Plimer’s book: a good lesson for climate change sceptics
Charlie Veron

In his book “heaven+earth Global Warming: the Missing Science”, lan Plimer has
been very careful to keep facts from spoiling a good story. No upsetting corrections
from peer reviewers for him. And judging from his acknowledgements, there were
few comments from specialists either — not even from a climate change expert in his
own department. Even the book’s back cover is science-free. So how has he done all
this on his lonesome? After all, the book is 493 pages long and has over 2000 cited

references — that’s impressive!

As | read it, | feel like I'm in a climate change courtroom, except that | keep hearing
one side of the case and never the other. Sometimes this bias is so extreme that any
reader will see it, at other times only a scientist would. Mostly the general public is
left in blissful ignorance — as the author presumably intended.

For a decade or two, it seems that Plimer has been recording hypotheses or points of
debate raised by scientists, and duly noting relevant references. In the real world,
these hypotheses or points are subjected to further research and are confirmed,
modified, or rejected. This is not for Plimer: if it suits his purpose, the original notion
goes in and there it stays. That’s easily done and the general public won’t know if it is
current science or not. Of course peer review, which all works of science are
subjected to, would have spoilt it all. Around 30,000 scientific books and papers
about climate change have gone through this process, which is why the “theory” of
climate change is almost as sound as the ‘theory’ of evolution. The procedure is not
complicated: basically it is a tough but fair ‘get it accurate or get rejected’ process.

But most non-scientists are not aware of peer review — Plimer has a soft target.

Many geologists are, or have been, ambivalent about climate change. That’s not
surprising. Being created by us humans it has no precedent in the geological record
and is occurring at a speed that is profoundly not geological. However, what
geologists can, and do, point out is that other climate changes (of multiple origins)
have taken place in the past and that many of these have been unreservedly
catastrophic for most life on our planet. Yes: it is indeed true that what we are seeing
today is (so far) trivial when compared with hundreds of environmental upheavals
that took place tens to hundreds of millions of years ago. But this time it is different —

it affects us: we started it and we can stop it if we act decisively.



The concept of time is central to Plimer’s book (mine also). There is nobody like a
geologist for understanding geological change in deep time, just as geneticists
understand biological change here-and-now. But give me Plimer for dancing between
the two: he’s good at it. He’s tricky, and his tricks are not easily spotted by non-
geologists (why should we worry about the Maldives if they go under — sea level has
been going up and down for all earth history).

But what about the references — wouldn’t anybody who has read so much really
know their stuff? Actually, no, this author has not wasted time reading. | turn to his
treatment of corals and coral reefs: every original statement he makes is incorrect
and most are the opposite of the truth. If he ever read anything on this vexing subject
(cited or not) he either has a selective memory or just ignored it. This is unusual,
even for pseudo-science: | give examples on

http://www.australiancoralreefsociety.org/pdf/Plimer Detailed.pdf.

The book has a lot of nice diagrams and just like the references, they look
impressive. Can they possible be wrong? Many are not — they are from legitimate
science publications and illustrate general points made in the text. However, when it
comes to attacking climate change science, Plimer changes tack. We are served-up
diagrams from no acknowledged source, diagrams known to be obsolete and
diagrams that combine bits of science with bits of fiction. If memory serves me
correctly, we even have diagrams taken from The Great Global Warming Swindle. All
this, once again, is not visible to the general public.

But what of Plimer’s ‘big picture’ that he claims to have presented? He does this in
two ways. One is to simplify a lot of non-controversial general science for non-
scientists. Well and good — he is an excellent writer. The other is to contrast his view
with the views of mainstream science. Of course he doesn’t want to appear to
constantly be opposed to science, so he calls mainstream science (whether current

or not) the “media view”, the “popular view” or the “alarmist view”. It's a useful trick.

One may well ask why this book is a best seller. Most people who buy it are not just
interested in climate change issues, they are worried about them. They want respite
from the relentless onslaught of science’s increasingly dire predictions. Who doesn’t?
So Plimer comes as a saviour (a role he appears to see himself in) — someone with
an alternative. It is a bit like the lead-up to the Second World War, where every
glimmer of hope that the ‘war mongers’ were wrong was welcomed with newspaper
headlines. If the Plimer view was clean science it would get top billing at
Copenhagen and any other scientific forum as (contrary to some popular belief)



science loves new ideas and thrives on valid alternative explanations. If the “Plimer
view” had any validity it would get rave reviews in scientific journals everywhere. The
fact is that our understanding of climate change has no ‘missing science’ as Plimer
would have us believe although he might have scored some points when he started
his crusade a decade or two ago.

If you, reader, are a climate change sceptic and want to stay that way, this book is for
you. All those issues of climate science that you have ever heard of have been nicely
re-cycled: uncontested, unspoilt by expert opinion and, above all, bravely presented
in the face of thousands of scientists who (do you really believe) have banded
together in a diabolical plot to misguide you. Well done Professor Plimer, you have
given new meaning to the notion of “failed predictions, discredited assumptions and
evidence of incorrect data”.



