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Introduction

This paper is in three very different parts.  The first was not written by me, but by Emeritus Professor Cliff Ollier, noted geologist and geomorphologist.  I use it with permission; and thank him for his kindness.  It consists of a poem, and a long quote from his earlier (2009) paper:
“Lysenkoism and global warming”, Energy & Environment, v.20 no.1&2, pp.197-200.
Professor Ollier is the author of 10 books and over 300 scientific papers.  He has worked in many universities, including ANU and Oxford, and has lectured at over 100 universities.
Trofim Denisovich Lysenko (Трофи́м Дени́сович Лысе́нко) (1898-1976)
Trofim Denisovich was an insignificant agriculturalist who thought he had a new way of developing crops that would vastly increase food production in the starving Russia of Stalin.  It was called ‘vernalisation’, and it included treating seeds before cultivation to affect their behaviour.  Significantly, Lysenko introduced his ideas first through politics, in which he benefited from weighty support. The government was anxious to increase food production and to quell disturbances among the growers, while Lysenko was an adept propagandist. He became a cult leader who impressed the peasants.  Lysenko was the head of the Soviet Lenin All Union Institute of Agricultural Sciences, and he ran the nation’s research in this field. He promised to triple or to quadruple crop yields.

Opposition to Lysenko was not tolerated, and was labeled ‘bourgeois’ or ‘fascist’. Lysenko used his position to denounce Mendelian geneticists as “fly-lovers and people haters”, which had serious consequences.  From 1934 to 1940, with Stalin’s blessing, numerous geneticists were shot, and others exiled to Siberia. Nikolai Ivanovich Vavilov [Николай Иванович Вавилов;] (1887 - 1943), for example, a truly great geneticist and biogeographer, was sent to Siberia, where he died of starvation in 1943, while Lysenko, in person, took over his role as Director of the Lenin Academy of Agricultural Sciences. Any survivor of the purge had to keep quiet. In 1948, genetics was officially labeled a ‘bourgeois pseudoscience’, and genetic research came to a halt. Krushchev also supported Lysenko, but, after his departure in 1964, the Academy of Sciences investigated the records, and a devastating critique of Lysenko was made public. The ban on genetics was finally lifted in 1965
Lysenkoism parallels the Global Warming movement

When Lysenko denounced Mendelian thought as reactionary and decadent, he also announced that his speech had the approval of the Central Committee of the Communist Party. The parallel for the ‘Global Warming’ movement is the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the IPCC, which works through national and international organisations.
Opposition to ‘Global Warming’ is often likened to ‘Holocaust Denial’. We are repeatedly told that there is no debate - hardly a scientific approach. The influence of the IPCC has spread, and it has become increasingly difficult to get research funding without being a ‘believer in Global Warming’.

Why would governments be persuaded to follow this idea before it was scientifically evaluated? One reason may be that there was a rising tide of what some have likened to a new religion - ‘Environmentalism’.  Of course, no politician wants to be seen as ‘anti-environment’, or to lose the votes of the ‘Greens’.  The ‘Greens’, for their part, are happy to follow the climate-change line because it gives them enormous political power. As a minor party or influence they hold the balance of power, and the major parties dare not offend them.  Much Government propaganda has been lent to support ‘Global Warming’, and major media outlets, such as the BBC in Britain, have chosen to join in on the ‘Global Warming’ side.

Why is Global Warming so appealing?
Climate change, like Lysenkoism, is much easier to understand than the complexities of real science. This appeals to the public, and also to politicians and other influential people, who can talk as if they understand it. If questioned about details, they simply refer to the IPCC reports.

So-called ‘independent reports’ on climate change have been produced by Nicholas Stern in Britain and Ross Garnaut in Australia. Both Stern and Garnaut make it plain that they are not scientists and have based their conclusions on the IPCC reports. Yet, both continue to make public statements warning about the increasing dangers of climate change. This merely keeps their reports in the public eye, and echoes the flawed science of IPCC ‘Global Warming’. 

At a lower level, without the need for evidence, everything can be blamed on ‘Global Warming’ - droughts, floods, malaria, hurricanes, and even global cooling! The IPCC rhetoric continues, although their predictions have failed to come true, just as Lysenkoism continued when the promised crop-yield increases never arrived. The IPCC forecast ever-increasing temperatures, but average global temperatures have become lower since 1998. They have now put off ‘Global Warming’ for 15 years because some other factors have intervened. The models did not predict this, but such details do not affect ‘the faithful’.

‘The Global Warming Affair’ has already lasted over twenty years, and many administrative and scientific research centres have sprung up - most of the latter involving computer simulators. Computer simulation has a part to play in science, but it should not replace observation,   hypothesis-testing, and falsification. There are now ‘Departments of Climate Change’, for which read ‘Departments of Global Warming Blamed on Anthropogenic Carbon Dioxide’.

A lesson from history: Parallels with Lysenkoism
We should not forget a basic fact, namely that the one villain of the piece - and the one that is costing billions of dollars - is anthropogenic carbon dioxide. This is the equivalent of ‘vernalisation’ in the Lysenko era.

In summary, the comparisons between Lysenkoism and ‘Global Warming’ can be rehearsed as follows:

1. Work first through political organisations;

2. Claim that the science is settled. There is nothing to debate;

3. Disregard, or deny, all the accumulating evidence that the predictions might be wrong;

4. Demonise the opposition (Mendelian geneticists; ‘Global Warming’ Deniers);

5. Victimise the opposition (execution and exile; loss of jobs or research funds, public and media humiliation);

6. Relate to a current ideology (Stalinism; Environmentalism);

7. Support a vast propaganda machine; and,

8. Create a huge bureaucracy where many people have careers dependent upon ‘the ruling concept’.

The parallel can be seen perfectly in a work by Helena Sheehan (1993, “Marxism and the Philosophy of Science”, Humanities Press International), who wrote of Lysenkoism:  

“What went wrong was that the proper procedures for coming to terms with such complex issues were short-circuited by grasping for easy slogans and simplistic solutions and imposing them by administrative fiat.”

Lysenkoism was eventually replaced by real science. The same will happen to ‘Global Warming’, because real science will not go away.
Poem (2011) evaluating Australia’s carbon tax 
THE CARBON TAX

By Cliff Ollier

Hurrah, Hurrah the Carbon Tax

Just pay up and then relax.

We’ll stop warming, have no fears,

(Maybe take a thousand years).

Like Canute we’ll stop the waves.

Make sure that the sea behaves.

Hurrah, Hurrah the Carbon Tax

Just pay up and then relax.

Drought and floods will all be gone



Note for non-Australians

(Miss Mackellar please move on)

Dorothea Mackellar wrote (1904) a great 

Cyclones, bushfires, locusts, pests,


iconic poem about Australia, including:
Carbon Tax will put to rest.









I love a sunburnt country,
Hurrah, Hurrah the Carbon Tax



A land of sweeping plains,
Just pay up and then relax.




Of rugged mountain ranges








Of droughts and flooding rains
Carbon’s nasty, so they say

(scientists, within our pay)

So we tax it through the nose

Don’t ask where the money goes.

Ministers for this and that,

Lots and lots of bureaucrats

Wish to use the Carbon Tax,

So pay up, and just relax. 

Hurrah, Hurrah the Carbon Tax

Just pay up and then relax.

All the horrors we endure

Carbon Tax is sure to cure.

We will fix them, bye and bye,

Were we ever known to lie?

CSIRO - AUSTRALIA’S SCIENTIFIC SACRED SITE 
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Introducing Australia’s trusted umpire
Paul Adam (ANZAAS Mercury, September 2002, p.5), tells us:

The CSIRO is one of the jewels in Australia’s crown.  It is an extraordinarily diverse and productive research organization, and the national public face of science.  In many countries public statements from government scientists tend automatically to be regarded with suspicion and skepticism.  In Australia CSIRO is a trusted umpire, and endorsement by the organization is a high accolade.

Hotter, everywhere hotter, in the decades ahead

Over the decades, CSIRO has indeed earned our respect – but, surely, not our reverence.  After IPCC’s 2001 Third Assessment Report was released, CSIRO followed sycophantically in its footsteps, by preparing an Australian elaboration of the new scientific Party Line.  It distributed free to schools, libraries, and me, a wall-chart Future climate change in Australia giving a range of December-February days over 35 0C for 10 localities “now”, and in both 2030 and 2070.  In neither of the future years is there a place in Australia where even the low-end of the range is lower than now.  Worse, for my birthplace (Darwin) there is but one such day now and, at the 2070 high-end, 79 (of 90) days.  Could this be sound science – or is it modern-day Lysenkoism?  

Introducing rationally thinking people
Fast-forward to a joint meeting in Melbourne of the Royal Society of Victoria, and Australia’s Academy of Technological Science and Engineering, on 13 September 2007.  The address was “Science for Australia’s future” by Dr Jim Peacock FRS from CSIRO, who had in 2006 become Chief Scientist of Australia.  Happily, he distributed a hand-out on the night.  It began:

The challenge of climate change and the role of human activities contributing in a major way to the rapidity and magnitude of greenhouse emission was not so long ago the sole provenance of comment and attention by scientists.  The evolution of argument, discussion and data acquisition has established the reality of climate change, removing it from disbelief, debate, at least among rationally thinking people.

Grape-growers be warned – your sublime Shiraz has no future!
Our people-driven-climate will do this (Winestate 2008, v.31 no.7 p.9, “Adapting to a hotter future”):

Winemakers in Victoria’s North East are preparing for a long, hot future with predictions of average annual temperatures rising by 9C by 2030.  …  The projections, based on a medium emissions scenario assessment by the CSIRO and Australian Bureau of Meteorology, were recently tabled at a Rutherglen Winemakers seminar on climate change.

Varieties which were recommended as “suited to a warmer, drier future” included primitivo - aka zinfandel - and fiano (Italy), albarino (Spain), carignan (France) and asyrtico (Greece).

SE Australian sea levels – dramatically-accelerating future rise 

The Report of November 2009 “The Effect of Climate Change on Extreme Sea Levels in Port Phillip Bay” is by Kathleen L. McInnes, Julian O’Grady and Ian Macadam of CSIRO Marine and Atmospheric Research.  Implausibly, it asserts a dramatic acceleration of sea level rise, totalling a massive 0.82 metres by 2100 - based on the “IPCC 2007 A1FI scenario”.

When Dr Rajendra Pachauri, then head of Tata Energy Research Institute and now also head of IPCC, was President of the International Association for Energy Economics, I was in his flock.  Unchanged from 2001, “A1” is IPCC’s high-end A1 Marker scenario for projected global economic growth.  “FI” is IPCC’s most-fuel-intensive story-line for calculating global CO2 emissions - which IPCC says, remember, are the primary cause of change to our stable and benign pre-industrial climate.  A warmer climate should mean an increasing rate of sea level rise.  (Indeed, sea level has risen about 130 metres since the Last Glacial Maximum about 20 ky ago.)
In IPCC’s 1990 base-year, South Africa’s consumption of commercially-traded primary energy (in million tonnes oil-equivalent) was 90.5 MTOE – very similar to the 89.0 MTOE by Australia.  But a phenomenal 77% of South African primary energy consumed in 1990 was coal (because of oil-from-coal at SASOL); but, in Australia, coal’s share was 44%.  Obviously, South Africa used a very atypical proportion of coal.  In 1990, per-capita GDP in South Africa was 2.8 (all GDP numbers herein are 1990 US$ thousands) compared to 17 for lucky Australia.  But by 2100 – according to IPCC’s A1 Marker scenario – fortunes change.  South Africa will be blessed to enjoy a GDP of 470, compared to 61 in pathetic Australia.  Thus, IPCC’s beneficent projections for South Africa have it going from a per-capita GDP of only x0.16 that of Australia in 1990, to a whopping x7.7 that of ours in 2100.  Put another way, South Africa’s projected real-terms per-capita GDP growth of x168 is vastly better than the growth of x3.6 projected for Australia.  Will Australian economic refugees sail uninvited to South Africa in little boats by 2100?

Surely, this question must be asked – and answered – before CSIRO’s sea-level work can be taken seriously.  Why did Australia’s premier scientific body embrace IPCC’s nonsensical – and self-serving - economic projections?  Could it be that CSIRO has caught the Lysenkoism bug?

What lies ahead climate-wise?  Two mutually-exclusive possible futures
If Earth does indeed travels in an empty Universe so far as a self-contained climate is concerned, people may well be trashing our pre-industrial Arcadia – as IPCC and CSIRO assert.  If so, only more and more warming lies ahead.  But if the Sun is primary driver of an ever-changing climate, decades of cooling are now coming - because the Sun has begun its long-predicted decline into the next Little Ice Age cold period.  Why has CSIRO already picked the winner?

Kyoto Protocol founded on falsehood

Bob Foster
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You may not remember “The Sweltering Sky: What’s New in Climate Change?” in The Bulletin.  However, this cover-page piece contained a reference crucial to the genesis of the subsequent (1997) Kyoto Protocol:  The Bulletin is a publication of the Centre for Our Common Future; and in September 1993 (Issue 21) it said:

A growing body of scientific evidence supports the warnings about the greenhouse effect ….  According to Bert Bolin, Chairman of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the Panel’s next scientific evaluation – due in 1995 – is likely to reinforce the 1990 estimate that in order to avoid irreversible climate change, the global emissions of greenhouse gases should be cut by 60%.  

The Preface of the first volume The Science of Climate Change of the Second Assessment Report (SAR) of the IPCC’s Climate Change 1995 was but a little over one page long: and said:  

… that observations suggest “a discernible human impact on global climate”, one of the key findings of this report, adds an important new dimension to the discussion of the climate change issue.

This attention-getting statement was repeated almost verbatim in the subsequent Summary for Policymakers (p.5); and the body of this first (572-page) volume of IPCC’s three-volume report contained virtually no elaboration.  Thus, it was not possible to form an opinion as to its veracity.

Only later, was published the study underpinning IPCC’s crucially influential assertion:

Santer, B.D. et al 1996, “A search for human influences on the thermal structure of the atmosphere”, Nature v.382, pp.39-46.

That paper, published on 4 July 1996, begat the Kyoto Protocol.  It had no less than 13 fathers!  One is much better known now: P.D. (Phil) Jones at the “Climatic Research Unit, University of East Anglia”.  Australians will also know of D.J. (David) Karoly – then at Monash, and now at Melbourne, University.  He still supports a primarily people-driven climate - according to Melbourne’s The Age piece “Scientists urge PM: get tougher on climate” of 29 September 2008:

Australia’s leading climate scientists have written an open letter to Prime Minister Kevin Rudd urging him to make deep cuts to Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions by 2020, and to back a tough global agreement to avoid dangerous climate change..

The 16 scientists – who worked with the UN’s peak scientific body on global warming, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change – warn Mr Rudd “there is no time to lose”, and call on him to slash Australia’s emissions by at least 25% below 1990 levels by 2020.

Group-think is alive and well.  An impoverished Australia is what we need!

The impact of this “key finding” is epitomized in a statement by the man who represented the US (Clinton/Gore) Administration at Kyoto – Timothy Wirth, Under Secretary of State for Global Affairs.  He is quoted in Nature on 25 July 1996 (v.382, p.287), as follows:

Wirth described as a ‘remarkable statement’ the conclusion of the IPCC’s latest report on climate change, that ‘the balance of evidence suggests that there is a discernible human influence on global climate’.  He said the administration took the report ‘very seriously’. ..… Wirth described the IPCC’s critics as ‘naysayers and special interest groups bent on belittling, attacking and obfuscating climate change science’.

You may recall that Wirth1 had already been influential, climate-wise.

Happily, we now know what Ben Santer and his 12 co-authors had done.  See:

P.J. Michaels and P.C. Knappenberger 1996, “Human effects on global climate?”, Nature v.384, pp.522-3.

These two authors reported (12 December 1996) that IPCC had relied on a very short (25-year) run of observed atmospheric temperatures, encompassing only the 1963-87 interval.  The years selected did show a warming – as asserted. But that is not the whole story.  Available at that time was a much longer (37-year) run of data, including 5 earlier years back to 1958, and 8 later years up to 1995. When the full run is used, the warming-trend disappears!  Those authors had chosen a starting year which was cooled by the Mt Agung volcanic eruption. They also chose a finishing year warmed by the 1987/8 El Niňo – thus avoiding the pronounced cooling which followed the giant Mt Pinatubo eruption of 1991.  Can this really be science?

The great science journal Nature is “high impact” – indeed there is none higher.  Obviously, that crucially-influential Santer et al paper would have been subject to several reviews by top-quality peers – without those knowledgeable reviewers being identified to the authors – or to each other.  How then did this patently misleading paper survive review?  Could it be that peer review in mainstream science journals is not what it seems?   Remember, it has been long-asserted (albeit in a very different context) that “the end justifies the means”.  Indeed, and sadly, I see the Kyoto Protocol as a modern form of Lysenkoism.

______________________________________________________________________________

1.  I here quote Dr James Hansen, Head of NASA’s Goddard Institute of Space Sciences in New York (The Huffington Post, 23 June 2008):

On June 23, 1988 I testified to a hearing organized by Senator Tim Wirth, that the Earth had entered a long-term warming trend and that human-made greenhouse gasses almost surely were responsible.  …..  Now, as then, I can assert that these conclusions have a certainty exceeding 99 percent.  …..  CEOs of fossil energy companies know what they are doing and are aware of long-term consequences of continued business as usual.  In my opinion, these CEOs should be tried for high crimes against humanity and nature.  If their campaigns continue and “succeed” in confusing the public, I anticipate testifying against relevant CEOs in future public trials.

