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Have you seen this man ? 
(The search for Willie Soon’s evil dopplegänger)



Who is this “Willie Soon” ?
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Courtesy of Connor Gibson, Greenpeace

p. A1 NYT, Sunday,   February 22, 2015



New York Times, p. A1





Reverend Al Sharpton on Harvard-Smithsonian’s Willie Soon

February 23, 2015 – Al Sharpton on MSNBC



Did I take a “$1.2 million bribe”? No!

Since 1991, I was employed by Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics (CfA for short)
The CfA’s funding sources for my salary over this period (2001-2015) included corporate groups as well as 
government grants.

When you add up all these funding sources that CfA received over this period, it comes to more than $1.2 
million over a 15 year period. 

The CfA keeps 40% of the funds they receive for all their staff for administrative purposes. So, the total 
allocated for my salary was only 60% of this amount. 

This worked out at an average annual salary of between $40-75k per year (before tax).

How is this a “bribe”?

To be honest, I was making far more money when my salary was mostly drawn from government grants.



Am I working for “the fossil-fuel industry” or “oil companies”?
The corporate groups they complained about were the Southern Company (an electricity utility company) 
and the Charles G. Koch Charitable Foundation (a libertarian organization). New York Times claims these 
groups are “the fossil-fuel industry”. ZME Science claims these groups are “oil companies”. This is bizarre.

• Southern Company is a utility company producing electricity using fossil fuels, nuclear, solar, wind and 
biomass. If they are labelled as “the fossil-fuel industry”, shouldn’t they also be labelled as “the 
renewables industry”?

• The Charles G. Koch Charitable Foundation is a philanthropic organization that supports everything 
from criminal justice reform; education; free speech to healthcare. While Koch & his brother earned 
some of their early wealth from oil refinery and chemicals, they quickly diversified into industries such 
as pollution control equipment and technologies; polymers and fibers; minerals; fertilizers. Their 
businesses produce a wide variety of well-known brands, such as Stainmaster carpet, the Lycra brand 
of spandex fiber, Quilted Northern tissue, and Dixie Cup.

• If the Charles Koch Foundation is labelled as “the fossil-fuel industry”, shouldn’t they also be labelled 
as “the fashion industry” or “the pollution control industry”?



What do others do? The easiest way to get funding as a scientist:
Promote the climate change narrative

Source: The Great Global Warming Swindle (2007), Channel 4 (directed by Martin Durkin)



What exactly did I do instead?

• From 1991 to early 2000s: Applied and received grants for all my research from 
NASA, NSF, US Airforce Office of Scientific Research (AFOSR) among others.

• In the early 2000s, I noticed that it was no longer possible to get taxpayer-funded 
grants unless the research proposal supported the politically correct narrative on 
climate change.

• I wrestled hard with this. Should I get rich with a cushy full-tenured professorship 
at an Ivy League university… by abandoning scientific integrity and following my 
colleagues into “global warming and the nut-gathering of squirrels research”? Or 
should I keep my soul?

• In the end, I chose my soul. 

• I looked for funding sources that didn’t require me to push any specific narrative.



Keeping a soul is not a good “get rich” scheme!

• It was very hard to find reliable and consistent funding for pure science with no 
agenda. Most funding sources require that you push the “consensus” narrative.

• Nonetheless, I was able to help my employers - Harvard-Smithsonian Center for 
Astrophysics (CfA) find some limited funds to keep my research going.

• My salary over this 15 year period was quite chaotic, but usually $40-75k per 
year (before tax). 

• The CfA preferred my colleagues that could get larger and more consistent 
government-funded grants

• Still, at least I kept my soul! And I was able to continue to do true science!



Swimming in “oily” money?



Look what this evil “Willie Soon” does!
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Did I “fail to disclose a conflict of interest” in my work? 

• All my fundings were obtained through Harvard-Smithsonian Center for 

Astrophysics (CfA)’s Office of Contracts and Grants with direct supervision 

and overview by the Director’s Office.

• The CfA keeps 40% of all grants for their overheads.

• I received a regular paycheck from the CfA every two weeks. 

• All my papers listed my affiliation to be CfA, end of story. 



…

The story of the “RICO 20” 

letter to President Obama
(September 1, 2015)



The “RICO 20” letter to 

President Obama
(September 1, 2015)

Signed by 20 climate 

scientists led by 

Prof. Jagadish Shukla



Did Prof. Shukla “fail to 

disclose a conflict of interest” 

in his 2015 letter to President 

Obama?

…

…
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Why does Wikipedia say “the Smithsonian does not 
support his conclusions”?

February 26, 2015

It is true that on February 26, 2015 
they posted this press release. 
They said in it:

1. “The Smithsonian does not 
support Dr. Soon’s conclusions 
on climate change.”

2. “The Smithsonian is conducting 
inquiries to address the 
allegations…”



• No wrongdoings were found 

after extensive investigation and 

reflection by Smithsonian 

Institution.

• The Smithsonian quietly 

removed the February 2015 

press release from their website 

around March 4, 2020. See 

image on the left.

What was the result of their extensive inquiries?



Who orchestrated this hatchet job on me?

…

…



Who is Kert Davies? Here’s his bio on the CIC website:



He has been trying to paint me as “the villain” for decades



Ironically, we still can’t find out where his funding comes from



But, we do know about Kert Davies’s former employer, Greenpeace

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/329680852_Analysis_of_Greenpeace's_business_model_philosophy_Greenpeace_wants_a_piece_of_your_green

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/329680852_Analysis_of_Greenpeace's_business_model_philosophy_Greenpeace_wants_a_piece_of_your_green


Greenpeace have a huge asset value through their campaigns

2/3 in cash

$277 millions



Greenpeace’s “Business Model”

1.Invent an “environmental problem” which sounds 

somewhat plausible. Provide anecdotal evidence to support 

your claims, with emotionally powerful imagery.

2.Invent a “simple solution” for the problem which sounds 

somewhat plausible and emotionally appealing, but is 

physically unlikely to ever be implemented.

3.Pick a “villain” and blame them for obstructing the 

implementation of the “solution”. Imply that anybody who 

disagrees with you is probably working for this villain.

4.Dismiss any alternative “solutions” to your problem as 

“completely inadequate”.



(1990)

Climate change has been one of their main campaigns



Climate change has been one of their main campaigns



Kert Davies developed “ExxonSecrets” for Greenpeace USA
• April 2001: Greenpeace decided to target ExxonMobil as their main “villain” for their 

campaigns on climate change. (As an aside, Davies was already trying to target me!)

• By 2004, they had used innuendo to vilify ExxonMobil as an evil anti-science organization 
that was largely responsible for the existence of “climate denial”. 

• Davies trawled through ExxonMobil’s financial returns looking for any donations or 
support ExxonMobil had offered to any conservative or libertarian organizations that 
have ever disagreed with Greenpeace’s views on climate change. 

• It didn’t matter what the actual donations were. It could be sponsoring a dinner event 
that had nothing to do with climate.

• Davies published the results on a new Greenpeace-run website called ExxonSecrets.org

http://www.exxonsecrets.org/


ExxonSecrets’ claims

• Greenpeace claim ExxonMobil spent a total of $31 million over the 17 year period from 1998 to 
2014 on “funding climate denial”. 

• That works out at an average of $1.8 million/year. 

• Their claims have been taken uncritically at face value by The Guardian, Washington Post, etc.



But how does this alleged expenditure compare to Greenpeace’s?

$1.8 million/year

$34 million/year



Who is the real big spender on climate change disinformation?

• Even this claimed $1.8 million/year figure involves very tenuous stretches and tortuous links.

• ExxonMobil’s average annual revenue = $337 billion/year (averaged over 2001-2016, Source: Statista.com). 

• Why would they (allegedly) be spending only $1.8 million/year, i.e., only 0.0005% of their annual 
revenue if “funding climate denial” were as critical to ExxonMobil’s financial viability as Greenpeace 
claim?

• Meanwhile, Greenpeace have been spending huge amounts of money promoting their narrative, 
i.e., more than $0.5 billion since 1994 

• If Greenpeace is correct that $1.8 million/year was enough to change public opinion, then should 
we be worried that Greenpeace spent $34 million/year on their “climate change” campaigns?



P.S. Greenpeace is just 

one NGO pushing the 

climate narrative

• A 2018 study by Prof. Matthew Nisbet looked at 
funding from environmental NGOs between 
2011-2015

• 19 major environmental groups collectively 
funded $557 million over this 4 year period to 
various groups promoting their narratives on 
climate & energy
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Source: https://twitter.com/BarackObama/status/335089477296988160



Is the Science of Climate Change ‘Settled’?

Courtesy of Professor David Legates



Is the Science of Climate Change ‘Settled’?

“Among abstracts 

expressing a position on 

AGW, 97.1% endorsed 

the consensus position 

that humans are causing 

global warming.”

Courtesy of Professor David Legates



• In 2013, four of us published a paper re-
analysing the results of the Cook study

• We found they were very misleading in how 
they described their results

• 2/3 of their abstracts offered no opinion on the 
causes of climate change

• Of those that offered an opinion most simply 
implied that human activity could be a factor

• According to their results, only 64 of their 
11,944 abstracts (or 0.5%) explicitly said that 
climate change was mostly human-caused

• We re-read those 64 and found only 41 (so 
only 0.3%) actually endorsed the claimed 
“consensus”

Fact-checking the Cook study







Why are we relying on “scientific consensus” claims rather than encouraging 
open-minded scientific inquiry?
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This one’s done too! Right?

Nope



What is “the IPCC”? Let’s ask them (www.ipcc.ch)

http://www.ipcc.ch/


What is “the IPCC”? Let’s ask them (www.ipcc.ch)

Key points from their own summary

• “The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is 
the United Nations body for assessing the science related to 
climate change.”

• Created in 1988 by the WMO and the UN Environmental 
Program (UNEP)

• “the objective of the IPCC is to provide governments at all 
levels with scientific information that they can use to 
develop climate policies.”

• “IPCC reports are also a key input into international climate 
change negotiations.”

http://www.ipcc.ch/


What is “the IPCC”? Let’s ask them (www.ipcc.ch)

Are they scientific reports or political reports?

• Their primary objective is “to provide governments at all levels 
with scientific information that they can use to develop 
climate policies.” 

• That is, their goal is to help governments in international 
negotiations – not to advance the “scientific understanding of 

climate change” that Wikipedia thinks I “dispute”

• They provide “regular assessments of the scientific basis of 
climate change…” [if we define “regular” as every 6 or 7 years!]

• But, as a scientist actively publishing in the field, I also “provide 
regular assessments of the scientific basis of climate change”

http://www.ipcc.ch/


What’s the difference between my assessments and the IPCC’s?

IPCC’s approach

• Main goal = help international negotiations 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions

• Helping the UNEP with their goals

• Requires uniform “scientific consensus” on 
all issues. Otherwise, it might create “climate 
action hesitancy”

• Therefore, any scientific disagreements in 
the scientific community need to be either:

a) Ignored
b) Downplayed, or
c) Dismissed as already resolved

My approach

• Main goal = trying to improve scientific 
understanding of climate change

• Helping the scientific community investigate 
this fascinating and challenging topic

• Requires open-minded scientific inquiry on 
all issues. Otherwise, I might succumb to 
confirmation biases in my work

• Therefore, any scientific disagreements in 
the scientific community need to be either:

a) Investigated, or at least
b) Acknowledged



What is the UNEP’s goals?

From a June 29, 1989, AP interview:

“[Director of the New York office of the UNEP, Noel 
Brown] says entire nations could be wiped off the 

face of the Earth by rising sea levels if the global 

warming trend is not reversed by the year 2000. … 

He said governments have a 10-year window of 

opportunity to solve the greenhouse effect before it 

goes beyond human control.”

In other words, the UNEP had already decided, 
even before the first IPCC report in 1990, that 
humans were to blame for climate change through 
their greenhouse gas emissions.

https://apnews.com/bd45c372caf118ec99964ea547880cd0


What do the IPCC reports do when a scientific study disagrees with 
their chosen narrative?

Usually they take one of four options:

1. Simply ignore the studies! There are 1000s of studies to choose from, so the authors 
of a chapter may simply choose to ignore the inconvenient ones

2. Reference it, but also reference studies which disagree with it… and imply that the 
heretical study is flawed/debunked and the other studies are better

3. Misleadingly imply that the study somehow agrees with their chosen narrative!

4. Reference it, but only report the aspects that agree with the narrative

Let’s look at two examples that directly apply to my research from the latest 6th

Assessment Report (called “AR6” for short)…



What do the IPCC reports when a scientific study disagrees with      
their chosen narrative?

Example of option 1. Simply ignore the studies! There are 1000s of studies to choose 
from, so the authors of a chapter may simply choose to ignore the inconvenient ones

IPCC AR6 claims that:
1) The so-called “urbanization bias problem” is less than 10%
2) No papers had been published since AR5 (2013) to question this claim

“No recent literature has emerged to alter the AR5 finding that it is unlikely that any 
uncorrected effects from urbanization […], or from changes in land use or land cover 

[…], have raised global Land Surface Air Temperature (LSAT) trends by more than 10%, 
although larger signals have been identified in some specific regions, especially rapidly 

urbanizing areas such as eastern China […]”

– IPCC AR6, Chapter 2, pp. 43-44 (Masson-Delmotte et al. 2021)



What do the IPCC reports when a scientific study disagrees with      
their chosen narrative?

Example of option 1. Simply ignore the studies! There are 1000s of studies to choose 
from, so the authors of a chapter may simply choose to ignore the inconvenient ones

Sorry IPCC authors, but did you not read 
Soon et al. (2015)?

“… Although attempts have been made to 

account for non-climatic biases in 

previous estimates of surface air 

temperature trends, recent research by 

two of the  authors has shown that current 

estimates are likely still affected by non-

climatic biases, particularly urbanization 

bias.”



What do the IPCC reports when a scientific study disagrees with      
their chosen narrative?

Ironically, the co-chair of AR6, Prof. Panmao Zhai, has read Soon et al. (2015) and cited 
it favorably in his own work – emphasizing the concerns over urbanization bias (and 
also IPCC’s poor treatment of the role of solar activity on climate change)



Prof. Panmao Zhai’s is co-chair of the IPCC AR6



What do the IPCC reports when a scientific study disagrees with      
their chosen narrative?

Example of option 3. Misleadingly imply that the study somehow agrees with their 
chosen narrative!

In their discussion on snow cover extent (SCE), IPCC AR6 cited a study I co-authored –
Connolly et al., 2019. They implied that we agreed with AR5 (and AR6)

“2.3.2.2 Terrestrial snow cover
AR5 concluded that snow cover extent (SCE) had decreased in the NH, especially in 
spring (very high confidence). 
[...]
The greatest declines in SCE have occurred during boreal spring and summer, although 
the estimated magnitude is dataset dependent (Rupp et al., 2013; Estilow et al., 2015; 
Bokhorst et al., 2016; Thackeray et al., 2016; Connolly et al., 2019).”



What do the IPCC reports when a scientific study disagrees with      
their chosen narrative?

• In Connolly et al., 2019, we were 
criticizing the poor performance of the 
“CMIP5” climate models used in AR5

• We emphasized that the models got 
the snow cover trends wrong for all 
four seasons!

• We noted that only spring and summer 
showed a long-term decrease

• And even for these seasons, the 
observed “decrease” was nothing like 
the models claim should have occurred



Winter Spring Summer Fall

Observed

Climate Models

Summary of what Connolly et al., 2019 actually found

Observed

Climate Models Climate Models Climate Models

Observed Observed
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What is this paper “whose methodology was widely criticized”?
• In 2003, I published two papers that disagreed with the conclusions 

of a very prominent study from 1999 that was commonly known as 
“the hockeystick graph”

• “The hockeystick graph”, Mann, Bradley & Hughes (1999), had 
applied some non-standard statistical techniques to a selective 
collection of “temperature proxy” records. Temperature proxies are 
indirect temperature measures from e.g., tree rings, ice cores

• They claimed to have proven that from 1000 to 1900, temperatures 
had been almost constant, but then they sky-rocketed, like “the 
blade of a hockeystick” in the last 100 years. They claimed that the 
1990s were the hottest in at least 1,000 years!

• Mann was a lead author of IPCC AR3 (2001) and his hockeystick
graph featured prominently in the AR3 report.

• So, my colleagues and I decided to check how realistic the 
hockeystick graph was. We published our findings in those two 
papers: Soon & Baliunas (2003) and Soon et al. (2003)

This is the supposedly heretical Soon 
& Baliunas (2003) a.k.a. “SB03” paper 
that Wikipedia claims is somehow 
wrong!



Mann et al. 1999’s “hockey stick” graph 
as presented in IPCC 2001 Third Assessment Report



This is the reason why it’s called a “hockey stick”



SB03

What did my heretical 2003 papers find?



Climate proxies covering 
100-200 sites/regions 
were studied for 
Medieval Warm Period 
(800-1300)



Climate proxies 
covering 100-200 
sites/regions were 
studied for Little Ice 
Age (1300-1900)



Climate proxies 
covering 100-200 
sites/regions were 
studied for the 20th

century



The Iconic 1000-year Temperature History Graph                               

(The Source Paper: MBH99)

Note: only 9 sites were 
represented and              
one of which is in     
Southern Hemisphere
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Comment by: Mann, Amman, Bradley, Briffa, Jones, 
Osborn, Crowley, Hughes, Oppenheimer, Overpeck, 
Rutherford, Trenberth, Wigley

Our reply by: Soon, Baliunas & Legates

Yes, it was criticized by a letter in Eos. We replied. 

This comment/reply approach is normal in science



What was NOT normal is the behind-the-scenes revelations 

that were revealed by “the Climategate e-mails” of 2009

• It is now known that Prof. Michael Mann conspired in various group e-mail discussions to 
get that Eos comment published rapidly. 

• They were able to fast-process the publication of the article so that it appeared on July 8, 
2003 to be available for the July 29, 2003 US Senate EPW committee hearing

• The e-mail participants included:
• Most of the co-authors of the Eos comment
• The editor of the Eos journal, Prof. Ellen Mosley-Thompson
• Several of the editors of Climate Research that later resigned
• A White House scientist at the Office of Science & Technology Policy (OSTP)
• The then-head of the IPCC, Prof. Rajendra Pachauri

• Our reply was published November 4th, i.e., four months after the Senate hearing 



Mark Eakin, NOAA 
David Halpern, at OSTP 

(now at NASA JPL) 

The politically-connected e-mail participants warned that a 

take-down was needed urgently so that their White House 

friends could “dismiss” the paper



The Eos editor agreed to fast-track the publication of the 

comment before we even heard of it

Ellen Mosley-Thompson, OSU 



Wow, I get two Wikipedia pages! What a rare honor!
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Was there anything wrong with the peer-review of SB03?

• The journal had carried out a detailed internal 
review of the peer-review process and concluded 
the authors, the reviewers and the editor had 
done a good job:

“Summary:

Chris de Freitas has done a good and correct job as editor”

• Nonetheless, the new editor-in-chief of Climate 
Research, Prof. Hans von Storch, had already 
resigned, along with several other editors

• None of them contacted me before deciding to 
resign

I have redacted the e-mail list for this talk, 
but it includes all 48 editors of the Climate 

Research journal.



Wow, I get two Wikipedia pages! What a rare honor!
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One year after resigning, the editor-in-chief Hans von Storch 
criticized “the hockeystick” study

In 2004, just one year after having resigned as the new and first editor-in-chief condemning Climate Research 
for allowing my paper criticizing the hockeystick study to be published, von Storch and colleagues published 
their own study in Science… criticizing the hockeystick study! They argued it had substantially underestimated
the variability of temperatures in the pre-industrial era, i.e., before about 1900



• A recent review paper by Lüning & 
Lengsfeld seems to agree

• They agree that some of the published 
reconstructions find a “hockey stick”

• But, others don’t, and find a pronounced 
Medieval Warm Period and Little Ice Age

Was I wrong to criticize the “hockey stick graph”?
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How did Dr. Gavin Schmidt “refute” my arguments?



23 co-authors 
from                 

14 countries    
and                    

530 references

What was the “total nonsense” that Dr. Schmidt didn’t want to read?
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Finally, Wikipedia got this one right!



A comparison of two tales of NH temperature datasets:                                 
Rural+Urban versus Rural-only stations



Please Read This Comprehensive New Paper by Connolly et al. (2021)

IPCC’s “mostly 
human-caused” 
Universe



“Mostly 
natural” 
Universe

Please Read This Comprehensive New Paper by Connolly et al. (2021)



Please Read This Comprehensive New Paper by Connolly et al. (2021)



The new era of “fact-checking” and “following the science”

• We have already seen that “science by Wikipedia” and the IPCC’s 
“consensus-driven” approach to science is hindering our scientific 
understanding of climate change

• We can see the same worrying “Follow The Science™ ” trend in other 
“politically-charged” scientific topics

• What happens when scientists try to do real science and it doesn’t 
follow The Science™? You get “fact-checked”!!!!

• We were the subject of one of these narrative-checks last summer



In Aug 2021, a journalist reported on our RAA paper and IPCC’s AR6



The article committed the heresy of presenting                                            
more than one narrative!



One of Facebook’s “Independent fact-checkers” carried out                   
an inquisition on that heretical journalist 



We responded with our “fact-check fact-check”



We also published an op-ed



What should be done to get science back on track?
1. Scientists should be encouraging scientific inquiry, not “scientific consensus”. The UN 

IPCC reports have ended up as a major contributor to this problem.

2. We need a proper discussion on how science should be funded. This current model of 
only funding “the effects of global warming on the nut-gathering of squirrels” is shutting 
down genuine scientific research. We are trying a new approach at CERES-Science.com.

3. We should recognize that “fact-checkers” are really just “narrative-checkers”. 

4. Journalists and editors used to do their own fact-checking when they did “balanced 
reporting”. Maybe it’s time for journalists to return to doing traditional journalism?

5. Big technology platforms like Google, Facebook and Wikipedia seem to have lost their 
way. They are increasingly limiting public information access to narrative-approved 
“facts”, rather than allowing free discussion & research.

http://www.ceres-science.com/


Center for Environmental 
Research and Earth Sciences 

(CERES)

Help support us at www.SupportCERES.com

http://www.supportceres.com/


Our research output so far
• 2 peer-reviewed papers in 2019; 4 in 2020; 4 in 2021; and already two published this year with 

several more under peer-review
• In the IPCC’s latest report (AR6), they cited the first of CERES’ papers, but they are still  playing 

catch-up with our post-2019 work since their AR7 report is not due for another 5-6 years.
• Our topics covered include: solar physics, snow cover, wildfires, atmospheric physics, the 

causes of climate change, the global temperature datasets, energy policies, and more.
• We actively collaborate with scientists from around the world - more than 20 different 

countries and dozens of scientific institutions

Help support us at www.SupportCERES.com

http://www.supportceres.com/


The importance and strength of fully independent science:                                         
Center for Environmental Research and Earth Sciences (CERES)

1) We set our own scientific research agendas and priorities

2) We actually “follow the science” instead of following the money

3) We emphasize real-world observations and data

4) We “steelman” all our results and discussion in order to reach the highest possible level of 
objectivity and transparency (we often seek out those that disagree with our results for 
comments or even direct collaboration and co-authorship in the sense of adversarial 
collaborative research)

5) We welcome donations from everyone including Greenpeace if they value independent 
science as we do

Help support us at www.SupportCERES.com

http://www.supportceres.com/

