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Dear Professor Mann

| have found a list of scientists which contained you enail address,
hence | amable to communicate with you directly. As you already know, a
paper by Mlntyre and McKintrick anal ysing your fanous 'Hockey stick'
paper is now avail able to everybody at www. nmulti-science.co.uk. The
printed version is due later this nonth. Your, via the attention it
received by the IPCC, is currently widely used by social scientists and
many researchers in the energy policy conmmunity as 'the' proof for

ant hr opogeni ¢ dangerous warm ng. Humanity should now act, it argued, on
the basis of fact rather than the rather suspect 'precautionary
principle'.

I would respectfully like to explain to you and other scientistst who
may feel offended by the publication fromoutside '"their' donmain, why I
have published this and other 'attacks' and why | woul d appreciate a
publishable reply fromyou and your coll eagues. You nay yet win the
argunent! Who knows, but an open debate is overdue.

| do not claimthat | or nmy reviewers can arbitrate on the '"scientific'
truth of publications that the | PCC sel ects as nost rel evant, but your
1998 certainly was selected as such and as far as | know, there was no
protest against its use in global policy advocacy. | may be wong, for |
amnore in contact with research that is based on worse case scenari o0s
(from I PCC than with basic clinmate scince research

ENERGY&ENVI RONVENT has paid attention to the 'science' and 'socia
science' controversies associated with the IPCC for over a decade and
has done so not in order to advance (natural) scientific understanding,
but with reference to the profound policy relevance of this
under st andi ng and hence of any controversy about the nature of clinate
and the causes of its variability over tine, as well as attenpts, in
sone circles, to stifle associated controversies, presumably to nake
life easier for policy and policy rel evant research

I amfully aware of the policy significance of the debate between 'you,
the I PCC and so-called climte skeptics, and its funding inplications
for so many. But the inplications for hunanity are even greater. ( In
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fact, nost of the papers | have published in recent years have used the
| PCC ' consensus' as baseline.) | have been an energy policy researcher
witing and now editing with an international relations/ politica
science bias; | have a strong research history in environnenta

politics, and a basic education in physical geography as well as Gernan
l[iterature. (Renenber acid rain, the death of Europ'es forests in a few
deacdes? O the death of the global ocean frompollution in the 1970s,

t he subject of my PhD? Environnental threats have |ong serves nmany ot her
agendas, and natural

scientists may at |east be aware of this.)

| have published 'outsiders' whom| trust because | no longer fully
trust nmany 'research products' - not because of any failings because of

i ndi vi dual researchers , but because of the nature of nuch

contenporary research funding, see http://ww.john-daly.con sonja-
bc.htm | do know about research funding from bureaucracies - the

i nportance of the right buzzwords, policy visions, |legal commtnents and
political anbitions.

| sinply believe that research controversies related to global warnm ng
(science, social science, and technol ogy) should be heard by policy-
makers and NGOs in a world were vast anmounts of limted finance

are about to be spend on 'decarbonisation' on the assunpti on nade by
nost social scientists and nmany policy people that | PCC sunmmary
pronouncenents are undi sputed and hence are acceptabl e as
uncontroversial baseline for their work on decarboni sation econonics,
"clean' technol ogoly, carbon finance, Kyoto nechanisns etc). | am
encour agi ng research controversy in the public arena rather than
editorial boardroons. For exanple and to ny considerable regret, even
the UK Foreign O fice and many of ny coll eaugues in the energy policy
research (not in the earth sciences by the way) now believe that they
need not pay any attention to scientific issues because all clinmate
skeptics are funded by the oil industry. If this slur is permtted to
stand, as it seens to be, then journals |like mne are surely permtted
to ask and who is funding the 'global warm ng' nodelling conmmunity if
not governnents conmitted to the UNFCCC, and to expl ore what agendas
have attached thenselves to the warm ng threat.

If | have offended agai nst the ethics of natural science publication
which | amnot sure of given cases that have been reported to ne, |

apol ogi se and plead ignorance. | forward to hearing fromyou not via a
web site, but in the formof a paper or view point that | can published
for libraries and readers.
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