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We seem to indulge too much in Booker's
science-denying diatribe, and other media
extremists, who are still trying to dodge
climate reality.....and promoting climate
fiction. The famed 'Carbon Brief' editor Leo
Rickman has pointed out: 'As temperatures
in the UK near record levels, MPs warn
today that heatwave deaths could triple by
2050. So what do the editors of the Daily
Mail and the Sun do? Order their writers to
aggressively attack climate scientists...'

On the front page of 'The News', the
headlined had stared at us in 'Open-Mouthed Disbelief'.  Did we care measure the
extent of what was the media response in more 'respectable' quarters, particularly the
BBC?  Our keen observations however, have strongly suggested that, although the link
with climate wasn't entirely ignored, the bulk of the broadcaster's coverage of global
weather extremes gave it a short penance...or forgiveness!

For some time during the day on July 24, last year, the BBC News website actually
had three of its top six stories about weather extremes, but with no substantive
discussion of the link to human-driven climate instability. Even mild exceptions to the
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rule stood out, such as when BBC science correspondent David Shukman spoke briefly
about the role of global warming: 'We can never say that a particular weather event like
this heatwave is just because of global warming. What you can say, what the science
allows you to say, is that the world is warming, that makes certain things more than
likely.'

Welcome that it may have been, this was also the most conservative expression of
scientific caution - typical of the BBC. Compare with the kind of urgent and
impassioned comment seen above from Michael Mann: that 'it is very distressing to see'
this summer's weather extremes 'as it means we have not taken the necessary action'.

This was a rather dry statistic; but perhaps it served as a preamble to the requisite
urgency that was still to be addressed? The opportunity came in a follow-up, live
studio interview conducted by Newsnight presenter Emily Maitlis with two more climate
experts: Stephen Belcher, the chief scientist at the Met Office, and Chris Hope, a
climate change policy researcher at Cambridge University. But, once again, they made
rather careful statements that did not stray far into territory in which urgent and radical
action would be made crystal-clear.

Scientific rigour is, of course, necessary. But, given the stakes of what is involved,
academics now need to speak out forcibly and repeatedly against 'business-as-usual'
and for sane alternatives. Kevin Anderson, a Manchester-based professor of energy and
climate change, is an outspoken example. He had tweeted recently: 'How far will we go
to justify our lies - Heathrow expansion, shale gas & more roads are all good for the
climate. Fortunately the uproar from our vibrant & ethically robust academic community
will soon draw attention to such aberrant nonsense - or will it be a compliant
whimper?'

In an interview, Hansen was even more blunt, describing the Paris climate summit as 'a
fraud': 'It's just bull**** for them (government leaders) to say: "We'll have a 2C
warming target and then try to do a little better every five years." It's just worthless
words. There is no action, just promises. As long as fossil fuels appear to be the
cheapest fuels out there, they will continue to be burned.'

More climate scientists need to speak out in this way. The time for remote detachment
from the urgent need for societal and political action, out of a misplaced fear of being
perceived as a biased activist academic, is long gone. Being fully human, and
expressing valid criticism of government policy and priorities, does not negate one's
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capacity to be a rigorous researcher.

In the BBC TV's edition of Newsnight, pertaining to climate discussion, broadcast
recently, at least this particular episode has showed that something had however,
improved. Ten years ago, as Leo Hickman observed, one of the two interviewees would
likely have been an extremist climate 'sceptic', like Nigel Lawson to maintain the BBC's
notion of 'balance'. However, Newsnight shot itself in the foot when it later gave a
misleading account via Twitter of what the Met Office's Stephen Belcher had actually
said in the discussion. Newsnight tweeted the first part of his essential message: 'The
heatwave that we've got is probably part of natural cycles in the weather.' This made it
sound as though human-driven global warming probably plays no part in current weather
extremes.

His full remark, however, was: 'The heatwave that we've got is probably part of natural
cycles in the weather but it's superimposed on this background of global warming, and
that's what's elevating our temperatures.' In other words, anthropogenic climate change is
behind the heatwave. Newsnight later corrected its ludicrous error. What about press
coverage? Using the ProQuest newspaper database, the following search results were
found on July 31, for UK newspaper articles since June 22 (i.e. around the date the
heatwave began):

*    'heatwave': a total of 3101 results
*    'heatwave' plus 'climate change': 255 results. (constituting 8 per cent of the total
results)
*    'heatwave' plus 'global warming': 95 results. (constituting 3 per cent of total
results)
*    'heatwave' plus 'emissions': 89 results.
*    (constituting less than 3 per cent of total results).

While this set of results is not intended to be an exhaustive study of UK media
coverage, it strongly suggests that the link between summer extremes and global
warming has been hugely underplayed.

James Murray, editor of the BusinessGreen website, has summed it up extremely well:
'Maybe it's the shirt-soaking, mind-melting, temper-fraying heat, but I've had it. I've
had it with articles and radio discussions about heat waves and hosepipe bans that
don't mention climate change. I've had it with features explaining record-breaking heat
across the hemisphere, which mention climate change. And I've had it with the near
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complete silence from our political leaders and mainstream media opinion formers on
links between extreme heat and climate that a six year old could understand.'

There were hints that, after a month-long heat wave, parts of the corporate media were
grappling towards some semblance of climate truth. The 'Daily Mirror' editorial proclaimed
loudly: 'We must prepare for the consequences of climate change. Or, better still, tackle
it.' The question of how to tackle it was left unexplored. Another 'Financial Times'
editorial said: 'Unprecedented heat cannot be ignored. .....the need for action by
policymakers, businesses and private individuals becomes more urgent.'

What kind of action?
'The said must combine (adapt) to make society more resilient to the inevitable future
impact of climate change with 'mitigation' measures, that have cut carbon
emissions...One of the most important issues is how and where we build homes...' That
was about as far as it went. As you would expect from the house journal of capitalism,
there was no demand for a radical restructuring of the economy; no call for an
equitable redistribution of power and wealth.

Along similar lines, a Guardian editorial called for 'decarbonisation of the electricity
supply, heating and transport'. Such a move has cross-party support 'but commitment by
politicians is inconsistent'. The assertion that political 'commitment' has been 'inconsistent'
flies in the face of reality: the massive state subsidies and structural support for fossil
fuel industries, the endless drive for economic 'growth', and a 'democracy' run for the
benefit of corporate and financial elites.

For the Murdoch-owned 'Times', the emphasis of any concern on climate was
highlighted by its laughable assertion that: 'Corporate America ......has embraced
environmentalism because it is, after all, simply a call to use resources more efficiently.
The best hope for green growth in the emerging world is therefore more globalisation
rather than less.' Yet more globalisation which has, in fact, led to systemic and
worsening global inequality, social injustice and environmental collapse?

The editorial continued: 'Technological ingenuity rather than arbitrarily reduced consumption
or changes in behaviour are the best hope.' Arguing against reduced consumption or
changes in behaviour, even as wildfires rage, ice sheets melt, and rising seas threaten
to engulf coastal cities? Could anything be more insane? Simply put, the masters must
remain in charge of the world, while the rest of us bear the costs.
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In a recent talk, Noam Chomsky has also emphasized that the worst case projections of
global warming seem increasingly likely. Last December, a scientific paper published in
Nature, found that global temperatures could rise by nearly 5C by 2100. To put this in
stark perspective, Professor John Schellnhuber, one of the world's leading climate
scientists, has observed that 'the difference between two degrees and four degrees' of
warming 'is human civilization.' In other words, we are talking about the end of human
life as we know it....perhaps even human extinction!

As Chomsky had said: 'The prospects [of climate breakdown] are extremely serious. In
fact, they're really awesome...'He had pointed to the sheer madness of the US
government, 'the most powerful institution in human history', relentlessly pursuing a
fossil-fuel economy: 'our federal government, for which we (US citizens) are
responsible, is dramatically leading a race to destruction while all of us sit and watch.
That is pretty disturbing. That ought to be the screaming headline in every day's
newspaper. It ought to be the main topic for study in every class. There has never
been anything like it.'

Chomsky further added: 'And it is astounding, as is the lack of attention: another doubly
terrifying phenomenon. We should be asking, among other things, what this tells us
about our society and about our culture, what we are immersed in. And remember, all
of this is imminent. We're approaching this rapidly--this century.' An urgent debate
about the fundamental steps that need to be taken to stand a chance of averting
climate breakdown, as well as promoting justice and equality, is almost entirely missing
from corporate media coverage.

In not affording the issue of climate change, the very prominent coverage it deserves,
the mainstream media is obstructing the public debate that is vital to prevent climate
catastrophe. In effect, most broadcasters stand firmly on the side of the state and
corporate forces, that have been fighting a decades-long, heavily-funded campaign to
prevent the radical measures needed to avoid climate chaos.'

However, climate scientist Michael Mann has reservations and is stated to have said that
it was not too late to make the carbon cuts that were required:

'It is not going off a cliff, it is like walking out into a minefield. So the argument that
it is too late to do something, does not make sense. That would indeed be absurd
--because we need to reverse course and get off that minefield as quick as we can.
It is just a question of how bad it is going to get!
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Well...good luck to everyone on this planet!

The author is a former educator based in Chicago.
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