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Canberra’s Amazing Gardens
Magnificent, notable and eye-catching gardens

Following hot on the heels of the successful Canberra’s Amazing Homes 
(7/10/05) we have received many requests to publish a special supplement 
profi ling some of Canberra’s most beautiful and remarkable gardens.

Gardening has long been one of the most popular pursuits among 
Canberrans and with recent rainfalls local gardens are thriving. This 
28-page magazine-style publication will take us on a tour around some of 
Canberra’s enchanting gardens.

Canberra’s Amazing Gardens will be published on Friday, December 9, 2005 
in The Canberra Times.

Booking deadline: 12pm Tuesday, November 22
Material deadline: 12pm Wednesday, November 23

Book your advertisement now, space is limited.
Contact The Canberra Times for more information on 6280 2417.
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Salient reminders of those
other great Labor battles

ALEX MILLMOW looks at ALP brushes with Treasury

THIS MONTH weighs heavily upon Labor
minds. It is, of course, the 30th anniver-
sary of the dismissal of the Whitlam

Labor Government, but it is also the 15th
anniversary of another labor tragedy — the
recession we had to have. The first event will
only have memories for half of the electorate,
but the other event has resonance for most.

A literary feast marked the anniversary of
the Dismissal, with no fewer than five books
released commemorating the event. Gough
Whitlam has just re-issued a revised account
of his fall from power with The Truth of the
Matter.

Whitlam told a lunchtime book launch
gathering in Melbourne that he still got many
letters, mostly from women thanking him for
abolishing university fees. He also received
much correspondence from men thanking
him for abolishing conscription. After the
address it was time for the ritual of book
signing — a process that, in this instance, took
up to an hour. Will any contemporary
politician ever enjoy such affection when he or
she writes their memoirs?

In Sydney, Paul Keating launched another
book on the travails of the Whitlam govern-
ment. He took the opportunity to touch upon
the economic competency of the Whitlam
government. He had once described the
Whitlam Cabinet ministers as economic trog-
lodytes. Originally published as Illusion of
Power in 1979 by the now NSW Solicitor-
General, Michael Sexton, it has now been re-
issued as The Great Crash — The Short Life and
Sudden Death of the Whitlam Government.
Sexton retells the story of the economic
turmoil of the Whitlam government which,
unfortunately for it, collided with the end of
the long capitalist boom and the first oil price
shock. The responses to those challenges by
Whitlam were fairly inept.

Long before he became leader of the ALP
and then Prime Minister, Whitlam had
envisaged economic policy as merely the
management of abundance. All this is told in
the just published memoir A Figure of Speech
by Graham Freudenberg, Whitlam’s principal
speech writer for almost 40 years.

Freudenberg reminds us that the Khemlani
Loans affair which ultimately lit the fuse to the
Opposition blocking supply in the Senate did
not actually involve any disbursement of
federal money. The loan to be raised, some
$4 billion, then reduced to $2 billion, seems
piddling but it would have safeguarded
Australia’s energy resources from foreign
ownership.

Might the whole venture be compared to the
Whitlam government’s purchase in 1973 of
Jackson Pollock’s masterpiece Blue Poles for
$2 million? It attracted universal criticism at

the time but today the value of that acquisition
has risen tenfold.

Keating and Bob Hawke vowed not to repeat
the experience of the Whitlam Government by
conducting a fairly orthodox economic policy
that met with the approval of big business.
However, Whitlam and Keating share com-
mon ground not just in the vision stakes but
because they both suffered the misfortune of
being badly served by the Federal Treasury.
Freudenberg reminds us how Treasury
officials went into a huff after Whitlam
rejected their ‘‘short, sharp, shock’’ prescrip-
tion to sort out Australia’s inflation problem.

In an extraordinary spectacle Treasury
officials deliberately stonewalled in the prep-
aration of the 1974 Budget. They refused to
write Budget Statement No 2 ,which is always
the rationale for the Government’s economic
policy strategy. It was left to Cabinet, and
especially Jim Cairns, to write the Budget.

Paul Keating’s line about the need for
recession is a copywriter’s dream. How many
times have we heard the refrain ‘‘had to have’’?
Keating’s remark was technically correct in
that it was the inevitable consequence of
Australia perennially spending more than it
produced. People did not read it that way, of
course. Keating obviously had not wished a
recession upon the economy; it was just that
he had listened and adhered for too long to the
advice from conceited Treasury officials that
they — and only they — could engineer an
economic slowdown without letting the econ-
omy slip into deep-freeze.

Fiscal policy was kept as tight as a drum and
double-digit interest rates were used to cure
both the inflation and trade deficit problem.
Anecdotal but graphic evidence from Mel-
bourne and Sydney suggested that economic
activity was freefalling, but Treasury officials
dismissed this as scaremongering. They were
reluctant to heed the Reserve Bank’s calls for
lower interest rates.

For Keating, the whole episode was a
terrible disappointment and, like Whitlam, he
never placed his trust in Treasury again. While
Freudenberg never worked for Keating he
recalls a ‘‘dazzling performance’’ from him
one Budget night when the Treasurer was in
fine form. Keating told Freudenberg and a
colleague how the Labor party would entirely
reform the economy from top to bottom —
‘‘We’ll do all this and it will be great’’.

He then added ‘‘But you know what will
happen then, mates? When we’ve done all the
hard work, those Liberal bastards will get in
and reap all the benefit’’. That’s the sort of
political prophecy Labor minds had to have.

■ Alex Millmow is a senior lecturer in economics at
the University of Ballarat.

Some things
too crucial
to be left
to the UN

It’s time the Federal Government revisited
Australia’s climate change policy, says BOB CARTER

MANY Australians will be
u n a w a r e t h a t t h e i r
Government’s policy on cli-
mate change is based on the

advice of the United Nations, rather than
on advice from Australian scientists.

Writing in response to a constituent,
Environment Minister Ian Campbell has
stated that ‘‘the Australian Government,
together with about 100 other nations, has
accepted the findings of the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change Third
Assessment Report. This report was pre-
pared by several hundred scientists from
all over the world, from various scientific
disciplines and with differing opinions on
global warming’’.

Contrast this complacency with the view
of Lord Nigel Lawson, a former Chancellor
of the Exchequer and member of Britain’s
House of Lords Committee that in July
expressed concern about the objectivity of
the IPCC process, and the influence of
political considerations in its findings.

Lord Lawson, appearing recently in front
of the US Senate Committee on the
Environment, asserted that ‘‘the IPCC
process is so flawed, and the institution, it
has to be said, so closed to reason, that it
would be far better to thank it for the work
it has done, close it down, and transfer all
future international collaboration on the
issue of climate change, where the econ-
omic dimension is clearly of the first
importance, to the established Bretton
Woods institutions’’.

Two Australians, former Chief Statis-
tician Ian Castles and economist David
Henderson, have led the way towards this
inditement by providing devastating and
unrebutted criticisms of the economic
analyses performed by the IPCC.

Meanwhile, the IPCC’s science case for
dangerous global warming also lies in
tatters. The famous, statistically contrived,
hockey-stick curve of a rampaging increase
in late 20th century temperature has been
discredited. Instead, it is clear that there
was nothing unusual about either the
magnitude or the rate of increase of late
20th century temperature. Furthermore,
like the hockey-stick analysis, much IPCC
research concentrates on analysing short-
term meteorological trends almost to
death, despite such trends having little

longer term climatic significance. An excel-
lent example of this is the recent trumpet-
ing in the press that global average
temperatures in 2005 may reach as high as
those of 1998, which year at the moment
appears to mark the peak of the late 20th
century warming cycle. But should a
temperature record be set in 2005, it will
make no significant difference to the
underlying rate of temperature change
over recent decades, which has warmed at
about 1.5 degrees per century. This rate
falls squarely within the 1-2 degrees per
century rates of climate change, be they
warmings or coolings, which have
occurred over the last 10,000 years. In
addition, the absolute magnitudes of the
1998 and any 2005 peak are still as much as
1-2 degrees below the temperatures
reached during recent geological times,
including during the early Holocene cli-
matic optimum several thousand years
ago.

In a recent address, the founding direc-
tor of the IPCC, Professor Bert Bolin, is
reported as saying that he would take the
so-called ‘‘climate sceptics’’ more seriously
if they could come up with a better
computer model for climate change. The
appropriate riposte is that many people
would take Professor Bolin and the IPCC
more seriously if only their arguments
didn’t rely so much upon patently inad-
equate, self-fulfilling models.

For example, computer models predict
warming at both poles under greenhouse
gas forcing. Sea ice is indeed melting in the
Arctic, probably because of ocean current
fluctuations rather than greenhouse
warming, but meanwhile, the Greenland
ice cap is actually thickening. And in the
deep south, the Antarctic ice-cap persists
in cooling, thickening, and enlarging its
peripheral skirt of sea-ice, in complete
contradiction of the model predictions.

Finally, despite rising greenhouse gases
in the atmosphere, and even allowing for
the shrill predictions that 2005 is going to
prove to be a relatively warm year, the
global temperature trend between 1998
and 2004 has been one of cooling. This
should not surprise, because it has long
been obvious that no direct annual corre-
lation exists between global average tem-
perature and atmospheric carbon dioxide

level during the late 20th century. By these
direct tests, then, the anthropogenic global
warming hypothesis fails.

To focus, as IPCC does, on the chimera
of anthropological greenhouse warming
while ignoring real threats posed by the
natural variability of the climate system
itself is self-delusion on a grand scale. It
needs to be much more widely understood
that dangerous climate extremes will not
be avoided by reducing carbon dioxide
emissions. Future climate changes, both
coolings and warmings, are going to occur
irrespective of human actions. They need
to be dealt with by the implementation of
appropriate early warning and disaster
response strategies.

That Professor Bolin’s talk was on the
topic of why the IPCC has been so
‘‘successful’’ is, irony aside, further evi-
dence of the depth of the delusion. Far

from being successful, the IPCC has
become a dangerous and expensive farce.
Its blatantly political manoeuvring has, to
boot, inflicted huge damage on the general
use of science in policy formulation.

In seeking new, accurate, Australian
advice on climate change, Minister Camp-
bell needs to eschew listening to organis-
ations and scientists that have a conflict of
interest in the matter. His reassessment of
climate change policy needs to involve, by
the bye, a drastic restructuring of Aus-
tralia’s rampant greenhouse bureaucracy,
with its surrounding miasma of special
interest environmental and energy lobby
groups.

The time has clearly arrived, for climate
as for other complex scientific issues, for
the Federal Government to set up a
disinterested, independent science audit
body or court to give advice on vexed

issues. This organisation must be
deliberately structured to provide the
rigorous intellectual and legal analysis that
is so lacking from the current debate about
environmental wailing-wall issues.

Lord Lawson’s pungent and well-
founded advice is that the IPCC should be
closed down. Perhaps Minister Campbell
would like to make common cause with the
British and US Governments to make just
that happen. Who knows, there might even
be kiwi in the pie, too, given that the new
New Zealand Government has also agreed
to review its commitment to the Kyoto
process. In any case, Australia’s climate
policy is surely far too important for us to
allow it to be set by the United Nations.

■ Professor Carter studies palaeoclimatology, and
is a former director of the Australian Ocean
Drilling Office.

Only a legal challenge will stop the whale harvest
By Sue Arnold

IN THE next few weeks, Japanese
whalers in the Antarctic will begin
harpooning fin whales in the name of

science. Towards the end of next year,
humpbacks which migrate up and down
Australia’s east and west coast, will also
become targets of a new Japanese killing
program, known as JARPA 2.

JARPA 2 will result in annual catches
that are more than half the total cumulat-
ive catches for scientific research by all
nations in the past half century. The
indiscriminate targeting of humpback
whales could result in localised
extinctions of small populations which
form the basis of whale-watching tourist
dollars to small nations such as Cook
Islands, Tonga, and Fiji.

Environment Minister Senator Ian
Campbell says that Australia will seek to
resolve the Japanese scientific whaling
debacle by diplomatic means, despite his
assertion at the International Whaling
Commission meeting in Ulsan last June
that the matter would be ‘‘ solved within
the IWC’’.

Since there are no provisions within the
International Convention for the Regu-
lation of Whaling which would allow any
sanctions or legal challenges against
Japan, the Minister’s reassurances in
Korea were somewhat hollow. So too is
the promise of using diplomacy.

Legal advice from leading world experts
on international law relating to whales
and the marine environment suggest that
the Howard Government is seeking a
curious line of least resistance in terms of
dealing with Japan. This advice, com-
missioned by Australians for Animals
International, present a number of
options which can be pursued by not only
Australia, but any nation which is a
member of the IWC or the Antarctic
Treaty System.

Jon Van Dyke, Professor of international
law at the University of Hawaii, says,
‘‘Japan’s continued and expanded
program of scientific whaling is inconsist-
ent with its obligations under the Law of
the Sea Convention, the International
Convention for the Regulation of Whaling,
the Convention on the Conservation of
Antarctic Marine Living Resources and
the Convention on Biological Diversity.

‘‘JARPA 2 is unquestionably an abuse of
right. Japan’s actions can be challenged
by concerned states in the International
Court of Justice or through dispute
resolution procedures of the Law of the
Sea Convention and the conciliation
procedures of the Convention on Biologi-
cal Diversity.’’

Professor Van Dyke’s advice indicates
that a claim could be brought by con-
cerned states contending that JARPA 2
violates its duties under the Law of the Sea
which require Japan to prepare and

disseminate an environment impact
statement.

He makes a strong argument for Japan’s
scientific whaling program to be viewed
as an abuse of right because of Japan’s
insistence on killing whales, even though
multiple non-lethal research techniques
exist for gathering the same data.

As a signatory to the Antarctic Treaty
system, Australia has a clear and
unequivocal obligation under the Madrid
Protocol to demand that Japan conduct
an Environmental Impact Study and to
request that various scientific committees
in the Treaty system carry out an investi-
gation of JARPA 2.

The Federal Government had the
opportunity to put JARPA 2 on the agenda
of the recent CCAMLR meeting in Hobart.
However, by tacit agreement between the
contracting governments, criticism of
Japan in this forum is frowned upon. Not
one single anti-whaling nation, including
Australia, New Zealand, Britain and the
US, was willing to rock the CCAMLR boat.

Neither CCAMLR and Antarctic Treaty
meetings currently recognise or discuss
whales as part of the Antarctic marine
ecosystem, instead derogating respons-
ibility to the IWC. This derogation is not a
mandatory obligation and although often
used by governments as a reason for
keeping whales from the Antarctic
agenda, the legal advices indicate
CCAMLR and the Antarctic treaty have

provisions which would allow Australia to
take action.

The global ramifications of Japan pro-
ceeding with a de-facto commercial
whaling quota in the Southern Ocean
Sanctuary are extremely serious. Pro-
whaling nations which are members of
the IWC and the Antarctic Treaty system
may follow Japan’s example, granting
themselves ‘‘scientific permits’’ to whale
in the Antarctic.

In failing to uphold Australia’s
obligations under various international
treaties which would allow proper investi-
gation and the possibility of protecting
the targeted l7,000 minkes, 800 humpback
and 800 fin whales, the Howard Govern-
ment cannot claim to be a world leader in
the fight to protect whales. Allowing Japan
to violate these treaties, thus weakening
international conventions to protect the
world’s oceans, sets further concerning
precedents.

If the Government is serious about
saving whales, the opportunities outlined
in the the latest legal advice must be
investigated. As well, the Government
needs to take decisive action to show a
deeply concerned public that Australia’s
whaling policy is fair dinkum and has
teeth.

■ Sue Arnold is the coordinator for Australians
for Animals International, an IWC NGO based at
Byron Bay.

Technology still
our best bet to
blunt disaster
By Alex Broers

LONG before the Asian tsunami struck,
the science community predicted the
particular region of Indonesia to be hit

by the next big earthquake; and the engineer-
ing and technology community had devel-
oped early warning systems costing only
$US30 million. But no government in the
region heeded the warnings and no early
warning systems were in place. According to
Sir David King, the British Government’s chief
scientific adviser, 100,000 victims of the
tsunami might still be alive today if the
advance warnings had been heeded. We
ignore technology at our peril.

Today’s technology community is a tri-
umph of international collaboration where
engineers and scientists combine to develop
solutions to our biggest problems. Of course,
technology cannot stop natural disasters, but
it can mitigate their impact. We are able to
identify the birds affected by avian flu. We can
chart their migration patterns around the
world. We have the means to pursue vaccines.
And we have the communication channels to
keep people informed.

Extolling the virtues of technology is not to
pretend technology is perfect in every regard.
Far from it. The profligate and unsustainable
use of technology in energy and transport has
contributed to climate change. But that does
not mean technology has failed us. We must
never lose sight of the fact that technology
itself will deliver the solutions to the very
problems it can create. If we do, technology
will remain sidelined and undervalued, and
this major social failure will progressively
disadvantage us all.

Governments are not alone in ignoring the
views of their scientific community; the
public, too, has its doubts. In my view, part of
the reason for this lack of confidence must be
down to our own failure to engage them in a
meaningful way about their concerns. Trust is
a two-way street. Instead of claiming that
everything would be rosy in the scientific
garden ‘‘if only they — the public —
understood’’, we, in the science community,
must work hard to explore concerns, discover
fears and delve deep into the depths of public
perceptions. If only we understood!

We are getting there. There is a growing
realisation that effective public engagement is
of far greater value than banging the ‘‘public
understanding’’ drum. There are still
doubters, of course, and sadly their cause is
helped whenever they come across opinions
presented as fact. All of us — engineers,
scientists, politicians and, yes, even
journalists — must guard against this
debilitating practice. In time, effective public
engagement should help deliver improved
trust as well as better policy, which — in turn
— might make it more difficult for scientists’
warnings to be ignored.

In an age when the death toll from natural
disasters is increasing year on year, with more
people living in danger zones, it is ever more
urgent that we rely on science and technology
to warn us of the dangers to come and
provide the solutions we need.

Yes, let us turn to creative engineers and
life-enabling technologies in the wake of
natural disasters — as we will in the aftermath
of the devastating earthquake in Pakistan. But
we surely owe it to the tens of thousands who
have lost their lives this year to use them more
and to deploy their skills earlier.

■ Lord Broers is the president of Britain’s Royal
Academy of Engineering and the author of the 2005
BBC Reith Lectures.


