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PRAISE FOR THE WORLD TURNED UPSIDE DOWN

“With ferocious courage, Melanie Phillips challenges a series of myths and irrationalities that have achieved canonical status in the contemporary world. If civilization depends on the ability to give dissenting voices a hearing, then The World Turned Upside Down may well be one of the most important tests of Western civilization in our time.”

—Chief Rabbi Lord Sacks

“Melanie Phillips has written a fascinating book that is both urgent and important, provocative and deep. It’s almost a guide of the perplexed for our time.”

—William Kristol, Editor, The Weekly Standard

“One is disturbed each day by verifiably untrue statements touted as incontrovertible facts about hot-button issues. With cold, perceptive, exhaustive and persistent passion, Melanie Phillips dissects the phenomenon among disparate movements, to reach disturbing but compelling conclusions about the erosion of modern liberal society by ideologies whose surprising interconnections are meticulously identified. One can only hope that her book will penetrate the information cocoon into which many of our intelligentsia have sealed themselves.”

—Richard S. Lindzen, Alfred P. Sloan Professor of Meteorology, MIT

“A trenchant sequel to George Orwell’s Politics and the English Language. Melanie Phillips courageously flushes out today’s equivalents of Orwell’s targets—those who with indignant self-righteousness suppress free debate and liberty itself.”

—R. James Woolsey, former Director of Central Intelligence (1993–1995)

“Her book is an immensely accomplished piece of writing. How the West can be got out of the hole she has described it as being in will, one hopes, form the subject of its sequel.”

—David Conway, The Jewish Chronicle Online

“The World Turned Upside Down is a courageous exposé of many of the myths and fallacies which are being imposed on us and which our society has absorbed....This cri de coeur is a stunning and thought-provoking book that should be read by all who seek to understand the sources of the malaise of this generation in Western society.”

—Isi Leibler, The Jersusalem Post Online

“Ms. Phillips lives up to her reputation for tackling political and social issues in this attempt to create an overarching thesis for why we have seen such absurdities as climate change fraud, political correctness run amok, unbalanced portrayals bordering on propaganda regarding Islam and Israel, and the war in Iraq. This is a challenge that Phillips meets head-on and masters.”

—Ed Lasky, American Thinker

“Phillips has done her part in sounding the alarm, detailing the war we are in, and highlighting the many battlefronts this war is waging on. She has done her service admirably. It is hoped that readers of this important book will now do theirs.”

—Bill Muehlenberg, Culture Watch

“As far as any writer can be, she is at the forefront of the battle for good, and in writing this book she has made a powerful contribution to that battle. By helping make sense of where things have gone wrong, she takes the reader a significant step closer to helping us back to the correct path.”

—Chas Newkey-Burden, OyVaGoy.com 

“Agree or disagree, Ms. Phillips argues her case in strong, vital prose with intensity and high intelligence. She deserves a wide and respectful hearing.”

—John R. Coyne Jr., The Washington Times

“. . . Phillips’s book shines with her intellectual integrity.”

—Mark Silinksy, Middle East Quarterly

“Phillips is the inheritor of an identifiable and admirable tradition of robust writing on the broad right of politics—both her approach and her conclusions would be embraced, by example, by William F. Buckley Jr., who said (using “liberals” in the American sense) that ‘liberals claim to want to give a hearing to other views, but then are shocked and offended to discover that there are other views.’ That is precisely the problem with Britain’s cultural discourse today, and it is precisely what Phillips skewers so gratifyingly and so well.”

—Alex Deane, CityAM.com

“The World Turned Upside Down: The Global Battle Over God, Truth, and Power will appeal both to religious and political science libraries, offering keys to understanding conspiracy theories, cults, and the loss of religious belief in the West. Ideology and prejudice have replaced spirituality—and this book ties political trends and world encounters with the falsehoods and propaganda that cause instability in the West.”

—Midwest Book Review






For Maya Mabel and Libby Sarah, 
in the hope that they inherit a more rational world.






FOREWORD

DAVID MAMET

 

 

Almost all Victorian novels feature the stock Jew. But what do the British know of the Jews? Shylock was written when Britain was Judenrein, and Shakespeare no more met a Venetian Jew than he had met a Moor. But the prejudice was there, and the stock Jew was as expected a set piece in their literature (then and now) as the amusing “colored” man or woman was in American cinema up to and through the 1960s. See Dickens’s Fagin and Trollope’s Mr. Kneefit, Melmotte, et cetera. Even the noted Jews of George Eliot’s Daniel Deronda are cut-and-paste figures drawn, if in good will, in stunning ignorance. The stock Jew exists still today not only in British drama and popular fiction, but in the journalism proffered daily as “news.”
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The British, historically, find the Arabs just wonderful. See The Talisman, Sir Walter Scott’s novel of King Richard and Saladin, and more recently, Seven Pillars of Wisdom, by T. E. Lawrence, which is a paean (indeed a convincing and moving one) to the Bedouin—and, coincidentally, to sadomasochism.

An astute observer might detect this love of self-flagellation in Britain’s postwar cultural suicide. Their Archbishop of Canterbury, for instance, proclaimed in 2008 that it was probably inevitable that Britain would one day accept for all its citizens some measure of Sharia law. So much for the Magna Carta.

In a fit of absentmindedness, our British cousins helped create the Jewish State. They thought, no doubt, that it would serve as a good counterbalance to the French in Syria after the League of Nations finished carving the roast.

But, lo, the Jewish State wanted not vassaldom but self-determination and accepted at face value President Wilson’s insistence at Versailles on universal self-determination. The continued exercise of this self-determination by the sovereign State of Israel has of late been an irritation to those in Britain and throughout the West who are piqued, as usual, at the necessity of moral choice.

The choice here is between defending Western civilization and defaulting into some inchoate one-worldism that a more honest if less pleasant assessment would name “Islamic theocracy.” The existence of Israel makes the choice clear, so the affronted liberal West turns against Israel and, so, against the Jews, returning us to our handy and historic function as Designated Criminal.

[image: 004]

Much has been made in the supposedly neutral Western press of the disproportionate representation of Jews among the neoconservatives. The media, with this critique, are firing off a “preemptive challenge” to the neocons. Unfortunately, this is par for the course: the Jews, now as in the past, and always, are liable to be accused of split allegiance, that is, of treason.

It is not only in John 8 or in the Protocols of the Elders of Zion that Jews are indicted per se, but also in forums and publications worldwide and constantly, the “Israel Lobby” handily replacing the “worldwide Jewish conspiracy” as the purportedly more rational term.

But it is not more rational. And the fools who boycotted the Toronto Film Festival for showing Israeli films are no more sane and no less vicious (although they are, at this writing, less physical) than were the thugs of Simon de Montfort who expelled the Jews from Leicester in 1231, or those of Klaus Barbie in 1944.

Islamic fascists have both invited and accepted the aid rendered them in the West by seemingly fair-minded rationalists, whose acquiescent, suggestible, and intellectually lazy approach the Islamists have put to good use—as support (passive if not active) for  an indictment of their most vulnerable neighbors. The Obama administration insists upon its right not to know that various acts of terror have been perpetrated by Islamic Fascists in the name of Jihad. The Western press refuses to notice the omission.

This is called codependence. It seduces passive participants into rejecting reason and commits them to continuation of the farce. A dedication to irrationality grows more difficult to renounce with each reiteration of unreason, for the deluded must increasingly face the shame not only of his folly but of the misery it begets. As the tally grows, the likelihood of self-correction diminishes; and the committed one-worlder, now chained to his oars, must insulate himself against both reality and countervailing opinion. He does so handily by demonizing those trying to restore him to sanity.

Who is speaking up?

Melanie Phillips in her book The World Turned Upside Down.

The title comes from a seventeenth-century British ballad: “. . . if Summer were Spring and the other way round, then all the World would be upside down.”

Ms. Phillips points out that the world is upside down.

The West indicts the archfiend Israel (population six million) for terrorizing a billion Arabs, and condemns Big Brother America for somehow being (magically) the root cause all “global unrest” (unrest previously known as “the human condition”). Capitalism is reviled generally, in the so-called news as well as in a vast amount of entertainment; and the Bible, the West’s guidebook through two thousand years of increasing prosperity, is derided as irrelevant, ludicrous, exploitative, or “noninclusive” (as if every society in history has not either inherited or manufactured its own religion, however it named this new thing).

Well, the New Religion, as Ms. Phillips teaches, is “Secular Humanism,” which, although it lacks logically consistent precepts, does contain innumerable sanctions and taboos. Of these latter, the most observed is loud and clear: do not tell the truth.

Ms. Phillips has broken the rules and is doubtless experiencing the sanctions. We can support her by buying, and ourselves by reading, her book.






PREFACE

This book arose from a sense of perplexity and cultural disorientation. It appears to me that much of public discourse has departed sharply from reality. Self-evident common sense appears to have been turned on its head. Reality seems to have been recast, with fantasies recalibrated as facts while demonstrable truths are dismissed as a matter of opinion at best, or as evidence of some sinister “right-wing” plot. This isn’t just a question of disagreement over issues or policies. Those who dissent are vilified as beyond the pale, and many fear speaking up. The phenomenon has affected not just the political sphere, where ideology often crowds out facts, for even parts of the scientific domain have given in to irrationality. Over a diverse range of issues, such as the war in Iraq, Israel and the Palestinians, manmade global warming and Darwinism—not to mention all the “phobias” and “isms” such as homophobia, racism and sexism—no debate is possible because there is to be no dissent from positions that are indisputably true and right.

Except that they are not. The planet is supposedly about to fry or drown and succumb to epidemic famine and disease because of manmade global warming—but all the evidence suggests that there is nothing untoward about the climate at all, let alone that mankind is responsible for an imminent catastrophe. We are told repeatedly that we were “taken to war in Iraq on a lie”—but a glance at what was actually said at the time by President George W. Bush and Prime Minister Tony Blair shows that this was not so. As for Israel, its representation as the regional aggressor is both historically and currently false, while the obsessive campaign of demonization mounted against it looks positively unhinged. Nearer to home, self-designated “victim groups” have turned right and wrong, victim and  aggressor inside out. Their “right” not to be insulted or discriminated against in any way has become the basis for discrimination and injustice against the representatives of majority values.

It is as if one has wandered onto the set of a Bunuel movie scripted by Kafka. Nothing is really as it is said to be. Society seems to be in the grip of a mass derangement. The sense that the world has slipped off the axis of reason has been greatly exacerbated by the fact that so many prominent people—professors of this and research directors of that, chief scientists and Nobel Peace Prize winners and fellows of the Royal Society, judges and diplomats, intelligence agents who suddenly materialized from the shadows and started firing off in public—have been saying all these strange and disturbing things. How could they all be wrong? Am I perhaps wrong? How is anyone to work out who is right in such a babble of “experts” and with so much conflicting information?

But if I have been perplexed, so it seems are many others who feel exactly the same way on some if not all of these issues. Indeed, it has become apparent that there is deep division on these matters—not on conventional “left-wing” versus “right-wing” lines, but between ordinary people on the one hand and the intelligentsia on the other. And the striking thing is that, while the ordinary people appear to be connected to reality and able to tell fact from fantasy and right from wrong, it is the intelligentsia—supposedly the custodians of reason—who seem to be taking the most irrational, prejudiced and intolerant positions, clothed nevertheless in the most high-minded concerns of “progressive” politics. Yet it has also become clear that within the intelligentsia there are people who are bucking the loudly proclaimed “consensus” on some if not all of these issues, but whose voices have been all but stifled.

I am a journalist, not a scientist or a military strategist. So in trying to work my way through these minefields, I merely did what I was always taught to do: go where the evidence leads. As the perplexing claims mounted, I looked again at what was already known, at the  internal logic of each assertion, at all the available supporting facts, at the robustness and intellectual rigor of the arguments on both sides. And to me it seemed that all the evidence pointed to a widespread dislocation between certain commonly accepted positions and reality. So then I started to look more carefully at whether these were all random issues or connected in some way, and how this apparent mass departure from rationality might have come about. The explanations I arrived at were startling, and they led to this book.

But am I right? I readily accept that I may be mistaken, and I am always open to reasoned evidence that challenges what I think. All I can do is offer my own take on what is knowable and invite readers to form their own conclusions. For those who may think I must have a prior agenda, however, let me attempt to disabuse them. I am not a supporter of any political party, movement or ideology. I am not a covert creationist, a secret Mossad agent or in the pay of Big Oil. I am an agnostic although traditionally minded Jew. I have a deep concern for the security and survival of the Jewish people and for the security and survival of Western civilization, which I happen to believe are symbiotically connected. Beyond that, I am a journalist who believes in telling truth to power and following the evidence. What I have concluded is that power has now hijacked truth and made it subservient to its own ends. The result is a world turned upside down.

This book should be read as a developing argument, in which I try to explain how I think we have arrived at such a pass. In the first few chapters, I look at the evidence of mass irrationality over a wide range of issues. Let me stress that I am not trying to persuade people to agree with the personal view I take on each of these matters—although it would be nice if they did. My aim is to make the case that there has been a departure from reason and logic because objectivity has been replaced in large measure by ideology.

The book sets out the extraordinary similarities between the attempt by the Western intelligentsia to impose secular ideologies such as materialism, environmentalism or scientism and the attempt  to impose Islam upon the free world. Not only do all these ideologies display zero tolerance of dissent, but in enforcing what amounts to a secular Inquisition the Western world displays a modernized version of the medieval millenarian and apocalyptic movements—replicated also in the present-day Islamic jihad—which not only repudiated reason in the name of religion but led to tyranny, oppression, persecution and war.

A word in passing about secularism. To reassure those with overexcitable imaginations, let me emphasize that I am not suggesting that secular democracy should be replaced as a preferred form of governance by some kind of Judeo-Christian theocracy. Nor am I suggesting that those who have no religious faith are necessarily amoral social wreckers or mini Stalins in the making. But one does not have to be a religious believer to grasp that the core values of Western civilization are grounded in religion, and to be concerned that the erosion of religious observance therefore undermines those values and the “secular ideals” they reflect.

A word also about my treatment of the subject of Islam. I have used the word “Islamist” to denote those who wish to impose Islam upon unbelievers and to extinguish individual freedom and human rights among Muslims. There are, however, scholars who hold that Islam is an inherently coercive ideology and that therefore “Islamist” is a meaningless word that creates a false distinction. It is not my purpose here to enter that particular argument. I use the term “Islamist” not to make a theological point but to allow for the acknowledgment of those Muslims who support freedom and human rights and who threaten no one—and who are themselves principal victims of the jihad. I believe it is very important to acknowledge the existence of such Muslims who have a peaceable interpretation of their religion, just as it is very important not to sanitize and thus misrepresent the doctrines and history of Islam as a religion of conquest.

The book explores the remarkable links and correspondences between left-wing “progressives” and Islamists, environmentalists and fascists, militant atheists and fanatical religious believers. All are united by the common desire to bring about through human agency the perfection of the world, an agenda which history teaches us leads invariably—and paradoxically—to tyranny, terror and crimes against humanity. Remarkably, all happen to be united also by a common and fundamental hostility to the central precepts of Jewish religious belief or peoplehood, the deep animosity against which is a phenomenon demanding explanation on its own account. While I do not believe this common thread constitutes any kind of conspiracy, the fact that it is common to such a range of apparently disparate issues suggests it is around this startling cultural replicator that we should be looking for the deepest clues to the global retreat from reason.

I examine the historical ideas that have led us to where we are today, and attempt to explain how some of the most enlightened people living in the most enlightened era in the history of mankind have managed to depart so comprehensively from reality. In particular, I look very hard at today’s governing assumption that religion and reason are on opposite sides, and reach some paradoxical conclusions about what “enlightenment” actually means.

I have consulted many people in the course of writing this book and am indebted to all of them for their time, patience and erudition. In particular I would like to thank Rabbi Harvey Belovski, Dr. David Berlinski, Professor David Conway, Canon Dr. Giles Fraser, Professor John Haldane, Professor Raphael Israeli, Professor Richard Landes, Professor John Lennox, Professor Paul Merkley, the Reverend Peter Mullen, Professor Robert Pinker, Professor David-Hillel Ruben, the Chief Rabbi Lord Sacks, Dr. Patrick Sookhdeo, Dr. Anne Stott and Professor Philip Stott for all their insights. Any mistakes are entirely my own. My thanks also to my son and daughter, Gabriel and Abigail, for their unflagging attempts  to protect their mother from herself; and above all to my husband, Joshua, who is himself the epitome of rationality and for whose forbearance and support I remain deeply grateful.

 

London, December 2009






1

CULTS AND CONSPIRACIES FROM DIANA TO OBAMA

The rock star Madonna is an icon of Western modernity. She is also the world’s most famous proponent of “Kabbalah,” a modern perversion of a branch of Jewish mysticism bearing that name. This pseudo-Kabbalah has been denounced by rabbinic authorities as a brainwashing cult that has absolutely nothing to do with Judaism and, indeed, stands in direct opposition to it, accused as it is of engaging in acts of extortion by threatening people with curses if they refuse to give it money and making ludicrous promises of physical health and wealth if they buy its publications.

Like punk rock, says Madonna, “Kabbalah” is a way of “thinking outside the box.” But in fact, “thinking” is hardly the word to express any activity associated with it. Devotees wear a red thread around the wrist as protection against the evil eye; by meditating on “stem cells” or drinking “holy water,” they are promised immortality of the body on the basis of a doctrine that teaches “Not to accept things as is” [sic].1

Accepting things that are demonstrably not, however, is by no means confined to rock stars. Both the late Princess Diana and Cherie Blair, the wife of the former British prime minister Tony Blair, reportedly believed in the transcendent properties of stones; Mrs. Blair commonly sported a crystal pendant around her neck to ward off harmful rays from computers and mobile phones.2 Mrs.  Blair also reportedly consulted an octogenarian former market gardener named Jack Temple who ran a “healing center” from a barn next to his home in West Byfleet, Surrey. Temple told her that he was able to read her DNA by consulting rocks he kept in a room at the center and by swinging a pendulum over her body.

Shortly after the 1997 election, Mrs. Blair reportedly gave Mr. Temple a selection of small jars, each containing hair and toenail clippings obtained from both herself and the prime minister. Temple claimed that by “dowsing” the jars with his pendulum he was able to detect any signs of “poisons and blockages” in the first couple. The media reported: “It was not uncommon for her to fax several A4 pages of questions at a time to Temple so he could advise her which decisions should be taken immediately and which should be put off until the ‘vibes’ he was receiving from their hair and nail clippings were more positive.”3

If anything defines the modern age in the West, it is surely the worship of reason. To be modern, we tell ourselves, is to be rational. Anything that doesn’t carry the imprimatur of reason is deemed to be no more than dogma and mumbo-jumbo belonging to the unenlightened past. It is on this basis that science is held to have delivered a lethal blow to religion and given rise to a supposedly secular Western culture, which will have no truck with claims such as religious miracles or the existence of God. These are dismissed as the superstitious beliefs of a bygone primitive age of myth and bigotry.

Yet this central claim of the modern world is not borne out by its own behavior. Far from basking in an age of reason, Western society is characterized by a profound and widespread irrationality. While organized religion in many parts of the West is on the wane, with dwindling church attendance and a systematic erosion of Judeo-Christian principles by an intelligentsia for whom belief in God is evidence of deep stupidity or even insanity, Western society has filled the gap with a range of bizarre, irrational and premodern beliefs and behavior.

Madonna, Cherie Blair and Princess Diana represent the rise of what Chris Partridge has termed “occulture.”4 While most people remain rooted in solid reality, a growing number of supposedly super-rational twenty-first-century men and women now subscribe to a range of New Age cults, paganism, witchcraft and belief in psychic phenomena such as reincarnation, astrology and parapsychology.

What previously belonged to the province of the quack and the charlatan have become mainstream treatments and therapies, including faith healers, psychic mediums, astrologers, “angel therapists” and “aura photographers.” “Wicca”—or witchcraft—and paganism constitute the fastest-growing religious category in America, with between 500,000 and 5 million adherents. If “New Age spirituality” is included, the number reaches 20 million and growing.

In 1990 there were five thousand practicing British pagans; nearly a decade later, the number had risen to a hundred thousand.5 Whereas paganism would once have been seen as inimical to religion, it is now viewed in Britain’s multicultural nirvana as just another faith. So hospital authorities in Tayside, Scotland, for example, have agreed to allow pagans to practice meditation, healing rituals and special prayers in health service hospitals, with patients permitted to keep a small model of a pagan “healing goddess” on their bedside tables.6 Britain’s prison authorities are equally hospitable to the occult: under instructions issued to every prison governor, pagan “priests” are allowed to use wine and wands during ceremonies in jails. Inmates practicing paganism are allowed a hoodless robe, incense and a piece of religious jewelry among their personal possessions. 7 And a Pagan Police Association has been set up to represent officers who “worship nature and believe in many gods,” with the Hertfordshire police force allowing officers eight days’ pagan holidays per year, including Halloween and the summer solstice.8

Along with such beliefs has grown the use of mediums, psychics, séances, telepathy and other aspects of the paranormal. Undoubtedly, for many people these practices amount to little more than  playful whims or amusements rather than serious beliefs. Nevertheless, thousands of cults combine irrational beliefs with sinister programs to control people’s minds and behavior, which have made inroads into the religious and medical worlds and the prison system. In America, there are an estimated 2,500 cults involving between 3 and 10 million people. Their techniques of mind control are many and various. They include food and sleep deprivation; trance induction through hypnosis or prolonged rhythmical chanting; and “love bombing,” where cult members are bombarded with conditional love, which is removed whenever there is a deviation from the dictates of the leader.

Such cults often promote bizarre theories about conspiracies by agents of the modern world or by extraterrestrial forces. These theories cross political divides, linking neofascist, New Age, Islamist and green groups. Millions of people—including many who wouldn’t have anything to do with any cult—now appear only too eager to believe that the world is controlled by dark conspiracies of covert forces for which there is not one shred of evidence. Once, such theories would have been seen as indications of extreme eccentricity. Now, growing numbers of people treat them as legitimate subjects for debate, creating an infectious kind of public hysteria.

Examples of these conspiracy theories include the notion that AIDS was created in a CIA laboratory, that Princess Diana was murdered to prevent her from marrying a Muslim, and that the 9/11 attack on New York was orchestrated by the Bush administration, in some versions (particularly popular in the Muslim world) aided and abetted by the Israeli Mossad. These notions are all advanced in press articles or in television documentaries as hypotheses to be seriously entertained. The ninety-minute documentary Loose Change, which posits the 9/11 conspiracy theory, was shown on television in the United States and the UK, and was discussed as if it presented a reasonable hypothesis. Although the film was denounced in some quarters as risible, its thesis is believed by a significant number of people  and has generated what is known as the “Truther” movement. According to opinion polls, more than a third of Americans suspect that federal officials either facilitated the 9/11 attacks or knew they were imminent but did nothing to stop them, so the government would have a pretext for going to war in the Middle East.9

Similarly, thousands of people apparently believe that Princess Diana was murdered at the hands of a conspiracy involving the Duke of Edinburgh, Prince Charles and MI5. The overwhelming evidence that she died because she was not wearing a seat belt when her drunken chauffeur crashed while speeding through a Paris tunnel did not prevent British public opinion from forcing a three-year investigation followed by a long-drawn-out inquest at enormous public expense—all to test out a conspiracy theory that belongs to the realm of fantasy.

On a steadily enlarging fringe, fevered discussions of UFOs, aliens and mind control veer into allegations of conspiracies by hidden elites in the Bilderberg Group of foreign affairs specialists or the Rothschild banking firm, heavily laden with antisemitic paranoia about the alleged sinister power of the Jews.

Books by David Icke, the former soccer player and TV sports presenter who has announced that he is “the son of God,” are bestsellers advancing a mixture of New Age philosophy and apocalyptic conspiracy theory. In these, he argues that Britain will be devastated by tidal waves and earthquakes, and that the world is ruled by a secret group called the “Global Elite” or “Illuminati,” which was responsible for the Holocaust, the Oklahoma City bombing and 9/11, and which he has linked to the iconic text of Jewish conspiracy theory, The Protocols of the Elders of Zion—despite the fact that this was a hoax fabricated by the tsarist secret police at the turn of the twentieth century. Icke has said he is guided by beings on “higher levels” to make such information available to the public.10

Meanwhile the forces in the U.S. citizens’ militia movement that were indeed responsible for the Oklahoma City bombing are  themselves fueled by similar paranoid conspiracy theories involving hidden elites, secret societies and international organizations and plots featuring everything from UFOs to gun control, Freemasonry to AIDS.




SUSPENSION OF POLITICAL JUDGMENT 

The postreligious Western world is struggling to adjust to a profound loss of moral and philosophical moorings. A consequence of this radical discombobulation is widespread moral, emotional and intellectual chaos, resulting in shattered and lonely lives, emotional incontinence and gullibility to fraud and charlatanry. There is an increasing tendency to live in a fantasy world where irrational beliefs in myths are thought to restore order to chaotic lives, and where psychological projection creates the comforting illusion of control.

In the Western world, there have been two notable instances of this mythmaking in recent years. The first was the fantasy woven around the personality of the late Princess Diana, and the extraordinary passions unleashed by her untimely demise in the Alma tunnel in Paris. It was only with the death of the “People’s Princess” that the extent of Britain’s transformation—from a country of reason, intelligence, stoicism, self-restraint and responsibility into a land of credulousness, sentimentality, emotional excess, irresponsibility and self-obsession—became shatteringly apparent.

Princess Diana was an icon of the new Britain because she embodied the latter characteristics. In a country where epidemic family breakdown and mass fatherlessness testified to a society oblivious to the lethal downside of its culture of instant gratification, Princess Diana—herself the product of a family broken by divorce, a pattern she then replicated in her own marriage breakdown—became a symbol of dysfunctionality redeemed. Her bulimia and the story of her apparent unhappiness with a purportedly cold and unfaithful husband and an unfeeling and callous royal family  confirmed her as the national emblem of victimhood. But she was also beautiful and rich, a fashion icon and a future Queen of England. And in her reported stand against the supposedly remote, rigid and repressed royals, she stood for “real” values such as love and kindness. So she became a mythic personality onto whom the public projected the fantasy that she was just like them in the chaos of her personal life but had transcended it all to become a near-sainted figure, laying her hands upon AIDS sufferers or campaigning emotionally against land mines.

It was all rubbish, of course. No one actually knew what she was really like; people just thought they did. Only later did her deeply disturbed, manipulative and selfish behavior become apparent. But since people were unable to distinguish between the true and the ersatz, her death unleashed an orgy of sentimentality. People sobbed in the streets and buried the gates of Kensington Palace, where the Princess had lived, under mountains of cellophane-wrapped bouquets. Indeed, reaction to the death took an explicitly religious form: the shrines of flowers, the praying, the hushed and reverent atmosphere.

This was all vicarious feeling, however. In postreligious Britain, it was devotion at a distance by people who no longer possessed what they still deeply longed for—belief in something beyond themselves, and emotional health and support. It was kitsch emotion over someone they had never known; grief for the death of an imagined personality, which sanctified the elevation of feeling, image and spontaneity over reason, reality and restraint.

Feelings were associated with being a nice and good person, while restraint was seen as evidence of callousness. But feelings were deemed to exist only if they were visible. Tears were good; stiff upper lips were bad. Accordingly, people carried their mourning bouquets like badges of moral worth. The Queen and the Prince of Wales, by contrast, were judged to be cold and heartless because they weren’t weeping or emoting. The scene threatened to become ugly when the  public turned savagely against the Queen for failing to fly the Union Flag at half-mast over Buckingham Palace and were mollified only when the monarch, alerted to the dangerous public mood, allowed the people to see how deeply the family had been affected by the tragedy.

This “Dianafication” of the culture is essentially empty, amoral, untruthful and manipulative; eventually people see through it and realize they have been played for suckers. But while the mood lasts—and it can last long enough to create presidents and prime ministers—reason doesn’t have a chance. Warm, fuzzy feelings win hands down because they anaesthetize us to reality and blank out those issues that require difficult decisions. This disorder raises up political icons who achieve instantaneous and unshakeable mass followings of adoring acolytes because they permit the public to suspend judgment and avoid making any hard choices, indulging instead in fantasies of turning swords into ploughshares.

The second conspicuous example of postreligious mythology was the election of Barack Obama to the presidency of the United States—although buyers’ remorse and disillusionment appeared to set in within a few months of his inauguration and soon threatened to swamp his period of office altogether. Obama came to power as a mythic figure, like Princess Diana, who seemed to sublimate and transcend the public’s various cultural traumas. By virtue of the fact that he was half black, he allowed people to fantasize that he would both redeem America’s shameful history of slavery and racial prejudice and bring peace to the world. After all, did he not embody in his own history a fusion of black and white, Muslim and Christian?

Brushed aside were highly troubling details of his personal history: his ambivalence about his fractured identity, his efforts to conceal or misrepresent crucial details about his background, and a pattern of unsavory or radical associations. The fact that his pre-election statements were intellectually and politically incoherent, frighteningly naive or patently contradictory was of no consequence.  In his personal story and troubled family background, people imagined they could see someone who had overcome adversity by force of character. Like Princess Diana, he appeared to have emerged from this troubled past committed to spreading peace, love and reconciliation. Instead of waging war, he would bring harmony simply through his personality, charisma and will.

Reason was suspended for the duration; emotion and sentimentality took over. People didn’t want to hear about the anti-white, anti-Western church to which he had belonged for twenty years, nor about his questionable associations with people in Chicago’s corrupt political machine, nor about his friendships with and tutelage by anti-Western radicals. The appeal of the myth he embodied, with its capacity to redeem America, was simply too strong.

After all, the American public had just endured the global ignominy of a president—the embodiment of their nation—who was reviled as a cretinous, bigoted, warmongering, inarticulate, gauche and incompetent cowboy. In Barack Obama, by contrast, they had a political rock star, a global icon and the epitome of cool by virtue of his handsomeness, elegance, laid-back thoughtfulness, apparent intelligence, blessed articulacy (they ignored the teleprompters) and charisma. And he was black to boot. And so by electing him to the presidency they were redeeming both America and themselves, upon whom his reflected glory would shine, illuminating the virtue of those who had the moral clarity and insight to vote for him. Aghast at the murderous and apparently hopeless complexities of defending America against the Islamic jihad, they were seduced by his promise that the exercise of reason would bring an end to conflict. He made them feel good about themselves; he stood for hope, love, reconciliation, youthfulness and fairies at the bottom of the garden.

Obama himself did nothing to dispel this impression. He suggested that he would win the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. He was going to break the deadlock in the Middle East. He would change  the climate (literally). When he won the Democratic Party nomination, he declared that this would be seen as “the moment when the rise of the oceans began to slow and our planet began to heal.”11

Presented with this absurd display of hubris and narcissism, Americans reacted by junking rationality altogether and elevating Obama not just to the presidency but to divinity. Early in the election campaign, Oprah Winfrey proclaimed Obama to be “the one. He is the one!”12 She herself was likened to “John the Baptist, leading the way for Obama to win.”13 A poll taken in January 2009 just before his inauguration found that his popularity was greater than that of Jesus Christ, Martin Luther King and Mother Teresa.14 According to Susan Sarandon, “He is a community organizer like Jesus was, and now we’re a community and he can organize us.”15 A Chicago art student, David Cordero, made a papier-mâché figure of Obama as Jesus, complete with blue neon halo, titled “Blessing.” Cordero explained: “All of this is a response to what I’ve been witnessing and hearing, this idea that Barack is sort of a potential savior that might come and absolve the country of all its sins.”16 And after Obama’s speech in Cairo in June 2009 reaching out to Muslims, Newsweek editor Evan Thomas declared on MSNBC: “I mean in a way Obama’s standing above the country, above—above the world, he’s sort of God.”17 The Norwegian Nobel Committee appeared to agree. In October 2009, it caused almost universal astonishment and derision by awarding the Nobel Peace Prize to President Obama for having “created a new climate in international politics,” even though he had not achieved any perceptible advance towards peace anywhere in the world.18

The urge to impose some artificial order through myth and fantasy is not confined to the “Princess Obama” syndrome. The climate of unreason has also profoundly affected attitudes on the big issues of the day. Obviously, there are always differences of opinion and interpretation in which one side of an argument will think the beliefs of the other side are false. What is notable about some of  today’s debates is the extent to which it has become all but impossible for factual evidence to make any contribution, with pre-existing assumptions framing the discussion and permitting no deviation. Facts are simply ignored as if they didn’t exist, or denied on the grounds that those who bring them forward are either evil or deranged. What follows is a brief examination of four deeply controversial issues from which evidence, reason and logic have been exiled in favor of irrationality, ideology and prejudice—issues on which much of the Western mind has been closed tightly shut.
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THE MYTH OF ENVIRONMENTAL ARMAGEDDON

In November 2009, a scandal erupted at a British research center that was to have far-reaching implications for one of the most sedulously contrived beliefs of the post–Cold War age. Thousands of emails that surfaced from the Climatic Research Unit at the University of East Anglia revealed that some of the most influential scientists behind the theory of manmade or anthropogenic global warming (AGW) had apparently been trying to manipulate and distort the scientific data.1 This was done, it appeared, to fit the evidence to their prior agenda of catastrophic climate change, and to conceal the fact that their theory didn’t stand up.

What these emails exposed was far more than a localized scandal involving a few rogue scientists. The CRU was one of the principal sources of temperature data behind the AGW analysis and the forecasts of imminent environmental apocalypse being put forward by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change—resulting in pressure on the world’s governments to make painful adjustments to their economies in order to avert disaster. The apparent fraud revealed by the emails threatened not just the reputation of the CRU but the very foundations of AGW theory.2 And yet the reaction by the media and political class was largely to ignore, downplay or dismiss the scandal. It was left to scientists skeptical of AGW theory, such as Steve McIntyre and Anthony Watts, to extract the  devastating implications for the idea of catastrophic manmade global warming.3 Even so, AGW proponents such as the British government’s former chief scientific adviser Sir David King and its climate change minister Ed Miliband continued to insist that the significance of the emails had been totally overblown and that the science behind AGW theory was “settled.”4

This was because ever since the late 1980s, scarcely a day has passed without an ever more hair-raising prediction of environmental apocalypse as a result of manmade global warming. Despite a counter-movement that is rapidly gaining ground, the belief within the political and intellectual classes that carbon dioxide emissions are heating up the earth’s atmosphere to an unprecedented and catastrophic degree has been afforded the status of unchallengeable fact. It is taught as such in geography lessons in schools, which have received bulk supplies of Al Gore’s movie An Inconvenient Truth, deemed to be an authoritative study aid on the topic (even though the fact that he won the Nobel Prize for peace rather than for science might have prompted a measure of caution).

Britain and Australia have appointed government ministers for “climate change,” suggesting absurdly that politicians can influence the composition of the atmosphere in the same way that they can affect, say, public sector housing or the country’s defenses. At the same time, AGW alarmists state repeatedly that catastrophic global warming is now unstoppable. But then, an absence of logic can hardly be acknowledged when a theory achieves unchallengeable status.

Sir David King is one of several who have claimed that AGW poses a more serious threat to the world than terrorism.5 He also said that climate change had the potential to destabilize the political and economic basis of the entire global system.6 At the Copenhagen climate change summit in December 2009, Prince Charles warned that the survival of mankind itself was in peril and that a mere seven years remained “before we lose the levers of control” over the  climate.7 When the summit ended inconclusively, the green activist George Monbiot wrote the planet’s obituary: “Goodbye Africa, goodbye south Asia; goodbye glaciers and sea ice, coral reefs and rainforest. It was nice knowing you.”8 In 2008, the Harvard physicist John Holdren, newly appointed director of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, warned: “There is already widespread harm . . . occurring from climate change. This is not just a problem for our children and our grandchildren.”9 The former British environment secretary David Miliband said in 2006 that people “should be scared” about global warming. “The truth is staring us in the face,” he said. “Climate change is here, in our country; it is an issue for our generation as well as future generations; and those who deny it are the flat-earthers of the 21st century.”10

By the time his brother Ed Miliband succeeded him in the same job, its title had been altered to “secretary for energy and climate change.” In 2009 he introduced the Climate Change Bill, which obliged Britain to reduce its “carbon emissions” by 2050 to 20 percent of what they were in 1990—a target that was achievable, wrote the journalist Christopher Booker, only by shutting down most of the economy. The government estimated this would cost the country £404 billion, or £760 per household every year for four decades. Similarly in the United States, the cost of President Obama’s “cap and trade” bill to curb “carbon emissions” was put at $1.9 trillion, a yearly cost of $4,500 to each American family.11 These sums are vast. But any progressive politician has to demonstrate commitment to tackling global warming. The issue has changed the face of Western politics.

Yet the astonishing fact is that, despite this unprecedented degree of terrifying global alarmism and crippling government spending to curb “carbon emissions,” the claimed evidence for the belief that is fueling all this panic simply doesn’t stack up. The theory of anthropogenic global warming is perhaps the single most dramatic example of scientific rationality being turned on its head.  People who have absorbed the never-ending barrage of media headlines about environmental Armageddon emanating from folks sporting impressive scientific qualifications—along with the scorn and vituperation heaped upon anyone who dares question any of it—may find this hard to believe, but it is difficult to find any credible evidence to back up global warming alarmism.




THEORY SAYS ONE THING, EVIDENCE SUGGESTS ANOTHER 

First of all, the theory of manmade global warming contradicts what we know historically to be the case. There is precious little to support the idea that something out of the ordinary is happening to the climate. The world has always warmed and cooled; the climate changes continually and, at times, quite rapidly. According to Professor R. Timothy Patterson, director of the Ottawa-Carleton Geoscience Centre at Carleton University, “As recently as 6,000 years ago, it was about 3°C warmer than now. Ten thousand years ago, while the world was coming out of the thousand-year-long ‘Younger Dryas’ cold episode, temperatures rose as much as 6°C in a decade—100 times faster than the past century’s 0.6°C warming that has so upset environmentalists.”12

So nothing new there. Moreover, there is no straightforward link between CO2 and temperature. From 1860 to 1875 temperatures rose, then decreased from 1875 to 1890, rose until 1903, fell until 1918, rose dramatically until 1941, then cooled until 1976. As the geologist Ian Plimer suggests, AGW proponents have to explain why the rate and amount of warming at the beginning of the twentieth century was greater than now, despite lower CO2 emissions; or why Greenland has cooled since the 1940s, when emissions were higher; or why the Arctic was warmer in the 1920s and 1930s than now.13

Global warming theory rests on the belief that rising CO2 levels drive up the temperature of the atmosphere. But historically, temperature increases have often preceded high CO2 levels, destroying  this theory of cause and effect. Moreover, there have been periods when atmospheric CO2 levels were as much as sixteen times what they are now, periods characterized not by warming but by glaciation.14

Proponents of AGW theory also have to explain how carbon dioxide can have a cataclysmic effect on the climate given that it forms only a minute proportion of the atmosphere. According to Roy Spencer, a research scientist in meteorology at the University of Alabama and co-developer of the original method of monitoring global temperatures from earth-orbiting satellites, if the preindustrial atmospheric CO2 concentration were to double by late in the century, the earth’s natural greenhouse gas effect would be enhanced merely by about 1 percent.15 Yet even less than this tiny amount is supposed to cause climate catastrophe and the end of the world.

We are constantly told that the temperature is increasing, the seas are rising, the ice is shrinking and the polar bears are vanishing. Not one of these claims is supported by the evidence; indeed, the opposite is the case.

On the subject of sea level, the world’s foremost expert is probably Nils-Axel Mörner, a former IPCC expert reviewer, former head of the Department of Paleogeophysics and Geodynamics at Stockholm University in Sweden, past president of the INQUA Commission on Sea Level Changes and Coastal Evolution, and leader of the Maldives Sea Level Project. In 2007, Professor Mörner said there was no evidence of an unusual rise in sea level anywhere. None. Not around Tuvalu, where Al Gore told the world that the islands’ inhabitants faced an imminent choice between evacuation and inundation; nor around any of the Pacific Islands north of New Zealand and Fiji, also said to be in danger of disappearing into the ocean; nor around the South Pole or the North Pole or Greenland. Sea-level rise was a myth.16

As for the polar bears, they were allegedly being left stranded on shrinking icebergs as the Arctic ice sheets melted and fell into the  sea. Their fate aroused a global furor. One article quoted a visitor to the Arctic who claimed he saw two such distressed animals, noting that one of them “looked to be dead and the other one looked to be exhausted.”17 Global warming, we were told, was even turning polar bears into cannibals as they were forced to start eating each other due to “nutritional stress” from their disappearing habitat.18 In January 2007, the U.S. interior secretary, Dirk Kempthorne, was moved to recommend that the polar bear be listed as “threatened” under the Endangered Species Act. “We are concerned,” said Mr. Kempthorne, that “the polar bears’ habitat may literally be melting.”19

Yet in fact there are four to five times more polar bears in the world now than there were forty years ago. Dr. Mitchell Taylor, a biologist from the Arctic government of Nunavut, Canada, noted: “Of the 13 populations of polar bears in Canada, 11 are stable or increasing in number. They are not going extinct, or even appear to be affected at present.”20

Contrary to the repeated claims that both the Arctic and Antarctica are melting, the evidence shows nothing of the kind. Global ice cover always expands and contracts; nothing new here, and there are many reasons for these movements that have nothing to do with carbon dioxide. It is a highly complex and fluctuating picture; to take one small area where ice is melting and announce on that basis that all sea ice is disappearing through global warming is simply mendacious.

In fact, temperatures in the Arctic were lower at the end of the twentieth century than they had been between 1920 and 1940.21 Between 1966 and 2000, Antarctica cooled.22 Between 1992 and 2003, the Antarctic ice sheet was growing at the rate of 5 mm per year.23 By 2009, global sea ice levels equaled those seen twenty-nine years earlier, according to data derived from satellite observations of the northern and southern polar regions.24

Most devastating of all to the AGW camp, the global temperature has been falling. The dogma of manmade global warming states  that as CO2 rises so too will atmospheric temperature. CO2 has been rising, yet there has been no significant warming since 1995, and temperatures have not increased at all since 1998. The NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies, the University of Alabama and the UK’s Hadley Centre for Forecasting have observed a firm downtrend in global temperature since late 2001.25 According to Dr. Richard Keen, a climatologist with the Department of Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences at the University of Colorado, in defiance of the predictions by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) “the global temperature for 2007 was the coldest in a decade.”26

Let’s remind ourselves: AGW theory has no ifs or buts. If CO2 levels go up, so does the temperature. Yet AGW proponents, faced with the fact that the IPCC in 1990 predicted a 0.3°C global average temperature rise per decade, claimed that the earth’s recent failure to get warmer was merely a pause and that the prediction always allowed for pauses. Nowhere had such a pause actually been predicted, yet they now claimed to expect a “lull” for up to a decade while natural variations in climate cancelled out the increases caused by manmade greenhouse gas emissions—but apparently just until 2015, when it would all start up again.27 There was no evidence whatever for this assertion. They simply made it up.

So, the theory goes, more carbon dioxide inevitably means more global warming, except when “natural variations in climate” get in the way of this immutable process. With predictive skills that would have caused medieval sorcerers to junk their crystal balls, climate scientists claimed they could foretell precisely when these “natural climate variations” would subside—even though, at the very same time, Richard Wood of the Hadley Centre confided that “climate predictions for a decade ahead would always be to some extent uncertain.”28




FALLING TEMPERATURES, RISING HYSTERIA 

As the evidence continued to roll in that AGW theory was as dead as Monty Python’s famous parrot, the claims of imminent environmental doom became ever more outlandish, hysterical and absurd.

In January 2009, Dr. James Hansen, head of the Goddard Institute for Space Studies, adviser to Al Gore and guru of global warming theory, said that President-elect Obama had “only four years” to save the world from “imminent peril,” that ice melt is accelerating and that most estimates of expected sea-level rise are far too conservative. 29 This was the same James Hansen who had predicted that 2007 would be the hottest year on record.

In May 2009, Steven Chu, the Nobel Prize-winning physicist appointed by President Obama as energy secretary, told the Nobel Laureate Symposium convened by Prince Charles that the world should be painted white to combat global warming. Whitewashing roofs, roads and pavements so that they reflected more sunlight and heat, he solemnly announced, would cut CO2 emissions by as much as taking all the world’s cars off the roads for eleven years.30

Also in May 2009, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology published a study predicting “a 90 percent probability” that worldwide surface temperatures will rise between 2 and 9 degrees by 210031 and that this increase will kill billions of people.32 This was more than twice the increase that MIT had predicted six years earlier, even though the evidence pointed in the opposite direction: plummeting temperatures and increasing ice.

The same year, scientists warned that sea levels would rise twice as fast as was forecast by the United Nations only two years previously, threatening hundreds of millions of people with catastrophe. Rapidly melting ice sheets in Greenland and Antarctica were likely to push levels up by a meter or more by 2100, swamping coastal cities and obliterating the living space of 600 million people in deltas, low-lying areas and small island countries. The Greenland ice sheet, in particular, was said to be collapsing in places as meltwater seeped  down through crevices and speeded up its disintegration.33 Yet only a few months previously an article in Science, drawing upon a meeting of the American Geophysical Union, had said that the speed of Greenland’s ice melt appeared to have slowed down.34

Also in 2009, an IPCC member, Chris Field, told the American Association for the Advancement of Science meeting in Chicago that “the actual trajectory of climate change is more serious” than any of the climate predictions in the IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report. He said recent climate studies suggested that the continued warming of the planet could touch off large, destructive wildfires in tropical rainforests and melt permafrost in the Arctic tundra, releasing billions of tons of greenhouse gases that could raise global temperatures even more.35

But like all the predictions, this rested on an assessment of still higher increases in global CO2 emissions. Similarly, the international climate change conference in Copenhagen in March 2009 soared into the hyperbolic stratosphere by predicting that the seas might rise by as much as a meter by 2100;36 that they would turn into acid and return the earth to conditions not seen since the time of the dinosaurs;37 and that up to 85 percent of the rainforests would be felled not by the loggers’ chainsaws but by the seemingly greatest pollutant in the history of the universe, carbon dioxide.38

Read these reports carefully and you can see the scam at work. All these predictions revolve around a massive “if.” They are all based on the assumption that rising CO2 levels produce runaway global warming and inevitable ecological catastrophe. Ignoring the self-evident fact that this theory has already been proved false, they then apply this bogus premise to topics not previously covered—the acidity of seas, rainforests—and presto, a fresh range of even greater catastrophes is conjured up from their computer models.

But ludicrous as all this is, there are yet more profound ways in which anthropogenic global warming theory is unscientific. Most fundamental, the very idea that climate is at all predictable flies in the face of the complexity of climate change. The assumption that highly complex natural systems can be predicted at all is absurd.  And climate is arguably the most complex system there is: coupled, nonlinear, chaotic. The number of feedback mechanisms involved is vast. The idea that a predictable outcome can be achieved by changing just one factor—and a minute factor at that—is scarcely more believable than the extraction of sunbeams from cucumbers on Jonathan Swift’s satirical island of Laputa.

Moreover, the idea that climate change can be predicted through computer modeling is even more ridiculous. As John McLean has written, “modeling a chaotic object whose initial state and evolutionary processes are not known to a sufficient precision has a validation skill not significantly different from zero.”39 Computer modeling is beset by notorious flaws. First, the integrity of the forecasts that computers produce depends on what is fed into them in the first place. And second, computers are simply unable to deal with all the compound feedback mechanisms that climate change entails.

The temptation to manipulate the source data in order to produce a result that will keep the grant money flowing in is enormous. As Roy Spencer has observed, the results are dependent on the modeler’s assumptions being correct—but some assumptions are fed in opportunistically to achieve a desired outcome. “Climate models are purposely simplified so they can run to completion on today’s computers and provide results before scientists reach retirement age,” Spencer writes.40 Ian Plimer, who has likened computer modeling to playing sophisticated computer games, says that it proves nothing except its own limitations—as demonstrated by the fact that it suggested constant warming until the end of time but failed to predict either post-1998 cooling or El Niño events (global ocean/atmosphere fluctuations). “Data collection in science is derived from observation, measurement and experimentation, not from modeling,” he writes. “. . . If computer models torture the data enough, the data will confess to anything.”41

It is ironic that the philosophical granddaddy of green thinking, James Lovelock, should understand this point very well. In his latest  book, The Vanishing Face of Gaia, he warns about the perils of scientific modeling:Gradually the world of science has evolved to the dangerous point where model-building has precedence over observation and measurement, especially in Earth and life sciences. In certain ways, modeling by scientists has become a threat to the foundation on which science has stood: the acceptance that nature is always the final arbiter and that a hypothesis must always be tested by experiment and observation in the real world.42








THE “CONSENSUS” MELTS FASTER THAN ARCTIC ICE 

It is quite comical that a movement of thought that is all about rescuing the natural world from the perceived predations and dehumanizing effects of technology should itself be abandoning human observation of the natural world and using technology instead to falsify the truths of nature. And as Lovelock and Plimer both observe, this betrays the principles of science. One of the most fundamental of these principles is that science can never be a closed book. Scientific minds must always be open, all theories are contestable, and all science is an arena of argument and debate. If a scientific argument is said to be “over,” settled through a “consensus” of unchallengeable conclusions, it stops being science and turns instead into dogma.

That, however, is exactly how anthropogenic global warming theory is couched. Lord May, president of Britain’s premier scientific academy, the Royal Society, declared that there was “a clear scientific consensus on the facts” of manmade global warming and thus the argument was over.43

In April 2001, Robert Watson, chairman of the IPCC, dismissed suggestions that there was a 50–50 split in the scientific community over climate change or humanity’s role in producing it. “It’s not even 80–20 or 90–10 (in percentage terms). I personally believe it’s  something like 98–2 or 99–1,” he said. And Sir John Houghton, the former head of Britain’s Meteorological Office, said that worldwide there were no more than ten scientists active in the field and well versed in the arguments who disagreed with the notion of human-induced climate change.44

The Washington Post asserted that there were only “a handful of skeptics” of manmade global warming theory.45 The ABC News reporter Bill Blakemore—who declared, “I don’t like the word ‘balance’ much at all” in global warming coverage—reported that “after extensive searches, ABC News has found no such [scientific] debate” on global warming.46

Well, they can’t have been looking very hard. For not only is the idea of a global warming consensus antiscientific, it is not remotely true. On April 6, 2006, sixty scientists wrote a letter to the Canadian prime minister criticizing AGW theory. “Observational evidence does not support today’s computer climate models, so there is little reason to trust model predictions of the future,” they said.47 In 2007, some 450 scientists from more than two dozen countries, several of them current and former participants in the IPCC, voiced significant objections to the claims made by the IPCC and Al Gore. By 2009, that number had risen to 700 scientists.48

In his book The Deniers, Lawrence Solomon observes that the skeptics tend to be far more accomplished and distinguished scientists than those pushing the theory as a settled and incontrovertible truth. A number of them are so eminent they were used as experts by the IPCC, but then came to realize that they were involved in an innately corrupted process and that some of their own work was being abused and distorted in order to promulgate the false doctrine of anthropogenic global warming.

The skeptical scientists include, for example, Dr. Christopher Landsea, a former chairman of the American Meteorological Society’s Committee on Tropical Meteorology and Tropical  Cyclones and an IPCC author, who discovered that the IPCC was falsifying the relationship between climate change and hurricanes.

There is Dr. Richard Lindzen, a much-garlanded professor of meteorology at MIT and another IPCC author, who says that the IPCC’s politicized summary of its defining 2001 report created the false impression that climate models were reliable when the report itself indicated precisely the opposite, with numerous problems in the models including those arising from the effects of clouds and water vapor.

There is Zbigniew Jaworowski, former chairman of the UN Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation, who says the IPCC ’s ice-core research is wrong and that therefore it has “based its global warming hypothesis on arbitrary assumptions and these assumptions, it is now clear, are false.”

Or Dr. Tom Segalstad, head of the Geological Museum at the University of Oslo and another IPCC reviewer, who says that “most leading geologists throughout the world know that the IPCC ’s view of Earth processes are implausible if not impossible,” and that climate change scientists have launched “a search for a mythical CO2 sink to explain an immeasurable CO2 lifetime to fit a hypothetical CO2 computer model that purports to show that an impossible amount of fossil-fuel burning is heating the atmosphere. It is all a fiction.”49

There are many other distinguished scientists who have said that anthropogenic global warming is unscientific, untrue and even fraudulent. In 2007, Gerhard Gerlich of the Institute of Mathematical Physics at the Technical University Carolo-Wilhelmina in Braunschweig, Germany, and Dr. Ralf D. Tscheuschner co-authored a devastating paper titled “Falsification of the Atmospheric CO2 Greenhouse Effects Within the Frame of Physics.” This paper stated that there was no scientific basis to anthropogenic global warming theory whatsoever. The authors concluded:The horror visions of a risen sea level, melting Pole caps and developing deserts in North America and in Europe are fictitious consequences of fictitious physical mechanisms, as they cannot be seen even in the climate model computations. The emergence of hurricanes and tornados cannot be predicted by climate models, because all of these deviations are ruled out. The main strategy of modern CO2-greenhouse gas defenders seems to hide themselves [sic] behind more and more pseudo-explanations, which are not part of the academic education or even of the physics training.... The derivation of statements on the CO2 induced anthropogenic global warming out of the computer simulations lies outside any science.50








THE FLAWS, AND WORSE, IN THE RESEARCH 

Far from being grounded in rigorous scientific studies, the theory of manmade global warming has been sustained on the back of research that has been shown to be sloppy and badly flawed. NASA, for example, had claimed that 1998 was the warmest year on record in the continental United States. After the National Center for Policy Analysis showed that this claim resulted from a serious mathematical error, NASA corrected itself and said instead that 1934 was now the warmest year on record. Moreover, NASA also had to admit that three of the five warmest years on record had occurred before 1940, contrary to its previous claim that all five occurred after 1980. And perhaps most devastating of all to the manmade global warming backers, it is now admitted that six of the ten hottest years on record occurred when only 10 percent of the amount of greenhouse gases that have been emitted in the last century were in the atmosphere. And why did NASA get all this so wrong? Because—and this is hard to credit—it had been calculating atmospheric temperatures through mechanisms that measured the ground.51

The biggest scandal, however, concerned what is known as the “hockey-stick” graph created by the climatologist Michael Mann.  His research appearing to show that the earth’s climate was very stable from 1000 to 1900 CE, then suddenly began to rise dramatically—thus creating the hockey-stick shape—was central to the IPCC’s 2001 Third Assessment Report. It was this graph which led to the claim that the 1990s ranked as the warmest decade of the millennium and 1998 as the warmest year.52 And this appeared to pin global warming firmly on industrialization, thus enabling activists to blame the Western world for the imminent frying of the planet.

The hockey-stick graph served to solve a difficulty in blaming industrialization for global warming, and that was the Medieval Warm Period, from about 1000 to 1300 CE. This preindustrial warm interval had been succeeded by a cold period called the Little Ice Age, which lasted until the latter part of the nineteenth century. So twentieth-century warming would appear to be simply a recovery from those cold years. In other words, it was nothing out of the ordinary.

So why is industrialization nevertheless widely seen as the cause of global warming? In 1995, David Deming made a startling revelation. As a geoscientist at the University of Oklahoma, he had gained significant credibility in the community of scientists working on climate change. “They thought I was one of them, someone who would pervert science in the service of social and political causes,” Deming wrote. “So one of them let his guard down. A major person working in the area of climate change and global warming sent me an astonishing email that said ‘We have to get rid of the Medieval Warm Period.’”53

The hockey stick did just that. Its vertiginous rise in global temperature following nine hundred years of stasis was achieved by eradicating some seven centuries of history, excising the Medieval Warm Period and subsequent Little Ice Age altogether. Remarkable detective work by the Canadian researchers Steve McIntyre and Ross McKitrick showed that an algorithm had been built into the computer program so that a hockey-stick curve would have been created whatever data were fed into it.

A subsequent titanic battle over these findings ended with a devastating report in 2006 by a panel of three independent statisticians headed by an eminent statistics professor, Edward Wegman, former chairman of the U.S. National Academy of Sciences Committee on Theoretical and Applied Statistics. This panel resoundingly upheld the finding that the hockey-stick curve was bogus and said that Dr. Mann’s “de-centered methodology is simply incorrect mathematics.” Wegman said, “I am baffled by the claim that the incorrect method doesn’t matter because the answer is correct anyway. Method Wrong, Answer Correct = Bad Science.”54

In October 2009, McIntyre cast serious doubt on another set of research papers that had been used to underpin AGW theory. These were based on tree-ring records from the Yamal Peninsula in Siberia. On the basis of this evidence, studies by Keith Briffa and others claimed that the Medieval Warm Period had in fact been cool, and so current temperatures were unusually hot by historical standards. When McIntyre finally extracted the raw data, however, he discovered that a larger and more recent set of tree-ring data from the same area told a very different story: that the medieval era was actually quite warm and the late twentieth century was unexceptional.55

One tiresome difficulty for AGW proponents is that Antarctica has been not warming but cooling, with ice reaching record levels. In January 2009, Professor Eric Steig and others—including Michael Mann—caused some excitement by claiming that West Antarctica was warming so much that it more than made up for the cooling in East Antarctica.56 Various other scientists immediately spotted the flaw in Steig’s methodology of combining satellite evidence since 1979 with temperature readings from surface weather stations. Because Antarctica has so few weather stations, the computer that Steig used was programmed to guess what data would have been produced by more stations had they existed.57 So the findings that caused such excitement were based on data that had been made up.

A number of expert reviewers for the IPCC have discovered to their horror that some of the research on which it bases its global warming predictions is actively fraudulent. The sea-level expert Nils-Axel Mörner was one such IPCC reviewer. This is what he said about the process that led the IPCC to make its predictions of alarming (if subsequently reduced) sea-level rise:Then, in 2003, the same data set, which in their [IPCC ’s] publications, in their website, was a straight line—suddenly it changed, and showed a very strong line of uplift, 2.3 mm per year, the same as from the tide gauge. And that didn’t look so nice. It looked as though they had recorded something; but they hadn’t recorded anything. It was the original one which they had suddenly twisted up, because they entered a “correction factor,” which they took from the tide gauge. So it was not a measured thing, but a figure introduced from outside.

I accused them of this at the Academy of Sciences in Moscow—I said you have introduced factors from outside; it’s not a measurement. It looks like it is measured from the satellite, but you don’t say what really happened. And they answered, that we had to do it, because otherwise we would not have gotten any trend! That is terrible! As a matter of fact, it is a falsification of the data set. Why? Because they know the answer. And there you come to the point: They “know” the answer; the rest of us, we are searching for the answer. Because we are field geologists; they are computer scientists. So all this talk that sea level is rising, this stems from the computer modeling, not from observations. The observations don’t find it!

. . . I have been the expert reviewer for the IPCC, both in 2000 and last year. The first time I read it, I was exceptionally surprised. First of all, it had 22 authors, but none of them—none—were sea-level specialists. They were given this mission, because they promised to answer the right thing.58





And then there was Al Gore’s movie An Inconvenient Truth, that classroom resource now used in so many school geography lessons,  even though it contains dozens of falsehoods and errors. In October 2007, in a court case relating to this movie, the High Court in London identified nine such “errors”—but in fact there are many more. As Christopher Booker has catalogued, the movie misrepresents the scientific literature, states there are threats where there are none and exaggerates them where they may exist. For example, Gore claimed that sea levels would rise by a massive 20 feet—as opposed to the IPCC, which had forecast the likely rise at between 4 and 17 inches over the next century. Gore said that low-lying inhabited Pacific coral atolls were already being inundated because of anthropogenic global warming, leading to the evacuation of several island populations to New Zealand. However, the atolls are not being inundated; in a large area of the central Pacific, between 1955 and 1996 sea levels had gone down by an average of 2 mm per year. Gore says that global warming dried up Lake Chad in Africa. It did not. Overex-traction of water and changing agricultural patterns dried up the lake, which was also dry in 8500 BCE, 5500 BCE, 1000 BCE and 100 BCE. And so on.59




SCIENCE IS REPLACED BY THE MANUFACTURE OF MYTHS 

The egregious catalogue of error and worse that passes for “science” in anthropogenic global warming theory is not merely evidence of a lot of careless and sloppy scientists, or superannuated politicians seeking the limelight. Undoubtedly, much evidence associated with climate change is contradictory or lends itself to numerous different interpretations. And equally undoubtedly, many scientists promoting this theory are consumed by a genuine fear that the climate is spinning out of control and mankind is to blame. But some have made remarks that appear to suggest the subordination of facts to an ideology that distorts the truth in the supposed interests of a higher cause.

In 1989, Stephen Schneider, a professor of “environmental biology and global change” at Stanford University, said candidly that  scientists wanted to see the world become a better place, which meant working out the risk of potentially disastrous climate change.

To do that we need to get some broad-based support, to capture the public’s imagination. That, of course, entails getting loads of media coverage. So we have to offer up scary scenarios, make simplified, dramatic statements, and make little mention of any doubts we might have. This “double ethical bind” we frequently find ourselves in cannot be solved by any formula. Each of us has to decide what the right balance is between being effective and being honest. I hope that means being both.60



Well, it is hard to see how it can do so. Paul Watson, one of the founders of Greenpeace, was rather more blunt: “It doesn’t matter what is true; it only matters what people believe is true.... You are what the media define you to be. [Greenpeace] became a myth and a myth-generating machine.”61

This was not about submitting theories or hypotheses or evidence for public debate. This was about using “science” to stifle public debate and alter people’s behavior.

So in a report on global warming titled Warm Words: How Are We Telling the Climate Story and Can We Tell It Better? the Institute for Public Policy Research, a British think tank, argued thatthe task of climate change agencies is not to persuade by rational argument but in effect to develop and nurture a new “common sense”. . . . [We] need to work in a more shrewd and contemporary way, using subtle techniques of engagement.... The “facts” need to be treated as being so taken-for-granted that they need not be spoken.... It amounts to treating climate-friendly activity as a brand that can be sold. This is, we believe, the route to mass behaviour changes.62





The outcome of sidelining rational argument in favor of advertising strategy, as the geologist Ian Plimer observed, is that actual evidence about climate change is dismissed in a mass act of cognitive dissonance. Support goes instead to a theory that is “contrary to  validated knowledge from solar physics, astronomy, history, archaeology and geology,” flying in the face of science and defeating reason. Scientific facts are now deemed to be extraneous to the issue. Professor Plimer writes:When science was born, the consensus at that time was driven by religion, politics, prejudice, mysticism and self-interested power. From Galileo to Newton and through the centuries, science debunked the consensus by experiment, calculation, observation, measurement, repeated validation, falsification and reason.... Scientific fact now no longer seems to be necessary. Human-induced global warming is one such example, where one camp attempts to demolish the basic principles of science and install a new order based on political and sociological collectivism.... There has been an uncritical, unthinking acceptance by the community of the media barrage about catastrophic climate change. For many, critical thinking is an anathema.63





But then, as the former astronaut Walter Cunningham astutely observed, “true believers” in the dogma of global warming “are beyond being interested in evidence; it is impossible to reason [people] out of positions they have not been reasoned into.”64

Manmade global warming theory lies in shreds, and yet this fact is denied and ruthless attempts are made to suppress it, even as the counterargument has gained ground and exposed the hollowness of its claims. That is because the theory is not science. As will be discussed later in the book, it is rather a quasi-religious belief system; and the only reason it was sustained for so long was through the abuse of authority and intimidation of dissent.





3

THE IRAQ WAR

Like the global warming issue, the war in Iraq changed the course of Western politics. Against the backdrop of Islamist terrorism, the ousting of Saddam Hussein crystallized a fundamental disagreement: was the West involved in a war of civilizations—which might be better termed a war over civilization—against an “axis of evil,” or did it face merely a localized terrorist problem. And behind that argument lay a much more profound set of disagreements over the role of America and Israel in world affairs; whether these countries were the front line of the West’s defenses or the cause of its problems; and whether the right way to safeguard peace and freedom was to topple tyrants through war or deal with them instead through law and diplomacy. The Iraq war became a lightning rod for all these passions, the strength and ferocity of which helped force Tony Blair out of the British prime minister’s office early, crippled the presidency of George W. Bush, and paved the way for the election of Barack Obama to the White House.

It is not the purpose here to argue whether toppling Saddam Hussein was the right judgment call or not (my view, for what it’s worth, is that it was, even though the prosecution of the war was deeply flawed). The case that war in Iraq was the wrong course to take was an entirely legitimate argument, and to that extent the controversy was a perfectly proper example of democratic discourse.

The point at issue here is a different one. It is that the debate about Iraq stopped being a legitimate conflict of views, and instead gave rise to a wholesale denial of evidence and reason. What started as a valid argument about whether war was the right way of dealing with the threat posed by Saddam Hussein mutated into a rewriting of history, a distortion of the facts and a descent into mass irrationality and even hysteria.




REWRITING THE CAUSE OF THE WAR 

A belief took hold widely, particularly in Britain but also in America, that the Western allies were “taken to war on a lie” by President George W. Bush and Prime Minister Tony Blair, who had claimed that Saddam possessed weapons of mass destruction (WMD) when he did not, and that he was a threat to the West, which he was not. Sir Max Hastings expressed this view in the Guardian: “Yet it bears stating again and again that we went to war, launching thousands of British soldiers into Iraq, on a pretext now conclusively exposed as false.”1 Similarly, the former director of public prosecutions for England and Wales, Sir Ken Macdonald, wrote in 2009:Our Government’s decision to go to war in Iraq was based upon an assertion that turned out to be completely untrue. Everybody knows this. In the face of a million protesters on the streets of London, Tony Blair assured us that Saddam Hussein had weapons of mass destruction that he would happily use to threaten our way of life. That’s why the dictator had to be stopped, even at the cost of a military invasion. Whether Mr Blair really believed this is not the point. If he did, he was dreadfully wrong—and the result of this misjudgment was a lengthy conflict with many British dead joining the tens of thousands of innocent Iraqi victims.2





This belief has changed the face of politics in Britain and America. But it is very far from the truth. It is based on a set of  assumptions that built on a false premise and compounded it many times over, refracting everything that happened in connection with Iraq and the “war on terror” through a distorting prism until it became impossible to seek recourse to facts or logic, proportion or fairness. The distortion had become fixed in the public mind as unquestionable reality.

The initial false premise was the misrepresentation of the reason for war in Iraq as the maintenance by Saddam Hussein of illegal stockpiles of WMD. But from the actual speeches and written statements by President Bush and Prime Minister Blair, it is clear that the stockpiles were not the main point at all.3 The overwhelming emphasis was instead on Saddam’s refusal to obey binding United Nations resolutions and the need to enforce the authority of the UN; on Saddam’s concomitant failure to prove that he had destroyed his stocks of WMD and to renounce his intention to continue developing such weapons; and on the unconscionable danger posed by the “triple lock” of his attachment to such weapons and past record of using them, his regional ambitions and hostility towards the West, and his connections to terrorism.

Certainly, the existence of the stockpiles was inferred from the fact that the UN weapons inspectors had repeatedly itemized all the WMD that Saddam was known to have had and were still unaccounted for. But those stockpiles were not in themselves the reason for war. They were the supposed backup evidence. The reason was rather that, in the wake of the 9/11 attacks upon America, the threat posed by Saddam’s “triple lock” could no longer safely be brushed aside. It was all about a fundamental recalibration of risk.

Nevertheless, the belief took hold that Bush and Blair had lied about Saddam’s purported retention of WMD capability. Yet at every level, this claim was itself demonstrably untrue. First, every Western government and intelligence agency had said they believed that Saddam was retaining stocks of these illegal weapons and was intent on continuing to develop them. As the former CIA director  George Tenet said in February 2004, they had good reason for thinking this. It was known that Saddam had had chemical and biological weapons during the 1980s and 1990s. He had used chemical weapons on his own people on at least ten different occasions. He had launched missiles against Iran, Saudi Arabia and Israel. In the early 1990s, Iraq was just a few years away from a nuclear weapon on which the intelligence services of the world had significantly underestimated his progress. And Iraq had lied repeatedly about its unconventional weapons.4

The United Nations could not—and Saddam would not—account for all the weapons the Iraqis had undoubtedly possessed: tons of chemical weapons precursors, hundreds of artillery shells and bombs filled with chemical or biological agents. In intercepts of conversations and other transactions, intelligence officials heard Iraqis trying to hide prohibited items, worrying about their cover stories, and seeking to procure items that Iraq was not permitted to have. Satellite photos showed a pattern of activity designed to conceal the movement of material from places where chemical weapons had been stored in the past. There was also reconstruction of dual-purpose facilities previously used to make biological agents or chemical precursors. And human sources told intelligence agents of efforts to acquire and hide materials used in the production of such weapons.5 The issue was not whether Saddam possessed WMD stockpiles but whether he had retained the capacity to use WMD if he so decided. In March 2002, British intelligence officials advised:Iraq continues to develop weapons of mass destruction, although our intelligence is poor.... Iraq continues with its BW [biological warfare] and CW [chemical warfare] programmes and, if it has not already done so, could produce significant quantities of BW agents within days and CW agents within weeks of a decision to do so. We believe it could deliver CBW by a variety of means, including in ballistic missile warheads. There are also some indications of a continuing nuclear  programme. Saddam has used WMD in the past and could do so again if his regime were threatened.6








IGNORING THE EVIDENCE THAT WAS FOUND 

Subsequently, some of the claims made by clandestine sources about Saddam’s activities turned out to be flaky or untrue. This is a common hazard of intelligence gathering. But to say, as so many have done, that therefore all such claims were false and even amounted to a deliberate and collective lie is not sustainable. Obviously, calibrating a risk involves assessing all the evidence in the round. What’s more, evidence that exists to support such claims has simply been airbrushed out of the picture. For although the weapons stockpiles were never found, evidence of Saddam’s continuing illegal weapons activity certainly was. In his 2003 interim report as head of the Iraq Survey Group, Dr. David Kay reported that he had discovered “dozens of WMD-related program activities” that had been successfully concealed from the UN inspectors. These included a clandestine network of laboratories containing equipment suitable for chemical and biological weapons research, and new research on the biological agents Brucella and Congo-Crimean hemorrhagic fever. The ISG found a network of laboratories and safe houses controlled by Iraqi intelligence and security services that contained equipment for chemical and biological research as well as a prison laboratory complex possibly used in human testing for biological weapons agents, none of which had been declared to the UN.7

Yet virtually none of this was reported by the media, which merely trumpeted Kay’s blasts against the faulty intelligence over weapons stockpiles to give the false impression that Kay was against the war and that he thought Saddam had posed no threat from WMD. Their headlines told a misleading story: “No Illicit Arms Found in Iraq, US Inspector Tells Congress” (New York Times);8 “Search in Iraq Finds No Banned Weapons” (Washington Post);9  “Inspectors Find Aims Not Arms” (Los Angeles Times).10 So sharp was the dislocation between what Kay had found and the way it was reported that Kay said he was “amazed” that “powerful information about both their intent and their actual activities that were not known and were hidden from UN inspectors seems not to have made it to the press.” This information pointed to “prohibited activities they’ve carried on. And this continued right up to 2003 in these four cases, unreported, undiscovered.”11

The same thing happened in 2004 when Kay resigned as head of the Iraq Survey Group and said he did not believe that Saddam Hussein had produced weapons of mass destruction on a large scale since the first Gulf War.12 This statement was immediately taken to mean that he had said Saddam never had any WMD or such programs at all. In Britain, the Independent headlined its story: “Saddam’s WMD never existed, says chief American arms inspector.”13

Well, no, he didn’t say that. He said he thought large-scale stockpiles had not existed.

The distinction was lost on opponents of the war. The former British foreign secretary Robin Cook remarked, “It is becoming really rather undignified for the Prime Minister to continue to insist that he was right all along when everybody can now see he was wrong, when even the head of the Iraq Survey Group has said he was wrong.”14

Well, no, he hadn’t. Indeed, Kay said to the Senate Armed Services Committee and in associated media interviews that “right up to the end” the Iraqis were trying to produce the deadly poison ricin. “They were mostly researching better methods for weaponization,” he said. Not only that, Saddam had restarted a rudimentary nuclear program. He had also maintained an active ballistic missile program that was receiving significant foreign assistance until the start of the war.15 Kay told Fox TV:We know there were terrorist groups in state [Iraq] still seeking WMD capability. Iraq, although I found no weapons, had tremendous  capabilities in this area. A marketplace phenomenon was about to occur, if it did not occur; sellers meeting buyers. And I think that would have been dangerous if the war had not intervened.16





In other words, what Kay found bore out the concerns set forth by Bush and Blair as the case for going to war in Iraq. Yet his comments were presented as demolishing that case. And to this day, people believe that is what David Kay did.




ABSENCE OF EVIDENCE IS NOT EVIDENCE OF ABSENCE 

There is an argument that is held to constitute absolute proof that “we were taken to war on a lie.” This is that since no WMD were found in Iraq, this proves that they never existed at all. But this is utterly absurd. It is illogical to state that because something hasn’t been found, it therefore never existed. If you say this to people, however, they look at you in stupefied disbelief. “If it was there, it would have been found!” they say. “What other explanation could there be for it not being found, with the Americans busting a gut to find it? And if Saddam had the stuff, why didn’t he use it in the war?”

In fact, there are several perfectly plausible explanations for what might have happened to the missing WMD. Saddam could have destroyed them in the immediate run-up to war. He could have transported them to a neighboring country. They could still be buried somewhere in Iraq: the missing stockpiles were said to have been no more than would fit into a double garage, and Iraq is a huge country. As for why he didn’t use the WMD, he may have wanted to avoid revealing that the West had been right all along; or he expected to win easily against the coalition; or he may have put the weapons beyond use for the time being in order to conceal them.17 Given Saddam’s history, and the conclusions of the weapons inspectors during the 1990s that they were being obstructed and lied to, and the intelligence that the world believed in 2002 when it signed  up to UN Resolution 1441, which stated that Saddam had WMD, any of these explanations would be rational. But instead, people decided irrationally that absence of evidence of WMD at a certain point in time was evidence that they had never existed.

What’s more, evidence suggesting that Saddam must have had something to hide since he had gone to considerable lengths to do so was either not reported at all or brushed aside. Charles Duelfer, the head of the Iraq Survey Group after David Kay, said in 2004 that “deception continued right up until war in 2003.” With UNSCOM and UNMOVIC monitored and infiltrated by Iraqi intelligence, “elaborate plans were developed and rehearsed to enable sensitive sites to be able to hide sensitive documents and equipment on as little as 15 minutes notice.”18

More significant still, the failure by the Americans immediately after they invaded Iraq to secure those sites where it was suspected that work on WMD programs was taking place meant that those sites were looted and destroyed by the Iraqis. As the former CIA director George Tenet said in 2004,the Iraqis systematically destroyed and looted forensic evidence before, during and after the war. We have been faced with the organized destruction of documentary and computer evidence in a wide range of offices, laboratories, and companies suspected of WMD work. The pattern of these efforts is one of deliberate rather than random acts. Iraqis who have volunteered information to us are still being intimidated and attacked.19





David Kay told the Senate Armed Services Committee how this security failure caused difficulties in gaining accurate knowledge of Saddam’s WMD program:I regret to say that I think at the end of the work of the [Iraq Survey Group] there’s still going to be an unresolvable ambiguity about what happened. A lot of that traces to the failure on April 9 to establish immediately physical security in Iraq—the unparalleled looting and  destruction, a lot of which was directly intentional, designed by the security services to cover the tracks of the Iraq WMD program and their other programs as well.... I’ve seen looting around the world and thought I knew the best looters in the world. The Iraqis excel at that. The result is—and document destruction is, we’re really not going to be able to prove beyond a truth the negatives and some of the positive conclusions that we’re going to come to. There will be always unresolved ambiguity here.20





Why would these sites have been destroyed if Iraq didn’t have anything to hide? Clearly, such destruction could not provide any proof that WMD programs had existed there, but it certainly provided one plausible explanation for the failure to find WMD material. It would also explain the subsequent reluctance by the United States to pursue the issue energetically. After all, since it had gone to war in Iraq specifically to make the world safe from the use of such materials, the revelation that it had lost them through a post-invasion failure to secure the suspected sites would have demonstrated a highly damaging degree of incompetence.

Another plausible explanation was that the WMD materials had been moved. Again, evidence to support this scenario was barely reported. In 2003, Kay told Congress that U.S. satellite surveillance revealed substantial vehicular traffic going from Iraq to Syria just before the American attack on March 19, 2003. Investigators couldn’t be sure the cargo contained WMD, said Kay, but one of his top advisers called the evidence “unquestionable.”21

In February 2004, Kay told the Sunday Telegraph that he had discovered from interrogating Iraqi scientists that Saddam had hidden components of his WMD program in Syria before the war.22 This statement reinforced observations made by Lt. Gen. James Clapper (Air Force, retired), head of the National Imagery and Mapping Agency, who said vehicle traffic photographed by U.S. spy satellites indicated that material and documents related to the arms programs were shipped to Syria. According to the Washington Times report, Other goods probably were sent throughout Iraq in small quantities and documents probably were stashed in the homes of weapons scientists. Gen. Clapper said he is not surprised that U.S. and allied forces have not found weapons of mass destruction hidden in Iraq because “it’s a big place.... Those below the senior leadership saw what was coming, and I think they went to extraordinary lengths to dispose of the evidence.”23








THE EVIDENCE OF SADDAM’S FORMER AIR VICE-MARSHAL 

More detailed claims regarding the whereabouts of Saddam Hussein’s WMD emerged from someone who might be considered rather close to the horse’s mouth. Georges Sada reported that as Saddam’s air vice-marshal he “not only saw these weapons but witnessed them being used on orders from the air force commanders and the president of the country.” In his book Saddam’s Secrets, he explained how these weapons had been concealed:I know the names of some of those who were involved in smuggling WMDs out of Iraq in 2002 and 2003. I know the names of officers of the front company, SES, who received the weapons from Saddam. I know how and when they were transported and shipped out of Iraq. And I know how many aircraft were actually used and what types of planes they were, as well as a number of other facts of this nature....

Saddam had ordered our weapons teams to hide the WMDs in places no military commander or United Nations weapons inspector would expect to find them. So they hid them in schools, private homes, banks, business offices and even on trucks that were kept constantly moving back and forth from one end of the country to the other. And then fate stepped in....

On June 4, 2002, a three-mile-long dam collapsed in Syria, causing a disaster over 40 square miles. When Syria asked for help from Jordan and Iraq, Saddam seized his opportunity. For him, the disaster in Syria was a gift, and there, posing as shipments of supplies and equipment sent  from Iraq to aid the relief effort, were Iraq’s WMDs. Weapons and equipment were transferred both by land and by air. The only aircraft available at the time were one Boeing 747 jumbo jet and a group of Boeing 727s. But this turned out to be the perfect solution to Saddam’s problem. Who would suspect commercial airliners of carrying deadly toxins and contraband technology out of the country? So the planes were quickly reconfigured....

Eventually there were fifty-six sorties. He [Saddam] arranged for most of these shipments to be taken to Syria and handed over to ordnance specialists there who promised to hold everything for as long as necessary. Subsequently I spoke at length to a former civilian airline captain who had detailed information about those flights. At the time he held an important position at Iraqi Airways, which is the commercial airline in Baghdad. . . . In addition to the shipments that went by air, there were also truckloads of weapons, chemicals and other supplies that were taken into Syria at that time. These weren’t government vehicles or military equipment but large cargo trucks and eighteen-wheelers made to look like ordinary commercial operators....

To keep all these transfers under wraps, the operators worked through a false company called SES. This company played a key role in transporting equipment back and forth between Syria and Iraq, as well as in smuggling many former government officials out of Iraq prior to and immediately after the US invasion in March 2003.24





I spoke to Sada in 2006. An Assyrian Christian, he had not belonged to the Ba’ath Party. Somehow he had survived Saddam’s regime and was now president of the National Presbyterian Church in Baghdad and head of the Iraqi branch of the Centre for Peace and Reconciliation based at Coventry Cathedral. He told me that he had lived and worked with the ever-present daily reality of Saddam’s tactics of hiding his WMD from the weapons inspectors. Whole environments were transformed and rebuilt in the largely successful strategy of concealment. The idea that Saddam suddenly stopped  hiding the stuff and secretly destroyed it while playing his cat-and-mouse games with the UN was, he said, utterly ludicrous. Hiding WMD was the unchanging pattern of Saddam’s regime.

Sada said he had listened to the tapes that had surfaced after the invasion recording Saddam’s discussions with his top brass about the problems being caused by the UN weapons inspectors. He said the translations that had so far been made of those tapes were inadequate because the translators did not speak Tikriti Arabic, the dialect in which these discussions were conducted. Sada did speak Tikriti. He had translated a crucial three and a half minutes of those tapes, he said, in which Saddam and his generals were discussing how to outwit the UN inspectors; in which they said that the problem of the chemical weapons was solved but the biological weapons were still causing a problem; that this problem would probably be solved with the help of the Russians and the French; and in which Saddam said: “In the future the terrorism will be with WMD.”25

With a few exceptions, Sada’s claims were totally ignored by the media. His firsthand evidence could not be given any importance because it disturbed the view that had become an unchallengeable dogma: that we were “taken to war on a lie.” Of course, Sada may have been mistaken; but shouldn’t his claims have been taken seriously and investigated?




THE DENIAL OF SADDAM’S ROLE AS A GODFATHER OF TERROR 

In a further act of collective cognitive dissonance, the argument that Saddam had had no WMD was broadened to include the claim that he had had no connections to either al-Qaeda in particular or terrorism in general, and was therefore no threat at all to anyone outside Iraq. Thus Sir Simon Jenkins wrote in the Times, “An equally respectable school, indeed most of the intelligence community, could  find no link between Baghdad and international terrorism, however ghastly Saddam might have been to his own people.”26

Similarly, Richard Cohen wrote in the Washington Post, “More to the point is the administration’s Westmorelandish insistence on asserting the insupportable—that Saddam Hussein was a grave threat to the United States because he was linked to terrorism and armed to the teeth with those awful weapons. There is no truth to that—none.”27

Representative John Murtha, a Democrat from Pennsylvania, told NBC ’s Meet the Press in March 2006: ‘There was no terrorism in Iraq before we went there. None. There was no connection with al Qaeda, there was no connection with, with terrorism in Iraq itself.”28

These were quite astounding claims. Saddam was well known to be a godfather of terrorism, a fact which had never been in dispute. He had subsidized the families of Palestinian suicide bombers. His operatives had tried to assassinate the elder President Bush in Kuwait in 1993. He provided a safe haven in Iraq for a string of terrorist groups including the Mujahedin-e-Khalq, the Kurdistan Workers’ Party, the Palestine Liberation Front and the Abu Nidal organization. He provided training in weapons, plane hijacking and even suicide bombing at a terrorist training camp at Salman Pak.29 In 2008, the Wall Street Journal revealed some findings from a recent Pentagon report on Iraq’s ties to terrorism:The redacted version of “Saddam and Terrorism” is the most definitive public assessment to date from the Harmony program, the trove of “exploitable” documents, audio and video records, and computer files captured in Iraq. On the basis of about 600,000 items, the report lays out Saddam’s willingness to use terrorism against American and other international targets, as well as his larger state sponsorship of terror, which included harboring, training and equipping jihadis throughout the Middle East.30





Yet the “war on a lie” brigade repeatedly denied that any such connections to terrorism existed, and more specifically insisted that  there was no evidence of any links between Saddam and al-Qaeda. The evidence that there were such links thus had to be misrepresented.

In June 2004, for example, the New York Times ran a story on the newly published 9/11 Commission Report under the headline: “Panel Finds No Qaeda-Iraq Tie.”31 But in fact the report detailed several “friendly contacts” between Iraq and al-Qaeda. It did conclude that there was no proof of Iraqi involvement in al-Qaeda terrorist attacks against American interests and said there was “no evidence of a collaborative relationship.” That was a very different matter from asserting there were no links at all; the 9/11 Commission actually said there were links. Thomas Kean, chairman of the 9/11 Commission, said at a subsequent press conference, “Were there contacts between al Qaeda and Iraq? Yes.”32 A month later, he said more emphatically, “There was no question in our minds that there was a relationship between Iraq and al Qaeda.”33

George Tenet wrote in his book At the Center of the Storm that although in his view the connection between al-Qaeda and Iraq had been exaggerated in some quarters, it had existed and had been a source of anxiety:There was more than enough evidence to give us real concern about Iraq and al-Qaeda; there was plenty of smoke, maybe even some fire.... Our data told us that at various points there were discussions of cooperation, safe haven, training, and reciprocal nonaggression.... There was concern that common interests may have existed in this period [mid 1990s] between Iraq, Bin Laden, and the Sudanese, particularly with regard to the production of chemical weapons. The reports we evaluated told us of high-level Iraqi intelligence service contacts with Bin Laden himself, though we never knew the outcome of these contacts.34





In Britain, the government-commissioned Butler Report said that contacts between al-Qaeda and the Iraqi Directorate General of Intelligence had dated back as early as 1992, with al-Qaeda seeking  toxic chemicals and other terrorist equipment. Although British intelligence in 2001 judged there to have been too much distrust for practical cooperation, by 2002 it decided that “meetings have taken place between senior Iraqi representatives and senior al Qaeda operatives. Some reports also suggest that Iraq may have trained some al Qaeda terrorists since 1998.” By March 2003 it noted that “senior Al Qaeda associate Abu Musab al Zarqawi has established sleeper cells in Baghdad, to be activated during a US occupation of the city.” It concluded that there were contacts although no evidence of cooperation between al-Qaeda and the Iraqi government.35

But the falsehood that the absence of any such ties had been officially established was impervious to mere facts. In June 2004, the Iraqi prime minister, Iyad Allawi, told NBC News, “I believe very strongly that Saddam had relations with al-Qaeda. And these relations started in Sudan.” The interviewer, Tom Brokaw, expressed surprise that Allawi should make any such connection. “The 9/11 Commission in America,” he claimed, “says there is no evidence of a collaborative relationship between Saddam Hussein and those terrorists of al-Qaida.”36

A year later, American journalists were still repeating the falsehood. In June 2005, the CNN anchor Carol Costello stated: “There is no evidence that Saddam Hussein was connected in any way to al-Qaeda.” Later the same day, another CNN anchor, Daryn Kagan, said: “And according to the record, the 9/11 Commission in its final report found no connection between al-Qaeda and Saddam Hussein.” Richard Cohen, in his Washington Post column, regularly chided the Bush administration for presenting what he called “fictive” links between Iraq and al-Qaeda. The editor of the Los Angeles Times scolded the Bush administration for perpetuating the “myth” of such links. Lesley Stahl, the 60 Minutes anchor, asserted: “There was no connection.”37

In 2009, Andrew Sullivan went further still. In the Sunday Times, he claimed that the Bush administration had tortured an al-Qaeda  suspect, Abu Zubeydah, to make him “confess” falsely that Saddam Hussein and al-Qaeda had a working relationship, “the key casus belli for the Iraq war.” According to Sullivan, “The Bush and Cheney ideology was that Iraq needed to be invaded because Saddam had weapons of mass destruction and had an operational relationship with al Qaeda that put America under an intolerable risk. When the facts could not be found to defend that idée fixe, they skewed the intelligence. When there was no intelligence to skew, they tortured people to get it.”38

But the suspected relationship with al-Qaeda was not the “casus belli” for the Iraq war. And President Bush had never claimed that Saddam had an “operational relationship” with al-Qaeda, only “contacts,” which he placed in the context of Saddam’s alarming links to terrorists worldwide. In his speech in 2003, he said:And we know that Iraq is continuing to finance terror, and gives assistance to groups that use terrorism to undermine Middle East peace. We know that Iraq and the al Qaeda terrorist network share a common enemy—the United States of America. We know that Iraq and al Qaeda have had high-level contacts that go back a decade. Some al Qaeda leaders who fled Afghanistan went to Iraq. These include one very senior al Qaeda leader who received medical treatment in Baghdad this year, and who has been associated with planning for chemical and biological attacks. We have learned that Iraq has trained al Qaeda members in bomb making, poisons, and deadly gases. And we know that after September 11, Saddam Hussein’s regime gleefully celebrated the terrorist attacks on America. Iraq could decide on any given day to provide a biological or chemical weapon to a terrorist group or individual terrorists. Alliances with terrorists could allow the Iraqi regime to attack America without leaving any fingerprints.39








CONSPIRACY THEORY GOES VIRAL 

The sustained distortion, misrepresentation, selective reporting and systematic abandonment of evidence and reason over the war in Iraq clearly reflect something rather more profound than simple opposition to a divisive war. One explanation for the implacable conviction that we were “taken to war on a lie” is a widespread skepticism, especially in Britain, over the true scale and nature of the threat to the West from the Islamic world. People do not believe that a religious “war” is being waged against the West. They “know” that the true reason for Muslim rage lies in the behavior of Israel and its backer, America. That is why they are unable to process facts about the threat posed by Saddam’s involvement in terror, and why they have suspended rationality over his WMD programs. Their minds are shut to evidence because they “know” the greater truth: that the whole Iraq mess was cooked up by a conspiracy of neoconservatives stretching from Bush’s White House to Jerusalem, who invented the threat from Saddam as a pretext to invade Iraq in order to advance the interests of Israel. The real enemy was to be found not in Baghdad or Tehran or the caves of Tora Bora, but in Washington D.C.

One of the few writers still connected to reality on this subject, Jonathan Foreman, commented in amazement:Moreover the British chattering classes are convinced almost to a man (or woman) that Guantanamo is at best a gulag in which all the detainees are innocent victims of paranoia and aggression, and where the quotidian tortures rival those of the Gestapo. They “know” that the war in Iraq is really about stealing oil, doing Israel’s evil bidding, boosting corporate profits, or some vicious combination of all three. The war in Afghanistan is equally “pointless” and “unwinnable.” They fully buy the media line that radical Islamism is somehow a creation of these wars rather than a phenomenon that predated 9/11, and that solving the Palestinian question will somehow bring peace between Shia and Sunni and end bin Ladenite dreams of restoring the medieval caliphate.40





In 2004, the head of MI5, Dame Eliza Manningham-Buller, warned: “There is a serious and sustained threat of terrorist attacks against UK interests at home and abroad. The terrorists are inventive, adaptable and patient; their planning includes a wide range of methods to attack us.”41 Yet a strong current of opinion among the intelligentsia held that not only was Saddam no threat to the West but there was no systemic Islamist terrorist threat at all. It was all concocted by Western leaders just to scare us.

Simon Jenkins wrote in the Spectator, “Daily life offers many risks but that from terrorist attack is extremely slight.”42 That very day, March 23, 2004, al-Qaeda exploded thirteen bombs on commuter trains in Madrid, killing 192 people and wounding more than 1,700. Not even this horrific corrective could puncture Sir Simon’s hermetic insulation from reality. Later that year he sneered, “The vision of the West as facing daily terrorist Armageddon is being seen for the sham it is.”43

Thus it is not surprising that Jenkins applauded America Alone, by Stefan Halper and Jonathan Clarke. He called the book a “fascinating study in power” revealing the truth behind the Iraq war: that “a small group of neoconservatives contrived to take the greatest nation on Earth to war and kill thousands of people.” Their first commitment, apparently, was to the defense of Israel; they opposed all Middle East “peace processes,” and thought that war was always good and allies always bad. The authors concluded: “The neoconservative fascination with war would make an interesting psychological study.”44

It is surely the obsession with neoconservatives that would make a fascinating psychological study. The gross misrepresentations of this group, the way they have been invested with near-diabolical powers to subvert American foreign policy and their characterization as a covert global conspiracy of evil, are all evidence of some profound pathology. What is really troubling, however, is the degree to which this irrationality has gripped wide swaths of the Western  intelligentsia, blinding them to the objective reality of the threats that confront the free world and unleashing the demons of primitive prejudice instead.
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