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It is environmental indoctrination ("Inconvenient nonsense infiltrates the classroom", 11/11). 
I would, however, suggest, inconveniently, that the film remains a valuable resource. Indeed, it is a useful tool for teaching senior students about how the selection of material, use of camera techniques, sequencing, choice of language and soundtrack can be used to influence the emotions of the viewer, thereby persuading them to accept the message. Analysing the effect of such techniques should develop students' capacity to recognise propaganda when they see or hear it, and resist it. Certainly that is how Gore's film and some of Mike Moore's were used in the school where I taught English.

Rosemary Ireland, Wavell Heights, Qld
MY teenage children have been shown Al Gore's film several times in class over the past two years. Its contents have been promoted as scientific fact and there has been virtually no discussion of other views on the topic. In other words, it has been pretty much used as propaganda to push a particular agenda in the classroom.

This took place during geography classes, where normally, the inquiry approach would suggest that students analyse a wide range of information on a topic to draw valid conclusions, rather than being told what to think.

If a teacher in this discipline, who should have completed more in-depth study on the wide range of causes, predominately natural, that influence climate variability cannot give any balance, how can English teachers be expected to dissect the truths from the gross exaggerations in Gore's film? Carter is correct to warn that we should all be concerned about this situation.

Catherine O'Connell, Preston via Toowoomba, Qld
TIME for Julia Gillard to give up the unequal struggle as Prime Minister and return to her first love, education, where her ruthless culling skills are needed to exterminate the English curriculum apparatchiks who have chosen, having ignored the entire literature of western civilisation, to include Al Gore's propaganda on global warming as essential learning!

Michael Wisdom, South Perth, WA
YOUR publication of Bob Carter's latest piece causes me to wonder. In January last year, under the less-than-neutral headline of "Facts debunk global warming alarmism", The Australian published Carter's view that the "growing recognition of a threat of climatic cooling is correct, because since the turn of the 21st century all real world, long-term climate indicators have turned downwards" . He also proclaimed that "temperature records confirm that cooling is under way". Quite apart from the inappropriateness of examining trends over too short a time frame (your Letters column exchange on this very issue last week should have underscored this), don't six decades of increases and the fact that at least eight of the years since 2000 feature in the 10 hottest on record suggest that Carter might be mistaken?

Charles Worringham, Chapel Hill, Qld
[RESPONSE – The Australian did not publish my “view” but rather a statement as to the facts of the matter on the particular date.

Mr Worringham is, however, correct to say that a decade (or even six decades) is far too short a time over which to make judgement about climate change, which takes place over periods of thousands to millions of years. But it is not too short a period of time over which to test the hypothesis of dangerous warming caused by human carbon dioxide emissions, as I did, for the mixing time of the atmosphere is ~1 year and the warming effect of molecules of greenhouse gas is effectively instantaneous.

Proceeding with such a test, we note that there has been no significant increase in temperature (within the bounds of error) since 1995, over which time there has however been an increase of atmospheric carbon dioxide of more than 5%. Thus more carbon dioxide and no measurable warming, let alone dangerous warming.
That this test invalidates the greenhouse hypothesis (as it is generally understood) does not mean that carbon dioxide is not a greenhouse gas. Instead the test supports the likelihood that at present and increasing future concentrations, the logarithmically decreasing warming that our carbon dioxide emissions cause is too small to be distinguished from natural climate variation.

Bob Carter

THE logic of people promoting the carbon tax is starkly highlighted in The Australian (12/11). "The cost of removing 1 tonne of carbon with a carbon tax is $35 while the removal using solar panels is $500." The reality is that a carbon tax removes no carbon; it only provides an incentive to do, so while the solar panel generates electricity without using carbon.

The carbon tax, like all the other hikes in energy cost, will just be absorbed and become part of living in our society. The real solution to reducing carbon is to use nuclear fuel, all other solutions are unreliable (apart from some hydro).

Brian C Povey, BSc(Eng), ARSM, MBA, FAusIMM, Chief metallurgist, Promet Engineers, Perth, WA
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