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Fear of stating the truth

Political actors typically engage in exaggeratiomadvance their case. The Labor Party
exaggerated the likely damage due to the introdnaif the GST, despite the fact that
Paul Keating wanted to introduce just such a tdve Coalition is exaggerating the
economic effects of Labor’s industrial relationsipn Social welfare campaigners often
overstate the extent of poverty, hoping that appten of the magnitude of the problem
will spur the public or politicians into doing sothang about it.

Environmental campaigns are no different. Environtalkests have often over-stated the
effects of environmental decline. The risks of eaclpower, though considerable, have
been exaggerated. The dangers of urban air poilhidee been inflated. The threats
posed by DDT, lead pollution and pesticides, whigmificant, have usually been
presented as much scarier than they actually are tie likely effects of genetically
modified crops have been blown out of proportion.

The purpose of political exaggeration is to stinrikstronger emotional responses,
usually fear, and therefore make us more likelgdbin the way desired. When your
opponents, with the help of professionals, arelp@siaggerating the other way the
pressure is almost irresistible.

Yet there is one area where the opposite is the, @dsere the protagonists on one side
have for years systematically under-stated the elang

Climate scientists and environmentalists have ladexd to talk about the true extent of
the dangers of global warming. Those who have Idakesely at what the scientists are
concluding believe that the truth is so frightenihgt, if told, it will immobilise people
and stop them from acting rather than stimulativegrt to do more.

There is a cavernous gap between the urgency argktiousness of the warnings from
the science and the political response to it. Tdreern among the public is way ahead of
that of our politicians; but it remains true thiag fpublic simply has no grasp of the
magnitude of the diaster that looms ahead of us/hoe in the world, except perhaps in
the United States, is this radical disconnect grethian in Australia. Let me comment
first on the science for, | fear to say, almosbne in this room has an idea of just how
bad the situation is.



In June the journatmospheric Chemistry and Physgzried a paper by James Hansen
and others clarifying the question of what is dange human-induced climate charlge.
Hansen is widely recognised as the world’s mosthenticlimate scientist. The authors
concluded that an additional warming of 1°C abdneelével in 2000 will have effects
that ‘may be highly disruptive’, using expected-tmeel rise as the best indicator of
danger.

A 1°C increase above the year 2000 level meansemage temperature increase of
around 1.7°C above the pre-industrial average.ahla¢ysis suggests that this ‘tipping
point’ is almost locked in. They acknowledge thatiding this danger point is ‘still
technically feasible’ but in practice keeping glbteamperatures from rising by 2°C is
now beyond us.

Even more alarmingly, the following statement isi&di in the Fourth Assessment Report
of the IPCC’s Working Group I, published earlieistiear.

Stabilisation of atmospheric greenhouse gases batbaut 400 ppm CO
equivalent is required to keep the global tempeeaticrease likely less than 2°C
above pre-industrial temperature (Knutti et alQ2F

A concentration target of 400 ppm &6 equates to a target of around 350-375 0f.CO
The current concentration is 380 ppm. The forcing tb increased CQs being offset

by other factors, notably the effect of aerosolg,ds these are cleaned up the effects of
global warming will be intensified. In short, weealready past the point that locks in
two degrees of warming, and will without questianveell beyond it. Even three degrees
is looking very hard to avoid.

Very few people, even among environmentalists, haig faced up to what the science
is telling us. This is because the implicationshoée degrees, let alone four or five, are
so horrible that we look to any possible scenaribdad it off, including the canvassing
of ‘emerg3ency’ responses including the suspensia®mocratic processes.

| am suggesting that we have to face up to thetlfett due to widespread denial and
political inertia, the global temperature will ineably increase by 2°C, will likely exceed
3°C and may blow out to 4°C over this century. €oefour degrees now seems likely
because our political leaders cannot confront thensific facts, and meet resistance from
business and the public to talking about what edied.

What does this mean for Australia? The predictibimpacts is not a sure science, but
here are some of the best estimates from the C&H0 what a 3-4 degree global
temperature increase would mean for Australia.

! James Hanson et al., ‘Dangerous human-made irgade with climate: a GISS modelE study’,
Atmospheric Chemistry and Physi@s2287-2312, 2007.

2|PCC, Report of Working Group | of the IPCC, 20p7828
http://ipcc-wgl.ucar.edu/wgl/Report/ARAWG1_Pub_Chdb



* A doubling of the number of very hot days (over@pth the Eastern states — in
other words long and very hot summers will be munciie common.

* A doubling or trebling of deaths among older peajle to heat stroke.

» Catastrophic mortality of coral species annuatgluding a 95% decrease in the
distribution of Great Barrier Reef species.

* Loss of more than half of the core habitat for Byjatais species. Imagine our
country with more than half of the gum trees gone.

» Possible 50 per cent fall in water flows in the kéyrDarling Basin. We are
already caught up in intractable fights over théewa the system.

» Substantial increases in extreme weather evemsidimg cyclones, bushfires,
and storm tides.

In other words, this country will shift into a déffent and very unpleasant climate, and it
will last for hundreds of years.

The story does not end there because climate steeate now becoming increasing
worried about the possibility of non-linear evemisclimate tipping points. In a recent
paper titled ‘Scientific reticence and sea leve¢f James Hansen discusses the
traditional caution of scientists that has led therdownplay the risks of sea level rise of
several metres due to the collapse of the Westrétintace sheet. He argues that
scientists are more worried about being accuséttyihg wolf' than they are of being
accused of ‘fiddling while Rome burns’.

Hansen discusses the pressures on scientistsctimbervative, noting that journals are
more likely to publish their papers if they are tiaws and filled with caveats. He argues
that the IPCC consensus process naturally favautan and understatement of dangers.

There is enough information now, in my opinionptake it a near certainty that
IPCC BAU [business as usual] climate forcing scesavould lead to a
disastrous multi-metre sea level rise on the cgritore scale.

When the world’s foremost climate scientist telisthat unless we act soon to sharply cut
our emissions then we are near certain to expexisea-level rise of several metres, |
become very afraid. | become very afraid becawsse llittle evidence to sustain a belief
that the world can do anything like what is needed.

3B. L. Preston and R. N. Jones, ‘Climate Changeaktspon Australia and the Benefits of Early Action
Reduce Global Greenhouse Gas Emissions’, A comsiyltaeport for the Australian Business Roundtable
on Climate Change February, 2006
:James Hansen, ‘Scientific reticence and sea l&as| Environmental Research Lette(2007)

Ibid., p. 5



| was reminded of this by the reaction to a papeently released by my Institute on the
need to begin tackling greenhouse gas emissionsdkaation. The paper made the
perfectly reasonable point that, if we are aimimgut our emissions by 60 per cent by
2050, ALP policy, then if we do nothing about thxéraordinary growth of aviation
emissions aeroplanes will account for our entieeghouse gas emission allowances by
2050. As there is no feasible technological sofutmemissions from aviation —
essentially, they have to burn kerosene to staélyarair — we must consider limiting the
growth of the industry.

This argument is now accepted, in principle attldasEurope, yet our paper sparked a
series of extraordinary attacks on us by the ingiuabtably Virgin Blue, and the
Government. Their world view is so inseparably mbup with continued growth that
they are simply immune to the facts; they will nstotintenance them. They will not even
propose an alternative analysis. They just dentyitltauld be true.

In the climate change debate, while the dangegtotial warming have been deliberately
understated, those opposed to taking action hayage in absurd exaggeration of the
economic costs of cutting emissions. The Prime 88amj various ministers and the fossil
fuel lobby have for years claimed that cutting esiaiss would be economically ruinous,
cause massive job losses and destroy our inten@ttompetitiveness. None of these
claims is backed by credible evidence and canyebsishown to be false.

James Hansen reminds us that taking measuresuoceréiak risks of these catastrophic
events will require us to begin immediately to shifto a radically different energy and
greenhouse gas emissions path. At present sudht & golitically unimaginable; yet if
we do not imagine it very soon then generatiorsotoe will pay very dearly indeed.

While sceptics and conservative newspapers actinsate scientists of being alarmist,
in fact the opposite is the truth: they are to@idfiof being accused of being alarmist to
state the dangers as they understand them.

In order to avoid the worst of these forecastsnthdd will have to dramatically cut
greenhouse gas emissions. Given our very high emgsAustralia will have to do even
more. A recent paper by Andrew Macintosh at thetralia Institute asked how much of
our ‘carbon budget’ for the entire century havehage consumed already, if we set the
objective of limiting global emissions so as tdodliae concentrations at, say, 550 ppm
(itself a target that is too high).

Assuming emissions are allocated on a per capgis lnging 2000 population levels, by
2010 Australia is likely to have consumed nearlly biour total allowed emissions for
the entire century, leaving 54 per cent to be ithisted over the remaining 90 years. To
stay within the 550 ppm budget, €@missions would have to be approximately 42 per

cent below 2005 levels by 2015 and more than 9@@etr below by 2021.

® Andrew MacintoshAustralia’s 2f' Century Carbon Budget: How much have we consupfearalia
Institute Research Paper No. 45, July 2007



In saying these things | know that there is a gduahce that the aggressive voices of the
denialists, along with our environment minister bédin Turnbull, will attack me for

being alarmist. It's no fun being trashed in pubjiet Hansen is right to believe that the
responsibility to the truth, and to future genead, is far greater than any fear of
personal vilification.

The continuing campaign of denial

Let me now make some observations on the contintangpaign of disinformation being
conducted by climate change sceptics. Perhapsipaivkought that now that even the
Government has done a U-turn the sceptics wouldpaatefeat and retire to lick their
wounds. But, no; they have ramped up their attagktsthe explicit objective of trying to
bamboozle the public about the science of climh#nge thereby creating the impression
that the scientists cannot make up their mindsnietefer to three of the more egregious
instances where sceptics have distorted the facts.

The ABC: The Great Global Warming Swindle

First, let me comment on the ABC’s decision to sarthe denialist documentafpe
Great Global Warming Swindl&lost people are inclined to take the view thihaugh
they doubt the views put forward in it, it's fam@ugh for a different view to be put. That
is how the ABC defended its decision. But a bibatkground may change this.

A few years ago the ABC screened a two-part Briisbumentary about
environmentalism entitledgainst NatureAccording to the publicity material, the
documentary characterised ‘environmentalist ideplgunscientific, irrational and anti-
humanist’.Against Naturecreated a furore after it was broadcast in Brjtaot least for

its extraordinary claims that modern environmestalhas its roots in Nazi Germany and
that self-interested environmentalists are resgpd@$or enormous suffering in the Third
World.

The screening oAgainst Naturehere and in the UK was a considerable coup fdrt+ig
wing groups that view environmentalism as a thteaapitalism and freedom. But the
most remarkable feature of the documentary emavgbdafter it was shown in Britain.
It was revealed that the program makers were lin&eh obscure political group named
the Revolutionary Communist Party (RCP). A Trotskgplinter group, the RCP
published a controversialist journal titletling Marxism(laterLM Magazing, which
frequently ran bitter attacks on environmentalidescribing it as a middle-class
indulgence or a neo-colonial smoke-screen.

The journal also took contrarian positions on oth&rnational issues, including
opposing sanctions against the apartheid regins®uth Africa, support for the Bosnian
Serb forces and the Hutu militias and oppositiothtoban on land mines. Several of the
people interviewed iAgainst Naturénad links taLM Magazineand the RCP. The
producer and director of the documentary, Martimkdy also had close links to the

party.



All of this would be history except for one factaMin Durkin is also the writer and
director ofThe Great Global Warming SwindlBurkin has a sorry history of swindling
people himself. AfteAgainst Naturevas screened in Britain the television regulator
demanded that Channel 4 broadcast an apology ketaéim distorted or
misrepresented the views of environmentalists arehsts who had been persuaded to
appear on it.

In another Durkin documentary promoting geneticieeering, two scientists complained
that their views had been misrepresented with agimg she felt ‘completely betrayed
and misled’. A researcher hired to work on a Duddcumentary arguing that breast
implants are good for women resigned saying traptiogram makers had ignored the
facts and made misleading claims.

Sure enough, some of those who appeardtheGreat Global Warming Swindielt
cheated. Professor Carl Wunsch, a leading resaasoh&cean circulation and climate,
wrote: ‘I feel angry because they completely miseepnted me’.

Earlier this yearThe Timeseported that when two eminent scientists collatiog with
Durkin on his next film emailed him with concerrtsat the way the science was
presented irBwindlethey received an expletive-filled tirade. Dr Arnddreroi, from
Imperial College London, was called a ‘big daftk'acand told to ‘go and f*** yourself'.

Durkin has been forced to cut his latest documgriigra third, taking out the more
scandalous and indefensible claims. As for theousrifacts’ inSwindleput forward to
support the thesis that global warming is a giamispiracy carried out by scientists who
want to boost their research funding, every onebleas refuted by eminent scientists.
For example:

» the idea that the troposphere has warmed lesghieagarth’s surface (which
would be inconsistent with global warming) emergethe 1990s but was shown
to be based on some incorrect data measurements;

» the claim that volcanic eruptions emit more cartlmxide than burning fossil
fuels is simply untrue; and

» the central contention of the documentary - thatabserved warming is due to
increased solar activity — has been thoroughly iciemed and rejected by the
consensus process of climate scientists.

The concoction of scientific distortions 8windleled Britain’s most prestigious

scientific organisation, The Royal Society, to @ publicly by declaring: “Those who
promote fringe scientific views but ignore the weigf evidence are playing a dangerous
game’.

Durkin and the other climate denialists hide behirelrespectable veil of scientific
scepticism. But there is a sharp distinction betwieealthy scepticism and cynical
manipulation of the factSwindleis not a contribution to scientific debate but gnous



mischief-making in an area where the stakes cooldbe higher. According to the
world’s best scientists, if we do nothing milliooSpeople in poor countries will die from
crop failures and diseases attributable to humdoeed global warming.

In defending his decision to purch&eindle the ABC’s director of television, Kim
Dalton, claimed that we should be listening toul fange of views’. Does he really
believe that? Would the ABC broadcast the lunatiespiracy theories of Lyndon
LaRouche in order to ‘hear all voices’? (Incidelytathe LaRouche organisation loves
Swindleand is actively promoting it on university campaiye

In making judgements about documentary programsldhas Mr Dalton require a
modicum of credibility and adherence to minimalrjmalistic standards, as well as
looking for good entertainment? If a film-makekisown to have a history of bitter
complaints from people he has interviewed, and lseesured by the regulators for
dishonest practices, does that not ring an alathirbeday’s ABC? In truth, the ABC
has been conned by a very clever propagandist.

The Australian Verballing the Dr Pachauri

Now for my second case. Bcorcherl discuss at some length the role of the medthen
global warming debate and particularly the roldoé Australiamewspaper, which for
years under the editorship of Chris Mitchell hadreonducting a sustained war on
climate science and the Kyoto Protocol. Mitchelbwatorious among environmentalists
in Queensland for his anti-green views while editbfhe Courier-Mail

Mitchell has not simply turn over editorial spacelapinion pages to climate change
sceptics and denialists, he also allowed the nagsgpthemselves to become a parody of
dispassionate journalism, a phenomenon that reacliohax in the lead-up to Al Gore’s
visit last year and included serious distortionshef reports of the IPCC. In Scorcher |

am particularly critical of the reports and opinjoieces by the newspaper’s environment
writer Matthew Warren, whom | noted joined the pdapst year from his previous

position as a PR operative for the NSW coal inqustr

However, with the sharp shift in political opinion climate change in Australia, coupled
with the fact that Rupert Murdoch last year switt&les in the global warming debate,
| had expectedhe Australiarto start playing a straighter bat on the issu¢erAdll,

News Ltd andlrhe Australiarhad announced that they were to go carbon netioay.
wrong | was.

On August 8 The Australiarcarried a front page story that opened with thieviong
statement:

The head of the world’s leading climate change miggion has backed the
Howard Government’s decision to defer setting @lterm target for reducing
greenhouse emissions until the full facts are known

The story, by Matthew Warren, reported the alleggidions of Dr Rajendra Pachauri,
the chair of the Intergovernmental Panel on Clin@tange, who was visiting Australia.



Those of us who know Dr Pachauri and his opiniorduding his strong support for the
Kyoto Protocol, were very surprised indeed thatvoeld endorse the position of the
Howard Government on climate change. If it were then in the last few months he
must have had a radical change of heart.

It was no surprise therefore to learn that Pachaasi very displeased at what he called
the “total distortion” of his views. He wrote to @hMitchell conveying his deep
disappointment:

Nothing that | said in my telephone interview withh Matthew Warren implied
or even remotely conveyed that | supported or opgdise Australian
Government’s policies on climate charige.

Contrary to normal editorial standards, the newspagfused to publish his letter
correcting the misrepresentation of his views. [Etter and the paper’s refusal to publish
have come to light because the AB®sdia Watchprogram covered the stoty.

Warren contrasted the ALP’s setting of a long-temission reduction target with the
alleged opinions of Pachauri to suggest that tlael o€ the IPCC preferred the
Government’s approach. This is highly embarrassrigachauri who was forced to
respond to questions, including one from a dipleenaificial, about his reported views,
causing him to declare unequivocally in his lettedid not even by remote implication
endorse the policies of the Australian Governmentlonate change”.

As we have come to expedthe Australiamot only refused to publish Pachauri’s
rejoinder but refused to admit any error. Warrexinged that his editors had changed his
story to make it appear that Pachauri supporte@theernment’s positiod This claim
lacks credibility. Warren himself wrote in the alé:

Despite widespread criticism of the Government'siglen last month to defer its
decision on cutting emissions until next year,¢hairman of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change saicy@sy he agreed with the
approach.

Well, Pachauri said nothing of the sort. One of thiags must have happened. Either
Warren reported Pachauri accurately and Pacha&atising his mistake, subsequently
tried to change his reported position. Or Warreskéd and misrepresented Pachauri who
felt compelled to correct the record. Given Warsamack record in reporting the global
warming issue, I'd suggest that only a fool woutdept the first option.

The Australiarplays hard-ball on the politics of climate chanlg&e the creationists
who believe that victory requires them to destiog/theory of evolutionThe Australian
promotes a form of anti-scientific fundamentalidratthas less regard for scientific
method than the most committed constructivist gnuamversity campus.

’ Letter by Dr Pachauri to the Editor-in-ChiefHie Australianreproduced on the Media Watch website.
8 ABC TV Media Watch, 20 August 2007
° Media Watch, 20 August 2007



Since the publication dcorcherand an ugly series of exchanges before publicatio
which the newspaper issued various legal threatsetpublisherThe Australiarnas
rarely missed an opportunity to attack me.

No informed person can considéne Australiamewspaper to be a serious journal of
record.

Michael Duffy’s denialist tango

My third case is that of Michael Duffy, who has beweriting sceptical opinion pieces in
the Sydney Morning Heralébr years. He often gives air time to denialistshis ABC
Radio program Counterpoint. The decisive shifhiteinational opinion on global
warming has not caused him to go back into his xglone recant his sceptical views.
Instead he has ramped up his attacks, clutchiegeal straw provided by the small but
effective network of professional denialists in theited States.

Writing in theSydney Morning Heraldn Saturday 18th August, he reproduced the latest
snippet of denialist “evidence” to argue that &lthe climate scientists have, for more
than a decade, got it wrong. This time the triunmplissproof arises from a correction to
the temperature data for the United Sates, whichgalarly calculated by NASA'’s
Goddard Institute for Space Studies. The correatias necessitated by some errors in
the assumptions about the location of various nmelegical stations in the United Sates.

Duffy suggested that the Goddard Institute delitedydried to keep the change quiet
because it undermined the case of what he callmété change orthodoxy”, and claimed
that “the discovery that it got one of the centiala sets of global warming science and
debate wrong is embarrassing and disturbing”. htktkat the new data showed that
1934, and not 1998, was the hottest year on reétgadoncluded by suggesting that
“maybe we and our weather are not as unusual as s@mt to believe”.

In truth, Duffy’'s piece, like stories carried byrdalists around the world, was a massive
distortion!® Duffy’s piece was written in a way that suggesteat the data correction
undermined the temperature record for the wholddwvém fact, the data correction
applied only to the United States and has had tectible effect at all on estimates of
mean global warming.

The corrections to the US temperature data affielgttbe years since 2000, reducing
them by an average of about 0.15°C. Previouslyy 884 and 1998 were identified as
the hottest years on record with the differencevbenh the measured temperatures for the
two years hard to detect statistically. The coroecsaw the earlier year just pip the latter
one, but again the difference was not statisticsitipificant. (Using the old data 1998
was estimated to have been 0.01°C higher than 1@84the new data is was 0.02°C

19 See, in particular, James Hansen’s response. RBaé Deal: Usufruct & the Gorilla”. August 2007.
http://www.columbia.edu/~jeh1/realdeal.16aug200d#.p



lower.)** There is no evidence to suggest that the newvdilitehange the trend. The
conclusion of real climate scientists is as follows

Sum total of this change? A couple of hundredthdegfrees in the US rankings
and no change in anything that could be consideliethtically important
(specifically long term trends¥.

Duffy, having spent most of his opinion piece arguihat the data errors represent a
severe blow to the whole global warming case, lisdd to admit at the end of his piece
that the impact of the data change on global meaperatures is imperceptible. But he
reveals his bias by declaring “strictly speakinig ik correct”. No, it is not correct strictly
speaking; it is just correct. The data correctiaakes no perceptible impact on measured
increase in global warming and do nothing to casitdl on the science of climate change.

Duffy will probably argue that healthy scepticissngood for the debate; but his is not
healthy scepticism, it's denialism that has contefopthe truth. | have not checked them
all but I am willing to bet that not once has Duffyitten a piece about climate change in
which he announces that new evideatengthenshe evidence for climate change. It's
all one-way for Duffy, who has in the past used iiel Crichton, the popular novelist,
as an authority on climate change science.

Reviewing Crichton’s novébtate of FegrDuffy wrote approvingly: ‘Crichton believes
green groups have invented this crisis to attraanbers and money. For the greens, no
crisis means no cash’. He concluded: ‘So next timeee’s a sweltering day, think about
State of Feamnd just lie back and enjoy the heat'.

I'd like to suggest that next time there’s a swihig day, think about Michael Duffy as
one of those who has worked hard to slow down dletfarts to tackle the most severe
threat facing humankind.

Mr Turnbull’s Lies

The most dangerous man in Australia today is Maicburnbull. While out in public
spruiking the Government’s concern about globalmvag, alternately aggressive and
oleaginous, in private he is happy to say thastedlimate change sceptic. | know this
for a fact. His public life is mired in deceptiddften he becomes so tangled up in the lies
he feels he must tell that one almost feels samryim.

For in essence, Mr Turnbull is a propagandist.

Propaganda often works through fabrications so@ada that opponents are shell-
shocked and unable to respond. This technique éws &dopted by Mr Turnbull in his
frequent claim that Australia is ‘leading the woiltdthe response to the climate crisis.

1 See the Real Climate website where this is expthihttp://www.realclimate.org/
12 http://www.realclimate.org/
13 Michael Duffy, ‘Putting the heat on global warminghe Daily Telegraph25 December 2004.
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To counter the widespread view at home and abtwetdAustralia is a pariah nation in
global efforts to tackle global warming, the Fed&@avernment has relentlessly
campaigned to persuade voters that the oppodite isase. To succeed it must somehow
undo the hold of the facts, and for every facti keveloped a counter-position.

The first fact that had to be countered was thattéalia did extraordinarily well out of
the Kyoto negotiations in 1997. After playing diplatic hard-ball, Australia was
conceded a very generous deal at the Kyoto corferémvironment minister Robert
Hill, who led our delegation, was feted by his eatjues; indeed, he received a standing
ovation at the first Cabinet meeting after his metu

Yet the Howard Government soon began to transferagaeement that it hailed as a
great victory into a bad deal that would wreck Mustralian economy. This repudiation
of a gift from the rest of the world created widesgzl resentment, and a deep unease
among an Australian public proud of its progressnternational reputation.

The desire to counter the lingering smell left tsyrepudiation of Kyoto led to the
formation in 2005 of the Asia-Pacific Partnership@ean Development and Climate,
known as AP6. Although pushed by the USA and Aliatess an alternative to Kyoto,
AP6 was soon seen as a smokescreen to obscuretbdrawal from global citizenship.
The deception was exposed from the outset by USilRtiepn Senator John McCain,
tipped by many to be the next Republican presiden@indidate, who described it as
‘nothing more than a nice little public-relationsy.

The Government’s various voluntary greenhouse rogrwith industry also fit the
criteria of publicity stunts with no real effect.n&h, early in its term, the Government
commissioned a review of its flagship Greenhousall€hge Program, the results
showed that only a sixth of the emission cuts adaifor the program were real. Now the
Government refuses to allow any independent soruaiiits programs.

Yet it has continued to proclaim that it has ‘weldéding’ greenhouse programs.

The only policy that has had a significant effectgpeenhouse gas emissieashe
Mandatory Renewable Energy Target, which led tonaastment boom in wind power
has been scrapped, with a senior minister privatescribing it as ‘too successful'.

The comprehensive failure of the Howard Governnetake effective measures to cut
Australia’s emissions is well-understood by expartd policy makers abroad. When a
team of German researchers asked hundreds of sxgvertnd the world to score
industrialised countries according to their comneitinto tackle climate change,
Australia ranked second last, with only the USAndpivorse.

But we need not rely on expert testimony to disprthe level of Howard Government
fabrication. There is a simple and incontrovertiigigt of whether Australia is a world
leader or a world laggard: are we reducing, oeast slowing the growth, of our
greenhouse gas emissions?
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Since the Howard Government came to power, Auatsagimissions have increased by
19 per cent, a growth rate more trtoublethe average of all other industrialised
countries. And the Government itself expects themrow by another 25 per cent by
2020. This is at a time when the world’s climatestists say we museduceour
emissions to avoid the worst effects of global wiagm

Among industrialised countries we have the tenginést level of emissions, higher than
the total emissions of Italy and France, each dtiwhave three times the population of
Australia. Nor can we avoid the fact that we hdeehighest levels of greenhouse
pollution per person in the industrialised world.

Shifting blame

In the propaganda technique of the big lie theeeralles that are inevitably followed: be
audacious; never admit fault or wrong; never acteppossibility of alternatives; and,
repeat the fabrication so often that people endagepting it as truth.

This is how the Australian Government has approdchienate change over the last
decade, an approach now articulated with renewgmlviby Mr Turnbull. Its strategy to
avoid responsibility has two prongsdisplace and defer.

It has repeatedly displaced responsibility frorelftdirst by fingering developing
countries as being ‘exempted’ from the Kyoto Protditself a lie as almost all
developing counties have ratified the treaty). ‘W't act until they do’, the
Government has insisted. More recently it has athifthe blame specifically onto China
— there is no point us acting if China ‘pollutes #reszironment to its heart’s content’, in
the words of Alexander Downer.

The Europeans have also been blamed; they arprgtsinding to cut their emissions to
impose a cost on Australia, goes the argument. kasintly, the bizarre policy of
allocating $200 million to reduce logging in theifthWorld is another attempt to shift
responsibility from the need to reduce fossil emiss at home. At the 2005 Montreal
climate negotiations the Australian delegation altythelped close down discussion of
limiting deforestation, saying that it was prematto address incentives for reduced
deforestation.

The second prong of the strategy is to defer actidnile imposing no effective measures
to cut our emissions now, the Government has pdaith in the development of ‘clean
coal’ technologies and nuclear power, the most maoo features of which are that
neither would have a significant effect on our gle®ise emissions for at least 15-20
years.

While the urgency of the problem demands that Alistbegins to cut its emissions now,
the Government’s response is to shift respongyliditother countries or to future
generations.

Seductive lies
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With no basis in fact, Mr Turnbull’s claim that Auslia is a world leader should be seen
as an epic lie of the kind that becomes possiblg fon those who hold a fervent belief in
a greater cause that justifies a falsehood ofrtigignitude. In this case, the belief is that
Australia’s future is tied inescapably to explaifiour coal reserves, an objective that has
been set out in a number of official papers.

The burning question is whether Mr Turnbull cancgad in his grand deception;
whether, by repeating it often enough, people maljin to believe it.

Expert liars, whether con-men, psychopaths or wpsdous politicians, know that in the
public mind the facts are often a weak defencéénface of persistent and passionate
fabrications by figures of authority, particulaviyhen they know that the lies they are
telling are one’s that the listener wants to hear.

It is worth remembering that in the 1930s the leadé Europe, still traumatised by the
Great War, wanted to believe that the rise of famaiid not mean war, that it was
possible to appease an expansionist dictator gadripeace. Winston Churchill was one
of the few with a clear-eyed understanding of Nagdression, yet his warnings were
ignored.

For much of his two-decade campaign, Al Gore has lpresenting the scientific facts
on global warming while most have wanted to cliogrore comforting beliefs. But the
accumulation of evidence has finally penetratedptligic’s preference to look the other
way and has even overwhelmed the climate sceptics.

The story of Winston Churchill shows that the trirtfguently gains a momentum of its
own. The question then is how much damage willdreedbefore it prevails. In the case
of climate change the answer is ‘a great deal’. fEineyears lost will translate into
enormous additional human misery later this centififyir Turnbull perseveres with the
lies the misery will only accumulate, and add te itinbalance on his karmic ledger.

Since coming to power, so many lies have beenyplithe Howard Government about
climate change that the rational stance now issoime that everything it says is untrue.
The Government’s systematic falsehoods on climaémge have recently ceased to
seduce the public. Why? Perhaps it is becausddkessare now seen to be too high.
Perhaps it is because the consequences of corgitaaccept them are too awful. In the
end there is a limit to the gullibility of the pul Over climate change the limit has now
been reached.
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