Herein I address the unprofessional criticism that Willis Eschenbach has done to my work on WUWT.
http://wattsupwiththat.com/2013/07/23/congenital-cyclomania-redux
http://wattsupwiththat.com/2013/07/29/cycles-without-the-mania/

The criticism is based on two main points. 
·	(1) the model Scafetta have too many parameters.
·	(2) the model Scafetta not have enough physical basis.

Criticism # 1 has no mathematical basis. I used 6 oscillations with periods of about 9, 10-11, 20, 60, 115, 1000 years.

i) linear regression models do not have a limit to the number of constituent functions or parameters that can be used. The famous phrase "With four parameters I can fit an elephant, and with five I can make him wiggle his trunk” is a euphemism not based on mathematical theorems. The linear regression models can use as many constituent functions and regression parameters as one wants, also 1,000 or 10,000 or more. The only condition is that the constituent functions are not multi-collinear, that is, none of the constituent function should be written (even approximately) as a linear combination of other functions used as constituents of the linear model within the range that one needs to analyze. It is clear that the six harmonics I use are not collinear. The only problem could be with the cycles of 9 and 10-11 years, but I am analyzing 160 years of temperature data that are sufficient to separate the two cycles. So, contrary to what Willis says, a problem of "over-fitting" does not exist in my model.

ii) The second point that Willis does not understand is that in my model the phases and frequencies are obtained from a correspondence between the patterns of data the temperature stability and astronomical cycles due to the moon and the sun and planetary configurations. The truly free parameters are the amplitudes of the 6 cycles that must necessarily be calibrated on the temperature because non-deductible from physical principles. That criticism of Willis is only based on an empty controversy and only shows his ignorance mathematics.

Indeed, regression harmonic models used to predict the tides do not use just 6 harmonics as I have used, but 30-40 harmonics and many of these harmonics are very close to each to the other. See here: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Theory_of_tides # Tidal_constituents
for example, where there are as many as 12 harmonics with periods between 11.6 and 12.8 hours hours. According Willis' logic, the tidal model models, which by the way are the only geophysical models that work for the medium-long term predictions, should be rejected even more than my model.

Criticism # 2 has no scientific foundation. In science, a theory is not "wrong" simply because the microscopic physical mechanisms are not already known. The microscopic physical mechanisms are not known in an endless number of cases from how an aspirin works to which mechanisms explain gravity, etc....

In science, a theory, is valid if it reproduces the data and predicts them. Up to now, my model succeed in both. In my works I propose several tests of "hindcasting" that the model passes. For example, the model is calibrated in the period 1850-1950 and I verify that it reproduces the period 1950-2010, and vice versa. In addition, about the longer harmonics I go back thousands of years in hindcast tests.

Moreover, in my studies I'm also proposing physical models that may explain how the sun can be modulated by the action of the planets through an amplification nuclear gravitational perturbations and then the climate would be regulated by clouds that are formed depending on the physical properties of the heliosphere that are surely modulated by the sun and the planets.

Regarding mechanism problem, it is useful to remember that the tides have been associated to the moon since ancient times well before Newton. This is what Kepler says around 1600:

"The Moon presents another physical causes for predictions. It Has Been proved by experience That all things swell with moisture as the Moon waxes and subside as it wanes. This one thing Has Been the cause of very many choices and predictions in economics, farming, medicine, and navigation. Physicists Consider That the reason for this influence is not yet perfectly known. Yet the virtue of the Moon is two-fold: the first one is the monthly of which i have spoken Already, Depending on the mutability of the face of the Moon, the second semi-monthly one, and On That account even semi-ebb and flow of the sea, (tides) Which will be Dealt with below ....... "

Therefore, according Kepler, the fact that the "physicists" did not know the "reasons" that would explain the influence of the moon did not by itself invalidate the lunar theory the tides. This being from one of the founding fathers of modern science says a lot about how science should be really interpreted. Personally, I have more confidence in Kepler than in Willis Eschenbach.

The problem with WUWT is that for reasons that I do not understand Anthony Watts has a personal hostility against the theory that the climate feels the "harmonies of spheres "as Kepler said. The theory I'm trying to develop is not mine, but but very old and commonly believed by nearly everybody. All civilizations have noted a correlation between the climatic changes and astronomical harmonics. For example, the cycle of 60 years which I speak about is even even present in the Chinese and Indian calendars and is called the cycle of Jupiter.

Unfortunately Anthony does not allow a calm discussion on the subject, but allows individuals such as Willis and Leif to confuse the people and at the end nobody understand anything. I think that this behavior is highly inappropriate.

In any case, the research on these issues goes on. I would like to just remind that one should I read my works to understand what I say.


