Letter submitted to The Australian

September 17th, 2009

Dear Editor,
Mr Kloppers’ views on a carbon (sic) tax are rooted in faulty language and an inadequate understanding of climate science; they are intended only to further BHP shareholder and company self interest. 
As he did for the mining supertax, Mr Kloppers now wishes to position BHP for the most advantageous “stop global warming” tax that he can. His lack of concern for the millions of less well off Austalians who will pay the penalty of sharp increases in the cost of living, and that for no environmental benefit, is apparent. It is reflected in the naïve cosmetic remarks that he makes that the proceeds of the tax would best returned to society through cutting other taxes, or by giving lump-sum grants to those individuals heavily disadvantaged by a carbon dioxide tax. And pigs might fly.
First, the issue is not about carbon but carbon dioxide. Presumably Mr Kloppers is well educated enough to know not to discuss Sydney’s water supply in terms of hydrogen, so why does he adopt the deliberately alarmist and emotional Green vocabulary to comment on atmospheric carbon dioxide? 

Second, Mr Kloppers’ recommendation of the introduction of a price on carbon dioxide is based upon the assumption that the gas is a pollutant. This assumption is a scientific absurdity. Even school pupils know that carbon dioxide is the basis for almost the entire planetary food chain, through the role it plays in plant growth through photosynthesis.
It matters not whether a direct carbon dioxide tax or an emissions trading “tax” is preferred, to view carbon dioxide as a pollutant is an abuse of logic, an abuse of language and an abuse of science. Carbon dioxide is, in fact, an environmental benefice.

One might have hoped for better from the CEO of such an important company as BHP.
Yours etc.
Professor Bob Carter
