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Welcome to my analysis of Climategate, the climate science scandal that has already
eclipsed Watergate in terms of its global political ramifications.

Climategate publicly began on November 19, 2009, when a whistle-blower leaked
thousands of emails and documents central to a Freedom of Information request placed
with the Climatic Research Unit of the University of East Anglia in the United Kingdom.
This institution had played a central role in the “climate change” debate: its scientists,
together with their international colleagues, quite literally put the “warming” into Global
Warming: they were responsible for analyzing and collating the various measurements
of temperature from around the globe and going back into the depths of time, that
collectively underpinned the entire scientific argument that mankind’s liberation of
‘greenhouse” gases—such as carbon dioxide—was leading to a relentless,
unprecedented, and ultimately catastrophic warming of the entire planet.

The key phrase here, from a scientific point of view, is that it is “unprecedented”
warming. There is absolutely no doubt that mankind has liberated huge quantities of
carbon dioxide into the atmosphere over the past two centuries. But mankind did not
“create” this carbon dioxide out of nothing. It was released by the burning of “fossil fuels”,
created by the Earth over millions of years from the remains of plants and animals (who
themselves ultimately obtained their nutrition from those plants). So where did those
plants get their energy and carbon dioxide from? They absorbed the radiant energy of
the Sun, and breathed in carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, as plants continue to do



today. In other words, when we burn fossil fuels, we are utilizing a small part of the solar
energy that had been collected and stored by plants over millions of years, and in the
process we are liberating into the atmosphere the carbon dioxide that those plants had
absorbed from the atmosphere in the first place.

This may sound like a fairly benign sort of natural cycle, until you realize that a couple of
hundred years is a mere blink of an eye compared to the millions of years it took for the
planet to build up those resources. It is right for scientists to worry about whether that
massive and almost instantaneous “kick” to the planet may throw the equilibrium of the
biota into complete chaos. It is a valid question, of ultimate global importance—one that
most people would have thought would have demanded the most careful, exacting, and
rigorous scientific analyses that mankind could muster.

Climategate has shattered that myth. It gives us a peephole into the work of the
scientists investigating possibly the most important issue ever to face mankind. Instead
of seeing large collaborations of meticulous, careful, critical scientists, we instead see a
small team of incompetent cowboys, abusing almost every aspect of the framework of
science to build a fortress around their “old boys’ club”, to prevent real scientists from
seeing the shambles of their “research’. Most people are aghast that this could have
happened; and itis only because “climate science” exploded from a relatively tiny corner
of academia into a hugely funded industry in a matter of mere years that the perpetrators
were able to get away with it for so long.

But as wisely noted by P. T. Barnum, and quoted by Abraham Lincoln,

You may fool all the people some of the time, you can even fool some of the people all
of the time, but you cannot fool all of the people all the time.

As an increasing number of highly qualified scientists slowly began to realize that the
“climate science” community was a facade—and that their vitriolic rebuffs of sensible
arguments of mathematics, statistics, and indeed scientific common sense were not the
product of scientific rigor at all, but merely self-protection at any cost—the veil began to
drop on what has already become clear as the greatest scientific fraud in this history of
mankind.

This is one of the darkest periods in the history of science. Those who love science, and
all it stands for, will be pained by what they read below. However, the crisis is here, and
cannot be avoided.

In the following, for simplicity, | have kept the numerical and chronological order of the
emails, as they appear in the Climategate files. | considered reorganizing them by topic,
but quickly realized that this would require the replication of large numbers of excerpts—
which would lengthen what is already becoming a long document. Thus, the various
issues involved in this scandal are explored chronologically, in parallel.

To assist the reader in getting “up to speed” with the various characters in this saga, |
have color-coded their emails, as described below. To make the emails understandable
to any normal person, | have edited out scientific jargon, expanded acronyms, and
inserted explanatory comments where | thought it necessary. All of my comments, and



the editing that | have done to the excerpts, is in black.

Unlike the Climategate perpetrators themselves, however, | have made all the raw data
—the emails themselves, in unredacted raw text format—available on this site; and the
heading for each email contains a link to that original email. Thus, if you believe that |
have excerpted from the email unfairly, or out of context, then you can simply read the
original email to determine if that is the case.

And so let us begin.

Cast of colorful characters

e Mike Mann: lead conspirator in the United States

e Phil Jones: lead conspirator in the United Kingdom

e Tom Wigley: older conspirator who becomes increasingly worried about the
unfolding scandal

e Keith Briffa: older conspirator whose blunders lead the others to all but abandon
him

e Ben Santer: dangerously arrogant and naive young conspirator in the United
States

e Other conspirators: of varying degrees of complicity and integrity

e Skeptics and other unrelated parties

March 6, 1996: email 0826209667

This earliest email of note in the Climategate collection reminds us that—as with
many things in life—money plays a key role in this saga. Let me emphasize that
Climategate is not riddled with financial scandals—not explicit ones, of Madoff
magnitude, in any case. Rather, we here are reminded of the fact that the entire
industry of “climate science” was created out of virtually nothing, by means of a
massive influx of funding that was almost universally one-sided in its requirement
that its recipients find evidence for man-made climate change—not investigate
whether or howmuch mankind had caused climate change.

In contrast to the literally trillions of dollars of global expenditure ultimately urged on
world leaders by these scientists by the end of 2009, the amounts involved in
funding their research appear trifing—typically measured in “mere” millions of
dollars. (A trillion is a million millions!) But many “climate scientists” built their entire
careers on this funding; and so it is not surprising that they became so completely
reliant on this conditional lifeline, that they became single-mindedly focused on
achieving the ends for which they were commissioned—and viciously attacking any
intruders who may threaten that lifeline.

In this unfortunate case, a scientist in the former Soviet Union appears to descend
to level of tax evasion, in order to maximize the amount of money available. As
Stepan Shiyatov writes to Keith Briffa:



Also, it is important for us if you can transfer the ... money on the personal
accounts which we gave you earlier and the sum for one occasion transfer (for
example, during one day) will not be more than 10,000 United States Dollars. Only
in this case we can avoid big taxes ...

Unfortunately, all other emails relating to these cash transfers have either been lost,
deleted, or withheld by the Climategate whistle-blower, so we don't know whether
Keith Briffa complied with this request or not.

| believe that this level of financial impropriety would be a rare occurrence—although
it does highlight the fact that some of the people involved in this research were
prepared to “bend the rules” in order to achieve their goals. It also reminds us that
scientists in general are often ignorant of the requirements of the law; but, most of
the time, this does not lead to any significant ramifications. Therefore, although
there are other examples of low-level financial impropriety and misappropriation
sprinkled throughout the Climategate emails, | do not believe that they are of any
significance over and above the general comments that | have made here, and | will
not explicitly list them in the following.

July 11, 1996: email 0837094033

In the next email we are introduced to a number of key aspects of Climategate,
which run throughout the saga. The writer is Phil Jones, head of the Climatic
Research Unit at the University of East Anglia in England. The recipient is Alan
Robock, a climate scientist who was, at the time, at the University of Maryland.

Phil Jones has apparently become aware of a climate skeptic in the United
Kingdom—seemingly the first, from his words:

Britain seems to have found its Pat Michaels / Fred Singer / Bob Balling / Dick
Lindzen (American climate skeptics). Our population is only 25% of yours so we
only get 1 for every 4 you have. His name in case you should come across him is
Piers Corbyn. He is nowhere near as good as a couple of yours and he’s an utter
prat but he’s getting a lot of air time at the moment.

Robock requires a translation into American English:

Could you please define “utter prat” for me? Sometimes | think we speak the same
language, and sometimes I'm not so sure.

We don’t seem to have Jones’s reply, but the translation would be something like
“absolute trouble-maker and useless idiot”. Note that Jones is immediately reporting
the existence of this first British skeptic to climate scientists on the other side of the
Atlantic, taking special note of the “air time” (exposure on television or radio) that
the skeptic is apparently receiving. Already, we can start to appreciate that the
politics and “spin doctoring” in this field outweighs the scientific issues. Continuing
from Jones’s email:

For his day job he teaches physics and astronomy at a University and he predicts
the weather from solar phenomena.



Jones’s report is as efficient as that of an inteligence agent: the skepticis
dangerous because he is the British equivalent of a college professor—in the “hard
sciences” of physics and astronomy, no less. However, he softens his attitude to the
skeptic slightly:

He’s not all bad as he doesn’t have much confidence in nuclear-power safety.

We here see clearly that Jones’s assessment of a scientist’s worth is influenced
strongly by his assessment of their ideology—in scientific terms, nuclear power
safety is completely unrelated to the science of climate change. This dangerous
prejudice will prove to be one of the most persistent threads throughout the
Climategate scandal.

September 17, 1996: email 0842992948

We now turn to Keith Briffa, one of the more curious University of East Anglia
characters in the Climategate saga. Gary Funkhouser of the University of Arizona
writes to Briffa about some data that was collected in the late 1980s. Briffa makes it
clear that he is only interested in the data if it can be used to “sell”’ the climate
change message to the general public:

The data is of course interesting but | would have to see it and the board would
want the larger implications of the statistics clearly phrased in general and widely
understandable (by the ignorant masses) terms before they would consider it not
too specialised.

September 19, 1996: email 0843161829

Two days after the previous exchange, Gary Funkhouser reports on his attempts to
obtain anything from the data that could be used to sell the message of climate
change:

| really wish | could be more positive about the ... material, but | swear | pulled
every trick out of my sleeve trying to milk something out of that. ... | don’t think it'd
be productive to try and juggle the chronology statistics any more than | already
have—they just are what they are ... | think I'll have to look for an option where |
can let this little story go as it is.

His reluctance to report a “null result” (namely, that the data do not show anything
significant) is extremely disturbing, as it flies in the face of standard scientific
practice, which requires that all results be reported. The fundamental problem is that
any censoring of results that do not lead to a predetermined conclusion will
always—by design—>bias the corpus of reported results towards that conclusion, in
the same way that a gambler who always brags about his wins (but stays silent
about his losses) will appear to be hugely successful, even if his losses have, in
reality, far outweighed his winnings (as is generally the case, in the long run, except
for the extremely skillful).

We will, sadly, see that this fundamental scientific flaw—which, in and of itself, is



sufficient to render the evidence for climate change completely unreliable and
scientifically worthless—is one that runs throughout the entire Climategate saga.

Note, also, the immense power wielded—albeit ever so subtly—by Briffa: he
influenced the analysis that Funkhouser performed, simply by telling him that the
results would need to politically “saleable”. Scientists are not naive: they know that
securing funding, publication of their papers, and interest from other institutions are
the key factors determining their future.

November 22, 1996: email 0848679780

Geoff Jenkins was head of climate change prediction at the Hadley Centre for
Climate Prediction and Research, part of the United Kingdom’s Met(eorological)
Office (national weather service). He writes to Phil Jones:

Remember all the fun we had last year over 1995 global temperatures, with the
early release of information (via Australia), “inventing” the December monthly
value, letters to Nature, etc., etc.?

| think we should have a cunning plan about what to do this year, simply to avoid a
lot of wasted time.

Again, selling the public message—before the actual end of the calendar year—is
of primary importance for these senior scientists. Jenkins goes on to explain how
this “invented” data should be leaked:

We feed this selectively to Nick Nuttall (of the United Nations Environment
Program) (who has had this in the past and seems now to expect special
treatment) so that he can write an article for the silly season. We could also give
this to Neville Nicholls (climate scientist at the Bureau of Meteorology Research
Centre in Melbourne, Australia)?

Lest it be thought that this may be standard public relations procedure for the
Met(eorological) Office, Jenkins puts the issue beyond doubt:

| know it sound a bit cloak-and-dagger but it's just meant to save time in the long
run.

In other words, Jenkins was more interested in getting “headline” numbers out to the
general public, than in ensuring an impartial release of information to all members of
the press at the same time.

If repeated in 2009, Jenkins’ actions could have rendered him liable to criminal
prosecution for insider trading. However, given that we are here talking about 1996
—before so many billions of dollars of decisions and market movements watched
the unfolding climate change debate—we can put his actions down to mere
expedience and naivete.

October 9, 1997: email 0876437553




We now encounter one of the most insidious red herrings in the climate debate: how
many thousands of scientists “endorsed” the views of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change.

With just months until the Kyoto Climate Conference, we find the germ of this idea
fertilizing in an email from Joe Alcamo, Director of the Center for Environmental
Systems Research in Germany, to Mike Hulme and Rob Swart:

Sounds like you guys have been busy doing good things for the cause.
| would like to weigh in on two important questions—
Distribution for Endorsements—

| am very strongly in favor of as wide and rapid a distribution as possible for
endorsements. | think the only thing that counts is numbers. The media is going to
say “1000 scientists signed” or “1500 signed”. No one is going to check if it is 600
with PhDs versus 2000 without. They will mention the prominent ones, but that is a
different story.

Conclusion—Forget the screening, forget asking them about their last publication
(most will ignore you). Get those names!

This statement alone shows how ridiculous the “endorsement” process was from the
very beginning. Signing a petition in support of an opinion—regardless of whether
the signer has a PhD or not—is as scientifically meaningless as if these same
people had voted Albert Einstein’s hairstyle as the most interesting in the history of
science. It is nonsense, pure and simple.

Alcamo continues:

Timing—I feel strongly that the week of 24 November is too late.

1. We wanted to announce the Statement in the period when there was a sag in
related news, but in the week before Kyoto we should expect that we will have to
crowd out many other articles about climate.

2. If the Statement comes out just a few days before Kyoto | am afraid that the
delegates who we want to influence will not have any time to pay attention to it. We
should give them a few weeks to hear about it.

3. If Greenpeace is having an event the week before, we should have it a week
before them so that they and other Non-Governmental Organizations can further
spread the word about the Statement. On the other hand, it wouldn’t be so bad to
release the Statement in the same week, but on a different day. The media might
enjoy hearing the message from two very different directions.

Conclusion | suggest the week of 10 November, or the week of 17 November at the
latest.

Alcamo demonstrates that this is a carefully crafted piece of political and
ideological activism, not related to the scientific process at all. Indeed, the
optimization of the timing—allowing just enough time for delegates to absorb the
message, but not enough time for the scientists signing on to this petition to actually
examine or criticize its contents—uwill return with a vengeance below.



November 12, 1997: email 0879365369

Richard Tol to Mike Hulme and Timothy Mitchell:

| am always worried about this sort of thing. Even if you have 1000 signatures, and
appear to have a strong backup, how many of those asked did not sign?

Tol is absolutely correct: just as suppressing research results that do not support
climate change inevitably biases the published record, so too does suppressing the
number of scientists who declined to sign the petition.

Many similar lessons of history are related to undergraduate students of statistics
every year the world over, which earn enormous laughter in the lecture theater, but
are less humorous in real life: estimating war-time damage to planes by examining
only those that return; completely wrong predictions of elections, due to conservative
voters being less likely to respond to pollsters; and so on. That any faith at all was
placed on climate petitions of this sort is almost unbelievable.

Tol continues:

| think that the text of the Statement conveys the message that it is a scientific
defense for the European Union’s position. There is not any.

Indeed, as we have seen in the intervening years, it was used to justify far more.

November 25, 1997: email 0880476729

Tom Wigley roundly criticises the eleven scientists seeking endorsement of their
Statement.

Dear Eleven,

| was very disturbed by your recent letter, and your attempt to get others to
endorse it. Not only do | disagree with the content of this letter, but | also believe
that you have severely distorted the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) “view’ when you say that “the latest IPCC assessment makes a convincing
economic case for immediate control of emissions.” ...

This is a complex issue, and your misrepresentation of it does you a dis-service.
To someone like me, who knows the science, it is apparent that you are presenting
a personal view, not an informed, balanced scientific assessment. What is
unfortunate is that this will not be apparent to the vast majority of scientists you
have contacted. In issues like this, scientists have an added responsibility to keep
their personal views separate from the science, and to make it clear to others
when they diverge from the obijectivity they (hopefully) adhere to in their scientific
research. | think you have failed to do this.

Your approach of trying to gain scientific credibility for your personal views by
asking people to endorse your letter is reprehensible. No scientist who wishes to
maintain respect in the community should ever endorse any statement unless they
have examined the issue fully themselves. You are asking people to prostitute



themselves by doing just this! | fear that some will endorse your letter, in the
mistaken belief that you are making a balanced and knowledgeable assessment of
the science—when, in fact, you are presenting a flawed view that neither accords
with the IPCC nor with the bulk of the scientific and economic literature on the
subject.

When scientists color the science with their own personal views or make
categorical statements without presenting the evidence for such statements, they
have a clear responsibility to state that that is what they are doing. You have failed
to do so. Indeed, what you are doing is, in my view, a form of dishonesty more
subtle but no less egregious than the statements made by the greenhouse
skeptics .... | find this extremely disturbing.

| couldn’t express it any better myself.

May 6, 1999: email 0926026654

Phil Jones writes to Mike Mann, copying in Keith Briffa and Tim Osborn (United
Kingdom), and Malcolm Hughes and Ray Bradley (United States), regarding a tiff
between the two continents:

... you seem quite pissed off with us all in the Climatic Research Unit. | am
somewhat at a loss to understand why. It is clear from the emails that this relates
to the emphasis placed on a few words or phrases in Keith’s and Tim's Science
paper. These may not be fully resolved but the paper comes out tomorrow. | don’t
want to open more wounds but | might by the end of the email.

As we shall see, Mike Mann does not tolerate criticism at al—no matter how mild,
nor whether it comes from his own colleagues; and he does everything within his
power to prevent the publication of any such criticisms. In this case, it seems that he
has failed.

In defense of his team, Jones raises an issue that recurs throughout the Climategate
saga:

You may think Keith or | have reviewed some of your papers but we haven't. I've
reviewed Ray’s and Malcolm's—constructively, | hope, where | thought something
could have been done better. | also know you've reviewed my paper with Gabi
Hegerl very constructively.

This is a remarkable discussion for two senior scientists to be having. The “peer
review” process for papers submitted to academic journals is, in general,
completely anonymous, for the same reason that voting at elections is anonymous:
to prevent intimidation or bullying. For these scientists to be surreptitiously trying to
determine who the reviewers of their papers are immediately tells us two things: that
the practitioners have absolutely no respect for the principles of scientific integrity
and objectivity; and that this “discipline of science” has such a small and exclusive
membership that they are able to guess at the names of their reviewers by a simple
process of elimination.



Jones tries to heal over the rift, but then proceeds to back up the statements of his
colleagues:

There are two things 'm going to say though:

1) Keith didn’t mention in his Science piece but both of us think that you’re on very
dodgy ground with this long-term decline in temperatures on the 1000 year
timescale. ...

2) The errors don’t include all the possible factors. ...

Scientific disagreement is absolutely normal and healthy; that is not the point of this
exchange. Rather, it is Jones’s feeling the need to justify the criticisms being
published by his staff—and to assert, unequivocally, that he agrees with and
supports those criticisms—that is of real concern. Presumably, if Jones had not
agreed with them, then Mann’s attempt to have the criticisms suppressed might well
have been successful.

In other words, these two men—Mike Mann and Phil Jones—essentially controlled
what could and could not be published in the scientific literature relating to their field.
This is an extremely dangerous concentration of power for any discipline, let alone
one possessing such enormous political and financial ramifications.

May 6, 1999: email 0926031061

We don’t have the intervening discussion, but it seems that Phil Jones and Mike
Mann have called a truce:

We'll differ a bit on a few points, but let's wipe the slate clean ...

I must admit to having little regard for the Web. Living over here makes that easier
than in the United States—but | would ignore the so-called skeptics until they get
to the peer-review arena. | know this is harder for you in the United States and it
might become harder still at your new location. | guess it shows though that what
we are doing is important. The skeptics are fighting a losing battle.

it might seem remarkable that a senior scientist in 1999 could be dismissive of the
World Wide Web; but we must remember that this is not particle physics (where the
web originated, in the early 1990s), but rather a sleepy corner of science that was
relatively isolated and peaceful before the climate debate grabbed the attention of
the world’s population.

As he dismisses the impact of the web, Jones feels safe that he won’t be hassled
by skeptics, as he knows that they have no chance of penetrating the closed club of
peer review; recall, the field of his “peers” is so small that he can determine who is
anonymously reviewing his papers by a process of elimination.

| think it is fair to agree with Jones that, as of 1999, the skeptics were, indeed,
fighting a losing battle.



May 19, 1999: email 0927145311

Tom Wigley writes to Mike Hulme and Mike MacCracken, regarding a chain of
emails discussing climate models:

've just read the emails of May 14 onwards regarding carbon dioxide. | must say
that | am stunned by the confusion that surrounds this issue. Basically, | and
MacCracken are right and Felzer, Schimel and (to a lesser extent) Hulme are
wrong. There is absolutely, categorically no doubt about this.

Mike Hulme responds:

| still have a problem ... making sense of what the Met(eorological) Office Hadley
Centre have published ...

Tom Wigley replies:

Yes, | am aware of the confusion surrounding what the Met(eorological) Office
Hadley Centre did and why. It is even messier than you realize. ... The Hadley
people have clearly screwed things up, but their “errors” don’t really matter given
all of the uncertainties. | didn’t mention this because | thought that opening up that
can of worms would confuse people even more.

The climate model output is also uncertain.

The fact that scientists are disagreeing here is not remarkable; rather, it is the
degree of confusion that is alarming—and a seeming complete lack of concern for
the consequences of publishing data that is agreed to be wrong. Wigley’s argument
is that the consequences of the mistake are insignificant compared to the
uncertainties in the model itself, and so he deemed it better to “let sleeping dogs
lie”.

As we shall see, this form of disregard for accuracy and honesty was widespread in
this small community of scientists, and sowed the seeds of their own destruction.

July 16, 1999: email 0932158667

In discussing a paper published in Science, Ed Cook asks Keith Briffa:

Also, there is no evidence for a decline or loss of temperature response in your
data in the post-1950s (I assume that you didn’t apply a bodge here) ...

This caveat by Cook implies that “applying a bodge™—i.e., a fudge, a fake-up; a
manipulation of the data to obtain the property you wish to see in it—is something
that he believes that Briffa may well have done; and he wants to first make sure that
Briffa has not done so, before encouraging him to publish a response that may be
critical of the published work.

That this comment is not made in an inflammatory or accusational tone—but merely
as a friendly check—is of extreme concern. Briffa’s reply confirms that he took no



offense; he doesn’'t even answer the question.

“‘Applying a bodge” is scientific fraud, pure and simple; that it was accepted by this
small coterie of scientists as “standard practice” is damning.

Briffa’s response, however, does continue a familiar theme:

| really have not had time to fully digest their message but | can’t see why either
they or Nature did not ask my opinion of it. My instinctive first reaction is that |
doubt it is the answer but we do get results that support ... that may be consistent
with their hypothesis ... If you get any detailed thoughts on the Nature paper
please let me know, as | don’t know how to respond, if at all.

Briffa implicity assumes that any paper that touches on his own work would
automatically be sent to him for review, and he cannot understand why this
“‘gentlemen’s understanding” was not honored in this case—even though he admits
that the published paper may well be correct! Again, this highlights how tiny, cosy,
and scientifically dysfunctional this discipline of science really was—at a time that
the world was being convinced that the science had been extensively corroborated
and was rock-solid against any criticism.

July 29, 1999: email 0933255789

The World Wildlife Fund’s Adam Markham writes to University of East Anglia
climate scientists Mike Hulme and Nicola Sheard, about a paper that Hulme and
Sheard had written about climate change in Australasia:

Hi Mike,

'm sure you will get some comments direct from Mike Rae in World Wildlife Fund
Australia, but | wanted to pass on the gist of what they’ve said to me so far.

They are worried that this may present a slightly more conservative approach to
the risks than they are hearing from Australian scientists. In particular, they would
like to see the section on variability and extreme events beefed up if possible. ...

| guess the bottom line is that if they are going to go with a big public splash on
this they need something that will get good support from Australian scientists (who
will certainly be asked to comment by the press).

Climategate takes on a new dimension with this revelation: political activists from an
environmental lobby group are telling East Anglia climate scientists to rewrite
sections of their paper, as it isless alarming than the message that Australian
scientists have already presented for public consumption!

September 22, 1999: email 0938018124

In this next email, Keith Briffa raises one of the issues that is central to the infamous
‘hide the decline” email (which is the next email to be dealt with, below). It is
therefore worth spending some time understanding what this is all about, in at least
a simplified form. (Scientists interested in a more thorough account of all the



methods used to “hide the decline” should refer to Steve Mcintyre's extensive
discussion of these issues.)

To measure the temperature of the planet, we obviously need some thermometers.
Now, it would be nice if someone was able to invent a time machine, so that we
could go back over the past few thousand (or hundred thousand) years, and place
accurate scientific thermometers all over the planet, to make these measurements
for us. Of course, this isn’'t possible, so scientists need to use other things as
substitutes—or “proxies”—for these thermometers.

A key “temperature proxy” used by climate scientists is tree-ring data, namely,
measurements of the patterns of the rings of trees that were growing hundreds or
even thousands of years ago.

Now, even my sons (in elementary school at the time of writing) can tell me a handful
of different factors that might influence the growth of a tree in a particular year: the
amount of sun shining on it; the amount of rain it gets; how hot the weather is when it
is growing; the conditions of the soil it is growing in; and the amount of carbon
dioxide available for it to breathe in. We should imagine that the growth of a tree
should, at the very least, depend on these five things.

So is a tree really a good thermometer?

As a physicist, such a proposition seems fraught with danger from the outset. Let's
pretend, for the moment, that the growth of a tree depends only on these five
factors, and no others. An elementary fact of mathematics, that | used to teach to my
15-year-old high school students, is that if you have five unknowns (these five factors
at any given instant of time in a particular tree’s lifetime), then you need at least five
pieces of independent information to disentangle them all—and you need to know
these five quantities to a high accuracy.

So to make any use at all of tree ring data, climate scientists would need at least
four other completely independent “proxies”. Is this what they do?

They do not.

At best, they have a few other “proxies”, which themslves introduce more unknown
quantities into the equation—like the differences between sea temperatures and air
temperatures, or the sizeable differences of temperature across the planet. And
instead of using these other “proxies” to try to disentangle temperature from the
other relevant physical quantities, these climate scientists told the world that each of
them is an independent measure of temperature.

t may seem unbelievable that these “scientists” were so mathematically
incompetent that they didn’t realize the folly of this assumption; but it must be
remembered that they drew their limited membership from the ranks of the “soft”
sciences, where mathematical modeling expertise is, sadly, often lacking.

Of course, these researchers realized that all of their “independent temperature



proxies” didn’t always give the same answers; so most of their work was involved in
either figuring out which pieces of data agreed with which others (and ignoring or
suppressing those that didn’t), or concocting mathematically invalid ways of
“averaging out” the various discrepant pieces of data, to give an artificial
appearance of consistency.

Unfortunately for them, the game fell apart when one of their colleagues did what any
good scientist would have done in the first place: they went to check that their main
“temperature proxy"—the tree ring data—agreed with absolutely reliable and rock-
solid temperature measurements: those made in a certain area in the United
States, over the previous forty years, using actual, genuine, scientific thermometers.

And what did they find?

That while the thermometers said that temperatures had gone up, the rings of the
trees in those same locations indicated that temperatures had gone down.

In other words, free rings had been proved to be completely unreliable
thermometers.

It is with this scandal in mind that Keith Briffa writes to writes to Mike Mann, Phil
Jones, Tom Karl, and Chris Folland, expressing severe reservations about their
contribution to the next Report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change,
at that time in the revision stages:

| know there is pressure to present a nice tidy story as regards “apparent
unprecedented warming in a thousand years or more in the temperature proxy
data” but in reality the situation is not quite so simple. We don’t have a lot of
temperature proxies that come right up to today and those that do (at least a
significant number of tree proxies) have some unexpected changes in response
that do not match the recent warming. | do not think it wise that this issue be
ignored in the chapter.

That is an understatement! Indeed, Briffa states his key opinion even more clearly:
| believe that the recent warmth was probably matched about 1000 years ago.

This is a remarkable statement, which undermines the entire argument propounded
by Briffa and his colleagues that global warming was “unprecedented”.

Mike Mann responds to this catastrophic development:

| walked into this hornet’s nest this morning! Keith and Phil Jones have both raised
some very good points. And | should point out that Chris Folland, through no fault
of his own, but probably through me not conveying my thoughts very clearly to the
others, definitely overstates any singular confidence | have in my own (Mann and
coworkers’) results.

In other words, Mann has no confidence in his own results!

Mann now engineers what became the infamous “green graph®—the green tree-ring
line in the graph in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Report that



mysteriously passes behind the other lines at the year 1961—and never emerges
on the other side. First, he needs to fiddle the data, to make sure that the lines all
cross at right place:

| am perfectly amenable to keeping Keith’s series in the graph, and can ask lan
Macadam (Chris?) to add it to the graph he has been preparing (nobody liked my
own color and graphing conventions so I've given up doing this myself). The key
thing is making sure the lines are vertically aligned in a reasonable way. | had
been using the entire 20th century, but in the case of Keith’s, we need to align the
first half of the 20th century with the corresponding average values of the other
lines, due to the late 20th century decline.

Satisfied with that solution, he then turns to the problem of that bothersome “late
20th century decline”

So if Chris and Tom (?) are ok with this, | would be happy to add Keith’s line to the
graph. That having been said, it does raise a conundrum: We demonstrate ... that
the major discrepancies between Phil's and our line can be explained in terms of
(statistical excuses). But that explanation certainly can't rectify why Keith’s data,
which has similar properties to Phil's data, differs in large part in exactly the
opposite direction that Phil's does from ours. This is the problem we all picked up
on—everyone in the room at the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change was
in agreement that this was a problem and a potential distraction/detraction from
the reasonably consensus viewpoint we'd like to show with the Jones and
coworkers’ and Mann and coworkers’ results.

In other words, there was no consensus at all at the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change—other than the participants’ universal agreement that there was a
problem with what they wanted to show. Mann is here telling us, in his own words,
that there was an agenda to present a “consensus viewpoint™—that simply didn’t
exist in reality because of the science.

Mann now buries himself, by explaining what they should have done:

So, if we show Keith’s line in this plot, we have to comment that “something else” is
responsible for the discrepancies in this case. Perhaps Keith can help us out a bit
by explaining the processing that went into the data and the potential factors that
might lead to it being “warmer” than the Jones and coworkers’ and Mann and
coworkers’ results? We would need to put in a few words in this regard. Otherwise,
the skeptics would have a field day casting doubt on our ability to understand the
factors that influence these estimates and, thus, can undermine faith in the
...estimates from paleological data. | don'’t think that doubt is scientifically justified,
and I'd hate to be the one to have to give it fodder!

In other words, Mann believes that all the lines should agree, but the actual data
says otherwise; and he is loathe to give that “fodder” to the critics. Mann is in denial
of the obvious conclusion: that the science is in doubt. He tries to pressure Briffa to
come up with excuses why his data might not agree with the others.

Of course, we know that, ultimately, he gave up on this impossible task, and the
troublesome “decline” was simply removed!

Mann-made global warming, indeed.



November 16, 1999: email 0942777075

That background now paves the way to our understanding the historic email that
generations of schoolchildren to come will study as the catchphrase of the greatest
scientific fraud in the history of mankind:

Phil Jones to Ray Bradley, Mike Mann, Malcolm Hughes, Keith Briffa, and Tim
Osborn, regarding a diagram for a World Meteorological Organization Statement:

've just completed Mike’s Nature trick of adding in the real temperatures to each
series for the last 20 years (i.e. from 1981 onwards) and from 1961 for Keith’s to
hide the decline.

Those thirty-three words summarize the hoax so magnificently succinctly that the
Nobel Committee should consider retrieving their Peace Prize from the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and Al Gore, and re-issuing it as a
Literature Prize to Phil Jones.

This email was sent less than two months after the one analyzed above. Clearly,
Mike Mann’s problems with Keith Briffa’s data—that it didn't agree with the real
temperature measurements from 1961 onwards—had by this time spread to the
data for the other “temperature proxies”, albeit only from 1981 onwards. Jones
reveals that Mann did not address this problem by making honest note of it in the
paper that he and his co-authors pubished in Nature, but rather by fraudulently
substituting the real temperature data into the graphs, for the past twenty or forty
years as required.

That Mann did so would, in and of itself, disqualify him and all of his research from
any future consideration in the annals of science; but here we have the other leader
of the field, Phil Jones, bragging that he admired the “trick” so much that he adopted
it himself. Moreover, his email was sent to the major players who dominated this
field. It is the silence of these conspirators over the intervening decade that has
forever damned the field of “climate science” to a state of irreversible ignominy, and
will almost certainly lead to the incarceration of the principal perpetrators in the near
future.

July 5, 2000: email 0962818260

Mike Kelly, of the Climatic Research Unit at the University of East Anglia, writes to
Mike Hulme and Tim O’Riordan:

Had a very good meeting with Shell yesterday. Only a minor part of the agenda,

but | expect they will accept an invitation to act as a strategic partner, and will
contribute to a studentship fund, though under certain conditions.

And they accuse skeptics of “being in the pockets” of Big Qil?

I'm talking to Shell International’s climate change team, but this approach will do



equally for the new Foundation, as it's only one step or so off Shell’s equivalent of
a board level. | do know a little about the Foundation and what kind of projects
they are looking for. It could be relevant for the new building, incidentally, though
opinions are mixed as to whether it’s within the remit.

Sounds lucrative. Buildings don’t come cheap.

August 23, 2000: email 0967041809

In this email we get an insight into how the politics of propaganda completely
overrode the rules of good scientific practice, when it came to publications on
“climate science”. Steve Schneider of the Department of Biological Sciences at
Stanford University in the United States complains to a number of his international
colleagues:

... please get rid of the ridiculous “inconclusive” for the 34% to 66% subjective
probability range. It will convey a completely differnt meaning to lay persons—read
decisionmakers—since that probability range represents medium levels of
confidence, not rare events. A phrase like “quite possible” is closer to popular
lexicon, but “inconclusive” applies as well to very likely or very unlikely events and
is undoubtedly going to be misinterpreted on the outside.

To anyone even vaguely familiar with probability and statistics, Schneider's
suggestion is unforgiveable; and it doesn’'t take a Ph.D. to understand why. Forget
about climate change, for the moment, and consider the simpler example of tossing
a coin. If the coin is fair, and it is tossed fairly, then the likelihood of getting “heads”
is 50%. Now, imagine that you had to describe how sure you are that you would get
“‘heads” on the next toss, to your boss—or your spouse—without using any numbers.
“It's inconclusive” would accurately convey the fact that it's just as likely that you
would not get “heads” as it is that you would. “it's quite possible”, on the other hand,
conveys the impression that it's a possibility that is quite likely; it biases the
language in one direction, without faithfully conveying equal likelihood that reality
could go in the exact opposite direction.

Indeed, placing any emphasis at all on a 34% to 66% confidence interval is a
complete misapplication of probability and statistics. Standard scientific practice is
to only consider a result to be significant if the probability of it being true is
estimated to be greater than some pre-determined threshold—typically 95%, for
everyday analyses, or some more stringent threshold if the ramifications of getting it
wrong are more grave.

Tom Karl, Director of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s
National Climatic Data Center, compounds the comedy:

Steve, | agree with your assesement of “inconclusive™—“quite possible” is much
better and we use “possible” in the United States National Assessment. Surveys
have shown that the term “possible” is interpreted in this range by the public.

Despite Karl completely agreeing with his butchering of the language, Schneider is
concerned that Karl's term is still not alarmist enough. His response reminds one of



Sir Humphrey in Yes, Minister.

Great Tom, | think we are converging to much clearer meanings across various
cultures here. Please get the “inconclusive” out! By the way, “possible” still has
some logical issues as it is true for very large or very small probabilities in
principle, but if you define it clearly it is probably OK—but “quite possible” conveys
medium confidence better—but then why not use “medium confidence”, as the 3
rounds of review over the guidance paper concluded after going through exactly
the kinds of disucssions were having now?

Indeed, if they continued this farce for long enough, they would eventually conclude
that they may as well say that it is “overwhelmingly likely’! Remember, we are here
talking about a scenario that—even according to their own calculations—was just as
likely to be wong as it was right!

September 11, 2000: email 0968705882

Filippo Giorgi, Senior Scientist and Head of the Physics of Weather and Climate
Section of the The Abdus Salam International Centre for Theoretical Physics in
Trieste, ltaly, writes to the other Lead Authors of Chapter 10 of the latest
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Report. In his first paragraph he
makes a comment that | will return to below:

We said that one thing to look at was the agreement with the old data and thus |
noticed that relaxing the criteria determining what “agreement” means would yield
a greater agreement.

He then details his serious concerns about how the IPCC Report is being drafted:

First let me say that in general, as my own opinion, | feel rather unconfortable
about using not only unpublished but also un-reviewed material as the backbone
of our conclusions (or any conclusions). | realize that Chapter 9 of the Report is
including new stuff, and thus we can and need to do that too, but the fact is that in
doing so the rules of the IPCC have been softened to the point that in this way the
IPCC is not any more an assessment of published science (which is its proclaimed
goal), but the production of results. The softened condition that the models
themselves have to be published does not even apply, because the Japanese
model, for example, is very different from the published one which gave results not
even close to the actual ... version .... Essentially, | feel that at this point there are
very little rules and almost anything goes. | think this will set a dangerous
precedent which might undermine the IPCC’s credibility, and | am a bit
uncomfortable that now nearly everybody seems to think that it is just ok to do this.
Anyway, this is only my opinion, for what it is worth.

Further on in the email, he describes the criterion for determining that models
“agree”

1) Do we soften our requirement, i.e. from “all the models except one need to
agree with each other” to “all the models except two need to agree with each
other” agreement? | do not feel strongly about it but am more in favor of not
softening the criterion. We are looking for confidence and model agreement and
should have stringent requirements on it.



In other words—to fill in the missing emails, that we do not have—what has
happened is the following: The scientists previously decided that they would accept
that all the models “agree” if either all of them agree with each other, or all but one of
them agree with each other. But in preparing their Chapter for the Report, they found
that two of the models did not agree with the others. Thus it has been suggested that
they now “move the goalposts”—after the event—to redefine “agreement” so that
two of the models be allowed disagree with the others!

In fact, this entire “criterion for agreement” is absolute nonsense in the first place,
flying in the face of the most elementary principles of statistics, as | will discuss
shortly. But even ignoring that, the idea that they can avoid the “inconvenient truth” of
their results by moving the goalposts after the fact is, in and of itself, scientific fraud
of the highest order.

To his great credit, Filippo is arguing against this form of subterfuge.

He continues:

2) Do we include the data that disagree in the analysis? | say yes, not having time
for more detailed analysis as to why they should not be included. In Chapter 9 of
the Report they are presented as bracketing the answers, not as being wrong.
This is the problem of not having published research on this: perhaps a paper
would have excluded them on scientific grounds, but can we, at this point? | am not
sure we can have solid enough foundations to legitimate it. Besides, | have done
the analysis without them as well, and things did not change almost at all.

To any scientist with even a rudimentary knowledge of statistics, this paragraph
shows that the entire IPCC had absolutely no idea what they were doing. Data that
disagree with the other data (“outliers” in the jargon of mathematics, although I will
not use that term here) are of critical importance: understanding them is key to
understanding what your data is telling you; they provide the ultimate “reality check”
that you really know what you are doing. They are not “wrong”, as these “scientists”
are suggesting; they should not be simply omitted. Nor should they simply be
presented as “bracketing” the data that do agree.

Again, Filippo’s comments are a credit to his wisdom and integrity: he urges—
correctly—that if there is no valid reason to exclude the data, then it must be
presented as it stands.

September 12, 2000: email 0968774000

Following on from the previous email, Filippo Giorgi writes to the various Lead
Authors, having obtained at least partial agreement with his arguments. He
reiterates his opinion:

| myself think that material for a document as important as the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change’s Third Assessment Report cannot be drawn from last-
minute barely quality-checked and un-peer-reviewed material (people have barely
looked at the Max Planck Institute run that was completed last Friday!).



September 14, 2000: email 0968941827

Recall the discussion above about the criterion used to determine if a set of models
“agreed” with each other. Hans von Storch argues against moving the goalposts:

| have already indicated that | favour the “all models but one have to agree”
version. Obviously, this choice of criterion is arbitrary, but it was made before we
did the analysis. By changing the criterion after we have seen the data, we may be
targeted by critics for biased rules. Using material which is unpublished and
unreviewed is already a bit shaky (Hans Oerlemans is unwilling to participate in the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change process because of a similar incident
in the 1995 report!).

Peter Whetton argues that the criterion is now too stringent, because it gives them
less chance of getting “agreement” purely by luck! He points out that the criterion
was previously only used for five models, for which

... agreement ... could be expected 37% of the time just by chance .... With nine
models the equivalent figure for “all models but one have to agree” is only 3.5%,
and it is still much lower for “all models but two have to agree” (18%)... (assuming
that my somewhat rusty probability calculations are correct). It really depends on
what we had understood the purpose of the criterion to be. | am not certain how
much this was discussed.

As noted above, standard scientific practice is to ensure that the chances of getting
agreement purely by luck is /less than some percentage, often 5%. To argue that the
criterion is too strong because the chance of such a “false (lucky) positive” is only
3.5%—and that the previous situation of allowing a 37% chance of false positive is
far preferable—is simply astounding: it shows a poor understanding of the
fundamental principles of statistics.

But more astonishing is Whetton’s lack of confidence in performing an elementary
calculation in probability theory, that 16-year-old high school students routinely
calculate every day! It would be equivalent to Tiger Woods expressing a lack of
confidence in his ability to decide which wood he should use for a particular hole ...

September 22, 2000: email 0969618170

Tom Crowley of the Department of Oceanography at the Texas A&M university
writes to Malcolm Hughes and Keith Briffa, about the huge problems involved in
trying to figure out if the various “temperature proxies” are measuring temperatures,
carbon dioxide levels, or some other complicated combination:

As | discuss in my ... paper the “anomalous” late 19th century warming also occurs
in a ... tree ring record from central Colorado, the Urals record of Keith Briffa, and
the east China ... temperature record of Zhu.

Alpine glaciers also started to retreat in many regions around 1850, with one-third
to one-half of their full retreat occurring before the warming that commenced about
1920.



So, are you sure that some carbon dioxide effect is responsible for this? May we
not actually be seeing a warming?

Malcolm Hughes’s response exemplifies the utter confusion of these researchers:

| tried to imply in my e-mail, but will now say it directly, that although a direct
carbon dioxide effect is still the best candidate to explain this effect, it is far from
proven. In any case, the relevant point is that there is no meaningful correlation
with local temperature.

Why should these topics be so dangerous to write explicitly that they must be
implied?

In the mathematical jargon | have omitted from this email—and many others—these
“scientists” explain that sometimes the “proxies” they are using (tree rings, etc.)
seem to measure temperature, and sometimes they dont (the extremely blunt,
simplistic, and naive mathematical test that they use to determine this—something
so simple that it is used every day by high school students— is called “correlation”).

What they do is “cherry pick” those proxies that seem to give the "right” answers,
and ignore those that don’t. That's not just bad science: it's completely wrong.

Hughes’s next comment exemplifies this “cherry picking”:
| am confident that, before 1850, they do contain a record of temperatures
changing over decades. | am equally confident that, after that date, they are
recording something else.

And, at the end of the day, that's what this “cherry picking” is based on: the gut
feeling of these scientists.

February 27, 2001: email 0983286849

Phil Jones is upset that Julia Uppenbrink, the editor at Science, did not send a
piece to them to review, which would have allowed them to block it:

Obviously this isn’t great as none of us got to review it. Odd that she didn’t send it
to one of us here as she knew we were writing the article she asked us to!

It is the height of arrogance for these scientists to assume that every single article
published relating to climate science in any way would automatically be sent to
them, for them to be able to veto.

March 2,2001: email 0983566497

Chick Keller, of the Institute of Geophysics and Planetary Physics at the University of
California at San Diego, United States, writes to Mike Mann, Ray Bradley, Phil
Jones, Keith Briffa, Tom Crowley, Jonathan Overpeck, Tom Wigley, and Mike
MacCracken, pointing out problems in the historical temperature estimates



obtained from individual “proxy” methods:

Anyone looking at the records gets the impression that the temperature variation
for many individual records or sites over the past 1000 years or so is often larger
than 1°Celsius. ... And they see this as evidence that the 0.8°Celsius or so
temperature rise in the 20th century is not all that special.

He then makes note of a trick that they have used to mask this effect:

The community of climate scientists, however, in making averages of different
proxies gets a much smaller amplitude of about 0.5°Celsius, which they say shows
that reasonable combinations of effects can indeed explain this and that the 20th
century warming is unique.

Keller realizes the mistake inherent in this trick shortly. First, he provides an
excellent summary of the debate:

Thus, the impasse—one side the skeptics pointing to large temperature variations
in many records around the globe, and the other side saying, “Yes, but not at the
same time and so, if averaged out, is no big deal.”

He then points out that this glib brush-off is simply not valid:

But, just replying that events don’t happen at the same time (sometimes by a few
decades) is the reason might not be enough. It seems to me that we must go one
step further. We must address the question: what effects can generate large ...
temperature variations over hundreds of years, regional though they may be (and,
could these occur at different times in different regions due to shifting climate
patterns)? If we can’t do this, then there might be something wrong with our
rationale that the average does not vary much even though many regions see
large variations. This may be the nub of the disagreement, and until we answer i,
many careful scientists will decide the issue is still unsettled, and that indeed
climate in the past may well have varied as much or more than in the last hundred
years.

This remarkable statement—mailed to all of the key players in this scandal—shows
that they knew, clearly, more than eight years before the Climategate whistle-blower
released these emails, that the entire basis of their claims was on shaky ground.

In his last paragraph, Keller points out the elementary mathematical errorin the
“averaging trick”:

Also, | note that most proxy temperature records claim timing errors of ... 50 years
ahead or behind the correct date or so. What is the possibility that records are
cancelling each other out on variations in the hundred-year timeframe due simply
to timing errors?

There are, in fact, many more mathematical reasons why the “averaging trick” is
completely wrong; but Keller's observation is completely correct, and by itself
discredits the entire discipline of work establishing these “multi-proxy” historical
temperature estimates.

May 2, 2001: email 0988831541 .txt




Mike Mann criticizes Ed Cook’s work with colleague Jan Esper—not for poor
methods or invalid conclusions, but rather because it was being used publicly,
before being able to be blocked through the peer review process. Firstly, he applies
the “peer group pressure” argument:

We may have to let the peer-review process decide this, but | think you might
benefit from knowing the consensus of the very able group we have assembled in
this email list, on what Esper and you have done?

Cook parries admirably:

Of course, | know everyone in this “very able group” and respect their opinions
and scientific credentials. The same obviously goes for you. That is not to say that
we can't disagree. After all, consensus science can impede progress as much as
promote understanding.

Mann is taken aback, and tries a different tack:

I don’t in any way doubt yours and Jan’s integrity here.

'm just a bit concerned that the result is getting used publicly, by some, before it
has gone through the gauntlet of peer review. Especially because it is, whether
you condone it or not, being used as we speak to discredit the work of us, and Phil
and coworkers; this is dangerous. | think there are some legitimate issues that
need to be sorted out ....

I'd be interested to be kept posted on what the status of the manuscript is.
Cook responds with a level of integrity foreign to Mann’s mind-set:

Unfortunately, this global change stuff is so politicized by both sides of the issue
that it is difficult to do the science in a dispassionate environment. | ran into the
same problem in the acid rain/forest decline debate that raged in the 1980s. At
one point, | was simultaneous accused of being a raving tree hugger and in the
pocket of the coal industry. | have always said that | don’t care what answer is
found as long as it is the truth or at least bloody close to it.

May 17, 2001: email 0990119702

Ed Cook makes valid statistical and mathematical criticisms of the error estimation
methods being used by Mike Mann and colleagues:

| have growing doubts about the validity and use of error estimates that are being
applied to reconstructions .... (mathematical reasons follow). But | really think that
uncertainty bars on graphs, as often presented, may potentially distort and unfairly
degrade the interpreted quality of reconstructions. So, are the uncertainty bars
better than nothing? 'm not so sure.

Mike Mann responds by agreeing that the estimates of uncertainties are wrong, but
that wrong estimates are better than nothing:

What you say is of course true, but we have to start somewhere. ...



| firmly believe that a reconstruction without some reasonable estimate of
uncertainty is almost useless! ... | believe that this is absolutely essential to do,
whether or not we can do a perfect job.

Cook is arguing that misleading estimates of uncertainties are worse than not
presenting any estimates at all; Mann is arguing that graphs without error estimates
would not /ook credible, which is more important than the estimates actually being
meaningful.

Cook is correct.

May 23, 2001: email 0990718382

John Christy explains the events of the filming of an episode of “20/20” for the
American Broadcasting Company, in which he fears he will be quoted out of
context, but he includes the following comment:

However, | do agree with the “20/20” host’'s premise ... that the dose of climate
change disasters that have been dumped on the average citizen is designed to be
overly alarmist and could lead us to make some bad policy decisions. (I've got a
good story about the writers of the TIME cover piece a couple of months ago that
proves they were not out to discuss the issue but to ignore science and influence
government.)

Mike Mann'’s response to this comment is only thinly veiled:

Your comments below remain disturbingly selective and myopic, and we have dealt
with similar comments many times over... If the American Broadcasting Company is
looking to do a hatchet job on Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change so be it
(this doesn’t surprise me—*“20/20” co-anchor John Stossel has an abysmal record
in his treatment of environmental issues, from what | have heard), but l'll be very
disturbed if you turn out to have played into this in a way that is unfair to your co-
authors on Chapter 2 of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Report,
and your colleagues in general. This wouldn’t have surprised me coming from
certain individuals, but | honestly expected more from you...

July 2,2001: email 0994083845

lan Harris of the Climatic Research Unit at the University of East Anglia writes to the
Norwich Green Party mailing list, responding to a comment that natural events can
cause climate changes that swamp any effects of mankind:

We’'re looking at an unprecedented acceleration in temperature ... Even if it turns
out to be naturally-occurring, who'’s willing to take that chance? We should be
trying to wean ourselves off of unsustainable energy generation and use anyway.

This is a remarkable admission: even if the scientists are completely wrong, we
“should” force changes on mankind that could cost trillions of dollars, on simplistic
ideological grounds?



December 17, 2001: email 1008619994

Keith Briffa, a referee of a paper submitted to Science by Ed Cook and Jan Esper,
tells Cook:

| simply would not like to see you write a paper that puts out a confused message
with regard to the global warming debate, leaving ambiguity as to your opinion on
the validity of the Mann curve (“hockey stick”) ....

Briffa is abusing his position of power as a reviewer of the paper, making it clear to
Cook that he will block its publication if they deviate from the “party line”. He twists
the knife, using personal intimidation:

| would not like this affair to ruin my Christmas, as it surely will if it is the cause of
our falling out.

In other words, change the paper, or you are no longer a friend and colleague.
Finally, he lays down his expectations:

| am totally confident that after a day’s rephrasing this paper can go back and be
publishable to my satisfaction by Science.

March 22, 2002: email 1018045075

Keith Briffa and Tim Osborn issued a comment on the paper by Ed Cook and Jan
Esper published in Science. Both papers question the work of Mike Mann and
coworkers. Mike Mann admonishes all of them, copying the email to two staff of the
The American Association for the Advancement of Science:

Sadly, your piece on the Esper and Cook paper is more flawed than even the
paper itself. Ed, the Associated Press release that appeared in the papers was
even worse. Apparently you allowed yourself to be quoted saying things that are
inconsistent with what you told me you had said. You three all should have known
better. ... In the meantime, there is a lot of damage control that needs to be done
and, in my opinion, you've done a disservice to the honest discussions we had all
had in the past, because you’'ve misrepresented the evidence. Many of us are
very concerned with how Science dropped the ball as far as the review process on
this paper was concerned. This never should have been published in Science, for
the reasons | outlined before (and have attached for those of you who haven't
seen them). | have to wonder why the functioning of the review process broke
down so overtly here.

Keith Briffa replies, refuting Mann’s insinuations and rebuffing his intimidations:
Given the list of people to whom you have chosen to circulate your message(s),

we thought we should make a short, somewhat formal, response here. | am happy
to reserve my informal response until we are face to face!

Finally, we have to say that we do not feel constrained in what we say to the media
or write in the scientific or popular press, by what the sceptics will say or do with



our results. We can only strive to do our best and address the issues honestly.
Some “sceptics” have their own dishonest agenda—we have no doubt of that. If
you believe that I, or Tim, have any other objective but to be open and honest
about the uncertainties in the climate change debate, then | am disappointed in
you also.

Mann is demonstrating his need to be the unchallenged leader of the team, and his
annoyance with anyone who does not toe his line.

March 11, 2003: email 1047388489

A paper by astrophysicists Wilie Soon and Sallie Baliunas was published by
Climate Research, which concluded that “the 20th century is probably notthe
warmest nor a uniquely extreme climatic period of the last millennium.” Phil Jones
writes a number of emails to his colleagues. In the first:

Tim Osborn has just come across this. Best to ignore probably, so don't let it spoil
your day. I've not looked at it yet. It results from this journal having a number of
editors. The responsible one for this is a well-known skeptic in New Zealand. He
has let a few papers through by (skeptics) Michaels and Gray in the past. I've had
words with Hans von Storch about this, but got nowhere.

His conclusions are remakable, given that he admits that he hasn’'t even looked at
the paper as yet. His next email is sent after having read a small amount:

| looked briefly at the paper last night and it is appalling ... I'll have time to read
more at the weekend ...

The phrasing of the questions at the start of the paper determine the answer they
get. They have no idea what multiproxy averaging does.

In other words, because these astrophysicists don't use the mathematically and
statistically incorrect method of “averaging” the various temperature proxies to hide
the variability of temperature in the past, they're not a member of the club!

He continues:

Writing this | am becoming more convinced we should do something ...

| will be emailing the journal to tell them I'm having nothing more to do with it until
they rid themselves of this troublesome editor. A Climatic Research Unit person is
on the editorial board, but papers get dealt with by the editor assigned by Hans
von Storch.

Recall, this action is being taken before he has even read the whole paper even a
single time.

Mike Mann replies:

The Soon and Baliunas paper couldn’t have cleared a “legitimate” peer review
process anywhere. That leaves only one possibility—that the peer-review process
at Climate Research has been hijacked by a few skeptics on the editorial board.
And it isn’t just De Freitas; unfortunately, | think this group also includes a member



of my own department... The skeptics appear to have staged a “coup” at Climate
Research (it was a mediocre journal to begin with, but now it’s a mediocre journal
with a definite “purpose”).

In other words, the publication of a single paper critical of their work—which is how
any healthy discipline of science is supposed to work—is, automatically, evidence
of a “hijacking” of an entire peer-reviewed journal.

Mann urges his colleagues to start a witch-hunt:

Folks might want to check out the editors and review editors:

link to a page on Climate Research’s website listing the editors

Despite the paper having barely been looked at, Mann immediately starts to plan
their retribution:

| told Mike MacCracken that | believed our only choice was to ignore this paper.
They've already achieved what they wanted—the claim of a peer-reviewed paper.
There is nothing we can do about that now, but the last thing we want to do is
bring attention to this paper, which will be ignored by the community on the
whole...

It is pretty clear that the skeptics here have staged a bit of a coup, even in the
presence of a number of reasonable folks on the editorial board (Whetton,
Goodess, ...). My guess is that Von Storch is actually with them (frankly, he’s an
odd individual, and 'm not sure he isn’t himself somewhat of a skeptic himself),
and with Von Storch on their side, they would have a very forceful personality
promoting their new vision.

There have been several papers by Pat Michaels, as well as the Soon and
Baliunas paper, that couldn’t get published in a reputable journal.

This was the danger of always criticising the skeptics for not publishing in the
“peer-reviewed literature”. Obviously, they found a solution to that—take over a
journal!

We now see what Mann and colleagues are so upset about: they believed that their
cosy club was safe from intruders, as the only way to challenge them was to be
published in a “peer-reviewed” journal—which they themselves controlled. But now
that the fortifications were breached, the entire house of cards was in danger of
falling down.

Mann immediately suggests black-balling the journal that dared to challenge their
authority:

So what do we do about this? | think we have to stop considering Climate
Research as a legitimate peer-reviewed journal. Perhaps we should encourage
our colleagues in the climate research community to no longer submit to, or cite
papers in, this journal. We would also need to consider what we tell or request of
our more reasonable colleagues who currently sit on the editorial board...

So it's OK for their gang to control the “peer review’ process, but not OK for
sceptics to have any say?



March 11, 2003: email 1047474776

Mike Mann writes:

I do ... think there is a particular problem with Climate Research. This is where my
colleague Pat Michaels now publishes exclusively, and his two closest colleagues
are on the editorial board and review editor board. So | promise you, we’ll see
more of this there, and | personally think there is a bigger problem with the
“‘messenger” in this case...

Phil Jones replies:

Can we not address the misconceptions by finally coming up with definitive dates
for the Little Ilce Age and Medieval Warm Period and redefining what we think the
terms really mean? With all of us and more on the paper, it should carry a lot of
weight. In a way we will be setting the agenda for what should be being done over
the next few years.

Using their weight of numbers to “redefine” these historical periods? Is this the
genesis of the Wikipedia censorship scandal?

March 12, 2003: email 1047484387

In trying to decide which journal they would submit their attack on the Climate
Research paper to, Mike Mann illustrates that it is most definitely “not what you
know, but who you know” in this field of science:

Either journal would be good, but Eos (a journal) is an especially good idea. Both
Ellen Mosley-Thompson and Keith Alverson are on the editorial board there, so |
think there would be some receptiveness to such a submission.

If there is group interest in taking this tack, I'd be happy to contact Ellen or Keith
about the potential interest in Eos, or I'd be happy to let Tom or Phil to take the
lead too...

March 12, 2003: email 1047489122

Mike Mann discusses the difficulties in creating the Eos article after learning that the
different sets of results are inconsistent:

There are some notable differences .... The position of Cromey and Lowery, in
particular, is quite inconsistent between our respective comparisons. ...

Mann now again suggests that they “cherry-pick” and present only those results that
support the message that they would like to portray:

So, in short, let’'s see what we get, and then discuss any similarities or differences
with your result, then make a decision as to what to show in the Eos piece. 'm sure
we can come up with something we're all happy with...



April 23,2003: email 1051156418

Tom Wigley writes to a large number of recipients, building on the idea that every
critical or skeptical paper published in the peer-reviewed literature must be due to a
“conspiracy of skeptics”:

Danny Harvey and | refereed a paper by skeptic Pat Michaels and coworkers and
said it should be rejected. We questioned the editor (de Freitas again!) and he
responded, saying:

The manuscript was reviewed initially by five referees. ... The other three referees,
all reputable atmospheric scientists, agreed it should be published subject to minor
revision. Even then | used a sixth person to help me decide. | took his advice and
that of the three other referees and sent the manuscript back for revision. It was
later accepted for publication. The refereeing process was more rigorous than
usual.

On the surface this looks to be above board—although, as referees who advised
rejection, it is clear that Danny and | should have been kept in the loop and seen
how our criticisms were responded to.

Again, Wigley perpetuates the arrogant myth that this small club of scientists should
have the right to interfere with, and ultimately veto, the review and publication
process for each and every paper published in their field. Such censorship is not
how a healthy discipline of science operates; indeed, any discipline that operates in
this manner is not “science” at all, but mere religious dogma.

Wigley continues:

| suspect that de Freitas deliberately chose other referees who are members of
the skeptics camp. | also suspect that he has done this on other occasions. How to
deal with this is unclear, since there are a number of individuals with genuine
scientific credentials who could be used by an unscrupulous editor to ensure that
“anti-greenhouse” science can get through the peer review process (Legates,
Balling, Lindzen, Baliunas, Soon, and so on). The peer review process is being
abused, but proving this would be difficult.

This is a damning admission by Wigley: he acknowledges that these skeptics have
impeccable scientific credentials; the only reason that they should be banned from
reviewing papers for journal publication is that they don’t buy into their dogma of
global warming! This email dispels any doubt that this cosy club redefined “peers” to
mean “scientists who agree with us"—which makes a mockery of the entire idea of
“peer review”.

The ultimate irony in all this, of course, is that skepticism is not a scientific insult, but
rather an essential tenet of the scientific method. Only fundamentalist theological
debates brand skepticism a heresy.

April 24,2003: email 1051190249




Tim Carter, research professor at the Finnish Environment Institute, suggests to
Tom Wigley a way of ensuring that no papers get published without their ability to
veto:

On the Climate Research issue ... | wonder if a review of the refereeing policy is in
order. The only way | can think of would be for all papers to go through two Editors
rather than one, the former to have overall responsibility, the latter to provide a
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