
 
 

27 Queen Street    Edinburgh    EH2 1JX 
0131- 225  5551     monckton @ mail.com      07814  556423 

From: The Viscount Monckton of Brenchley 

Chief Justice John Roberts 

Supreme Court of the United States 

1 First Street NE 

Washington DC 20543 

22 April 2015 

Dear Chief Justice Roberts: 

Recent misconduct by senior managers at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics 

We are some 500 friends, colleagues, or supporters of Dr Willie Soon, an award-winning solar physicist of international 

standing who has been a researcher at the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory, part of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center 

for Astrophysics, for a quarter of a century. Recently, with three of us, Dr Soon co-authored a paper in the Science Bulletin 

of the Chinese Academy of Sciences that led to widespread but false allegations by the Smithsonian, echoing various 

advocacy groups, that he had improperly failed to disclose a source of his funding for his work on the paper.  

When those allegations were proven false, the political advocacy group originally responsible for them circulated further 

false allegations that in 11 earlier papers Dr Soon had acted improperly in not having disclosed the source of his funding. 

However, the Smithsonian had negotiated a contract with the funder in question by which the funder’s identity was not to 

be published. The only papers in which Dr Soon had not disclosed his funders’ identity were those papers covered by that 

contractual obligation of confidentiality, for which obligation the Smithsonian, not Dr Soon, was entirely responsible. 

The Smithsonian, however, unlawfully and publicly issued a series of statements intended to blame Dr Soon. 

His three co-authors of the Science Bulletin paper have investigated the allegations by the Smithsonian and various 

political advocacy groups against their colleague. A syllabus of their findings is set out in the first two pages of their report 

to the Regents, attached hereto, followed by the evidence. 

We now ask you – 

1. To instruct the Inspector-General of the Smithsonian to investigate the co-authors’ findings (pages 3-4) and the 

evidence in support of the findings (pages 5-14) as part of his investigation of this matter;  

2. To investigate Dr Alcock’s malicious and dishonest interview (overleaf) with the Chronicle of Higher Education; 

his refusal to make any correction of his falsehoods upon request by Dr Soon and separately by Dr Soon’s lead author; 

and his failure to forward to the Smithsonian’s general counsel the lead author’s freedom of information request; 

3. To request the Attorney-General of Massachusetts to investigate those aspects of the conduct of the Smithsonian in 

general and of Dr Alcock in particular that constitute a criminal campaign of intentional, connected and co-ordinated 

deceptions, persisted in despite requests to cease and desist and, therefore, intended to cause not only reputational 

harm but also financial loss to Dr Soon; and  

4.  If the report’s findings be found in substance correct, to order the Smithsonian to apologize publicly to Dr Soon and 

to make just and full restitution to him for the loss and damage it and its senior management have intentionally caused. 

Yours sincerely, 

Monckton of Brenchley; Professor David Legates; Dr Matt Briggs 
for themselves as Dr Soon’s co-authors and for the approximately 500 signatories listed at pages 15-22 

Attached:        2 An example of the effect of the Smithsonian’s misconduct on Dr Soon’s reputation 

      3-4 Syllabus of findings by Lord Monckton, Professor David Legates and Dr Matt Briggs 

    5-12 Evidence 

  13-14 Addendum: Letters from Professor Christopher Essex and Professor William Happer 

15-22 List of approximately 500 distinguished academic signatories, including almost 70 Professors  
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An example of the effect of the Smithsonian’s misconduct on Dr Soon’s reputation 

 

A Climate Crusader Melts, Exposing a Profitable Link to Harvard’s Name 

EARS of using a Harvard nameplate to 
flog his insistence that polar bears are 

doing fine, and that sunspots might 

explain planetary warming  better than the 
Industrial Revolution does, may finally have 

caught up with Wei-Hock Soon.  

Mr. Soon, an astrophysicist at the Smithsonian 

Astrophysical Observatory, has endured a 

barrage of news reports this week detailing his 
acceptance of $1.2-million in support from 

energy companies and others hostile to 

government limits on fossil-fuel use. In 
response, the Smithsonian Institution 

announced plans to investigate whether he had 

properly acknowledged his political alliances. 

“We’re very concerned to get to the bottom of 

this, and make sure we have all the facts,” W. 
John Kress, the Smithsonian’s interim under 

secretary for science, said in an interview on 

Tuesday. 

The investigation threatens serious repercuss-

ions for Mr. Soon, commonly known as Willie. 
But it may raise an equally tough question for 

Harvard University, the Smithsonian, and 

arrangements for their shared astrophysics 
observatory: How did the scientist trade on 

Harvard’s name to gain a leading role in climate 

politics? 

In a series of scientific-journal articles over the 

past decade, Mr. Soon has routinely listed 
himself as representing "the Harvard-

Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics." In turn, 

various reports describing his activities and 

beliefs – often published by organizations dedi- 

cated to opposing government regulations – 

have short-handed his identification to “Harvard 
scientist”. Even The Harvard Crimson, the 

university’s student-run newspaper, has referred 

to him that way. 

The problem, according to Charles R. Alcock, a 

Harvard professor of astronomy who also 
serves as director of the Harvard-Smithsonian 

Center for Astrophysics, is that the “center” 

refers primarily to a shared set of physical 
facilities. Almost everyone working at those 

facilities, Mr. Alcock said, is either an em-
ployee of Harvard or an employee of the 

Smithsonian, a federally administered collection 

of museums and research centers. 

“From a legal point of view,” he said, “there is 

no such entity as the Harvard-Smithsonian 

Center for Astrophysics.” And Mr. Soon is 

employed only by the Smithsonian, Mr. Alcock 

said. “It’s always been that way. He has never 
had any Harvard appointment.” 

But confusion over Mr. Soon’s relationship 
with Harvard, even if it bolstered his profitable 

political alliances, may not be entirely or even 

primarily his responsibility. One example is his 
email address: [xxx]@cfa.harvard.edu.  

Mr. Kress said that such shared identifications 
reflect the level of scientific partnership felt by 

Harvard and Smithsonian scientists, whose 

observatories merged facilities in 1972 (now 
four locations in Cambridge, Mass., and 

observatory facilities in Arizona and Hawaii). 

He also acknowledged that the blurring might 

bring “more prestige” to his side of the alliance, 
in which 200 Harvard scientists are vastly 

outnumbered by about 700 Smithsonian 

counterparts. Either way, he said, the email 
domain is among the matters that the 

Smithsonian may now re-evaluate as a result of 

the disclosures about Mr. Soon. 

Corporate Benefactors 

The institutions seem less open, however, to 

reconsidering the financial arrangements 
exposed by Mr. Soon’s activities. This week’s 

revelations were based on records of internal 

Smithsonian email discussions provided under 
an open-records request to Greenpeace, the en-

vironmental-advocacy group, which supports 

restrictions on fossil-fuel use. 

The records showed that Mr. Soon and the 
Smithsonian had received money from groups 

that included the energy conglomerate Southern 

Company, the Charles G. Koch Foundation, and 
Donors Trust, a fund for anonymous 

contributions identified by a 2013 Drexel Uni-

versity study as the largest single provider of 
money to political efforts to fight climate-

change policy. 

Mr. Alcock confirmed through a spokeswoman 
that the donors disclosed by Greenpeace had 

provided Mr. Soon and the Smithsonian with a 

total of $1.2 million over a period of 10 years. 
He also confirmed that, under standard Observ-

atory procedures, less than half of that amount 

was passed through to Mr. Soon as salary. Most 
was kept by the Smithsonian to cover facility 

operating costs. 

Most Smithsonian researchers receive their 

compensation through such "soft money" 
payments rather than a salary from the insti-

tution, Mr. Kress said. But unlike Mr. Soon, 

most of those at the observatory draw funding 
heavily from government sources, such as 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

and the National Science Foundation, which in 
turn rely on peer-reviewed award processes. 

In a typical year, the Smithsonian observatory 

receives about $95 million in grant support, said 

Mr. Alcock’s spokeswoman, Christine Pulliam. 
"Only a small fraction of 1 percent of that figure 

comes from corporate sources," she said. 

At the same time, the Smithsonian has no policy 

requiring its researchers to disclose potential 
financial conflicts of interest in any scientific-

journal articles they produce. Instead, its 

promised investigation of Mr. Soon will focus 

on whether he violated financial-disclosure 
requirements of the journals themselves. At 

least one of them, a Chinese journal 

called Science Bulletin, has promised its own 
review of the matter. 

Before the issue of financial disclosure arose, 
the scientific quality of Mr. Soon’s published 

work had long attracted complaints from 

experts in the field. Gavin A. Schmidt, director 
of NASA’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies, 

has repeatedly accused Mr. Soon of vastly 

overstating the effect that variations in solar 
output might have on the earth’s warming 

climate. 

Mr. Kress even admitted a lack of confidence in 

his own employee’s work. "Up until now, it has 

not been an issue of our scientists' not dis-
closing their sources of funding," he said. "As 

far as we can see, up until just recently, that 

appeared to be the case with Willie Soon. He 
was publishing science. He may have inter-

preted his results in various ways, but the actual 

data and the results reflected his research, 
which, although I would say is not the highest-

quality research, was research carried out in a 

scientific process." 

Mr. Soon did not respond to requests for 

comment. 

A Harvard University spokesman, Jeff A. Neal, 

provided a written statement saying the 
institution "takes the appropriate use, and the 

inappropriate misuse, of the university name 

very seriously. When made aware of a potential 

issue related to the misuse of the Harvard name, 

we communicate our expectations to the 

relevant individuals or organizations." 

Asked if that applied to Mr. Soon or the 

Smithsonian, Mr. Neal said he would not 
discuss specific cases. 

The roles played by both Harvard and the 
Smithsonian in burnishing Mr. Soon’s 

credentials and scientific authority are key to 

Mr. Soon’s saga, said Andrew J. Hoffman, a 
professor of sustainable enterprise at the Uni-

versity of Michigan. Mr. Hoffman is making 
plans to host a conference in May at his Ann 

Arbor campus on the risks and benefits for 

academic scientists participating in public-
policy debates. 

“Why is anyone even listening to him?” Mr. 

Hoffman said of Mr. Soon. “Because he’s got 

‘Harvard’ after his name. Once you take that 

away, who is Willie Soon? He’s nobody.” 

Paul Basken  

February 25, 2015 

 

Y 

http://pubsonline.informs.org/stoken/default+domain/PolarBear/full/10.1287/inte.1080.0383
http://pubsonline.informs.org/stoken/default+domain/PolarBear/full/10.1287/inte.1080.0383
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.2747/0272-3646.30.2.144
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S136468261200288X
http://www.thecrimson.com/article/2003/9/12/warming-study-draws-fire-a-study/
http://www.thecrimson.com/article/2003/9/12/warming-study-draws-fire-a-study/
https://www.cfa.harvard.edu/
https://www.cfa.harvard.edu/
mailto:wsoon@cfa.harvard.edu
http://www.climateinvestigations.org/willie-soon-harvard-smithsonian-documents-reveal-southern-company-scandal
http://drexel.edu/now/archive/2013/December/Climate-Change/
http://drexel.edu/now/archive/2013/December/Climate-Change/
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Misconduct by the Smithsonian 
A report to the Regents of the Smithsonian Institution 

Syllabus of findings 

AS the three co-authors with Dr Willie Soon of Why models run hot, a January 2015 climate paper in the Chinese 

Academy’s Science Bulletin whose publication led to the wide circulation of allegations that he had not disclosed a source 

of his research funding, we have investigated the allegations. Our findings are summarized on this page and the next. 

For 25 years Dr Wei-Hock Soon, an award-winning solar physicist of international standing expert in the Sun’s 

modulation of terrestrial climate, has been a tenured but unsalaried employee of the Smithsonian Astrophysical 

Observatory, affiliated to the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. The Smithsonian Trust Fund pays him out of 

money received from donors he has approached. He reports each proposed grant to the Observatory, which is then solely 

responsible for negotiating and signing a funding contract with the donor, receiving the funds, retaining 30% for overhead, 

and paying for his research out of the balance.  

In 2008 the Observatory negotiated such a contract with Southern Company. The contract included a term binding the 

Smithsonian – and, therefore, Dr Soon as its employee – not to publish the donor’s identity. The Smithsonian should not 

have agreed to that term, but, having agreed to it, should have honored it. Instead, it acted in breach of contract, of the 

Stored Communications Act and of its obligations to Dr Soon by disclosing the funders’ identity. Dr Soon, in making no 

disclosure, honored the contract as the law requires. 

Late in 2009 a political advocacy group made an FOIA request to the Smithsonian for details of Dr Soon’s funders. Dr 

Soon twice wrote to the general counsel’s office to say FOIA did not bind the Smithsonian and that disclosure would 

breach the Smithsonian’s obligation of commercial confidentiality and its policy on FOIA compliance, and advocacy 

groups would exploit it to prejudice his academic freedom. Nevertheless, the Smithsonian’s general counsel shut off Dr 

Soon’s computer access and appropriated copies of his files, whereupon the Smithsonian made the disclosure, which, as he 

had predicted, the advocacy group swiftly and ruthlessly exploited to his disadvantage and to that of the Smithsonian. The 

Smithsonian’s disclosure was intended to put Dr Soon’s funding at risk, and has now done so. Later this year, Southern 

Company will not renew its long-standing contract with the Smithsonian to fund his research.  

In January 2015 a political advocacy group, inferentially to divert attention from our paper’s conclusions, widely 

circulated in the international news media an allegation that fossil-fuel interests had funded Dr Soon’s research for our 

paper but he had not disclosed his “conflict of interest” to the Science Bulletin. The editor consulted the lead author, who 

explained we had all done the research in our own time and on our own dime. The advocacy group, on realizing no one 

had funded our paper, widely circulated allegations that in 11 earlier papers published since 2008 Dr Soon had not 

disclosed Southern Company’s funding. The group did not challenge his scientific conclusions in se. Southern Company 

did not directly or indirectly influence him or require or expect him to alter the content of any of his papers or to reflect 

any particular scientific viewpoint. Nor, given the subject-matter of each of the 11 papers, could any conceivable conflict 

of interest on his part be legitimately imagined to have arisen from Southern Company’s funding of his research. 

In response to the recent publicity, the Smithsonian and its senior management engaged in a willful and apparently co-

ordinated campaign of false statements and implications intended to damage Dr Soon: 

February 21: Ms Christine Pulliam, a Smithsonian press officer, told The Guardian that Dr Soon had “failed to meet the 

disclosure requirements of some of the journals that published his research”. She added: “Soon should have followed those 

policies.” Yet the Smithsonian’s contract term forbade him to identify his funder; and, in any event, no reportable conflict 

of interest arose because Southern Company had had no involvement in the methodology, conclusions or decision whether 

to publish the research, and because the subject-matter was not such as to arouse genuine suspicion of a conflict of interest. 

February 22: The Smithsonian issued a press release announcing that it would stage an investigation into what the release 

described as Dr Soon’s “failure to disclose” his funding, Yet the Smithsonian knew he had merely acted in compliance 

with the non-disclosure obligation they, not he, had negotiated. This release has since been retracted and replaced. 

February 22: The press statement by the Smithsonian falsely claimed that the Smithsonian does “not fund Dr Soon”. 

True, the Smithsonian does not pay him a salary, and he is responsible for attracting research funds, but it is the 

Smithsonian Trust Fund that receives donors’ grants and pays him from the Trust Fund. 

February 22: The Smithsonian’s statement said Dr Soon is merely a “part-time researcher”, when his appointment is full-

time but he has been ill ever since – and at least in part owing to – the original disclosure by the Smithsonian of the 

confidential details of his funding. 

February 22: The Smithsonian’s statement falsely implied that Dr Soon does not think we are a cause of climate change. 

Yet Why models run hot is irrefutable evidence that he, like all of us, accepts we are a cause of it. The scientific debate is 

not about whether we cause global warming, but about how much global warming we may cause. 
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February 25: The Observatory’s director, Dr Charles Alcock, told the Chronicle of Higher Education that Dr Soon should 

not have described his affiliation as “Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics” and that he “holds no Harvard 

appointment”, falsely implying he had inflated his affiliation. Dr Alcock added that, legally speaking, the Center has no 

existence. Yet he is its director. Its name is mentioned in funding proposals it sent to Southern Company. If it has no legal 

existence, the Observatory’s use of its name in funding proposals was dishonest. A previous director had issued a standing 

instruction, not since rescinded, that the affiliation was to be stated as “Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics”. In 

every paper for 25 years Dr Soon had complied, without objection from the Smithsonian. Dr Alcock was wrong to criticize 

him on this ground, wrong to imply he was falsely claiming “a Harvard appointment”, and wrong in terms of Smithsonian 

policy not to pass to general counsel our FOIA request for the Center’s founding documents.  

February 25: Dr Kress, the Smithsonian’s interim under-secretary for science, made a public statement that Dr Soon’s 

research “was not of the highest quality”. Yet the Smithsonian had given Dr Soon an award in in 2003 for the high quality 

of his research. Dr Kress, a botanist unqualified to assess the value of research in solar physics, was wrong thus to cast 

aspersions, particularly at a time when his colleague was under fire. 

These many falsehoods and false implications, within days of each other, were intended individually and by mutual 

reinforcement to cause severe financial loss to Dr Soon and to compound the damage the Smithsonian had already done to 

his health, reputation, livelihood and career as a solar physicist. The inexplicable and continuing refusal by the 

Smithsonian to correct the record, despite Dr Soon’s requests and ours that it should do so, further aggravates the damage 

to him and evidences the Smithsonian’s intent to cause him loss and damage.  

Dr Soon is manifestly blameless. He has acted at all times correctly, in compliance with the policies of the Smithsonian 

and with the terms of his donor’s funding contract with his employer. Dr Soon declared his sources of funding for all his 

published papers other than those funded by Southern Company, for he was under no contractual obligation not to disclose 

those funders’ identity. It was only in the 11 papers to whose funding Southern Company had contributed that he did not 

disclose the funders’ identity, for – through the Smithsonian’s fault and not his – he was bound in law not to disclose it. 

The Smithsonian and its personnel acted questionably in agreeing to the confidentiality clause, unlawfully in failing to 

honor it once they had agreed to it, improperly in failing to follow its own FOIA policies, reprehensibly in failing to come 

to the aid of a long-standing and award-winning colleague suffering because he had acted in compliance with a contract 

term to which they had consented, criminally in conducting a campaign of coordinated and false allegations and 

implications intended to damage Dr Soon and cause him financial loss, willfully in failing to correct the record when 

asked, and prejudicially in ignoring our FOI request for copies of the Center for Astrophysics’ founding documents. 

We are asking the Regents and Inspector-General of the Smithsonian and the Attorney-General of Massachusetts to 

investigate the Smithsonian’s misconduct. When they have confirmed our findings, the Smithsonian must apologize to Dr 

Soon and make just and full restitution to him for the loss and damage it has caused. 

Viscount Monckton of Brenchley: monckton@mail.com: +44 7814 556423 

Professor David Legates 

Dr Matt Briggs                April 2015 

Evidence 

Each statement of fact in the syllabus of findings is restated below in bold face and then evidenced. 

Statement: Lord Monckton, Professor David Legates and Dr Matt Briggs are Dr Soon’s co-authors of the paper 

Why models run hot, published in January 2015 in the Science Bulletin of the Chinese Academy of Sciences. 

Evidence: Monckton of Brenchley, Christopher, W.W.-H. Soon, D.R. Legates, & W.M. Briggs, W.M. (2015). Why 

models run hot: results from an irreducibly simple model. Science Bulletin, 60, 122-135, doi:10.1007/s11434-014-

0699-2; www.scibull.com. 

Allegations that Dr Soon had not disclosed a source of his research funding in our paper were widely circulated. 

The allegations have appeared prominently in the Boston Globe, the New York Times, the Washington Post, the 

Guardian, the Chronicle of Higher Education, Scientific American, Nature, and numerous other newpapers, TV 

programs (including Al Sharpton’s show) and many climate-advocacy websites, such as MoveOn.org and 

ForecastTheFacts.  

Dr Soon is an award-winning solar physicist. 

The Smithsonian gave Dr Soon an award in 2003 for the high quality of his research work. 

mailto:Monckton@mail.com
http://www.scibull.com/
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Dr Soon’s standing is international. 

Dr Soon has published hundreds of papers in journals throughout the world and has spoken at international 

scientific conferences worldwide. He has also testified before the U.S. Congress. 

Dr Soon has been a member of the research staff at the Smithsonian for 25 years. 

Dr Soon joined the research staff at the Smithsonian a quarter-century ago, in 1991. Till 1996 he was a post-

doctoral fellow at the Center for Astrophysics. Since 1997 he has been an Indefinite Trust Fund employee. 

The Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory is affiliated to the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. 

Funding proposals signed by the Observatory in respect of Dr Soon’s research bear in at least two places a box 

stating that the Observatory is “a member of” the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. 

The Smithsonian Trust Fund pays Dr Soon out of money it has received from donors he has approached. He 

reports each proposed grant to the Observatory, which is then solely responsible for negotiating and signing a 

funding contract with the donor, receiving the funds, retaining 30% for overhead, and funding his research out of 

the balance. In 2008 the Observatory negotiated such a contract with Southern Company, including a term binding 

the Smithsonian and, therefore, Dr Soon as its employee not to publish the donor’s identity. 

The information is from Dr Soon, verified by sight of by a copy proposal from the Observatory to a funder on his 

behalf and a copy 2008 contract signed by the Observatory with that funder in respect of Dr Soon’s research; these 

documents were obtained from the Smithsonian by a climate advocacy group and subsequently published online. 

The contractual obligation of confidentiality, under the heading “Publicity”, reads as follows: 

“Smithsonian shall not publish and utilize the name or otherwise identify SCS [Southern Company Services] 

or its affiliate companies in any publications or other advertisements without the express written consent of 

SCS. As further consideration to SCS, Smithsonian shall provide SCS an advance written copy of proposed 

publications regarding the deliverables for comment and input, if any, from SCS.”  

The Smithsonian should not have agreed to the contractual obligation of confidentiality, but, having agreed to it, 

should have honored it. Instead, it acted in breach of contract, of the Stored Communications Act and of its 

obligations to Dr Soon by disclosing the funder’s identity. Dr Soon, in making no disclosure, honored the contract. 

Dr Alcock’s statement that no contractual obligation of confidentiality will in future be agreed to confirms our own 

finding that the Smithsonian should not have agreed to that obligation. However, the law of contract required the 

Smithsonian and Dr Soon as its employee to honor the obligation to which the Smithsonian had consented. The 

Stored Communications Act requires that confidential information in electronic form be not disclosed. 

The obligations of the Smithsonian to Dr Soon are contained in its own freedom-of-information policy, which 

makes it explicit that commercially-confidential information will not be released. Smithsonian Directive 807, 

discussing FOIA exemption (b)(4), says at paragraph (2): 

“The Smithsonian will interpret Exemption 4 as including Smithsonian trade secrets and Smithsonian 

commercial or financial information directly related to the Smithsonian’s revenue-generating activities, 

including fund-raising and development activities, and where release of the information would be likely to 

cause the Smithsonian substantial competitive harm or impair the ability to carry out its charitable and 

educational mission by raising private funds. 

The obligation of confidentiality agreed to by the Smithsonian and enshrined in a contract with a donor falls well 

within the meaning of the term “trade secret”; it also constitutes “Smithsonian commercial or financial information 

directly related to the Smithsonian’s revenue-generating activities”; it is also “directly related to … fund-raising … 

activities”; “release of the information” would “be likely to cause the Smithsonian substantial competitive harm” by 

making it clear to the funders that the Smithsonian was not as trustworthy as its competitors for grant funding 

(inferentially, the Smithsonian’s misconduct and the resultant catastrophic publicity has now led the donor to 

announce non-renewal of its long-standing contract to fund Dr Soon’s research); and “release of the information 

would be likely to … impair the ability to carry out its charitable and educational mission by raising private funds”; 

and the Smithsonian’s unlawful action in making the disclosure in breach of contract, of the Stored 

Communications Act and of its own plainly-worded FOIA policy has cost Dr Soon his funding from Southern 

Company and will certainly make it difficult if not impossible for him to raise funds in future. 

Late in 2009 a political advocacy group made an FOI request for details of Dr Soon’s funders.  

A Greenpeace front group was the climate advocacy group in question. 

Dr Soon twice wrote to the general counsel’s office to say FOIA did not bind the Smithsonian and that disclosure 

would breach its duty of confidentiality and its policy of FOIA compliance. 
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Dr Soon has carefully kept copies of the correspondence. The Smithsonian’s wilful misconduct is particularly 

serious in that Dr Soon had warned the general counsel that it would be acting in breach of its obligation to keep 

commercial materials in relation to grant funding confidential, and that it would also be in breach of its obligations 

to him under its policy of FOIA compliance, and that his academic freedom would be menaced. 

The Smithsonian’s general counsel shut off Dr Soon’s computer access and appropriated copies of his files, 

whereupon the Smithsonian made the disclosure, which, as he had predicted, the advocacy group swiftly and 

ruthlessly exploited to his disadvantage and that of the Smithsonian. 

Dr Soon has told us that the general counsel acted as described. It is a matter of record that the Smithsonian made 

the disclosure, and it is self-evident from the consequent massive and unfavorable publicity that Dr Soon’s 

predictions that damage would result from the unlawful disclosure have been proven correct. 

The Smithsonian’s disclosure was intended to put Dr Soon’s funding at risk, and has done so. 

The intention of the Smithsonian to do harm to Dr Soon’s funding is self-evident in the fact that the Smithsonian 

was willing to breach the contractual obligation of confidentiality to which it had agreed; to do so despite warnings 

from Dr Soon as to the consequences, including the consequences to his academic freedom; that it was willing to 

breach its own FOI policy in making a disclosure that that policy forbade to make; that it was willing to do so 

despite warnings from Dr Soon as to the consequences; and that, once it had made the unlawful disclosure, it 

compounded the grave damage to Dr Soon by conducting a wilful campaign of false statements and implications by 

senior officials to its detriment, without any visible intervention from the Regents to date; refused to retract or 

apologize when requested by Dr Soon, his lawyers and his friends; and also ignores the 27 February FOI request by 

his friends that its own FOI policy plainly requires it to accede to. The request is for the following information:  

1. Please provide, in respect of each of 
the funding proposals or contracts 
that the institution entered into in 
respect of research to be performed 
by Dr Wei-Hock Soon during his 
time at the institution, the name of 
the institution’s signatory; the 
identity of the funding party; 
whether or not the contract 
stipulated that the identity of the 
funding party should be 
confidential; whether or not the 
institution kept the identity of the 
funding party confidential; 
whether or not the document 
disclosed that the Smithsonian 
Astrophysical Observatory is a 
member of the “Harvard-
Smithsonian Center for 
Astrophysics”; the amount of the 
grant; the sum from that grant 
withheld by the institution for 
overhead or for any other 
purposes; the net sum paid to Dr 
Soon; the purpose for which the 
grant was given; a statement of 
whether or not the institution 
approved that purpose; and a list of 
the deliverable outcomes achieved 
in consequence of the funding. 

2. Please state whether or not the 
institution has any reason to 
believe Dr Soon did not disclose to 
it any grant received by him for his 
research. 

3. Please provide copies of any and all 
financial-disclosure policies of the 
institution that were in force at any 
period during Dr Soon’s time at the 
institution. 
 

4. Please provide a copy of the 
founding deed of the “Harvard-
Smithsonian Center for 
Astrophysics”. If there be no 
founding deed, please supply all 
documentation by which the 
“Harvard-Smithsonian Center for 
Astrophysics” came into being. 
 

5. Please provide a clear explanation 
of the relationship between the 
Smithsonian Institution, the 
Smithsonian Observatory, the 
Harvard Observatory, Harvard 
University, the “Harvard-
Smithsonian Center for 
Astrophysics”, and suchlike 
entities, together with a statement 
of the financial relationships 
between them. 

6. Please provide an account of the 
manner in which and the degree to 
which the “Harvard-Smithsonian 
Center for Astrophysics” affiliated 
with Harvard University. 

7. Please provide a list of all 
documents in which Dr Soon has 
ever stated that he has a “Harvard 
appointment”. 

8. Please provide copies of all 
documents in which the institution 
requested Dr Soon not to state his 
affiliation as “Harvard-
Smithsonian Center for 
Astrophysics”. 

9. Please provide a copy of the 
institution’s statement on climate 
change, together with any evidence 
in the possession of the institution 
to the effect that Dr Soon has 
published any paper disagreeing 
with its conclusion that “human 
activities are a cause of global 
warming”. 

10. Please provide a copy of the 
institution’s policy on not 
misrepresenting or denigrating the 
scientific opinions, research or 
conclusions of its scientific 
research personnel. 

 

It is now reported that later this year Southern Company will not renew its long-standing contract with the 

Smithsonian to fund Dr Soon’s research. 

On April 7, 2015, Inside Climate News reported that a spokesman for Southern Company had said: “Our agreement 

with the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory expires later this year and there are no plans to renew it.” Stephen 

Smith, executive director of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, said a Southern Company executive had told him 

“the company is severing ties with Soon because it does not want to be associated with his brand of research any 

longer.” Smith said: “They claim they do not want to influence the [climate change] science. What I was hearing is 

that they should not be seen as having a corporate policy on this kind of thing.” 

In January 2015 a political advocacy group, inferentially to divert attention from our paper’s conclusions, widely 

circulated in the international news media an allegation that fossil-fuel interests had funded Dr Soon’s research for 

our Science Bulletin paper but he had not disclosed his consequent “conflict of interest” to the journal. The editor 

consulted the lead author, who explained we had done the research in our own time and on our own dime.  
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When our paper was published in Science Bulletin, it was very favorably reported in the Daily Mail, Britain’s 

largest-selling quality newspaper. Within hours of that report, a political advocacy group part-funded by the 

European Union had telephoned half a dozen climate scientists of a known viewpoint to obtain quotations from 

them attacking our paper. Nearly all of those who were consulted attacked the paper without having read it. We 

were easily able to refute the feeble and often hilariously unscientific points made by the climate scientists.  

These misconceived attempts to attack our paper having failed, another advocacy group interposed itself. The 

advocacy group in question is the coyly-named “climate investigations unit”, a Greenpeace front group, which – 

lacking any scientific expertise – carefully ignores the fact that some 5000 times as much funding goes to 

promoting the climate-alarmist position as to giving the sceptical side of the case. The group does not investigate 

the funding of those who have been exposed as fabricating and falsifying evidence in support of the climate-

alarmist position and refusing to make their data and results available for scrutiny by the general scientific 

community. Instead, it concentrates on bullying and libeling sceptical scientists only.  

The group did not bother to check with the paper’s lead author before circulating its allegations. Those news media 

who did check with us generally refused to print anything we told them, or distorted it and sneered at it rather than 

reporting it straight. This prejudice is now commonplace in the news media. The truth is that the lead author had 

drafted the paper and had asked his three co-authors if they would like to participate. They all agreed to do so, and 

worked on the paper in their own time, as had he. The majority of the work was done by the lead author, as is usual 

in these cases. None of us was paid anything by anyone. The lead author put in months of his own time. Besides, 

the content of the paper was not such as to have given rise to any conflict of interest. The paper merely presented an 

irreducibly simple, zero-dimensional climate model using initial conditions that were tunable at will by the user. In 

each case the canonical values of the initial conditions were explicitly stated, and calibration runs using these values 

established that the model is capable of replicating the canonical estimates of climate sensitivity.  

Additionally, the paper discussed alternative values for some of the initial conditions that seemed to the authors to 

be more plausible, together with runs of the model based on these revised conditions, demonstrating the possibility 

that climate sensitivity might prove to be considerably below the official estimates, as many papers in the reviewed 

journals are now suggesting (not that these papers are reported on in the mainstream media). Our paper, however, 

properly expressed caution, and gave clear warnings that a simple model has its limitations, and that our values for 

the initial conditions were sometimes different from the canonical estimates. 

Neither the subject matter nor the manner in which it was presented was such as to give rise to any conceivable 

conflict of interest. A model is merely a vehicle for the user’s choices, and we had fairly and fully spelled out the 

canonical choices and the reasons for them as well as our suggested amendments to some of the values. Our paper 

is available at scibull.com. 

The Greenpeace front group wrote a letter of complaint to the editor of the journal, who passed it to the lead author, 

who replied with the above facts. The editor copied our letter to the front group and closed the file. 

From these facts it is legitimate to infer that the purpose of the political advocacy groups who involved themselves 

in the attempts to discredit our paper did so because they did not want our paper to be widely circulated or accepted. 

In this, they were a little late. The paper has been downloaded from the Science Bulletin website ten times more 

often than any other in the journal’s 60-year archive. It was only when the activists’ attempts to attack the science 

in the paper had failed that they moved in – alas, with every assistance from the Smithsonian – to mount a 

diversionary attack on Dr Soon. 

The Smithsonian’s leadership, and particularly Dr Alcock, the director of the Observatory, ought to have known 

perfectly well that the political advocacy group’s allegations against Dr Soon were merely a species of hate-speech. 

And they knew that it was they, not Dr Soon, who had agreed to the contract term obliging him not to disclose 

Southern Company’s name. Yet they eagerly joined in the hate-speech. 

The group, on realizing no one had funded our paper, widely circulated allegations that in 11 earlier papers 

published since 2008 Dr Soon had not disclosed Southern Company’s funding. The group did not challenge his 

scientific conclusions in se. Southern Company did not directly or indirectly influence him or require or expect him 

to alter the content of any of his papers or to reflect any particular scientific viewpoint. Nor, given the subject-

matter of each of the 11 papers, could any conceivable conflict of interest on his part be legitimately imagined to 

have arisen from Southern Company’s funding of his research. 

The list of 11 earlier papers allegedly giving rise to Dr Soon’s non-disclosure was only produced and circulated by 

the Greenpeace front group once it had become apparent that their libels against Dr Soon for allegedly not having 

declared funding for our paper that he had not in fact received had been misconceived. It is disfiguring enough that 

the front group should have blamed Dr Soon for non-disclosure when the Smithsonian had already sent the group a 

copy of the contract including the term requiring confidentiality. The group could see perfectly well that the 

contract was signed by the Smithsonian and not by Dr Soon, and it could and should have enquired to confirm that 

it was the Smithsonian and not Dr Soon that had negotiated and accepted by its signature the obligation of non-

disclosure. The group nevertheless wilfully persisted in circulating allegations that it was Dr Soon who was to 
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blame for the non-disclosure, a trope gleefully picked up and published widely throughout the news media of a 

certain political stamp. 

It is significant that the only papers in which Dr Soon did not disclose the source of his funding were the 11 papers 

published in furtherance of the Smithsonian’s research contract with Southern Company, and that these were the 

only 11 papers in respect of which the obligation of confidentiality consented to by the Smithsonian applied. 

The following subject-matter is covered in the 11 papers. In none of these instances could it be plausibly or credibly 

alleged that Dr Soon, by receiving funding from Southern Company, had a conflict of interest in relation to the 

scientific subject-matter. Nor could it be plausibly or credibly alleged that Dr Soon had received, or was even 

remotely likely to have received, any instructions whatsoever from Southern Company about the scientific 

approach he should take or conclusions he should reach. Nor, significantly, did the political advocacy group make 

any such allegation. In the absence of any such allegation, the group’s campaign against Dr Soon can be seen for 

exactly what it is: a malicious, nakedly partisan and deceitful attempt intended to cause damage to his reputation 

and to cause him loss of earnings and livelihood. The group was not and is not interested in the scientific truth: 

merely in smear. In this context, the subsequent behavior of the Smithsonian is disappointing. 

1. International Journal of Forecasting: Validity of climate-change forecasting for public policy decision-making. The 

paper was a straightforward exercise in calculation in which global-temperature forecasts were conducted on the basis of 

a simple benchmark test assuming that global temperature would not change, comparing those forecasts with forecasts on 

the basis that the world would warm at the rate envisaged by the IPCC. On the latter assumption the forecasting errors 

were seven times greater than those on the former assumption. The paper’s conclusion – reasonable in the circumstances 

and derived solely from a quantitative analysis that remains unchallenged – was that it was important to determine 

whether it was possible to obtain forecasts more useful than those from a simple benchmark before making expensive 

policy decisions. 

2. Interfaces: Polar-bear population forecasts: a public-policy forecasting audit. The paper was an audit of two key papers 

predicting a decline in polar-bear numbers that had been influential in leading the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to list 

polar bears as an “endangered species”. The intention was to determine the extent to which the criteria for competent 

forecasting that are established in the scientific literature had been followed in the two papers. The conclusion was that 

each paper had properly applied only 10-15% of the standard forecasting criteria; that half the criteria had been clearly 

contravened; and that a further quarter appeared to have been contravened. The paper recommended, reasonably enough, 

that researchers should apply all relevant forecasting principles properly when important public-policy decisions depend 

on their forecasts. Since publication, the forecasts of declining Arctic sea ice have indeed proven somewhat exaggerated, 

and, though there has been some decline in sea ice during a few summer weeks, polar bear numbers have increased 

strongly.  

3. Ecological Complexity: Reply to response to Dyck et al. (2007) on polar bears and climate change in western Hudson 

Bay by Stirling et al. (2008). Once again, there is nothing in the study of polar bears that could have fairly been asserted 

to have given rise to an actual or potential conflict of interest. 

4. Journal of Climate: Centennial variations of the global monsoon precipitation in the last millennium: results from 

ECHO-G model. The paper considered variations in the global amount of monsoon rainfall. Historically, there was less 

monsoon rain during cold periods and more during warm periods, suggesting that anthropogenic global warming may 

increase monsoon rainfall, which has strengthened notably in the past 30 years, with a spatial pattern that differs from 

that which is inferred to have occurred during the medieval warm period. The paper concluded that on centennial 

timescales the strength of the global monsoon responds more directly to changes in solar activity than to changes in CO2 

concentration. 

5. Astronomy and Astrophysics: Multiple and changing cycles of active stars II: Results. The paper studied the time-

variations of the cycles of 20 active stars and found that 15 stars showed multiple cycles, which typically showed 

systematic changes. The paper also noted a positive relation between the rotational and cycle periods, and concluded that 

stellar activity cycles are generally multiple and variable. 

6. Physical Geography: Solar Arctic-mediated climate variation on multidecadal to centennial timescales: empirical 

evidence, mechanistic explanation, and testable consequences. In an earlier paper Dr Soon had demonstrated that 

variations in total solar irradiance could explain more than three-quarters of the variance of Arctic-wide surface air 

temperature over the previous 130 years. The new paper presented further empirical evidence for this physical connection 

and proposed a mechanism for solar influence on Arctic temperature. However, the paper reached no conclusion on this 

mechanism, saying: “The ultimate goal of this research is to gain sufficient mechanistic details so that the proposed solar-

Arctic climate connection on multidecadal to centennial timescales can be confirmed or falsified.” This paper was merely 

a further stage in continuing research to identify the mechanism behind the close connection between solar and Arctic 

temperature variability.  

7. Ecology Law Currents: Avoiding carbon myopia: three considerations for policymakers concerning manmade carbon 

dioxide. The three considerations were that policymakers must judge humanity’s ability to control climate change; must 

weigh benefits as well as costs; and must recognize that mitigation might not reduce atmospheric CO2. 

8. Journal of Atmospheric and Solar-Terrestrial Physics: Variation in surface air temperature of China during the 20th 

century (2011), showing how the connection between solar and surface-temperature variability in China may be caused 

by the African-Asian westerly jet-streams. 

9. Journal of Atmospheric and Solar-Terrestrial Physics: Temporal derivative of total solar irradiance and anomalous 

Indian summer monsoon: empirical evidence for a Sun-climate connection, showing a link between variability in total 

solar irradiance and variability in surface evaporation and hence to variability in convection, in lock-step with variability 

in the south-west monsoonal circulation, suggesting that “we are still lacking in our understanding of the natural forces 

that affect climate (e.g. the Sun)”. 
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10. Journal of Atmospheric and Solar-Terrestrial Physics: Solar irradiance modulation of Equator-to-Pole (Arctic) 

temperature gradients: empirical evidence for climate variation on multi-decadal timescales, in which the authors 

presented evidence for a direct relationship between total solar irradiance and the equator-to-Pole surface temperature 

gradient. Again, the evidence for a connection between the Sun’s variability and climatic variability on Earth is spelled 

out in a straightforward way, and the conclusions expressed in all three papers are appropriately cautious.  

11. New Astronomy: Indian summer monsoon rainfall: dancing with the tunes of the Sun. The paper found a physical 

linkage between solar activity and the Indian summer monsoon rainfall. The conclusion, which was explicitly stated to be 

“tentative”, was that the net effects of variation in aerosols are small when compared with solar factors in explaining 

observed variability of Indian monsoon rainfall. 
 

It is self-evident from this description of the papers Dr Soon had written that a utility company could not have had 

any particular interest in influencing the details or direction of his scientific research. For this reason, the grant 

proposal submitted by the Center to Southern Company for a $60,000 grant to fund Dr Soon’s scientific work did 

not specify in any detail the subject-matter of his individual papers. Instead, the proposal merely stated that 

“expected outcomes” included “publications of both original and review papers on solar variability and climate 

change and various environmental impacts of that related change in leading scientific journals for the advancement 

of climate and meteorological sciences”. And that, harmlessly, was that. 

In response to the recent publicity, the Smithsonian and its senior management engaged in a wilful and apparently 

coordinated campaign of false statements and implications intended to damage Dr Soon. 

We say “wilful” because the Smithsonian knew that every statement it made about this affair was false and was 

intended to harm Dr Soon, its long-standing employee. We say “coordinated” because from February 21-February 

25 the Smithsonian and at least three of its personnel issued statements each of which was false, each of which was 

directed against Dr Soon, and each of which was intended to do him harm and cause him financial loss. 

February 21: Ms Christine Pulliam, a Smithsonian press officer, told The Guardian that Dr Soon had “failed to 

meet the disclosure requirements of some of the journals that published his research”. She added: “Soon should 

have followed those policies.” Yet the Smithsonian’s contract term forbade him to do so. 

Ms. Pulliam’s remarks were reported by Suzanne Goldenberg, Work of prominent climate change denier was 

funded by energy industry, http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/feb/21/climate-change-denier-willie-

soon-funded-energy-industry, February 21, 2015. 

February 22: The Smithsonian issued a press release announcing that it would stage an investigation into what the 

release described as Dr Soon’s “failure to disclose” his funding, Yet the Smithsonian knew he had merely acted in 

compliance with the non-disclosure obligation they, not he, had negotiated. 

The offending press release, now retracted and replaced by another statement, read as follows: 

“The Smithsonian is greatly concerned about the allegations surrounding Dr. Willie Soon’s failure to 

disclose funding sources for his climate change research. The Smithsonian is taking immediate action to 

address the issue:  

“Acting Secretary Albert Horvath has asked the Smithsonian Inspector General to review the matter. 

Horvath will also lead a full review of Smithsonian ethics and disclosure policies governing the conduct of 

sponsored research to ensure they meet the highest standards. 

“Wei-Hock (Willie) Soon is a part-time researcher at the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory in 

Cambridge, Mass. He was hired to conduct research on long-term stellar and solar variability. The 

Smithsonian does not fund Dr. Soon; he pursues external grants to fund his research. 

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

statement on climate change, based upon many decades of scientific research, points to human activities as a 

cause of global warming.” 

February 22: The press statement by the Smithsonian falsely claimed that the Smithsonian does “not fund Dr 

Soon”. True, the Smithsonian does not pay him a salary, and he is responsible for attracting research funds, but it 

is the Smithsonian Trust Fund that receives donors’ grants and pays him from the Trust Fund. 

See the phrase “does not fund Dr Soon” in the Smithsonian’s February 22 press release, above. 

February 22: The Smithsonian’s statement said Dr Soon is merely a “part-time researcher”, when his appointment 

is full-time but he has been ill ever since – and at least in part owing to – the original disclosure by the Smithsonian 

of the confidential details of his funding. 

See the phrase “part-time researcher” in the Smithsonian’s February 22 press release, above. 

February 22: The Smithsonian’s statement falsely implied that Dr Soon does not think we are a cause of climate 

change. Yet Why models run hot is irrefutable evidence that he accepts we are a cause of it. 

http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/feb/21/climate-change-denier-willie-soon-funded-energy-industry
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/feb/21/climate-change-denier-willie-soon-funded-energy-industry
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See the phrase “does not support Dr Soon’s conclusions on climate change” in the Smithsonian’s February 22 press 

release, above. The statement says: “The Smithsonian’s official statement on climate change, based upon many 

decades of scientific research, points to human activities as a cause of global warming.” The implication is that Dr 

Soon does not regard “human activities as a cause of global warming”. However, the abstract of our paper in 

Science Bulletin, of which Dr Soon was a co-author, says: “Once those discrepancies [between the IPCC’s 

methodology in its Fourth and Fifth Assessment Reports, for which one of us was an expert reviewer] are taken into 

account, the impact of anthropogenic global warming over the next century, and even as far as equilibrium many 

millennia hence, may be no more than one-third to one-half of IPCC’s current projections”. This passage reveals 

the authors’ acceptance that Man is a cause of climate change, but also reveals that the scientific debate is about the 

magnitude – not the fact – of Man’s contribution. It is not about whether we are a cause of climate change, but how 

much climate change we may cause. The Smithsonian has known of Dr Soon’s scientific opinion on this matter for 

decades, and was in any event under a duty of care to him and should have checked, but did not check, before 

publishing its erroneous, dishonest and deliberately misleading statement. 

February 25: The Observatory’s director, Dr Charles Alcock, told the Chronicle of Higher Education that Dr Soon 

should not have described his affiliation as “Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics” and that he “holds no 

Harvard appointment”, falsely implying he had inflated his affiliation. Dr Alcock added that, legally speaking, the 

Center has no existence. Yet he is its director. Its name is mentioned in funding proposals it sent to Southern 

Company. If it has no legal existence, the Observatory’s use of its name in funding proposals was dishonest. A 

previous director had issued a standing instruction, not since rescinded, that the affiliation was to be stated as 

“Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics”. In every paper for 25 years Dr Soon had complied, without 

objection from the Smithsonian. Dr Alcock was wrong to criticize him on this ground, wrong to imply he was 

falsely claiming “a Harvard appointment”, and wrong in terms of Smithsonian policy not to pass to general counsel 

our FOI request for the Center’s founding documents.  

On February 25, 2015, at chronicle.com/article/A-Climate-Crusader-Melts/190349/, Dr Alcock is recorded as 

having made the following remarkable statement: 

“From a legal point of view there is no such entity as the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for 

Astrophysics”.  

The Chronicle of Higher Education reports: 

“The problem, according to Charles R. Alcock, a Harvard professor of astronomy who also serves as 

director of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, is that the ‘center’ refers primarily to a 

shared set of physical facilities. Almost everyone working at those facilities, Mr. Alcock said, is 

either an employee of Harvard or an employee of the Smithsonian, a federally administered collection 

of museums and research centers. 

“‘From a legal point of view,’ he said, ‘there is no such entity as the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for 

Astrophysics.’ And Mr. Soon is employed only by the Smithsonian, Mr. Alcock said. ‘It’s always 

been that way. He has never had any Harvard appointment.’” 

When Dr Alcock made that statement, he knew or ought to have realized that the Chronicle was writing a hit-piece 

to Dr Soon’s detriment and that the reporter was planning to suggest that Dr Soon was falsely claiming “a Harvard 

appointment”. When the hit-piece (p. 2 above) was published, Dr Alcock can have been left in no doubt as to the 

reporter’s intent or as to the consequences of his connivance in and incitement of the Chronicle’s libels.  

Dr Alcock’s words, which were calculated to cast doubt upon Dr Soon’s affiliation, had indeed been exploited by 

the Chronicle’s reporter. Yet Dr Alcock took no steps to set the record straight, demonstrating that his intent to 

make a materially false statement on a material fact and thereby to harm and cause financial loss to Dr Soon, to 

whom he has a duty of care, was indeed wilful. 

The “Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics” exists. It has its own website at www.cfa.harvard.edu. Dr 

Soon’s workplace email is “[xxx]@cfa.harvard.edu”.  

Also, as the Chronicle of Higher Education reports, Dr Alcock is the director of the entity he has said has “no legal 

existence”. What is more, at the Center’s website Dr Alcock states: 

“Welcome to the Harvard Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics (CfA). The CfA is the world's 

largest and most diverse center for the study of the Universe, comprising the astronomy and 

astrophysics programs of two renowned scientific institutions: the Smithsonian Institution and 

Harvard University. 2005 marks the 50th anniversary of Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory's 

move to Cambridge to affiliate with Harvard in the partnership that would, in 1973, be formalized as 

the Center for Astrophysics.”  

http://chronicle.com/article/A-Climate-Crusader-Melts/190349/
https://www.cfa.harvard.edu/
http://www.cfa.harvard.edu/
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“… would be formalized as the Center for Astrophysics.” There is, then, some formal process, event, act or deed by 

which the entity known as the “Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics” came into being in 1973, and the 

Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory moved to Cambridge “to affiliate with Harvard” in a “partnership”.  

Dr Alcock knew this at the time when he made his false statement to the Chronicle of Higher Education in a 

manner calculated to leave readers of his remarks with the impression, eagerly amplified by the reporter, that Dr 

Soon had acted in some degree improperly by declaring in his papers his affiliation with the “Harvard-

Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics”.  

No one either at the allegedly non-existent “Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics” or at the Smithsonian 

Observatory has ever told Dr Soon that he is not to state in his scientific papers his affiliation with the “Harvard-

Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics”, to which the Observatory is itself affiliated. Likewise, we cannot find any 

statement made by Dr Soon to the effect that he has a “Harvard appointment”. He has always stated, correctly and 

in accordance with standing instructions from the Center of which Dr Alcock is the director, that he is affiliated 

with the “Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics”.  

We have seen a funding proposal on the letterhead of the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory, which has the 

same address as the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics at 60 Garden Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 

and currently shares the same director. That director is Dr Alcock. The funding proposal is addressed to a corporate 

funder of Dr Soon’s work. The following box appears prominently at the foot of the funding proposal, which bears 

Dr Alcock’s signature: 

 

 

 

 

Furthermore, a previous director of the Center (Dr Soon has been there a lot longer than Dr Alcock) gave out an 

explicit instruction to all staff, including Dr Soon, that they were to state their affiliation in their published papers as 

“Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics”. That standing instruction has not been rescinded. If Dr Alcock 

had had the courtesy and common sense to consult Dr Soon before blackening his reputation in a manner intended 

to cause him serious financial loss by impugning his honesty, he would have been able to inform Dr Alcock of the 

facts and bring him to his senses. However, Dr Alcock did not consult Dr Soon. He was reckless as to whether his 

remarks quoted above caused harm and loss to Dr Soon. By his connivance in the Chronicle’s deception and his 

failure to correct it he intended, as the Chronicle did, to cause unjustifiable loss and harm to Dr Soon. 

Either there is, as an article by Dr Alcock on the website of the allegedly non-existent Center states, an entity 

(incorporated or not) that has operated since it was formalized in 1973 as the “Harvard-Smithsonian Center for 

Astrophysics”, in which event Dr Alcock’s wilful and uncorrected falsehoods in deliberately aiding and abetting a 

journalist’s attempts to discredit Dr Soon for correctly describing himself as affiliated with the Center were a 

deception calculated not only to cause Dr Soon grave distress but also to damage his reputation to such an extent 

that his future capacity to earn money in his chosen profession was bound to be gravely compromised; 

Or there is no such entity, in which event Dr Alcock’s signing funding proposals in the name and on the letterhead 

of an observatory that is prominently described in that proposal as “a member” of that non-existent entity – 

proposals which led to the award of a grant to Dr Alcock’s institution – was deception with intent to profit at the 

expense of another. 

Either way, Dr Alcock’s remarks reported in the Chronicle were calculated falsely, dishonestly and unfairly to 

diminish the reputation not only of Dr Soon and by extension his co-authors, but also of the Center’s own funders 

by his unjustifiable implication that “Mr Soon” [actually Dr Soon] ought not to have mentioned his affiliation with 

the “Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics” on the ground that he has no “Harvard appointment”.  

The mischief of Dr Alcock’s widely-publicized deceits lies in his inaccurate implication that Dr Soon had in some 

way aggrandized his affiliation by claiming “a Harvard appointment”, when he was in fact acting correctly and 

harmlessly on the Center’s standing instructions.  

Nor can Dr Alcock credibly deny that he had been aware of the manner in which Dr Soon has throughout declared 

his affiliation in his scientific papers: for one of the Smithsonian’s senior management (see below) has added fuel 

to the fire by presuming to pass inexpert judgment on the quality of Dr Soon’s research, from which in any normal 

institution it would be a legitimate inference that he had read at least one of Dr Soon’s 60 learned papers. 

The Regents must at once contact the Chronicle of Higher Education as Dr Alcock has refused to do, to set the 

facts straight and persuade the editor to run an immediate corrective piece. The Regents must also write to 

apologize handsomely to Dr Soon for Dr Alcock’s professional misconduct in speaking to the Chronicle of Higher 

The Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory 

is a member of the 

Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics 
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Education in an untruthful manner calculated to damage his reputation, and in failing to correct that scandal-sheet’s 

malicious attempt to leave readers with the impression that Dr Soon had dishonestly aggrandized his affiliation. 

The Smithsonian’s inspector-general has locus to investigate frauds. The Regents must instruct him to do so in the 

present case. If Dr Alcock, upon investigation, is indeed found to have misrepresented the status of the “Harvard-

Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics” or Dr Soon’s affiliation thereto, and to have persisted in that 

misrepresentation, the Regents must insist on disciplinary proceedings, including if necessary prosecution. The 

Regents may also wish to consider whether Dr Alcock, who has on any view behaved with deliberate dishonesty, is 

a fit and proper person to continue in his current posts with the Smithsonian. 

February 25: Dr Kress, the Smithsonian’s interim under-secretary for science, made a public statement that Dr 

Soon’s research “was not of the highest quality”. Yet the Smithsonian had given Dr Soon an award in in 2003 for 

the high quality of his research. Dr Kress, a botanist unqualified to assess the value of research in solar physics, was 

wrong thus to cast aspersions, particularly at a time when his colleague was under fire. 

The Chronicle of Higher Education quotes Mr W. John Kress, described as “the Smithsonian’s interim under-

secretary for science”, as follows: 

“Mr. Kress even admitted a lack of confidence in his own employee’s work. ‘Up until now, it has not been 

an issue of our scientists' not disclosing their sources of funding,’ he said. ‘As far as we can see, up until just 

recently, that appeared to be the case with Willie Soon. He was publishing science. He may have interpreted 

his results in various ways, but the actual data and the results reflected his research, which, although I would 

say is not the highest-quality research, was research carried out in a scientific process.’” 

Why is a presumably senior member of the Smithsonian’s management passing adverse judgment in public on the 

quality of Dr Soon’s scientific research? And what skill does a botanist have in evaluating the research of a highly-

qualified and much-published astrophysicist? And why does Mr. Kress pass judgment on Dr Soon without 

explaining what is supposed to be wrong with his research, so that Dr Soon can fairly answer the allegation? Above 

all, why does Dr Kress overlook the award by the Smithsonian to Dr Soon in 2003 for the high quality of his 

research? Before Dr Kress shot his mouth off, he too should have checked the position with Dr Soon, who would 

have reminded him of the Smithsonian’s award. Once again, Dr Kress’ crass remarks were calculated to compound 

the damage already done to Dr Soon’s reputation, at precisely the moment when the Center (if it exists) ought to be 

coming to his assistance. 

We wrote some time ago to Dr Kress to ask him to retract and apologize for his uncalled-for public statement on 

behalf of the Smithsonian casting doubt on the quality of Dr Soon’s research. However, he has not replied. His 

failure to reply demonstrates that his participation in your institution’s deception calculated to damage Dr Soon’s 

reputation and threaten his livelihood is as intentional as it is unjustifiable and unlawful. He, too, therefore, has 

been reported to the prosecuting authorities and to the Smithsonian’s inspector-general. 

These many falsehoods and false implications, within days of each other, were intended to reinforce each other, to 

cause severe financial loss to Dr Soon and to compound the damage the Smithsonian had already done to his health, 

reputation, livelihood and career as a solar physicist. The inexplicable and continuing refusal by the Smithsonian to 

correct the record, despite Dr Soon’s requests and ours that it should do so, further aggravates the damage to him 

and evidences the Smithsonian’s intent to cause him loss and damage.  

All of the false statements and implications made by the Smithsonian and its personnel were published between 21 

and 25 February, establishing a pattern of misconduct that was co-ordinated and mutually self-reinforcing. One of 

us wrote to Dr Alcock and Dr Kress a month ago. Neither has responded, demonstrating the wilfulness of their 

intent to persist in causing harm and financial loss to Dr Soon. 

We are asking the Inspector-General of the Smithsonian and the Attorney-General of Massachusetts to investigate 

the Smithsonian’s misconduct. When they have confirmed our findings, the Smithsonian must apologize to Dr Soon 

and make just and full restitution to him for the loss and damage it has caused. 

On the facts, our conclusions are reasonable and proportionate. This document is supported by the signatures of 

almost 500 people, most of them eminent scientists. Approaching 60 are Professors. The feeling in the scientific 

community that the Smithsonian has not acted in accordance with its reputation and must now put matters to rights 

is very strong and widespread. 

We now invite the Regents and the Inspector-General to act. In particular, we invite the Regents to consider very 

carefully whether they are willing to damage their own reputations by condoning and overlooking the 

Smithsonian’s campaign of deceptions to Dr Soon’s detriment.  

The Regents should act swiftly and decisively to put right the wrongs that have been done on Dr Alcock’s watch.  

In the words of the ancient Petition of Right, “Let right be done.” 
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ADDENDUM 

Professor Christopher Essex has kindly sent us the following letter, which he sent to the Smithsonian in 2010, warning it of 

its obligation to defend Dr Soon and his academic freedom. The Smithsonian failed to heed that timely warning. The letter 

from Dr Essex is followed by a testimonial from Dr William Happer, Cyrus Fogg Brackett Professor of Physics at 

Princeton, which explains why Dr Soon’s research into the influence of the Sun on climate is important. 

“Prof. Gary J. Melnick, Chair, Professional Accomplishments Evaluation Committee 

“Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics.            October 2010 

“Dear Prof. Melnick: I am writing on behalf of Dr. Willie Soon in support of his evaluation by your PAE committee. Dr. 

Soon is an important figure within the United States and internationally on many levels. His career may one day prove to 

be significant in the history of science both in terms of his research and in terms of his dedication to the search for truth, 

despite enormous pressure and incentives for him to turn his back on it. This kind of situation has happened before in 

science. Many of us will be watching how thoughtfully the CfA responds to this extraordinary situation. 

“Let me begin with astrophysics and climate, Dr. Soon’s area of research. I am sensitive to this topic because my first 

degree was in astrophysics and I did a named post-doc with the Canadian Climate Centre’s GCM group many years ago. 

You may or may not be aware of the standard position of many in meteorology and climate modelling on this topic: the 

solar constant is a constant, and any total energy variations are far too small to be relevant to climate change, so there is 

little point in looking at it. In terms of solar variations, astrophysics is very widely written out of this field from the start. 

“Many astrophysicists and solar physicists would regard this position as naïve at best. They understand implicitly that the 

Sun is crucial. There is much more than the integrated flux density to consider and there are far too many strong 

correlations between Earth and Sun to be so dismissive, especially concerning climate matters that are inherently very 

small compared to natural variations. This is not just a question of solar physics but also of atmospheric physics. 

However, few people have adequate expertise in both. Moreover, because the meteorological world has largely pre-

judged the matter, it falls to astrophysics to bridge the gap. It is important for astrophysics to do so not only because it is a 

deep and fascinating scientific problem, but also because other fields and people generally need to appreciate the 

relevance of the cosmos to our world. 

“If we were dealing with normal science, even a minute fraction of the historically unprecedented funding going into 

climate research would be enough to support a thriving astrophysics climate research community. But this has not 

happened. Much of that funding has supported an ultra-narrow scientific vision instead. Moreover, not only are there few 

qualified, but there are even fewer with the courage to do the work. Dr Soon is one of those very few. 

“It is tough enough to face the academic challenge of an important and extremely difficult scientific problem, but the 

stolid academic resistance by a community that believes this link is irrelevant compounds the challenge. If that were not 

enough, claiming openly that the Sun does have an effect on climate runs afoul of external political dogmas as well, in 

particular that only humans are causing observed changes. Suggesting otherwise in the current poisoned zeitgeist doesn’t 

just earn you scowls from politicians, but political attacks from within and without science, as well as personal threats. 

“The Climategate emails make it more than clear that doing science on this topic is not done on anything resembling a 

level playing field. Moreover, wealthy organizations like Greenpeace, for example, have enormous budgets aimed at 

going after people and organizations that don’t go along with their worldview. There are many people working full time 

thinking of ways to confound the lives of scientists like Dr Soon with ad hominem reasoning and such petty torments as 

they can dream up. They care little that what he does is legitimate science and fair comment. Here is a recent quotation 

hastily removed by Greenpeace from its blog directed at non-conforming scientists among others: “We know who you 

are. We know where you live. We know where you work. And we be many, but you be few.” 

“One of Greenpeace’s subsidiary organizations recently requested all of Dr Soon’s emails from CfA. I have already 

written to your Director objecting to acceding to this request. There is no parallel here to the Climategate emails, which 

were released neither with authorization nor by request. Police teams in at least two countries have been investigating this 

breach. But as a result of the cunning political calculation of an unabashedly activist organization, clearly with only 

mischief in mind, Dr Soon must endure an unprecedented internal struggle to defend his personal confidentiality. To his 

great credit, despite all of these handicaps, he is still able to pull in research money and do very original research. It’s 

frankly amazing.  

“In terms of his field of research and in terms of the times, Dr Soon is in rather a unique circumstance. There are few like 

him who can credibly say openly what they think in this special but important field. He is known throughout the world for 

his thinking, whether people agree with it or not. The CfA should regard itself as lucky to have him. One day soon the 

modern climate fervor will moderate, and it will become clear to all that the answers were never so straightforward as 

they have been depicted. Dr Soon will be vindicated, and the CfA will come out of it well if it defends him on principled 

academic grounds today. 

“Yours sincerely, 

“Dr. Christopher Essex, 
“Professor and Associate Chair, 

“Member of the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada.” 
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“October 13, 2014 

“Dear Colleague: I am writing this letter to express my deep admiration and respect for Dr Willie Soon, a fine 

astrophysicist and a fine human being, who has had an unusually turbulent career because of his fierce dedication to 

scientific integrity. 

“In his famous essay The Hedgehog and the Fox, Isaiah Berlin noted that great men can be classified, roughly, as 

foxes or hedgehogs. The source of his essay was the ancient Greek saying, “The fox knows many things, but the 

hedgehog knows one big thing.” Willie is very definitely a hedgehog. As a result of many years of careful scientific 

work, he is convinced that the Sun has a very major influence on the Earth’s climate. This has not been a popular 

view during much of Willie’s career, when an implacable Cult of CO2 has acquired monstrous power. According to 

the dogma of the Cult, the “pollutant” CO2 is the only important influence on the Earth’s climate. But, as Willie has 

shown in many ways, observational facts do not fit the CO2 dogma, and an enormous amount of observational 

evidence points to the Sun as a much more important driver of climate change than CO2. 

“In addition to many peer-reviewed papers published in scientific journals, Willie has written a classic book, The 

Maunder Minimum and the Variable Sun-Earth Connection. As one can guess from the Sun-Earth Connection in 

the book’s title, Willie remains true to the “one big thing” of his hedgehog persona, but the book also shows that 

Willie is a pretty good fox as well, since it includes an amazing collection of interesting and scientifically-relevant 

facts from world history, especially from Europe and China. I look forward to e-mail from Willie with attachments 

of articles and preprints that bear on climate science. Many of these articles that I first received as preprints from 

Willie have become classics with many citations in the ensuing years.  

“Willie’s views are gaining adherents in many corners of the world. Dr Henrik Svensmark in Denmark, Dr Nir 

Shaviv in Israel, Dr Fritz Vahrenholt of Germany are just a few of the large and growing number of distinguished 

scientists who share Willie’s views on the major influence of the Sun on climate, and who have profited from his 

pioneering work. 

“In contrast to its great success intimidating most of its human opponents, the Cult has been unable to intimidate 

Nature, which has stubbornly refused to provide any significant global warming for almost two decades now. This 

is a glaring contradiction to arrogant climate-model predictions of an easily measurable 0.3-0.4 Cº temperature rise. 

Willie was right – whatever the cause of changing temperature, the main driver cannot be the concentration of 

atmospheric CO2. 

“The reaction of the Cult reminds me of the reaction of the French military-industrial complex after the Franco-

Prussian War, which was as much a disaster for them as the performance of climate models has been for the Cult. 

The Cult has attacked anyone like Willie who has cast doubt on their infallibility. Poor Dreyfus was the sacrificial 

lamb for the failed French militarists, and Willie has been cast in that role by the Cult. I hope that a latter-day Emil 

Zola will soon appear to publicize the truth about Willie. 

“Sincerely, 

“William Happer 
“Cyrus Fogg Bracket Professor of Physics Emeritus 

“Princeton University 
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