
Elements of the debate surrounding the paper “The temperature-CO2 climate connection: An 
epistemological reappraisal of the ice-core messages by Pascal Richet,  
History of Geo- and Space Sciences [HGSS], 12, 97-110 (2021) 
https://hgss.copernicus.org/articles/12/97/2021/  
 
Messages received by the author or forwarded to him from 
- Martin Rasmussen, managing editor of Copernicus, the publisher of HGSS) 
- Kristian Schlegel, chief editor of HGSS who judged my article fit for this journal, which he 
founded himself ten years ago. 
- Giovanni Gregori, associate (topical) editor of HGSS who was in charge of the review process 
of the paper. 
- Hans Volkert, another topical editor of HGSS 
- François-Marie Bréon, climatologist  
- Valérie Masson-Delmotte, climatologist 
- Richard Lindzen and Martin Hovland, two of the reviewers of the paper 
- Gary Couples, Professor, Heriot-Watt University, Edinburgh, a colleague who spontaneously 
sent to Copernicus a letter of support. 
 
Background  
A shorter version of this work was submitted to Chemical Geology. It got one clearly positive 
review whose conclusion was «Since the classical interpretation of Vostok data is generally 
considered as a definite demonstration of the present greenhouse effect, the convicing refutation 
presented here is very important. I recommend the Richet' paper for publication with necessary 
but minor modifications.” The second review was in contrast strongly negative, including definite 
remarks such as «Correlation and causality have nothing in common. See classical textbooks on 
statistics». Without any proposition to submit a revised version of the MS, rejection was very 
strangely notified by the managing editor of the journal, and not by the scientific editor who was 
in charge of the MS.  
It is a new version of the MS that was then submitted to HGSS. It was expanded to prevent 
uncorrect criticism from being made again and to develop historical and epistemological aspects 
specially relevant to the journal. In view of its highly sensitive nature, the MS was directly sent 
out to four reviewers who consistently recommended publication, three of them with only minor 
modifications.  
 
N.B. As indicated on Chem. Geol. Website, “peer review is condidential”  so that  one cannot 
share “information about the review with anyone without permission from the editors and the 
authors”. The same restictions apply to HGSS since “referees should not use or disclose 
unpublished information, arguments, or interpretations contained in a manuscript under 
consideration, except with the consent of the author”.  
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N.B. Message sent to all people involved in the controversy to keep them informed with a series 
of emails exchanged, including those that follow here 

 
1. From : richet@ipgp.fr 
Subject:  Sharing information 
Date : 14 juin 2021 13:18:05 HAEC 
À : martin.rasmussen @copernicus.org, kristian.schlegel @copernicus.org, 
giovanni.gregori @idasc.cnr.it, breon @lsce.ipsl.fr, didier.roche @lsce.ipsl.fr, valerie.masson 

@lsce.ipsl.fr 
Cc : rlindzen @mit.edu, mthovland @gmail.com, courtil @ipgp.fr, hwn @uwo.ca, 
Roland.Hellmann @univ-grenoble-alpes.fr 
 
Dear Martin, 
 
From its very beginning this controversy on a scientific issue strikes me by its dark side: 
apparently it is possible to complain about other people's alleged misconduct or blatant scientific 
errors without letting them know who the numerous accusing "well-known climate scientists" 
 are and what the accusations are explicitly. With a single exception, all the information I got 
myself was indirect and concerned only two of my critics.  Would it mean that the standard rules 
of contradictory and non-anonymous procedures applied to all other kinds of disputes are 
irrelevant in scientific matters? 
 
Because he long worked for Statoil, M. Hovland is for instance supposed to have been unable to 
write a review free of conflicts of interest, although the fact that he signed his review don't give 
much credibility to this assertion. 
 
Even the names of people who were not at all involved have been mentioned in the debate. For 
V. Courtillot, this is laughable because we have always followed completely independent tracks. 
As the editor of Comptes Rendus Geosciences he did invite me to write two papers within the 
framework of activities of the Academy of Sciences, namely "The Earth as a quantum-
mechanical system" and "The creation of the world and the birth of chronology", but I never 
thought of submitting him my climate story. You can thus understand why I am more than 
puzzled to have seen his name mentioned. 
 
At the same time, word of the controversy has spread. To avoid further confusion, it is now time 
to let people directly or indirectly involved be aware of the situation. This is what I am doing by 
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sharing the obviously incomplete information I received myself in the form of emails.  I am 
hoping that further information will likewise be brought to light by other protagonists. 
 
As a preamble, I have included a long passage of a paper published by G. Gregori in 2015. I do 
believe that the atmosphere would be much more serene if these thoughtful guidelines were 
widely followed! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Pascal 
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2. From : kristian.schlegel@copernicus.org  
Subject : Fw: Inquiry about a paper  
Date : 31 mai 2021 14:39:23 HAEC  
To : richet@iphp.fr 
________________________________  
 
From: François-Marie Bréon <breon@lsce.ipsl.fr>  
Sent: 28 May 2021 15:30:29 To: Kristian Schlegel  
Cc: Landais Amaelle; parrenin.ujf@gmail.com; Masson Valérie; Jouzel Jean; Pascal Yiou  
Subject: Inquiry about a paper 
 
Dear Professor Schlegel 
A paper by Pascal Richer, recently published in History of Geo- ad Space Sciences, came to my 
attention. 
https://hgss.copernicus.org/articles/12/97/2021/ 
It is hard to believe that, in 2021, one ca publish a paper that denies the impact of anthropogenic 
CO2 on the recent climate warming, based on the analysis of the glacial cycles of the past 
hundreds thousand years. « If not refuted, the demonstration indicates that the greenhouse effect 
of CO2 on 20th century and today's climate remains to be documented, as already concluded 
from other evidence.» is a sentence from the abstract ! 
It makes we wonder whether a proper review process has taken place, or whether the author has 
used his position in the editorial board to publish his widely debunked ideas. 
Would it be possible to access the reviews for this particular paper ? I thank you in advance 
_______________________________  
 
François-Marie Bréon  
CEA/DRF/LSCE  
Tel : 01 69 08 94 55 91191  
Gif sur Yvette Mob : 06 73 38 44 97 
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3. From : martin.rasmussen @copernicus.org  
Subject : hgss-2021-1: Zoom meeting  
Date : 1 juin 2021 09:26:04 HAEC  
To: richet @ipgp.fr, didier.roche @lsce.ipsl.fr  
Cc : katja.fennel @gmail.com, KristianSchlegel @web.de 
 
Dear Pascal, 
I am the managing director of Copernicus Publications. I was alerted last week Friday by some 
colleagues from the climate division of the EGU about your recent paper published in HGSS. 
Some formulations and some conclusions were questioned. I think Kristian Schlegel forwarded 
an email in this regard already. 
Didier Roche (CC) as former president of the EGU CL division is willing to step into a 
clarification meeting since I have not the scientific background to judge the situation. Therefore, 
my aim is to have a Zoom meeting this week with you as single author of the paper and Didier as 
climate specialist. 
Pascal, when would you be available on Wednesday, Thursday, or Friday? I will coordinate a day 
and time and then set up a Zoom meeting. 
Thanks in advance and best regards, Martin 
****************************************************  
Martin Rasmussen Managing Director 
6 
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4. From: François-Marie Bréon <breon @lsce.ipsl.fr>  
Date: 01/06/2021 17:31 (GMT+01:00)  
To: richet <richet @ipgp.fr>  
Cc: Kristian Schlegel <kristian.schlegel @copernicus.org>, Martin Rasmussen 
<martin.rasmussen @copernicus.org>, "Didier M. Roche" <didier.roche @lsce.ipsl.fr> Subject: 
Re: Some reflections 
 
Dear Dr Richet 
My request to Kristian Schlegel was focused on the review process. I am somewhat surprised that 
he chose not to answer to my question, but nevertheless did forward my message to you. 
Indeed, it was easy for me to see that your paper contain many erroneous statements, as well as 
circular reasoning. I thus wondered how reviewers could not see that, and let such manuscript go 
through the review process to publication. Indeed, science does progress thanks to innovative 
ideas, but these ideas must be based on facts and sound reasoning. 
I have realised that the handling editor, Giovanni P. GREGORI is himself a climate-dénialist 
http://users.neo.registeredsite.com/6/9/1/18560196/assets/ncgt_journal_december_2015.pdf (p 
544) who, although has never been a climate researcher, has published a paper stating his view on 
climate change that go against the scientific consensus, based on plain erroneous claims. 
It is then reasonable to wonder whether a proper scientific review process has taken place, or 
whether the motivations of the handling editor and reviewers have not been the strict 
advancement of knowledge. 
This is why I inquired about the review process. I believe it would be an appropriate step to share 
the 4 reviews for the paper, keeping the confidentiality of the two reviewers that requested it. 
Note also that, when I shared my concerns with some colleagues, I discovered that your 
manuscript had been previously submitted to Chemical Geology. I am then aware of two reviews 
for your submission, made by extremely competent colleagues in the field of glaciology and 
climate cycles. Based on these reviews, the editor had chosen to reject your paper. It appears you 
have chosen not to take these rebuttal into account and rather submit your manuscript to a journal 
where you could expect less competent reviews. It worked ! 
Clearly, this is a very un-ethical method 
10 
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5. Von: Valérie Masson-Delmotte <valerie.masson @lsce.ipsl.fr>  
Gesendet: Dienstag, 1. Juni 2021 19:39  
An: Volkert, Hans <Hans.Volkert @dlr.de>  
Cc: mmaccrac @comcast.net [M. MacCracken] 
Betreff: Re: AW: paper in HGSS 
 
Dear Hans, 
Thank you for your response. 
I do not know the author of the manuscript. 
He works in the prestigious Institut de Physique du Globe which is at the forefront of 
geosciences. 
From that institute, two emeritus scientists (members of the French academy of sciences, 
including a former minister of research) have been quite prominent in spreading misinformation 
related to climate science or denial over the past decades (Claude Allègre, Vincent Courtillot) 
(see : https://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2007/11/les- chevaliers-de-lordre-de-la-
terre-plate-part-i-allgre-and-courtillot/langswitch_lang/in/ and 
https://www.realclimate.org/index.php/archives/2007/12/les-chevaliers-de-lordre-de-la-terre- 
plate-part-ii-courtillots-geomagnetic-excursion/langswitch_lang/en/). Vincent Courtillot is a 
signatory of the Clintel declaration, a member of the steering committee of the global warming 
policy foundation (https://www.thegwpf.org/who-we-are/academic-advisory-council/), which are 
climate denial think tanks. 
I have asked to the two identified reviewers of the paper to share their review comments and my 
request was turned down. One said he reviewed the paper years ago and cannot find the files; the 
other one, Richard Lindzen, said that "Your request is extraordinarily improper. Journal articles 
are meant to be part of a discourse and not items of certified authority. Your appropriate action is 
to write a comment for publication in the same journal. This permits a14 
reasoned exchange". I have asked him to confirm that he has reviewed the manuscript as 
indicated but had no further reply. Richard Linzden is an atmospheric physicist and has a good 
understanding of the radiative forcing of greenhouse gases and atmospheric processes, I was 
surprised that he would let a manuscript implying that the radiative forcing of eg CO2 or CH4 is 
expected to be linearly related to the concentrations go through as a reviewer. 
As indicated, my concerns are related to 1/ the scientific reputation of Copernicus publications, 
related to the ethics of scientific publication (including the expertise of the editor and reviewers, 
given the flaws in the manuscript), and 2/ the process that made it possible for such a poor 
manuscript (rejected previously from other journals, as I have learnt from 2 colleagues today, and 
resubmitted without addressing any of their comments) to be published here. 
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I copy here some of my detailed scientific concerns, part of a discussion with ice core and climate 
scientists. I also think that asking a specialist of epistemiology and ice core / climate science 
history to review the manuscript would be of value, as I can spot numerous incorrect statements, 
circular reasoning, etc without being myself a specialist of this field. There are major flaws in 
how climate models are presented, with a full ignorance of the whole research community 
working on past climate modelling. 
Among the factually wrong things: - the impossibility of distinguishing anthropogenic (fossil) 
greenhouse gas emissions (page 98, section 2, first paragraph) - a rather profound 
misunderstanding of the history of climate science reduced to Broecker and Vostok (I'm just 
caricaturing) and of climate sensitivity - a lack of understanding of how greenhouse gases act 
(non-linear radiative forcing/atmospheric content) - lack of understanding of the effect of 
measurement resolution on the signal/noise obtained over time at Vostok (the level of variability 
changes through time just because the data were produced along 1 m long samples, and, due to 
ice compaction, correspond to longer averaging time intervals with increasing depth) - global 
effect of radiative forcing due to zero astronomical forcing - Toba signal being tracked at Vostok 
(see Joel Savarino) - circular reasoning of the author ("the striking good match with insolation 
maxima confirms the good accuracy of ice core dating") (!!!) - lack of understanding of the 
oceanic mechanisms driving the carbon cycle (dynamic aspects) (and use of Humlum fake paper 
on CO2-temperature coupling) - misunderstanding of the mechanisms (role of the Southern 
Ocean on energy and CO2) that can drive both Antarctic T and CO2 variations - wrong orders of 
magnitude on glacial interglacial variations (I read on page 104 that 12°C in the polar region is 
the Vostok range, and 2-3°C on a global scale is wrong by a factor of 2) - mention of an 
incomprehensible "synchrony of Greenland / Antarctic variations" (in phase during transitions, 
out of phase during abrupt events) - complete ignorance of non-tropical methane sources (!!) - no 
knowledge of all modelling work on past climates, including transient climates, speculation on 
the confidence that can be placed in climate models not supported 
15 
I didn't understand the points about CO2 and Antarctic temperature peaks (filled dots on the 
graphs and the related discussion). 
There is available knowledge from multiple sources addressing the following points : - the 
difference between local (Vostok) and global temperature records, especially during ice ages - the 
role of albedo variations (cryosphere) in the feedback mechanisms (almost ignored) - the 
mechanism explaining the drop in polar temperature before the CO2 drop at the end of the 
interglacial period/entry into glaciation (link in particular with obliquity variations) 
There is good understanding related to for instance the deuterium excess signal staying high at 
the start of inceptions, reflecting the decoupling between Antarctic temperature and mid latitude 
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southern ocean moisture source regions, well explained by obliquity (eg Vimeux et al, 1999 and 
follow-up studies). 
I had discussed this specific decoupling and the role of obliquity in the Masson-Delmotte QSR 
2010 publication, including looking at the residual between Antarctic temperature estimate and a 
regression with radiative forcing estimated from CO2 and CH4. 
The recent publication from Ai et al (Science, 2020) also point to the role of the obliquity- related 
changes in the meridional temperature gradient 
(https://science.sciencemag.org/content/370/6522/1348) in the observed decoupling between 
Antarctic temperature and CO2. 
I think that there are estimates of Tocean available from ice core noble gas that are also relevant. 
- the reasoning leading to the elimination of a discernible effect of methane on the climate should 
be denounced (complete lack of understanding of the non-linearity of concentration/radiative 
effect) - the state of knowledge with respect to the conditions conducive to the onset of glaciation 
and the duration of interglacial periods (see in-depth review paper 
https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/2015RG000482) and the implications 
for the duration of the current warm period is not reflected at all in the manuscript, thus providing 
a narrow (partial) view of the current understanding of the sequence of events at the end of 
interglacial periods. 
I could add more with more time that I do not have now! It is very frustrating to see such a poor 
study being published in a Copernicus journal.  
 
Valérie. 
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6. From :  richet@ipgp.fr 
Subject :  Copernicus statements 
Date : 10 juin 2021 22:55:22 HAEC 
To :  martin.rasmussen@copernicus.org 
Cc :  kristian.schlegel@copernicus.org, gregori.giovanni@fastwebnet.it 
 
Dear Martin, 
 
I have been surprised not to hear from you about the statements Copernicus issued on my paper 
and the associated warning inserted on the HGSS website. It is a friend of mine who draw my 
attention on them. In the current context of "publication ethics", it is most puzzling to see that 
you have published such accusatory statements without having first checked with me whether or 
not they could be substantiated. I'll thus present at the end of this message detailed arguments to 
show that none of them hold upon scrutiny. 
 
But let me first deal with the review issue. The fundamental duty of an editor is to have the 
submitted work evaluated in a fair way. This means that possible reviewers known to be fierce 
opponents of the submitted theses should be challenged (as is done every day in court). For 
instance, would papers by Du Toit, the well-known proponent of Wegener's ideas, have been 
reviewed by Jeffreys, Wegener most famous opponent? This rule should apply especially strictly 
when opponents purposefully use the defamatory term of "denialist" to discredit before hand the 
author. As a matter of fact, this "denialist" connection illustrates very well a sad truth, namely, a 
currently general trend that is particularly concering the climate debate: instead of following the 
route of honest discussions in the scientific literature opened by Greek philosophers more than 25 
centuries ago, the goal is now to displace the discussion to quite other grounds that have been 
chosen for disqualifying the opponent by any means. 
 
With  "academic aspects", we are approaching the heart of the problem. What is strange — and 
very good news for me — is that  quite a few of the major points I made seem to have met with 
implicit approval since they have completely escaped criticism. These are that the notion of 
consensus is irrelevant in scientific discussions, that the climate debate is just the latest of the 
great geological controversies, that strong, short-lived warming spikes have recurrent in the past, 
or that Milankovitch cycles are going to keep ruling climate so that we are heading to another 
glaciation and not to an unlimited warm period. Wouldn't such conclusions deserve to be 
published? 
 
The last and most contentious point is CO2 forcing. Interestingly, however, my 3-step  "cause 
and effect" epistemologicai analysis and its ancillary thermodynamic argument also have not 
been refuted at all although they are the key elements of the whole paper. I am thus tempted to 
conclude that the criticisms nonetheless made illustrate how, when a given proposition cannot be 
refuted, a common rhetorical device is to criticize either side issues or its implications with the 
implicit assumption that the said proposition has actually been refuted. The trick is anything but 
new. It has found good use here. 
 
I now need to say a few words about epistemology, which seems to be terra incognita for my 
critics. Asking a climatologist to review an epistemological paper in effect looks like requesting 
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an entomologist to evaluate an article written by a nuclear physicist (and vice-versa), as may be 
concluded from the refuted statements  below. To find such statements in the climate literature 
could be understood. It is really problematic to see them in a journal devoted to the History of 
geosciences. The conclusion to be unfortunately drawn is that, if additional reviewers show the 
same ignorance of fundamental epistemological principles, then it is difficult to figure out how 
the new procedure could be either fair or useful. 
 
By the way, the present debate echoes Pascal's famous wager. If my thesis were so obviously 
wrong, it would be very easy to demonstrate it to the public; without any harm for Copernicus, I'd 
simply fall  in total oblivion as do every year a great many scientists whose ideas eventually 
prove to be incorrect. If I am right, in contrast, the importance of the topic might cause historians 
of science to understand the inner workings of the opponents and to figure out why Copernicus 
management was so quick to yield under pressure. In other words, both Copernicus and my 
opponents could then be sternly judged for a long while no so much for their incorrect views than 
for their blatant rejection of the traditional rules of scientific debate. 
 
Before concluding, I'll note again that, as stated in the paper, my main conclusions have already 
been arrived by quite a few authors by a variety of other (more technical) approaches. Critical 
comments have not been submitted for any of the papers I am quoting toward the end of my 
study.  Hence, the question one can ask is why so much efforts have and are being made to 
prevent the present study from being published?  Is it simply because my demonstration would be 
more persuasive? I'd then be very flattered! 
 
Finally, I am guessing that there exists in Germany a similar "right to reply" as the one we have 
in France when statements concerning an individual are published in any kind of publication. 
Hence, if Copernicus maintains the various "ethics" and "academic" statements pertaining to my 
paper on its website, then I am firmly requesting that my relevant replies  should follow each of 
them. Thanks in advance! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Pascal 
 
 
N.B. Message ending with my replies to the comments made in Copernicus Statement, which 
may be found in the file RichetReply2.pdf also appended.   
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7. From:  Valérie Masson-Delmotte <valerie.masson@lsce.ipsl.fr> 
Subject: Re: Sharing information 
Date: 16 juin 2021 09:31:05 HAEC 
To:  Richet <richet@ipgp.fr> 
Cc:  Martin Rasmussen <martin.rasmussen@copernicus.org>, Kristian Schlegel 
<kristian.schlegel@copernicus.org>, Giovanni Gregori <giovanni.gregori@idasc.cnr.it>, 
François-Marie Bréon <breon@lsce.ipsl.fr>, Didier Roche <didier.roche@lsce.ipsl.fr>, rlindzen 
<rlindzen@mit.edu>, mthovland <mthovland@gmail.com>, courtil courtillot <courtil@ipgp.fr>, 
H. Wayne Nesbitt <hwn@uwo.ca>, Roland Hellmann Roland.Hellmann@univ-grenoble-alpes.fr 
 
 
Dear Colleagues, 
 
I had been directly in touch with the listed reviewers and editor regarding the review process of 
this manuscript. 
 
I now realize that Prof. Hans Volkert has forwarded to Prof. Schlegel the content of an email 
exchange, where I addressed his questions, and provided a list of quickly written remarks, from 
my perspective as a climate and ice core scientist, on the manuscript. I was not informed that this 
one to one email exchange was intended to become public. 
 
In order to provide full traceability to the mentioned publications regarding Antarctic  / global 
temperature during interglacial periods and glacial inceptions, and the role of obliquity on polar 
climate, here are the full citations which I had in mind, reflecting aspects of knowledge progress 
during the past 20 years 
 
Vostok : Vimeux et al, Nature, 1999, https://www.nature.com/articles/18860 
Vostok CO2-temperature during onset of glacial periods : Cuffey et al Nature, 2001, 
,https://www.nature.com/articles/35087544?free=2  
Climate modelling : Mantsis et al, J Climate, 2011, 
https://journals.ametsoc.org/view/journals/clim/24/11/2010jcli3986.1.xml 
EPICA Dome C : Masson-Delmotte et al, QSR, 2011, 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379109003369 
Bipolar differences during the last glacial inceptions : Capron et al, QSR, 2014, 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379114003382 
Difference in temperature patterns across regions during glacial inceptions : Govin et al, QSR, 
2015, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0277379115301165 
Sea surface temperature patterns during the last interglacial period : Hoffman et al, Science, 
2017, https://science.sciencemag.org/content/355/6322/276.abstract 
Interglacials of the past 800,000 years, PAGES, Review of Geophysics, 2015, 
https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/2015RG000482 
Dome F ice core, role of obliquity in asynchroneity between CO2 and Antarctic temperature : 
Uemura et al, Nature, 2021 https://www.nature.com/articles/s41467-018-03328-3 
 
Sincerely, Valerie. 
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8. From: Couples, Gary <G.Couples@hw.ac.uk> 
Subject: paper by Pascal Richet  
Date: 16 juin 2021 13:20:28 HAEC 
To: martin.rasmussen@copernicus.org 
Cc: Couples, Gary <G.Couples@hw.ac.uk>  
 
Martin 
  
The recent paper in HGSS, by Pascal RICHET, was brought to my attention by a colleague. I 
immediately downloaded it, and was amazed at the quality and significance of the analysis. This 
paper is a classic example of science method that employs only well-established data, performs 
an analysis of those data using well-established methods, and uses only clear logic to reach its 
conclusion. The paper does not manipulate data by introducing new (and typically obscurely-
based) relationships and thus meta-data, nor does it appeal to political whim to justify its 
conclusion. Instead, the paper is simply a solid and straight analysis that leads to a clear outcome. 
I think it will become a classic publication that will long be cited as a major step in science. 
  
I was shocked to learn that HGSS ‘pulled’ the paper, ostensibly for further consideration. I now 
see that the paper is again available to download, but has a disclaimer-type of notice which refers 
to potential  ‘unfair reviews’.  That notice links to a statement that sends a chill down my back. It 
reads like a desperate attempt by some party to find a way to escape a difficult situation. The 
character of that worry is clear: the paper’s analysis is so obvious that any educated person can 
follow its logic, and thus would assess the paper’s conclusions to likely be valid. Since those 
conclusions contradict politically-correct myths, it is easy to see why some individuals might 
seek to suppress the paper altogether. 
  
I most strongly protest at this unscientific manipulation that is motivated not by science, but by 
socio-political perspectives. 
  
I do not know you, and thus do not have any information on your perspective on this matter. 
Therefore, I must make some presumptions, as noted below. I presume that you thought the paper 
was significant and warranted being published. I presume that you subsequently have been 
pressurised by various parties who are very concerned about the implications of the paper, and 
that their efforts behind the scene are aimed at having the paper permanently deleted. I further 
presume that you see yourself as being an honourable servant of science, and that you recognise 
the immorality of what is going on. 
  
I want to pose a few thoughts that might impact on your decision about how you will choose your 
actions in the remaining act in this play. 
  
The manipulation of science, to lend support to socio-political purposes, is not a new 



	   14	  

phenomenon. I feel particularly strongly in relation to the events of nearly 100 years ago, when 
xenophobia was used to whip up popular support for ‘nationalist’ ideology in Germany. That 
design invented a false science argument that certain races were inherently inferior, and led to the 
conclusion that drastic action was needed to ‘purify’ humanity. Academe was manipulated so that 
the science establishment would be seen to support that view. Individuals in certain academic 
positions were forced to adopt and push that false view in order to maintain their status and 
privilege. When the inevitable fall occurred, the remainder of the world rightly wanted to know 
who was complicit, and thus who deserved to be punished. I have become ambivalent in regards 
to the notion of ‘just’ punishment, but there is certainly a valid basis to find who played what 
roles in the debacle. Not everyone agrees with my view that retribution is unwarranted, so once 
those responsible were identified, they were punished in various ways. 
  
I see a very clear parallel with the present mythology of climate alarm. The notion of climate 
warming due to human causes is of the same calibre as the notion of racial inferiority. Both are 
based on opinion and belief, and are motivated by political and social agendas and objectives that 
have nothing at all to do with scientific scrutiny of hypothesis and evidence. In the climate scene, 
it has become nearly impossible to publish papers that pose any challenge to the dogma, because 
of deliberate efforts to create pressure groups throughout the science establishment. That is why 
the paper by RICHET is so significant, and why the pressure on you has come to be applied. 
  
Without being asked for my thoughts, I pose a question for you to consider… When the climate-
alarm mistake becomes obvious, and its extreme socio-political fallouts are bemoaned, there will 
be an overwhelming demand to examine how that came to be. That forensic investigation will 
look at both systemic and personal roles. How do you think you want your editor’s role to be seen 
in that forensic examination? Do you want to be judged as being complicit in suppressing 
science? Or do you want to be noted as playing a role in the advancement of the scientific 
scrutiny of this topic? I suggest that a way to consider these questions is to imagine them being 
asked in a courtroom. In North America, several court cases on the climate topic have taken 
place. In each instance, the innuendo and ad hominem approaches employed by climate alarmists 
led to their defeat. Hard evidence was heard, and considered, without unsubstantiated claims 
being allowed to influence the evidence. Those are good models for what will take place some 
years from now – when the population wants to know who abetted the continuation of this 
disastrous myth. 
  
I also wonder what might happen in the short term, if RICHET’s paper is forcibly withdrawn by 
HGSS? That would represent an extremely clear-cut case of science malpractice that could be 
challenged in a ‘public interest’ court case. I do not know who might put up the money to fight 
the case, but if there were a means of funding it, the case would have only one outcome. This is 
because the sorts of arguments posed in the Copernicus 2021-1 Statement would be trivially 
defeated, or thrown out as invalid. Who would play ‘starring’ roles in that drama? 
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Please understand that I am not making any sort of threat to you, or to the Journal. I am only 
using the ‘legal’ perspectives to pose some thoughts to you that I suggest might be worth 
considering. Have you offered to those pressuring you the opportunity to write a formal rebuttal 
to the published? That would presumably come with the option for various parties to weigh in on 
the rebuttal’s claims and arguments, of course. 
  
I would very much like to see the paper by RICHET be one part of a return to scientific analysis 
and real debate on the climate alarm claims. I am aware of a number of works being readied for 
submission to suitable journals that equally deconstruct the major claims and interpretations of 
the climate ‘camp’. I am certain that the mood has changed, and that the time of science 
intimidation is coming to its end. As the example from nearly a century ago tells us, the cold 
setting of a courtroom is not interested in the tactics of bullying and intimidation, and those who 
rely on those methods find themselves in totally indefensible positions with no means to defend 
their untenable positions, and thus meet their justice. I hope that you make a choice to be on the 
positive branch of the conversion of science back to its real role. 
  
Gary 
  
Dr Gary D Couples 
Professor of Geomechanics 
Institute of Geoenergy Engineering 
Heriot-Watt University 
Edinburgh EH14 4AS 
	   


