
SUNDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 2019

Hon. Chairman Najeb Yacob Alhamer | Editor-in-Chief Mahmood AI Mahmood | Chairman & Managing Director P Unnikrishnan | Advertisement: Update Media W.L.L | Tel: 38444692, Email: sales@newsofbahrain.com | Newsroom: Tel: 38444680, Email: mail@newsofbahrain.com
Subscription & circulation: Tel: 38444698/17579877 | Email:subscription@newsofbahrain.com | Website: www.newsofbahrain.com | Printed and published by Al Ayam Publishing 

DAMIEN MCELROY  .

The convening power of the 
United Nations around its 
annual general assembly, 

otherwise known as UNGA, is one 
of the great strengths of the global 
organisation.

The UN secretary general’s yearly 
theme has the power to concentrate 
minds and affords a bully pulpit for 
a particular agenda.

This week has seen the world’s 
attention turn to climate change. 
A summit opening at the UN head-
quarters in New York on Monday 
will focus on the climate crisis and 
follows protests by an estimated 
four million people, who pounded 
the streets of their cities on Fri-
day in the name of a global climate 
strike. For a short window, climate 
change will enjoy priority over 
peace-building, conflict or migra-
tion.

That is not to say that none of 
these issues are not linked or won’t 
be discussed. The nature of the cli-
mate crisis is that no factors stand 
in isolation.

It is appropriate that Antonio Gu-
terres should have used this year’s 
meeting to give primary focus to the 
environmental challenges faced by 
mankind. As the week progresses, 
world leaders will gather to give 
speeches from the marbled podium 
in front of the assembly. 

The messages of the climate sum-
mit will be repeated and reinforced 
alongside perennial national pri-
orities.

Sir David King, a former chief 
scientific adviser to the British gov-
ernment, raised eyebrows earlier 

this month when he said he had 
been frightened by recent weather 
events. In particular, this summer’s 
heatwave in Europe, the rate of 
loss of ice in Antarctica and the 
exceptionally slow progress of dev-
astating Hurricane Dorian caused 
concern. These extreme events are 
occurring far earlier than the sci-
entists in the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change had ever 

predicted. As such, the probabili-
ty of people being affected by the 
consequences of climate change has 
grown much more likely.

“If you got on a plane with a 
one-in-100 chance of crashing, you 
would be appropriately scared,” 
observed Sir David as he explained 
why we should all be alarmed by 
what is happening.

The intellectual argument over 

climate change has been far more 
hotly contested than the science. 
As the UN summit opens, it is 
worth noting there are no coun-
ter-demonstrations of any signifi-
cance planned. 

What was once a fusillade of 
sceptical commentary has now be-
come the domain of a few.

The doubters once relied on 
popular but ropey arguments to 
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Over the past few weeks, 
I have been travelling 
around the UK speaking 

to diverse groups about the fu-
ture of Europe and the prospect 
of Brexit. Most of these public 
meetings are fun. Some are tru-
ly inspiring but a few are a puz-
zle. Conway Hall is a famous 
London landmark, historically 
a venue of civilised debate on 
ethical issues. I spoke there on 
the topic of “the normalisation 
of lies in public life”. We all tell 
lies occasionally and we know 
it is wrong, yet sometimes we 
do it so as not to cause offence.

“Yes,” we say, “I loved that 
shirt you gave me for my birth-
day.” Or: “Yes, your new hair-
style suits you.”

We are also often not truthful 
when purchasing something 
online when forced to tick a 
box showing we have read the 
terms and conditions. Have you 
ever read the terms and condi-
tions? Me neither. I cannot ever 
remember reading thousands 
of words of T&C legalese.

At the Conway Hall meet-
ing, when talking about ly-
ing in public life, I was asked 
a question by a woman who 
said she had voted for Brex-
it in the referendum of 2016. 
When someone says: “I voted 
for Brexit”, I always ask which 
version of Brexit they voted 
for, since more than three years 
later, we still cannot agree what 
Brexit means.

“I voted for a ‘clean Brexit’,” 
the woman said confidently, 
explaining that meant “leaving 
the European Union with no 
deal on October 31”.

Unfortunately nearly every 
part of that sentence is impos-
sible.

The words “clean Brexit” 
only became fashionable after 
a book of that title was pub-
lished in August last year - not 
when we voted two years earli-
er. Moreover, the words “clean 
Brexit” have no real meaning, 
rather like previous Brexit 
slogans of having deals called 
“Canada-plus”, “Norway-plus” 
or “managed no deal”. Once you 
add in the word “plus” or “man-
aged” to any “deal”, it can mean 
anything you want it to mean. 

But the woman could not 
have voted as she now thinks 
she did for other reasons too. 
No deal was never an option 
on the 2016 Brexit referendum 
ballot paper. Prominent poli-
ticians wanting Brexit – Nigel 
Farage, Michael Gove and Boris 
Johnson – explicitly stated that 
Britain would leave the Euro-
pean Union with a deal and, so 
they claimed at the time, a very 
good deal because, as they put 
it, “we hold all the cards”. Fi-
nally – and most obviously – in 
June 2016, no date was fixed for 
leaving the EU, so the woman 
could not possibly have voted to 
leave on October 31, 2019. That 
date was only fixed in March 
this year, and even now it might 
not happen.

The puzzle is how a decent, 
articulate human being like 
this voter could so profound-
ly delude herself about easily 
verifiable facts. Perhaps it is a 
tiny example of a phenomenon 
known more grandly as “his-
torical negationism”. It means 
humans give accounts of the 
past by selectively (and some-
times deliberately) ignoring 
or denying troublesome facts 
which undermine their case.

Napoleon Bonaparte once 

wryly observed that history “is 
a set of lies agreed upon”. On 
the day I had the discussion in 
Conway Hall, British newspa-
pers began running extracts of 
the autobiography of the prime 
minister who got us into the 
Brexit mess in the first place, 
David Cameron. His “factual” 
account of our recent history 
did not please either side in the 
Brexit debate. 

The Brexit supporting tab-
loid newspaper The Sun called 

it “Mills and Boon for Remain-
ers,” referring to a particularly 
soppy kind of fantasy love story. 
A newspaper in the Remain 
camp, the Guardian, excoriated 
Mr Cameron for a self-serving 
account pretending that the 
referendum mess for which he 
was responsible was really a 
“boon” for Britain if the Leav-
ers’ dastardly tactics hadn’t 
stopped him from getting his 
message across to the great 
British public. 

Mr Cameron’s account avoids 
the uncomfortable fact that un-
til he forced a referendum upon 
us in 2016, membership of the 
EU was an issue of little con-
cern to the vast majority of the 
British people, and the vote was 
largely to appease Euroscep-
tic elements in his own party, 
with the expectation that the 
Remain camp would win. He 
led a woeful campaign, lost the 
vote and his job to boot. 

The term “historical nega-

Historians 
have long 
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