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Enforcement Tactics
There is a 97% consensus on global warming. If you don't agree, you will be mocked and ridiculed.
If you disagree, you'll be labeled a conspiracy nut. If you try to find the data proving this consensus,
you'll be labeled a criminal, threatened with lawsuits and told you're going to be reported to the police.
This isn't some paranoid fantasy. It's the story of my life. Or at least, the part of it you should care
about. You should care about it because it could have been you who went through this. That's what
matters. It's not that I want or deserve sympathy; it's that we should all be mindful of the dangers posed
by going against powerful PR messages of our day.
You see, I happened to find material for a relatively famous paper supposedly finding a 97%
consensus on global warming on a publicly accessible website. This paper had been authored by the
owner of the website Skeptical Science, John Cook, which claims to provide a resource for debunking
misinformation on global warming.
Cook and his friends/colleagues from his website had performed a project whose results showed,
"There’s a 97% consensus supporting the AGW theory, and 1.6% put the human contribution at >50%."
AGW is anthropogenic global warming, so the "AGW theory" is the theory humans are helping cause
the planet to warm. According to the results Cook and his pals got, there is a 97% consensus that
theory is true. But according to the same results, there is only a 1.6% consensus humans are
responsible for 50% or more of the planet's warming.
That's a pretty big deal. After all, humans causing some amount of warming doesn't mean much. If
humans cause a tiny amount of warming, most people won't care. If humans cause the planet to warm
by 20 degrees, most people will care. What determines whether or not humans should care about
global warming is not merely whether the "AGW theory" is true, but how large an impact humans are
having.
This was main idea I had when I looked at this paper. I wanted to know everything I could about the
paper, so I looked at all the data and material published for it. It turned out there were a number of
things not provided. Cook had decided not to make certain material and data available, that interfered
with people's ability to examine it.
Then I found that material on a webpage Cook ran which anyone could access simply by putting its
URL in their browser. When I did, I decided to make a copy of what I found so I could examine it.
Because of that, Cook's university, the University of Queensland, threatened me. I'd like to show you
the whole letter they sent me because of how absurd it is, but the letter included this statement:

Meaning the University of Queensland might sue me if I show you the letter they sent threatening...
to sue me. Yes, that is the level of behavior used to defend the "consensus" on global warming. People
who speak out against it can find themselves threatened with legal action and warned if they tell
anyone about the threats, they'll get in even more trouble.
If that isn't absurd enough for you, take a look at the sort of things I happened to find when poking
around in publicly accessible portions of Cook's websites. Here is an image of him, created by him or
one of his Skeptical Science group members and posted to his website:
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Yes, that is John Cook, Photoshopped into Nazi regalia. Note, however, the Nazi symbols have been
replaced with a different symbol, that of Cook's Skeptical Science website. That means, people from
the Skeptical Science group not only altered this image to replace the face of a Nazi with that of John
Cook, but they also took the time to replace Nazi symbology with the logo for their own group.
I have no explanation for this. I have no explanation for a number of other images created for
similar purposes, including this one depicting the Skeptical Science group as members of a Nazi rally:

Whatever the reason such strange images were created, it is perhaps understandable why people like
John Cook would not like the idea of anyone poking around on their websites to find things.
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The Crux of the Consensus
Now, the strange images mentioned before were not things I found while researching the Skeptical
Science consensus paper. They are important though as they are a part of the history of what led up to
the University of Queensland threatening me with legal action for accessing data for this paper.
You see, once upon a time the Skeptical Science group had a forum on their website. It was hacked
into, and its contents were released. As a result, the Skeptical Science group moved their forum to a
new website (www.sksforum.org). I discovered this one day when I happened to see a link on the
Skeptical Science website which was:
http://www.sksforum.org/redirect.php?t=11065&u=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ncdc.noaa.gov%2Fcag%2F
As you might guess from the inclusion of "redirect" in that URL, a person clicking on the link would
be redirected to a website other than www.sksforum.org. Still, anyone seeing it could guess there was a
forum for the Skeptical Science group at that site. I did, and I visited it. I found a login screen. I
wasn't going to try to break into a password protected site so that should have been that.
Only, I happened to notice an image on the login page, and I decided to look to see if there were any
other images in the same location as it. That's when I found the strange images discussed above, as
well as a number of others.
Anyone could have done that. It took no special level of knowledge, skill or effort. Anyone with a
basic familiarity of how websites work and five minutes spare time could have found the same things I
found. And like me, they would have likely been labeled criminals. One of the core Skeptical Science
team members, Rob Honeycutt, made a number of remarks like:
Hack = “To break into comp sys with malicious intent.” An easy hack is still a hack.
when did theft become legal?

When asked for clarification he felt what I did was hacking, Honeycutt explicitly said "Yes." He
went beyond that though to say the material was "illicitly obtained" and it was unethical for a blogger
to have written a post drawing people's attention to the images.
There's plenty more which could be said about that whole affair, but it's really not important save
insofar as it helped set the stage for what was to come. Namely, the Skeptical Science group got upset
with me for finding material they left in a publicly accessible location, and because of that, they labeled
me a criminal. If they'd do that over me finding their Nazi dress-up images, or whatever those things
were, imagine what they would do if I found something truly important.
While imagining that, you should also consider the dates involved. I discovered those images in
August of 2013. That was only a few short months after the Skeptical Science consensus paper had
been published. They announced the publication of their paper on May 16th, 2013, beginning:
A new survey of over 12,000 peer-reviewed climate science papers by our citizen science team at
Skeptical Science has found a 97% consensus among papers taking a position on the cause of
global warming in the peer-reviewed literature that humans are responsible.

I quickly noticed the trick to their paper. There announcement says there is a consensus "humans
are responsible"for global warming, and their paper says in its summary:
Among abstracts expressing a position on AGW, 97.1% endorsed the consensus position that
humans are causing global warming.

The key is neither of these statements state the amount of global warming humans are causing.
Saying "humans are causing global warming" doesn't tell us if humans are causing a little bit of
warming or a lot of warming. It doesn't tell us if humans are just one cause or if they're the only cause.
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It really doesn't tell us much of anything. That's what caused me to start researching the paper. I
quickly discovered the trick the authors were using. When I did, I wound up writing about it on a
climate blog known as The Blackboard, where I said:
The guidelines for rating these abstracts show only the highest rating value blames the majority
of global warming on humans. No other rating says how much humans contribute to global
warming. The only time an abstract is rated as saying how much humans contribute to global
warming is if it mentions:
that human activity is a dominant influence or has caused most of recent climate change (>50%).
If we use the system’s search feature for abstracts that meet this requirement, we get 65 results.
That is 65, out of the 12,000+ examined abstracts. Not only is that value incredibly small, it is
smaller than another value listed in the paper:
Reject AGW 0.7% (78)
Remembering AGW stands for anthropogenic global warming, or global warming caused by
humans, take a minute to let that sink in. This study done by John Cook and others, praised by
the President of the United States, found more scientific publications whose abstracts reject
global warming than say humans are primarily to blame for it.

I published this post on May 17th, 2013, a single day after the paper's publication was announced
and months before I found any of those strange images the Skeptical Science group had created. What
I didn't know at the time was how well what I was saying matched something said almost a year and a
half before, by Skeptical Science member Dana Nuccitelli. He was the second lead author of this
consensus paper, and he is the one who had created the rating categories used in the project. Back
when planning the project, he proposed they use:
1. Explicitly endorses and quantifies AGW as 50+% cause of the observed warming (or consistent with the
IPCC, or something similar)
2. Explicitly endorses but does not quantify AGW
3. Implicitly endorses AGW (by definition does not quantify)
4. Neutral
5. Implicitly minimizes AGW (i.e. says the sun is playing a big role)
6. Explicitly minimizes AGW (less than 50%, less than IPCC, less than consensus, etc.)
7. Explicitly says there’s no anthropogenic effect on climate/temperature
For ‘humans are causing most of the warming’, #1 qualifies as an endorsement, while #5 through
7 are rejections.
For ‘humans are causing warming’, #1 through 3 are endorsements, while only #7 is a rejection.

Nuccitelli and Cook were clearly aware of the distinction between the idea humans cause some
amount of warming and the idea humans cause most of the warming. They came up with their
categories so they could examine both ideas. In fact, Nuccitell specifically said:
The way I see the final paper is that we’ll conclude ‘There’s an x% consensus supporting the
AGW theory, and y% explicitly put the human contribution at >50%’.

If we plug in the numbers from their study into Nuccitelli's proposal for how to publish their
conclusions, we get:
There’s a 97% consensus supporting the AGW theory, and 1.6% put the human contribution at
>50%.

That was settled almost a year and a half before I even considered the idea. Unfortunately, I hadn't
been aware of Nuccitelli's remarks at the time. Because of that, I was unable to point out he
contradicted himself when criticizing what I said about the paper by saying things like:
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I have to say that Brandon’s effort to compare our Category 1 (explicit endorsement with
quantification) with Categories 5–7 (all implicit + explicit minimizations and rejections) is really
a gross distortion of reality. I think that’s the nicest way I can put it – I’ll refrain from saying what
I really think of it in the interest of keeping the discussion here civil.

Nuccitelli had proposed the exact comparison I made some 16 months before I made it. Despite
that, when I made the same comparison he had originally planned to make in the paper he co-authored
about this project, he labeled it "a gross distortion of reality" and said that was the nicest way he could
put it.
Again, we see why people like John Cook wouldn't want anyone to poke around on his websites and
see what has been posted there. If not for the fact his forum had been hacked and its contents released,
nobody would have known the Skeptical Science group was criticizing people for following their
original design plan which would have had them say:
There’s a 97% consensus supporting the AGW theory, and 1.6% put the human contribution at
>50%.

Of course people like Cook would prefer nobody know that. When you know you have things you
need to hide, the idea of people finding things you don't want them to find is probably upsetting. The
importance of the images I found wasn't that the images were strange and disturbing, though they were.
The importance was the Skeptical Science group clearly wants to be able to say and do things in private
it wouldn't say or do in public. Any exposure of things they didn't want found would threaten their
sense of security in this hypocrisy.
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Deception
The difference between how Skeptical Science behaves in private and how it behaves in public is
both troubling and insightful. It is important not because being able to label people hypocrites is a big
deal but because it reveals the lies and deceptions the group uses to promote its consensus message.
For instance, we saw above the original plan was to describe their results on the consensus about global
warming in the form of:
‘There’s an x% consensus supporting the AGW theory, and y% explicitly put the human
contribution at >50%’.

But they chose to abandon this plan and describe the results in the form:
Among abstracts expressing a position on AGW, 97.1% endorsed the consensus position that
humans are causing global warming.

After seeing their results and realizing how embarrassing it'd be for them to say:
‘There’s an x% consensus supporting the AGW theory, and y% explicitly put the human
contribution at >50%’.

But the reality is the Skeptical Science group intentionally misled people time and time again. For
instance, a short time after their paper was published, a Twitter account run by a non-profit political
organization named Organizing for Action (OFA) tweeted:
Ninety-seven percent of scientists agree: #climate change is real, man-made and dangerous. Read
more: http://OFA.BO/gJsdFp

The Skeptical Science group knew fully well their paper didn't say a single word about the issue of
whether or not global warming is dangerous. When confronted with this tweet claiming it did (the link
goes to an article about their paper), the honest thing to do would be to point out the error. They didn't.
Instead, they promoted the tweet heavily, talking about how great:it was to have their work tweeted out
by the President of the United States.
Yes, that right. The tweet above came from a Twitter account with the name @BarackObama.
Obama doesn't actually tweet out most of the tweets. Instead, he basically licenses his name out the the
OFA to use in their efforts to promote various causes. This creates a rather bizarre situation as the OFA
is not legally allowed to be associated with a political party, with their website even giving as an
answer to the question, “Is OFA affiliated in any way with the federal or any other government, or
funded with taxpayer dollars” an explicit, “No.”
It's not clear how the OFA could be unaffiliated with the any government while getting to use the
President of the United States' name and image for its campaign efforts. Regardless, the tweet didn't
come from the president himself, and it misrepresented the conclusions of their paper. Despite that, the
Skeptical Science group wrote things like:
Our goal was for the message of scientific consensus to push beyond people already engaged with
the climate issue, and raise awareness among people who had no idea that there was 97%
agreement among climate scientists....
We achieved this goal beyond our expectations when President Obama tweeted our research to
31-million followers.

And then displaying the tweet from not-Obama in its full glory, without correcting its error, for
everyone to see and be misled by. Because they gave prominent focus to this tweet which
misrepresented their results, and because they didn't correct the tweet, how many people came to
believe their work actually demonstrated there's a consensus global warming is dangerous? There's no
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way to know.
That is one of their less direct ways of misleading people though. In many other cases, they
basically just lied. For instance, their paper says the abstracts (summaries) for papers they examined to
look for a consensus:
were randomly distributed via a web-based system to raters with only the title and abstract
visible. All other information such as author names and affiliations, journal and publishing date
were hidden.

Now technically, this isn't a lie. The abstracts were shown to the participants in this project with
their just title and abstract shown. The problem is it was trivially easy for the raters to look up any
other information they wanted. We know this because the participants talked about having done so in
their forum. Here's one example:
So how would people rate this one:
On The Scientific Basis For Global Warming Scenarios
The scientific basis for current projections of significant warming due to enhanced minor
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere is reviewed. Care is taken to distinguish the issue of changes
in radiative forcing at the earth's surface from the issue of the climatic response to this forcing.
With respect to the former, it is noted that the predicted forcing is, in fact, small (2 W m-2 at the
surface for a doubling of CO2, or less than 1% of the absorbed solar flux). With respect to the
latter, it is noted that predictions of significant warming are dependent on the presence of large
positive feedbacks serving to amplify the response. The largest of these feedbacks in current
models involves water vapor at upper levels in the troposphere. This feedback appears to be
largely a model artifact, and evidence is presented that models may even have the wrong sign for
this feedback. The possibility is examined that the response of climate to major volcanic eruptions
may provide a test of the climate system's amplification. The basis for this possibility is the fact
that the response delay of the ocean-atmosphere system is proportional to the system gain.
Now, once you know the author's name, would you change your rating?
I scored it an impacts/#5 "implicitly minimizes" but I'm not sure I would have if I hadn't
recognized the paper. It probably would have got a "neutral" from me objectively. But maybe it
even deserves a #6 or a #7.
Thoughts?

This also shows the falsity of the claim in the paper:
Each abstract was categorized by two independent, anonymized raters.

The study participants were all members of the same Skeptical Science group, were often friends
and they were actively talking to one another about how to categorize papers. There may be some
semantic parsing which would make the claim these raters were "independent" true, but Cook and his
colleagues must have known there's no way anyone reading their paper would have guessed the
"independent" raters were talking to one another about how to rate things:
Similarly, while it may be true the raters were only presented certain information as part of the
rating system, Cook and his colleagues intentionally left out the fact the raters cheated and looked up
additional information. That gave the readers an impression Cook and colleagues knew would be false.
Even if one feels their statements weren't technically lies, they were clearly attempts to deceive people.
Perhaps the most remarkable example of this sort of deception, however, is the fact the paper
claimed these raters were "independent." One of the raters and authors of the paper, Sarah Green,
wrote this about their process:
But, this is clearly not an independent poll, nor really a statistical exercise. We are just assisting
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in the effort to apply defined criteria to the abstracts with the goal of classifying them as
objectively as possible. Disagreements arise because neither the criteria nor the abstracts can be
100% precise. We have already gone down the path of trying to reach a consensus through the
discussions of particular cases. From the start we would never be able to claim that ratings were
done by independent, unbiased, or random people anyhow.

Green said from the start Cook and colleagues would never be able to claim the ratings were done
by independent people, yet when the time came to publish their paper, that's exactly what she and the
rest of them said.
When you constantly rely on this sort of deception, it is hardly surprising you would be adamant
nobody see what you don't want them to see. If not for the fact the Skeptical Science forum was
hacked and its material released, nobody would know about any of this hypocrisy. Nobody would
know about practically any of these deceptions. If the Skeptical Science group could manage to hide
whatever they wanted like they wish they could, it could just lie about anything. No wonder they react
so strongly to anyone finding anything they wanted kept hidden.

A New Discovery
For a group so adamant about hiding things, the Skeptical Science group is terrible at actually
keeping things hidden. I intended to focus more on the material they got the University of Queensland
to threaten me for finding, but before I can, I want to discuss a discovery I made just days ago. It turns
out the people behind this consensus paper have submitted a paper to a scientific journal which (in part)
defends their work from critics. The paper is titled:
Consensus on consensus: a synthesis of consensus estimates on human-caused global warming

Because it is a submitted manuscript, it is supposed to be kept confidential. Instead, the Skeptical
Science group posted it to their website where anyone could access it. The only "protection" there was
to maintain the confidentiality of this paper was the fact they didn't advertise a link to it. That's a
terrible way to keep something confidential as there are tons of ways to wind up finding a document
even if one hasn't been given a direct link to it.
I'll discuss how I found the paper a little later, but what's most important is it says things like:
During the rating process of C13, raters were presented only with the paper title and abstract to
base their rating on. Tol (2015) queries what steps were taken to prevent raters from gathering
additional information. While there was no practical way of preventing such an outcome, raters
conducted further investigation by perusing the full paper on only a few occasions, usually to
clarify ambiguous abstract language.

C13 is the Cook et al paper, while Tol (2015) is a paper criticizing it. As this shows, the Skeptical
Science group doesn't dispute that raters did in fact cheat by looking up additional information,
contrary to the depiction given in their methodology description. They simply say it doesn't matter
because it rarely happened.
There's no way to actually know that is true. Raters could have easily looked up as much additional
information as they wanted during the process, and nobody would be able to tell. The claim it was a
rare occurrence might be true or it might be wishful thinking. Or it might be an outright lie. There's
just no way to know. One cannot simply take the authors of this new papers' word on the matter as
proof this wasn't a problem. If they were willing to intentionally create a misleading depiction when
describing their methodology, what would stop them from shading the truth on a few other things as
well?
Similarly, the new paper says:
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Raters had access to a private discussion forum which was used to design the study, distribute
rating guidelines and organise analysis and writing of the paper. As stated in C13: "some
subjectivity is inherent in the abstract rating process. While criteria for determining ratings were
defined prior to the rating period, some clarifications and amendments were required as specific
situations presented themselves". These "specific situations" were raised in the forum.

This acknowledges the lack of independence between raters, contrary to the claim in the paper, but it
tries to play off people's discussions in the forums as simply a need for "some clarification and
amendments." That's misleading. The person quoted above didn't ask for any clarification or
amendment to the rating process. He just asked other raters how they would rate it, both before and
after cheating to look up who the author of the paper was when they weren't supposed to know that for
the rating process.
Similarly, a person creating a post titled "second opinion??" and simply asking, "So, does it support
or reject AGW?" is not seeking a clarification or amendment. Anyone who actually looks at what
discussions were had can see the description given in this new paper is untrue. They can only do that,
however, by looking at things the authors would try to prevent them from seeing.
Of course, not all misleading claims require seeing any hidden material to expose. When the
authors say:
Tol (2015) questions what procedures were adopted to prevent communication between raters.
Although collusion was technically possible, it was - in practice - virtually impossible. The rating
procedure was designed so that each rater was assigned 5 abstracts selected at random from a set
of more than 12,000. Consequently, the probability two raters being assigned the same abstract at
the same time was infinitesimal making collusion practically impossible. Consequently, the
procedure put into place to prevent two raters from colluding on the rating of a single abstract
was the infinitesimal probability of both raters being assigned the same abstract at the same time
from a pool of 12,000+ abstracts.

It is pretty easy for anyone to see why that is not a fair or reasonable description. Here is an image
John Cook himself created showing the number of ratings done by various people:
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There were a total of 24 raters, but given how few people were responsible for the majority of the
ratings, collusion would have been perfectly possible. It would have been easy for people to talk to one
another about how to game the system. This new paper tries to play that off by saying people wouldn't
have been able to collude on individual papers, but nobody said that's what happened.
Whether or not people collude on how to rate specific papers doesn't determine whether or not they
colluded in general. It would have been easy for raters to talk to one another and say things like, "Hey,
whenever you and I do a rating, let's always add +1 to our score." If they did, their ratings wouldn't be
independent of one another even though they never discussed a specific paper.
The authors made no effort to prevent such a thing from being possible for their project. They made
no effort to monitor for such happening. The raters all had each others' e-mail addresses meaning they
could easily contact one another directly and privately, but the authors want everyone to just assume
that wasn't an issue. All while offering false excuses of how any communication between raters was
merely to seek clarifications/amendments to the rating process.
The reality is the raters themselves recognized the problems created by talking to one another about
how to rate specific items, with one rater saying:
Giving the objective to being as close to double blind in methodology as possible, isn’t in
inappropriate to discuss papers on the forum until all the ratings are complete?

John Cook, the head of this project, was well aware of this issue. He ran the forum where people
talked to one another about how to rate individual papers. He ran the forum where people
acknowledged they had cheated the study's methodology by looking up extra information about the
papers they were rating. Rather than speak out against any of it, he actively participated in those
forums and consequently encouraged this sort of behavior.
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The "Hack"
As a general rule, any sort of criminal hacking requires unauthorized access to some server or
device. The key, however, is understanding what "unauthorized" means. It doesn't simply mean you
accessed something someone might have wished you hadn't. If a person puts material on the internet
and you click a link to go to it, it doesn't matter whether they wished for you to see the material or not –
you didn't "hack" into anything.
You cannot sensibly complain someone "hacked" you simply because they happened to find a URL
you wish they hadn't. Yet that's exactly what the Skeptical Science group does. After I obtained
material for their paper, one Skeptical Science member named Collin Maessen wrote a blog post which
triggered some discussion because I asked for him to provide evidence for the accusation he had made
that I had committed a crime (as well as several other things he said). This led to another Skeptical
Science member, who goes by the name KR, to say (in part):
Eli – Actually, the BS hacking was and is _completely illegal_ under current US law.

With another Skeptical Science member, John Hartz, responding:
KR: In addition to federal the federal statultes governing the theft of intellectual property, and
data, there are also Illinois state statutes that come into play in the “BS Affair.”.

And KR later elaborating:
Since the data was _well known_ to be protected (not public) information, as per the UQ
statements regarding privacy and the ongoing discussion between the Cook et al authors and
Richard Tol, since the hacker (see above) bounced off several login screens, and the hacker
boasted of having obtained private information, “knowingly” accessing private information has
been clearly demonstrated.

Whether or not people know someone would dislike it if they viewed material located on a website
does not determine whether or not they can look around on the website. If you publish things online
where the public can access them, then the public can access them even if you'd rather they didn't. It is
no different than how a business which leaves a door wide open cannot complain someone walked
through that door.
That is true even if the business locked other doors. A person who sees three locked doors does not
have to assume the fact those doors are locked means nobody is allowed to walk through the fourth
door that has been propped wide open. In the same way, while the user KR refers to me seeing login
screens, the fact there were login screens for some URLs like this one:
http://www.welloiledcatherd.org/thread.php?t=5215
Does not mean it was wrong for me to go to this URL:
http://welloiledcatherd.org/docs/earth-albedo-effect.pdf
And see a document discussing the albedo (basically the surface reflectivity) of the planet's surface.
Nor was it wrong for me to look at this link:
http://welloiledcatherd.org/docs/coming-out-of-ice-age-volcanoes.pdf
And see a document discussing what potential roles volcanoes might play in the ending of ice ages.
The fact links like this:
http://www.welloiledcatherd.org/thread.php?t=4998
Which went to forum posts (hence the word "thread") were behind login screens doesn't mean a
person should have to assume other links which went to things that were not behind login screens were
meant to be private or confidential. In fact, it is quite common for websites to have some material be
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publicly accessible while other material is not. The way a user normally determines what material they
are supposed to be allowed to look at is to look around. If they're asked to log in when they try to look
at something and they don't have a password, then that's how they know they aren't supposed to see it.
What makes the Skeptical Science argument incredibly peculiar is the idea because I knew they
wouldn't have liked me to see what I found, it was hacking to find it. That doesn't make sense. If I
didn't know what I was going to find, then there was no way for me to know I would find something
that "was _well known_ to be protected."

The Secret Method
As you might have gathered, all I did to "hack" this server was follow some links. That's the sort of
thing anyone might do while browsing the internet. If instead of following these links myself, I had emailed the links to someone else, they might have been the ones threatened with legal action for
'hacking."
But how did I get those links? Specifically, how did I get the link:
http://www.welloiledcatherd.org/tcp.php
Well there's a funny story behind that. I run a small blog where I discuss various things, and on
occasion, I discuss the Skeptical Science website. One day I happened to notice some odd links in my
server logs like:
http://www.sksforum.org/thread.php?t=14499&p=18772
After seeing a few different links like this in my logs, each with different numbers in them, I decided
to see what was up. I put one of these into my browser, and I was redirected to a page on my website.
I put another one in, and I was redirected to a different page on my website.
I quickly realized each number following the p was an index value assigned to a specific link posted
in the Skeptical Science forum. For whatever reason, whenever a link was posted to their forum, the
forum's software processed the link into something like what you saw above. The result is if someone
wanted to link to Google, their link wouldn't be:
http://www.google.com
But instead, it'd be something like:
http://www.sksforum.org/thread.php?t=14499&p=113
Where the number 113 had been assigned to Google's home page. The number following the t value
could also change, but I wasn't entirely certain what it represented, and it didn't seem to matter. I
noticed pages on my site had been given p values like 15664, 16184, 16220 and 16221, so naturally, I
was curious: What sites had been given the values in-between?
I wasn't sure I'd actually be able to find out. This whole thing seemed a weird to me, and I figured
there might be some form of security to prevent people from simply changing the p value to get
different pages. There wasn't. As I quickly found, I could change that value as much as I wanted.
It was kind of funny. As I discussed with a couple other people, anyone who wanted to could go
through all 16,000+ numbers and create a list of every link posted in the Skeptical Science forum, even
though the forum itself was off-limits. One might normally think that is a security problem, but John
Cook had intentionally written code for this service which made it possible. So why not do it?
The answer is boredom. While this discovery was amusing, the links I saw were unremarkable.
Most links people during discussions in forums aren't very interesting devoid of context. As a result, I
quit looking at them... for a couple months. After a couple months I saw more links like that in my
server logs, and I decided to quit being lazy.
Now here is the part where I did something not everyone could do. Anyone who saw the same links
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I saw in my logs could easily have changed the numbers like I did and seen what happened. I went
beyond this, and using a tiny bit of computer programming knowledge, I wrote a program to do that for
me.
The program was simple. It started with the number 1, visiting:
http://www.sksforum.org/thread.php?t=1
And copied the URL of the site it was redirected to. It then increased that value by 1 and repeated
the process:
http://www.sksforum.org/thread.php?t=2
http://www.sksforum.org/thread.php?t=3
http://www.sksforum.org/thread.php?t=4
I made sure to have the program wait a little while before sending each new request so it wouldn't
put any undue burden on the server, as I didn't want to disrupt anyone's ability to use the site, but that's
all it did.
That's almost the entire story of how I "hacked" into a server. After I created that list, I visited the
links I found. Some went to password protected sites. Others didn't. A couple of the links went to
material the Skeptical Science group didn't want people to see. When I went to them, they called it
hacking. John Cook even got his university, the University of Queensland, to confirm this claim:

I struggle to imagine what "forensic investigation" could have found creating that list and then
visiting the links in it could constitute hacking. What I did was the same sort of thing anyone browsing
the internet might do. I saw numbers in a link and wondered what would happen if I changed one.
When I did, I got sent to different web pages. That's all.
Still, it was enough to have a major university send an official letter threatening to report me to the
police. Why? Because when I changed those numbers, I happened to get taken to a page where there
were things they didn't want me to see. That's it. That's all it took to have me threatened with a lawsuit
and potential criminal prosecution.

The Follow-Up
It gets more bizarre. You would think if me changing those numbers resulted in me "hacking" a
computer server, then John Cook would change his program so people could no longer do what I had
done. I certainly assumed he would. I was wrong though. He didn't.
I recently happened to do a search online for the sksforum.org website because I wanted to look up
an article written about these events. When I did, I happened to see a couple results like what I had
seen before in my logs. Out of curiosity, I tried doing the same thing I had done before, and to my
great surprise, it worked.
That's right. I first "hacked" into this in May of 2015 using this exact approach. Now, in February
of 2016, nearly a year later, I discovered it still works. If I had taken advantage of some security hole
to hack into a server, why would John Cook let that security hole still exist?
I don't know. What I do know is when I reran the program I used before, I quickly discovered the
new paper I discussed previously at one of the links I found. That paper is labeled "CONFIDENTIAL"
as it is a submitted manuscript. I'll probably get labeled a hacker for downloading it. I might even get
threatened with another lawsuit, or perhaps this time they'll actually carry out their threats. Who
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knows?
I certainly don't. All I know for sure is right now anyone can access this "CONFIDENTIAL"
material simply by clicking on this link:
http://www.skepticalscience.com/docs/Cook_2015_consensus_synthesis.pdf
Which has been archived here as proof. If you click on that link, you might become a criminal.
After all, you know it is to something they don't want you to see. According to the Skeptical Science
group, that's all it takes to make you a hacker.
And don't think for a moment it matters if you can prove all you did was follow some links. When I
told Collin Maessen he was wrong to label me a hacker, pointing out how I had already told everybody
what I did so they could see for themselves, he responded:
I know exactly what you did and what you didn’t share about what you did. The details that you
didn’t share would make it rather obvious that it was hacking. Even though it was at the script
kiddie level.

But he never said what this secret information was. I had gone so far as to document the pages I
accessed were publicly accessible (such as by using a service to make an archive as proof anyone could
access them) to prove what I did was merely accessing publicly accessible web pages, but that didn't
matter to Maessen. It didn't matter to other Skeptical Science members talking with him to label me a
criminal.
To them, it didn't matter what evidence actually existed or was publicly available. To them, it was
enough to just claim there was some secret evidence which proved I was a criminal. The next time you
click on a link, they might say the same thing about you.
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The Big Reveal
One of the stranger aspects to the entire "hacking" narrative is what I found when I "hacked" into
John Cook's servers. I'm not talking about the Nazi dress-up images or whatever those things were,
though those were bizarre beyond words. What I'm talking about is the material for the 97% consensus
paper. It was incredibly weird because... there just wasn't much there.
Seriously. The material I found wasn't very important. I found comments from various raters
participating in the project, saying things like a paper endorsed the consensus because it:
says ‘the CO2 global warming problem’| but doesn’t quantify the CO2 contribution.

Which proves the raters knew fully well their consensus wasn't that humans cause any significant
amount of warming. During the rating process, they openly commented on how they were rating work
as endorsing the "consensus" as long it acknowledged the greenhouse effect was real. That means
when John Cook went on to publish a paper saying:
Cook et al. (2013) examined abstracts for papers published between 1991 and 2011 using the
search terms “global warming” and “global climate change” to search the ISI Web of Science
database. Of the 4,014 abstracts that expressed a position on the issue of human-induced climate
change, Cook et al. (2013) found that over 97% endorsed the view that the Earth is warming up
and human emissions of greenhouse gases are the main cause.

Or when Cook, his co-authors on the consensus paper and several others wrote a response to
criticisms of their paper which included the remark:
C13 classified abstracts of climate science papers based on the level of endorsement that most of
the recent global warming is man-made (AGW, Categories 1–3)

There was no excuse. Cook and his co-authors knew fully well their "consensus" wasn't that
humans are causing the majority of global warming, yet they published documents claiming it was.
But while I found rater remarks demonstrating this, the same things were said in the Skeptical
Science forum which had already been made available to the public.
There were some things of relative importance, like proof Cook intentionally misled people when
after receiving a series of requests which began:
I dug a bit deeper. Can you kindly send me the first and second ratings, 4a and 4b ratings, the
rater IDs, the time of rating, and, as per my earlier request, the anonymized author ratings

After receiving this request, Cook began talking about how much time he would need to anonymize
the data, delaying for weeks when all he ultimately did was delete a couple columns/rows from a data
sheet. Similarly, during the months Cook delayed dealing with the request, he made the comment in an
e-mail (made available after an Freedom of Information, or FOI request):
ERL said I didn’t have to include time stamp info, but I’m probably going to anyway just to show
Tol’s fatigue theory is rubbish.

But in the document responding to criticisms linked to above, Cook and others said:
Timestamps for the ratings were not collected, and the information would be irrelevant. Two
timestamps would be needed for each rating: rating-started and rating-ended. Moreover, the time
to complete an abstract rating is dependent upon several factors such as the length of the
abstract, technical level of the abstract language, and interruptions occurring during the rating.
Hence T14 is incorrect to state that this information (which does not exist) would shed further
light on C13.

The statement timestamps were not collected and such "information would be irrelevant" is difficult
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to square with the fact Cook had previously said he planned to release that very information so he could
disprove a criticism of his paper. If the data didn't exist, how would he have released it? If it were
irrelevant, how could it disprove any criticisms?
Within the material I found, I found something of an answer. Namely, the dates of each raters'
activity were recorded but not the times. Cook and his co-authors likely decided to claim that means
timestamps weren't recorded since only "datestamps" had been. This could only be an intentional
deception though, as Cook himself treated the two as interchangeable in private. Intentionally treating
them as different in public but not in private could only serve to deceive people about what material
existed.
Still, none of this was hugely important. There was no "smoking gun" in the material I found.
Given that, one might wonder why Cook had his university publish a press release which said:
All data relating to the “Quantifying the Consensus on Anthropogenic Global Warming in the
Scientific Literature” paper that are of any scientific value were published on the website
Skepticalscience.com in 2013. Only information that might be used to identify the individual
research participants was withheld. This was in accordance with University ethical approval
specifying that the identity of participants should remain confidential.

It is difficult to see how date/timestamps could be used to identify anyone, and given John Cook
said he planned to release such material to disprove a criticism of his paper, the data would have
certainly been of "scientific value." More important, however, was the university's claim:
This was in accordance with University ethical approval specifying that the identity of
participants should remain confidential.

This was a claim commonly made to justify not releasing the requested data. The idea was because
Cook had made images like:

And left them in a publicly accessible directory (links to which were found in the released forum),
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he couldn't release rater ID data saying which raters had done which ratings because it'd be possible for
people to figure out which raters were which. That was true, but only because Cook had published
information about the raters for people to see during the rating process.
More importantly, there were no confidentiality agreements for the raters. When the raters contacted
people to survey their views on things, the contacted individuals were promised confidentiality. The
Skeptical Science members doing the work were not made such promises. This was proven after the
ethics approval for this paper was released in response to an FOI request. That ethics approval said:

Obviously, if the Skeptical Science team members had already performed their ratings prior to an
ethics request being filled out for the paper, the ethics request couldn't cover the ratings performed by
the Skeptical Science team members. That means they had no legal agreement with the University of
Queensland promising them confidentiality. So when the university threatened me, saying:

It wasn't telling the truth. The material I found, which had rater ID information that made it possible
to identify Skeptical Science team members as having performed specific ratings for their project, did
not include material involving third parties the university had "contractual obligations" with.
What might be even more remarkable is the identity of the people the University of Queensland was
trying to protect. Looking at the charts Cook created shown before, we see names like: Ari, Sarah,
Andy S, Mark R, John Cook, dana1981 and Rob Painting. That list bears a striking resemblance to the
name of authors of this consensus paper:
John Cook1, Dana Nuccitelli, Sarah A Green, Mark Richardson, Bärbel Winkler, Rob Painting,
Robert Way, Peter Jacobs and Andrew Skuce

It turns out the authors of the paper were all active raters, with many other raters having been
acknowledged in the text of the paper. That means the University of Queensland threatened me to try
to prevent me from releasing information which would identify rater activity for raters everyone
already knew had participated.

Protecting Confidentiality
Knowing which rater rated which things in which ways might be interesting, but it is hardly the sort
of thing you'd expect a huge fuss over. That might be why John Cook wasn't worried about the data
being released. After I obtained his material, I contacted Cook to talk to him about what material he
considered confidential so I could try to make sure I didn't release anything that was covered under any
agreements. He responded:
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Brandon, I am waiting for direction from the University of Queensland legal department re the
implications of stolen data being released that violates participants’ and raters’ privacy. It’s
already public knowledge that the release of raterids can be linked to public individuals (in fact,
Richard Tol has posted about how to do so using content from the stolen SkS forum). You alone
are responsible, legally, for any actions you takes with stolen information.

Notice, he didn't actually tell me what parts of the material were supposedly confidential. He didn't
even ask me to refrain from releasing anything while he tried to figure things out. I found that
unbelievable. If I thought somebody had obtained my confidential material, my first reaction would be
to ask them not to release it, at least until I could figure out what I needed to do about the situation. My
disbelief at Cook choosing not to do the same led me to write to him (in part):
You are welcome to raise any privacy concerns you may have this weekend. You are also
welcome to request a longer time period be allotted to you should you feel such is necessary to
resolve any concerns regarding the potential release of this material.
I am providing you an opportunity to address concerns regarding the privacy of individuals
involved with your project. You'll have no room to complain about me releasing this material if
you choose not to request I withhold any or all of it, even if only temporarily while a resolution
can be reached.

He didn't respond. I was baffled at this, so I contacted him again to suggest he raise any
privacy/confidentiality concerns he might have so we could try to sort them out before I released any of
the material I had collected:
I am writing to remind you of this offer. The weekend is coming to an end, and I've received
nothing from you or your co-authors calling for me not to release data on the grounds of
protecting the anyone's confidentiality.

He responded to this, but again, he chose not to request I refrain from releasing anything:
Brandon, I'm amused that you think University legal departments work so diligently over the
weekend.
I don't have the rights to waive the confidentiality of participants of scientific research. You alone
are responsible, legally and ethically, for any actions you take with stolen information that
violates the confidentiality of participants.

It was only when I contacted him again, concluding my message by saying:
As a final note, you've twice referred to seeking legal advice. If you intend to get it, I highly
recommend you request I refrain from releasing any material while you seek it.

That Cook finally requested I refrain from releasing anything. He said:
Please wait until I've had the opportunity to get advice from UQ.

The next day he contacted me to say:
The Deputy Vice Chancellor of Research from the University of Queensland will be in touch with
you sometime over the next day or so, regarding our research data.

But in reality I never heard from anyone of the sort. Instead, I received the threatening letter from
his university which, amongst other things, demanded:
Because I had apparently harassed Cook so much in trying to get him to request I not release
(supposedly) confidential data he asked his university to make me stop. One might think an easier
approach would have been to simply request material he felt was confidential not be released as soon as
he found out anyone had obtained a copy, but... he apparently decided not to go that route.
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How the Consensus Message is Enforced
I don't know what causes behavior like John Cook's. I don't understand why he and his associates
constantly distort the truth. I don't know why Cook's university played along with it, falsely claiming a
forensic investigation proved I had hacked into their server.
I don't know why they threatened to sue me if I showed people the letter. I don't know why the
university refused to talk to me when I contacted them to try to figure out what parts of the material I
had found were confidential. I don't know why the university chose to remain completely silent when
after a couple week's consideration, I released all the material I had obtained.
It all baffles me. There are some potential clues though. This consensus paper was hugely popular,
with the journal which published it (Environmental Research Letters) even awarding the paper a
certificate identifying it as the journal's "Best article of 2013." It would be quite embarrassing to admit
a paper as popular as this was largely meaningless, much less that it was a product of deception.
It would be even worse for John Cook, who is currently working on a PhD thesis (archived here)
dependent largely upon this paper. That embarrassment might help explain why Cook includes the full
text of a paper of his in his thesis which says:
One day after the paper’s release, the paper was promoted on President Obama’s Twitter account,
which features over 31 million followers (Obama, 2013). This resulted in over 2,650 retweets and
additional media coverage about the tweet (Hannam, 2013). The paper received global exposure
with media coverage divided by country shown in Figure 2.
A major goal of the outreach was to reach beyond the ‘‘choir’’ of blogs and organizations already
engaged with the climate issue. Mainstream media attention as well as President Obama’s tweet
significantly contributed to this goal. Another contributor was coverage in a diversity of media
outlets and blogs, on topics as far ranging as finance, health, general science, and farming. The
research was even reported in conservative newspapers known for expressing dissenting views on
climate change such as The Australian (AAP, 2013) and the Telegraph (Pearlman, 2013).

Even though he must know President Obama did not write that tweet. As discussed before, the
tweet was written by an activist non-profit group which explicitly denies any association with the
government.
Cook doesn't admit that though, just like he doesn't admit most of the errors or untruths he
publishes. A perfect example can be found in his thesis, where he includes a copy of an article he wrote
titled:
Countering Climate Science Denial and Communicating Scientific Consensus

Which shows this timeline:
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Even though that timeline includes a quote John Cook knows was fabricated. One item in the
timeline says:
Western Fuels Association $510,000 campaign to "reposition fact as theory"

This item and others on the timeline are misrepresented in a number of ways, but the most
fascinating misrepresentation is simply that this quote has been fabricated. The idea of creating a
marketing campaign to try to reposition something you know to be a fact as merely being a theory is a
terrible one. That would be about as dishonest as anything could possibly be.
The problem is nobody said anything of the sort. The real quote was:
reposition global warming as theory (not fact)

That is quite different. People who didn't believe global warming was a fact would be perfectly
justified in trying to convince the public of that. Them trying to reposition global warming as a theory,
not a fact, because they felt it wasn't a fact would be perfectly honest. Whether they were right or
wrong, trying to convince people of something you genuinely believe is how normal discussions work.
John Cook and his friends at Skeptical Science have twisted this into something they can use as
"proof" there is a disinformation campaign where people are intentionally lying to the public. I pointed
this error out multiple times, and my server logs show the Skeptical Science group discussed my posts
in their forum, yet for some reason they choose to continue spreading this false quotation. It's currently
on display on their website in many different locations (those are just some examples)..
The worst part is Cook knows fully well that this quote is fake. He probably also knows things like,
the campaign described in the document he misquotes was an idea for a campaign that never got
implemented, but there can simply be no doubt he knows that quote is fake. Some time after I first
pointed out the error, Cook wrote a paper in which he used an altered version of the chart:
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Where the fake quote has been replaced with the real one. That paper was published with the real
quote in December of 2014. Now, over a year later, he still uses the fake quote in his PhD without
cautioning anyone that it is fake. One could perhaps excuse this to some extent because it is only being
used in his PhD thesis in a republication of a paper he had written, but that paper he wrote was
published in 2015, after he already published another paper in which he corrected the fake quote.
And again, Cook keeps the fake quote up on his website to this very day, having made no effort to
correct it or warn people it is fake. While I have no explanation for that sort of obstinacy on such a
simple issue where anyone can see his deception, it does show a pattern of behavior which might help
explain Cook's consistent telling of untruths. Whatever the reason, he and his pals simply don't seem to
care about telling the truth.

It's a Conspiracy
There's a great deal more which could be said about these people and the deceit they engage in, but
the most important points are really quite simple. As we saw before, the entire argument over the
"consensus" on global warming, at least as far as the most work on the subject is concerned, can be
summed up with the explanation:
There’s a 97% consensus supporting the AGW theory, and 1.6% put the human contribution at
>50%.

That's what John Cook and his Skeptical Science team found. That's their results, described the way
they said they would describe them before they found out just how embarrassing their results actually
were. There's really not a lot more which needs to be said about this "consensus" work.
But there is another topic which deserves more attention than we have time for. In addition to being
labeled a liar, a criminal and a hacker, my examination of these topics has also gotten me labeled a
conspiracy nut. I"m not the only one. Every person who speaks out at all against the consensus
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message gets labeled the same way. It all started with a paper titled:
NASA faked the moon landing, Therefore (Climate) Science is a Hoax: An Anatomy of the
Motivated Rejection of Science

Whose lead author was a man named Stephan Lewandowsky. The story behind this paper would
take too much time to explain here, but the incredible thing about the paper is only 10 of the 1,145
peole surveyed claimed to believe the moon landing had been faked. Of those 10, seven endorsed the
global warming consensus position.
Only three out of 1,145 people claimed to be skeptical of global warming and believe the moon
landing had been faked, yet this paper portrayed all global warming skeptics as conspiracy nuts,
claiming to have found a statistically significant correlation between being a global warming skeptic
and a conspiracy nut.
So how did they do it? Take a look at this image to see:

The diagonal line represents the supposed relation between global warming skepticism and
believing the moon landing had been faked. As you can see, it exists almost entirely due to the large
amount of data at the bottom right, representing people who believe in global warming and disbelieve
in the idea the moon landing was faked.
That's right. People at websites predominantly visited by global warming advocates were asked
their views on conspiracies. Most of the respondents said they don't believe in conspiracies but they do
believe in global warming. This was taken as proof global warming skeptics do believe in
conspiracies.
It's that simple. There's mathematical reasons for it regarding the non-normal distribution of the
data rendering the tests used completely inappropriate, but ultimately, the entire thing comes down to
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asking a group of people questions and just assuming a different group must believe the opposite.

Recursiveness
Cook wasn't an author of the Moon Landing paper, but Lewandowsky is a supervisor of his, and the
two are good friends. Cook also helped publish follow-up work in which the two of them decided the
fact people criticized the paper was proof the paper's conclusions were accurate, as though the only
reason someone might disagree with them is conspiratorial ideation. That's a subject for another day
though. I wouldn't even bring it up except the supplementary material for the moon landing paper
claimed the survey had a good sampling size based on work John Cook supposedly did:
All of the blogs that carried the link to the survey broadly endorsed the scientific consensus on
climate change (see Table S1). As evidenced by the comment streams, however, their readership
was broad and encompassed a wide range of view on climate change. To illustrate, a content
analysis of 1067 comments from unique visitors to http://www.skepticalscience.com, conducted by
the proprietor of the blog, revealed that around 20% (N = 222) held clearly “skeptical” views,
with the remainder (N = 845) endorsing the scientific consensus. At the time the research was
conducted (September 2010), http://www.skepticalscience.com received 390,000 monthly visits.
Extrapolating from the content analysis of the comments, this translates into up to 78,000 visits
from “skeptics” at the time when the survey was open (although it cannot be ascertained how
many of the visitors actually saw the link.)
For comparison, a survey of the U. S. public in June 2010 pegged the proportion of “skeptics” in
the population at 18% (Leiserowitz, Maibach, Roser-Renouf, & Smith, 2011). Comparable
surveys in other countries (e. g., Australia; Leviston & Walker, 2010) yielded similar estimates for
the same time period. The proportion of “skeptics” who comment at
http://www.skepticalscience.com is thus roughly commensurate with their proportion in the
population at large.

The analysis referred to here has never been published. The data for it isn't available anywhere.
Nobody can verify it. Nobody can check it. There is one thing they can check though: whether or not
any such analysis would even be relevant. You see, Lewandowsky claimed a link to his survey had
been posted at Skeptical Science:
I worked with John Cook directly at the time and he posted it (and I made a note of it), but I don’t
have the actual URL to the survey dating back to the time when he posted it. I suspect he removed
it when the survey was closed because then the link would have been dead.

John Cook confirmed this story, making multiple statements:
Skeptical Science did link to the Lewandowsky survey back in 2011 but now when I search the
archives for the link, it’s no longer there so the link must’ve been taken down once the survey was
over.
My apologies, it was 2010, not 2011 (have updated the original response).
Hi Geoff, sorry for the delay in replying, very behind in my email correspondence at the moment
plus for this email, had to fire up the old machine that I was using back in 2010 to find any email
correspondence back then. All I can find is an email from Steve on 28 August 2010 asking for me
to link to his survey.
I did provide a link to the survey.
I’ve given you everything I’ve got – I have no records in the blog archives (I searched the
database for kwiksurvey, came up empty) so I must’ve either deleted the text link or deleted the
blog post once the survey had closed. The only forensic evidence I could find was the email from
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Stephan asking for me to post a link and my reply that I posted it on the same day.

These statements are quite troubling as the e-mail correspondence Cook looked at has since been
released via FOI requests, and in it, Cook clearly says:
How about I start off with a tweet, something like: Help UWA research attitudes about science –
fill out this online survey

Other e-mails refer to Cook posting a link to the survey on Twitter (and that tweet was quickly
found), but no link to the survey was ever posted on Skeptical Science. None of the e-mails remotely
suggest it was. Cook must have looked at this e-mail correspondence which clearly indicates he didn't
post a link to the survey on his site then turned around and... just lied.
Cook's suggestion to have simply deleted the link afterward is easily seen to be false as the articles
on his site are given ID numbers, and just like the links to sites discussed in the Skeptical Science
forum, you can check each one, one-by-one, in order. There is no post like Cook and Lewandowsky
described, and there is no broken links where one could have been.
So this is a paper where 3 out of 1,145 people claiming to be global warming skeptics also claimed
to believe the moon landing was a hoax. Lewandowsky claimed that was proof global warming
skeptics are conspiracy nuts.
Lewandowsky then claimed many skeptics would have seen the survey because of an unpublished
analysis by John Cook on his site's visitors, the data for which cannot be seen or verified by anybody,
even though Cook never actually posted a link to the survey at his site. This was presented with the
remarkable claim "it cannot be ascertained how many of the [Skeptical Science] visitors actually saw
the link" even though the fact the link was never posted at the Skeptical Science site makes it easy to
tell nobody saw the link there.

Wrap Up
This is the sort of constant lies and deception one experiences if they criticize the global warming
"consensus." It doesn't matter how obvious the lies are. You can quote the authors of the work saying
their results should be described in the form:
There’s a 97% consensus supporting the AGW theory, and 1.6% put the human contribution at
>50%.

But they won't acknowledge your description of their results is right. They'll accuse you of
publishing "a gross distortion of reality." Nevermind you're saying exactly what they said should be
said. If what you say goes against the "consensus" message, you'll be labeled dishonest or delusional,
believing in insane conspiracies.
And don't even think about actually looking at data. They'll do everything they can to not give it to
you, even if that means lying about what data exists. And if you do gain access to the data somehow?
Well then you're a criminal who needs to be sued and arrested.
It doesn't matter if all you do is click on a few links and look at the data you find. There is a 97%
consensus on global warming. If you don't agree, you will be mocked and ridiculed. If you disagree,
you'll be labeled a conspiracy nut. If you try to find the data proving this consensus, you'll be labeled a
criminal, threatened with lawsuits and told you're going to be reported to the police.
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