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/ar4-wg1.htm 

 

* [LAW2009] Nigel Lawson, An Appeal to Reason: A Cool Look at Global 

Warming, 2009. (UK). 

Lawson mentions WR, p18, in related discussion pp.17-19. 

 
[LI2007] Bo Li, Douglas W. Nychka, Caspar M. Ammann, ñThe óhockey 

stickô and the 1990s: a statistical perspective on reconstructing hemispheric 

temperatures,ò Tellus 59A (2007, 501-508. 

onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1600-0870.2007.00270.x/abstract 

[paywall] 

This offered another approach to estimating uncertainties and looking at 

decadal maxima.  Fig.4 shows an interesting statistical analysis and once 

again confirms the hockey stick. This reference is included because 

Wegman mentioned Nychka as a mainstream statistician [WEG2006c, 

p.6],  A.2. Related later work by the same authors is: 

www.image.ucar.edu/~nychka/manuscripts/JASALiPaleo.pdf 

See also [TEB2005]. 

 

#[MAS2008] John R. Mashey, ñANOTHER ATTACK ON GLOBAL 

WARMINGôS SCIENTIFIC CONSENSUS,ò March 23, 2008 

www.desmogblog.com/skeptics-journal-publishes-plagiarized-paper 

 
+[MAS2008a] John R. Mashey, ñHow to Learn About Science,ò August 

17, 2008. 

scienceblogs.com/deltoid/2008/08/john_mashey_on_how_to_learn_ab.php 

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] John R. Mashey, ñScience Bypass - Anti-science Petition to 

APS from folks with SEPP, George C. Marshall Institute, Heartland, 

CATO,ò November 11, 2009.  

www.desmogblog.com/another-silly-climate-petition-exposed 

 

#[MAS2010] John R. Mashey, ñCrescendo to Climategate Cacophonyò 

www.desmogblog.com/crescendo-climategate-cacophony 

V1.0  03/15/10. 

 

* [MCI2010] Stephen McIntyre, Memorandum to Parliament (CRU 32) 

www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/c

limatedata/uc3202.htm 

 

* [MCS2010 or MW ] Blakeley B. McShane and Abraham J. Wyner,ò A 

Statistical Analysis of Multiple Temperature Proxies: Are Reconstructions 

of Surface Temperatures Over the Last 1000 Years Reliable?,ò in press 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 discussed in some detail in A.12 , in which it is labeled MW. 

 

* [MEN2010]  Clive Menzies, Memorandum to Parliament (CRU 19), 

www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/c

limatedata/uc1902.htm  

* [MIC2005] Patrick J. Michaels, Ed Shattered Consensus - The true state 

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

GMI. 

It includes chapters by Michaels, McKitrick, Balling, Cerveny, Christy 

Legates, Oliver Frauenfeld, Davis, Baliunas, Soon&Posmentier.  The 

Foreword is by OôKeefe and Kueter of GMI.  Chapter 2 (of 10) by 

McKitrick, is ñThe Mann et al Northern Hemisphere ñHockey Stickò 

Climate Index: A Tale of Due Diligenceò occupies pp.20-49. 

 

* [MIC2009] Patrick J. Michaels, Robert Balling, Jr , Climate of Extremes 

ï Global warming science they donôt want you to know, 2009, CATO 

Institute (ñpublished in cooperation with the George C. Marshall Instituteò)  

WR discussion on peer review pp..200-201, hockey stick in p.217-219. 

 

* [MON2010] A. W. Montford, The Hockey Stick Illusion, 2010.  

This purports to tell the complete story, but the most interesting pieces are 

sadly missing.  See [TAM2010] for a detailed review and commentary.  

For a fascinating history, see the Wikipedia talk page, in which any 

positive review, no matter how unqualified, is defended to the end.  Search 

the second Wikipedia page for ñdog astrology.ò  I wrote a short description 

of  errors and especially the strange propagation of the David Deming 

email.  No one was actually willing to answer the questions, but it incurred 

intense complaints and multiple deletion attempts via various rules 

inapplicable to Wikipedia talk pages. 

bishophill.squarespace.com is his blog. 

en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Talk:The_Hockey_Stick_Illusion  

en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Talk:The_Hockey_Stick_Illusion&oldi

d=380146816   

 

[NOR2006] Gerald North, ñSurface Temperature Reconstructions for the 

Last Millenium,ò 08/29/06, seminar at Texas A&M University. 

geotest.tamu.edu/userfiles/216/NorthH264.mp4  

North describes the history of hockey stick, Barton-Whitfield letters, the 

NRC panel he chaired [NRC2006], asked by NAS President Cicerone in 

response to Rep. Boehlert in Fall 2005. 

10:30  Barton-Whitfield 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 
 ñWe got to see it about 3 days before the Congressional hearingò   

20:00  Wegman, Scott, Said 

20:30  NRC Report, strong panel 

21:40  NRC 12 Anonymous referees, 70 pages, 2 monitors to make sure 

every criticism answered 

22:15  Regarding WR ñreferees,ò North paraphrases email: 

http://www.desmogblog.com/another-silly-climate-petition-exposed
http://www.desmogblog.com/crescendo-climategate-cacophony
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/climatedata/uc3202.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/climatedata/uc3202.htm
http://www.imstat.org/aoas
http://www.e-publications.org/ims/submission/index.php/AOAS/user/submissionFile/6695?confirm=63ebfddf
http://www.e-publications.org/ims/submission/index.php/AOAS/user/submissionFile/6695?confirm=63ebfddf
http://www.e-publications.org/ims/submission/index.php/AOAS/user/submissionFile/6695?confirm=63ebfddf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/climatedata/uc1902.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmsctech/memo/climatedata/uc1902.htm
http://bishophill.squarespace.com/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Talk:The_Hockey_Stick_Illusion
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Talk:The_Hockey_Stick_Illusion&oldid=380146816
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Talk:The_Hockey_Stick_Illusion&oldid=380146816
http://geotest.tamu.edu/userfiles/216/NorthH264.mp4

































































































































































































































































































































































































































