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Mark Steyn writes about the global warming hypocrites in Copenhagen. 
The best summation of the UN climate circus in Denmark comes from Andrew Bolt of Australia's Herald Sun: 
"Nothing is real in Copenhagen – not the temperature record, not the predictions, not the agenda, not the 
'solution'." 

Just so. Reuters, for example, carried a moving account of the speech by Ian Fry, lead negotiator for Tuvalu, 
the beleaguered Pacific island nation soon to be under water because of a planet-devastating combination 
of your SUV and unsustainable bovine flatulence from Vermont farms. "The fate of my country rests in your 
hands," Fry told the meeting. "I make this as a strong and impassioned plea ... I woke this morning and I 
was crying and that was not easy for a grown man to admit," he continued, "his voice choking with emotion," 
in the Reuters reporter's words. Who could fail to be moved? 

...As to whether the emotion-choked lachrymose pleader has ever lived in "his" endangered country of 
Tuvalu, his wife told Samantha Maiden of The Australian that she would "rather not comment." Like his 
fellow Copenhagen delegate Brad Pitt, Ian Fry is an actor: He's not a Tuvaluan, but he plays one on the 
world stage. ... 

...So just to recap: The Prince of Wales, a man who has never drawn his own curtains, ramps up a carbon 
footprint of 2,601 tons while telling us that western capitalist excess is destroying the planet. Dr. Rajendra 
Pachauri, the railroad engineer who heads the International Panel on Climate Change and has demanded 
that "hefty aviation taxes should be introduced to deter people from flying," flew 443,226 miles on "IPCC 
business" in the year and a half before the Copenhagen summit. And Al Gore is a carbon billionaire: He 
makes more money buying offsets from himself than his dad did from investing in Occidental Petroleum. ... 
  
  
Charles Krauthammer reflects on the 25 years he has been writing columns. 
...Looking back on the quarter-century, the most remarkable period, strangely enough, was the ’90s. They 
began on Dec. 26, 1991 (just as the ’60s, as many have observed, ended with Nixon’s resignation on Aug. 
9, 1974) with a deliverance of biblical proportions — the disappearance of the Soviet Union. It marked the 
end of 60 years of existential conflict, the collapse of a deeply evil empire, and the death of one of the most 
perverse political ideas in history. This miracle, in major part wrought by Ronald Reagan, bequeathed the 
ultimate peace dividend: a golden age of the most profound peace and prosperity. 
 
“I recently told an assembly at my son’s high school,” I wrote in 1997, “that they were living through a time 
so blessed they would tell their grandchildren about it. They looked at me uncomprehendingly . . .  because 
it is hard for anyone to apprehend the sheer felicity of one’s own time until it is gone.” 
 
I concluded with “golden ages never last.” Throughout the decade, and most especially as it began to wane, 
I returned to this theme of the wondrous oddity, the sheer impossibility of an age of such post-historical 
tranquility. ... 
 
...Of course, it didn’t keep up. It never does. History is tragic, not redemptive. Our holiday from history ended 
in fire, giving birth to a post-9/11 decade of turbulence and disorientation as we were faced with the 
unexpected resurgence of radical eschatological evil. ... 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 



David Harsanyi reviews the fire and brimstone preachings of the president. 

President Barack Obama grimly warned America this week that if his health care plans fail, the nation will go 
"bankrupt." 

Sure, adding another trillion-dollar entitlement program to our $12 trillion debt may seem like a 
counterintuitive way to stave off economic ruin, but who are we to argue? The president's got smarts. 

And like with so many issues, Obama adorned his rhetoric with sharp warnings of calamity should he fail, 
fabricated consensus to buttress his case and a promise of rapture should he succeed. 

You'll remember it was Obama who cautioned that failure to pass the stimulus boondoggle would "turn a 
crisis into a catastrophe." He claimed that a failure to act on cap and trade will lead us to "irreversible 
catastrophe" and a failure to pass a government-run health care system will mean "more Americans dying 
every day." 

It's like living the Old Testament. Scary. ... 

  
  
Karl Rove gives some reasons why Obama has received the lowest ratings for a president's 
first year in office. 

...This kind of attack gives Mr. Obama's words a slippery quality. For example, he voted for the bank rescue 
plan in September 2008 and praised it during the campaign. Yet on Dec. 8 at the Brookings Institution, Mr. 
Obama called it "flawed" and blamed "the last administration" for launching it "hastily." 

Really? Bush Treasury Secretary Hank Paulson, Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke and New York 
Fed President Timothy Geithner designed it. If it was "flawed," why did Mr. Obama later nominate Mr. 
Bernanke to a second term as Fed chairman and make Mr. Geithner his Treasury secretary? 

Mr. Obama also claimed at Brookings that he prevented "a second Great Depression" by confronting the 
financial crisis "largely without the help" of Republicans. Yet his own Treasury secretary suggests otherwise. 
In a Dec. 9 letter, Mr. Geithner admitted that since taking office, the Obama administration had "committed 
about $7 billion to banks, much of which went to small institutions." That compares to $240 billion the Bush 
administration lent banks. Does Mr. Obama really believe his additional $7 billion forestalled "the potential 
collapse of our financial system"? 

Mr. Obama continued distorting the record in his "60 Minutes" interview Sunday when he blamed bankers 
for the financial crisis. They "caused the problem," he insisted before complaining, "I haven't seen a lot of 
shame on their part" and pledging to put "a regulatory system in place that prevents them from putting us in 
this kind of pickle again." 

But as a freshman senator, Mr. Obama supported a threatened 2005 filibuster of a bill regulating Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac. He doesn't show "a lot of shame" that he and other Fannie and Freddie defenders 
blocked "a regulatory system" that might have kept America from getting in such a bad pickle in the first 
place. ... 

  
  
 
 
 
 



John Whitehead interviews writer and libertarian Nat Hentoff in the Rutherford Institute. 

John W. Whitehead: When Barack Obama was a U.S. Senator in 2005, he introduced a bill to limit the 
Patriot Act. Now that he is president, he has endorsed the Patriot Act as is. What do you think happened 
with Obama? 

Nat Hentoff: I try to avoid hyperbole, but I think Obama is possibly the most dangerous and destructive 
president we have ever had. An example is ObamaCare, which is now embattled in the Senate. If that goes 
through the way Obama wants, we will have something very much like the British system. If the American 
people have their health care paid for by the government, depending on their age and their condition, they 
will be subject to a health commission just like in England which will decide if their lives are worth living 
much longer.  

In terms of the Patriot Act, and all the other things he has pledged he would do, such as transparency in 
government, Obama has reneged on his promises. He pledged to end torture, but he has continued the CIA 
renditions where you kidnap people and send them to another country to be interrogated. Why is Obama 
doing that if he doesn't want torture anymore? Throughout Obama's career, he promised to limit the state 
secrets doctrine which the Bush-Cheney administration had abused enormously. The Bush administration 
would go into court on any kind of a case that they thought might embarrass them and would argue that it 
was a state secret and the case should not be continued. Obama is doing the same thing, even though he 
promised not to. ... 

JW: Is the so-called health commission that you referred to earlier what some people are referring to as 
death panels? Is that too strong a word? 

NH: ...In England, you have what I would call government-imposed euthanasia. Under the British healthcare 
system, there is a commission that decides whether or not, based on your age and physical condition, the 
government should continue to pay for your health. That leads to the government not doing it and you 
gradually or suddenly die. The present Stimulus Bill sets up the equivalent commission in the United States 
similar to that which is in England. The tipoff was months ago on the ABC network. President Obama was 
given a full hour to describe and endorse his health plan. A woman in the audience asked Obama about her 
mother. Her mother was, I believe, 101 years old and was in need of a certain kind of procedure. Her doctor 
didn't want to do it because of her age. However, another doctor did and told this woman there is a joy of life 
in this person. The woman asked President Obama how he would deal with this sort of thing, and Obama 
said we cannot consider the joy of life in this situation. He said I would advise her to take a pain killer. That is 
the essence of the President of the United States. ... 

  

James Delingpole blogs in the Telegraph, UK, about the Russians confirming that the data 
used from Russia was cherry-picked by CRU scientists, and significantly distorts the CRU 
climate data. 

Climategate just got much, much bigger. And all thanks to the Russians who, with perfect timing, dropped 
this bombshell just as the world’s leaders are gathering in Copenhagen to discuss ways of carbon-taxing us 
all back to the dark ages. 

Feast your eyes on this news release from Rionovosta, via the Ria Novosti agency, posted on Icecap. (Hat 
Tip: Richard North) 

...Climategate has already affected Russia. On Tuesday, the Moscow-based Institute of Economic Analysis 
(IEA) issued a report claiming that the Hadley Center for Climate Change based at the headquarters of the 
British Meteorological Office in Exeter (Devon, England) had probably tampered with Russian-climate 
data. 



The IEA believes that Russian meteorological-station data did not substantiate the anthropogenic 
global-warming theory. Analysts say Russian meteorological stations cover most of the country’s territory, 
and that the Hadley Center had used data submitted by only 25% of such stations in its reports. Over 40% of 
Russian territory was not included in global-temperature calculations for some other reasons, rather than the 
lack of meteorological stations and observations. 

The data of stations located in areas not listed in the Hadley Climate Research Unit Temperature UK 
(HadCRUT) survey often does not show any substantial warming in the late 20th century and the early 21st 
century. 

The HadCRUT database includes specific stations providing incomplete data and highlighting the global-
warming process, rather than stations facilitating uninterrupted observations. 

On the whole, climatologists use the incomplete findings of meteorological stations far more often than those 
providing complete observations. 

IEA analysts say climatologists use the data of stations located in large populated centers that are 
influenced by the urban-warming effect more frequently than the correct data of remote stations. 

The scale of global warming was exaggerated due to temperature distortions for Russia accounting for 
12.5% of the world’s land mass. The IEA said it was necessary to recalculate all global-temperature data in 
order to assess the scale of such exaggeration. ... 

  
  
In the WSJ, Patrick Michaels writes about the global warming conspirators who have been 
bullying their colleagues. Michaels was on the receiving end of some of the conspirators' tactics. 

...Messrs. Mann and Wigley also didn't like a paper I published in Climate Research in 2002. It said human 
activity was warming surface temperatures, and that this was consistent with the mathematical form (but not 
the size) of projections from computer models. Why? The magnitude of the warming in CRU's own data was 
not as great as in the models, so therefore the models merely were a bit enthusiastic about the effects of 
atmospheric carbon dioxide.  

Mr. Mann called upon his colleagues to try and put Climate Research out of business. "Perhaps we should 
encourage our colleagues in the climate research community to no longer submit to, or cite papers in, this 
journal," he wrote in one of the emails. "We would also need to consider what we tell or request of our more 
reasonable colleagues who currently sit on the editorial board." 

After Messrs. Jones and Mann threatened a boycott of publications and reviews, half the editorial board of 
Climate Research resigned. People who didn't toe Messrs. Wigley, Mann and Jones's line began to 
experience increasing difficulty in publishing their results.  

This happened to me and to the University of Alabama's Roy Spencer, who also hypothesized that global 
warming is likely to be modest. Others surely stopped trying, tiring of summary rejections of good work by 
editors scared of the mob. Sallie Baliunas, for example, has disappeared from the scientific scene. ... 

  
  
In Bloomberg News, Christian Wienberg writes that God has a sense of humor. 
Dec. 17 (Bloomberg) -- World leaders flying into Copenhagen today to discuss a solution to global warming 
will first face freezing weather as a blizzard dumped 10 centimeters (4 inches) of snow on the Danish capital 
overnight.  



“Temperatures will stay low at least the next three days,” Henning Gisseloe, an official at Denmark’s 
Meteorological Institute, said today by telephone, forecasting more snow in coming days. “There’s a good 
chance of a white Christmas.”  

Delegates from 193 countries have been in Copenhagen since Dec. 7 to discuss how to fund global 
greenhouse gas emission cuts. U.S. President Barack Obama will arrive before the summit is scheduled to 
end tomorrow.  

Denmark has a maritime climate and milder winters than its Scandinavian neighbors. It hasn’t had a white 
Christmas for 14 years, under the DMI’s definition, and only had seven last century. Temperatures today fell 
as low as minus 4 Celsius (25 Fahrenheit). ... 

  
The Copenhagen Post also reports on the snow and frigid temperatures the global warming 
crowd dealing with. 
Bitter cold and steady snowfall has paralyzed the country’s roads and public transport since yesterday, and 
the icy cold weather is expected to get even worse over the next couple days. 

On the island of Funen up to a metre of snow fell in some places, while in mid-Jutland several snow plows 
were reported to be stuck. 

National train service DSB had delays on nearly all its lines, with delays of up to an hour on some routes. 
The S-train system and Metro trains serving the Greater Copenhagen area have also experienced 
considerable delays.  

No serious injuries or deaths have been reported so far as a result of the icy weather, however. 

National weather centre DMI has forecast temperatures to drop to a chilly minus 6 by tomorrow evening, 
along with more snow possibly on the way. 

  
 
 
 

  
  
Orange County Register 
It's settled; climate circus was a fairy tale 
by Mark Steyn 

The best summation of the UN climate circus in Denmark comes from Andrew Bolt of Australia's Herald Sun: 
"Nothing is real in Copenhagen – not the temperature record, not the predictions, not the agenda, not the 
'solution'." 

Just so. Reuters, for example, carried a moving account of the speech by Ian Fry, lead negotiator for Tuvalu, 
the beleaguered Pacific island nation soon to be under water because of a planet-devastating combination 
of your SUV and unsustainable bovine flatulence from Vermont farms. "The fate of my country rests in your 
hands," Fry told the meeting. "I make this as a strong and impassioned plea ... I woke this morning and I 
was crying and that was not easy for a grown man to admit," he continued, "his voice choking with emotion," 
in the Reuters reporter's words. Who could fail to be moved? 

"My country, 'tis of thee 

Sweet land near rising sea 



Of thee I choke!" 

Alas, nowhere in this emotionally harrowing dispatch was there room to mention that Ian Fry's country is not 
Tuvalu but Australia, where he lives relatively safe from rising sea levels given that he's a hundred miles 
inland. A career doom-monger, he's resided in Queanbeyan, New South Wales for over a decade while 
working his way, in the revealing phrase of his neighbor Michelle Ormay, to being "very high up in climate 
change." As to whether the emotion-choked lachrymose pleader has ever lived in "his" endangered country 
of Tuvalu, his wife told Samantha Maiden of The Australian that she would "rather not comment." Like his 
fellow Copenhagen delegate Brad Pitt, Ian Fry is an actor: He's not a Tuvaluan, but he plays one on the 
world stage. 

Whether he's an Aussie or a Tuvaluan, Fry's future king is Welsh, since under the British Commonwealth's 
environmentally responsible king-share program, the Prince of Wales is simultaneously heir to the thrones of 
Britain, Australian, Tuvalu and a bunch of other countries. His Royal Highness was also in Copenhagen last 
week, telling delegates that there were now only seven years left to save the planet. Prince Charles is so 
famously concerned about the environment that he's known as the Green Prince. Just for the record, his 
annual carbon footprint is 2,601 tons. The carbon footprint of an average Briton (i.e., all those wasteful, 
consumerist, environmentally unsustainable deadbeats) is 11 tons. To get him to Copenhagen to deliver his 
speech, His Highness was flown in by one of the Royal Air Force's fleet of VIP jets from the Royal Squadron. 
Total carbon emissions: 6.4 tons. In other words, the Green Prince used up seven months' of an average 
Brit's annual carbon footprint on one short flight to give one mediocre speech of alarmist boilerplate. 

But relax, it's all cool, because he offsets! According to The Sydney Morning Herald, the Prince will be 
investing in exciting new green initiatives. "Investing" as in "using your own money", you mean? Not exactly. 
Apparently, it will be taxpayers' money. So he'll "offset" the cost of using up seven months of an average 
peasant's carbon footprint on one flight by taking the peasant's money and tossing it down some sinkhole. 
No wonder he feels so virtuous. Oh, don't worry, though. He does have to pay a personal penalty for the sin 
of flying by private jet: Seventy pounds. Which is the cost of about six new trees, or rather less than the bill 
for parking at Heathrow would have been. 

So just to recap: The Prince of Wales, a man who has never drawn his own curtains, ramps up a carbon 
footprint of 2,601 tons while telling us that western capitalist excess is destroying the planet. Dr. Rajendra 
Pachauri, the railroad engineer who heads the International Panel on Climate Change and has demanded 
that "hefty aviation taxes should be introduced to deter people from flying," flew 443,226 miles on "IPCC 
business" in the year and a half before the Copenhagen summit. And Al Gore is a carbon billionaire: He 
makes more money buying offsets from himself than his dad did from investing in Occidental Petroleum. 

All of the above are, as that ersatz Tuvaluan delegate's neighbor would say, "very high up in climate 
change". But what about all the non-high-ups? Not just the low-level toadies like Associated Press "science" 
reporter Seth Borenstein, who dutifully pooh-poohed the idea that the leaked Climategate e-mails were of 
any significance and for his pains was rewarded by having to stand in line with thousands of other no-name 
warm-mongers for seven hours in the freezing streets of Copenhagen. All because the IPCC accredited 
45,000 delegates to a space that accommodates 15,000 – but don't worry, when it comes to recalibrating the 
planet's climate, I'm sure they'll run the numbers more carefully. 

But forget Borenstein and other hangers-on. Even making allowances for the stupidity of youthful idealism, 
the protesters in the streets of Copenhagen seem especially obtuse. Far from sticking it to the Man, they're 
cheerleading for the biggest Man of all: they're supporting a new globalized feudalism in which Prince 
Charles, Prince Al, Prince Rajendra and others "very high up in climate change" jet around the world at 
public expense telling the rest of us we need to stay put. A British parliamentarian recently proposed that 
everyone be issued with an annual "carbon allowance" that would be drawn down every time he booked a 
flight, or filled up his car, or bought a washer and dryer instead of beating his laundry on the rocks down by 
the river with the village women every week. You think the Prince of Wales or any other member of the new 
global elite will be subject to that "allowance"? 



If you're young and you fall for this, you're a sap. Indeed, you're oozing so much sap the settled scientists 
should be measuring your tree rings. Remember that story a couple of weeks ago about how Danish 
prostitutes were offering free sex to Copenhagen delegates for the duration of the conference? I initially 
assumed it was just an amusing marketing cash-in by savvy Nordic strumpets. But no, the local "sex 
workers' union" Sexarbejdernes Interesseorganisation was responding to the municipal government's 
campaign to discourage attendees from partaking of prostitutes. The City of Copenhagen distributed cards 
to every hotel room showing a lady of the evening at a seedy street corner over the slogan "BE 
SUSTAINABLE: Don't Buy Sex." 

"Be sustainable"? Prostitution happens to be legal in Copenhagen, and the "sex workers" were 
understandably peeved at being lumped into the same category of planet-wreckers as Big Oil, car 
manufacturers, travel agents and other notorious pariahs. So Big Sex decided they weren't going to take it 
lying down. Yet, in an odd way, that municipal postcard gets to the heart of what's going on: Government 
can – and will – use a "sustainable" environment as a pretext for anything that tickles its fancy. All ambitious 
projects – Communism, the new Caliphate – have global ambitions, but, when the globe itself is the cover 
for those ambitions, freeborn citizens should beware. Nico Little, a Canadian leftie at the Rabble Web site, 
distilled the logic into a single headline: 

"Hookers Are Killing Polar Bears And Now You Can't Water Your Lawn." 

Write that down. And next time the Prince of Wales, Al Gore, Dr. Pachauri or the delegation from Tuvalu 
give an "impassioned" speech, keep it handy as a useful précis. 

  
  
  
National Review 
An Anniversary of Sorts 
Looking back on the quarter-century. 
By Charles Krauthammer 

Twenty-five years ago this week, I wrote my first column. I’m not much given to self-reflection — why do you 
think I quit psychiatry? — but I figure once every quarter-century is not excessive. 
 
When editorial-page editor Meg Greenfield approached me to do a column for the Washington Post, I was 
somewhat daunted. The norm in those days was to write two or three a week, hence the old joke that being 
a columnist is like being married to a nymphomaniac — as soon as you’re done, you’ve got to do it again. 
 
So I proposed once a week. First, I explained, because I was enjoying the leisurely life of a magazine writer, 
and, with a child on the way, I was looking forward to fatherhood. Second, because I don’t have two ideas a 
week; I barely have one (as many of my critics no doubt agree).  
  
The first objection she dismissed as mere sloth (Meg was always a good judge of character). The second 
reason she bought. On Dec. 14, 1984, my first column appeared. 
 
Longevity for a columnist is a simple proposition: Once you start, you don’t stop. You do it until you die or 
can no longer put a sentence together. It has always been my intention to die at my desk, although my most 
cherished ambition is to outlive the estate tax. 
 
Looking back on the quarter-century, the most remarkable period, strangely enough, was the ’90s. They 
began on Dec. 26, 1991 (just as the ’60s, as many have observed, ended with Nixon’s resignation on Aug. 
9, 1974) with a deliverance of biblical proportions — the disappearance of the Soviet Union. It marked the 
end of 60 years of existential conflict, the collapse of a deeply evil empire, and the death of one of the most 
perverse political ideas in history. This miracle, in major part wrought by Ronald Reagan, bequeathed the 
ultimate peace dividend: a golden age of the most profound peace and prosperity. 



 
“I recently told an assembly at my son’s high school,” I wrote in 1997, “that they were living through a time 
so blessed they would tell their grandchildren about it. They looked at me uncomprehendingly . . .  because 
it is hard for anyone to apprehend the sheer felicity of one’s own time until it is gone.” 
 
I concluded with “golden ages never last.” Throughout the decade, and most especially as it began to wane, 
I returned to this theme of the wondrous oddity, the sheer impossibility of an age of such post-historical 
tranquility.  
 
And inevitable ennui. So profound was that tranquility, so trivial the history of that time, that George Will and 
I would muse that if this kept up — an era whose dominant issue was a president’s zipper problem — he 
might as well go back to the academy and I to psychiatry. 
 
Of course, it didn’t keep up. It never does. History is tragic, not redemptive. Our holiday from history ended 
in fire, giving birth to a post-9/11 decade of turbulence and disorientation as we were faced with the 
unexpected resurgence of radical eschatological evil.  
 
Which brings us to the age of Obama, perhaps — mirabile dictu — the most exhilarating time of all. There is 
nothing as bracing for democracy as the alternation of power, particularly when it yields as serious, 
determined, and challenging an ideological agenda as Barack Obama’s. This third wave of transformative 
liberalism — FDR, then LBJ, now Obama — is no time for triangulation. This is not incrementalism. We’re 
not debating school uniforms. When Obama once declared Ronald Reagan historically consequential and 
Bill Clinton not, he meant it. Obama intends to be the Reagan of the new liberalism.  
 
It’s no secret that I oppose nearly everything Obama has proposed. But after the enervating ’90s and the 
tragic 2000s, the prospect of combative and clarifying 2010s, of sharply defined and radically opposed 
visions, is both politically and intellectually invigorating.  
 
For which I’m tanned, rested, and ready. And grateful. To be doing every day what you enjoy doing is rare. 
Rarer still is to be doing what you were meant to do, particularly if you got there by sheer serendipity. Until 
near 30, I’d fully expected to spend my life as a doctor. My present life was never planned or even imagined. 
An intern at The New Republic once asked me how to become a nationally syndicated columnist. “Well,” I 
replied, “first you go to medical school . . . ” 
  
  
  
  
Denver Post 
All the president's mendacity 
by David Harsanyi 
 
 

President Barack Obama grimly warned America this week that if his health care plans fail, the nation will go 
"bankrupt." 

Sure, adding another trillion-dollar entitlement program to our $12 trillion debt may seem like a 
counterintuitive way to stave off economic ruin, but who are we to argue? The president's got smarts. 

And like with so many issues, Obama adorned his rhetoric with sharp warnings of calamity should he fail, 
fabricated consensus to buttress his case and a promise of rapture should he succeed. 

You'll remember it was Obama who cautioned that failure to pass the stimulus boondoggle would "turn a 
crisis into a catastrophe." He claimed that a failure to act on cap and trade will lead us to "irreversible 



catastrophe" and a failure to pass a government-run health care system will mean "more Americans dying 
every day." 

It's like living the Old Testament. Scary. 

Holy burning bushes! Did you know that everyone, and I mean everyone, agrees with the president? Obama 
stressed this week that you can "talk to every health care economist out there, and they will tell you that 
whatever ideas are — whatever ideas exist in terms of bending the cost curve and starting to reduce costs 
for families, businesses and government, those elements are in this bill." 

Not "some" or "most" or "Peter Orszag on a two-day bender" but "every" health care economist in the entire 
world would tell you as much. 

This sort of exaggeration reminds us of another whopper the president unloaded in January while promoting 
the stimulus plan, when he claimed that "there is no disagreement that we need action by our government, a 
recovery plan that will help jump start the economy." 

No disagreement whatsoever . . . until the CATO Institute found 200 economists from major universities 
around the country that did have a disagreement — and judging from the stimulus plan's impressive 
impotence, perhaps Obama should have lent them an ear. 

So when Obama says that "whatever ideas exist" to help with cost are featured in the health care bills, let's 
chalk it up to his propensity to exaggerate, embellish, or worse. 

What about re-importation of pharmaceuticals developed and manufactured in the United States — available 
now more cheaply abroad? Is that an idea that exists? (Drug companies, a group that Obama regularly 
condemned before cutting a sweetheart deal, made sure that idea was DOA.) 

What about balancing tax codes so that those with employee-provided health insurance and those with 
individual health insurance can benefit from the same benefits? Does that idea exist? You don't even need a 
staff of researchers to find economists who say it does. 

What about opening up health insurance markets beyond state lines to create competition and more 
access? What about tort reform to end frivolous lawsuits? What about expanding health savings and Flex 
accounts instead of killing them? 

Let's concede that there might be a number of ideas — both on the left and right — that haven't been 
embraced. Still, the most misleading assertion of the president is that his focus is on bending the cost curve 
in the right direction — or that it's even a goal. The prevailing objective of health care "reform" has been to 
expand coverage to the uninsured and to throw federal control on everyone. Cost has proven to be largely 
irrelevant — other than a political consideration. 

Of course, ignoring the substantive ideas of the ideological opposition is not in and of itself new for 
presidents or politicians. But Obama's fondness for creating imaginary consensus and offering false choices 
to the American people has been something to behold. 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 



Barack the Mendicant 
  

 
  
  
  
  
WSJ 
The President Is No B+  
In fact, he's got the worst ratings of any president at the end of his first year. 
by Karl Rove 

Barack Obama has won a place in history with the worst ratings of any president at the end of his first year: 
49% approve and 46% disapprove of his job performance in the latest USA Today/Gallup Poll. 

There are many factors that explain it, including weakness abroad, an unprecedented spending binge at 
home, and making a perfectly awful health-care plan his signature domestic initiative. But something else is 
happening.  

Mr. Obama has not governed as the centrist, deficit-fighting, bipartisan consensus builder he promised to 
be. And his promise to embody a new kind of politics—free of finger-pointing, pettiness and spin—was a 
mirage. He has cheapened his office with needless attacks on his predecessor. 

Consider Mr. Obama's comment in his interview this past Sunday on CBS's "60 Minutes" that the Bush 
administration made a mistake in speaking in "a triumphant sense about war." 

This was a slap at every president who rallied the nation in dark moments, including Franklin D. Roosevelt 
("With confidence in our armed forces, with the unbounding determination of our people, we will gain the 
inevitable triumph"); Woodrow Wilson ("Right is more precious than peace and we shall fight for the things 
which we have always carried nearest our hearts"); and John F. Kennedy ("Any hostile move anywhere in 
the world against the safety and freedom of peoples to whom we are committed . . . will be met by whatever 
action is needed"). 

This kind of attack gives Mr. Obama's words a slippery quality. For example, he voted for the bank rescue 
plan in September 2008 and praised it during the campaign. Yet on Dec. 8 at the Brookings Institution, Mr. 
Obama called it "flawed" and blamed "the last administration" for launching it "hastily." 

Really? Bush Treasury Secretary Hank Paulson, Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke and New York 
Fed President Timothy Geithner designed it. If it was "flawed," why did Mr. Obama later nominate Mr. 
Bernanke to a second term as Fed chairman and make Mr. Geithner his Treasury secretary? 

Mr. Obama also claimed at Brookings that he prevented "a second Great Depression" by confronting the 
financial crisis "largely without the help" of Republicans. Yet his own Treasury secretary suggests otherwise. 



In a Dec. 9 letter, Mr. Geithner admitted that since taking office, the Obama administration had "committed 
about $7 billion to banks, much of which went to small institutions." That compares to $240 billion the Bush 
administration lent banks. Does Mr. Obama really believe his additional $7 billion forestalled "the potential 
collapse of our financial system"? 

Mr. Obama continued distorting the record in his "60 Minutes" interview Sunday when he blamed bankers 
for the financial crisis. They "caused the problem," he insisted before complaining, "I haven't seen a lot of 
shame on their part" and pledging to put "a regulatory system in place that prevents them from putting us in 
this kind of pickle again." 

But as a freshman senator, Mr. Obama supported a threatened 2005 filibuster of a bill regulating Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac. He doesn't show "a lot of shame" that he and other Fannie and Freddie defenders 
blocked "a regulatory system" that might have kept America from getting in such a bad pickle in the first 
place.  

The president's rhetorical tricks don't end there. Mr. Obama also claimed his $787 billion stimulus package 
"helped us [stem] the panic and get the economy growing again." But 1.5 million more people are 
unemployed than he said there would be if nothing were done.  

And as of yesterday, only $244 billion of the stimulus had been spent. Why was $787 billion needed when 
less than a third of that figure supposedly got the job done? 

Mr. Obama also alleged on "60 Minutes" that health-care reform "will actually bring down the deficit" (which 
people clearly know it will not). He said his reform reduces "costs and premiums for American families and 
businesses" (though they will be higher than they would otherwise be). And he claimed 30 million more 
people will get coverage through "an exchange that allows individuals and small businesses" to purchase 
insurance (though 15 million of them are covered by being dumped into Medicaid and don't get private 
insurance).  

Mr. Obama may actually believe it when he says, "I think that's a pretty darned good outcome" and 
congratulates himself that he could succeed where "seven presidents have tried . . . [and] seven presidents 
have failed."  

But voters seem to have a different definition of success. And they are tiring of the president's blame shifting 
and distortions.  

Mr. Obama may believe, as he told Oprah Winfrey in a recent interview, that he deserves a "solid B+" for his 
first year in office, but the American people beg to differ. A presidency that started with so much promise is 
receiving unprecedentedly low grades from the country that elected him. He's earned them.  

Mr. Rove, the former senior adviser and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush, is the author of 
the forthcoming book "Courage and Consequence" (Threshold Editions).  

  
 Rutherford Institute 
America Under Barack Obama - An Interview with Nat Hentoff 
"I try to avoid hyperbole, but I think Obama is possibly the most dangerous and destructive 
president we have ever had." 
by John W. Whitehead 

Nat Hentoff has had a life well spent, one chock full of controversy fueled by his passion for the protection of 
civil liberties and human rights. Hentoff is known as a civil libertarian, free speech activist, anti-death penalty 
advocate, pro-lifer and not uncommon critic of the ideological left. 



At 84, Nat Hentoff is an American classic who has never shied away from an issue. For example, he 
defended a woman rejected from law school because she was Caucasian; called into a talk show hosted by 
Oliver North to agree with him on liberal intolerance for free speech; was a friend to the late Malcolm X; and 
wrote the liner notes for Bob Dylan's second album.  

A self-described uncategorizable libertarian, Hentoff adds he is also a “Jewish atheist, civil libertarian, pro-
lifer.” Accordingly, he has angered nearly every political faction and remains one of a few who has stuck to 
his principles through his many years of work, regardless of the trouble it stirred up. For instance, when he 
announced his opposition to abortion he alienated numerous colleagues, and his outspoken denunciation of 
President Bill Clinton only increased his isolation in liberal circles (He said that Clinton had "done more harm 
to the Constitution than any president in American history," and called him "a serial violator of our liberties."). 

Born in Boston on June 10, 1925, Hentoff received a B.A. with honors from Northeastern University and did 
graduate work at Harvard. From 1953 to 1957, he was associate editor of Down Beat magazine. He has 
written many books on jazz, biographies and novels, including children's books. His articles have appeared 
in the Wall Street Journal, New York Times, Commonwealth, the New Republic, the Atlantic and the New 
Yorker, where he was a staff writer for more than 25 years. In 1980, he was awarded a Guggenheim 
Fellowship in Education and an American Bar Association Silver Gavel Award for his coverage of the law 
and criminal justice in his columns. In 1985, he was awarded an Honorary Doctorate of Laws by 
Northeastern University. For 50 years, Hentoff wrote a weekly column for the Village Voice. But that 
publication announced that he had been terminated on December 31, 2008. In February 2009, Hentoff 
joined the Cato Institute as a Senior Fellow. 

Hentoff's views on the rights of Americans to write, think and speak freely are expressed in his columns. He 
is also an authority on First Amendment defense, the Bill of Rights, the Supreme Court, students' rights and 
education. Friends and critics alike describe him as the kind of writer, and citizen, that all should aspire to 
be—"less interested in 'exclusives' than in 'making a difference.'" Critiquing Hentoff's autobiography, 
Speaking Freely, Nicholas von Hoffman refers to him as "a trusting man, a gentle man, just and 
undeviatingly consistent."  

Hentoff took to heart the words from his mentor, I. F. "Izzy" Stone, the renowned investigative journalist who 
died in 1989: "If you're in this business because you want to change the world, get another day job. If you 
are able to make a difference, it will come incrementally, and you might not even know about it. You have to 
get the story and keep on it because it has to be told." 

Nat Hentoff has earned the well-deserved reputation of being one of our nation's most respected, 
controversial and uncompromising writers. He began his career at the Village Voice because he wanted a 
place to write freely on anything he cared about. And his departure from the publication has neither 
dampened his zeal nor tempered his voice.  

Hentoff, whose new book, At the Jazz Band Ball—Sixty Years on the Jazz Scene (University of California 
Press), is due out in 2010, took some time to speak with me about Barack Obama, the danger of his health 
care plan, the peril of civil liberties, and a host of other issues. 

John W. Whitehead: When Barack Obama was a U.S. Senator in 2005, he introduced a bill to limit the 
Patriot Act. Now that he is president, he has endorsed the Patriot Act as is. What do you think happened 
with Obama? 

Nat Hentoff: I try to avoid hyperbole, but I think Obama is possibly the most dangerous and destructive 
president we have ever had. An example is ObamaCare, which is now embattled in the Senate. If that goes 
through the way Obama wants, we will have something very much like the British system. If the American 
people have their health care paid for by the government, depending on their age and their condition, they 
will be subject to a health commission just like in England which will decide if their lives are worth living 
much longer.  



In terms of the Patriot Act, and all the other things he has pledged he would do, such as transparency in 
government, Obama has reneged on his promises. He pledged to end torture, but he has continued the CIA 
renditions where you kidnap people and send them to another country to be interrogated. Why is Obama 
doing that if he doesn't want torture anymore? Throughout Obama's career, he promised to limit the state 
secrets doctrine which the Bush-Cheney administration had abused enormously. The Bush administration 
would go into court on any kind of a case that they thought might embarrass them and would argue that it 
was a state secret and the case should not be continued. Obama is doing the same thing, even though he 
promised not to.  

So in answer to your question, I am beginning to think that this guy is a phony. Obama seems to have no 
firm principles that I can discern that he will adhere to. His only principle is his own aggrandizement. This is 
a very dangerous mindset for a president to have. 

JW: Do you consider Obama to be worse than George W. Bush? 

NH: Oh, much worse. Bush essentially came in with very little qualifications for presidency, not only in terms 
of his background but he lacked a certain amount of curiosity, and he depended entirely too much on people 
like Rumsfeld, Cheney and others. Bush was led astray and we were led astray. However, I never thought 
that Bush himself was, in any sense, "evil." I am hesitant to say this about Obama. Obama is a bad man in 
terms of the Constitution. The irony is that Obama was a law professor at the University of Chicago. He 
would, most of all, know that what he is doing weakens the Constitution.  

In fact, we have never had more invasions of privacy than we have now. The Fourth Amendment is on life 
support and the chief agent of that is the National Security Agency. The NSA has the capacity to keep track 
of everything we do on the phone and on the internet. Obama has done nothing about that. In fact, he has 
perpetuated it. He has absolutely no judicial supervision of all of this. So all in all, Obama is a disaster. 

JW: Obama is not reversing the Bush policies as he promised. But even in light of this, many on the Left are 
very, very quiet about Obama. Why is that? 

NH: I am an atheist, although I very much admire and have been influenced by many traditionally religious 
people. I say this because the Left has taken what passes for their principles as an absolute religion. They 
don't think anymore. They just react. When they have somebody like Obama whom they put into office, they 
believed in the religious sense and, of course, that is a large part of the reason for their silence on these 
issues. They are very hesitant to criticize Obama, but that is beginning to change. Even on the cable 
network MSNBC, some of the strongest proponents of Obama are now beginning to question, if I may use 
their words, their "deity." 

JW: Is the so-called health commission that you referred to earlier what some people are referring to as 
death panels? Is that too strong a word? 

NH: That term was used with hyperbole about the parts of the health care bill where doctors are mandated, 
if people are on Medicare and of a certain age or in serious physical condition, to counsel them on their end-
of-life alternatives. I don't believe that was a death panel. It was done to get the Medicare doctors to not 
spend too much money on them. The death panel issue arose with Tom Daschle, who was originally going 
to be the Health Czar. Daschle became enamored with the British system and wrote a book about health 
care, which influenced President Obama.  

In England, you have what I would call government-imposed euthanasia. Under the British healthcare 
system, there is a commission that decides whether or not, based on your age and physical condition, the 
government should continue to pay for your health. That leads to the government not doing it and you 
gradually or suddenly die. The present Stimulus Bill sets up the equivalent commission in the United States 
similar to that which is in England. The tipoff was months ago on the ABC network. President Obama was 
given a full hour to describe and endorse his health plan. A woman in the audience asked Obama about her 
mother. Her mother was, I believe, 101 years old and was in need of a certain kind of procedure. Her doctor 



didn't want to do it because of her age. However, another doctor did and told this woman there is a joy of life 
in this person. The woman asked President Obama how he would deal with this sort of thing, and Obama 
said we cannot consider the joy of life in this situation. He said I would advise her to take a pain killer. That is 
the essence of the President of the United States. 

JW: Do you think Obama is shallow? 

NH: It's much worse than that. Obama has little, if any, principles except to aggrandize and make himself 
more and more important. You see that in his foreign policy. Obama lacks a backbone—both a constitutional 
backbone and a personal backbone. This is a man who is causing us and will cause us a great deal of harm 
constitutionally and personally. I say personally because I am 84 years old, and this is the first administration 
that has scared me in terms of my lifespan. 

JW: But he is praised for his charisma and great smile. He can make people believe things just by his 
personality. 

NH: That was a positive factor in his election. A good many people voted for Obama, and I'm not only talking 
about the black vote. A lot of people voted for Obama because of our history of racial discrimination in this 
country. They felt good even though they didn't really know much about him and may have had some 
doubts. But at least they showed the world we could elect a black president. And that is still part of what he 
is riding on. Except that, too, is diminishing. In the recent Virginia election, the black vote diminished. Now 
why was that? I think a lot of black folks are wondering what this guy is really going to do, not only for them 
but for the country. If the country is injured, they will be injured. That may be sinking in. 

JW: One of the highest unemployment rates in the country is among African-Americans. 

NH: Not only that, the general unemployment rate is going to continue for a long time and for all of us. I have 
never heard so many heart-wrenching stories of all kinds of people all across the economic spectrum. As 
usual, the people who are poorest—the blacks, Hispanics and disabled people—are going to suffer more 
than anyone else under the Obama administration. This is a dishonest administration, because it is 
becoming clear that the unemployment statistics of the Obama administration are not believable. I can't think 
of a single area where Obama is not destructive. 

JW: A lot of people we represent and I talk to feel that their government does not hear them, that their 
representatives do not listen to them anymore. As a result, you have these Tea Party protests which the Left 
has criticized. What do you think of the Tea Party protests? 

NH: I spent a lot of time studying our Founders and people like Samuel Adams and the original Tea Party. 
What Adams and the Sons of Liberty did in Boston was spread the word about the abuses of the British. 
They had Committees of Correspondence that got the word out to the colonies. We need Committees of 
Correspondence now, and we are getting them. That is what is happening with the Tea Parties. I wrote a 
column called "The Second American Revolution" about the fact that people are acting for themselves as it 
happened with the Sons of Liberty which spread throughout the colonies. That was a very important 
awakening in this country. A lot of people in the adult population have a very limited idea as to why they are 
Americans, why we have a First Amendment or a Bill of Rights. 

JW: Less than 3% of high school students can pass the immigration test while over 90% of people from 
foreign countries can pass it. The questions are simple—such as, "What is the supreme law of the land?" or 
"Who wrote the Declaration of Independence?" Civic education in the United States is basically dead. 

NH: I have been in schools around the country, and I have written on education for years. Once, I was once 
doing a profile on Justice William Brennan and I was in his chambers, and Brennan asked, "How do we get 
the words of the Bill of Rights into the lives of the students?" Well, it is not difficult. You tell them stories. 
When I speak to students, I tell them why we have a First Amendment. I tell them about the Committees of 



Correspondence. I tell them how in a secret meeting of the Raleigh Tavern in Virginia, Thomas Jefferson 
and Patrick Henry, who did not agree with each other, started a Committee of Correspondence.  

Young people get very excited when they hear why they are Americans. It is not hard to do. We hear talk 
now about reforming public education. There are billions of dollars at stake for such a reform. But I have not 
heard Arne Duncan, who is the U.S. Education Secretary, mention once the civic illiteracy in the country. 

JW: Adults are constitutionally illiterate as well. 

NH: A few years ago, I was lecturing at the Columbia Journalism School of Education. I asked them about 
what was happening to the Fourth Amendment. I said, "By the way, do you know what is in the Fourth 
Amendment?" One student responded, "Is that the right to bear arms?" It's hard to believe these are bright 
students. 

JW: I ask law students who attend our Summer Internship Program to name the five freedoms in the First 
Amendment. I have yet to find one who can. 

NH: That is a stunner. 

JW: You lived through the McCarthy era in the 1950s. Is it worse now than it was then? 

NH: McCarthy's regime was ended by Senators who realized that he had gone too far. What we have now 
may be more insidious. What we have now in America is a surveillance society. We have no idea how much 
the government knows and how much the CIA even knows about average citizens. The government is not 
supposed to be doing this in this country. They listen in on our phone calls. I am not exaggerating because I 
have studied this a long time. You have to be careful about what you do, about what you say, and that is 
more dangerous than what was happening with McCarthy, but the technology the government now 
possesses is so much more insidious. 

JW: You don't sound very optimistic. 

NH: If James Madison or Thomas Jefferson were brought back to life and they looked at television and read 
the papers, they would not recognize the country.  

The media has been very bad about informing us about what is going on. They focus on surface things. 
They do not focus enough on the fact that the Fourth Amendment is on life support and that we need a 
return to transparency in government. The media ignores what is really going on. But I am optimistic. I have 
to be optimistic, as I know you are. That is why you keep writing and keep doing what you do. You have to 
do this because we have been through very dark periods before. There are enough people who are starting 
to be actively involved that we can turn things around. And we need to encourage others to become 
involved. 

  
  
  
Telegraph, UK  -  Blog 
Climategate goes SERIAL: now the Russians confirm that UK climate scientists 
manipulated data to exaggerate global warming 
by James Delingpole   

Climategate just got much, much bigger. And all thanks to the Russians who, with perfect timing, dropped 
this bombshell just as the world’s leaders are gathering in Copenhagen to discuss ways of carbon-taxing us 
all back to the dark ages. 



Feast your eyes on this news release from Rionovosta, via the Ria Novosti agency, posted on Icecap. (Hat 
Tip: Richard North) 

A discussion of the November 2009 Climatic Research Unit e-mail hacking incident, referred to by some 
sources as “Climategate,” continues against the backdrop of the abortive UN Climate Conference in 
Copenhagen (COP15) discussing alternative agreements to replace the 1997 Kyoto Protocol that aimed to 
combat global warming. 

The incident involved an e-mail server used by the Climatic Research Unit (CRU) at the University of East 
Anglia (UEA) in Norwich, East England. Unknown persons stole and anonymously disseminated thousands 
of e-mails and other documents dealing with the global-warming issue made over the course of 13 years. 

Controversy arose after various allegations were made including that climate scientists colluded to withhold 
scientific evidence and manipulated data to make the case for global warming appear stronger than it is. 

Climategate has already affected Russia. On Tuesday, the Moscow-based Institute of Economic Analysis 
(IEA) issued a report claiming that the Hadley Center for Climate Change based at the headquarters of the 
British Meteorological Office in Exeter (Devon, England) had probably tampered with Russian-climate 
data. 

The IEA believes that Russian meteorological-station data did not substantiate the anthropogenic 
global-warming theory. Analysts say Russian meteorological stations cover most of the country’s territory, 
and that the Hadley Center had used data submitted by only 25% of such stations in its reports. Over 40% of 
Russian territory was not included in global-temperature calculations for some other reasons, rather than the 
lack of meteorological stations and observations. 

The data of stations located in areas not listed in the Hadley Climate Research Unit Temperature UK 
(HadCRUT) survey often does not show any substantial warming in the late 20th century and the early 21st 
century. 

The HadCRUT database includes specific stations providing incomplete data and highlighting the global-
warming process, rather than stations facilitating uninterrupted observations. 

On the whole, climatologists use the incomplete findings of meteorological stations far more often than those 
providing complete observations. 

IEA analysts say climatologists use the data of stations located in large populated centers that are 
influenced by the urban-warming effect more frequently than the correct data of remote stations. 

The scale of global warming was exaggerated due to temperature distortions for Russia accounting for 
12.5% of the world’s land mass. The IEA said it was necessary to recalculate all global-temperature data in 
order to assess the scale of such exaggeration. 

Global-temperature data will have to be modified if similar climate-date procedures have been used from 
other national data because the calculations used by COP15 analysts, including financial calculations, are 
based on HadCRUT research. 

What the Russians are suggesting here, in other words, is that the entire global temperature record used by 
the IPCC to inform world government policy is a crock. 

As Richard North says: This is serial. 

UPDATE: As Steve McIntyre reports at ClimateAudit, it has long been suspected that the CRU had been 
playing especially fast and loose with Russian – more particularly Siberian – temperature records. Here from 
March 2004, is an email from Phil Jones to Michael Mann. 



Recently rejected two papers (one for JGR and for GRL) from people saying CRU has it 
wrong over Siberia. Went to town in both reviews, hopefully successfully. If either 
appears 
I will be very surprised, but you never know with GRL. 
Cheers 
Phil 

And here at Watts Up With That is a guest post by Jeff Id of the Air Vent 

And here is what one of the commenters has to say about the way the data has been cherry-picked and 
skewed for political ends: 

The crux of the argument is that the CRU cherry picked data following the same methods that have been 
done everywhere else. They ignored data covering 40% of Russia and chose data that showed a warming 
trend over statistically preferable alternatives when available. They ignored completeness of data, preferred 
urban data, strongly preferred data from stations that relocated, ignored length of data set. 

One the final page, there is a chart that shows that CRU’s selective use of 25% of the data created 0.64C 
more warming than simply using all of the raw data would have done. The complete set of data show 1.4C 
rise since 1860, the CRU set shows 2.06C rise over the same period. 

Not, of course, dear readers that I’m in any way tempted to crow about these latest revelations. After all, so 
many of my colleagues, junior and senior, have been backing me on this one to the hilt…. 

Oh, if anyone speaks Russian, here’s the full report. 

  
  
  
WSJ 
How to Manufacture a Climate Consensus  
The East Anglia emails are just the tip of the iceberg. I should know. 
by Patrick J. Michaels 

Few people understand the real significance of Climategate, the now-famous hacking of emails from the 
University of East Anglia Climatic Research Unit (CRU). Most see the contents as demonstrating some 
arbitrary manipulating of various climate data sources in order to fit preconceived hypotheses (true), or as 
stonewalling and requesting colleagues to destroy emails to the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC) in the face of potential or actual Freedom of Information requests (also true).  

But there's something much, much worse going on—a silencing of climate scientists, akin to filtering what 
goes in the bible, that will have consequences for public policy, including the Environmental Protection 
Agency's (EPA) recent categorization of carbon dioxide as a "pollutant." 

The bible I'm referring to, of course, is the refereed scientific literature. It's our canon, and it's all we have 
really had to go on in climate science (until the Internet has so rudely interrupted). When scientists make 
putative compendia of that literature, such as is done by the U.N. climate change panel every six years, the 
writers assume that the peer-reviewed literature is a true and unbiased sample of the state of climate 
science.  

That can no longer be the case. The alliance of scientists at East Anglia, Penn State and the University 
Corporation for Atmospheric Research (in Boulder, Colo.) has done its best to bias it.  



A refereed journal, Climate Research, published two particular papers that offended Michael Mann of Penn 
State and Tom Wigley of the University Corporation for Atmospheric Research. One of the papers, 
published in 2003 by Willie Soon and Sallie Baliunas (of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics), 
was a meta-analysis of dozens of "paleoclimate" studies that extended back 1,000 years. They concluded 
that 20th-century temperatures could not confidently be considered to be warmer than those indicated at the 
beginning of the last millennium. 

In fact, that period, known as the "Medieval Warm Period" (MWP), was generally considered warmer than 
the 20th century in climate textbooks and climate compendia, including those in the 1990s from the IPCC.  

Then, in 1999, Mr. Mann published his famous "hockey stick" article in Geophysical Research Letters (GRL), 
which, through the magic of multivariate statistics and questionable data weighting, wiped out both the 
Medieval Warm Period and the subsequent "Little Ice Age" (a cold period from the late 16th century to the 
mid-19th century), leaving only the 20th-century warming as an anomaly of note.  

Messrs. Mann and Wigley also didn't like a paper I published in Climate Research in 2002. It said human 
activity was warming surface temperatures, and that this was consistent with the mathematical form (but not 
the size) of projections from computer models. Why? The magnitude of the warming in CRU's own data was 
not as great as in the models, so therefore the models merely were a bit enthusiastic about the effects of 
atmospheric carbon dioxide.  

Mr. Mann called upon his colleagues to try and put Climate Research out of business. "Perhaps we should 
encourage our colleagues in the climate research community to no longer submit to, or cite papers in, this 
journal," he wrote in one of the emails. "We would also need to consider what we tell or request of our more 
reasonable colleagues who currently sit on the editorial board." 

After Messrs. Jones and Mann threatened a boycott of publications and reviews, half the editorial board of 
Climate Research resigned. People who didn't toe Messrs. Wigley, Mann and Jones's line began to 
experience increasing difficulty in publishing their results.  

This happened to me and to the University of Alabama's Roy Spencer, who also hypothesized that global 
warming is likely to be modest. Others surely stopped trying, tiring of summary rejections of good work by 
editors scared of the mob. Sallie Baliunas, for example, has disappeared from the scientific scene.  

GRL is a very popular refereed journal. Mr. Wigley was concerned that one of the editors was "in the 
skeptics camp." He emailed Michael Mann to say that "if we can find documentary evidence of this, we could 
go through official . . . channels to get him ousted." 

Mr. Mann wrote to Mr. Wigley on Nov. 20, 2005 that "It's one thing to lose 'Climate Research.' We can't 
afford to lose GRL." In this context, "losing" obviously means the publication of anything that they did not 
approve of on global warming.  

Soon the suspect editor, Yale's James Saiers, was gone. Mr. Mann wrote to the CRU's Phil Jones that "the 
GRL leak may have been plugged up now w/ new editorial leadership there." 

It didn't stop there. Ben Santer of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory complained that the Royal 
Meteorological Society (RMS) was now requiring authors to provide actual copies of the actual data that was 
used in published papers. He wrote to Phil Jones on March 19, 2009, that "If the RMS is going to require 
authors to make ALL data available—raw data PLUS results from all intermediate calculations—I will not 
submit any further papers to RMS journals."  

Messrs. Jones and Santer were Ph.D. students of Mr. Wigley. Mr. Santer is the same fellow who, in an email 
to Phil Jones on Oct. 9, 2009, wrote that he was "very tempted" to "beat the crap" out of me at a scientific 
meeting. He was angry that I published "The Dog Ate Global Warming" in National Review, about CRU's 
claim that it had lost primary warming data. 



The result of all this is that our refereed literature has been inestimably damaged, and reputations have 
been trashed. Mr. Wigley repeatedly tells news reporters not to listen to "skeptics" (or even nonskeptics like 
me), because they didn't publish enough in the peer-reviewed literature—even as he and his friends sought 
to make it difficult or impossible to do so. 

Ironically, with the release of the Climategate emails, the Climatic Research Unit, Michael Mann, Phil Jones 
and Tom Wigley have dramatically weakened the case for emissions reductions. The EPA claimed to rely 
solely upon compendia of the refereed literature such as the IPCC reports, in order to make its finding of 
endangerment from carbon dioxide. Now that we know that literature was biased by the heavy-handed 
tactics of the East Anglia mob, the EPA has lost the basis for its finding. 

Mr. Michaels, formerly professor of environmental sciences at the University of Virginia (1980-2007), is a 
senior fellow at the Cato Institute. 

  
  
  
Bloomberg News 
Blizzard Dumps Snow on Copenhagen as Leaders Battle Warming  
by Christian Wienberg 

Dec. 17 (Bloomberg) -- World leaders flying into Copenhagen today to discuss a solution to global warming 
will first face freezing weather as a blizzard dumped 10 centimeters (4 inches) of snow on the Danish capital 
overnight.  

“Temperatures will stay low at least the next three days,” Henning Gisseloe, an official at Denmark’s 
Meteorological Institute, said today by telephone, forecasting more snow in coming days. “There’s a good 
chance of a white Christmas.”  

Delegates from 193 countries have been in Copenhagen since Dec. 7 to discuss how to fund global 
greenhouse gas emission cuts. U.S. President Barack Obama will arrive before the summit is scheduled to 
end tomorrow.  

Denmark has a maritime climate and milder winters than its Scandinavian neighbors. It hasn’t had a white 
Christmas for 14 years, under the DMI’s definition, and only had seven last century. Temperatures today fell 
as low as minus 4 Celsius (25 Fahrenheit).  

DMI defines a white Christmas as 90 percent of the country being covered by at least 2 centimeters of snow 
on the afternoon of Dec. 24.  

  
  
Copenhagen Post 
Winter weather whips nation  
More snow could be on the way tomorrow as temperatures are set to drop even further 

 Bitter cold and steady snowfall has paralyzed the country’s roads and public transport since yesterday, and 
the icy cold weather is expected to get even worse over the next couple days. 

On the island of Funen up to a metre of snow fell in some places, while in mid-Jutland several snow plows 
were reported to be stuck. 



National train service DSB had delays on nearly all its lines, with delays of up to an hour on some routes. 
The S-train system and Metro trains serving the Greater Copenhagen area have also experienced 
considerable delays.  

No serious injuries or deaths have been reported so far as a result of the icy weather, however. 

National weather centre DMI has forecast temperatures to drop to a chilly minus 6 by tomorrow evening, 
along with more snow possibly on the way. 

  
  

 
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  

 
  



 
 


